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ABSTRACT 

This study empirically examines how Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) functions as a catalyst that 

transforms Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) practice from a compliance exercise into a strategic 

driver of long-term organizational resilience. Drawing on survey data collected from 214 mid- to large-

capitalization firms across manufacturing, financial services, and energy sectors, the study operationalizes ERM 

maturity using a validated five-point index and links it to ESG disclosure quality, pillar-level ESG performance, 

and a composite Organizational Resilience Index tracked longitudinally from 2019 to 2024. Using correlation 

analysis, ANOVA across ERM maturity tiers, and structural equation modeling (SEM), the results demonstrate 

a statistically significant positive relationship between ERM maturity and ESG disclosure scores (r = 0.71, p < 

0.01), with governance-related ESG outcomes showing the strongest sensitivity to ERM sophistication. Firms in 

the high-ERM-maturity tier exhibited resilience index gains of approximately 54% between 2019 and 2024, 

compared to a decline of roughly 14% among low-ERM firms, confirming that ERM integration insulates 

organizations against systemic and reputational shocks. SEM results further reveal that ERM's effect on 

resilience is only partially direct (β = 0.31) and is substantially mediated through strategic ESG integration (β = 

0.52 and β = 0.47 along the mediating path), underscoring ERM's catalytic rather than purely operational role. 

These findings extend risk governance theory by repositioning ERM as an antecedent of strategic ESG maturity 

and offer practitioners an empirically grounded rationale for embedding ERM functions within ESG governance 

architecture to secure durable competitive resilience. 

Keywords: Enterprise Risk Management1; ESG Governance2; Organizational Resilience3; Strategic 

Risk Integration4; Sustainability Performance5; Structural Equation Modeling6; Corporate 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and Context 
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Organizations today operate in an environment defined by climate volatility, regulatory tightening, and 

heightened stakeholder scrutiny, all of which have elevated Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) 

considerations from voluntary disclosure exercises to board-level strategic imperatives. Simultaneously, 

Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) has matured from a siloed compliance function into an integrated 

capability that spans strategic, operational, financial, and reputational risk domains[1]. Despite this parallel 

evolution, the empirical literature has treated ERM and ESG largely as independent constructs, leaving the 

mechanism by which ERM enables strategic ESG governance underexplored. This study addresses that gap by 

empirically testing whether ERM maturity acts as a catalyst that converts ESG intent into measurable 

governance outcomes and downstream organizational resilience[2]. 

1.2 Problem Statement and Motivation 

The practical urgency of this inquiry is underscored by a wave of corporate failures linked to inadequate risk 

foresight in ESG-adjacent domains, including supply-chain disruptions, climate-related asset impairments, and 

governance scandals[3]. Firms that had embedded ERM frameworks capable of anticipating non-financial risks 

were demonstrably better positioned to sustain stakeholder trust and operational continuity. This suggests that 

ERM is not merely a parallel governance mechanism but a structural precondition for effective ESG strategy 

execution, motivating the central proposition tested in this paper: that ERM maturity positively and significantly 

predicts both ESG performance and long-term resilience, with ESG integration serving as a partial mediating 

mechanism[4]. 

1.3 Structure of the Paper 

This paper is structured to build a cumulative empirical case. Following this introduction, a survey of prior 

literature situates the study within existing risk-governance and sustainability research streams and identifies the 

specific theoretical gap addressed. The methodology section details the survey instrument, sample, and 

analytical techniques used[5]. The data collection and analysis section presents five tabulated datasets that 

empirically substantiate the ERM-ESG-resilience relationship articulated in the abstract. A discussion section 

then critically interprets these findings against prior empirical work, followed by a conclusion that synthesizes 

the study's contribution and reaffirms the strategic role of ERM established at the outset[6]. 

2. SURVEY OF LITERATURE 

Prior literature on ERM has predominantly examined its relationship with financial performance and firm value. 

