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Exteviig NepiAnyn

H nmapouoa &idaktopikn Statplpr €otidlel otnv mepBAAAOVTIKY SLACTOON TNG ETALPLKNG
KOWWVLIKAG umeuBuvotntog. Asv eival Alyeg oL €peuveg TOU €XOUV TIPAYMOTEUTEL
ntApoTo TEPLBOAAOVTIKAG OTPOTNYLIKAG TWV ETUXELPAOEWV. QOTOCO0, Ol TIEPLOCOTEPES
OO QLUTEG £XOUV ETILKEVTPWOEL O0TA ATTOTEAECOTO TTOU ETILHEPEL OTNV EMLXELPNON KoL OXL
TOOO OTOUC TPOGSLOPLOTLKOUC TNC TOPAYOVTEG. AKPLBWE OHwS AOYyw tNS MAnBwpag
EPEVVWY, TOOO OE AKOONUALKO OO0 KOl ETILXELPNILATLKO EMIMESO, TWV EVEPYETLKWYV YLAL TNV
ETILXELPNON OTOTEAECUATWY TIoU eTLPEPEL N epappoyn TEPIBAAMOVIIKWY TPAKTIKWY,
OMwC PeAtiwon E€TALPLIKAG €LKOVOG, VOULUOTOLNON OTO EMIXELPNUATIKO TepLBAAOVY,
€€oLKOVOUNON EVEPYELOG KAL TIPWTWYV UAWV KOl CUVENWCE auénon tng kepdodoplag tng, n
g€étaon twv mapayoviwv mou mpoodlopilouv kol odnyouv pla emixeipnon oto va

Slapopdwaoouy TV meplBarlovTikni TnG amodoon kpivetal e€alpetika evlladEpouaoal.

Ta enuyelprpota mou €xouv RoN StapopdwOel atn BLPALOYpodial GXETIKA UE TOUC AOYOUC
TIOU Ol EMLXELPNOELS ipoPaivouv og TEPLBAANOVTLKEC TIPAKTIKEG Elval TTOWKIAG KoL CUXVA
OVTIKpouOpevVa. ADEVOG, UTIAPXEL N TILO KEUOLOONTOTOLNUEVN» ETXELPNATOAOYIO, TNV
oroia TiBetal INTnUo aflwv TOU XOPaKTnPilouv TOUC NYETEC N KAl OKOUO TOUC
UTIAAAAAOUC TWV ETILXELPHOEWV KOl TOUC 06NYOUV O€ OXESLOOUO OTPATNYLKIG UE YVWHOVA
Vv mpootacia tou TEePBAAAOVTOC. APETEPOU N EMLXELPNUATOAOYIO KALUAKWVETOL OF
Alyotepo «gualoOntomolnNpeéVn», UE TIC EMLXELPNOELC VA KOAoUvTal va GUHHopdwBOouv
TOOO HE TOUG LOXUOVTIEG VOHOUG TIOU TIPOOTAIOUV OUYKEKPLUEVEC TIEPLBAAAOVTLKEG
otaBep£EC 0T ASLTOUPYLO TOUC, OO0 KOL E TO YEVIKOTEPO AVTOYWVLOTIKO ETILXELPNUOTLKO
TieptBAAAov Tou oAoéva Kol UEAVEL TNV TTEPLBOAAOVTIKEG TOU TIPOKTIKES, OAAG KOlL LE TNV
gmTAY TNG WKavormolnong Twv  evllodpepopevwy  opddwv  Kal  Kuplwg Twv
KatavaAwtwv/meAatwy oL omoiot  Selyvouv  ocuxvd va  OTpEdovTal  OTLC
gualocOntomolnuévee TeEPLBOANOVTLKA ETILXELPAOELC /KoL OTa TPAGCLVa TpolovTa. ITo
TENOC TNG KALMAKWONCG TNG EMLXELPNUOATOAOYLOC YLO TOUG TOPAYOVTEC TNG ETOUPLKNG
TiePBAANOVTIKAC OTPATNYLKNG, EPXETOL N TILO «KUVLKA» 1] 0pOOAOYLOTIKH TIPOCEYYLON TIOU

ovadEPeL OTL Ol EMXELPNOELC dev Tapakvouvtal amd Kaplo umoxpéwon yla thv



edappoyn TNS ETALPLKAG KOWWVIKNG EUBUVNG apd Hovo eav e€unnpetel Tnv kepdodopia

Toug, 6e60UEVOU OUWC OTL SPOUV HECO O€ £Va VOULUO Kol NBLKO mAalioto.

Me TNV avaokOmnon TETOLWV OVTLKPOUOUEVWY ETXELPNUATWY OXETIKA HE TNV
TLEPLBAAAOVTLKI) OTPATNYLKN TWV ETILXELPNOEWV TIOU EKOETOUV TOGO KivnTpa afLwv 600 Kat
odENoUC, avTIAaBAVETOL KAVELC TNV TIEPUTAOKOTNTA TNG OAAG KOIL TN GNUOVTIKOTNTA TWV
OMOTEAECUATWY TNC. Mol To AOYyOo aUTO, N mapouoa SLOAKTOPLKN £peuva aoXoAnOnKe pe
TOUC TIPOOSLOPLOTIKOUC TTapAyovteg SU0 MTUXWV TNG TMEPPAANOVTIKAG OTPATNYLKNG TWV
ETUXELPNOEWV. MPWTOV, AUTH TNE ETALPLKAS Snpoactlomnoinong mepBAANOVTIKWY OTOLXELWV
(environmental disclosure), mou avtutpoowrnieVel TI¢ TEPLBANNOVTIKEG TIPAKTLKEG TTOU
KOLvOTtoloUV OTL lokoUV Kall SEUTEPOV QUTH TNG ETALPLKAG TIEPLBAANOVTLKAC EMLS00NC TToU
ovtutpoowrnelel TIC TePLBAANOVTIKEC TpakTikeéC (environmental performance) mou

0LOKOUV.

To npwto kepdlato NG mopovoag OLOAKTOPIKAG SlatpPrg e€etdlel  TOUG
TPoodLopLoTlKkoUG TtapAyovteg the meplBaAlovtikic dnuoctomoinong (environmental
disclosure). H 6nupoolomoinon meplBaANOVTIKWY TIPAKTIKWY €ival €va {ATNUo Tou
amaoYOAnoe Lo MpoodaTa TNV €peuva Kol TMBavweg ATav €makoAouBo tng KOLNAg
TOKTLKAG TWV ETLXELPOEWY VA KOLVOTIOLOUV OTLG eVOLADEPOUEVEC OUASEG OLKOVOULKA
OTOLXELO TOUC, ELOIKOTEPA ETIELTA OO OKAVOOAQ TIOU QOLOXOANGCOV TNV KOV YyVWwUn,
onwc¢ ot neputwoel WorldCom, Enron, kat Parmalat. Mapopolwg, ol KALUATIKEG Kol
EVEPYELOKEG VOLLOBETIKEG SLATALELG TTOU €XEL EMIBAAAEL N cuvTputTiky MAsloPndia Twyv
XwpwV (64 amo T 66 XwWPeS ou eubuvovtal yla To 88% NG maykoouLag LOAUVONG Tou
nieptBaiiovtog cupdwva pe to Globe International (2014)), aA\d kat n mpoadatn Odnyia
tou Eupwnaikol KowofouAiou kat tou ZupPBoulriou yiwo Tt Snuoclomoinon un
XpnHaAToOoKOVOULKWY TAnpodopwwv (EU Directive, 2014), KatadelkvUOUV TNV EMITAKTLKN

oavaykn ya dtadavela o {ntrpata neplBaAloVILIKWY TTPAKTIKWV.

H emotnuoviky £peuva OXeTIKA pe tnv TeptBardovtikrl Snuooilomoinon, €xeL
ETUKEVTPWOEL KUPLWE OTN GNUAVTLKOTNTA TNC KAL OTNV EMISPACH TNG OTNV ETALPLKH ELKOVA

NG, OTn VOULUOMOolNG TG amévavil otig evOlapePOUEVEG OUASEG KAl KUPLWE OTOUG



TIEAATEG KOl KATA CUVETELA 0TNV Kepdodopia tne. H eumelpikn £pguva, meplopiletal o
TIOOOTLK OVAAUCN TIPWTOYEVWY OEOOUEVWY aTO E€PWTNUATOAOYLO. 1) OE TIOLOTLKNA
OVAAUCON TWV ETALPLKWYV LOTOOEAISWY Kal €eTACWwV ekBEoewv, eAéyxoviag Tnv
TepLBAAAOVTIKI) SNUOCLOTIOINGON TWV ETILXELPHOEWV O€ EUPOC EVOC I} TEPLOPLOUEVWYV ETWV.
Eniong, dev eAéyxetal n emidpacn tTnG XwWPAG otnv omoia AElToupyel n emixeipnon,
6ebopévou tou OtL N vopoBeaia, ol afleg Kal N KOUAToUpa TG KABE xwpog evdExeTaL val

ennpedlouv Ta AMOTEAECUATA.

Aebopevng ™G HEAETNC TNG OXETIKAC BLBALoypadiag, KaBwE KoLl TN CNUAVTLKOTNTOC TNG
TiepBaAAOVTIKIG SnUoaLomoinong w¢ KABOPLOTIKY TIPAKTLKI) 0T OTPOTNYLKA otlévta, N
napoloa SLbaktoplkn SLatpLBr) EpXETAL OTO TPWTO TS KEPAAALO Vo KAAUPEL OpLOopEVQL
OVOTTAVTNTO EPWTIUATO OE OXECN ME TOUG TTPOGSLOPLOTIKOUG TNE MOLPpAYyOoVTEG. H mpwtn
uT6Oeon mou yivetal adopd oTNV EMSPACH TNG KOWWVLIKAG KNG TNG eMLxelpnong otn
dnuoactomnoinon mepPAAOVTIKWY TPAKTIKWY. To TPWTo KEPAAALO EPXETOL VO avadeifel
TO UNXQVIOUO KATA TOV OTOL0 N KOWWVLKA Grin ou £XeL avamntuEel n emixelpnon emudpa
Betikd@ otn peAAovTIK SnNUOCLOTIOINON TIEPLOCOTEPWY OTOLXELWV OXETIKA HE TIG

TLEPLBAAAOVTIKEG TNG TIPOLKTLKEC.

To Bewpntikd umoBabpo Tou mpwtou Kedpahaiou avadEpetal apXlkwe otn Bewpia
onuatodotnong (signaling theory), cuudwva pe TV omoia pia emyeipnon mPoBANAEL
mAnpodopieg ota evdladepdpeva HEPN TIOU a.PpOPOUV OTOV ETALPLKO «XOPAKTPA» TNG, TL
LKOWVOTNTEG KOl TLC TIPAKTLKEC TNG SNULOUPYWVTAC ATEVAVTL TNG OTIKA TTPOOoKelHeVN
ouunepldpopd. H Bswpia tou orpatoc cuvdualstal pe tn Oswpia Twv eviladepOuevwy
puepwv (stakeholder theory) kot mo ouykekpiuéva pe tnv instrumental stakeholder
theory. Z0udwva pe tnv TeAevtaia, ot emXelproeLg, odpeilouv vo amodeVyoUV TTOALTIKEG
KOl OXEOELC UE TIG eEVOLOPEPOUEVEG OUADEG TTOU YapaKtnpllovtal amd TV KoLpooKormia.
MLa TETOola VOOTpOTIia, EVOEXETAL O TMPWTN AVAYVWON Vo SIVEL TNV EVIUMWON OULYWS
OATPOULOTIKWY KIVATPWY TWV ETIXELPAOEWY TIOU OVAOTEAOUV TN BEATLOTN OLKOVOWLKN)

anodoorn. Qotdoo, N €vvola Tng Bewplag aUTAG EpXETOL VA EENYNOEL OTL OL CUUTIEPLDOPEG



ulog emyeipnong mou elval amaAAAYUEVEG OTTO KOLPOOKOTILOL KOl OL CUVETIELC OXETELG UE

ta evéladepodueva pépn ouppadilouvv pe tnv kepdodopia TNG.

JUVETWC, TO TPWTO KEPAAQLO, EPYXETOL VAL EENYNOEL TO UNXAVIOMO AELToupyilog Twv SUo K
TWV TPLWV TIUVAWVWY TNG ETOLPLKNAG BLWOLHOTNTAG, TOU KOWWVLKOU «OmoBEpatoc», £Tol
OTIWC «OVTOVOKAQTOLY Ao TNV KOWwVLKA dAun Kat tng reptParovtikig enidoong twv
ETUXELPNOEWY, OTIWC EKSNAWVETOL PEoW TNG dnoaotoroinong mepParlovTikwy Spacewv:
H emyelpnon, avtllappavetat tnv uvPnAn KOWwvikn g GAUN WG TMPOVOULO TOou
KOWVWVLKOU TNG XOPOKTAPO TIOU TNV TOPOTPUVEL, AOYW TWV ATUTIWV «KOLVWVIKWVY
oupBoAaiwv» Tou £xel cuva el Pe TLC evOLaPEPOUEVEG OUABEC KOl TNG CUVETELNG LE TV
ornola odeilel va cuvexioel va Spa (instrumental stakeholder theory), va enekteivetal o
TiepBAAAOVTIKEG SPACELC KOl VO OVOTTOPAYEL ONUOTe Kol TtAnpodoplec yla thv
nieptBardovtik) TNG oupmeppopd HEOW TNC OSnuootomoinong (signaling theory).
JUVETIWCE, TA QTTOTEAECUOTO TOU TIPWTOU KEPOAQIoU emBERALWVOUV OTL O KOLVWVLKOG
TIUAWVAG EMEKTEIVETAL oTNV avamtuén tou mepltBaAloviikou, eénywvtag dnAadn tov
UNXOVIOMO HE TOV OMOL0 Ol EMIXEIPACEL odnyolvIal OTOV OLKOVOULKO TUAwva,

Basilovtac oto 5pduo TNG ETALPLKAG BLWOLUOTNTOC.

To deutepo ko Tpito kepAAao epeuvad T Asttoupyla Kal EMiSpPAcn LNXOVICUWY LE TOUG
OMoloUG Ol ETXELPNOELG ETUAEYOUV OTO TMAQLOLO TNG EUPUTEPNG OTPOTNYLKAG TOUG va
Sltapopdwaoouyv tnv meplBarlovtikny Toug enidoon. To epeUVNTLKO TIESIO OXETLKA JE TOUG
TiPooSLoPLOTIKOUG TTOPAYOVTEG TWV TIEPLBOAANOVTLKWVY ETILEOCEWV TWV ETILXELPAOEWV ELvOL
g€alpeTIKA VPV aANG KUplwC e€eTAlEL TNV TTEPLBAAAOVTLKI) ETTLOO0TN TWV ETILXELPIOEWVY WE
UEUOVWHEVN TIPOKTIKI TIOU AQUPBAVEL Xwpa yia Adyoug aflwy, avaykng cupupopdpwong
OTLG OXETIKEG VOUOOETIKEG PUOULOELG KOL OE VOULLUOTIOLNUEVEG TIPAKTLKES KAl HUCLKA yLoL
AOyoug avtaywvioTikotntag Kot kepdodoplag tng emxeipnong. Qotooco, dev eival
EekaBapo To MW¢ AapBAavovtal ol ETXELPNUATIKEG ATTOPATEL OXETIKA PE TNV avaAnydn
TMEPLBAAAOVTIKWY TIPAKTIKWY, TIOU yilvovtal OavtIAnmTeG wg o Slaotacn appnkta
EVTOYUEVN OTO YeVIKO TAQIOLO TNG ETUXELPNOLOKNAG OTPATNYLKAC. ZUYKEKPLUEVA, TO

O6eUTtepO Kal Tpito KePAAalo avadelkvUel OTL oL emuxelprioelg dev mpoadlopilouv Tig



TEPLBAAAOVTIKEG TOUG TIPAKTIKEG OE QUTOVOMO eminmedo, aAAd TIC SlopopdwvVouV Kal
avadiapopdwvouv BACEL TNG YEVIKAG GTPATNYLKAG TTOU akoAouBouv £xovtag wg onueio

avadopdg TN oTPATNYLKA TWV AVTAYWVLOTWY TOUG.

Oocov adopd oto Bewpntikd mMAaiowo, cupPwva pe th Beouikn Bewpnon (institutional
theory) oL emixelprioelg opeiAouv va ULOBETOUV TLE TIPAKTLKEC TWV AVTAYWVLOTWY TOUG ELTE
ylatl Oswpouvtol VOULUOTIOLNUEVEG | UTIOXPEWTIKEG O0TOV KAASO TOUC (KavovioTikn A
KOTAVAYKOOTIKA Hipnon) elte yatt mpoomabolv vo ppnBouv Toug To EMLTUXNUEVOUG

TOUG QVTAYWVLOTEC (ULUNTLKA | OVTOYWVLOTIKY Lloopopdia).

AvtioTolya, CUUPWVA HUE TIG YEVIKEG OPXEC QVIAYWVLOTIKAG OTPOTNYLKAG N avalntnon
KOAWV TIPOKTIKWY TIPETIEL VA YIVETAL QIO TG ETUXELPHOELS AVAUECA OTLC ETLXELPIOELG-
Nyéteg NG (6lag oTpaTNylkAG opadac (otpatnylky KOOTOUC 1 OTPATNYLKN
Slapopormoinong). TUVENWCE, oL NYETEG Ulag oTPATNYLKAC Elval To onpeio avadopdg mou

Ol ETIXELPAOELG TTAPOKOAOUOOUV Kal avalUouy, o avalATtnon KOAWY TIPAKTLKWV.

To 8eUtepo ke aAaro TG mapouoag SLAKTOPLKAC SLaTtpLBAC avadeIKVUEL TOV UNXAVIOUO
UiUNoNG Tou aoKel N eMXelpnon BACEL TWV YEVIKWVY OpXWV OVTOYWVLOTIKAG OTPATNYLIKNAG
KOTAL TOV OTtolo 000 peyalutepn elval n amootacn Twv MEPLBOAAOVTLKWVY TNG TPAKTIKWY
OTto TNV ETXELPNON-NYETN OTNV avTioTOoLXN UE QUTH OTPATNYLKA oudda, TOoOo HeyaAuTtepn
Ba elvat n peAdovtikn tng meptBaAloviikn enidoon. Me aA\a Adyla, otav n eneipnon,
0TO TMAaiolo TNG avaluong Twv SLACTACEWV TNG OTPATNYLKNAG TOUC, OVOKAAUTITEL OTL
UTtOAE(TETOL TNG TIEPLBAANOVTIKIG EMIS00NC TWV ETUXELPHOEWV-NYETWY TipooTabouv va
™ WpnBouv. Iuvenwg n emnixeipnon 6ev avalntd TG PEAtTioteG TEPIPBANAOVTIKEG
TIPOKTIKEG OTNV ETUXEIPNON HE TIC KAAUTEPEG MeEPIPAMNOVTIKEG OO0 aAAd oTnV
ETILXELPNON ME TNV KAAUTEPN YEVIKI OTPATNYLKI TIOU QVILOTOLXEL OTn OTPATNYLIKN TNG
opada, Tmpokelwévou va avtameéEABouv Tou avtoywviopou. H pipnon auth twv
TLEPLBAAAOVTIKWY TIPAKTIKWY MMOpPEl val yivel gite og Opouc yevikwv TmepLBAANOVTIKWY
TIPOKTIKWYV £iTe YE TNV edappoyr TEPLBAAAOVTIIKWVY TTPAKTIKWY CXETIKWV UE TN OTPATNYLKA

Ttou akoAouBoUv.



