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Abstract: This study investigated how factors such as ownership structure, organizational maturity, corporate 
governance, and gender diversity influence the sustainability performance of Brazilian companies, as measured 
by the Corporate Sustainability Index (ISE). It is justified by the gap in integrated research in emerging contexts 
and the need to understand mechanisms that mitigate structural challenges. The objective was to analyze the 
interaction of these elements using quantitative methods (Probit and Logit regressions) on secondary data from 
564 companies listed on the Brazilian stock exchange (B3) between 2015 and 2022. Results showed that higher 
foreign participation and organizational maturity are negatively correlated with sustainability, aligning with 
Agency Theory, which highlights the prioritization of immediate returns. In contrast, inclusive governance 
(independent members and expanded boards) and gender diversity positively impacted performance, 
supporting Stakeholder and Critical Mass Theories. However, CEO duality did not prove statistically significant. 
The contributions are theoretical and practical: they reinforce models that integrate sustainability barriers and 
facilitators and underscore the need for policies that prioritize diverse boards to mitigate risks in traditional 
structures. In summary, the research demonstrates that diversity and inclusive governance are essential to 
overcoming challenges and informing multidisciplinary strategies and public policies. 
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1. Introduction 
Companies are increasingly seeking metrics and strategies that integrate environmental, social, 

and corporate governance (ESG) issues [42]. This is essential to maintain competitiveness and ensure 
long-term results [2,3,33]. These strategies also aim to raise awareness within organizations about 
practices that promote environmental preservation [19]. Thus, the prosperity of organizations is 
linked to organizational maturity, which positively impacts environmental and social policies [12,27]. 

In this context, corporate governance plays a crucial role, as it must meet the demands of various 
stakeholders, creating value and ensuring organizational sustainability [27]. Stakeholders influence 
competitive advantage and decisions regarding environmental practices and performance in 
companies [8]. Therefore, corporate sustainability is based on the Stakeholder Theory, seeking to 
align sustainable practices with the interests of shareholders and other involved parties, resulting in 
added value and an improved organizational reputation [3,17,26]. 

Furthermore, the ownership structure of organizations, which encompasses how they finance 
their operations, is an important factor in adopting sustainable practices [11]. The growing 
integration of ESG criteria in investment decisions demonstrates a move toward companies that 
adopt transparent and sustainable practices [35]. In this context, the role of the board of directors is 
crucial to evaluate strategies that connect social and environmental policies with the interests of 
stakeholders [2,33]. Thus, the alignment between sustainability and the interests of stakeholders 
reflects the practical application of Agency Theory [16]. 

To face the challenges of integrating ESG criteria, organizations need robust governance 
structures committed to sustainability [19]. In this scenario, gender diversity, particularly the 
presence of women on boards, is an increasing trend, enabling a combination of experiences and 
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capabilities in evaluating strategies [3]. Although the presence of women in the corporate 
environment is growing, significant gaps remain to be filled [3,5]. 

Several countries have already applied quotas to increase female participation on boards [25,40]. 
However, studies on female participation still do not present definitive conclusions, showing varied 
results regarding its positive impact on ethical and social issues [1,3]. On the other hand, some 
authors suggest that low representation and limited experience may affect the effectiveness of female 
participation [1,3]. 

Therefore, the inconsistency and lack of investigations on the relationship between 
sustainability, ownership structure, and governance, as well as the influence of gender diversity, 
justifies this study. Thus, the objective of this study is to examine the impacts of ownership structure 
factors, corporate governance structure, and the influence of gender diversity on sustainability 
performance in organizations. 

As an innovation, this study will apply [21], Critical Mass Theory which suggests that a 
minimum of 30% female participation or three women on the board can generate significant impacts 
on decisions [21]. Thus, the study aims to investigate the board characteristics and ownership 
structures as the foundation for the proposed research [3]. 

2. Literature Review 
2.1. Historical Context of Sustainability 

The concept of sustainability emerged in the 1960s, driven by environmental movements. In 
1972, the Club of Rome, at the Stockholm Conference, warned about unchecked economic growth in 
relation to finite resources, marking the starting point for sustainability discussions. In 1987, the 
Brundtland Report, titled Our Common Future, established sustainable development to meet present 
needs without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs [7]. 

