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ABSTRACT 

This paper analyses the link between sustainability-related innovation and 

sustainability performance and the role that family firms play in this. This theme is particular 

relevant from a European point of view given the large number of firms that are family-

owned. Also the Lisbon agenda with its focus on reconciling sustainability aspects with 

profitability and innovation justifies an extended analysis of the above link.  

Governments often support environmentally and socially (particularly) beneficial 

innovation with various policy instruments, also with the intention is to increase international 

competitiveness and simultaneously support sustainable development. In parallel, firms use 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) and environmental management systems partly in the 

hope that this will foster such innovation in their organisation (and governments support CSR 

and environmental management systems (EMS) partly because of this). Hence the main 

research question of this paper is about the association of CSR and EMS with 

environmentally and socially (particularly) beneficial innovation and its determinants.  

Based on panel data collected from Compustat and KLD for the period 1992 to 2003, 

the paper analyses the link of corporate sustainability performance with sustainability 

innovation and the effect of being a family firm using panel estimation techniques which 

involve random and fixed effect models. The paper discusses preliminary results from the 

analysis, which in particular point to a moderating role of family firms on the link between 

sustainability innovation and performance. It also assesses the policy implications of this 

insight. 

 

This research was supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft through the SFB 

649 "Economic Risk". 
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INTRODUCTION 

This paper analyses how corporate sustainability management activities associate 

with sustainability-related innovation in companies. The relevance of this question can be 

derived from a policy as well as a firm perspective. In terms of the former perspective, 

governments often support environmentally and socially (particularly) beneficial innovation 

with various policy instruments with the intention to increase international competitiveness 

and simultaneously support sustainable development. For example, the German secretary of 

state for the environment demands: “Germany should establish itself as a responsible energy 

efficiency and environmental technologist in the global division of labour between nations” 

(Gabriel, 2006, translated from German). This perspective, which stresses the opportunities 

arising from sustainability-related innovation for increasing competitiveness is complemented 

by a risk-oriented view, which is explicated in the 7th Lifeworth Annual Review. The 

environmental managers surveyed for the review do not see sufficient progress with regard 

to reduction targets concerning e.g. climate change or poverty. One of the authors of the 

study hence stresses the „... need for a new mindset for corporate sustainability to stimulate 

innovation …” (Grayson, 2008). This challenge is also identified in a recent study of the 

consulting firm McKinsey identifiziert wird. Its 2007 survey of 400 chief executive officers of 

global companies found 70% of the respondents considering a strategic approach to social 

and environmental issues as having very high or high priority. In a survey of 2002 that asked 

the same question, only 33% of the respondents considered this a very high or high priority. 

At the same time, the respondents to the McKinsey survey perceive significant challenges in 

the organisational implementation of such a strategic approach. Policy makers often consider 

EMS as one approach to achieve such a strategic integration. In particular, they perceive 

EMS as a means to push environmental innovation (as one specific sub-category of 

sustainability related innovation), and by analogy, one could generalise, that sustainability-

related innovation could be driven by the totality of the sustainability management activities 

of a company. This related to the second perspective introduced above in that firms use CSR 

and environmental management systems partly in the hope that this will foster such 

innovation in their organisation (and ultimately governments support CSR and EMS partly 

because of this). 

In the remainder of this paper, I initially review extant literature on the link between 

environmental and sustainability innovation and management activities. I then introduce a 

formal definition of sustainability innovation and derive research questions. Subsequently the 

data and the econometric methodology is reported. Following this, present results of and 

empirical study and conclude the paper with a discussion of their implications for policy, 

practice and future research. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

A number of empirical studies have attempted to identify such determinants at the 

level of the firm as well as for aggregated industries (Jaffe and Palmer, 1997; 

Hemmelskamp, 1999; Brunnermeier and Cohen, 2003; Ziegler and Rennings, 2004; 

Rennings et al., 2005; Rennings et al., 2006).  

Jaffe and Palmer (1997) analyse the influence of environmental expenditures on 

innovation activities based on panel data for the U.S. manufacturing sector. They find a 

positive influence of environmental expenditure on future research and development (R&D) 

expenditure, but not on the number of patent applications. However, Brunnermeier and 

Cohen (2003) criticise that the simultaneous influence of environmental expenditure on R&D 

expenditure and patent applications was not modelled and that the number of patent 

applications did not focus on environmental innovations only.  

Hemmelskamp (1999) analyses data from the Mannheim Innovation Panel of 1993 

based on ordered probit models with regard to the influence of a number of variables on five 

innovation objectives which he identified by means of factor analysis, amongst which are 

“development of environmentally-friendly products”, “reduction of environmental impacts from 

production”, “reduction of energy input” and “improvement of working conditions”. A focus of 

the analysis was an assessment of the influence of environmental regulation on innovation 

activities. This was modelled using an index which evaluated separately for each industry in 

the sample to which degree it is affected by different regulatory instruments such as taxes or 

standards (based on a fax survey of approx. 20 IHK managing directors across all federal 

states).  

A limitation of the research of Hemmelskamp (1999) is that the underlying Mannheim 

Innovation Panel survey which generated the empirical data was not specifically oriented 

towards environmental innovations (Rehfeld et al., 2007), that the study did not involve panel 

data which may result in unobserved heterogeneity being a problem and that the regulatory 

instrument measure applied was empirically gathered somewhat casual. 

Rennings et al. (2003; 2005; 2006) analyse in their broad-based empirical survey the 

effects of environmental management systems on firm-level innovation activities and 

competitiveness based on the European Eco-Audit and Management Scheme (EMAS). 

Using survey data and detailed case studies, they show that a stronger integration of 

innovation and environmental management can increase the competitiveness of firms. This 

finding is based on a telephone survey of 1277 EMAS-validated firms as well as detailed 

case studies. The analysis finds a positive effect on the realisation of environmental 

innovations and shows, that the environmental statements required under EMAS strengthen 

information spillovers in that they are used by other firms to generate ideas for own 

environmental innovations. A limitation of the study is that data was only collected for EMAS-

verified firms, which limits generalisability of identified determinants and links. 
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Ziegler and Rennings (2004) in another study cast doubt on the effects of EMS 

implementation and if they are related to EMAS validation, since they do not find a significant 

effect of the latter. They analyse a sample of German firms with regard to the effect of EMS 

and of specific measures such as life-cycle analysis or existence of recycling systems on 

environmental product or process innovations. They apply binary probit and multinomial logit 

models. In the case of the former, only certification according to ISO 14001 has a significant 

positive effect on firms carrying out either environmental product or process innovations 

alone. In all other binary models (with product innovation only, process innovation only and 

simultaneous product and process innovation, respectively) neither ISO certification nor 

EMAS validation has an effect. 