ITNV TEPIMTWON TWV EMXELPNOEWV TIOU akKOAouBoUv Tn oOTpATNYLK KOOTOUG Ol
ETILXELPNOELC TIOU UTTOAEimovTal o€ TEPIPAAAOVTIKEG TIPAKTIKEG EVOVTL TNG ETILXELPNONG-
NYETN OTPATNYIKAG KOOTOUuGg mpoPaivouv oe avénon Ttwv TePLBOANOVILKWY TOUG
TIPOKTIKWY, OL OMOLleC Umopel va elval Yevikéc 1 va odpopolv O TPOKTLKEG TIOU
OVTUTPOOWMEVOUV TN OTPATNYLKA TIOU OKoAouBoUv Omw¢ peiwon mopwv, pUTIWY,
£€0LKOVONON EVEPYELOG ) TIPWTWYV UAWV. AvtioToLya, oTnV MEPLTTWON TWV EMLXELPHCEWV
TTou aKoAouBoUv tnv nyecla otpatnylkng Slodpopomolnong oL EMXEPHOELS OTh
Stamiotwon oOtL n enelpnon-nyetng otpatnylkng Siadopomoinong £€xel KaAutepn
nieptBarAovTikn) emidoon, avidpad pe TNV avinon Twv MEPLPAAOVIIKWY TPOKTIKWY TIOU
evlexouévweg vo adopoUv O TIPAKTIKEG OMWE TOPAYWYr TPACWVWY TIPOIOVTIWY,
edpappoyn mepBAAAOVIIKWY KALVOTOULWY, EPEUVAC KAl avATTUENG og TepLBallovTikd
nTAMOTO K.0. TNV TEPIMTWON TWV EMIXEIPACEWY TIOU aKOAoOUBOUV Tn oTPATNYLKN
KOOTOUG, OIUTEC SLakpiBnKav armo To CUVOALKO SEly O TWV ETUXELPHOEWY, BACELTOU SELKTN
TOU KOOTOUG TIWANOEVTWV/MWARCELG KOl yla TIC EMLXELPHOELG TIOU OVAKOUV OTN
otpatnywkn &ladoponoinong, xpnowuomoiBnkav dvo Seikteg, o Selktng yla TNV
Kalvotopia Omwe avtavokAdtol amd to Oeiktn TOUu KOOTOUG ylo £peuva Kol
avantuén/mwAnoeslc kobwg kat o Selktng TOu KOOTOUG yla UAPKETLVYK/TIWANCELG.
Mpayuartt, Ta anoteAéopata Twv UnoBécswv emiBeBaiwoav OTL oTnV TEPIMTWON TNG
OTPATNYLIKNG KOOTOUC OAAA Kol TNG otTpatnylkng Oladopomoinong Oe TPOAKTLKEG
HUAPKETIVYK, O UNXOVIOUOC Uipnong Twv TePBAAAOVTIKWY TIPOKTIKWY TNG EMXEIpnONG-
oTpatnykol nyEtn LoxVel, avadelkviovtag OTL n meptPBardovtikn enidoon ennpealetal
QUECO OO TN UNTIKA Stadikacia oxL KaBautng tng MeEPLBOANOVTIKNAG TIOALTIKNAG aAAQ
TNG YEVIKAG OTPATNYLKIG TTOU 0lkoAouBoUv oL eTiyelproelg. QoTO00, OTNV TEPLMTWAN TNE
oTPATNYLKNG SLodpopOomoinonG 08 KALVOTOWLO OMWE OVTOVOKAATAL Ao TNV £peuva Kal
ovarmntuén, ta anoteAéopata Sev UMESELEQV OTL AELTOUPYEL O UNXAVIOUOG KOTA TOV Omoilo

OL ETIXELPNOELG LLUOUVTOL TOV €V AOYW OTPATNYLKO NYETN.

Q0T000, TO AMOTEAEC O QUTO eV elval ToPAdo€o. OL TIPAKTIKEG YLOL EPEVVA KOLL AVATTTUEN
£€XOUV OPLOUEVA XOPOAKTNPLOTIKAL TIOU QTOTPEMOUV TN MIMNON TOUG amd TOug

OVTOYWVLOTEG, OTWE TO OTL CUVABWC MPOCTATEVETAL N TIVEU LATLKN TOUG LSLloktnoia (r.x.



TOTEVTEG), AAAQ Kal N eKTEAECN TOUC o Sladopa otddla mou Kablotouv To TepimAoKn
™ SuvatotnTa amnd TOUG avVIayWVIOTEG va Ta amokwdikomoljoouv. H duckoAia auth
glval avapevOUEVO va TIPOKUTITEL KABWE TIPAKTLKEC TTOU eVEXOUV TTOAUTIAOKOTNTOC 1/ KOl
EUMAEKOUV TEXVOAOVYIKEG TIATEVTEC, OMOTEAOUV ATIO TLC EMLXELPNOELG - TPWTOMOPOUC Hial
e€aLpETIKN guKalpla vo SLATNPCOUV TO AVTAYWVLOTLKO TOUG TTAEOVEKTNUA UYPWVOVTOG
VOULKOUG ¢paypolC Kal Sladkootikd sumodia. Juvenwe, n Swadikacia pipnong
TIPOKTIKWVY EPEUVAC KOL AVATTTUENG AQBAVEL XWPA KATW oo TEPIIMAOKEG GUVONKEC TTOU
KaOlotoUv SU0KOAO Vo EKTEAECTEL amOTEAECUATIKA Kal SUvavTal va amoBoppUvouV ToUG
OVTOYWVLOTEG VOL TNV ETILXELPHOOUY, AOYW TNG afeBaldTNTAC TWV AMOTEAECUATWY KAL TWV
amodocewv NG H piunon Twv MPOKTIKWY £€peuvag KoL ovamntuéng epmodiletal anod
ouvduaoTIKOUC UNXaviopoUg Tou TepAapBavouv tn duckoAia autwv KaBoutwv Twv
TIPOKTIKWY €PEUVAG KOl AVATTUENG va avarapaxBolv Kabwg Kol To KOOTOC Kal TOUG
TIOPOUG TIOU OIMALTOUVTAL YL TNV aVOTTapoywyr TOUG. AKOUQ, TO GUVEXEG KKUVAYL» TNG
toxelag €€EAENG TNG TexvoAoylag Oilvel TO TAEOVEKTNUO OTOUG TIPWTIOMOPOUE Va
ETUKALPOTIOLOUV TIG TIPAKTIKEG TOUC OE €PEUVOL KAl OvATTUEN TPV Kav TpoAdBouv ol
OVTOYWVLOTEG TOUG VO OTOKWOLKOTIOL)OOUV TG TIPONYOUMEVEG. TEAOG, OTA TOPATIAVW
£€pxetal va mpootebel n afeBaldtnTa TwWV amodocswyv Twv eNeVvOUCEWVY O €PEUVA Kall
ovamntuén mou odelAeTal GE OPLOPEVA TIPOVOULA TIOU OTOAQUBAVOUV OL TIPWTOMOPOL,

onwc n adociwon twv evdladepOUEVWY OUASWY O€ dN KOBLEPWUEVA EUTTOPLKA OHLOTO.

To tpito KepAAaLo KVeiTaL O TTAPOOL TIPOCEYYLON. AESOMEVOU TOU OTL 0 NYETNC piag
otpatnykng dev nyeltal mavra kot os eninedo neptBaAloviikng enidoong, o€ aUTO TO
kedaawo e€etaletal n enidpaon otnv neptBariovtikr enidoon piag emixeipnong otav
SLATLOTWVEL PECW TNC TOPAKOAOUONOoNG Kal avaAluong TwV OVTAYyWVLOTWY OTL €KElvn
ONUELWVEL KaAUTEPN TepBAANOVTIKA €MIS0CN OO TNV EMXEIPNON-OTPATNYLKO NYETN.
Mowa eivat n avtibpaon 1tng Emoavamavetol otn doTnpnon Twv TPEXOUCWV
TEPLBAAAOVTIKWY TNC TIPOKTIKWY; JUMPLBAlETOL WG £€XEL, OVATPEXOVTOGC OE GAAEG
SLOOTAOELS TNG OTPOTNYLIKAC TWV QVIAYWVIOTWY TNG O avolATtnon TPAKTLKWY ToU
UTTOAELTIETOL WOTE VA TG ULUNOE]; 'H avakaAUTITEL TO VTAYWVLOTLKO TNG TAEOVEKTN LA OTO

oroio Ba mpEmel va emevOUOEL Kal VO EVIOXUOEL TIEPOLTEPW;



To T1tpito kedpdlaio efetalelt tnv emnidpacn Twv TMPOSPACTIKWY (proactive)
TEPLBOANOVTIKWY OTPATNYIKWY TWV ETIXELPHOEWV £vavil TwV SUVAHEWV Hipnong Kot
Loopopdiag. Ymootnpilel OTL OTNV MEPIMTWON TOU Hia emiyeipnon SLAMIOTWVEL, OTO
mAaiolo mapakoAolBNONG TNG EMXEIPNONG-OTPATNYLKOU NYETH, OTL UTIEPTEPEL auToU o€
eninedo mepBarovtikig emidoong, oOxt Hovo auti n Siamiotwon &ev Aettoupyel
KaONouxaoTkd OAAG EVEPYOTIOLEL TNV eMIXeipnon va BEATIWOEL KOO TIEPLOCOTEPO TLC
TLEPLBAAAOVTIKEG TNC TIPAKTLKEC, EVIOXUOVTOG TO TIEPLBAAAOVTIKO TN TpoBadLlopa Kot va
Aappavel véeg meplBaANOVTIKEC TIPWTOBOUAIEG, €mevlUOVTOC OTO QVTAYWVLOTIKO
TIAEOVEKTN A TIOU £XEL EVTOTILOEL KOL TTOU €VOEXOUEVWG £lval Pépog Twv aflwv tng. Me
aA\a Aoyla, e€eTalovtal EMLXELPNOELC TTOU OVTIAAUPAVOUEVEG OTL £XOUV €VOL OUCLOOTLKO
OVTOYWVLOTLKO TTAEOVEKTN O oTnV TtepLBailoviikn enidoaon, pEow TNG mapakoAolBnong
KOl avAAUONG TOU OTPOTNYLKOU ny£tn, UMEloEpyovial mo Pabld oto Oéua tng
neplBarrovTikng PBlwootntag, avalnTwvtog KOOTOUleG Kal od€An amd To
npoPadiopa os MePPBAMNOVTIKEG TIPAKTIKEG. To amoteAéopata Selyvouv OTL yla TIG
ETILXELPNOELC QUTEC UTIEPLOXUEL N TIPOSPOCTIKA TAoN Kol autotpododoteital. Ot TACELG
yla pipnon kot woopopdia daivetal otL Sev emikpatolv. TUUPWVA HE TO OMOTEAECHATA,
0lUTOC O UNXAVIOUOG AELITOUPYEL TOCO OTNV TTEPLTTTWON TIOU OL ETLXELPNOELG aKoAouBoUuv
OTPATNYLIK KOOTOUG OCO KOl OTI( ETUXELPAOEL TOU akoAouBoUv oTpaTnyLKN

Slagopomnoinong.

Q¢ TIPOC TO EUMELPLKO MEPOG TNG SLEAKTOPLKNG AUTAC SLaTPLRNG Lo Ta Tpial LOVTEAD TTOU
avarntuxdnkav, xpnolpomnowovvtal dsutepoyevr) Sedopéva amo tn Baon ASSET4, pe eva
Selypa 3.215 snyelprioswy, amnod 21 ywpeg Kal yia eva eVpog 11 stwv (2002-2012) yia to
mpwTto Kedpaato kat 3.221 emniyelpAoewyY, oo 46 XWPEG Kal yLa €va eVPog 12 etwv (2002-
2013) yia to deUTEPO Kal Tpito KepaAalo (To delypa Twv eMXeLPoewv dev av€nbnke os
OVOUEVOUEVO BaBud AOyw MOoAAWVY 1N MEPOCUEVWY TLUWV-Missing values). Ta dedopgva
™¢ ev AOyw Baonc cuAAEyovTol €TNOLWG yla KABe emuxelpnon amd eKMOLOEUUEVOUG
OVOAUTEC XPNOLUOTIOWWVTAS OTolXsla TTou Bplokovtal otn 8tabson tou Kowou PECW
MNYWV ONMwC €TNoleC ekOEoelg, LoTtooeAideg Kol OeATiol TUTOU  KOL  GUVETWG

XopaKtneilovtal amod aVTIKELUEVIKOTNTO Kot Stadavela.



Aebopévou tou OTL T Se60MEVA TTIOU XPNOLUOTOLOUVTAL OTLG OVAAUCELS TNG TApoUaaS
S18aktoplkng StatplPnic adpopolv o EMLXELPOELG OO PUEYAAO EUPOG XWPWV KL Ta TPl
kedaAata Aappavouv umoPn KATOLa XOPAKTNPLOTIKA O EMIMESO XWPWV OMWC 0 SgiKTNg
nieptBarovtikng enidoong, n e€wotpédela Tng olkovopiag, to emninedo dtapBopdg Kat
vopoBeoiag, deiyvovtag £T0L TNV EMISPACH TOUG OTLG ETILXELPIOELG TIOU AELTOUPYOUV LECQ
OF OWUTEC TLC XWPEG TOOO WG TPOC TN Snpoaotomnoinon mepBAANOVTIKWY TIPAKTIKWY TIOU
TIPOYUOTEVETOL TO TIPWTO KEPAALO 000 Kal w¢ TtPog thv TepBariovTikn eniboon Twv

ETUXELPNOEWV TIOU HEAETOUV TO SEUTEPO KoL TPLTO KEPAAaLo.

Katd ouvénela, n mapovoa auth dtdaktoptkr Statplpn £pxetal va amocodnviostl Kamola
ovaravinta  {NTAMOTO  OXETIKAL HE TOUC TPOaSLOPLOTIKOUG TOPAYOVTEG TNG
TEPLBAAAOVTLKIG OTPATNYLKAC TWV EMLXELPNOEWV. Elval e€opeTikd XpAOLUO OL POUTIVEG
KOl AELTOUpPYLEC TWV ETUXEWPAOEWV Vo €€nyolvTal OXL HEMOVWHEVO OAAA OMwC oL
AeLToupyieg Twv {WVTaVWY OpYOVIOUWY Ttou 8ev yivovtal autovopa aAAd oto mhaiclo
OAANAEVOETWY KOl OVIAVOKAOOTIKWY UNXOVIOUWY. TETOLOUC MUNXOVIOMOUC, TIOU €&V
KaTaKAELSL emnpedalouv TNV MEPLPBAMNOVTIK OTPATNYLKA TWV EMIXELPHOEWV TOOO OF
eninedo mepBarroviiknc dnuootomoinong 6co Kalt oe eminedo mePPANOVTIKAG

enidoong, £pxetal va tpoadlopicouv ta Tpla emopeva kepaiata.
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Extended Summary

This thesis examines the environmental dimension of corporate social responsibility in
relation to aspects of corporate strategy. It deals with the determinants of two aspects of
corporate environmental strategy. First, corporate environmental disclosure,
representing the environmental practices that firms communicate to stakeholders.
Second corporate environmental performance representing the environmental practices

they actually perform.

The first chapter examines the effects of the firm’s social orientation and of national
factors on corporate environmental disclosure. Environmental disclosure is an issue
which has attracted intense interest lately, probably as a sequence of the high profile
scandals occupied public opinion, such as the cases of WorldCom, Enron, and Parmalat.
International organizations are leading the drive for environmental responsibility, for
instance the United Nations initiatives to meet the climate change challenge and the
Sustainable Development Goals. The European Commission’s directive on non-financial
reporting obliges large enterprises to disclosure their practices on social and
environmental matters (EC Directive, 2013). Many enterprises undertake disclosure
initiatives beyond regulations, providing signals to stakeholders and society at large about
the extent to which they are responsible, in an attempt to increase social acceptance and

legitimacy.

The theoretical background of this chapter draws upon signaling theory, according to
which firms transmit signals and information to stakeholders, aiming at creating positive
impressions for the firm. The signaling theory is combined with the stakeholder theory
and more specifically with the instrumental stakeholder theory. According to the latter,
firms create formal and informal relations with stakeholders which shape corporate
behavior along time and are in turn mirrored in their social reputation. In this way social
reputation emerges as a unique corporate characteristic which reflects the contractual
relationships with stakeholders and hence disclosure of practices. Social reputation is

extended to the relational contracts added along environmental issues (instrumental
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stakeholder theory), reproducing signals and information about environmental behavior
through disclosure (signaling theory). Along this line of reasoning, social reputation is

related to corporate environmental performance, and hence environmental disclosure.

In the same chapter, certain national context factors are also examined as possible
determinants of environmental disclosure of firms. These factors account for
environmental policies of the country, the openness of the economy to international
trade, regulatory quality and corruption levels. Firms operating in an open environment
are expected to be more sensitive to international and national environmental demands,
hence showing higher levels of environmental disclosure. The effects of national factors
are enhanced by creating more informed and demanding stakeholders. This in turn

increases a firm’s environmental responses and the associated level of disclosure.

The second and third chapters investigate the existence of imitative mechanisms under
which firms monitor their competitors and imitate the practices of the most successful
competitors. This links environmental performance to the competitive strategy
framework. Specifically, the second and third chapters highlight the fact that firms do not
determine their environmental practices in isolation, but they shape and reshape them
through a process of comparison and learning, having as a reference point the strategy of
their competitors. According to institutional theory, firms adopt the practices of their
competitors either because they are mandatory in their industry (regulatory or forced
imitation) or because they are trying to imitate and resemble the most successful

competitors (mimetic or competitive isomorphism).

In the context of the generic strategies framework, the search of best practices is directed
towards the best performing competitors or the leaders within the strategic group in
which a firm belongs. Therefore, strategy leaders (for cost or differentiation strategy)
constitute a legitimate benchmark that companies monitor and analyze, in search of best
practices. When a firm discovers that is lagging in environmental performance in

comparison to the leader in its specific strategic group, it tries to imitate the leader.
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The second chapter investigates the existence of imitative mechanism at work, for firms
lagging in environmental performance. According to the general competitive strategy
framework, the greater the distance of the environmental practices of a firm from the
leader in its specific generic strategy group, the greater its future environmental
performance. More specifically, in the low cost strategy group, firms that are exceeded in
environmental practices by the cost strategy leader increase their environmental
practices. For instance they are undertaking actions such as reduction of resources,
pollution, energy or materials, following similar actions or the respective cost leader.
Similarly, differentiation strategy firms that are exceeded in environmental performance
by the differentiation strategy leader, react by increasing environmental practices that
may relate to innovation practices such as production of green products, implementing
environmental innovations, research and development on environmental issues etc. The
goods sold/ sales ratio is used to identify firms that follow a low cost strategy. For firms
following a differentiation strategy two indices were used to identify them. The R&D
expenses/ sales ratio for innovative differentiation, and the marketing expenses/ sales

ratio for marketing differentiation.

The third chapter follows a similar approach. Given that a strategic leader does not always
lead in terms of environmental performance (e.g. luxury firms are not environmental
leaders), this chapter examines the impact on the environmental performance of a firm
when it finds through competitor monitoring that it exceeds the strategic leader in
environmental performance. The chapter considers how the firm would react in this case,
i.e. whether it reduces its environmental practices to the standards of the strategy leader,
or maintain its environmental lead, or enhance the lead with further environmental
initiatives generating an endogenous competitive advantage. This chapter argues that
when a firm finds that it exceeds the strategic leader, it initiates proactive environmental
strategies to further improve its competitive stance. According to the results, this
mechanism works across strategies, i.e. both whether firms follow cost strategy or

differentiation strategy.
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Country-specific characteristics of a firm’s host country, such as the environmental
performance index, openness to international trade, and regulatory quality and
corruption, are also considered in chapters two and three. These provide indications of

significant effects in some of the cases.

