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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of the main Corporate
Governance (CG) characteristics on the corporate environmental perfor-
mance. In addition, it focuses on global food companies as this sector is dis-
tinguished by specific characteristics. The sample of the study employs 174
food companies from the Thomson Reuters Global Food & Beverages Price
Return Index for 2017. The Environmental Score as calculated by Thomson
Reuters is adopted in the proposed model as a proxy of corporate Environ-
mental Performance (EP). A regression analysis is developed in order to in-
vestigate the Board Size, the Board Independence and the Board gender
composition of Board of Directors (BoD) on EP. The results revealed that the
size of the BoD and the presence of women directors on Board have a positive
effect on environmental performance. The study assists corporate managers
to implement the appropriate Board characteristics in order to enhance their
EP and socially responsible investors to identify companies with higher level
of EP. This study extends the scope of previous studies by investigating the
food and beverage sector and understanding of CG characteristics on EP tak-
ing into account innovating index as a proxy of EP.
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1. Introduction

The concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) increases its awareness
among different corporate stakeholders, such as corporate managers, investors,

consumers, academic community and suppliers (Galvao et al., 2019). The term
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of CSR means different things to different stakeholders and it is changing over
time (Arlow & Gannon, 1982; Kitchin, 2002; Jamali, 2008). Among the most
well-known definitions of CSR is the one proposed by the Commission of Euro-
pean Communities (2001) in the Green paper stating that CSR “... means not
only fulfilling legal expectations, but also going beyond compliance and invest-
ing ‘more into human capital, the environment and the relations with stake-
holders”. Undoubtedly, the environmental aspect is one of the most important
aspects of CSR and it has attracted the interest of scientific community to inves-
tigate the main factors that affect the environmental performance and its rela-
tionships with other corporate aspects such as economic one (e.g. Clarkson et al.,
2011; Naciti, 2019).

This study focuses on the effect of corporate governance characteristics and,
mainly, on the characteristics of BoD on environmental performance. The con-
cept of corporate governance is not precisely defined by academic literature
(Wajeeh & Muneeza, 2012). The Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development states that corporate governance is the system that a company is
directed and controlled by defining the rights and the responsibilities of different
parties of a company such as BoD, shareholders and managers (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development, 2004). More specifically, Campbell
(2007) incorporated the role, function and structure of board of directors in
making decisions. Due to recent corporate scandals such the ones of Enron and
Worldcom, the BoD attracts the attention as it is considered accountable for
(Alanazi, 2019).

As far as food and beverage companies and CSR are concerned, Wei et al.
(2018) supported that consumers have an increased desire to select healthy foods
and buy goods from companies that incorporate socially responsible initiatives
in their business operations. In addition, Hartmann (2011) supported that the
concept of CSR is of high relevance with this sector since it depends on natural,
human and physical resources and the value chain of food sectors has specific
characteristics as it is affected by different aspects such as the environmental and
societal ones. Focusing on the food retailers, Environmental initiatives are on
CSR agenda of food retailers leaders because companies have to take into ac-
count a number of environmental issues such as energy consumption, natural
and chemical, use of packaging, waste disposal and emissions (Roberts, 2003;
Jones et al., 2005). In the field of supply chain, companies related to food and
beverage have developed environmental responsible logistics so as to limit waste
disposal or address recycling issues (e.g. Rogers & Tibben-Lembke, 2001). Final-
ly, the importance of environment could depend on the sector where companies
operate as each one faces different challenges, needs and priorities (Fafaliou et
al., 2006). For this reason, this study focuses on food and beverage companies.