Studies employing COSO's ERM framework have generally found that ERM adoption is associated with 

reduced earnings volatility and improved credit ratings, though effect sizes vary considerably by industry and 

regulatory context[7]. A separate stream of research has examined ESG performance as a driver of firm value, 

cost of capital, and investor confidence, typically treating ESG scores as an outcome of governance quality 

rather than of risk management capability specifically. Few studies have empirically bridged these two 
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literatures, and those that have done so tend to rely on secondary ESG ratings data without directly measuring 

ERM maturity through validated survey instruments[8]. 

A smaller but growing body of work has begun to conceptualize ERM and ESG as complementary governance 

systems. Several conceptual papers argue that ERM provides the risk-identification infrastructure necessary for 

credible ESG target-setting, while ESG frameworks provide ERM with an expanded risk taxonomy 

encompassing climate, social license, and stakeholder-capital risks[9]. However, empirical validation of this 

complementarity remains sparse, and the causal direction whether ERM drives ESG maturity or vice versa has 

not been rigorously tested using structural modeling techniques. Resilience research, meanwhile, has largely 

developed independently within supply-chain and organizational behavior literatures, with limited cross-

pollination into governance-focused ERM-ESG studies[10]. 

This study extends the literature in three ways. First, it operationalizes ERM maturity through a validated multi-

item survey index rather than relying solely on secondary disclosure proxies, improving construct validity. 

Second, it explicitly models ESG integration as a mediating mechanism between ERM maturity and 

organizational resilience, addressing the causal ambiguity noted above. Third, it incorporates a five-year 

longitudinal resilience trend (2019-2024) spanning a period of significant macroeconomic and pandemic-related 

disruption, providing a natural stress test of the ERM-resilience relationship that cross-sectional studies cannot 

capture[11]. Collectively, this positions the present study as one of the few empirical works to quantitatively 

link ERM maturity, strategic ESG governance, and long-term resilience within a single structural model, 

directly responding to repeated calls in the literature for integrated risk-sustainability governance research[12]. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

This study adopts a quantitative, cross-sectional survey design supplemented by longitudinal secondary 

performance data. The primary data collection instrument was a structured questionnaire distributed to senior 

risk, sustainability, and governance officers across 214 firms drawn from manufacturing (34%), financial 

services (29%), energy and utilities (21%), and diversified industrials (16%) sectors[13]. The sampling frame 

was constructed from publicly listed firms with dedicated ERM functions to ensure respondents possessed 

sufficient organizational visibility to accurately assess ERM maturity and ESG integration practices[14]. 

The questionnaire operationalized ERM maturity using a five-point composite index derived from twelve items 

adapted from established ERM maturity frameworks, covering risk identification, integration with strategic 

planning, board oversight, and quantitative risk appetite articulation[15]. ESG performance was measured 

through self-reported pillar scores (Environmental, Social, Governance) validated against third-party disclosure 

ratings for a 60-firm subsample, yielding a concordance of r = 0.83. The Organizational Resilience Index was 

constructed as a composite of operational continuity, financial stability, and reputational recovery metrics 

tracked annually from 2019 to 2024 using archival firm records[16]. 
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Data were analyzed using a three-stage approach. First, descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation analysis 

established bivariate relationships among ERM maturity, ESG pillar scores, and resilience outcomes[17]. 

Second, one-way ANOVA compared ESG and resilience outcomes across three ERM maturity tiers (low, 

moderate, high) to test for significant tier-based variance. Third, structural equation modeling (SEM) using 

maximum likelihood estimation tested the hypothesized mediation model in which ERM maturity predicts 

resilience both directly and indirectly through strategic ESG integration. All analyses were conducted at a 95% 

confidence threshold[18]. 

4. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

This section presents five tabulated datasets that empirically substantiate the relationships proposed in the 

abstract and tested through the methodology described above. Each table is accompanied by an explanatory 

narrative that connects the observed patterns back to the study's central claim that ERM functions as a catalyst 

for strategic ESG governance and durable organizational resilience. 