Regarding the empirical part of this doctoral dissertation, secondary data is used taken
from the ASSET4 database. The sample includes 3,215 firms from 21 countries and a
range of 11 years (2002-2012) for the first chapter, and 3,221 firms from 46 countries
and a range of 12 years (2002-2013) for the second and third chapters. Data of the Asset4
database is collected annually for each company and are characterized by objectivity and
transparency. Data for national factors, notably the environmental performance index of
a country, the openness of the economy, the level of corruption and legislation are taken

from other sources, notably the Yale University, Thomson Reuters Eikon, and the World.
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Chapter 1: The effect of corporate social reputation and national context
factors on environmental disclosure

1.1 Abstract

This chapter investigates the effects of corporate social reputation and external national
context factors on environmental quality disclosure. Social reputation is viewed as a
collective publicly held image of the firm which is built over time and reflects its unique
prosocial behavior. Environmental disclosure follows the overall stance of the corporation
in trading off social with economic considerations. The chapter draws upon the combined
stakeholders - signaling perspective, focusing on data communicated by the firm in its
effort to influence key stakeholders and to project a desired prosocial image in society.
Hypotheses are formulated and tested using a large international panel data, obtained
from the ASSET4 database. The data set comprises 3,215 firms originating from 21
countries covering the 2002-2012 period. This diverse international datasets provides an
opportunity to explore the factors affecting the quality of environmental disclosure across
sectors and countries. The results show that the firm’s social reputation, represented by
selected time lags of the social score in ASSET4, is a significant determinant of the
environmental disclosure. Country-specific characteristics of a firm’s host country, such
as the environmental performance index of the country, openness to international trade,
and regulatory quality and corruption, are also significant determinants of environmental
disclosure. The analysis controls for firm-specific and sector characteristics. Theoretical

and practical implications are discussed.
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1.2 Introduction

In recent years corporate sustainability reporting has climbed top in the agenda of
modern corporations, revealing aspects of both social and environmental conduct of the
firm (Chen & Bouvain, 2009; Kolk, 2003). Disclosure of information in these reports
provides signals to stakeholders and society at large about the extent to which a
corporation is responsible (Robinson, Kleffner & Bertels, 2011), in an attempt to project
its image and increase social acceptance and legitimacy (Deegan, 2007). To an extent
disclosure is compulsory, with firms responding to pressures to comply with regulatory
requirement sand standards imposed by industry associations. Mandated social and
environmental disclosure has been recently promoted by governments and international
organizations. Examples are the requirement for “triple bottom-line” reporting, which is
part of most sustainability standards and is compulsory in certain countries (Brown,
Guidry & Patten, 2009; Etzion & Ferraro, 2010); the EU directive for non-financial
reporting, which is compulsory for large (EU Directive, 2014); national regulations on
emissions and waste control, affecting corporations (Reid & Toffel, 2009). It can also be
voluntary as firms undertake initiatives beyond compliance, in an attempt to influence
the way they are perceived in the market and to form a desired image and reputation
(Christensen et al., 2013; Van de Ven, 2008). We increasingly notice corporations to go
beyond compulsory regulations and to communicate more proactive social and
environmental behavior (Crane & Glozer, 2016). But there is variability as some firms have
less to disclose, or prefer to stay “below the radar” avoiding being in the center of public

attention (Desai, 2016).

Several scholars have paid attention to the factors that influence disclosure of social and
environmental information. Firm-specific and industry factors have been investigated,
such as size and visibility, age and financial performance (Andrikopoulos & Kiklani, 2013;
Ortas et al, 2015; Zyglidopoulos & Flemming, 2011; Van der Laan Smith, 2005). However
firm reputation has not been considered as a determinant, but rather as an outcome,
(Lee, 2016; Jayasinghe, 2016) despite the fact that a reputable firm cannot abstain from

recent environmental and social initiatives such as climate change. Reputation is both an
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outcome of past disclosure flows and also a determinant of new disclosures. Also
research on the country-level institutional factors has been limited, and mostly directed
to general or aggregate institutional indices than on specific more and relevant national

factors (loannou & Serafeim, 2012; Maignan & Ralston, 2002).

Disclosure as such is a “strategic” communications variable used by the firm in its wider
corporate affairs and public relations exercise in order to manage the impressions and
the image it has gained in the minds of investors and other key stakeholders (Crane &
Glozer, 2016; Lee, 2016; Van Riel & Fombrun, 2007). This can convey both the
instrumental and normative perspectives. In the long run, disclosure and its counterpart
in social reputation reflect both: (1) the moral motives and beliefs held within an
organization about its ethical role and obligations to society, and (2) instrumental motives
driven by the expected benefits from social practices (Aguilera, Rupp, Williams, &
Ganapathi, 2007; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984; Jones, 1995; Lindenberg &
Steg, 2007). These shape the desired image that the organization wants to achieve, and
are manifested in the levels of prosocial and pro-environmental initiatives and practices
undertaken and reported (Christensen et al., 2013; Van de Ven, 2008). The publicly held
image of the corporation is a unique corporate characteristic, which differs across firms.
It defines the character of the corporation which shows how much value the corporation
gives to non-economic sustainability considerations, and how it trades-off social and
environmental considerations against economic considerations (Blomback & Brunninge,
2009). This is transferred to the memory of internal and external stakeholders (Barnett,
Jermier, & Lafferty, 2006; Lange, Lee, & Dai, 2011; Lee, 2016), creating the overall
reputation of the firm. Some firms are renowned for their prosocial stance and
responsibility, while others emphasize profit seeking often at the expense of social
considerations. The social character of a corporation is an asset stock which exhibits
relative stability over time (Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Phillips & Zuckerman, 2001) and
determines the level of environmental and social activities that the firm pursues, and

hence disclosure.
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Signaling theory has been used to study disclosure of information (Robinson et al, 2001).
The firm transmits signals to shareholders and society through various marketing
mechanisms, such as reporting, web sites and corporate image promotion strategies, to
make the stakeholders aware about its aspired prosocial stance in its sustainability
practices (Crane & Glozer, 2016; Du, Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2010; Jayasinghe, 2016). There
is a variation of sustainability practices and reporting reflecting the way the firm perceives
its aspired reputation. Some firms report a lot directly or through intermediates (King et
al, 2011), aiming at reducing information asymmetries. Others may have less to report.
Reporting is affected by the communications strategy of the firm, with some firms
deliberately engaging in rhetoric and symbolic aspiration talk reporting intentions that
are not fully reflected in actual behavior (Christensen, Morsing, & Thyssen, 2013), or
engaging in selective reporting of highly visible issues (Zyglidopoulos & Fleming, 2011), or
even in “green washing” (Laufer, 2003; Wagner, Lutz, & Weitz, 2009; Walker & Wan,
2012). Hopwood (2009) suggests even if environmental disclosure is supposed to be
preferred by senior management to signal the quality of a firm to the public, it is possible

III

that firms use environmental reporting as a “corporate veil”, in order to mitigate possible
legitimacy questions and misguide stakeholders. The environmental quality disclosure
decisions are similar to those the firm uses in disclosing the quality of its products

(Dranove & Jin, 2010; Pisano, 2013).

The present chapter argues that the traditional prosocial reputation that the firm has
achieved affects environmental disclosure. The corporation has, in its history, established
a level of prosocial behavior, which depicts a trade-off between social and economic
activities. This preexists of many environmental issues which have come late in the
agenda, with similar trade-offs being transferred to such environmental issues. For
instance climate change and material reuse are more recent than many aspects of social
behavior (e.g. employment). In other words environmental demands already meet an
established situation of social reputation and related relations with stakeholders.
Prosocial behavior is embedded in the nexus of contracts the firm has formed with its

stakeholders, as predicted by the instrumental stakeholder theory (Jones, 1995). Until
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now most of the debate in the literature has centered on the effect of social responsibility
on economic performance. To our knowledge there is limited research on the relationship
between the non-economic aspects of sustainability, notably among social and
environmental aspects. So there is a potential of exploring relations between such
dimensions of performance (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Van Aaken, Splitter, & Seidl, 2013;
Van de Ven, 2008). Hence the present chapter, while considering the role of social
reputation in disclosure, at the same time provides some evidence on the relationship
between social and environmental aspects of sustainability, to the extent that
environmental disclosure represents the environmental performance of the firm.
However all pillars of sustainability are managed simultaneously (Epstein et al, 2015), and
to an extent the influence between environmental and social performance can be

reciprocal, necessitating an endogenous treatment.

In addition to social reputation and firm-specific factors, exogenous macro-level factors
may also affect the quantity of environmental information disclosed directly by the firm
or indirectly. As maintained by the institutional theory (Campbell, 2007; Lammers, 2011;
Oliver, 1991), corporate environmental responses are affected by societal pressures.
According to institutionalism, firm’s operations are embedded within broader social
structures comprised of different institutions. These include formal and informal
institutions such as state regulation, civil society, local communities, business and civil
society associations and the market. Among them prominent role play the initiatives of
international organizations. Examples are the United Nations initiatives to meet the
climate change challenge (e.g. Cop2l1 for reduction emissions), the Sustainable
Development Goals (see e.g. Thompson, 2015), the European Commission directive on
non-financial reporting (EU Directive, 2014). These enter the national -level regulations
and influence the expectations of stakeholder groups and local communities. Hence
stakeholders expectations and corporate cues to them are also the micro-mechanism at
work, under the general provisions of institutionalism. However there is a variety of

corporate environmental responses, and hence of related reporting, even against
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compulsory regulations (Reid & Toffel, 2009). The range of responses vary from proactive

to reactive ones (Murillo-Luna, Garcés-Ayerbe, & Rivera-Torres, 2008).

This research considers the role of specific institutional factors at the country level. While
the effects of firm and industry characteristics have been explored in the environmental
disclosure literature (Clarkson, Li, Richardson, & Vasvari, 2008; Halme & Huse, 1997),
country-related factors have yet to be examined in a systematic way using large cross-
section samples of countries. Previous studies show that the level of adoption of CSR-
related activities and environmental performance vary significantly across countries
(loannou & Serafeim, 2012; Maignan & Ralston, 2002) and this variance may be attributed
to institutional differences (Ball & Craig, 2010; Hall & Soskice, 2001) . However, most of
the previous studies examine only gross institutional influence, not the influence of
specific dimensions of the country regulatory environment. The present chapter adds to
the literature by testing the effect on environmental disclosure levels of certain specific
characteristics of firms’ host countries related to country sustainability policies, openness

of the economy, regulatory quality, and law enforcement and corruption.

The chapter draws upon a large international sample comprising 3,215 firms hosted in 21
countries, over the 2002-2012 period. These data have been taken from the ASSET4
database which reports on secondary quantitative and qualitative information taken from
corporate sources. The sample used has certain advantages as it provides extensive and
more robust international data. This is an obvious advantage when compared with
previous studies that have utilized datasets predominantly for the US, Canada, or a very
limited sample of European countries (Van der Laan Smith, Adhikari, & Tondkar, 2005);
(Chen & Bouvain, 2009). Therefore, most previous studies miss the role of national-
context differences, which may affect the relationships examined. The inferences based
on these datasets are limited due to the focus on the US market predominantly. It should
also be mentioned here that the data used in this chapter enable us to evaluate the effect
of corporate social reputation on environmental disclosure, correcting for the

endogeneity between social and environmental variables. Moreover the large dataset
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allows us to use advanced data panel data estimation framework with a two-step feasible

efficient generalized method of moments (GMM) and with validity-tested instruments.

1. 3 Theoretical background and hypotheses development

1.3.1 Environmental disclosure and social reputation

As described earlier corporate reputation in general can be viewed as a capital or asset
stock that the firm accumulates over time (Dierickx & Cool, 1989) . However, corporate
reputation is a composite concept comprising several dimensions, such as economic
performance, innovativeness, quality in product and services, workplace environment
and leadership (Fombrun, 1996; Harrison and Freeman, 1999). It comprises the specific
for the firm balance among the three pillars of sustainability - economic, social and
environment, as perceived by key stakeholders in the market. Here we focus on the social
pillar of reputation, as determinant of the level of environmental activity of the firm, and
hence disclosure. Social reputation is a collective impression imprinted in the minds of
stakeholders (Fombrun, 1996). It is part of the wider concept of reputation, with a variety
of definitions (Barnett et al, 2006; Walsh et al, 2009; Lange et al, 2011, Van Riel and
Fombrun, 2007). It is an enduring characteristic of the firm shaped over time through its
history of choices with prosocial initiatives, such as social contributions, employment and
labor conditions. There is a variation in the market as different firms achieve various levels
of social reputation. For instance some firms receive awards for their exemplar prosocial
behavior, as indicated by awards of “best place to work” and other distinctions. Others
are reputable for their attention to the interests of shareholders, e.g. sacrificing
employment considerations to favor profitability (see, e.g. Toyota versus GM, in

(Yoshimori, 2005)).

A socially reputable firm chooses to disclose more of its social and environmental
practices to increase transparency and reduce information asymmetry between the firm

and stakeholders, i.e., investors, society, clients, and the market (Eccles, loannou, &
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Serafeim, 2014; El Ghoul, Guedhami, Kwok, & Mishra, 2011; Khurana & Raman, 2004). A
prominent rationale explaining the relationship between corporate reputation and
environmental disclosure is provided by signaling theory (Robinson et al, 2011), in relation
to stakeholders theory (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984; Jones, 1995).
According to signaling, one party credibly conveys some information about itself to
another party. A mix of signals is addressed to stakeholders and the market in general,
disclosing information about economic and non-economic initiatives and actions, to
create positive attitudes and the overall reputation of the company (Fombrun & Shanley,
1990; Toms, 2002). Thus, the firm actually chooses the content of the social and
environmental disclosure according to its views about the effectiveness of the signals and

the desired image it wants to achieve.

Social reputation acts as a “mirror” mechanism, through which the firm can see the image
of itself which it conveys to stakeholders (Cooley, 1992; Goffman, 1959). This feeds back
on actions as the firm wants to portray a desired image to stakeholders and acts
accordingly, sending signals through reporting. So the perceived social image or
reputation can be a determining factor regulating the disclosure decisions of the firm. This
complements the influence of internal moral motives which may act as a duty regardless
of effects on reputation. However it should be noted that many of the environmental
issues have been new in the corporate agenda compared with the old tradition of social
practices, such as customer relations and employment conditions. The later have been
for long into the agenda, before the initiation of environmental actions such as for climate
conditions and global warming. The demands for pro-environmental behavior and
greening of corporations have been mounting more recently. So they already meet an
established situation of social reputation and related relations with stakeholders. In this
respect it is likely that the influence will be from the long established prosocial orientation
of the firm to environmental activity. The logic of trade-off between social and economic
aspects transcend the choice of environmental actions and trade-offs. According to the
instrumental stakeholders theory (Jones, 1995), the ethical character of the corporation

is embedded in the nexus of stakeholder relationships, and the cooperation and trust
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which they convey. The “relational contracts” with various external and internal
stakeholders (Eisenhardt, 1989) are specific to each firm, and exhibit a stability through
time. These contractual relationships constitute a unique corporate characteristic which
is extended to the relational contracts added along environmental issues. Actor
interconnectedness and diffusion takes place, as the actors involved in social and
environmental contracts overlap and synergies arise. In other words, higher social
contractual relationships are expected to be associated with higher environmental
relationships. However, despite the arguments for social determinism of environmental
inclinations, both are intertwined and causation of influence can at least partly be the

other way. So we have to account for the effect from environmental to social.

According to the above argument, social and environmental responsibility and reputation
are likely to be symmetrical, achieving similar levels of trade-offs with economic aspects.
It is expected to obtain a consistency of behavior with the corporation sacrificing
economic value for both social and environmental initiatives along its traditional
reputation. This is effected by transmitting signals in the market and society at large about
the corporation’s social and environmental responsibility projecting traditional patterns
(Mitnick, 2000; Bansal and Kistruck, 2006; Yoon et al, 2006). Disclosed signals constitute
symbolic actions that are issued for impression management purposes (Neu, Warsame,
& Pedwell, 1998; Desai, 2014). The implicit assumption behind the disclosure strategies
is that, by selecting what to communicate, the firm can influence the impressions of
consumers and other stakeholders, and may get the expected benefits of the social
acceptance it desires and can achieve (Bansal & Kistruck, 2006). The prevailing view is that
consumers may interpret non-reporting as suspicious of lower quality social performance
or deviant practices. Thus disclosure can be of strategic value in the context of the
decision-processes of the firm, similar to quality disclosure of its products (Dranove & Jin,
2010; Pisano, 2013). Through such signaling, the firm influences the external perceptions
of its reputation, as these perceptions are linked to internal resources and capabilities of
the firm regarding its environmental practices (Hart & Dowell, 2010). Environmental

reporting is supposed to be linked to substantive actions, or at least to convey message
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of such linkage. Aerts & Cormier (2009) provide evidence that the environmental
disclosure items contained in annual reports and environmentally related press releases

affect the perceived environmental legitimacy.

In this context, a firm with high social reputation is likely to disclose more environmental
information. This dynamic relationship may be a result of the firm’s drive for social
desirability and a belief that building higher social capital may create corporate value (Cho
& Patten, 2007; Cho, Roberts, & Patten, 2010; Patten, 2002). Achieving a leading position
in environmental practices may take internal momentum, as the firm is living the values
of sustainability. Hence, the firm is in a position to disclose more substantive and quality
information about its environmental practices (Brown, Guidry, & Patten, 2009). By
contrast, firms with poor reputation may not have enough information to report and
hence send weak or vague signals to the market. Issuing symbolic signals that are
decoupled from internal substantive actions may take the form of general rhetoric, which
can be easily discounted by the market or may marginally affect scores such as those
provided by ASSET4. Hence, firms with poor social reputation are likely to exhibit

decreased environmental disclosure.

In practice there is a variety of marketing and corporate relations tools the firm can
choose from, to signal its responsibility in the market. These include direct reporting,
websites and various public relations and marketing mechanisms (Van de Ven, 2008), and
also indirect mechanisms such as intermediaries or third — party organizations and
certifiers. The latter constitute the so called “decentralized institutions” which can be
used for credible disclosure purposes (see (King, Lenox, & Terlaak, 2005)). The Reuters
ASSET4 database used in the present study can be viewed as a third party, which collects
information from disclosed firm sources and produces comparative indices which
disseminate to key stakeholders (investors, consumers and others). Adoption of
information by third parties may give the impression to stakeholders that the disclosed
information is verified and more trustworthy than direct corporate reporting. So third-

parties may be preferred by the firm as an alternative channel to extend its quality
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signaling, often transmitted to wider audience than self-reporting. Due to its control of

the original sources, the firm is in a position to influence he information disclosed.

Given the above discussion, the following hypothesis can be advanced:

H1: The higher the social reputation a firm has built over time, the greater the

environmental disclosure the firm exhibits.

1.3.2 Environmental disclosure and national context factors

Regarding external context factors, it is expected that societal pressures and the country
polices towards sustainability induce firms to undertake initiatives for compliance and
transparency, in order to gain legitimacy. Campbell (2007) suggests that firms are more
likely to undertake CSR activities if they face societal pressure exerted by different
constituencies in their business environment. In societies where sustainability is
pronounced in policy provisions and public debate, stakeholders expectations are rising
and this affects firms’ compliance. Triple—bottom line reporting, which is compulsory in
certain countries, the diffusion of sustainability standards, and non-financial reporting
compulsory for large firms in EU, are initiatives which affect corporate responses (Brown
et al., 2009; Etzion & Ferraro, 2010; EU Directive, 2014). In countries where demands for
corporate transparency are highly valued, firms would be more actively engaged in
reporting on their activities to maintain legitimacy and acceptance by stakeholders and
the general public. They may adopt codes and standards, and seek the certification by
third party institutions to advance their positioning (King et al., 2005). There is evidence
that CSR reporting is important for firms when they need to show that they are
transparent (Levy et al, 2010). Regulatory quality and rule of law enforcement are
important for firms striving to comply and to show public legitimacy. Fifka (2013) provides
an overview of 186 studies investigating internal and external determinants of corporate

sustainability reporting and argues that there is an evident effect of national context
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factors, but issues about country factor determinants of corporate sustainability
disclosure remain to be examined. It is expected that cultures and societies that exhibit
greater transparency will push firms for higher levels of disclosure of non-financial

information.

At a theoretical level the wider institutional context of a country is important in driving
firm behavior as it can exert coercive and normative pressures. This view is at the center
of the arguments advanced at macro level by institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 1987) . According to this perspective, firms operate
within a social framework of rules, norms and values about what constitutes appropriate
behavior. As a result, they adopt practices that are considered as legitimate by other
organizations or actors in their environment. They may conform to institutional pressures
(Scott, 1987), such as social and ecological pressures, which coexist with market
pressures. These pressures can be coercive, such as legislation about reporting and
environmental standards, or they can be normative pressures transmitted through

imitation and cultural norms (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977)

The institutional perspective, however, has to be viewed at the micro level, taking into
account the mechanisms through which pressures are transmitted at the firm level. As
regards compulsory regulations compliance is assured through monitoring and law
enforcement. The reactions of stakeholders such as social groups and NGOs can affect
the process, drawing attention on corporate conduct. Regulatory policies, rules and
norms advanced by national institutions create a climate which affects all stakeholders.
This can force firms to comply to avoid being at the center of negative publicity and
litigation initiatives. Pressures can be both coercive and normative, exerted by institutions
and competitive pressure. The mediating factor is stakeholders and their direct influence
on firms and regulators. Many firms prefer to develop a dialogue with regulators and
other stakeholders engaging them in their environmental strategies (Jones, 1995;
Morsing & Schultz, 2006). Through active stakeholder involvement they may preempt

criticism of non- compliance. In addition there are positive incentives for advancing
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dialogue. Through interaction firms may find opportunities for further initiatives,
innovation and joint value creation (Desai, 2016; Porter & Van der Linde, 1995; Sharma &
Vredenburg, 1998). Many of the existing environmental standards may bite all firms,
reactive and proactive, e.g. emission controls and solid waste. But prosocial organizations,
aiming at creating respective social reputation, are likely to move beyond compliance,
undertaking initiatives and entering into dialogue for better implementation with
regulators and NGOs. The benefits and motives vary, ranging from social acceptance to
altruistic behavior (Aguilera et al., 2007; Egri & Herman, 2000; R. Edward Freeman, Pierce,
& Dodd, 2000; Lindenberg & Steg, 2007; Papagiannakis & Lioukas, 2012).