Dixon-Fowler et al. (2017) stated that there is an academic research gap how
the board of directors affects the corporate environmental performance regard-

ing that should be investigated. Thus, the aim of this study is to investigate sig-
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nificant corporate governance characteristics that determine the environmental
performance of companies that operate on food and beverage sector. In particu-
lar, three main variables are employed, namely the size of BoD, the Board Inde-
pendence and the presence of women on BoD. As far as environmental perfor-
mance is concerned, Thomson Reuters DataStream provides non-financial data
for listed companies. For the purpose of the study Environmental performance
Score (EPS) is employed as a proxy of environmental performance in order to
surpass subjectivity concerns of measuring environmental performance. Re-
garding the sample of study, companies that are listed on Food & Beverages
Price Return Index are employed in the proposed model for the year 2017. The
study provides significant implications to major corporate stakeholders such as
managers, shareholders and investors.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 discusses the role of
BoD and presents the hypotheses development and Section 3 describes the em-
ployed methodology. Section 4 outlines the results of the study along with dis-
cussion of the results. The last section of the study presents the conclusions

along with recommendation for future research.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Board of Directors

BoD is the mean by which a company protects not only the shareholders’ inter-
est but stakeholder interest as well (Pérez Carrillo et al., 2007; Quattrociocchi et
al., 2019). BoD’s main responsibility is to serve the link between shareholders
and corporate managers and its supervisory capacity is determined by the size of
BoD and the board composition (Villanueva-Villar et al., 2016).

BoD plays a vital role for the decision-making process regarding environmen-
tal initiatives. For instance, companies that intend to address environmental
concerns such as decreased natural resources, increased pressure from environ-
mental regulators, socially responsible investors, and other environmental bo-
dies may create an environmental committee in order to formulate the appro-
priate environmental behavior and strategy (Kassinis & Vafeas, 2002; Di-
xon-Fowler et al., 2017). In the field of non-financial disclosure, a number of
studies investigated the role of corporate governance on environmental report-
ing by incorporating the role of BoD (e.g. Liao et al.; 2015; Tauringana & Chi-
thambo, 2015; Ezhilarasi & Kabra, 2017).

Three main theories can be elaborated in relation to Corporate Governance
and BoD. The first theory is Agency theory which explains the relationship be-
tween principals/owners and managers/agents, in our case the BoD. It is as-
sumed that there is an information asymmetry between the aforementioned par-
ties and the limited access to ascertain whether managers act with opportunistic
behaviors (Adams, 1994; Jensen & Meckling, 1976). A second theory related to
Corporate Governance and BoD is Stewardship theory with roots in sociology

and psychology (Al Mamun et al., 2013). Stewardship theory assumes that di-
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rectors act as good steward of the corporate asset making those decisions that are
in the best interest of company (Donaldson & Davis, 1991). In the environmen-
tal field, this theory supports that directors are probably more concerned about
environmental performance as they perceive better how the environmental per-
formance level influences perceptions of their own performance and reputation
(Dixon-Fowler et al., 2017; Fama, 1980). Resource dependence theory is another
theory that is connected with BoD. According to Al Mamun et al. (2013), each
company has a lot of reasons and motives to elaborate relationships with other
companies or external bodies in order to reduce environmental uncertainties.
Directors of Boards are responsible to develop and enhance such a type of rela-
tionships with other companies and bodies so as to bring additional environ-
mental knowledge and resources needed to elaborated environmental initiatives
(Dalton et al., 1999; Goodstein et al., 1994).

Even if the increased interest of academic community about the role of BoD
on CSR, less is known regarding the effects of BoD characteristics on environ-

mental performance of companies operating in Food and Beverage Sector.

2.2. Hypotheses Development

This section describes the hypotheses on the impact of BoD characteristics on
the environmental performance. Three main hypotheses are under investigation
based on the size of BoD, the Board Independence and presence of women on
BoD. The following analysis concerns prior empirical studies regarding the pro-
posed explanatory variables in relation not only to the environmental aspect but
also from the broad concept of CSR and sustainability. A priori hypothesis de-
velopment cannot be made as the results from the prior empirical studies are

controversial (Reverte, 2009; Branco & Rodrigues, 2008).