This milestone evolved with the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 
held in Brazil in 1992, known as Rio 92, which set principles for balanced sustainable development 
integrating environmental, social, and economic aspects [38]. The introduction of the Triple Bottom 
Line (TBL) by John Elkington in 1994 expanded the way companies assess their performance, now 
seeking to measure and report their results in three areas: profit (financial), people (social), and planet 
(environmental) [15]. 

In 2015, the UN created the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to be achieved by 2030, 
reflecting a global approach that considers impacts across economic, social, and environmental 
dimensions [24]. Therefore, sustainability seeks the interdependence of these dimensions for 
balanced and sustainable development [14,22,32]. 

The evolution of sustainability led to studies linking environmental and social factors with 
corporate governance. [2] investigated how environmental practices impact finances and emphasized 
the growing role of corporate governance in environmental initiatives [3]. These studies revealed 
gaps in research regarding ownership structure, board composition, and the influence of gender 
diversity on CEO decisions and governance [2,3]. 

2.2. Ownership Structure 
The authors [3], analyzed 63 Turkish companies and identified a positive relationship between 

foreign ownership and sustainability performance, which is corroborated by [12], who observed that 
governance practices influence sustainability reporting in Latin American groups. This connects 
governance with the promotion of sustainability across different regions. 

The autors, [9,18], highlighted that institutional investors tend to prefer socially and 
environmentally responsible companies, driven by the increasing demand for sustainability. The 
autors, [6], add that social and environmental responsibility alleviates pressure from investors, 
although large companies show less inclination to invest in environmental practices. Thus, social and 
environmental responsibility is seen as a factor mitigating market risks. 

Additionally, organizational maturity is associated with robust environmental and social 
policies [12,27], reinforcing the role of foreign and institutional investors in supporting the adoption 
of sustainable practices. Stakeholder Theory complements this analysis, indicating that stakeholders 
positively influence corporate governance. In light of the contexts presented, the following 
hypotheses were formulated: 

(H1) – There is a positive association between foreign ownership and sustainability performance. 
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(H2) – The greater the organizational maturity, the higher the sustainability performance. 

2.3. Board Composition 
The composition of the board of directors aims to suggest decisions that drive corporate 

sustainability [3,26]. In this sense, the board can understand short-term losses for future gains, 
thereby enhancing organizational credibility. Additionally, the CEO’s influence on the board may 
impact sustainability, as per Agency Theory by [16], especially if the CEO also holds the 
chairmanship, creating power duality [10,33]. 

Thus, the CEO’s personal attributes, as explored by [6], can interfere with investment decisions, 
which are often driven by strategic interests, such as maintaining good political relationships. This 
relationship between the CEO and politics strengthens the adoption of socially responsible 
investments. Therefore, the CEO’s power dynamics and influence are crucial for defining sustainable 
practices. 

Furthermore, the board size plays an important role in the quality of corporate sustainability 
practices [12]. The autor’s [3] corroborate this view, stating that sustainable performance is positively 
influenced by both the size and the proportion of independent directors, emphasizing the importance 
of robust governance in implementing responsible practices. From this, the following hypotheses 
were formulated: 

(H3) – The composition of independent members has a positive influence on sustainability 
performance. 

(H4) – CEO duality is negatively associated with sustainability performance. 

2.4. Gender Diversity on Boards 
Several studies connect gender diversity on boards with corporate sustainability performance 

[3,30,33]. However, some show inconsistent or low significance results [28,40]. Therefore, the impacts 
vary depending on the context, highlighting the need to further explore the role of gender diversity. 

For example, [36], found positive relationships between gender diversity and organizational 
performance in social, environmental, and governance aspects in US banks. In the European Union, 
[19], also observed positive correlations between the presence of women on boards and the 
environmental performance of companies, reinforcing the idea that gender diversity can improve 
organizational outcomes. 