In this study, certain national context factors are examined as possible determinants of
the observed differences in levels of environmental disclosure among firms. These factors
account for environmental policies of the country, the openness of the economy to
international trade, regulatory quality and corruption levels. As argued above, in a
national context with public policies pushing towards sustainability, firms are likely to
adopt environmental practices regardless of their actual efficiency (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983) and hence to report more information concerning their environmental practices.
An index which can represent the national policy context is the environmental
performance index. In addition, higher levels of openness of the economy and trade
liberalization, as measured by international trade activity over GDP, can shape CSR
practices. Firms operating in an open environment are expected to be more sensitive to
international and national environmental demands, hence showing higher levels of
environmental disclosure (Flammer, 2015). Mimetic or competitive isomorphism is likely
to operate be as firms adopt the practices of other international competitors and
organizations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) . Furthermore effects can be enhanced by the
demands of more informed stakeholders and related activism, inducing the firm to
actively communicate its environmental strategies (Crane & Glozer, 2016; Desai, 2016;
Du et al., 2010; Morsing & Schultz, 2006). Lastly, the quality of regulation within a country,
which reflects perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate and implement

sound policies and regulations, is expected to be associated with a firm’s level of
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environmental disclosure. The quality of regulation within a country reflects perceptions
of the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies and
regulations and is expected to be associated with a firm’s level of environmental
disclosure (Pedersen, Neergaard, Pedersen, & Gwozdz, 2013). Parallel to this, high levels
of corruption within a country can also lead to a lower degree of environmental
disclosure, as pressures for transparency may not be effective. (Fredriksson & Svensson,
2003) found that a country’s corruption level reduces the stringency of environmental
regulations. In this way, when countries exhibit low law enforcement capabilities, firms
are less likely to implement regulations about environmental practices (loannou &
Serafeim, 2011). This is further supported by evidence showing that differences in CSR
adoption among countries are formed by the state’s coercive pressures (Jackson &
Apostolakou, 2010). Moreover, (Hartmann & Uhlenbruck, 2015) argue that the
international commitment of an environmental treaty could be transferred by the state
into national laws. Thus, the efficiency of a country’s law enforcement is important for

the actual compliance with a treaty’s obligations.

These arguments lead to the following hypotheses:

H2: The higher the environmental sustainability index of the host country, the greater the

environmental disclosure at the firm level.

H3: The greater the openness of the economy of the host country, the greater the

environmental disclosure at the firm level.

H4: The greater the quality of regulation in the host country, the greater the

environmental disclosure at the firm level.

H5: The higher the corruption level of the host country, the lower the level of

environmental disclosure at the firm level.
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1.4 Methods, variables and sample

1.4.1 Econometric model

The following generic panel data regression model is adopted to explain the observed

environmental disclosures at the firm level:
Vie = L+ a; + 0 + Y51 BaiXgit + Le1 YikZke + Wi + Eit 5 (1)
gir~i.1.d. (0,02), E(w;) = 0, E(u}) = 02, E(gjeu;) = 0, for ¥ i, t,j; E(uju;) = 0,ifi # j

where i=1, 2,...,n identifies the firm; t=1, 2,...,T denotes the year; yit is the environmental
disclosure score of firm i in year t; xgit is a matrix of G explanatory variables that includes
the social score and controls for slack, age, size and return on assets; zkt is a matrix of K
firm-invariant explanatory variables for the country indices used; ai and at are constant
terms that allow for the possibility of (constant) heterogeneous behaviour between the
firms (ai) and over the yearly time periods (at), respectively; Bgi measures the effect that
the gth explanatory variable has on the environmental disclosure score of firm i; yik
estimates the sensitivity of the environmental disclosure score of firm i on the kth
variable; €it is a white noise error term following a distribution with mean zero and
variance og2 and represents the within-firm errors; and ui represents the between-firm

errors.

As the dataset comprises both cross-sectional and time series observations, panel data
regressions are adopted to estimate equation (1). To select between the fixed-effects and
random-effects specifications of the panel data estimation methods, the Hausman (1978)
test is conducted to test the null hypothesis that the preferred model is the random
effects vs. the alternative of fixed effects model. Once selected, the fixed- or random-
effects specification is tested against a pooled OLS specification through the following: (1)
a separate F-test for the fixed-effects (HO: ai = 0, for i=1,..., n) and the time-fixed effects
(HO: at = 0, for t=1, 2,...,T) specifications versus a pooled OLS specification and (2) the

Breusch & Pagan (1980) Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test for the random-effects versus a
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pooled OLS specification. The performed estimations control for firm, country, industry
and year fixed-effects. With respect to the estimation of standard errors, (Petersen, 2009)
shows that in panel datasets when estimating fixed effects models, firm or time clustering
of standard errors individually may lead to biased standard errors. Avoiding such bias
involves the estimation of both firm and time dimensions cluster-adjusted standard errors
(Petersen 2009; Thompson, 2011), which is adopted in the fixed-effects regression of this

chapter.

1.4.2 Variables

All xgit and zkt variables in equation (1), their precise definitions, and their a-priori

expected signs are presented next and summarized in table 1.1.

Dependent Variable: The environmental disclosure score, defined as the number of
environmental indicators that the ASSET4 analysts were able to find for the focal firm,
over the total number of the 46 pre-determined environmental indicators for which they
were looking. These are assembled by ASSET4 from a variety of publicly available sources:
annual reports, websites, stock exchange fillings and news sources (Ribando & Bonne,
2010). This indicator is likely to represent the environmental quality disclosure as
“companies with the most to hide are the least likely to volunteer” to disclose poor

practices or lack of practices (Ribando & Bonne, 2010, p.3).

Social reputation is indicated by the social score, defined by ASSET4 as a score that
“measures a company's capacity to generate trust and loyalty with its workforce,
customers and society, through its use of best management practices. It is a reflection of
the company's reputation and the health of its license to operate, which are key factors
in determining its ability to generate long term shareholder value.” This includes
indicators for the following aspects of social performance: employment quality, health
and safety, training and development, diversity, human rights, community, product

responsibility. This is an indicator of social reputation. The expected sign is positive
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because the larger the social score of a firm, the higher its inclination to disclose
environmental information. Various time lags are tried given that reputation is a

cumulative entity.

Firm-related factors include: (1) The slack, defined as the cash and cash-equivalent items
on the balance sheet statement. The expected sign is positive, as higher levels of slack are
expected to be associated with higher levels of environmental disclosure because the firm
has more available resources to allocate to its communications policy, including resources
for the disclosure of its environmental activities. (2) The age of the firm, defined as the
number of years during which the firm has operated. A positive sign is expected because
firms with age generally have a higher visibility and therefore are inclined to disclose more
environmental information. (3) The size of the firm, which is represented by the number
of total employees for the firm (in log form). Larger firms are politically more visible and
more exposed to social pressures for environmental performance. They also tend to have
superior resources to devote to environmental practices. Hence, a positive sign is
expected because firms with size are expected to be more likely to disclose environmental
information (Andrikopoulos & Kriklani, 2013; Ortas, Gallego-Alvarez, & Alvarez Etxeberria,
2015). (4) The return on assets (ROA), defined as net income over total assets. A positive
sign is expected because with greater profitability more resources are available to be

invested in environmental activities and non-financial reporting.

Country factors: (1) The environmental performance index (EPI), which reflects the level
of firms’ environmental practices and awareness within the host country. The expected
sign is positive because countries that exhibit higher levels of environmental awareness
tend to be host countries for firms that disclose more information regarding their
environmental practices. (2) The openness ratio = ((imports + exports) / GDP) is defined
as the summation of imports and exports over the GDP of each country in the sample. A
positive coefficient of openness is expected because firms operating within countries that
exhibit higher levels of trade liberalization tend to adopt CSR practices and non-financial

reporting to a greater extent (Flammer, 2015). (3) The regulatory quality index, which
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reflects perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound
policies and regulations that permit and promote private sector development in
compliance with environmental regulations. (4) The corruption index, which indicates
perceptions of the extent to which public power is exercised for private gain. Higher
values of the index indicate lower levels of corruption within a country. A positive sign for
the corruption index is expected, as lower levels of corruption lead to law enforcement,

greater transparency and hence environmental disclosure.

1.4.3 Endogeneity issues

In estimating equation (1), endogeneity issues can arise among environmental disclosure
and social reputation (represented by the social score) as both are both pillars of the same
factor, overall corporate reputation policy (omitted variables problem), and also because
of reverse causality. For this reason, the social score appears in our reported panel data
estimations with a two periods lag. In this way, social score is predetermined, and any
simultaneity bias is mitigated. However, the use of lagged values is not a perfect remedy
for endogeneity when omitted variable (reputation policy) and reverse causality exist. For
this reason, and to complement the above panel data analysis, we adopt an instrumental
variables (V) approach through the use of a two-step feasible efficient GMM estimator.
The estimated coefficients through the IV approach are more likely to be consistent but
may also exhibit higher standard errors (Wooldridge, 2002). To obtain unbiased results
when estimating an IV equation, the instruments used need to be exogenous with respect
to the endogenous variables. Thus, in order for our model to be over-identified, we
choose the following two instruments with two-period lagged values: (1) the board
function score, which reflects firms’ capacity to set up effective board committees with
allocated tasks and responsibilities, and (2) the board structure score, which measures
firms’ capacity to ensure independent decision-making through an experienced, diverse

and independent board. Both these scores are indicators of corporate governance.
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These two instruments are chosen based on the arguments explained below, which
support their exogeneity and relevance: for a given firm, the previous two years’ values
of corporate governance related scores, such as the board function score and the board
structure score, are expected to be associated with social reputation (social score) but
not necessarily with the current years’ environmental disclosure. In other words, the
corporate governance characteristics of previous years are expected to affect the current
year’s environmental disclosure score only through the social score. Thus, the selected
instrumental variables are theoretically strong candidates to be valid instruments
because they are likely to be correlated with the social score (the endogenous variable)
but not with the error term of equation (1). To test if our equation is identified, we
conduct the Kleibergen & Paap (2006) test, which is a Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test of the
null hypothesis that the equation is under-identified. In addition, instruments’ exogeneity
is examined through the (Hansen, 1982) test, where the null hypothesis is that
instruments are exogenous, i.e. uncorrelated with the error term. Therefore, when the
Hansen J-statistic is insignificant and the p-value large enough, the null hypothesis of

exogeneity is not rejected.

Another potential issue of concern in our estimations is the presence of heteroskedaticity.
If heteroskedaticity is present, the IV coefficient estimates remain consistent, but their
corresponding standard errors are not (see, e.g., Baum, Schaffer, & Stillman, 2003). To
address this issue, we adopt a GMM estimator and report clustered-adjusted standard
errors at the firm level to enable valid inferences. The two-step GMM estimator with
standard errors clustered at the firm level is shown to be robust in the presence of

heteroskedaticity in our estimated model.

1.4.4. Data and sample

The main source of the panel data set used in this chapter is the Thomson Reuters ASSET4
database, which provides environmental, social and corporate governance data (ESG) for

a large number of firms worldwide, starting in 2002. Thomson Reuters assigns trained
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research analysts to collect more than 750 evaluation points for each firm under the
requirement that all of the data incorporated into the evaluation points are publicly
available. However, the resulting ESG evaluation points do not share the same
standardization worldwide, even if there are efforts towards this direction — see, e.g., the
recent proposal for the EU Directive (2014) focusing on non-financial reporting. Due to
this lack of common standards and to enable comparability of the collected data, ASSET4
incorporates the collected evaluation points into consistent ESG scores to enable
guantitative analysis and comprehensive comparisons. For example, the environmental
evaluation points typically include information on energy used, water recycled, carbon
emissions, waste recycled, and pollution. Subsequently, every year the 750 evaluation
points are used as inputs to a specific weighted formula to calculate 280 key performance
indicators (KPI's), which are further classified into 18 categories within four pillars:
environmental, social, corporate governance and economics. According to ASSET4’s
documentation, in a given year, each firm receives a z-score for each of the four pillars.
This z-score represents a firm’s relative ranking against the other firms based on the

information available until the previous year.

We include in our sample data from 21 countries during the 2002-2012 period, which
account for 3,215 firms out of the universe of ASSET4’s database, which comprises 60
countries and a total of 3,894 firms. The selection of countries covers the great majority
of the developed and emerging economies around the globe. Firm-wise, the sample
utilized in this chapter covers 82.56% of the total available firms in the ASSET4 database.
For each country-firm-year combination, we calculate the environmental disclosure score
as the percentage of environmental items that were disclosed by the firm and that ASSET4
database was able to include in their database out of the total number of environmental
items that the ASSET4 database seeks from firm disclosures. The starting panel data set
comprises 35,365 firm-year observations and a cross section of 3,215 firms; however,
computing the environmental disclosure score is not possible for all firms in all years due
to data constraints. Thus, the final sample comprises 22,784 firm-year observations and

a cross-section of 2,687 firms. However, a considerable number of values for some of the
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variables are missing, which further limits the available observations for estimation
purposes to a total of 13,074 firm-year observations. Thus, our final sample comprises an

unbalanced panel data set.

This dataset is subsequently matched with firm-level data provided by Datastream and
WorldScope databases on firm age, the total number of employees, the ratio of EBITDA
(item WC18198) over total assets (item WC02999) and sector classification. The sector
classification follows the industry classification benchmark (ICB) provided by the
WorldScope database (item WC07040). The first level of ICB classification is used, which
comprises the following broad sectors: basic materials, consumer goods, consumer
services, financials, healthcare, industrials, oil and gas, technology, telecommunications
and utilities. In addition, the item cash and cash equivalents from the WorldScope

database (item WC02005) are used to proxy for firms’ financial slack.

To account for national context factors, which may affect environmental disclosures at
the firm level, we introduce a set of country indices, such as the following: the
environmental performance index (EPI), which is published by Yale University and ranks
countries on performance indicators across policy areas (EPI, 2014); the level of openness
of the economy, defined as the ratio of ((imports + exports) / GDP), computed with data
obtained from Thomson Reuters Eikon; and the quality of regulation and the corruption
indices published by the World Bank. Finally, to mitigate the effect of potential outliers,

all variables are winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles.

Table 1.2 shows the distribution of the firm-year observations for the final sample across
industries, years and countries. Panel A of table 1.2 reveals a balanced representation of
different industries in the sample. Financial and industrial firms are the most represented
industries in the sample with 4,364 and 4,068 firm-year observations, respectively. In
contrast, utilities and telecommunications are the least represented industries with 1,038
and 431 firm-year observations, respectively. Panel B of table 1.2 shows that apart from
the first two years of the sample (2002-2003), there is a steady and slightly growing
availability of firm-year observations for the period 2004-2012. Panel C of table 1.2,
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reports the distribution of the firm-year observations according to the host country of the
firms. The US, Japan and the UK are the most-represented countries with 7,639, 3,436
and 2,884 firm-year observations, respectively, whereas Austria, Brazil and Portugal are

the least-represented countries with 165, 157 and 102 observations, respectively.

1.5 Results

Table 1.3 presents descriptive statistics for all of the variables included in the sample. The
mean value of the environmental disclosure score is 47.82%, and the standard deviation
is 11.86%, which shows that there is considerable variation in the dependent variable of
our model. Social score exhibits a similar mean value of 50.59%, but with considerably
higher variation at 30.77%. The slack variable has a mean value of $33.1mln.; however,
the median value is equal to $458,615, indicating that the mean value is driven by some
remaining large positive outliers. The mean age of the firms is 19.34 years with a standard
deviation of 12.36 years. The mean number of employees is 26,097; however, again, the
median value is 8,036, revealing that some large positive outliers drive the mean value.
Regarding the ROA, the mean value is 49.05% with a standard deviation of 21.61%.
Turning to the country indices, the EPI index has a mean value of 59.83% with a low
standard deviation 5.49%. The openness ratio has a mean value of 0.49 and a median
value of 0.26, indicating that imports and exports represent approximately 26% of a
country’s GDP. Lastly, the regulatory quality and the corruption indices share similar
distributions with mean values of 1.44 and 1.57, respectively, albeit the corruption index
exhibits a larger standard deviation of 0.52 when compared to the regulatory quality
index, which has a standard deviation of 0.38. The p-values of the Jarque and Bera (1980)

test statistic strongly reject the null hypothesis of normality for all of the variables.

In table 1.4, pair-wise correlations among all variables are presented. To mitigate any
multicollinearity concerns, we avoid using simultaneously in our estimated models pairs
of variables that exhibit linear correlations in excess of 0.6. Apart from the instrumental

variables, the only pair of independent variables exhibiting a linear correlation in excess
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of 0.6 is the corruption and regulatory quality indices with a correlation coefficient of
0.72. Thus, these indices are used interchangeably in our estimated models. We report
only the most parsimonious models in terms of individual significance (t-statistics) and

maximization of the adjusted R2.

Column 1 of table 1.5 presents the benchmark panel data specification, which examines
the relationship between environmental disclosure scores and the social score while
controlling for firm characteristics and national context variables. In addition, as
described earlier in the chapter, the endogeneity bias issue could arise in our benchmark
panel data estimations due to simultaneity bias (i.e., that levels of environmental
disclosure and social score are determined simultaneously), reverse causality (i.e., that
high levels of environmental disclosure could also improve a firm’s reputation), or a
correlated omitted variables issue (i.e., that both environmental disclosure and corporate
reputation are correlated with a third unknown and omitted variable). For this reason, in
the benchmark panel data estimation presented in column (1), we include the two-period
lagged value of the social score. The coefficient of social score is positive and highly
significant (0.0017, t-stat = 8.25). Other time lags give also similar significant coefficients.
In addition, the coefficients of all of the firm-specific control variables exhibit the a-priori
expected positive signs and are highly significant: the logarithm of the slack variable
(0.0066, t-stat = 7.45); the age of the firm (0.0008, t-stat = 6.37); the logarithm of
employees used as a proxy for size (0.0054, t-stat = 4.88) and the return on assets (0.0001,
t-stat = 2.65).

From the country-specific indices, only the coefficient of the country environmental
performance index is significant and exhibiting the expected positive sign (0.0135, t-stat
= 2.59), whereas the coefficients of the openness ratio and the corruption index exhibit
the a-priori expected positive signs but are statistically insignificant. Due to the
aforementioned high linear correlation between the corruption and regulatory indices,
we only include the corruption index in column (1). This is because when estimating the

model with the regulatory quality index instead of the corruption index, the coefficient is
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insignificant and the overall explanatory power of the estimated model, measured by the

adjusted R?, is lower.

Regarding the diagnostics of the model estimated and presented in column (1), the
(Hausman, 1978) Wald test statistic and its associated p-value (0.0000) strongly reject the
null hypothesis that the random effects estimator is appropriate for the specified model
over the fixed effects model. Thus, we include country, industry and time fixed effects,
which account for unobserved heterogeneity in the sample examined. The inclusion of
country, industry and time fixed effects is also confirmed by the associated F-statistics
presented in column (1). The null hypothesis that a pooled ordinary least squares (OLS)
model would be favorable compared to a fixed effects specification (country, industry or

time fixed effects) is strongly rejected in all cases.

Further, to verify the validity of our results to potential endogeneity bias, we perform a
two-step efficient GMM estimator and report the results in columns (2) and (3). We use
an instrumental variables (IV) regression to treat social score as an endogenous variable
and examine whether our results are driven by endogeneity between environmental
disclosure and social reputation (social score). The instrumental variables used are the

two-period lagged values of the board function score and the board structure score.