Table 1: Sample Demographic Composition (N = 214) 

Sector Firms (n) % of Sample Avg. Firm Size (Employees) 

Manufacturing 73 34.1% 6,120 

Financial Services 62 29.0% 8,450 

Energy & Utilities 45 21.0% 5,300 

Diversified Industrials 34 15.9% 4,780 

Total 214 100% 6,163 (avg) 

Table 1 summarizes the demographic composition of the 214-firm sample. The distribution across sectors and 

firm-size bands ensures that the subsequent ERM-ESG-resilience relationships are not artifacts of a single 

industry context, directly supporting the abstract's claim of cross-sectoral generalizability. 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Core Constructs 

Construct Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

ERM Maturity Index (1-5) 3.42 0.87 1.1 4.9 

Environmental Score (1-10) 5.87 1.64 2 9.3 

Social Score (1-10) 6.01 1.51 2.4 9.1 

Governance Score (1-10) 6.44 1.72 2.1 9.6 

Resilience Index (0-100) 61.3 14.22 28 92 

Table 2 reports descriptive statistics for the four core constructs. The moderate-to-high means for ERM maturity 

(M = 3.42) and Governance scores (M = 6.44) indicate a sample skewed toward firms with reasonably 

developed risk functions, while the wide standard deviations confirm sufficient variance for correlation and tier-

based analysis, a necessary precondition for the SEM results presented later. 
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Table 3: Pearson Correlation Matrix 

Variable Pair Pearson r p-value Interpretation 

ERM x Environmental 0.61 <0.01 Strong positive 

ERM x Social 0.58 <0.01 Moderate-strong positive 

ERM x Governance 0.66 <0.01 Strong positive 

ERM x Resilience Index 0.71 <0.01 Strong positive 

ESG Composite x Resilience 0.6 <0.01 Strong positive 

Table 3 presents the Pearson correlation matrix underlying Figure 4. ERM maturity correlates most strongly 

with the Organizational Resilience Index (r = 0.71) and Governance score (r = 0.66), directly supporting the 

abstract's assertion that governance-related ESG outcomes are most sensitive to ERM sophistication, and 

establishing the empirical foundation for the mediation model tested in the discussion. 

Table 4: One-Way ANOVA Across ERM Maturity Tiers 

Outcome Variable Low ERM 

(n=68) 

Moderate ERM 

(n=79) 

High ERM 

(n=67) 

F-statistic p-value 

Environmental 

Score 

4.1 5.8 7.6 48.32 <0.001 

Social Score 4.5 6 7.4 39.15 <0.001 

Governance Score 4.8 6.3 8 52.07 <0.001 

Resilience Index 47.2 60.9 78.4 61.84 <0.001 

Table 4 reports one-way ANOVA results comparing ESG pillar scores and resilience outcomes across three 

ERM maturity tiers. All F-statistics are significant at p < 0.01, confirming that firms with higher ERM maturity 

systematically outperform lower-maturity firms across every ESG pillar and on the composite resilience 

measure, empirically grounding the tier comparisons visualized in Figure 2. 

Table 5: SEM Standardized Path Coefficients 

Structural Path Standardized β S.E. p-value 

ERM -> ESG Strategy Integration 0.52 0.06 <0.001 

ESG Strategy Integration -> Resilience 0.47 0.07 <0.001 

ERM -> Resilience (direct) 0.31 0.08 <0.01 

ERM -> Financial Performance 0.28 0.09 <0.01 

ESG Strategy -> Financial 

Performance 

0.39 0.07 <0.001 

Table 5 presents standardized structural path coefficients from the SEM mediation analysis. The results show 

that ERM's total effect on resilience (β = 0.31 direct + 0.24 indirect ≈ 0.55) is meaningfully carried through 

strategic ESG integration, confirming the abstract's central claim that ERM operates as a catalyst rather than a 
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purely direct driver of resilience, and this mediated pathway is the empirical bridge connecting the abstract's 

framing to the conclusion's synthesis. 

 

Figure 1: ERM Maturity vs. ESG Disclosure Score 

Figure 1 presents a scatterplot of ERM Maturity Index scores against ESG Disclosure Scores across the 214 

sampled firms, overlaid with a fitted linear trend line. The upward-sloping trend visually confirms the strong 

positive correlation (r = 0.71) reported in Table 3, showing that as ERM maturity increases from low to high 

values, ESG disclosure quality rises in a broadly linear fashion[19]. The relatively tight clustering of points 

around the trend line, particularly at higher ERM maturity levels, suggests a consistent and reliable relationship 

rather than one driven by outlier firms, reinforcing the abstract's claim that ERM maturity is a robust statistical 

predictor of ESG performance[20]. 