In Italy, the implementation of gender quotas increased the presence of women on boards, but 
quotas alone did not address gender inequality [25]. This indicates that quantitative inclusion needs 
to be accompanied by policies that promote genuine integration and leadership opportunities for 
women, as pointed out by [5], who emphasized the lack of women’s mediation roles on boards. 

The autors, [13], in a study of Polish companies, noted that greater female presence on boards 
contributed to improved quality in financial reporting but emphasized the importance of giving 
women “voice” to achieve a positive impact. Thus, inclusion must be qualified, which aligns with 
studies on Critical Mass Theory. 

Finally, [39], pointed out that while having one woman on the board improves sustainability 
performance, the impact diminishes beyond this number. This challenges the Critical Mass Theory 
[13,21], which posits that three women are ideal for good corporate governance, reflecting the 
complexity of the issue and the need for further exploration. Based on these issues, the following 
hypotheses were raised: 

(H5) – There is a positive association between the presence of women on the board and 
sustainability performance. 

(H6) – An increase in the number of women on the board has a positive impact on sustainability 
performance. 

From the theoretical framework, six hypotheses were presented, as shown in Table 1, consisting 
of Ownership Structure, Board Structure, and Gender Diversity on Boards to explain sustainability 
performance. 
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Table 1. – Structure and hypotheses. 

 Hypotheses 
Expected 

sign 
H1 There is a positive association between foreign ownership and sustainability performance. + 
H2 The greater the organizational maturity, the higher the sustainability performance. + 
H3 The composition of independent members has a positive influence on sustainability performance. + 
H4 CEO duality is negatively associated with sustainability performance. - 

H5 
There is a positive association between the presence of women on the board and sustainability 

performance. 
+ 

H6 
An increase in the number of women on the board has a positive impact on sustainability 

performance. 
+ 

Source: Author-generated based on the theoretical framework. 

2.5. Structural Model and Distribution of Hypotheses 
Based on the theoretical framework, the following factors are presented: Ownership Structure, 

Board Structure, and Gender Diversity Structure on the Board, along with their indicated impacts on 
the sustainability performance of organizations. Additionally, the hypotheses are organized 
according to the influence of each factor and its intensity on sustainable performance. 

 
Figure 1. - Visualization of factors and distribution of hypotheses. Source: Generated by the author from the 
theoretical framework. Adapted from [3]. 

3. Materials and Methods 
The methodology adopted for this study was quantitative, as applied by [3], utilizing inferential 

analysis through Probit and Logit logistic regressions to compare results between both methods. The 
analyzed data comes from secondary sources, collected from consolidated financial statements of 
publicly traded companies listed on the Brasil Bolsa Balcão (B3). Financial institutions were excluded, 
as their financial metrics differ significantly compared to companies in most production sectors [3]. 

The dependent variable data collection was conducted using the Corporate Sustainability Index 
(ISE) of B3, which annually selects companies with sustainability excellence [4]. The sample consists 
of 3455 longitudinal observations from 564 companies across different sectors, analyzed between 
2015 and 2021. Historical data was obtained using the Economática® platform and adjusted by the 
Broad Consumer Price Index (IPCA). 
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3.1. Dependent Variable 
The endogenous variable consists of organizations’ participation in the Corporate Sustainability 

Index (ISE) during the period, treated as a binary variable. If participation occurred in the assessed 
year, the variable is coded as “1”; otherwise, it is coded as “0.” The Corporate Sustainability Index 
(ISE) comprises a portfolio listed on B3, including a select group of sustainable companies chosen 
according to B3 evaluation criteria [23,37]. 

3.2. Independent Variables 
As per [3], the independent variables include ownership structure, with emphasis on Foreign 

Ownership (PES), reflecting the total shares held by foreign investors. Institutional Ownership (PIN) 
is defined as the total number of institutional shares in circulation, while Public Ownership (PTN) 
represents the total number of publicly traded shares. The natural logarithm of the total shares was 
used as a measurement for these variables [3]. These variables are fundamental for analyzing the 
impact of ownership structure on corporate governance. 