Column 2 of table 1.5 reports the first-stage results of the two-step feasible GMM
estimator, where the dependent variable is the endogenous variable, the social score. The
coefficients of the instrumental variables are expected to be positive because, according
to the stakeholder theory, the higher the corporate governance-related scores (i.e., the
board function score and the board structure score), the higher the social performance
(hence social reputation) of a firm. As observed, the coefficients of the instrumental
variables are positive and significant as expected a priori. Next, column (3) of table 1.5
reports the second-stage results and confirms a positive and statistically significant
coefficient for social score (0.0027, t-stat = 7.27), indicating that endogeneity is not
driving the main hypothesis of this chapter. However, when focusing on the control

variables, the results differ compared with the benchmark panel data estimations
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reported in column (1). Specifically, only the coefficients of the natural logarithm of slack
and the age of the firm remain positive and significant (0.0049, t-stat = 3.90 and 0.0007,
t-stat = 4.56, respectively), whereas the coefficients of the natural logarithm of employees
and the return on assets are no longer significant. The originally significant and positive
sign of the logarithm of employees variable and the return on assets can be attributed to
the original baseline models suffering from the presence of endogeneity, which is
addressed successfully with the GMM-IV estimation framework. Lastly, regarding the
country indices, the EPI carries the expected positive sign and remains significant (0.0154,
t-stat =3.96), and the openness ratio and the corruption index are estimated with positive
and statistically significant coefficients (0.0748, t-stat = 2.79 and 0.0348, t-stat = 4.32,

respectively).

Regarding the diagnostics of the first-stage results presented in column 2, and to test for
the under-identification of the estimated equations, the Angrist & Pischke (2009) Wald
statistic is reported, which is distributed asymptotically as chi2. The null hypothesis of the
test is that the particular endogenous regressor in question (the social score) is
unidentified, which is strongly rejected for the first-stage equation, i.e., the p-value of the
test is 0.0000. For the second-stage results presented in column 3, the centred R2 is equal
to 53.49% and the F-test strongly rejects the null hypothesis (p-value of 0.0000) that all
of the estimated coefficients are jointly equal to zero. To test for under-identification of
the second-stage results, the Kleibergen-Paaprk LM statistic (Kleibergen & Paap, 2006) is
reported, which strongly rejects the null hypothesis of under-identification (p-value of
0.0000). Next, we test for the possibility of weak identification by reporting the Cragg &
Donald (1993) and Kleibergen-Paaprk Wald F-stat weak identification tests, which are
estimated with the values of 105.63 and 46.95, respectively. These values are far higher
than the critical value provided by Stock and Yogo (2005), which for a 10% significance
level is equal to 19.93. Thus, the null hypothesis of weak identification of the instruments
used is strongly rejected, indicating that the instruments used are strong and relevant.
Lastly, we report Hansen’s (1982) over-identification test, where the null hypothesis is

that the instruments are exogenous or, in other words, uncorrelated with the error term.
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As observed in column (3), Hansen’s J statistic is equal to 0.80 and strongly insignificant
because the p-value is 0.3712, which is far greater than the usual statistical significance
percentages and thus strongly does not reject the null hypothesis of exogeneity of the
instruments. These statistical tests verify the validity of the instruments used and confirm

their relevance and exogeneity.

1.6 Discussion and conclusion

This chapter examined whether social reputation, a result of the enduring prosocial
orientation of the firm, and national context factors lead to higher levels of environmental
disclosure. The results presented reveal that firms with strong social reputation, as
expressed by the social score, choose to disclose more information regarding their
environmental practices. So the levels of environmental disclosure and social
performance are related and move in the same direction. Signaling theory in conjunction
with the stakeholders perspective provide a framework to explain this positive
relationship: socially inclined firms choose to disclose more information regarding their
environmental activities. They are transmitting cues or signals to the market, to reduce
the informational asymmetry and create favorable impressions for the company by
different groups of stakeholders (Robinson, at al, 2011). They do that to convey to the
market their aspired image of responsibility (Barnett et al., 2006; Crane & Glozer, 2016;
Lange et al., 2011; Lee, 2016). Their ethical stance appears to be symmetrical across the
environmental level and the social pillar of sustainability. This can be explained by
instrumental stakeholders theory, which maintains that corporate responsibility is
embedded in the nexus of contractual relations with stakeholders that the firm
accumulates over time (Jones, 1995). The “relational contracts” with various external and
internal stakeholders (Eisenhardt, 1989) are specific to each firm, and exhibit a stability
through time. These contractual relationships constitute a unique corporate
characteristic which is extended to the relational contracts added along environmental

issues. Actor interconnectedness and interaction impose the same levels of responsibility
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across pillars, as the actors involved in social and environmental contracts overlap and
synergies arise. In other words, the social character of the corporation expands to
environmental concerns, making it unlikely for firms to exhibit low in one pillar and high
in the other. The result gives a direction of causation from social reputation to

environmental disclosure, as it has been corrected for the opposite effect.

However, while corporations are confronting the same institutional pressures to adopt
the same patterns of legitimate behavior, responses vary across corporations and across
institutional fields. This is in line with research which suggests that organizational
responses and practices depend on the external institutional environment and the
pressures exerted by stakeholders (Delmas & Toffel, 2008; Doh & Guay, 2006; Murillo-
Luna et al., 2008). Prosocial orientation, manifested in social reputation, is an inherent
unique corporate characteristic which affects current environmental practices, and hence
the quality of related disclosures. Communication policy may filter the manifestation of
the environmental disclosure, shaping the selection of what is going to be disclosed, but
nevertheless the basic force driving environmental disclosures seem to be the aspired
social image of the corporation. In addition, firms may choose to disclose more
information to enhance their social capital or conform to the behavior of other reputable
firms. Our results are important as they establish a relationship between social and
environmental responsibility using international data. They complement the current
debate which has concentrated predominantly on the relationship between social (e,g,
CSR) and economic aspects of sustainability (Harrison and Freeman, 1999; Freeman et al,
2000; Du et al, 2010; Cormier and Magnan, 2013). The results of this chapter are robust
to the potential existence of endogeneity between prosocial reputation and
environmental disclosure, and to firm-related control variables, such as the level of cash

availability (slack), the age of the firm, the size and the ROA.

Further, national context factors are shown to be relevant in explaining the observed
levels of firm-level environmental disclosure. Specifically, the results show the following:

(1) The country environmental performance index (EPI), which reflects the environmental
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policies advanced by a country, has a significant positive effect on a firm’s level of
environmental disclosure. It appears that firms operating in countries that exhibit greater
environmental awareness and pro—environmental policies tend to disclose more
information regarding their environmental practices. (2) The openness of the economy
also has a significant positive effect on environmental disclosure. Firms operating in open
economies are amenable to international pressures concerning compliance with
environmental standards and reporting, and thus exhibit higher levels of environmental
disclosure. (3) The regulatory quality index positively affects environmental disclosure,
suggesting that a national context with quality regulation influences firm behavior
towards sustainability, hence increasing the amount of information disclosed. (4). The
corruption index is positively associated with disclosure. This result suggests that in
countries with higher levels of the index (which means less corruption), firms disclose

more information, thus promoting an environment of increased transparency.

At a theoretical level the results demonstrate the importance of the institutional context
in driving environmental practices and hence the quality of environmental disclosure.
They suggest that country sustainability policies, international exposure and law
enforcement are significant determinants of firm environmental conduct and disclosure.
From a first point of view, these results are in line with institutional theory, suggesting
that firms conform to institutional pressures, seeking legitimacy and acceptance by
external constituencies (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Marquis, Glynn, & Davis, 2007; Meyer
& Rowan, 1977; Oliver, 1991; Scott, 1987) . Policies, rules and norms advanced by national
institutions exert pressures for firm compliance. In part these pressures may portray
coercive characteristics , being enforced by compulsory laws and regulations. Also in
another part they can be normative and voluntary. Compliance with the coercive
pressures can also vary across corporations and countries, to the extent that they are
bypassed by symbolic compliance and decoupling, i.e. when the firm is portraying itself
as complying while in practice conducting business in different ways. Other pressures may
work by voluntary mechanisms, such as through peer pressure and best practice adoption

and diffusion. For instance the adoption of sustainability reporting standards,
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certifications, and practices may fall in this category, giving rise to competitive and
normative isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). These types of compliance are
present behind all national factors examined, being linked with aspects of national
sustainability policies, openness to international trade, corruption and regulatory policies.
So results demonstrate the relevance of institutional ideas such as legitimacy and
isomorphism in corporate environmental disclosure practices. This has also important
policy implications supporting the role of national policies. At the same time results
suggest variations across firms with firm characteristics being more significant. So the
social character of the firm and other firm characteristics such as size, age, slack and

profitability are important.

Admittedly, indicators of environmental disclosure, such as those of ASSET4, can provide
a good indication regarding the environmental performance of the firm. At the same time
some firms may disclose less, either because they have something to hide (see e.g.
Ribando & Bonne (2010), for the ASSET4 data), or as deliberate communication strategy
(Crane & Glozer, 2016). As Dhaliwal et al (2011) show, firms with higher CSR performance
have the inclination to disclose publicly their CSR-related activities and in this way become
more transparent to the investors community. However symbolic compliance and some
type of “green washing” may, to an extent, take place (Christensen et al, 2013; Walker
and Wan, 2012; Wagner et al, 2009; Laufer, 2003), despite the fact that it may be detected
and discounted by the market. Firms’ symbolic actions deviating from actual
implementation of environmental policies usually take the form of general statements
and rhetoric that may not seriously affect aggregate evaluations such as those of ASSET4,
which rely on multiple, mostly quantitative items. This issue, however, is open to further
investigation and opens an avenue for further research into the composition of disclosure
indices and their possible manipulation by firms in their drive to manage social

impressions (Desai, 2014; Neu et al, 1998).

The findings of this study bring in the literature strong international evidence towards a

positive causality relationship between prosocial corporate behavior (as mirrored in social
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reputation) and pro-environmental behavior (as indicated by disclosure). Both are pillars
of corporate reputation and sustainability. Previous efforts reveal a positive relationship
between environmental performance and corporate reputation, either social reputation
or general reputation (Brown, Ronald P. Guidry, et al., 2009; Cho, Guidry, Hageman, &
Patten, 2012; Cormier & Magnan, 2015; Huang & Kung, 2010; Toms, 2002). Here we focus
on the effect of prior social reputation accumulated by the firm through time as an asset
stock which affects its current environmental disclosure. More work has to be done in
exploring the relationships among pillars of sustainability, such as more specific social and
environmental aspects and disaggregate indices (Van Aaken et al., 2013). Also more work
with diverse data sets is needed to account for institutional factors. Particularly because
most previous studies have attempted to explore the aforementioned relationships, using
datasets which concentrate only on the U.S. market or on a limited number of countries.
Seldom national-context factors from other countries have been considered in explaining
the observed environment disclosure— social reputation relations. The sample utilized in
this chapter is much more diverse in terms of firms and countries covered and also much

longer in terms of the time period examined.

In terms of methodology, the adoption of panel data estimation techniques in a large data
base such as ASSET4 provides more robust results. The use of the GMM-IV estimation
framework adopted in this chapter enables us to examine causality relationships over
time among environmental disclosure and social reputation and other drivers. In addition,
this framework allows us to control for the existence of potential endogeneity, which if
not accommodated can lead to biased estimations and inferences. This is a missing point

in most of the previous studies on the issue.

Thus, the degree of environmental disclosure a firm exhibits depends in a positive way on
a number of firm-specific and national-context factors such as: social reputation,
availability of cash (slack), age, size, ROA and the following characteristics of the host
country: national public environmental policies, openness of the economy, corruption

level and regulatory quality. Future research based on such international databases would
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consider more disaggregated indicators, e.g. separate dimensions of reputation, to show
which dimensions count on the environmental performance and disclosure practices of
the firm. Also more fine grained national context indicators can be used. It would also be
interesting to separate items which may be more amenable to manipulation by firms in
their desire to manage public impressions. This would help to focus on those more
accurately reflecting the actual business conduct, hence supporting the drive for

corporate transparency.
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Table 1.1: Explanatory variables of environmental disclosure

Description ExpectedSig

Types of variables n

Environmental disclosure score: The number of the environmental indicators ASSET4
Dependent variable database has collected over the total number of environmental indicators ASSET4 collects for
each firm.

Social score: The social pillar score, assigned by ASSET4 to each firm in the sample, measures

a company's capacity to generate trust and loyalty with its workforce, customers and society,

through its use of best management practices. It is a reflection of the company's reputation +
Reputation and the health of its license to operate, which are key factors in determining its ability to

generate long term shareholder value.

Cash and cash equivalents (financial slack): This is an item of Worldscope database
(WC02005) which accounts for cash and due from banks for banks in the sample, cash for

+
insurance companies in the sample and cash and short term investments for all other
industries in the sample.

Firm-specific factors ) .
Age: The number of years the firm operates as reported in Datastream. +
Size: The number of firm’s employees as reported in Datastream. +
Return on assets (ROA): The ratio of net income over total assets. Itisusedasanindication of N
firm’sprofitability.
Environmental performance index (EPI): This is an index published by Yale University .

representing the overall environmental performance of a country.

Openness ((imports+exports)/GDP): This is the ratio of the summation of imports and exports
over the total GDP of a country’s economy. It is used as a measure of an economy’s openness +
and international trade.

Corruption: This is an index, published by World Bank, which reflects perceptions of the
extent to which public power is exercised for private gain including both petty and grand
forms of corruption, as well as "capture" of the state by elites and private interests. Higher
values of the index indicate lower corruption.

Country factors

Regulatory quality: This is an index, published by World Bank, which reflects perceptions of
the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies and regulations
that permit and promote private sector development. Higher values of the index indicate
higher regulatory quality.

Board function score: The board of directors/board functions category measures a company's
management commitment and effectiveness towards following best practice corporate
governance principles related to board activities and functions. It reflects a company's
capacity to have an effective board by setting up the essential board committees with
allocated tasks and responsibilities.

Instrumental variables Board structure score: The board of directors/board structure category measures a

company's management commitment and effectiveness towards following best practice
corporate governance principles related to a well balanced membership of the board. It +
reflects a company's capacity to ensure a critical exchange of ideas and an independent
decision-making process through an experienced, diverse and independent board.

Notes: This table lists all the explanatory variables examined in this chapter as possible determinants of the environmental disclosure. The column “Expected
Sign” refers to the a priori theoretical sign of the explanatory variable.
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Table 1.2: Sample distribution of firm-year observations across industries, years and countries

Panel A: Sample distribution across sectors
Industry categories  Observations

Basic materials 2,022
Consumer goods 2,677
Consumer service 3,475
Financials 4,364
Healthcare 1,237
Industrials 4,068
Oil &Gas 1,531
Technology 1,941
Telecommunications 431

Utilities 1,038
Total 22,784

Panel B: Sample distribution across years

Year Observations
2002 866
2003 875
2004 1,680
2005 2,067
2006 2,078
2007 2,202
2008 2,523
2009 2,838
2010 2,923
2011 2,712
2012 2,020
Total 22,784

Panel C: Sample distribution across countries

Country Observations Country Observations
Australia 1,482 Italy 493
Austria 165 Japan 3,436
Belgium 222 Netherlands 305
Brazil 157 Norway 209
Canada 1,554 Portugal 102
China 214 Singapore 337
Denmark 185 Spain 406
Finland 233 Sweden 569
France 926 UK 2,884
Germany 668 us 7,639
HongKong 598

Total 22,784
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Table 1.3: Descriptive Statistics

Observations

Environmental disclosure score 22,784
(%)
22,187
Social score (%)
32,720
Slack (in $)
. 33,363
Age (in years)
. 29,618
Size (employees)
20,590
ROA score (%)
Environmental performance 35,365
index (%)

Openness: [(imports + exports) / 35,365
GDP]

. . 35,365
Corruption (index points)

N . 35,365
Regulatory quality (index points)

Mean

47.82

50.59

3.31E+07

19.34

26,097

49.05

59.83

0.49

1.57

1.44

Median

42.13

49.83

458615.5

17

8,036

46.05

56.9

0.26

1.6

1.57

Minimum

39.13

3.37

99

15

41.9

0.05

-0.65

-0.53

Maximum

95.65

98.95

1.23E+10

48

2,200,000

100

70.3

3.68

2.55

Standard
Deviation
11.86
30.77
2.71E+08
12.36
63,761.53
21.61
5.49
0.68

0.52

0.38

Skewness

1.25

0.04

24.28

0.25

12.84

0.28

-0.02

3.60

-1.71

-2.29

Kurtosis

3.56

1.54

749.09

1.78

335.05

2.84

3.38

15.19

7.60

9.81

Notes: Min and max are the minimum and maximum values of the sample data, respectively. Skewness and kurtosis are the estimated centralized third and fourth moments of the data. See
also table 1.1 for definitions of variables. All variables are winsorized at 1%tand 99" percentiles.
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Table 1.4: Correlation matrix of variables

Environmental
disclosure score

2 Social score:.2 0.61
3 Slack 0.26
4 Age 0.20
5 Size 0.30
6 ROA -0.01

2 Environmentafl 0.95
performance index

8 Openness 0.07
9 Corruption -0.01
10 Regulatory quality -0.14

11 Board function scorei> -0.12

12 Board structure score;.2 -0.14

0.14

0.15

0.46

0.03

0.23

0.09

0.03

0.01

0.06

0.05

0.19

0.37

-0.19

0.02

-0.11

-0.18

-0.52

-0.44

-0.46

0.23

-0.07

0.01

-0.08

0.01

-0.01

-0.01

0.002

-0.01

-0.07

-0.04

-0.12

-0.14

0.03

-0.004

-0.06

0.03

0.08

0.17

0.14

0.18

1

0.26

0.25

0.08

-0.42

-0.38

0.34

0.21

-0.12

-0.12

0.73

0.06

0.12

10

0.46

0.49

11

0.79

12

1

Notes: This table presents the pair-wise linear correlations among the variables included in eq. (1). Correlations over 0.6 are in bold.
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Table 1.5: Panel Regressions and two-step GMM regressions

(1) (2) (3)
Estimation method — Dependent variable: Fixed effects - First stage GMM - Second stage GMM —
environmental disclosure social Score environmental
score disclosure score
Constant -0.5641" 13.5692 -0.6299""
(-1.82) (0.27) (-2.80)
Social score:.2 (+) 0.0017"" - 0.0027"""
(8.25) (7.27)
Board function score:., (+) - 0.1181™" -
(6.49)
Board structure score. (+) - 0.0894™"" -
(5.36)
Control Variables
Slack (+) 0.0066""" 2.2743™ 0.0049™""
(7.45) (8.20) (3.90)
Age (+) 0.0008""" 0.1881"" 0.0007"""
(6.37) (4.98) (4.56)
Size (+) 0.0054"* 7.5204™" -0.0022
(4.88) (23.16) (-0.72)
ROA (+) 0.0001"" 0.0578"" 0.0006
(2.65) (3.81) (1.07)
Country Variables
Environmental performance index (+) 0.0135™ -0.7424 0.0154™""
(2.59) (-0.85) (3.96)
Openness (+) 0.0514 -14.2925™" 0.0748™""
(1.57) (-2.53) (2.79)
Corruption (+) 0.0198 -6.9362""" 0.0348™""
(1.04) (-3.64) (4.32)
Industry Dummies Yes Yes Yes
Country Dummies Yes Yes Yes
Year Dummies Yes Yes Yes
Firm Clusters 2,687 2,687 2,687
Time Clusters 9 9 9
Observations 13,074 13,074 13,074
Adjusted / CenteredR? 52.16% 42.17% 53.49%
F-stat 353.29 98.24 78.63
[p-value] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000]
Hausman test (re vs. fe) 1,608.94 - -
[p-value] [0.0000]
F-stat (firm fe vs. pooled ols) 14.64 - -
[p-value] [0.0000]
F-stat (time fe vs. pooled ols) 45.34 - -
[p-value] [0.0000]
Angrist-Pischke test ~ chi? - 94.27 -
[p-value] [0.0000]
Underidentification Kleibergen- Paaprk LM test ~ chi? - - 81.73
[p-value] [0.0000]
Underidentification Kleibergen-Paaprk Wald F-stat - - 46.95
Weak idenfitication Cragg-Donald Wald F-stat - - 105.63
Hansen J (overidentificationtest) - - 0.80
[p-value] [0.3712]

Notes: T-statistics are reported in parentheses below the estimated coefficients. Statistical significance of the estimated coefficients is denoted with *, ** and *** for 10%, 5%and 1%significance levels, respectively. Column
1 reports the most parsimonious panel data regression with fixed effects for industry, country and year. Columns 2 and 3 report the results for the first and second stage resuits of the two-step GMM efficient estimator,
respectively. Standard errors reported in column 1 are two-way cluster-adjusted as described in Petersen (2009) and for columns 2 and 3 are firm cluster-adjusted. Log stands for the natural logarithm. Cragg-Donald and
Kleinbergen-Paaprk Wald F-stat are compared with the Stock & Yogo(2005) critical values and since they are far larger than the critical value of 19.93 for the 10% significance level (the typical rule of thumb s to use a value
equalto 20) they strongly reject the null hypothesis of weak identification. Hansen J-stat tests for the overidentification of the estimated GMM model and does not reject the null hypothesis of exogeneity for
the instruments used. The coefficients for the industry, country and year dummies are suppressed
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Chapter 2: Imitative environmental strategies: An integrated institutional-

generic strategies perspective

2.1 Abstract

This chapter investigates mechanisms at work with respect to the imitative environmental
responsibility strategies, integrating the imitative isomorphism and generic strategies
perspectives. It proposes as a benchmark for imitative isomorphism the environmental
social performance (ESP) of the strategy leaders in the particular generic strategy group
to which a firm belongs. It assumes that competitive advantage is the driving force of
environmental practices imitation for firms lagging in ESP in comparison to the respective
strategy leaders. Under this view the firm first identifies the strategy leaders and then it
compares its own environmental practices with those of the leader identifying gaps.
Results show that firms imitate the ESP of the cost leader in their strategic group, across
all strategic groups, i.e. groups with cost and middle cost orientation. As regards
differentiation, imitation of the ESP of the strategy leader appears to occur only in the
high-differentiation group. Country conditions as expressed by indicators of regulatory
quality and law enforcement affect ESP only in low — cost and middle - cost groups,
providing evidence of coercive isomorphism in these groups. Firms oriented towards
differentiation are not affected by these country variables. Theoretical implications are

discussed as the findings link institutional theory with competitive strategy.