Individual measures however do have a significant positive effect. These measures 

also have a significant positive association with simultaneous product and process innovation 

in the multinomial logit models analysed. In these, also ISO 14001 certification has a 

significant positive effect. 

The following section outlines the concept of sustainability-related innovation and 

discusses how evolutionary perspectives of cooperation and here in particular open 

innovation processes and user innovation, especially in the context of lead markets, matter 

for sustainability-related innovation. Based on this, it derives then research questions.  
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DEFINITIONS AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Defining sustainability-related innovation 

Sustainable development is defined in the Brundtland Report “Our Common 

Future“as follows: “Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the 

present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” 

(WCED 1987: 54). Yet, already the Brundland Report, immediately after this famous 

definition states that in terms of needs, the focus should particularly be on those of the poor 

in developing countries and in doing so provides an early link to the current Bottom-of-the-

Pyramid (BOP) innovation debate (Prahalad & Hammond 2002; Prahalad 2005; 2006). 

In this sense, one can conceptualise sustainability is a bundle of public goods (intra- 

and intergenerational equity, improvement or preservation of environmental quality, 

protection of human health and innovation is one key approach to preserve these public 

goods. For example, Fichter (2005, 84-87; 371-373) distinguishes five types of sustainability 

strategies and identifies amongst these the innovation-based strategy as the one which can 

contribute most to sustainable development. At the same time he argues that the innovation 

strategy enables private benefits to firms by creating new markets and market segments. 

Because of this conceptual prominence for sustainable development, sustainability 

aspects in innovation processes have received increased intention of policy makers, 

particularly stressing the role of industrialised countries as lead users and lead markets in 

areas such as sustainable energy technologies, products based on bio-materials or 

nanotechnology and recycling processes. In order to enable a more specific analysis, the 

term sustainability-related innovation shall be defined more precisely. Hauschildt (2004) 

distinguishes generally three categories he proposes to measure innovation success, namely 

(direct or indirect) technical effects, (direct or indirect) economic effects and other effects. He 

explicitly refers to environmental and social effects as specific subcategories of other effects. 

Hauschildt and Salomo (2005) address interactions of different factors with the degree or 

level of innovation and based on their reasoning, one can derive, that sustainability-related 

innovations have a high degree or level of innovation since in their case the environmental 

and social effects are intended, i.e. represent additional demands. 

However, it is based on this reasoning a very valid question whether sustainability-

related innovation is a special type of innovation in a qualitative sense, or just “better 

managed innovation”, i.e. innovation, where more target criteria are integrated and made 

mutually compatible. Such innovation would in this sense only be a quantitative extension of 

the above performance categories of innovation success, rather than a qualitatively new form 

of innovation. 

The following Figure 1 conceptualises and defines further sustainability innovation in 

a more general way. It illustrates, that the private benefit of an innovation (i.e. the cost 

reduction the innovation brings about for e.g. producing a good whilst keeping the benefit of 

that good constant) is relevant for sustainability innovation, too. This is because the higher 
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the private benefit, the higher is the potential of an innovation to compensate for negative 

social effects of that innovation (e.g. because it implies a high level of resource 

consumption). Assume the grey and dashed-grey area in Figure 2 (i.e. the full circle) is the 

set of all possible innovations. If social benefit and private benefit of an innovation can be 

monetarised in a way that both axes of Figure 1 have the same scale, then conceptually, all 

innovations below the dashed line running from the upper left to the bottom right are not 

sustainable in that either they have both, negative social effects and low private benefit, or 

their compensation potential due to the (lacking) private benefit is so low that it cannot 

compensate fully for the increased resource use. This can be termed the “Playstation World” 

of innovations based on the notion, that such innovations neither provide positive social 

effects, nor do they meet consumer demand at a cost so much lower, that the consumer 

could at least in principle compensate society with his consumer surplus for the negative 

social effect. The areas denoted (1) and (2) in Figure 1 represent innovations that are (1) 

sufficiently economically radical to compensate negative social effects or (2) where the 

positive social effect would justify to society to accept a lower level of private benefit (i.e. 

reduced consumer surplus) because the total benefit (i.e. the increase of consumer surplus 

through e.g. price reductions plus the monetarised positive social benefit) to society would 

remain unchanged. Innovations in areas (1) and (2) could thus be termed compensatory 

sustainability innovations. Finally, those innovations in areas (3) of Figure 1 (represented by 

the dashed-grey quarter of the circle) are those that are Pareto-superior, that is if 

technologies or innovation opportunities exist in areas (1) and (3) with the same level of 

private benefit then the latter are to be preferred from a societal point of view. Innovations in 

areas (2) and (3) of Figure 2 are what is traditionally understood as a sustainability 

innovation (or, more specifically, if the positive direct social effect refers to a reduced 

environmental externality, an environmental or eco-innovation). This distinction is related, but 

not identical with the concept of Ilinitch and Schaltegger (1995) of eco-efficiency portfolios.  
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Figure 1: Link between economic radicality and direct social benefit of an innovation 

 

Research questions 

In the end, given the definition of a sustainability-related innovation provided in the 

first section it does however not matter from whether firms pursue sustainability-related 

innovations for profit or not (i.e. whether they pursue a business case or go beyond it as long 

as the extraordinary environmental or social benefit can be objectively measured and 

verified. What is however interesting, especially in light of the second section on cooperation 

and openness is, what capabilities in the company bring about sustainability-related 

innovation. Empirically, it is observable, that some firms realise more sustainability-related 

innovations than others and next to context factors which need to be controlled for, the most 

likely explanatory factor are certain activities or capabilities that some firms have and others 

lack (e.g. Schaltegger, 2002). Hence two main research questions here is about the 

association of EMS and CSR with environmentally and socially (particularly) beneficial 

innovation: 

Research question 1: What is the link of EMS with environmental particularly 

beneficial innovation?  

Research question 2: What is the link of corporate sustainability performance with 

sustainability-related innovation? 