2.2.1. Size of BoD

The size of BoD is considered as a critical determinant of the board’s ability to
apply strategic actions. The size of BoD is an internal body that monitors the
management’s performance. A lot of directors in a Board may be a crucial prob-
lem for reaching consensus regarding specific decisions and, in addition, it can
be a factor of decreased motivation and satisfaction because of limited participa-
tion (Shaw, 1981; Jewell & Reitz, 1981). Jensen (1993) stated that a large BoD
tends to serve more symbolic purposes interacting with society rather than with
managerial processes. In addition, a smaller size BoD assists the Board to take
unanimous decisions. For instance, Kassinis & Vafeas (2002) based on 209 USA
companies found empirically that large BoD are less effective in relation to en-
vironmental behavior increasing the likelihood of becoming an environmental
lawsuit defendant. On the other hand, more members of BoD mean directors
with diverge experience, studies and knowledge that could be very helpful to
confront environmental concerns by providing environmental advice (de Vil-
liers et al., 2011; Esa & Ghazali, 2012). For instance, Liao et al. (2015) found that
more directors in a Board seem that they act positively on moderating detri-
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mental environmental repercussions. However, prior empirical studies on the
field of CSR found that a larger Board could intensify communication and coor-
dination concerns among the members (e.g. Jensen, 1993; Eisenberg et al., 1998).
Focused on CSR disclosure, Siregar and Yanivi (2010) found that the size of
Board has a positive and concave relationship with corporate social disclosure
index and corporate social disclosure length.

Thus, the following two hypotheses have been developed:

H1a: The size of BoD has a positive effect on environmental performance.

H1b: The relationship between the BoD and environmental performance is

concave.

2.2.2. Women Presence on BoD
Gender diversity has been attracted the interest of various scientific fields such
as psychology and management in order to analyze gender specific attitudes or
behaviors (e.g. Bussey & Bandura, 1999; Galbreath, 2018). Huse and Solberg
(2006) investigated the role and the contribution of women on BoD. The results
showed that women directors are wiser and more diligent than male ones. In
addition, women directors contribute to the creation of a good atmosphere in
the Board and support soft values. Similarly, Barako and Brown (2008) showed
that women have a significant effect on corporate socially responsible behaviors
increasing the possibility to confront more effectively the environmental con-
cerns than men directors. Birindelli et al. (2019) focused on the bank sector found
that companies form different geographical regions (Europe, Middle East and
Africa) and that there is a nonlinear relationship between women directors on
BoD and the environmental performance. Based on the United Kingdom compa-
nies, Liao et al. (2015) revealed that more women directors on BoD affect positive-
ly the environmental disclosure performance. Focused on Fortune 500 companies,
Ciocirlan and Pettersson (2012) provided some explanations of women directors’
orientation to climate change concerns. Firstly, women is more likely to estimate
the environmental risks, to be compassionate and nurturing, while men seem to
be more competitively oriented. However, there are studies that support that
there is a low influence of women on BoD to corporate environmental initiatives
(e.g. Glass & Cook, 2018). Therefore, Alazzani et al. (2017) showed no associa-
tion between women directors on Board and environmental performance taking
into account Malaysian companies.

Thus, taking into account the aforementioned studies, the hypothesis is:

H2: The presence of women on the board has a positive effect on the environ-

mental performance

2.2.3. Board Independence

Liao et al. (2015) stated that higher levels of independent directors are a detri-
mental factor to monitor management monitoring effectively in order to miti-
gate agency problems (Fama & Jensen, 1983). According to this, independent