2.2 Introduction

During last decades firms increasingly engage in practices related to environmental social
responsibility. This is documented by the unprecedented proliferation of such activities
spread across firms and countries. Regardless of motive, firms adopt environmental
technologies and initiatives to reduce their ecological footprint, save resources (e.g.
reduce, replace, recycle - RRR) and transform processes and products to be friendlier to
the environment (Dunphy, Griffiths, & Benn, 2007; Escobar & Vredenburg, 2011; Pless,
Maak, & Waldman, 2012; Shrivastava, 1995). However, it is not clear yet in which ways
firms decide which practices to adopt and if their search procedures to do so are driven
by their local or distant context (Chandler & Hwang, 2015; March, 2010). For example,
institutional theorists have proposed as driving forces of firms’ decisions regarding
environmental responsibility, the potential conformity pressures exerted by regulators
and the institutional business environment, and the competitive imitation among firms in
their effort to achieve competitive edge. Such pressures lead firms to adopt socially
desirable practices advanced by other firms in the market (Delmas & Toffel, 2008;
DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 1987) . Indeed, imitation has been found to be a
significant driver of organizational learning (Argote, 1999) and mimetic isomorphism has
been showed to be influential in disseminating environmental practices (Escobar &

Vredenburg, 2011).

According to mimetic isomorphism firms search for practices employed by leading
strategy competitors and adopt them in their own operations in order to stay in parity
with competition. However, different types of mimetic isomorphism can arise, depending
on which benchmark firms identify in their competitive environment and whether they
imitate the environmental practices of these firms, or attempt to move beyond them. In
other words firms search for credible benchmarks in order to direct their imitation and
select practices for adoption, or expand their environmental activities to areas beyond
the ESP of the strategy leaders out of altruism or in order to create competitive
advantage. Two important questions in imitative behavior are first whom and how much

to imitate (Brouthers, O’Donnell, & Hadjimarcou, 2005), and second to lag or exceed the
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strategy leader. However, the theory of mimetic isomorphism does not provide clear
answers to these questions and the specific mechanisms utilized by firms to direct their

mimetic processes (Brouthers et al., 2005; Chandler & Hwang, 2015).

From a competitive advantage perspective, the firm is searching for cues or signals in the
business decisions of its rivals, trying to interpret their actions and finally to choose which
practices to adopt in order to achieve or maintain competitive parity (Chandler & Hwang,
2015). A rational approach to this search procedure is to imitate firms which achieve the
best outcomes, i.e. firms that outperform others. Indeed, “imitate the successful” has
been recognized as a heuristic in the behavior of organizations (Haunschild & Miner, 1997;
Haveman, 1993). This behavior economizes decision making costs, as the firm limits its
spectrum of alternatives and focuses on actions or practices of the most successful
competitors. Further, a firm may often postpone internally produced proposals based on
sound analysis until sensing that its major competitors are making the first move
(Vermeulen & Curseu, 2010). In this way, firms have the motive to seek legitimacy by
mimicking successful firms within a group of firms exhibiting similar or comparable
generic business strategy. In other words, legitimacy is subject to the competitive
advantage imperative. As suggested by (Posen, Lee, & Yi, 2013) firms attempt to imitate
market leaders within their own strategic group. Thus, firms adopting practices from the
leaders within their strategic group who have demonstrated increasing firm performance,
exhibit an instrumental view of environmental responsibility. This is fundamentally guided
by strategic advantage and competitiveness. Put differently, strategies chosen by the
most successful firms within firm’s sector and strategic group would provide implicit

assurances of being worth pursuing.

The search for successful rivals to compare with can be based on strategic proximity, i.e.
firms in the same industry, which exhibit similar competitive strategies, typically one out
of cost or differentiation leadership. Despite their apparent relevance, mimetic
mechanisms based on competitive strategy have not been considered so far in the

mimetic isomorphism theory (Chandler & Hwang, 2015). However, the existence of
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strategy-based mechanisms in the imitation of environmental practices within a firm’s
strategic group is an open question for the literature. Theoretically, this research question
links institutional theory and learning with the competitive strategy perspective and
provides an appropriate framework to test which specific mechanisms drive mimetic

isomorphism and how firms apply them.

The present study examines empirically the relevance of strategy-based mechanisms for
environmental imitation across a large sample of firms in an international sample of
countries. This is achieved by testing the hypothesis that the focal firm identifies the best
performing firm with in its strategic group - in terms of cost leadership, differentiation or
hybrid strategies - and then it imitates its environmental practices. It assumes that the
best performing rivals have identified a mix of environmental practices that bundled with
other resources and capabilities produce better outcomes and lead to a competitive
advantage. In this way, this chapter departs from previous studies focusing on the direct
adoption of similar environmental practices as a result of external pressures. Instead this
chapter focuses on the imitation of relevant business strategies, as they are implemented
by a bundle of practices and capabilities including environmental components in the total
set. The link between environmental practices and business—level strategy has been
proposed by several studies in terms of imitating environmental strategies or adopting
environmental technologies (Escobar & Vredenburg, 2011; Hart, 1995; Kitzmueller &
Shimshack, 2012; McWilliams & Siegel, 2011; Shrivastava, 1995), but no specific
mechanisms have been identified in a framework of generic strategies and competitive

isomorphism (Chandler & Hwang, 2015).

According to the institutional theory, firms operate in broader social structures,
comprised by national and international regulations or different institutions, which may
affect firm CSR behavior and hence ESP performance (Campbell, 2007; Campbell,
Hollingsworth, & Lindberg, 1991). Such institutional differences may affect the level of
adoption of CSR related activities (Ball & Craig, 2010; Hall & Soskice, 2001) creating a

variation of CSR activities across countries (loannou & Serafeim, 2012; Maignan & Ralston,
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2002). However, there is a need for a more focused examination of national institutional
factors and their relationship with the strategic behavior of firms. Institutional factors
such as regulatory quality and law enforcement may be more relevant for firms
competing on low-cost strategies rather than for firms adopting a differentiation strategy.
This is due to the fact that low-cost strategies are likely to be affected more by complying
to strict limits set by environmental regulations. Firms with cost-leadership orientation
apply cost reduction practices in order to sustain competitive parity with cost leaders,
while differentiation strategy firms probably act beyond regulatory compliance limits,
creating a buffer zone against accidental violation preempting regulatory investigations
and taking advantage of environmentally induced innovations (Kitzmueller & Shimshack,
2012). Thus, such institutional country factors may affect a firm’s environmental

practices, according to its competitive strategy.

Firm specific characteristics such as corporate social reputation, size, age, and financial
performance have been showed to be important as well (Clarkson et al., 2008; Guidry &
Patten, 2012; Halme & Huse, 1997; Patten, 2002). Specifically, corporate social
reputation, as an asset stock built over the history of the firm (Dierickx & Cool, 1989) has
an expected dynamic endogenous relationship with environmental performance. This is
due to the fact that reputable firms tend to increase environmental activities in order to
increase their social legitimacy and credibility in the market while at the same time a part
of the already built social reputation may be attributed to previous investments in
sustainability. This chapter takes the potential presence of dynamic endogeneity into
account and estimates the net effect of the lagged social score on ESP. Moreover, size
and age variables are indicators of higher social visibility of a firm and may affect its
environmental performance. Corporate financial performance, representing the slack
resources may be used for environmental initiatives (Belkaoui & Karpik, 1989; Perrini &
Minoja, 2007), and thus may affect environmental performance. Such control factors are
expected to drive firm specific heterogeneity and as such run contrary to the convergence

pressures of imitative and coercive isomorphism.
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The chapter utilizes a rich panel data set of published international data from several well-
known sources. This enables estimation across countries and sectors, allowing the role of
national factors to be considered along with other firm and sector specific variables.
These secondary data are objective, in the sense that they are collected by a third party,
the Thomson Reuters ASSET4 database. Further, the data collected are retrieved from
information disclosed by firms in annual reports, websites and press releases, or produced
by credible international organizations, such as the World Bank. The results are
generalized to an international setting, and can be reproduced. Specifically the chapter
utilizes an international sample comprising 3,238 firms hosted in 39 countries over the
2002-2012 period. This rich data set enables us to utilize panel data estimation

methodologies and to take into account potential endogeneity.

This chapter contributes to the existing literature on the topic of environmental behavior
of firms. First, it examines specific competitive imitation mechanisms based on business
strategy indicators. In this way, it links institutional theory with business strategy. To the
best of our knowledge, no other study has explicitly examined the existence of strategy-
based environmental imitative isomorphism. As such, it provides a partial empirical test
to the theory proposed by (Chandler & Hwang, 2015). Second, it tests the effect of
selected national factors on the environmental behavior of different strategic groups.
Thus, it links the general social coercive pressures with competitive strategy. Third, it
compares the explanatory power of firm specific non-isomorphic factors as opposed to
factors of isomorphism providing evidence for assessing the relative importance of

converging and diverging processes.

2.3 Theoretical framework and hypotheses development

2.3.1 Competitive Isomorphism

Mimetic or competitive isomorphism can arise in several occasions, since firms competing

in the market adopt the practices of their successful competitors or attempt to resemble
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other firms within their economic and social environment (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983;
Oliver, 1991). Imitation effects are often among firms to avoid falling behind their
competitors and because senior managers may believe that others’ practices convey
useful information (Lieberman & Asaba, 2006). The imitation of other companies is
typically voluntary, as firms seek the best practices to imitate giving rise to competitive
isomorphism. The imitation observed in the markets can be coercive and normative,
when firms adhere to industry and peer pressures to adopt standards and practices
considered as compulsory or legitimate in the sector. For instance, pursuing
environmentally related certifications and adopting sustainability reporting standards
may fall in this category. So a process of isomorphism takes place, reducing the

heterogeneity among firms’ practices.

In turn, imitative behavior can be a result of rational choice, as firms strive to reduce
uncertainty and economize on problem solving resources. As Cyert & March (1963)
suggest, when faced with uncertainty, firms can economize on search and analysis costs
by replicating decisions made or practices followed by other firms. Under conditions of
uncertainty firms may be unable to assess the possible outcomes, so they resort to
imitation (Lieberman & Asaba, 2006). Mimicking practices which led to positive outcomes
in other organizations allows the firm to benefit from the collective experience
accumulated in the market. Imitating the dominant practices of the most successful firms
in a given sector would help to legitimize the adoption decision. However, two critical
decisions have to be made: first which firm (or firms) are the potential candidates in
searching for good practices, and second which practices of these firms to adopt. This is
a critical and difficult task, as the number of best practices can be large and require other
complementary resources and capabilities to be applied in practice (Barney, 1991;
Bromiley & Rau, 2014; Posen et al., 2013). Specifying a decision-making process for the
selection of the best practices, institutional theory suggests that firms should be
conforming to the dominant practices within their field (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott,
1987). However, the theory does not provide specific suggestions as to guide the search

and adoption decisions (Chandler & Hwang, 2015). Also, it does not explain when a firm
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seizes to adopt practices, and turns to taking initiatives and producing their own

innovations to exceed the strategy leaders.

Generic strategies (Porter, 1980) can provide a basis for the search of best practices as
firms are more likely to seek more focused and intuitive comparisons against their best
performing competitors or the “leaders” within their strategic group. For instance, a firm
with low cost strategy orientation may compare itself with the firm being the cost leader
and search for its best practices. Similarly, within a differentiation group a firm may
compare itself with the top differentiator firm. Further, imitation is likely to be observed
towards the best performing firm. Firms are likely to search for cues or signals transmitted
by competitors about the leader’s best practices (Oliver, 1991; Robinson et al., 2011). Sets
of indicator variables related to the generic business strategies can be utilized as a guide
to create groups of firms, for e.g. cost indicators for cost leadership; R&D for innovation
differentiation; marketing and advertising as marketing differentiation. Further, a more
focused investigation within the specific group to which the firm belongs appears to be
more promising as structural barriers may constrain the mobility between groups (Caves
& Porter, 1977) and limit the investigation (Cyert & March, 1963). Following the above

rationale the following proposition can be advanced:

Proposition 1: Firms tend to imitate most successful competitors within their strategic

group.

On the basis of this proposition we can formulate a set of hypotheses about the imitative
and coercive conformity with respect to environmental practices. Such practices
constitute part of the total bundle of sustainability practices that leaders in the group
adopt. The leader is perceived to have the best combination of practices and related
capabilities, proven by its competitive advantage superiority. So the adopted practices
are legitimized following the success of the leader and inferred by its ability to sustain a

superior competitive posture.
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It is widely accepted that a strategy of cost leadership or differentiation produces better
outcomes (Porter, 1980; Thornhill & White, 2007). This can be further classified to high,
middle level groups in each strategic characteristic, provided that the comparison is
against the leader within each group, for e.g. a low cost orientation is identified when
firms exhibit a relatively high price-to-cost margin ratio in their respective group. This
provides a practical form of the motion of “parity” being expressed within each group by
the firm with the lower cost. According to institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983;
Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 1987), the practices of these firms may express legitimate
imitation targets, as they are applied by the most competitive firm in the specific group.

Legitimacy follows from the strategy related performance expectations.

The definition of distinct cut-off borders in defining different groups within each strategy
forms a controversial issue. (Caves & Porter, 1977) propose the existence of structural
barriers that “fence” each group, limiting the ability of firms to move from one group to
another. However, defining clear borders remains a challenge, as they depend on the
perceived view of the firm regarding its strategy, the competitors and the leader in its
own strategic group. Taking into account this issue, we utilize alternative cut-off
thresholds when grouping the firms examined. Specifically, we group the examined firms
in quartiles and deciles according to their business strategy indicator variable, leading to
high, and middle of cost leaders and differentiators. Following the above discussion, the
following hypotheses are advanced for firms lagging their respective strategic leader as

regards ESP with respect to strategy based groups:

H1: The greater the distance of the environmental practices of a firm from the
environmental practices of the cost leader in its specific cost-related strategic group, the

higher its environmental performance.

H2: The greater the distance of the environmental practices of a firm from the
environmental practices of the top differentiator in its specific differentiation-related

strategic group, the higher its environmental performance.
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2.3.2 Country effects

According to institutional theory, country level effects impose coercive and normative
pressures that push forms to adopt practices considered as compulsory. Regulatory
policies, rules and norms advanced by national institutions, as well as law enforcement in
implementing these, exert pressures for firm compliance. Compliance with these portray
coercive characteristics (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), and can affect significantly firms -
especially those with a low cost orientation which may be lagging in some costly
compliance with the regulations. These firms are assumed to typically comply with the
minimum requirements set by regulations in order to maintain low costs. Firms adopting
differentiation as their business strategy, are likely to move beyond compliance. They
want to enhance the importance of their environmental image perceived by the publicin
order to create a buffer against public criticism (Baron, 2001), but improved level of
environmental performance may also be the result of experience with innovations

(Kitzmueller & Shimshack, 2012), triggered by regulatory requirements.

For the reasons discussed above, certain national context factors are examined as
possible determinants of the observed differences in levels of environmental
performance among firms. These factors account for the regulatory quality, the law
enforcement environmental policies of the country and the openness of the economy to
international trade. Institutional theory suggests that national environments exhibiting
high quality of regulations and law enforcement exert higher pressures on firms to
comply. Public policies pushing towards sustainability are likely to push firms to adopt
environmental practices regardless of their actual efficiency (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).
Such public policies can be represented by the environmental performance index (EPI) of
the country. Finally, high levels of openness of the economy which indicate high trade
liberalization, can shape CSR practices of the firms and are expected to enhance levels of

environmental performance as social performance is in demand in international trade
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(Flammer, 2015). Openness of the economy can be measured by international trade

activity over GDP.

From the firms oriented towards low cost some may lag their strategy leaders in ESP. The
gap from these leaders may indicate that these firms are behind in certain maybe costly
environmental aspects, e.g. costly regulations. These are more likely to be affected by
country and international policy pressures. These arguments lead to the following

hypotheses:

H5: For firms oriented to low cost, the higher the indices of regulatory quality, law
enforcement, environmental performance and openness of the country the higher the

environmental performance of the firm.

He6: For firms oriented to differentiation, the higher the indices of regulatory quality, law
enforcement, environmental performance and openness of the country the higher the

environmental performance of the firm.

2.4 Methods, variables and sample

2.4.1 Econometric Model

For each generic strategy group, the following generic panel data regression model is

adopted to explain the observed environmental scores at the firm level:
f K
Vii=p+a;+act+ Z Bgixgic + Z YieZer + Ui + &
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where i=1, 2,...,,n identifies the firm; t=1, 2,...,T denotes the year; yi is the environmental
score of firm i in year t; xgit is a matrix of G explanatory variables that includes controls for
the social score, age, size (employees), financial slack (cash reserves over total assets) and
firm performance (return on assets); z« is a matrix of K firm-invariant explanatory
variables for the country indices used; a;and a: are constant terms that allow for the
possibility of (constant) heterogeneous behaviour between the firms (ai) and over the
yearly time periods (a:), respectively; Bg measures the effect that the gt explanatory
variable has on the environmental score of firm i; yik estimates the sensitivity of the
environmental score of firm i on the k' variable; €t is a white noise error term following
a distribution with mean zero and variance o< and represents the within-firm errors; and

ui represents the between-firm errors.

As the dataset comprises both cross-sectional and time series observations, panel data
regressions are adopted to estimate equation (1). To select between the fixed-effects and
random-effects specifications of the panel data estimation methods, the (Hausman, 1978)
test is conducted to test the null hypothesis that the preferred model is the random
effects vs. the alternative of fixed effects model*. The performed estimations control for
firm, country, industry and year fixed-effects. With respect to the estimation of standard
errors, (Petersen, 2009) shows that in panel datasets when estimating fixed effects
models, firm or time clustering of standard errors individually may lead to biased standard
errors. Avoiding such bias involves the estimation of both firm and time dimensions
cluster-adjusted standard errors (see Petersen (2009) and Thompson (2011), which is

adopted in the fixed-effects regressions of this chapter.

!Once selected, the fixed- or random-effects specification is tested against a pooled OLS specification
through the following: (1) a separate F-test for the fixed-effects (Ho: a; = 0, for i=1,..., n) and the time-fixed
effects (Ho: ar= 0, for t=1, 2,...,T) specifications versus a pooled OLS specification and (2) the (Breusch &
Pagan, 1980) Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test for the random-effects versus a pooled OLS specification. The
results of these tests are not reported to preserve space but are available from the authors upon request.
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2.4.2 Variables

All xgit and zy: variables in equation (1), their precise definitions, and their a-priori expected

signs are presented next and summarized in table 2.1.