 

Figure 2: ESG Pillar Scores across ERM Maturity Tiers 

Figure 2 displays mean scores for the three ESG pillars Environmental, Social, and Governance segmented by 

ERM maturity tier (low, moderate, high). Governance scores show the steepest increase across tiers, rising from 

4.8 in low-ERM firms to 8.0 in high-ERM firms, consistent with the correlation strength observed in Table 

3[21]. Environmental and Social scores follow similar upward trajectories but with slightly smaller gains, 

indicating that while ERM maturity benefits all ESG pillars, its influence is most pronounced on governance-

http://www.mjapjournal.com/


 
 

53 | P a g e   
www.mjapjournal.com  2026/MJAP/09/2008  

 

Multidisciplinary Journal of Academic Publications 

                                                ISSN (Online): 3107-538X 

Vol. 02, Issue 04, July– August 2026 

 

related outcomes. This pattern visually supports the ANOVA results in Table 4 and substantiates the paper's 

argument that ERM functions as a governance-strengthening mechanism[23]. 

 

Figure 3: Resilience Index Trend, 2019-2024 

Figure 3 tracks the Organizational Resilience Index for high-ERM and low-ERM firm cohorts from 2019 to 

2024, capturing the period surrounding the global pandemic disruption. High-ERM firms exhibit a steady 

upward trajectory, climbing from an index value of 52 to 80, while low-ERM firms show gradual decline, 

falling from 50 to 43[24]. This divergence is most pronounced after 2020, when systemic shocks 

disproportionately affected firms lacking mature risk-anticipation capabilities. The widening gap empirically 

validates the abstract's claim regarding differential resilience trajectories and demonstrates that ERM's 

protective effect compounds over time rather than manifesting as a one-time advantage[25]. 

 

Figure 4: Correlation Matrix of Key Constructs 

Figure 4 presents a correlation heatmap summarizing pairwise relationships among ERM maturity, the three 

ESG pillar scores, and the Resilience Index. Darker shading indicates stronger positive correlation. The heatmap 

makes visually apparent that ERM maturity holds the strongest relationship with Resilience (0.71) and 
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Governance (0.66), while ESG pillars are moderately correlated with one another (0.47-0.52), suggesting they 

capture distinct but related governance dimensions. This visualization condenses Table 3 into an interpretable 

format and reinforces the multi-construct empirical foundation on which the study's structural model, presented 

in Figure 5, is subsequently built. 

 

Figure 5: Structural Path Coefficients (SEM Results) 

Figure 5 illustrates standardized path coefficients from the structural equation model, visualizing the relative 

strength of five theorized relationships. The two mediating paths ERM to ESG Strategy Integration (β = 0.52) 

and ESG Strategy Integration to Resilience (β = 0.47) are the strongest in the model, exceeding the direct ERM-

to-Resilience path (β = 0.31)[26]. This pattern provides the clearest empirical evidence in the paper that ERM's 

influence on resilience operates substantially through strategic ESG integration rather than acting in isolation, 

directly confirming the mediating catalytic role of ERM articulated in both the abstract and the study's central 

hypothesis[27]. 

5. DISCUSSION 

The empirical results collectively support the study's central proposition: ERM maturity does not merely coexist 

with ESG performance but actively catalyzes it, and this catalytic effect extends into measurable long-term 

resilience outcomes. The correlation and ANOVA findings establish that firms with higher ERM maturity 

consistently outperform their lower-maturity counterparts across all three ESG pillars, with governance showing 

the strongest sensitivity[28]. This is theoretically coherent, since governance mechanisms board oversight, risk 

appetite articulation, and accountability structures are the most direct institutional outputs of a mature ERM 

function, whereas environmental and social outcomes depend additionally on operational and supply-chain 

factors that ERM influences more indirectly[29]. 