directors tend to be more objective and focus more on strategic issues and not to
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daily operation issues (Kesner & Johnson, 1990; de Villiers et al., 2011). McKen-
dall et al. (1999) supported that environmental investments is more possible to
be realized by an independent BoD resisting to any pressure to detain or cancel
similar investments. Prior empirical studies showed mixed results regarding the
effect of Board independence on environmental performance. For instance,
Garcia Sanchez et al. (2018) showed that in banking Spanish companies higher
levels of Board independence affect positively CSR behavior. Zahra (2001) stated
that independent directors are more possible to consider social goals than inside
directors. De Villiers et al. (2011) took into account a sample of more than 1.000
companies for the years 2003 and 2004 and showed that more independent di-
rectors on Board have a significant impact on environmental performance.
However, a high level of Board independence seems not to have a significant ef-
fect. Moreover, Biswas et al. (2018) compromised Australian listed companies on
Australian Securities Exchange for the period 2004-2015 and it is showed that
board independence influences the environmental performance. However, Zou
et al. (2015) took into account Chinese manufacturing companies and found
that independent directors do not exert a significant influence on the environ-
mental performance. Similarly, Berrone and Gomez-Mejia, (2009) and Allegrini
and Greco (2013) did not find any relationship between board independence
and sustainability disclosure performance. Thus, the underlying assumption is:
H3: Independent directors on Board have a positive effect on the environ-

mental performance.

3. Methodology
3.1. The Sample

The sample considers only listed companies as large in size companies are more
possible to integrate environmental initiatives than medium or small ones
(Ghazali, 2007). As this study focuses on food and beverage companies, compa-
nies listed on Thomson Reuters Global Food & Beverages Index were employed
to examine the proposed hypotheses. Corporate data, both dependent and inde-
pendent variable, were retrieved by Thomson Reuters’ online platform database.
In particular, Thomson Reuters DataStream incorporates a historical financial
database with over 35 million individual instruments or indicators across all
major asset classes by using a number of different information sources such as
annual reports, corporate sustainability reports, nongovernmental organizations
(Dyck et al., 2019). Thomson Reuters DataStream was selected because it is con-
sidered among the reliable research database and it is used by a number of aca-
demic research studies (e.g. Bamidele Oyedele, 2014; Akbas et al., 2018; Poza &
Mong, 2020).

In total, 174 out of 490 companies were considered due to missing data from
the online data. A major explanation of missing data is that companies are not
obligated to incorporate environmental initiatives and publish the non-financial

information.
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3.2. Dependent and Independent Variables

This section describes both dependent and independent variables which are
considered in the study. In general, there are different approaches to measure
corporate environmental performance. The first approach takes into account
single environmental measures such as greenhouse gas emissions (Luo & Tang,
2014), hazardous waste produced in tones (Iatridis, 2013) toxics release inven-
tory (Patten, 2002) ratio of toxic waste recycled to total toxic waste generated
(Al-Tuwaijri et al., 2004). Another approach is the adoption of dummy variables
as a proxy of environmental performance such as the conviction or not of envi-
ronmental offence (Tauringana et al., 2017). The limitation of the above ap-
proaches is that it concerns only one dimension of environmental performance
neglecting the wide range of environmental aspect. The second approach con-
cerns an aggregate index similar to those that are proposed by KLD and Thom-
son Reuters’ online database (e.g. Nazari et al., 2017; Dyck et al., 2019). In this
study, Environmental Score provided by Thomson Reuters’ online database is
employed as a proxy for the environmental performance. In particular, corpo-
rate environmental performance data was obtained from Thomson Reuter Data-
stream for the year 2017. The environmental performance score ranges between
0 and 100 revealing the level of environmental performance.

As far as independent variables are concerned, three explanatory variables
were employed in relationship to the environmental performance: the Board
Size, the Board Independence and the Board gender composition. Regarding
Board Size, this study took into account prior empirical studies by proposing as
a definition the total number of board members at the end of the fiscal year. For
the Board Independence the Percentage of independent board members is used
as reported by the company, while for Board gender composition the Percentage
of women on the board of directors is adopted. Two control variables are em-
ployed in the proposed model: firm size and financial leverage. Large in size
companies tend to attract the interest of various stakeholders measured by mar-
ket capitalization as a proxy for the company’s size, while financial leverage is
measured by the total debt divided by total assets as a proxy of creditors’ power
(Branco & Rodrigues, 2008). Table 1 presents the definitions for both dependent
and independent variables.