Dependent Variable: The environmental score, defined as the score assigned by ASSET4
to the focal firm for the environmental pillar of its ESG score. Strategy variables include:
(1) Distance from cost leader (Env Gap Cost), defined as the squared difference of
environmental score between the focal firm and the cost leader divided by the
environmental score of the cost leader. For each industry-year pair of the sample the cost
leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the maximum ratio of cost of goods sold over sales.
A positive sign is expected as the greater the distance of environmental score from the
cost leader, the higher the inclination for the focal firm to increase its environmental
activities. (2) Distance from differentiation leader (Env Gap R&D Diff), defined as the
squared difference of environmental score between the focal firm and the differentiation
leader divided by the environmental score of the differentiation leader. This R&D
expenses/Sales ratio is a proxy for innovative differentiation (McWilliams and Siegel,
2001). In addition, a second Distance from differentiation leader (Env Gap Markt Diff)
refers to the gap based on the marketing expenses. This Marketing expenses/Sales ratio
is a proxy for marketing differentiation (Spanos et al., 2001). For each industry-year pair
of the sample the differentiation leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the maximum
ratio of R&D expenses over sales. Again, a positive sign is expected as the greater the
distance of environmental score from the differentiation leader, the higher the inclination

for the focal firm to increase its environmental activities.

Firm-related factors include: (1) The social score, defined by ASSET4 as a score that
“measures” a company's capacity to generate trust and loyalty with its workforce,
customers and society, through its use of best management practices. It is a reflection of
the company's reputation and the health of its license to operate, which are key factors
in determining its ability to generate long term shareholder value. The expected sign is

positive because the larger the social score of a firm, the higher its inclination to

67



environmental performance. (2) The Age, defined as the logarithm of the years from the
inception of the firm as provided in the firm’s financial statements. A positive sign is
expected because well-established firms have built reputation and therefore are inclined
to more environmental activities. (3) The size of the firm, which is represented by number
of employees for the firm (in log form). Again, a positive sign is expected because with
size firms are expected to be more likely to exhibit higher involvement in environmental
practices. (4) The (financial) slack, defined as the ratio of cash and cash-equivalent items
over total assets from the balance sheet statement of the focal firm. The expected sign is
positive, as higher levels of slack are expected to be associated with higher levels of
environmental score because the firm has more available resources to allocate for its
environmental activities. (5) The return on assets (ROA), defined as net income over total
assets. A positive sign is expected because with greater profitability more resources are

available to be invested in non-financial reporting activities.

Country factors: (1) The environmental performance index (EPI), which reflects the level
of firms’ environmental practices and awareness within the host country. The expected
sign is positive because countries that exhibit higher levels of environmental awareness
tend to be host countries for firms that are engaged more in environmental-friendly
practices. (2) The openness ratio = ((imports + exports) / GDP) is defined as the summation
of imports and exports over the GDP of each country in the sample. A positive coefficient
of openness is expected because firms operating within countries that exhibit higher
levels of trade liberalization tend to adopt CSR practices and non-financial reporting to a
greater extent (Flammer, 2015). (3) The regulatory quality index, which reflects
perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies
and regulations that permit and promote private sector development in compliance with
environmental regulations. A positive sign is expected as higher values of the index
indicate higher regulatory quality and thus increase the possibility of higher adoption of
environmental practices (4) The rule of law index, which captures perceptions of the
extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, and in

particular the quality of contract enforcement, property rights, the police, and the courts,
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as well as the likelihood of crime and violence. Again, a positive sign is expected as higher
values of the index indicate higher rule of law and thus increase the possibility of higher

adoption of environmental practices.

2.4.3 Endogeneity issues

In the estimation setting of equation (1), endogeneity issues can arise among
environmental score and social score (corporate reputation) because of simultaneity bias,
reverse causality and omitted variables problem. For this reason, the social score appears
in our initial panel data estimations with a two periods lag. In this way, social score is
predetermined, and any simultaneity bias is mitigated. Further, the use of fixed effects
panel data regressions accounts for the omitted variables issue by introducing country,

industry and year dummies.

However, the use of lagged values and the use of fixed effects regressions are not perfect
remedies for endogeneity because it may be the case that both environmental
performance and corporate reputation are correlated with a third common but omitted
variable or exhibit reverse causality. For this reason and due to the possible effect of past
environmental performance on reputation, we follow (Surroca, Tribo, & Waddock, 2010)
and regress reputation on increasingly higher-order lags of environmental score until no
further significant improvement in R? was observed (Roberts & Dowling, 2002). There are
no significant increases in R? beyond two lags. Thus, we calculate the residual of social
score as the difference between social score and the predicted value found in a
specification of environmental that included up to two lags of that variable. This residual

lagged by two periods is our measure of reputation and enters our estimations.
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2.4.4 Data and sample

The main source of the panel data set used in this chapter is the Thomson Reuters ASSET4
database, which provides environmental, social and corporate governance data (ESG) for
over 4,000 firms worldwide, starting in 2002. The main clients of ASSET4 ESG scores are
professional investors seeking to integrate ESG data into their portfolio investment
analysis. Thomson Reuters assigns trained research analysts to collect more than 900
evaluation points for each firm under the requirement that all of the data incorporated
into the evaluation points are publicly available. However, the resulting ESG evaluation
points do not share the same standardization worldwide, even if there are efforts towards
this direction — see, e.g., the recent proposal for the EU Directive (2014) focusing on non-
financial reporting. Due to this lack of common standards and to enable comparability of
the collected data, ASSET4 incorporates the collected evaluation points into consistent
ESG scores to enable quantitative analysis and comprehensive comparisons. For example,
the environmental evaluation points typically include information on energy used, water
recycled, carbon emissions, waste recycled, and pollution. Subsequently, every year the
900 evaluation points are used as inputs to a specific weighted formula to calculate 250
key performance indicators (KPI’s), which are further classified into 18 categories within
four pillars: environmental, social, corporate governance and economics. According to
ASSET4’s documentation, in a given year, each firm receives a z-score for each of the four
pillars. This z-score represents a firm’s relative ranking against the other firms based on

the information available until the previous year.

We start with the universe of ASSET4’s database, which comprises 60 countries and a total
of 4,521 firms during the 2002-2013 period. However, after excluding firm without
available data for environmental score, the main variable of this chapter our sample
deteriorates to 46 countries which account for 3,221 firms. The final sample of countries
covers the great majority of the developed and emerging economies around the globe.
Firm-wise, the sample utilized in this chapter covers 71.24% of the total available firms in
the ASSET4 database. In terms of number of observations, the starting panel data set

comprises 55,296 firm-year observations and the final sample comprises 21,207 firm-year
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observations. This is due to a considerable number of missing values for some of the
variables used which limits the available observations for estimation purposes. Thus, our

final sample comprises an unbalanced panel data set.

This dataset is subsequently matched with firm-level data provided by ASSET4,
Datastream and WorldScope databases on the social score (reputation), the firm age, the
number of employees, the ratio of the item cash and cash equivalents from the
WorldScope database (item WC02005) over the item total assets (WC02999) is to account
for firms’ financial slack and the ratio of EBITDA (item WC18198) over total assets (item
WC02999) to compute the return on assets (firm performance). The sector classification
follows the industry classification benchmark (ICB) provided by the WorldScope database
(item WCQ7040). The first level of ICB classification is used, which comprises the following
broad sectors: basic materials, consumer goods, consumer services, financials,

healthcare, industrials, oil and gas, technology, telecommunications and utilities.

To account for national context factors, which may affect environmental scores at the
firm level, we introduce a set of country indices, notably the following: the environmental
performance index (EPI), which is published by Yale University?; the level of openness of
the economy, defined as the ratio of ((imports + exports) / GDP), computed with data
obtained from Datastream; and the regulatory quality and rule of law indices published
by the World Bank. Finally, to mitigate the effect of potential outliers, all variables are

winsorized? at the 15t and 99" percentiles.

Table 2.2 shows the distribution of the firm-year observations for the total sample across
industries, years and countries. Panel A of table 2.2 reveals a representation of different

industries in the sample. Industrial and consumer services firms are the most represented

2According to the EPI Yale University website (http://epi.vale.edu/, last accessed: 7th of April 2014): “The
EPI index ranks countries on performance indicators tracked across policy categories that cover both
environmental public health and ecosystem vitality. These indicators provide a gauge at a national
government scale of how close countries are to established environmental policy goals.”

3Winsorizing, sets all the data points less than the 1% percentile of each variable equal to the 1 percentile and
all the data points exceeding the 99" percentile equal to the 99" percentile, thereby excluding extreme
observations from the sample.
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industries in the sample with 4,527 and 3,210 firm-year observations, respectively. In
contrast, utilities and telecommunications are the least represented industries with 864
and 550 firm-year observations, respectively. Panel B of table 2.2 shows that apart from
the first two years of the sample (2002-2003), there is a steady and growing availability
of firm-year observations from 1,223 observations in 2004 to 2,207 observations in 2013.
Panel C of table 2.2, reports the distribution of the firm-year observations according to
the host country of the firms. The US, Japan and the UK are the most-represented
countries with 7,654, 3,259 and 2,102 firm-year observations, respectively, whereas
Moroco, Dubai and Egypt are the least-represented countries with 6, 3 and 2

observations, respectively.

2.5 Results

Tables 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 present descriptive statistics for the variables included in the
sample, regarding for firms lagging in ESP in comparison to the respective strategy leaders
and that belong to the low cost, R&D differentiation and marketing differentiation group,
respectively. In table 2.3, the mean value of the environmental score is 0.36 and the
standard deviation is 0.28. The mean value for the Env Gap Cost variable is 0.44, however
the median is significantly lower and equal to 0.17 indicating the presence of positive
outliers in the sample. It also exhibits high standard deviations, equal to 0.78. The mean
value and the standard deviation for social score are equal to -0.01 and 0.21 respectively.
The mean age of the firms is 20.43 years with a standard deviation of 12 years. The mean
number of employees is 20,196; however, the median value is 7,267, revealing that some
large positive outliers drive the mean value. The Cash over Total Assets (slack) ratio has a
mean value of 0.15. Regarding the ROA score, the mean value is 0.09. Turning to the
country indices, EPl index, Openness, regulatory quality and rule of law have a mean value
of 69.47, 0.48, 1.38 and 1.42 respectively. In table 2.4, the environmental score exhibits
a mean value of 0.43 and a standard deviation equal to 0.30. The Env Gap R&D Diff

variable exhibits a mean value of 0.37 and a median value of 0.30. The social score variable
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exhibits a mean value 0.37 and a median value of 0.30. The mean age of firms is 20.93
and the standard deviation is 12.09. There is a presence of positive outliers for the number
of employees, indicated by the mean and median value of 234,848.02 and 8,000
respectively. Regarding the Cash/Total Assets and the ROA score the mean value is 0.13
and 0.09 respectively. EPl index, Openness, regulatory quality and rule of law have a mean
value of 69.81, 0.49, 1.38 and 1.42 respectively. In table 2.5 the mean value of the
environmental score is 0.35 and the standard deviation is 0.27. The Env Gap Mrkt Diff
variable exhibits a mean value of 0.38, a median value of 0.16 and a standard deviation
of 0.64. The mean value of social score is -0.01 and the standard deviation is 0.21. The
mean age of firms is 20.40 with a standard deviation of 11.9. The mean number of
20,543.19 employees and the median that equals to 7422 indicates the presence of
outliers for the number of employees. The Cash/Total Assets and the ROA score have the
mean value is 0.15 and 0.09 respectively. Last, the mean value for the country indices, EPI
index, Openness, regulatory quality and rule of law have a mean value of 69.46, 0.48, 1.37

and 1.41 respectively.

In table 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8 pair-wise correlations among all variables are presented. To
mitigate any multicollinearity concerns, we avoid using simultaneously in our estimated
models pairs of variables that exhibit linear correlations in excess of 0.6.% The only pair of
independent variables exhibiting a linear correlation in excess of 0.6 is the regulatory
quality and rule of law indices with a correlation coefficient of 0.86 for all of the three
tables (2.6, 2.7 and 2.8). Thus, these indices are used interchangeably in our estimated
models. We report only the most parsimonious models in terms of individual significance

(t-statistics) and maximization of the adjusted R2.

Columns M1 and M2 of table 2.9 and M3 to M6 of table 2.10 present the main results of
this chapter exploring the relationship between environmental scores and strategy-based

variables, while controlling for corporate reputation, firm characteristics and exploring

“This threshold is based on other studies (see for e.g., (Dick-Nielsen, Feldhiitter, & Lando, 2012) and on the
authors’ economic judgment regarding the type of information each pair of variables share.
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the effect of national context variables. Columns M1 to M3 report the results based on
increasing quartiles (high >75% and medium 25 to 75%) of the Cost of Goods Sold/Sales
ratio which is used as a cost leadership indicator. Columns M1 and M2 report the results
based on increasing quartiles (high >75% and medium 25 to 75%) of the Cost of Goods
Sold/Sales ratio which is used as a cost leadership indicator. Thus, M1 and M2
specifications include the Env Gap Cost variable as defined earlier in the chapter. Similarly,
columns M3 to M6 refer to differentiation leadership, using two indicators. In specific,
columns M3 an M4 report the results based on increasing quartiles (high >75% and
medium 25 to 75%) of the Env Gap R&D Diff variable (R&D expenses/Sales ratio), when
columns M5 and M6 report the results based on increasing quartiles (high >75% and

medium 25 to 75%) of the Env Gap Markt Diff (Marketing expenses/Sales ratio).

Columns M1, M3 and M5 are of particular importance as they refer to the estimation of
the model for the sub-samples of cost leaders and differentiation leaders, respectively,
for firms exhibiting highest quartile of the COGS/Sales ratio, R&D expenses/Sales ratio
and Marketing expenses/Sales ratio, respectively. In column M1, the coefficient of the
Env Gap Cost is positive and highly significant (0.100, t-stat = 3.830). Similarly, regarding
the marketing differentiation leaders in column M5 the Env Gap Markt Diff variable
exhibits a positive and highly significant coefficient (0.103 and t-stat = 7.907). However,
in column M5 for the marketing differentiation leaders, the coefficient of the Env Gap

R&D Diff variable is insignificant (0.001 and t-stat 0.016).

Similar results hold for the medium quartiles (25 to 75%) of each leadership group, in
columns M2. M4 and M6. In column M2, the coefficient of the Env Gap Cost is positive
and highly significant (0.053 and t-stat 7.001). The coefficient is positive and highly
significant in M6 for Env Gap Markt Diff variable (0.064 and t-stat 3.721) but not in M4 for
Env Gap R&D Diff variable (-0.023 and t-stat -0.946).

In addition, as described earlier in the chapter, the endogeneity bias issue could arise in
our panel data estimations due to simultaneity bias (i.e., that levels of environmental

performance and social score are determined simultaneously), reverse causality (i.e., that
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high levels of environmental performance could also improve a firm’s social score), or a
correlated omitted variables issue (i.e., that both environmental performance and social
score are correlated with a third unknown and omitted variable, such as reputation and
management). For this reason, in all M1 to M6 panel data estimations presented in table
2.5, we include the two-period lagged value of social score. The coefficient of social score
is positive and highly significant in M1 and M5 specifications for cost leaders. Regarding
differentiation leaders, the coefficient of social score is positive and highly significant in
M4 but not in M3 specification (R&D differentiation), and positive and highly significant
in both M5 and M6 (Marketing differentiation). In addition, some of the coefficients of
the firm-specific control variables exhibit the a-priori expected positive signs and are
highly significant: the logarithm of the age of the firm is significant and positive in M2, M4
and M6 specifications; the logarithm of the employees is positive and significant in all M1
to M6 specifications; the logarithm of the ratio cash over total assets (slack) is significant
only in M3 and M5 but carries an unexpected negative sign and the return on assets is
positive and significant only in M4, and significant but with an unexpected negative sign
in column M1. From the country-specific indices, the rule of law coefficient is significant
and positive in M1, M2 and in M4 specifications, Due to the aforementioned high linear
correlation between the regulatory quality and rule of law indices, we only include the
rule of law index in all specifications of table 2.9 and 2.10. This is because when estimating
the model with the regulatory quality index instead of the rule of law index the overall

explanatory power of the estimated model, measured by the adjusted R?, was lower.

We include country, industry and time fixed effects, which account for unobserved
heterogeneity in the sample examined. The number of observations is significantly lower
than the whole available sample in all M1 to M6 specifications. This is due to the
restriction of the sample in the respective quartiles (high and medium) and the use of

lagged values in the explanatory variables.
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2.6 Discussion and conclusion

The chapter started with the theoretical premises that converging and diverging
processes may coexist in determining the environmental social performance (ESP) of
firms. The former relates to mimetic isomorphism according to which the firm imitates
the environmental practices of the strategic leaders in the group in which it belongs. It
assumes that the bundle of resources and practices including environmental ones form
the basis of comparisons and imitation. The competitive advantage, hence the practices
of strategic leaders, is the legitimizing force at work behind the imitation. The imitation
strategies are likely to induce firms lagging in environmental levels to adopts practices
and take initiatives to close the gap. Results provide evidence which can be taken to

support such process.

Results suggest that the gap from the leader has a significant effect on environmental
activity. The imitation mechanism formulated and tested assumes that a firm identifies
the best performing competitor in the sector and the strategic group to which it belongs,
and tries to imitate its environmental practices. We classify firms into groups with low
cost (cost leaders) and middle cost orientation according to the ratio of cost of goods sold
over sales (COGS/Sales). The first group includes firms with a cost leadership orientation
in their competitive strategy. The ratio used is the opposite of the gross margin, or the
PCM (price — cost margin) and has been used in the literature as a low-cost orientation
indicator (Hambrick, 1983; Spanos, Zaralis, & Lioukas, 2004). This cost indicator was found
to be highly correlated with a subjective scale of the cost positioning of the firm’s products
orientation obtained by questionnaire send to part of the population of firms (i.e. low,

middle and up market positioning of products).

In the low-cost group, firms try to reduce costs (COGS) so as to be able to price their
products/ services below their competitors. For example, in the low cost airlines segment,
Easylet may try to compare itself with Ryanair to see among others what environmental
practices it employs. Comparison with the leader provides a strategy based legitimacy of

the practices. Evidence presented confirms that the gap from the leader has a strong
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statistically significant effect, being in line with the mimetic behavior proposition. Cost
based imitation is a mechanism through which more firms initiate environmental actions,
aimed not at mimicking the top firm in environmental practices but the one(s) with cost
advantage. Thus, competitive isomorphism seems to act as a homogenizing mechanism
pushing more firms to converge with the leader. Similar results are obtained for the
middle group. The gap from the cost-leader in the respective group has a positive and
statistically significant coefficient in both cost groups. So, imitating leaders in each group
appears to be a robust finding. To explicate this let us consider the luxury goods which
are clearly up market, non—low cost group. In the luxury industry, firms may have higher
costs but are able to charge high prices, thus achieving higher price-cost margins (i.e. the
ratio COGS/Sales is lower). This is obvious from the high gross margins in all luxury sectors
(Kapferer, 2010; Kapferer & Tabatoni, 2010). In this segment of the market, firms may
imitate the practices of luxury leaders, e.g. the environmental practices of Louis Vuitton
as a leading luxury brand. However, it is not necessary that luxury leaders are also leaders
in environmental social responsibility. Indeed the luxury industry has been criticized by

some for lagging behind in sustainability.

In order to classify firms according to their differentiation strategy we utilize two sector
adjusted ratios, the R&D expenses over Sales, and Marketing expenditure over Sales. The
first ratio has also been used as an indicator of innovative differentiation (Spanos et al.,
2004), or simply as differentiation (Hambrick, 1983). Results however suggest that the
distance from the leading differentiating firm has an insignificant effect on the ESP of
differentiating firms. This finding suggests that firms may not try to compare themselves
with differentiation leaders when they belong in the high R&D group. Maybe the R&D
intensity is not a reliable indicator of innovative differentiation, not covering important
aspects of new product introduction. It may be that a new indicator for new product
development would give different results. This is supported by some case specific
evidence. For instance, 3M a company which is reckoned to be leader in innovation in
chemicals, consumer and industrial goods (Govindarajan & Srinivas, 2013) may act as the

differentiation leader for other firms in this sector engaged also in substantive R&D, which
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compare their environmental practices with those of 3M.The implicit assumption is that
3M will adopt the appropriate environmental practices for a company oriented towards
R&D and innovation. In other words its consistent performance in the innovative
differentiation group legitimizes also its environmental practices. So, it is expected that
other companies may imitate for example elements of the Pollution Prevention Pays

program of 3M (Hart & Milstein, 2003; Reed, 2002; Shrivastava, 1995).