                  P
rivate custom

er/producer benefit (€) 

                         Direct (net) social benefit of innovation (€) 

         Pareto-superior  
                 innovation 

negative 
social 
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  above status quo  
below status quo 
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Next to capabilities as reflected in CSR or environmental management activities, also 

structural factors may differ between firms. One important structural factor related to the role 

of individual families in the management and ownership of firms. For example, Dyer and 

Whetten (2006) report that family firms pursue significantly fewer concerning (i.e. negative) 

activities regarding social responsibility than non-family firms. This supports the notion that 

family owners are more concerned about positive reputation. Yet, the study also finds, that 

family firms do not pursue significantly more proactive (i.e. positive) CSR or environmental 

management activities. Still, indicating a possibly higher awareness and activity of family 

firms with regard to corporate sustainability, Uhlaner et al. (2004) find that inclusion of the 

family surname in firm name increases perceived social responsibility. However this may 

reflect more stakeholder beliefs about family firms than actual differences to family firms. 

Still, it has been argued that family firms have a more long-term orientation which could lead 

to more sustainability management activities and ultimately higher sustainability performance 

(Anderson & Reeb, 2003). For example, Block (2008) finds that family firms tend to pursue 

less severe employee downsizing, compared to non-family firms. It has also been found, that 

the association of environmental management activities with innovation is more strongly 

positive in family firms (Craig & Dibrell, 2006) Hence, another important research question is: 

Research question 3: Is there a moderating effect of being a family firm on the link 

between corporate sustainability performance or environmental management with 

sustainability-related or environmental innovation?
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EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

The empirical analysis of the research questions derived in the previous section uses 

panel data for a set of U.S. firms. The advantage of panel data is that unobserved 

heterogeneity is not a problem, since panel estimation techniques largely capture its effects. 

Furthermore, using panel data enables the inclusion of lagged values, which reduces 

endogeneity problems and issues regarding assumed directions of causality that arise from 

contemporary dependent and independent variables.  

The set of firms in the Standard & Poor’s 500 index as of 31 July, 2003 was used to 

define the sample of firms to be analysed. This point in time was chosen since 

BusinessWeek provides a full list of which of the S&P 500 firms of that date are family firms 

(Anon., 2003) and also provides data on ownership structure and board composition and 

management roles for the family firms identified. The remaining non-family S&P 500 firms in 

the index are identified from the KLD data and from the S&P website (S&P, 2007).  

The main sources from which data was collected were the Compustat and 

Worldscope Disclosure and BankerOne databases and the ratings of corporate social 

responsibility and environmental management carried out by Kinder Lydenberg Domini Inc. 

(KLD). The KLD database contains detailed annual ratings on the environmental and social 

activities and performance of over 600 of the largest U.S. companies. The data is available 

for a period of over ten years and enables a detailed assessment of firms’ activities with 

regard to the environment and to social issues. It is also one of the most reputed sources for 

scholarly studies in the field of stakeholder management (see Waddock & Graves 1997; 

McWilliams & Siegel 2000). After matching KLD data with financial and 

ownership/management data from the other sources 3697 usable cases remained for the 

period 1993 to 2003, for which data was however not always available on all variables 

included in the analysis.  

As concerns the dependent variables measuring innovation, KLD data allows to 

construct three meaningful binary indicators. These three (binary) dependent variables 

(addressing essentially product innovation) are firstly environmental Innovation as defined by 

KLD in its variable ENV-str-A. This variable indicates that a firm has introduced products or 

services which protect the environment or is achieving significant sales with such products or 

services. 

Secondly, a binary measure for CSR innovation was derived based on the KLD 

variables PRO-str-C and PRO-str-X. A firms was assigned a value of 1 on the CSR 

innovation, i fit had a positive rating on either one or both of these variables for the year in 

question, and 0 else. PRO-str-C is a KLD variable that records whether part of a firm’s 

mission is the provision of products or services for the economically disadvantaged, PRO-str-

X a variable measuring whether a firm’s products have notable social benefits that are highly 

unusual or unique for its industry. 
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Finally, a variable measuring sustainability Innovation is used, that is based on the 

two other variables. It reflects whether a firm carries out environmental or CSR innovation, or 

both. 

Based on the KLD raw data, four indices were constructed. This was firstly a narrow 

EMS index, comprised of the KLD variables Env-str-B; C; D; X; Env-con-A; B and in a variant 

from 1996 on also Env-Str-E (which was later recoded as CGOV-str-D in the KLD data). This 

narrow EMS index ranges from 1 to 5 and 6 (in the case of the variant with one additional 

variable). 

Secondly, a wider environmental management index comprising ENV-str-B; C; D; X; 

ENV_con-A; B; C; D; E; X; CGOV-str-D; COM-con-B; EMP-con-B; EMP-str-E; PRO-con-A; X 

was calculated, for which index values could range from 1 to 16. However, empirically they 

only range from 2 to 14 with a mean of 7.0. 

Thirdly, a corporate social responsibility (CSR) index comprised of the KLD variables 

COM-str-A; B; C; COM-con-A; DIV-str-A; B; C; D; E; F; DIV-con-A; B; EMP-str-A; C; D; F; 

EMP-con-A; C; D was calculated, which referred to social issues and activities only which 

could however address the demands of internal as well as external stakeholder groups. The 

index can range from 1 to 19, but does in practice only range from 3 to 15. Its mean value is 

9.5. 

Fourthly and finally, an overall corporate sustainability index was calculated that 

comprising all KLD strengths and concerns that were available for all years from 1992 

through to 1993. This index is identical with the one used by Dyer and Whetten (2006) who 

also provide more descriptive details on the index. This last index essentially measures the 

totality and hence the extent of all activities related to corporate sustainability (positive or 

negative) and it can thus be understood as a measure of overall sustainability performance 

of a firm for a given year. The index ranges from 0 to 19 with a mean value of 10.1. It was 

considered to instrumentalise the environmental, CSR and sustainability performance 

measures with data on important regulatory changes in order to improve the quality of the 

estimate. However, all significant regulation that could have triggered an increase in the level 

of disclosure or external assessment of the firms social and environmental management 

activities took place before 1993. Hence an instrumental variables approach was not pursued 

further in this respect. 

Next to the core dependent and independent variables, a number of control variables 

have been included. These include firm size and also in some variants the square of firm size 

as suggested in Hemmelskamp (1999). As the distribution of some variables -such as firm 

size- was highly skewed, logarithmic values of these were used in the empirical analysis. 