Multiple linear regression model is employed in order to predict the envi-
ronmental performance from three corporate governance variables (e.g. Ha-
niffa & Cooke, 2005; Branco & Rodrigues, 2008) using the statistical Stata soft-

ware package. The form of the proposed model is:

EP =b, +b, *EP +b, *BoD +b, *BoD2+h, * Bl +b, *BGC +b, *CZ+b, *FV

where:
EP = Environmental Performance
BoD = Board Size
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Table 1. Definitions for both dependent and independent variables.

Variables Definitions

The environmental pillar measures a company’s impact on living
and non-living natural systems, including the air, land and water,
Environmental as well as complete ecosystems. It reflects how well a company
Performance uses best management practices to avoid environmental risks and
capitalize on environmental opportunities in order to generate
long term shareholder value.

Board Size The total number of board members at the end of the fiscal year

Percentage of independent board members as reported
Board Independence
by the company
Board Gender Composition  Percentage of women on the board of directors.
Company Size Market Capitalization

Financial Leverage Total debt divided by total assets

BoD2 = Square of Board Size

BI = Board Independence

BGC = Board gender composition

CZ = Company’s Size'

FV = Financial Leverage

A number of statistical tests has been developed to assure the appropriateness

of data for statistical analysis.

4. Results

4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

In total, the sample compromises companies that the headquarters derived from
31 countries. For instance, USA companies constitutes 57 companies representing
32.7% of the total sample, while companies operating their headquarters in Aus-
tralia, United Kingdom and Japan represent 8.6%, 8% and 7.5%, respectively,
Table 2.

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of all variables employed in the
proposed model. The results mainly concern environmental performance which
means value reaches 63 out of 100 points, while the minimum value is 12.17 to
95.48. A possible explanation is that companies are not obligated to have envi-
ronmental initiatives in their business operation beyond the requirements of
law. In addition, companies probably are not willing to disseminate such initia-
tives because competitors are available to copy specific competitive advantages.
Regarding the values of skewness and kurtosis, they are under acceptable ranges
showing the normality distribution of variables.

Table 4 presents the correlation values among independent variables. The re-
sults show that there is no multicollinearity among explanatory variables. Based
on Pearson’s correlation coefficients, the maximum correlation value is 0.5108
which does not exceed the value 0.8 or 0.9 (Gujarati, 1988).

"The variable of Market Capitalization is converted in logarithm form in order to correct its skew-
ness and kurtosis.
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Table 2. The sample’s list.

Country Number Percentage
Switzerland 4 2.3%
Australia 15 8.6%
Belgium 1 0.6%
Canada 3 1.7%
Chile 1 0.6%
China 7 4.0%
Denmark 2 1.1%
France 3 1.7%
Germany 1 0.6%
China (Mainland) 5 2.9%
India 5 2.9%
Indonesia 4 2.3%
Ireland 2 1.1%
Japan 13 7.5%
South Korea 1 0.6%
Malaysia 8 4.6%
Netherlands 1 0.6%
Norway 3 1.7%
New Zealand 4 2.3%
Philippines 1 0.6%
Ukraine 1 0.6%
South Africa 6 3.4%
Saudi Arabia 1 0.6%
Singapore 4 2.3%
Spain 1 0.6%
Sweden 1 0.6%
Thailand 2 1.1%
Turkey 2 1.1%
Taiwan 1 0.6%
United Kingdom 14 8.0%
USA 57 32.8%
Total 174 100%

Table 3. Descriptive statistics.