The Board Size (TAC) variable was determined by the number of members on the administrative 
board, while Independent Board Members (MIC) represents the proportion of independent members 
relative to the total number of members [3]. Meanwhile, CEO Duality (DCE) is a dummy variable 
assigned the value “1” when the CEO also chairs the board, and “0” otherwise. This variable is crucial 
as it may influence strategic decisions [10]. These board structural factors directly impact governance 
practices. 

Female participation on boards is represented by the variable Independent Female Board 
Members (MCIF), calculated as the total proportion of women on independent boards relative to the 
total members. The variables reflecting the number of women on the board (TMCF) were split into 
dummies indicating the presence of one, two, three, or more women on the administrative board 
during the period [3]. These variables are essential for understanding the influence of gender 
diversity on corporate decisions. 

Organizational Maturity (MAO) is represented by dummies reflecting the company’s age, 
divided into 20-year intervals [3]. This factor can influence governance, as older organizations tend 
to have established structures affecting sustainability and innovation practices. 

Together, these variables form the basis for analyzing the impact of governance and ownership 
structure on corporate practices, with a focus on diversity and organizational maturity. 

3.3. Control Variables 
Control variables are represented by indices derived from financial statements of companies 

listed on B3, excluding financial institutions [3]. Excluding financial institutions enhances the 
relevance and precision of the results, avoiding comparisons with financial metrics that significantly 
differ and because financial institutions do not focus on the operational efficiency of goods and 
services production [3]. 

Financial performance, considering the cost of capital replacement, is measured using Tobin’s Q 
(QTB), calculated as follows [3,20,29,34,41]: 

QTB = 
Market Value + Total Debt - Current Assets

Total Assets
 (1) 

Financial leverage (ALF) indicates how much of the organization is financed by third parties and 
is calculated as the ratio of total liabilities to total assets [3,29,31,37]: 

ALF = 
Total Liabilities

Total Assets
 (2) 

To investigate organizational growth, authors such as [37], used the natural logarithm of total 
assets (ATI) recorded at the end of the fiscal year [9,31]. According to [3], the size of organizations 
should be considered as it may impact board decisions. Table 2 presents a summary of the variables 
used in this work. 
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Table 2. - Summary of variables. 

Variable  Division Acronyms Description 
Dependent Sustainability Index ISE Dummy for Sustainability (ISE) 

Independent 

Ownership Structure PES; PTN; PIN Logarithms of foreign, traded, and institutional ownership. 
Organizational Maturity MAO1 - MAO6 Dummies for organizational maturity (20-year intervals). 

Board Members MIC; MCIF, TAC Proportion of independent members and women on 
independent boards. 

CEO Duality DCE Dummy for CEO duality. 
Female Representation TMCF1 - TMCF4 Dummies for one, two, three, or more women on the board. 

Control Economic-Financial 
Variables 

ATI; QTB; ALF; SET; 
ANO 

Logarithm of total assets, Tobin’s Q, financial leverage, 
sector, and year. 

Source: Author-generated. 

3.4. Econometric Models 
To analyze the data and test the hypotheses, Logit and Probit models were applied, where the 

errors follow logistic and normal distributions, respectively, to ensure result sensitivity [3]. These 
models allow for robust estimations by analyzing estimated coefficients, robust standard errors, and 
associated p-values. 

Subsequently, the Wald test was performed to verify the individual significance of the inde-
pendent variables, along with the Hosmer-Lemeshow (HL) test, which evaluates the adequacy of the 
logistic regression model to the data. This ensures a detailed analysis of the model’s goodness-of-fit. 

Finally, the pseudo R² test was applied to measure the explanatory power of the variables within 
the model. The econometric models consider both individuals (i) and time (t) as per the proposed 
framework. 

Y1it = β0 + β1 X1it + β2 X2it + β3 X3t + β4 X4i + Ꜫit 

where: Y1it = Represents the dependent variable of sustainability related to individual i at time t; β0 
= Constant; β = Coefficient related to each variable; it = Change in individual i over time t; Ꜫ = Error 
related to variation i over time t. 