Also R&D intensity measured as R&D expenditure divided by sales and (real) GDP 

growth as a proxy for demand conditions as suggested in Horbach (2008) were included in 

the analysis. Also Tobin’s Q as a control for firm performance and market valuation and a 

variable measuring if a firm has a quality management system are included as control 

variables. All explanatory variables introduced so are lagged behind by one year (i.e. are for 

t-1) in the analysis to avoid problems of endogeneity. 
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Industry membership as measured in eight different SIC industry categories, as well as 

time dummies for each year in the data (1992 – 2003) were introduced as non-time-lagged 

variables. 

Finally the variable described earlier capturing whether or not a firm is a family firm based 

on BusinessWeek (2003) was included in the model to address the third research question, 

jointly with an interaction term of this variable with the overall corporate sustainability index is 

included. 

Fixed and random effects panel models according to the following equation are estimated 

in the following:         

                                       (1) 

In (1) i equalling 1 to N refers to the units under observation and t equalling 1 to T refers 

to the time periods in the data (1992 to 2003). yit are the binary innovation dependent 

variables for firm i in period t. xit is the vector of time-variant regressors and zi the vector of 

time-invariant regressors (the industry and year dummies). The Hausman test is used to 

ascertain that RE model is appropriate 

 

itiitit uzxy +⋅+⋅+= rrrr
γβα
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RESULTS 

As concerns the first research question on the link of environmental innovation and 

environmental management, Table 1 shows that no significant association exists. Also, when 

analysing the possibility of reverse causality as has been suggested by Seijas-Nogareda and 

Ziegler (2007), even though the association between management and innovation is 

significantly negative, this is not consistent with the theoretically expected direction of 

reversed causality. These results did not change in the light of extended sensitivity analysis, 

involving e.g. additional explanatory variables (Tobins’s Q, sales growth, a dummy for being 

a family firm, a dummy existence of  a quality management system (QMS), a dummy for 

missing data on R&D intensity and whether the firm is extraordinary R&D active as measured 

by the KLD variable KLD-Pro-D) and different specifications of model (including e.g. the 

squared term of the logarithm of sales, normalisation of the EMS index score relative to the 

logarithm of assets, usage of dummies for each level of EMS implementation instead of an 

index and interaction terms of a firm being a family firm with environmental management and 

the CSR index). When not limiting the sample to only the R&D intensive sectors in the 

sample (SICs 28, 35-38, 73) or only the period after 1996 (for which the EMS-Index could be 

expanded by an additional variable measuring environmental reporting and transparency) 

also the results as concerns the main variables environmental innovation and environ-mental 

management did not change in both variants of the model reported in Table 1.  

A similar exercise was carried out for the social innovation variable and the CSR 

index (both as defined above) which involved almost identical sensitivity analysis as 

described for the environmental variables, but the results showed again no significant 

association between innovation and management. 
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Table 1: Quantitative link of environmental innovation and environmental management for R&D 

intensive sectors 

Dependent variable of random effects 

models (binary and ordinal logistic 

regression)  is … 

Explanatory variables and fit statistics 
Environmental 

innovation 

Level of EMS 

implementation 

Log. Sales (USD) in t-1 0.14 (0.30) -0.17 (0.09)* 

R&D quota ( %) in t-1 -196.33 (68.32)*** 4.88 (6.24) 

Level of EMS implementation ( 5-point 

Scale, 0: no activities) in t-1 
-0.32 (0.34) - 

ENV-str-A (environmental innovation) 

in t-1 
- -0.82 (0.23)*** 

Constant -28.59 (4957.39) -6.85 (2.06)*** 

Number of observations (minimum/ 

mean/maximum number per firm) 
1133 (1/7.4/11) 

Log likelihood -146.63 -713.69 

Rho 0.77 0.67 

Likelihood ratio χ²-test 363.07*** 17.87*** 

Hausman test (χ²) 9.38 - 

*: weakly significant (10%), **: significant (5%), ***: highly significant (1%) 

 

Concerning the second research question on the link of corporate sustainability performance 

and sustainability innovation, Table 2 shows that a significant positive association is found 

indicating that sustainability management activities could drive sustainability innovation. 
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Table 2: Quantitative link of sustainability innovation and sustainability management 

Explanatory variables and fit statistics for  

random effects model 

Dependent variable:  

sustainability innovation 

Log. Sales (USD) in t-1 1,71 (5,43) 

Square log. Sales (USD) in t-1 -0.04 (0.12) 

R&D quota ( %) in t-1 -17.67 (35.75) 

Corporate Sustainability Performance in t-1 0.18 (0.08)** 

GDP growth in t-1 -0.28 (0.16)* 

Tobin‘s Q in t-1 -0.16 (2.65) 

QMS in t-1 1.11 (0.58)* 

Constant -27.98 (61.09) 

χ²-test for joint significance of industry dummy 

variables 
2.00 

χ²-test for joint significance of year dummy 

variables 
7.73 

Number of observations (minimum/mean/ 

maximum number per firm), number of firms 
1759 (1/7/11), 252 

Log likelihood -259.99 

Rho 0.76 

Likelihood ratio χ²-test 510.5*** 

Hausman test (χ²) 17.74 

*: weakly significant (10%), **: significant (5%), ***: highly significant (1%) 

 

Concerning the third research question, being a family firm has an effect on how 

sustainability management associates with sustainability innovation, as can be seen in Table 

3. From that table it becomes clear, that whilst being a family firm per se has a negative 

effect on sustainability innovation, family firms with high sustainability performance carry out 

over-proportionally often sustainability innovation.  
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Table 3: Quantitative link of sustainability innovation and sustainability management taking into 

account the effect of family firms 

Explanatory variables and fit statistics for  

random effects model 

Dependent variable:  

sustainability innovation 

Log. Sales (USD) in t-1 1.49 (5.57) 

Square log. Sales (USD) in t-1 -0.03 (0.12) 

R&D quota ( %) in t-1 -14,73 (33,76) 

Corporate Sustainability Performance in t-1 0,03 (0,10) 

GDP growth in t-1 -0.31 (0.16)* 

Tobin‘s Q in t-1 -0.18 (0.15) 

    QMS in t-1 1.03 (0.59)* 

    Family Firm (1=yes; 0=no) in t-1 -5.68 (2.09)*** 

    Family Firm * Corporate Sustainability  

    Performance in t-1  
0.54 (0.18)*** 

    Constant -23.67 (62.48) 

χ²-test for joint significance of industry dummy 

variables 
1.70 

χ²-test for joint significance of year dummy 

variables 
7.86 

Number of observations (minimum/mean/ 

maximum number per firm), number of firms 
1759 (1/7/11), 252 

Log likelihood / Rho -256,15 / 0.76 

Likelihood ratio χ²-test 486.39*** 

    Hausman test (χ²) 18.51 

*: weakly significant (10%), **: significant (5%), ***: highly significant (1%) 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The analysis reported here was aimed at addressing the factors that bring about 

sustainability innovation in corporations. Whilst whether or not this is because firms aim to 

realise private benefits and attempt to maximise profits is of secondary importance as 

explained earlier. What is of more relevance is why there is heterogeneity across firms in the 

capability to pursue sustainability innovation and hence what underlying capabilities are 

crucial to realise sustainability innovation.  