Variables Mean Min Max Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis

EP 63.14494 12.97 95.48 29.18641 —0.5404878 1.77154
BoD 9.770115 3 20 2.927648 0.534294507  0.490940029
BI 45.55874 0.67 94.18 29.2278 —1.447035418 0.043721018
BGC 17.10379 0 75 13.5355 0.995029191  0.745605627
CZ 7.238512 5.553081 11.20747 1.123159 1.378287546  1.024557403
1% 0.2471049  0.0290142  0.7205555  0.1238822  2.234998534  1.155419996
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Table 4. Correlation matrix.

Variables EP BoD BI BGC Fv Ccz
EP 1
BoD 0.5108* 1
BI —-0.0763 0.0122 1
BGC 0.2157* 0.2368* 0.3186* 1
FV 0.1044 —0.0490 -0.2730* -0.0740 1
CZ 0.4454* 0.1998* -0.2356* -0.0515 0.0853 1

4.2. Regression Findings and Discussion

Regarding the proposed model, the heteroscedasticity concerns according to the
White’s test were dealt by heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors®. Based on
Skweness test of normality, the results showed that residuals are normally dis-
tributed (p = 0.1433 > 0.10). Furthermore, testing for omitted variables, the
Ramsey RESET test revealed that there is no need for more variables (p =
0.3898 > 0.1). The proposed model is significant with R-square = 0. 4391 and F
value = 25.11 (p < 0.01); thus, 43.91% of the variation of EP score is explained by
explanatory variables, Table 5.

Regarding independent variables, the number of BoD members and the per-
centage of women on Board are significantly positive at 1%, the square of BoD is
significantly negative at 1%, while the percentage of independent directors is sta-
tistically insignificant. The coefficient of market capitalization is positive and
statistically significant at 1%, whilst the financial leverage is not statistically sig-
nificant.

Extending the above results, the size of BoD tends to contribute significantly
to environmental performance. This is owned to the fact that companies with
larger board of directors are more likely to possess the diversity and richness of
environmental expertise so as to succeed higher levels of environmental perfor-
mance (de Villiers et al., 2011). Based on agency theory, more directors on BoD
means that the directors act more effectively in terms of environmental perfor-
mance decreasing the monitor cost of the shareholder. It is implied that the large
size of BoD satisfies not only shareholders’ interest by improving the monitoring
process but also stakeholders relative to natural environment (Hillman & Dal-
ziel, 2003). Regarding resource dependency theory, larger BoD is likely to have
better access to financial resources because of enhanced ability to create syner-
gies that could be deployed in environmental activities achieving better envi-
ronmental performance (Dalton et al., 1999; Goodstein et al., 1994). The results
are inconsistent with the point of view that supports that more directors in
Board face more difficulties in strategic decision-making which CEO appoints
difficulties in controlling process of the board (Jensen, 1993). However, the re-

sults revealed that the BoD’s size has a positive and concave relationship with the

*The used of robust option was added at the end of the regression command.
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Table 5. Results of the regression analysis.

Variables Coefficient Robust std. err. t-statistic
BZ 11.97771% 2.939364 4.07
BZ2 —-0.376415% 0.1224432 -3.07
BI —0.0483407 0.0672364 -0.72
BGC 0.3245394* 0.1221481 2.66
FV 19.23324 13.23367 1.45
CZ 9.069783* 1.809191 5.01
con —88.49306* 16.15131 -5.48
R-squared 0.4391
F value 25.11%

*Significant at 0.01 (two-tailed).

environmental performance consistent with Siregar and Bachtiar (2010). It is
implied that more directors on board creates more coordination concerns mak-
ing the monitoring and decision process ineffective leading to lower levels of en-
vironmental performance and, under the Agency theory, increasing the cost of
monitoring by the principals/owners of food companies.

As far as BGC is concerned, the results reveal that more women on BoD has a
positive effect on environmental performance. It is implied that women direc-
tors on BoD have positive attitude towards environmental concerns than men
because they perceive better the environmental risks (Diamantopoulos et al.,
2003; Hur et al., 2016). Thus, it can be stated that the presence of more women
directors on BoD seem to have an ethical stance towards the environmental as-
pect. This result of the study is inconsistent with Alazzani et al. (2017), Glass et
al. (2016) and Fakoya and Nakeng (2019).