The purpose of the X1it variable in the model is to generate results for the hypotheses, therefore, 
the arrangement of the variables in the model is as follows: 

For hypothesis (H1): X1it = PESit – logarithmic variable related to foreign ownership; PINit – 
logarithmic variable of institutional ownership; PTNit – logarithmic variable corresponding to nego-
tiated ownership; For hypothesis (H2): X1it = MAOit – variable that measures organizational ma-
turity in 20-year intervals; To validate hypotheses (H3) and (H4): X1it = MICit - variable that repre-
sents independent directors; MCIFit – variable that indicates the presence of women on independent 
boards; DCEit – variable that addresses CEO duality; TACit – variable that refers to the size of the 
board; To investigate hypotheses (H5) and (H6): X1it = TMCFit – variable that represents the total 
number of female board members. 

The control variables, which were determined in all models, are represented by X2it = QTBit – 
Tobin’s Q variable; ATIit – Total assets logarithm; ALFit – Financial leverage variable. The variable 
X3t corresponds to time and the variable X4i corresponds to sectors, all of which were determined in 
all models. 

4. Results 
4.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The descriptive analysis presented in Table 3 highlights distinct patterns in corporate financial 
variables. Binary indicators (0 and 1) reveal that traded ownership (PTN) and total asset growth (ATI) 
exhibit medians exceeding their means, suggesting that most firms experienced below-average 
growth in these areas during the study period. This aligns with [2], who argue that governance struc-
tures often prioritize short-term stability over aggressive asset expansion, particularly in emerging 
markets. Similarly, [3] emphasize that ownership concentration—common in such contexts—may 
limit liquidity and asset diversification, reinforcing the observed median-mean disparity. 

Table 3. - Descriptive analysis of variables. 
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Variable Description Mean Median Stand. Dev. Max Min 
1. ISE Sustainability Index 0.04 0 0.21 1 0 
2. PES Log of foreign 4.71 4.59 0.87 8.0 3.1 
3. PIN Log of institutional 4.67 4.59 0.77 5.1 -4.6 
4. PTN Log of publicly traded 4.92 5.08 1.06 9.6 1.3 
5. MAO1 Maturity from 1 to 20 0.36 0 0.48 1 0 
6. MAO2 Maturity from 21 to 40  0.20 0 0.40 1 0 
7. MAO3 Maturity from 41 to 60 0.19 0 0.39 1 0 
8. MAO4 Maturity from 61 to 80 0.13 0 0.34 1 0 
9. MAO5 Maturity from 81 to 100 0.05 0 0.22 1 0 
10. MAO6 Maturity over 100 years 0.06 0 0.23 1 0 
11. MIC Independent members on the board 0.18 0 0.30 1.1 0 
12. MCIF Women on the independent board 0.02 0 0.06 0.7 0 
13. DCE CEO duality 0.22 0 0.41 1 0 
14. TAC Total members board 3.02 0 3.65 15 0 
15. TMCF1 One woman board 0.07 0 0.25 1 0 
16. TMCF2 Two women board 0.02 0 0.15 1 0 
17. TMCF3 Three women board 0.01 0 0.09 1 0 
18. TMCF4 More than three women  0.00 0 0.03 1 0 
19. ATI Log of total assets 6.25 6.37 1.03 9.11 -1.2 
20. QTB Tobin’s Q 0.38 0.00 2.14 59.03 -1.4 
21. ALF Financial leverage 0.82 0.60 2.29 55.50 0.00 

Source: Generated by the author from research data. 

Conversely, variables like foreign ownership (PES), financial leverage (ALF), and replacement 
capital costs (QTB) demonstrate medians below their means, indicating above-average reliance on 
external capital and debt. The autors, [9], link this to institutional investors’ growing influence, as 
firms in competitive markets often adopt riskier financial strategies to attract foreign investment. The 
autors, [26], further note that higher leverage reflects strategic responses to capital scarcity, albeit 
increasing dependency on volatile funding sources—a trend corroborated by [30], who associate such 
practices with sector-specific sensitivities. 