The SEM results add critical nuance by revealing that ERM's effect on resilience is only partially direct. The 

mediated pathway through ESG strategy integration (combined indirect effect of approximately 0.24) is nearly 

as large as the direct effect (0.31), indicating that a substantial portion of ERM's resilience benefit is realized 
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specifically because mature ERM functions channel risk intelligence into strategic ESG decision-making. These 

finding challenges risk management frameworks that treat ERM and ESG governance as parallel but separate 

reporting streams; instead, it suggests that organizations attempting to build resilience through ESG initiatives 

alone, without corresponding ERM sophistication, are likely to under-realize the resilience benefits documented 

here[30]. 

5.1 Comparison with Past Empirical Work 

Comparing these findings with past empirical work reveals both convergence and meaningful extension. Earlier 

studies using COSO-based ERM frameworks reported positive but generally modest associations between ERM 

adoption and firm performance, often in the r = 0.20 to 0.35 range, considerably weaker than the r = 0.71 ERM-

resilience correlation observed in this study. This divergence likely reflects methodological differences: prior 

work frequently relied on binary ERM adoption indicators rather than a continuous maturity index, which 

compresses variance and attenuates observed relationships. By contrast, this study's twelve-item maturity index 

captures gradations of ERM sophistication that binary measures obscure, plausibly explaining the stronger effect 

sizes. 

Regarding ESG-performance literature, prior studies have generally reported ESG-financial performance 

correlations in the 0.10 to 0.30 range when using third-party ESG ratings, again weaker than the relationships 

observed here. However, those studies typically model ESG as a direct predictor of financial outcomes without 

accounting for the risk-management infrastructure that enables credible ESG execution. The present study's 

mediation framing suggests that some of the previously "weak" ESG-performance associations in past literature 

may actually reflect omitted-variable bias, where studies failed to control for or model the ERM capability 

underlying genuine versus superficial ESG commitments. This reframing extends conceptual arguments made 

by governance-complementarity theorists from qualitative to empirically validated territory. The resilience trend 

data (Figure 3) also extends supply-chain resilience literature, which has documented similar divergence 

patterns during the pandemic but rarely connected that divergence explicitly to ERM maturity as a predictive 

variable, representing a genuine empirical contribution of this study. 

Taken together, the discussion reinforces the abstract's framing of ERM as a catalyst: the data show not simply 

that ERM and resilience are correlated, but that the mechanism runs substantially through strategic ESG 

integration, a pathway that prior fragmented literatures had not jointly tested. This has direct implications for 

governance design, suggesting that resilience-seeking organizations should prioritize embedding ERM 

capability within, rather than alongside, their ESG governance architecture. 

6. CONCLUSION 

This study set out to empirically test whether Enterprise Risk Management functions as a catalyst for strategic 

ESG governance and long-term organizational resilience, and the evidence across 214 firms strongly supports 
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this proposition. ERM maturity was found to be a robust predictor of ESG performance across all three pillars, 

with the strongest relationship observed for governance outcomes, and firms in the high-ERM-maturity tier 

demonstrated substantially superior resilience trajectories over a turbulent five-year period compared to their 

low-maturity counterparts. Critically, the structural equation model revealed that ERM's influence on resilience 

operates significantly through strategic ESG integration rather than through direct effects alone, confirming the 

mediating, catalytic role proposed at the outset of this paper and directly validating the abstract's central claim. 

These findings carry meaningful implications for both theory and practice. Theoretically, the study bridges 

previously disconnected ERM and ESG literatures by empirically demonstrating their complementary, causally 

linked structure rather than treating them as parallel governance streams. Practically, the results offer boards and 

risk officers an empirically grounded rationale for structurally integrating ERM functions within ESG 

governance rather than maintaining them as separate reporting silos, since doing so appears to yield 

disproportionate resilience returns. Future research should extend this cross-sectional-longitudinal hybrid design 

using purely archival panel data across a longer time horizon and test whether the mediating relationship holds 

across emerging-market institutional contexts, where regulatory and disclosure environments differ substantially 

from the developed-market sample examined here. 
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