The analysis in this respect finds no association of environmental management with 

environmental innovation. This insignificance of the association between EMS 

implementation levels and environmental innovation remains unchanged in an extended 

sensitivity analysis. As Table 1 shows, the environmental innovation activities of S&P 500 

firms in six research-intensive industries seem to be mainly determined by total R&D 

intensity. Hence, the theoretically justifiable link of EMS and environmental innovation cannot 

be detected in the data. This fits however with earlier survey research (Wagner 2007; 2008) 

in which no significant association of EMS with environmental product innovation was found, 

because the latter is essentially what is measured with the KLD variables used. The results 

leave open the option, that causality is reversed, however, the theoretical arguments for this 

are weak (Wagner, 2007). Another explanation could, that the innovation measure used is 

weak. This certainly is to a degree the case, but better measures were not available. Ideally 

one would like to have data patents for all the firms in the sample which would enable an 

identification of environmental patents (as a more narrow and precise measure of 

environmental innovation) based on a combination of keyword identifiers and IPC identifiers. 

However, such a measure has other limitations such as not addressing the commercial 

success of an invention. Again, this could be, at least partly, rectified by incorporating patent 

citations in the analysis. 

 In the more recent and wider context of sustainability, a significant positive 

association is found between innovation and performance and the underlying management 

activities. This positive link is however moderated by whether or not a firm is a family firm. 

These findings are consistent with both, Dyer and Whetten (2006) as well as Craig and 

Dibrell (2006). As concerns the former, the findings confirm that being a family firm per se 

does not have a positive effect on actions that are beneficial for sustainability. As concerns 

the latter, the insignificant effect of management activities on innovation for non-family firms 

is confirmed. Notably, in all models, the industry and year dummies are never significant.  

 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  21 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

Feedback from participants at the research seminar of the Chair for Empirical Economics at 

Ludwig-Maximilians-University (LMU), especially Joachim Winter and Florian Heiss, and the 

TIME Seminar of Munich Technical University and LMU, especially Florian von Wangenheim 

and Tobias Kretschmer, is acknowledged. Furthermore, Stefan Schaltegger (during the 

review process for the working paper series) and Patrick Llerena provided useful 

suggestions. I thank Jörn Block for sharing financial data used in this study with me.  



22  MARCUS WAGNER 

 

REFERENCES 

Anderson, R. C. & Reeb, D. R., 2003. Founding family ownership and firm performance: 

evidence from the S&P 500. The Journal of Finance, 58 (3): 1301-1328. 

Anon., 2003. Defining Family , BusinessWeek, November 10, 111-114. 

Baldwin, C., Hienerth, C. & von Hippel, E., 2006. How user innovations become commercial 

products: A theoretical investigation and case study. Research Policy, 35(9): 1291-

1313. 

Block, J. (2008) Family management, family ownership and downsizing: Evidence from S&P 

500 firms (SFB 649 Discussion Paper 2008-023). Berlin: Humboldt University. 

Bolton, G. E. & Ockenfels, A., 2000. ERC: A Theory of Equity, Reciprocity, and Competition. 

American Economic Review, 90(1): 166-193. 

Boons, F. & Roome, N., 2005. Sustainable Enterprise in Clusters of Innovation - New 

Directions in Corporate Sustainability Research and Practice. In S. Sharma & J. A. 

Aragón-Correa, Environmental Strategy and Competitive Advantage: 259-285. 

Northhampton: Edward Elgar Academic Publishing.  

Brunnermeier, S. B. & Cohen, M. A. 2003. Determinants of environmental innovations in US 

manufacturing industries, Journal of Environmental Economics & Management, 45, 

278-293  

Craig, J. & Dibrell, C., 2006. The Natural Environment, Innovation and Firm Performance: A 

Comparative Study, Family Business Review, XIX(4): 275-288. 

De Bruijn, T. & Tukker, A., 2002. Partnership and Leadership Building Alliances for a 

Sustainable Future. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 

Dyer, W. G. & Whetten, D. A., 2006. Family firms and social responsibility: preliminary 

evidence from the S&P 500. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30 (6): 785-802. 

Fehr, E. & Schmidt, K. M., 1999. A Theory of Fairness, Competition and Cooperation. 

Quarterly Journal of Economics, August: 817-868. 

Fichter, K., 2005. Interpreneurship – Nachhaltigkeitsinnovationen in interaktiven 

Perspektiven eines vernetzten Unternehmertums. Marburg: Metropolis. 

Gabriel, S., 2006. Innovativ für Wirtschaft und Umwelt - Leitmärkte der Zukunft ökologisch 

erobern. Keynote Speech at the Ministry of Environment Innovation Conference. Berlin: 

dbb Forum, 30 October. 

Gemünden, H. G., Ritter, T. & Heydebreck, P., 1996. Network configuration and innovation 

success: An empirical analysis in German high-tech industries. International Journal of 

Research in Marketing, 13: 449-462.  



REFERENCES  23 

 

Grayson, David (Cranfield School of Management) in der Pressemitteilung von Lifeworth, 

Genf, 14.2.2008.  

Harhoff, D., Henkel, J. & von Hippel, E., 2003. Profiting from voluntary spillovers: how users 

benefit by freely revealing their innovations. Research Policy, 32: 1753-1769. 

Hauschildt, J., 2004. Innovationsmanagement (3rd ed.). München: Vahlen. 

Hauschildt, J. & Salomo, S., 2005. Je innovativer, desto erfolgreicher? Eine kritische Analyse 

des Zusammenhangs zwischen Innovationsgrad und Innovationserfolg. Journal für 

Betriebswirtschaft, 55: 3-20. 

Hemmelskamp, J., 1999. Umweltpolitik und technischer Fortschritt. Eine theoretische und 

empirische Untersuchung der Determinanten von Umweltinnovationen. Heidelberg: 

Physica.  