These findings underscore the interplay between governance and financial strategy. For in-
stance, [17], posit that stakeholder-oriented firms balance growth and risk differently than share-
holder-focused entities, while [16], highlight the agency costs inherent in dispersed ownership struc-
tures. The data thus contextualizes how governance frameworks shape financial resilience, as noted 
by [31]. 

4.2. Main Results and Discussions 
The Table 4 presents the results which were robustly generated by adjusting the standard errors 

to avoid potential violations of homoscedasticity. In this way, the table organizes the impacts of fac-
tors related to ownership structure, organizational maturity, board structure, and gender diversity 
on sustainability performance, as measured by the Corporate Sustainability Index (ISE).
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Table 4. - Results of logistic regressions. 

Independent variables Model 1. Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

PES (Foreign ownership)  -1.037**  -1.871**       
PIN (Institutional ownership) 0.097 0.160       
PTN (Public ownership)  -1.673** -2.784**       
MAO1 (Maturity 1-20 years)    -0.422**  -0.880**     
MAO2 (Maturity 21-40 years)   -0.003 0.067     
MAO3 (Maturity 41-60 years)    -0.276* -0.470     
MAO4 (Maturity 61-80 years)    -0.921***  -1.876***     
MAO5 (Maturity 81-100 years)   0.185 0.132     
MIC (Independent board members)     0.144 0.348   
MCIF (Female independent board)     1.442** 2.542**   
DCE (CEO duality)      -0.182 -0.252   
TAC (Board size)      0.061*** 0.120***   
TMCF1(One woman on board)       0.473*** 0.926*** 
TMCF2 (Two women on board)       1.144*** 2.094*** 
TMCF3 (Three women on board)       0.608** 1.169**  
QTB (Tobin’s Q)  -0.645 -1.008 0.129*** 0.242*** 0.122*** 0.233*** 0.105*** 0.199*** 
ATI (Log of total assets)  2.942*** 5.085*** 1.480*** 2.764*** 1.155*** 2.175*** 1.077*** 2.229*** 
ALF (Financial leverage)  -3.007**  -5.315** -0.041 -0.105 -0.097 -0.239 -0.033 -0.074 
Teste Wald 34.79** 28.08** 349.28*** 332.85*** 281.73*** 236.23*** 318.00*** 299.01*** 
Pseudo R2 0.30 0.31 0.37 0.36 0.38 0.36 0.39 0.37 
Teste HL 0.64 0.94 0.69 0.36 0.23 0.87 0.14 0.04 
Source: Generated by the author from research data. Note: Distribution of p-values: (*) p-value < 0.10; (**) p-value < 0.05; (***) p-value < 0.01
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The models are arranged into four distinct models spread across eight columns, where the odd-
numbered columns represent estimates obtained via the Probit method and the even-numbered col-
umns correspond to the Logit estimates. Thus, each model is tested using two methods, allowing for 
a horizontal comparison between the probabilistic approaches while also providing a vertical analy-
sis of the coefficients and significance levels for each set of variables [2,3]. 

In Model 1, the indicators of ownership structure are represented by PES (foreign ownership), 
PIN (institutional ownership), and PTN (public ownership). The results show that, in both Column 1 
and Column 2, PES and PTN have negative and statistically significant coefficients (for example, –
1.037 and –1.673 in Column 1, and –1.871 and –2.784 in Column 2). These findings indicate that an 
increase in the participation of foreign investors and publicly traded companies is associated with 
lower sustainable performance, which contrasts with Hypothesis H1 that predicted a positive asso-
ciation [3,9]. 

Given the results of Model 1, Agency Theory can be invoked to explain this phenomenon: for-
eign and public shareholders may prioritize short-term returns, thereby discouraging long-term sus-
tainable practices [16]. Thus, H1 is not supported by the data, aligning with studies such as [6], which 
suggest that large corporations may be less inclined to invest in environmental initiatives. 