Even if independent directors on Board are significant for companies, the re-
sults showed that the increased percentage of independent directors has no im-
pact on environmental performance consistent with Allegrini and Greco (2013).
The insignificant effect of independent directors is probably owned to different
educational backgrounds and professional experience.

Among the company’s characteristics, the company’s size and financial leve-
rage have a positive effect on environmental performance. Larger companies
were found that they consider more the environmental issues and concerns,
probably, because they can afford the economic cost so as to satisfy the stake-
holders’ expectation in relation to natural environment (e.g. Ezhilarasi and Ka-
bra, 2017). In addition, the creditor’s power seems to affect positively the envi-
ronmental performance revealing the corporate management can expand their
corporate initiatives beyond the traditional operations.

The findings of the study contribute to understand which BoD characteristics
are determinants of increased environmental performance in the context of food

and beverage sector.
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The results of the study have practical implications to different stakeholders.
For instance, the socially responsible investors could identify specific characte-
ristics of BoD that confirm the intention of some companies for higher level en-
vironmental performance. In this way, investors are able to detect which BoD
takes into account environmental concerns. In addition, corporate management
is able to send a sophisticated signal to external stakeholders indicating that
company, the potential for improved environmental performance. The results is
a topic of increased interest by global policy makers or regulators for corporate
governance that aims to increase the effectiveness of BoD, via the size of BoD
and the percentage of independent directors, towards CSR and, in particular,
towards environmental policy. Finally, shareholders are able to improve corpo-
rate environmental performance by introducing to the Board specific characte-
ristics not only to ensure higher levels of environmental performance but also to

minimize the monitor cost of corporate management.

5. Conclusion

Since environmental concerns are crucial for companies, the study intends to
investigate the role of corporate governance characteristics on corporate envi-
ronmental performance. In particular, three main aspects of BoD are employed,
namely, the size of BoD, the Board Independence and the Board gender compo-
sition in order to ascertain their significance on the environmental performance.

The contribution of this study to the existing literature is summarized as fol-
lows: To our knowledge, the study focused, for the first time, on companies op-
erating in food and beverage sector by investigating how the BoD characteristics
affect the corporate environmental performance. Secondly, the environmental
performance score as calculated by Thomson Reuters has not been employed
extensively in the prior empirical studies. This composite index was employed in
order to cover the wide range of environmental aspects of CSR avoiding subjec-
tivity concerns.

The results reveal that the increased size of BoD and independent directors
are vital factors of environmental concerns. However, a larger BoD leads to low-
er levels of environmental performance.

The findings of the study have important implications for different stakehold-
ers such as socially responsible investors that intend to identify companies that
consider in their business operation environmental concerns. Furthermore,
shareholders and managers may propose specific corporate governance charac-
teristics, while regulators could recommend in their corporate governance codes
specific attributes related to increased environmental performance.

The core innovation of this study is the research of how corporate governance
characteristics affect the environmental performance of food and beverage
companies as limited attention that has been paid in this sector. In addition, the
employment of Environmental Score as calculated by Thomson Reuters Data-

Stream as a proxy of environmental performance is considered as a novel.
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This study presents some limitations. First of all, the data that are employed in
the study concern only one year of study. Future studies may incorporate more
data for a period of years in order to assure that the results are confirmed. Fur-
thermore, future empirical studies could compare the present results with other
companies that operate in service or manufacturing sectors in order to ascertain
similarities or differences among them. Finally, even if CSR initiatives basically
concern large in size companies, future studies should incorporate in their sam-
ple not only listed companies on stock index but also medium or small compa-

nies in order to examine different or similar corporate governance behaviors.
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