Hockerts, K., 2003. Sustainability Innovations - Ecological and Social Entrepreneurship and 

the Management of Antagonistic Assets. Bamberg: Difo-Druck GmbH. 

Horbach, J. 2007. Determinants of environmental innovation: New evidence from German 

panel data sources, Research Policy, 37, 163-173. 

Ilinitch, A. & Schaltegger, S., 1995. Developing a Green Business Portfolio, Long Range 

Planning, 28(2): 29-38. 

Jaffe, A. & Palmer, K., 1997. Environmental Regulation and Innovation: A Panel Data Study, 

Review of Economics and Statistics, 79(4), 610-619  

Karl, H. & Möller, A.., 2003. Kooperationen zur Entwicklung von Umweltinnovationen, in: 

Horbach, J., Huber, J. & Schulz, T., Nachhaltigkeit und Innovation. München: Ökom,  

191-218 

Konrad, W. & Nill, J., 2001. Innovationen für Nachhaltigkeit. Ein interdisziplinärer Beitrag zur 

konzeptionellen Klärung aus wirtschafts- und sozialwissenschaftlicher Perspektive 

(Schriftenreihe des IÖW 157/01). Berlin: IÖW. 

McWilliams, A. & Siegel, D., 2000. Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial 

Performance: Correlation and Misspecification?, Strategic Management Journal, 21(5): 

603-609. 

Oppenheim, J., Bonini, S., Bielak, D., Kehm, T. & Lacy, P., 2007. Shaping the New Rules of 

Competition. 

www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/summit2007/mckinsey_embargoed_until020707.pdf, 

accessed 10/6/2007. 

Porter, M., 1991. America's Green Strategy,  Scientific American, 264(4): 96.  

Porter, M. & van der Linde, C., 1995. Toward a New Conception of the Environment-

Competitiveness Relationship, Journal of Economic Perspectives, 9(4): 97-118. 

Prahalad, C. K. & Hammond A., 2002. Serving the World's Poor Profitably. Harvard Business 

Review, 80(9): 48-57. 



24  MARCUS WAGNER 

 

Prahalad, C. K., 2005. The Fortune at the Bottom of the Pyramid: Eradicating Poverty 

Through Profits. Pennsylvania: Wharton School Publishing. 

Prahalad, C. K., 2006. The Innovation Sandbox. Strategy & Business, 44: 1-10. 

Rehfeld, K.M., Rennings, K. & Ziegler, A., 2007. Integrated Product Policy and 

Environmental Product Innovations: An Empirical Analysis, Ecological Economics, 61: 

91-100. 

Rennings, K., 2000. Redefining Innovation - Eco-Innovation Research and the Contribution 

from Ecological Economics. Ecological Economics, 32: 319-332. 

Rennings, K., Ziegler, A., Ankele, K., Hoffmann, E. & Nill, J., 2003. The Influence of the EU 

Environmental Management and Audit Scheme on Environmental Innovations and 

Competitiveness in Germany: An Analysis on the Basis of Case Studies and a Large-

Scale Survey (Discussion Paper No. 03-14). Mannheim: Centre for European 

Economic Research (ZEW). 

Rennings, K., Ankele, K., Hoffmann, E., Nill, J. & Ziegler, A., 2005. Innovationen durch 

Umweltmanagement: Empirische Ergebnisse zum EG-Öko-Audit. Berlin: Springer. 

Rennings, K., Ziegler, A., Ankele, K. & Hoffmann, E., 2006. The Influence of Different 

Characteristics of the EU Environmental Management and Auditing Scheme on 

Technical Environmental Innovations and Economic Performance, Ecological 

Economics, 57: 45-59. 

S&P, 2007. 

http://www2.standardandpoors.com/portal/site/sp/en/us/page.topic/indices_500/2,3,2,2,

00,6,31,2 003,0,2,3,0,0,0,0,0.html, accessed 10 October 2007. 

Schaltegger, S., 2002. A Framework for Ecopreneurship. Leading Bioneers and 

Environmental Managers to Ecopreneurship, Greener Management International, 38: 

45-58. 

Schaltegger, S. & Synnestvedt, T., 2002. The Link Between „Green“ and Economic Success. 

Environmental Management as the Crucial Trigger between Environmental and 

Economic Performance, Journal of Environmental Management, 65: 339-346. 

Schaltegger, S. & Wagner, M., 2006. Managing the Business Case for Sustainability. 

Sheffield: Greenleaf. 

Seijas Nogareda, J. Ziegler, A., 2007. Green Management and Green Technology – 

Exploring the Causal Relationship, Mannheim: Centre for European Economic 

Research. 

Starik, M. & Rands, G., 1995. Weaving an integrated web: Multilevel and multisystem 

perspectives of ecologically sustainable organizations, Academy of Management 

Review, 20(4): 908-935. 



REFERENCES  25 

 

Uhlaner, L. M., Goor-Balk, H. J. M. & Masurel, E., 2004. Family business and corporate 

social responsibility in a sample of Dutch firms, Journal of Small Business and 

Enterprise Development, 11(2): 186-194. 

Waddock, S. A. & Graves, S. B., 1997. The Corporate Social Performance - Financial 

Performance Link, Strategic Management Journal, 18(4): 303-319. 

Wagner, M. & Schaltegger, S., 2003. How Does Sustainability Performance Relate to 

Business Competitiveness, Greener Management International, 44: 5-16. 

Wagner, M. (2007) On the relationship between environmental management, environmental 

innovation and patenting: Evidence from German manufacturing firms, Research 

Policy, 36, 1587-1602. 

Wagner, M. (2008) The Influence of Environmental Management Systems and Tools on 

Innovation: Evidence from Europe, Ecological Economics, 66: 392-402. 

Ziegler, A. & Rennings, K., 2004. Determinants of Environmental Innovations in Germany: 

Do Organizational Measures Matter? (Discussion Paper No. 04-30). Mannheim: Centre 

for European Economic Research. 