Model 2, which assesses organizational maturity through the variables MAO1 to MAO5, reveals 
that MAO1 (1 to 20 years) and MAO4 (61 to 80 years) have negative and significant coefficients in 
both columns (for example, –0.422 and –0.921 in Column 3, and –0.880 and –1.876 in Column 4). These 
results suggest that more mature companies tend to exhibit lower sustainable performance, contra-
dicting Hypothesis H2, which proposed that organizational maturity would be positively associated 
with sustainability. These findings corroborate the results of [6,27], who indicate that established 
companies are less inclined to invest in environmental practices. 

In Model 3, Table 4, analyzes board structure, the variables include MIC (the proportion of in-
dependent members), MCIF (the proportion of women on the independent board), DCEO (CEO du-
ality), and TAC (board size). It is observed that MCIF presents positive and significant coefficients 
(1.442 in Column 5 and 2.542 in Column 6), while TAC also shows positive and highly significant 
results (0.061 and 0.120, respectively). These outcomes align with Stakeholder Theory, which posits 
that larger boards incorporate a diversity of interests, thereby facilitating sustainable policies [12]. 

On the other hand, in Model 3 the variable DCEO exhibits negative coefficients (–0.182 and –
0.252), although these are not statistically significant. Thus, Hypothesis H3, which asserts that the 
presence of independent board members has a positive influence on sustainability, is supported, as 
suggested by [3,12]. Meanwhile, Hypothesis H4, which postulates that CEO duality negatively im-
pacts sustainable performance, is only partially evidenced; although the negative sign is present, the 
lack of statistical significance prevents a robust conclusion. 

Model 4, focused on gender diversity, considers the variables TMCF1, TMCF2, and TMCF3, 
which indicate the presence of one, two, and three women on the board, respectively. The coefficients 
for these variables are consistently positive and statistically significant in both columns (for example, 
TMCF1: 0.473 in Column 7 and 0.926 in Column 8; TMCF2: 1.144 and 2.094; TMCF3: 0.608 and 1.169). 
In this way, Hypotheses H5 and H6, which suggest a positive association between the presence (and 
quantitative increase) of women on the board and sustainable performance, are robustly supported. 
These results are in line with Critical Mass Theory, [21], which contends that three women are neces-
sary for significant influence, and they also align with the evidence presented by [13,39], which high-
light the benefits of gender diversity in promoting corporate sustainability. 

A general analysis of the models shows that, while factors related to ownership and organiza-
tional maturity exhibit negative relationships with sustainability performance, governance elements 
– especially those pertaining to board composition and diversity – contribute positively to more sus-
tainable practices. In short, the comparison of the models reveals that the negative effects of owner-
ship structure and maturity factors are counterbalanced by the robust positive effects observed in 
board structure and gender diversity. This finding underscores the importance of effective and inclu-
sive governance as a compensatory mechanism for the challenges faced by more mature organiza-
tions or those with ownership structures that, on their own, do not favor sustainability. 

In the analysis of the control and robustness variables, total assets (ATI) demonstrated positive 
coefficients across all the models used, reinforcing the evidence that companies with greater re-
sources tend to invest in sustainable practices [14]. Conversely, the financial leverage variable (ALF) 
showed negative impacts in all estimations, suggesting that higher indebtedness may limit the 
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capacity for sustainability investments. In contrast, Tobin’s Q (QTB) exhibited a positive and highly 
significant relationship in Models 2 through 4, indicating that companies with more favorable market 
evaluations prioritize sustainability. The robustness tests (significant Wald, Pseudo R² between 0.30 
and 0.39, and HL > 0.05) confirm the consistency of the models. Furthermore, the similarity between 
the Probit and Logit results enhances the reliability of the findings. 

In summary, the results indicate that hypotheses H1 and H2 were not supported, demonstrating 
that a higher participation of foreign investors and an elevated degree of organizational maturity are 
associated with lower sustainable performance [2,3]. On the other hand, hypotheses H3, H5, and H6 
were robustly confirmed, showing that the presence of independent members – particularly women 
– and an increase in board size promote higher sustainable performance, thereby reinforcing the ar-
guments of recent studies. 