 



                                                          Publikationen     
 
 

Download unter www.leuphana.de/csm 

2007 

2008 
 

 

 
Albrecht, D. (2008): Management von Stakeholderbeziehungen mit dem EFQM-Modell. 
Untersuchung im Rahmen der Erarbeitung einer Nachhaltigkeitsstrategie der ABB Deutschland. 
Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 
 
Beyer, M.; Freund, E.;  Grün, N.;  Langer, V.;  Kilburg, M.; Kirchgeorg, T.; Reuter, R.;  Schmitt, D.; 
Wiese, A.; Winterstein, M. & Wüstenberg, L. (2008): Klimaneutrale Universität. Studentischer Er-
gebnisbericht des Projektseminars KLIMA 2 Klimaneutrale Universität Lüneburg – Planung im Win-
tersemester 2007/2008. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 
 
Brugger, F. (2008): Unternehmerische Nachhaltigkeitskommunikation. Ansätze zur Stärkung unter-
nehmerischer Nachhaltigkeit. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 
 
Esders, M. (2008): Conceptualising the Assessment of Eco-Innovation Performance. A Theory 
Based Framework for Deriving Eco-Innovation Key Performance Indicators and Drivers (EI-KPIs). 
Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 
 
Ingerowski, J.B.; Kölsch, D. & Tschochohei, H. (2008): Anspruchsgruppen in der neuen europäi-
schen Chemikalienregulierung (REACh). Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 
 
Peylo, B. T. (2008): Ertrags-/Risikooptimierung von Nachhaltigkeitsfonds. Eine konzeptionelle und 
empirische Untersuchung. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management.  
 
Steinbach, A. (2008): Umsatzsteigerung durch Nachhaltigkeit: Potenziale und Hürden für Herstel-
ler von Nahrungsmitteln. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 
 
Steinmüller, B. (2008): Reducing Energy by a Factor of 10 – Promoting Energy Efficient Sustainable 
Housing in the Western World. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 

 
Wagner, M. (2008): Sustainability-related innovation and sustainability management. A quantita-
tive analysis. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 
 

  

 

 

Berlemann, B. (2007): Sustainability management for the Olympic and Paralympic Games in 

London 2012. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. & Institut für Umweltkommu-

nikation. 

Bundesumweltministerium (BMU); econsense & Centre for Sustainability Management (CSM) 

(Hrsg.) (2007): Nachhaltigkeitsmanagement in Unternehmen. Von der Idee zur Praxis: Manage-

mentansätze zur Umsetzung von Corporate Social Responsibility und Corporate Sustainability. 3. 

vollständig überarbeitete und erweiterte Auflage. Berlin/Lüneburg: BMU, econsense & CSM. 

Weber, M. (2007): Towards Sustainable Entrepreneurship: A Value Creating Perspective on Cor-

porate Societal Strategies. Discussion Paper. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management. 

 

 



                                                          Publikationen     
 
 

Download unter www.leuphana.de/csm 

2006  

 

Albrecht, P. (2006): Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung an Hochschulen. Diskussion möglicher An-

satzpunkte und ihrer Konsequenzen für die Praxis. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Manage-

ment e.V. & Institut für Umweltkommunikation. 

Brix, K.; Bromma, B. & Jaenisch, J. (2006): Nachhaltiges Unternehmertum. Diskussion des Konzepts 

an Unternehmensbeispielen vom Bionier bis zum sustainable Entrepreneur. Lüneburg: Centre for 

Sustainability Management e.V. 

Fitschen, U. (2006): Umweltmanagement ausgewählter Großveranstaltungen – Effektiver Umwelt-

schutz oder Greenwashing? Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Knolle, M. (2006):  Implementierung von Sozialstandards in die Wertschöpfungskette von Beklei-

dungsunternehmen durch die Bildung von Kooperationen. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability 

Management e.V. 

Pinter, A. (2006): Corporate Volunteering in der Personalarbeit: ein strategischer Ansatz zur Kom-

bination von Unternehmensinteresse und Gemeinwohl? Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Ma-

nagement e.V. 

 

  2005 

 

Hellmann, K. (2005): Formen des Biodiversitätsmanagements. Ein öffentlicher und ein unterneh-

merischer Ansatz im Vergleich. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Schaltegger, S. & Hasenmüller, P. (2005): Nachhaltiges Wirtschaften aus Sicht des "Business Case 

of Sustainability." Ergebnispapier zum Fachdialog des Bundesumweltministeriums (BMU) am 17. 

November 2005. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Wagner, M. (2005): An Estimation of the Total Benefit Value of the British Countryside for Recrea-

tional Activities. Discussion Paper.  Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

 

  2004 

 

Dubielzig, F.; Schaltegger, S. (2004): Methoden transdisziplinärer Forschung und Lehre. Ein zu-

sammenfassender Überblick. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Herzig, C. (2004): Corporate Volunteering in Germany. Survey and Empirical Evidence. Lüneburg: 

Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Herzig, C. & Schaltegger, S. (2004): Nachhaltigkeit in der Unternehmensberichterstattung  - 

Gründe, Probleme, Lösungsansätze. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Wagner, M. (2004): Firms, the Framework Convention on Climate Change & the EU Emissions 

Trading System. Corporate Energy Management Strategies to address Climate Change and 

GHG Emissions in the European Union. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Zöckler, J. (2004): Die Einführung des Emissionshandels in Deutschland. Eine polit-ökonomische 

Analyse unternehmerischer Interessenvertretung am Beispiel der Elektrizitätswirtschaft. Lüneburg: 

Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

 



                                                          Publikationen     
 
 

Download unter www.leuphana.de/csm 

  2003 

 

Burandt, S.; Döscher, K.; Fuisz, S.-K.; Helgenberger, S. & Maly L. (2003): Transdiziplinäre Fallstudien 

in Lüneburg. Beschreibung eines Entwicklungskonzepts hin zur Erweiterung des Curriculums an 

der Universität Lüneburg. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Frenzel, S. (2003): Operative Umsetzung der projektorientierten Kyoto-Mechanismen bei Kraft-

werken. Erarbeitung eines Instruments. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Herzig, C.; Rheingans-Heintze, A.; Schaltegger, S. & Tischer, M. (2003): Auf dem Weg zu einem 

nachhaltigen Unternehmertum. Entwicklung eines integrierten Konzepts. Lüneburg: Centre for 

Sustainability Management e.V. 

Herzig, C.; Rheingans-Heintze, A. & Schaltegger, S. unter Mitarbeit von Jeuthe, K. (2003): Nach-

haltiges Wirtschaften im Handwerk. Stand der Praxis in Hamburg, Nordrhein-Westfalen und Thü-

ringen. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Kim, K. (2003): Kriterien der interaktiven Unternehmenskommunikation im Internet. Lüneburg: 

Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Lühmann, B. (2003): Entwicklung eines Nachhaltigekeitskommunikationskonzepts für Unterneh-

men. Modellanwendung am Beispiel T-Mobile Deutschland GmbH. Lüneburg: Centre for Sus-

tainability Management e.V. 

Wagner, M. (2003): The Porter Hypothesis Revisited: A Literature Review of Theoretical Models 

and Empirical Tests. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

 

 

  2002  

 

Bilecen, E. & Kleiber, O. (2002): Erholung im Wald: Des einen Freund des anderen Leid. Kosten für 

Waldeigentümer und deren Einflussfaktoren. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management 

e.V. 

BMU & BDI (Hrsg.); Schaltegger, S.; Herzig, C.; Kleiber, O. & Müller, J. (2002): Nachhaltigkeitsma-

nagement in Unternehmen. Konzepte und Instrumente zur nachhaltigen Unternehmensentwick-

lung. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Figge, F. (2002): Stakeholder und Unternehmensrisiko. Eine stakeholderbasierte Herleitung des 

Unternehmensrisikos. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Figge, F. (2002): Stakeholder Value Matrix. Die Verbindung zwischen Shareholder Value und Sta-

keholder Value. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Figge, F. & Hahn, T. (2002): Environmental Shareholder Value Matrix. Konzeption, Anwendung 

und Berechnung. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V.

Figge, F. & Hahn, T. (2002): Sustainable Value Added. Measuring Corporate Sustainable Per-

formance beyond Eco-Efficiency. 2nd, revised edition. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Man-

agement e.V. 

German Federal Ministry for the Environment and Federation of German Industries (Eds.); Schal-

tegger, S.; Herzig, C.; Kleiber, O. & Müller, J. (2002): Sustainability Management in Business Enter-



                                                          Publikationen     
 
 

Download unter www.leuphana.de/csm 

prises. Concepts and Instruments for Sustainable Development. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainabil-

ity Management e.V. 

Hellmann, K. (2002): Ermittlung von Präferenzen verschiedener Anspruchsgruppen für die Land-

schaft in einem Naturschutzgebiet. Anwendung einer Conjoint-Analyse am Fallbeispiel der Lü-

neburger Heide. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Kim, K. (2002): Methoden zur Evaluation der Nachhaltigkeit von Unternehmen. Kategorisierung 

und Analyse ihrer Stakeholderorientierung. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Petersen, H. (2002): Sustainable Champions. Positionierung von Marktführern im Umweltbereich. 

Eine empirische Untersuchung. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Trautwein, S. (2002): Chancen und Probleme des betriebsinternen CO2-Zertifikatehandels - am 

Beispiel des Otto Versand, Hamburg. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Wagner, M. (2002): Empirical identification of corporate environmental strategies. Their determi-

nants and effects for firms in the United Kingdom and Germany. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustain-

ability Management e.V. 

Wagner, M. & Schaltegger, S. (2002): Umweltmanagement in deutschen Unternehmen - der ak-

tuelle Stand der Praxis. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

 

  2001 

 

Burritt, R.L. & Schaltegger, S. (2001): Eco-Efficiency in Corporate Budgeting. Lüneburg: Centre for 

Sustainability Management e.V. 

Deegen, T. (2001): Ansatzpunkte zur Integration von Umweltaspekten in die „Balanced Score-

card“. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Figge, F. (2001): Biodiversität richtig managen - Effizientes Portfoliomanagement als effektiver 

Artenschutz. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Figge, F. (2001): Wertschaffendes Umweltmanagement. Keine Nachhaltigkeit ohne ökonomi-

schen Erfolg. Kein ökonomischer Erfolg ohne Nachhaltigkeit. Frankfurt: Fachverlag Moderne Wirt-

schaft in Zusammenarbeit mit PriceWaterhouseCoopers und dem Centre for Sustainability Ma-

nagement (CSM) e.V. 

Figge, F. (2001): Environmental Value Added – ein neuer Ansatz zur Messung der Öko-Effizienz. 

Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Figge, F.; Hahn, T.; Schaltegger, S. & Wagner, M. (2001): Sustainability Balanced Scorecard. 

Wertorientiertes Nachhaltigkeitsmanagement mit der Balanced Scorecard. Lüneburg: Centre for 

Sustainability Management e.V. 

Hahn, T. & Wagner, M. (2001): Sustainability Balanced Scorecard. Von der Theorie zur Umsetzung. 

Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Hroch, N. & Schaltegger, S. (2001): Wie gut berücksichtigen Umwelterklärungen und -berichte 

zentrale umweltpolitische Themen? Vergleichende Untersuchung am Beispiel von Angaben über 

CO2-Emissionen und Energieverbrauch für 1995/96 und 1998/99. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainabil-

ity Management e.V. 

Petersen, H. (2001): Gewinner der Nachhaltigkeit. Sustainable Champions. Ansätze zur Analyse 

von Marktführern im Umweltbereich. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 



                                                          Publikationen     
 
 

Download unter www.leuphana.de/csm 

Schaltegger, S.; Hahn, T. & Burritt, R.L. (2001): EMA – Links. Government, Management and 

Stakeholders (UN-Workbook 2). Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Schaltegger, S. & Petersen, H. (2001): Ecopreneurship – Konzept und Typologie. Lüneburg: Centre 

for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Schaltegger, S. & Synnestvedt, T. (2001): The Forgotten Link Between „Green” and Economic 

Success. Environmental Management as the Crucial Trigger between Environmental and Eco-

nomic Performance. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

Wagner, M. (2001): A review of empirical studies concerning the relationship between environ-

mental and economic performance. What does the evidence tell us? 2nd, revised edition. Lüne-

burg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 

 

2000 

 

Figge, F. & Schaltegger, S. (2000): Was ist „Stakeholder Value“? Vom Schlagwort zur Messung. 

Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. und Bank Pictet in Zusammenarbeit mit 

UNEP. 

Figge, F. & Schaltegger, S. (2000): What is “Stakeholder Value”? Developing a catchphrase into 

a benchmarking tool. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. and Bank Pictet in 

association with UNEP. 

Figge, F. & Schaltegger, S. (2000): Qu’est-ce que la «Stakeholder Value»? Du mot-clé à sa quan-

tification. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. et Banque Pictet en association 

avec UNEP. 

Schaltegger, S.; Hahn, T. & Burritt, R.L. (2000): Environmental Management Accounting – Over-

view and Main Approaches. Lüneburg: Centre for Sustainability Management e.V. 