Furthermore, hypothesis H4, related to CEO duality, did not present statistically significant ev-
idence for its negative impact, suggesting that, despite the theoretical criticisms based on Agency 
Theory [16], the current data do not robustly support this relationship. Thus, these findings not only 
confirm the theoretical arguments of [2] and [3] but also point to practical implications for the imple-
mentation of governance and diversity strategies, emphasizing the need for an integrated approach 
to promote sustainability in organizations. The hypothesis results are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5. - Hypotheses results. 

Structures  Hypotheses 
Expected 

Sign 
Observed 

Sign 
Results 

Ownership 
Structure 

H1 
There is a positive association between foreign 
ownership and sustainability performance. 

+ - Not supported 

H2 
The greater the organizational maturity, the higher 
the sustainability performance. 

+ - Not supported 

Board Structure 
H3 

The composition of independent members has a 
positive influence on sustainability performance. 

+ + Supported 

H4 
CEO duality is negatively associated with 
sustainability performance. 

- - Not supported 

Gender 
Diversity on 
Board 

H5 
There is a positive association between the 
presence of women on the board and sustainability 
performance. 

+ + Supported 

H6 
An increase in the number of women on the board 
has a positive impact on sustainability 
performance. 

+ + Supported 

Source: Generated by the author based on the theoretical framework and results obtained. 

5. Conclusions 
This study aimed to investigate the impacts of factors related to ownership structure, 

organizational maturity, corporate governance, and gender diversity on corporate sustainability 
performance, based on the Corporate Sustainability Index (ISE). The research is justified by the 
scarcity of integrated studies on these relationships, particularly in emerging contexts such as Brazil, 
and by the need to understand how governance and diversity mechanisms can mitigate challenges 
associated with ownership structures and organizational maturity. The central objective was to 
analyze how these elements interact to influence sustainable practices, contributing to the theoretical 
and practical debate on corporate strategies aligned with sustainability. 

The methodology adopted a quantitative approach, using Probit and Logit regression models to 
analyze secondary data from companies listed on the Brazilian stock exchange (B3) during the period 
from 2015 to 2021. The sample included 3456 observations from 564 companies. Sustainability 
performance was operationalized through the ISE, while the independent variables ranged from 
ownership indicators to the composition of the board of directors. 

The results revealed that ownership structures with higher foreign participation and publicly 
traded shares, as well as organizational maturity, were negatively associated with sustainability. 
These findings align with Agency Theory, suggesting that short-term priorities may overshadow 
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long-cycle investments. In contrast, governance elements, such as the presence of independent board 
members and board expansion, were positively associated with sustainability performance, 
supporting Stakeholder Theory, which emphasizes the diversity of interests in decision-making. 
Furthermore, gender diversity on the board demonstrated a significant impact, backed by Critical 
Mass Theory, indicating that female representation enhances the adoption of sustainable practices. 
However, CEO duality showed no statistical significance, limiting definitive conclusions about its 
role. 

This study provides both theoretical and practical contributions. Theoretically, it reinforces the 
importance of integrated models that consider both barriers (such as ownership structures) and 
enablers (such as inclusive governance) for sustainability. Practically, it highlights the need for 
corporate policies that prioritize diverse and independent boards while warning against the risks of 
concentrated ownership and excessive maturity without compensatory mechanisms. The findings 
suggest that effective governance can neutralize negative structural effects, fostering a transition to 
more sustainable business models. 

Among the limitations, the geographic scope restricts the generalizability of the results, and the 
exclusion of financial institutions, whose dynamics may differ significantly, limits broader 
applicability. Additionally, qualitative variables, such as organizational culture, were not included, 
offering avenues for future research. It is recommended to expand the analysis to other countries, 
include financial sectors, and combine qualitative methods to deepen the understanding of 
behavioral factors involved. 

In summary, this research underscores the complexity of the determinants of corporate 
sustainability, demonstrating that inclusive governance and gender diversity are essential pillars for 
overcoming challenges imposed by traditional structures. Its findings provide a valuable framework 
to guide strategic decisions and public policies, emphasizing the importance of multidisciplinary and 
adaptive approaches in promoting organizational sustainability. 
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