However, the insignificant effect of the distance from the leading differentiating firm on
the ESP of R&D differentiating firms, indicating that firms which belong in the R&D

differentiation group do not imitate the R&D differentiation leader is not surprising.

R&D practices have certain characteristics that deter the imitation by competitors. The
fact that there is a lead-time period (the period between the start of a process and its
completion) for every new R&D product (Winter, 2006), indicates that during the
development process, there are intermediate stages that might be long and kept secret.
So, as R&D practices are future-oriented and longer-term activities, there is a high degree
of potential imitators’ inaccessibility. Firms’ R&D abilities may even differ between stages,
meaning that some firms’ successful R&D process may be due to an advantage in early
stages while others’ is due to a later stage advantage (Fershtman & Markovich, 2010).
This complexity of R&D process joins the rapid progress of technology that makes
innovators able to continuously improve their R&D practices before even the
decodification of their previous ones (Zander & Kogut, 1995). Thus, successful R&D
“recipe” is rather complicated to be imitated because of the several stages it comes

through and the multiple combinations of them that lead to the desired result.

By investing in R&D, e.g. in product improvement, firms enjoy a source of competitive
advantage that are not willing to lose because of rivals’ imitation. Thus, as firms are using
innovation and patents as strategic weapons (Artz, Norman, Hatfield, & Cardinal, 2010),
they apply several strategies that preclude their rivals from monitoring their R&D
practices both during their lead-time and also after their release. When firms’ competitive

advantage is based on technology or R&D lead, rather on other practices such as
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marketing, new learning and continuous improvement of technology and R&D are
necessary. Such practices remain as a competitive advantage only if they are inimitable,
costly or complicated for rivals to imitate (Artz et al., 2010). Inimitability of R&D practices,
e.g. patents, creates legal barriers that lead to superior performance and deters the
possibility of creating substitutes. So, it is implicated that the superior economic
performance of a firm over its rivals lies on the secrecy of its R&D capabilities and
processes that secure its competitive advantage (Ceccagnoli, 2009; Markman, Espina, &

Phan, 2004).

Lieberman & Montgomery (1988) examined the determinants of asymmetry in terms of
R&D expenditures that is essential for the first-mover’s superiority towards followers.
They argued that technological leadership derives from the capability of keeping learning
and technology as trade secrets, capturing the competitive advantage that derives from
R&D expenditures. Similarly, (Ceccagnoli, 2009) examined the effect of appropriability,
that reflects the extent to which a firm secures the value of innovation and R&D from
rivals with strategies mentioned above such as secrecy, patent protection and first
mover’s advantages, on financial performance using models for differentiation and low
cost strategy firms. Using a differentiation model, Ceccagnoli showed that a higher degree

of appropriability indicates higher quality differences and leads to profitability increase.

However, technology secrecy and patents do not assure pioneers for a long term
superiority over their competitors, because there might be an eventual time that the
latter will be able to draw from their technological knowledge and imitate them
(Mansfield, Schwartz, & Wagner, 1981). Although, firms’ lead in R&D practices is based
on a complex of mechanisms. Pioneers have the advantage of precedence regarding
certain assets that create barriers to rivals’ entry. First, they may be the first having certain
information or locating opportunities that respond to markets which are able to give
profits to only a limited number of firms (preemption of space). Second, there are extra
difficulties for the followers that prevent them to make a successful “leap frog” ahead,

such as the cost of extra resources in order to be adjusted to the demands of new R&D
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investments (Helpman, 1993) (new equipment, training employee) and to attract
stakeholders that may be already devoted to the pioneers because of customer loyalty or
a well-known brand name (Lieberman & Montgomery, 1988; Mansfield et al., 1981;

Porter, 1976).

It is evident that imitation of R&D practices is prevented by a combination of mechanisms
that include the difficulty itself for R&D to be duplicated, the cost and the required
resources of the imitating process (Helpman, 1993), the continuous “chase” of the rapid
change of technology (Zander & Kogut, 1995) and the uncertainty of the returns of R&D
investment due to certain privileges that pioneers enjoy. Besides, R&D investment is one
of the most risky financing area because the development of a new technology practice
carries uncertainty factors including its profitability. So, R&D imitation occurs under more
complex circumstances that make it difficult to take place and may discourage rivals to

attempt it because of the uncertainty of its results and returns.

Results for marketing differentiation provide full support to the proposition of the
chapter. The effect is particularly strong for the differentiation group (high t-value), but
is also significant for firms in the middle group. So evidence of imitative behavior in

marketing exists across groups.

Importantly, unreported results suggest that firms exhibit imitative behavior regarding
their ESP only in comparison to the strategic leaders, and not in comparison to the leader
in ESP. Specifically, if the strategic orientation of the firms is ignored and the gap variable
is defined as the distance from the leader in environmental performance per different
groups of environmental performance (high 75%-100% and middle 25%-75% quartiles)
then the estimated coefficients of the gap variable are insignificant, showing no imitation.
The insignificant coefficients in this case may be attributable to the dependence between
the two variables defining the gap (i.e. environmental score of the focal firm minus the
environmental score of the leader in terms of environmental score). In this case the top

environmental performers may achieve high standards of environmental practice, having
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little variability among the environmental leaders across groups. The excellence may not

exhibit variability acting almost as a constant.

Regarding the firm specific variables used, the social score is significant in most equations.
This obtains for both low cost groups, for middle differentiation groups (for R&D
indicator) and across all groups for the marketing differentiation. This variable indicates
that social reputation has a dynamic effect, exerting its influence on the environmental
performance. As explained earlier in this chapter we follow (Surroca, Tribo, & Waddock,
2009) to account for possible endogeneity issues. As suggested by signaling theory
reputable firms choose to disclose more information regarding their environmental
activities to send certain signals to the market, to preserve or enhance their social
corporate reputation (Robinson et al., 2011). Next, the age variable is shown to have a
significant positive effect in middle groups for all cost, R&D and marketing differentiation.
This result can be attributed to the fact that older firms are more widely known with
vested stakeholder relationships, and hence have significant incentives to exhibit higher
environmental engagement. In turn, firm’s size has a strong significant effect in all
equations indicating that larger firms are more advanced in environmental practices. This
may be a result of the visibility that large firms attract and their desire to obtain and
preserve social capital. Regarding other firm level controls, cash over total assets and firm
performance give rather weak and mixed results. Overall firm specific variables are
important, and account for a significant part of the heterogeneity in firms environmental
practices. In order to capture such sectoral differences we introduce sector dummies in
all estimations. Indeed these dummies are jointly significant and justify their inclusion in

the model.

The national factors included as possible determinants of the environmental performance
at the firm-level results are mixed. The most significant indicators are the rule of law (or
the regulatory quality) in the low cost and middle cost group for firms lagging in ESP. The
results suggest that regulatory aspects are a significant consideration for companies with

low cost strategy. It seems that firms in these groups, in their effort to reduce costs, may
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move close to the limits prescribed by regulations, trying to apply the minimum possible
in order to reduce costs. Or they are taking the risk of being criticized for their
environmental conduct, often unfairly, as they do not create a safety gap moving beyond
compliance. High-end differentiators, by contrast, are not affected by rule of law or
regulatory quality. It is likely that differentiators move well beyond compliance, in order
to avoid taking risks of public criticism, or because sustainability fits with their
differentiation strategy (Hart, 1995). It is surprising that the Environmental Performance
Index of the country (EPI), which gives a measure of sustainability policies in the country,
is not significant. This could be attributed to the fact that EPI is a gross national indicator,

not necessarily relevant to the specific environment of the firms, which is sector-specific.

Overall, the results have important theoretical implications. They demonstrate the
working and relevance of imitative conformism through search and learning mechanisms
based on competitive strategy. As such they confirm empirically the theoretical
propositions put forward by (Chandler & Hwang, 2015). Furthermore, institutionalism
seems to works selectively at the national level, with regulatory quality and rule of law
mainly applying to low and middle cost groups of firms. Differentiators are likely to move
beyond compliance. The results suggest that the integration of institutional theory with
business strategy opens a fruitful field for further research. The effort to formulate and
test specific imitation mechanism would provide an interesting avenue for making the
institutional theory prescriptions more practical and testable. In this chapter we have
shown that mechanisms based on strategy give rise to strong voluntary competitive
isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Other mechanisms would be devised to give
operational form to legitimacy and acceptance by external constituencies (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Oliver, 1991; Scott, 1987) . These have to be
contrasted with internal mechanisms generating innovations and environmentally
induced advantage which exist even though the firm’s ESP is lagging the strategy leader
and engages in imitation (Dunphy et al., 2007; Kitzmueller & Shimshack, 2012; Nijhof &

Jeurissen, 2010; Porter & Kramer, 2006). At country level also pressures portraying
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coercive characteristics (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) need to be devised based on sector

specific critical aspects of regulations.

It is also important to note that specific firm variables are significant determinants of
environmental conduct of firms. They explain significant part of the heterogeneity among
firms, and suggest that social reputation and legitimacy are important concerns. So
convergence to leaders in strategy and firm specific heterogeneity persist. Convergence
seems to be incomplete as variance persists. Partly this may be due to partial and
incomplete imitation, due to information asymmetry and the complexity of interrelations
among practices. Ultimately it may be due to the uniqueness of the bundles of practices
that exist in firms, and the presence of unknown complementarities with other resources
and capabilities of the firm (Posen et al., 2013). And also to internally generated
capabilities by firms taking a proactive lead in environmental initiatives. This opens an
avenue for future research, with more imitative mechanisms forces being specified, and

firm specific uniqueness being modeled as a counterforce to imitation.

The strategy based voluntary imitative conformism is a homogenization force of firms,
pushing firms to comply with the strategy leaders. This is evidence that converging
processes are in operation. Despite these imitation forces, however, firm specific variety
persists. Why some firms are more advanced in environmental practices than others,
although they imitate the same leader and get the same country pressures? An
explanation in this heterogeneity may be due to specific firm characteristics which affect
the adoption and adaptation of environmental practices (Perez-Aleman, 2011), and the
opportunities found by firms taking a proactive environmental stance. The importance of
other firm specific and country specific variables have also indicated, including the firm’s
social reputation and social desirability, and the conditions under which regulation and

the rule of law may apply.

The persistence of firm heterogeneity may also be due to imperfect imitation. The firm
may achieve partial adoption and adaptation of the practices of leaders, because of

selection and partial knowledge (Perez-Aleman, 2011; Posen et al., 2013). Also because
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of changes and adaptation during implementation (Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010). Mimicking
the whole array of practices of competitors may not be feasible and practical (Bromiley &
Rau, 2014). Although imitation of best competitors is a legitimization force, there is no
exact knowledge of the contribution of the many individual practices on the success of
the competitive strategy (McWilliams & Siegel, 2011). Due to the presence of asymmetric
information, it is often difficult for the imitating firm to assess the outcome of
environmental components. Viewed from a resource based view (RBV) perspective the
contribution of individual practices in the competitive bundle of resources and
capabilities may not work in isolation but as supplementary or in conjunction with inputs
such as skills and capabilities which the firm may not possess. So mimicking leaders may
not give the value that would legitimize the actions of the firm. The interplay of imitation
and heterogeneity forces may be directed by managers, giving a room for the firm to apply
its own competitive recipe. Practical implications follow as mimetic forces appear to be a
strong force in promoting environmental practices. International standards and data
bases, such as ASSET 4, would provide sector specific indices showing gaps and
convergences in strategic groups. These would be of practical value to regulators and

managers.

The results reported support the main hypothesis of this chapter that strategy based
imitation mechanisms explain environmental engagement at the firm level. Firms seem
to value competitive strategy at a higher level than environmental practices giving rise to
competitive imitation for firms lagging in ESP. However, both converging and diverging
processes seem to coexist in a given sector. Competitive advantage in product markets
and potentially associated superior performance is likely to be the causes of both
competitive imitation of environmental strategies and endogenous proactive innovative
advances in environmental actions by the firm on its own. This is in line with the
arguments advanced by several authors (Christmann, 2000; Posen et al., 2013; Ullmann,
1985). So the search for which practices to imitate is “local”, being directed to firms
positioned in the same strategic group and recognized as leaders in performance. This is

in line with the mindful or inferential learning suggested by (Chandler & Hwang, 2015).
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Table 2.1: Explanatory variables of environmental score

Description Expected

Types of variables Sign

Environmental score: The score assigned by ASSET4 database for the environmental pillar of

Dependent variable cach firm.

Distance from cost leader (Env Gap Cost): This is the squared difference of environmental +
score between the focal firm and the cost leader, divided by the environmental score of the

cost leader. For each industry-year pair of the sample the cost leader is defined as the firm
exhibiting the maximum ratio of cost of goods sold over sales.

Distance from differentiation leader (Env Gap R&D Diff): This is the squared difference of

+
environmental score between the focal firm and the differentiation leader, divided by the
environmental score of the differentiation leader. For each industry-year pair of the sample

Distance from the leader the differentiation leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the maximum ratio of R&D
expenses over sales.

Distance from differentiation leader (Env Gap Markt Diff): This is the squared difference of +

environmental score between the focal firm and the differentiation leader, divided by the
environmental score of the differentiation leader. For each industry-year pair of the sample
the differentiation leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the maximum ratio of marketing
expenses over sales.

Social score: The social pillar score, assigned by ASSET4 to each firm in the sample, measures
a company's capacity to generate trust and loyalty with its workforce, customers and society,
through its use of best management practices. It is a reflection of the company's reputation +
and the health of its license to operate, which are key factors in determining its ability to

. " generate long term shareholder value.
Firm-specific factors

Age: The number of years the firm operates. +

Employees: The total number of employees as reported in Datastream database. +

Cash and cash equivalents / Total Assets (Cash_TA): This is the ratio of item (WC02001) over
item (WC02999) of Worldscope database which account for cash and due from banks for

+
banks in the sample, cash for insurance companies in the sample and cash and short term
investments for all other industries in the sample and total assets, respectively.

Return on assets (ROA): The ratio of net income over total assets. It is used as an indication .
of firm’s profitability.
Environmental performance index (EPI): This is an index published by Yale University .

representing the overall environmental performance of a country.

Openness ((imports+exports)/GDP): This is the ratio of the summation of imports and exports
over the total GDP of a country’s economy. It is used as a measure of an economy’s openness +
and international trade.

Regulatory quality: This is an index, published by World Bank, which reflects perceptions of
Country factors the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies and regulations

that permit and promote private sector development. Higher values of the index indicate *
higher regulatory quality.

Rule of Law: This is an index, published by World Bank, which captures perceptions of the

extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, and in particular .

the quality of contract enforcement, property rights, the police, and the courts, as well as the
likelihood of crime and violence. Higher values of the index indicate higher rule of law.

Notes: This table lists all the explanatory variables examined in this chapter as possible determinants of the environmental score. The column “Expected Sign” refers to
the a priori theoretical sign of the explanatory variable.
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Table 2.2: Sample distribution of firm-year observations across industries, years and country

Panel A: Sample distribution across sectors

Industry categories
Basic materials
Consumer goods
Consumers ervices
Financials
Healthcare
Industrials

Oil & Gas
Technology
Telecommunications
Utilities

Total

Observations
2,204
3,042
3,210
1,578
1,504
4,527
1,700
2,208

550
864
21,207

Panel B: Sample distribution across years

Year Observations
2002 645
2003 658
2004 1,223
2005 1,524
2006 1,525
2007 1,610
2008 1,920
2009 2,183
2010 2,577
2011 2,628
2012 2,507
2013 2,207
Total 21,207

Panel C: Sample distribution across countries

Country Observations Country Observations
Australia 465 Japan 3,259
Austria 147 Malaysia 40
Belgium 148 Mexico 91
Brazil 209 Moroco 6
Canada 1,074 Netherlands 255
Chile 34 New Zealand 11
China 310 Norway 155
Colombia 19 Philippines 35
Czech Republic 16 Poland 53
Denmark 149 Portugal 27
Dubai 3 Russian Federation 59
Egypt 2 Saudi Arabia 11
Finland 145 Singapore 143
France 539 South Africa 190
Germany 685 South Korea 305
Greece 143 Spain 99
Hong Kong 679 Sweden 416
Hungary 8 Switzerland 469
India 22 Taiwan 380
Indonesia 88 Thailand 9
Ireland 78 Turkey 74
Israel 46 UK 2,102
Italy 315 us 7,654
Total 21,207
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Table 2.3: Descriptive Statistics: Low Cost Strategy

Observations Mean Median Minimum Maximum Star.\da.rd Skewness Kurtosis
Deviation

Environmental 11403.00 0.36 0.23 0.08 0.97 0.28 0.84 2.22
Performance
Env Gap Cost .2 7487.00 0.44 0.17 0.00 3.76 0.78 3.08 12.43
Social Scorer.» 4456 -0.01 -0.03 -0.76 0.66 0.21 0.14 3.23
Age (in years) 11330 20,43 18 1 46 12 0,28 1,36
Employees 11402 20196 7267 15 267830 38205 4,143 23,183
Cash/Total Assets 11401 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.65 0.14 1.56 5.33
Firm performance 11398 0.09 0.08 -0.20 0.39 0.09 0.60 5.23
(ROA score )
Environmental 9847 69.47 67.53 29.99 88.79 7.41 0.92 6.31
Performance Index
Openness 11195 0.48 0.30 0.25 1.23 0.28 1.31 3.85
Regulatory Quality 11354 1.38 1.48 -0.70 2.00 0.44 -2.03 7.92

Rule of law 11354 1.42 1.58 -0.95 2.00 0.50 -2.66 9.97




Table 2.4: Descriptive Statistics: Innovation Differentiation Strategy (R&D)

Environmental
Performance

Env Gap R&D Diff -2
Social Score:-2

Age (in years)
Employees

Cash/Total Assets

Firm performance
(ROA score )
Environmental
Performance Index

Openness
Regulatory Quality

Rule of law

Observations

15593

10429

6340

15485

15592

15589

15586

13411

15303

15518

15518

Mean

0.43

0.37

0.00

20,93

23848,02

0.13

0.09

69.81

0.49

1.38

1.42

Median

0.32

0.30

0.00

19

8000

0.09

0.08

67.53

0.30

1.50

1.58

Minimum

0.08

0.00

-0.75

15

0.00

-0.20

30.69

0.25

-0.70

-0.95

Maximum

0.97

2.28

0.67

46

267830

0.65

0.39

88.79

1.23

2.00

2.00

Standard
Deviation

0.30

0.39

0.21

12,09

44361.49

0.13

0.08

7.49

0.27

0.44

0.51

Skewness

0.48

2.12

0.06

0,24

3.65

1.72

0.71

-1.00

1.22

-1.97

-2.56

Kurtosis

1.67

10.70

3.12

1,84

17,81

6.06

5.39

6.22

3.73

7.57

9.35
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Table 2.5: Descriptive Statistics: Marketing Differentiation Strategy

Environmental
Performance

Env Gap Markt Diff .,
Social Score:.2

Age (in years)
Employees

Cash/Total Assets

Firm performance
(ROA score )
Environmental
Performance Index

Openness
Regulatory Quality

Rule of law

Observations

11315

7290

4253

11248

11314

11313

11310

9739

11110

11266

11266

Mean

0.35

0.38

-0.01

20,40

20543,19

0.15

0.09

69.46

0.48

1.37

141

Median

0.22

0.16

-0.02

18

7422

0.10

0.08

67.53

0.30

1.49

1.58

Minimum

0.08

0.00

-0.76

15

0.00

-0.20

31.03

0.25

-0.70

-0.95

Maximum

0.97

3.48

0.66

46

267830

0.65

0.39

88.79

1.23

2.00

2.00

Standard
Deviation

0.27

0.64

0.21

11,90

39123.69

0.14

0.09

7.45

0.28

0.44

0.51

Skewness

0.91

3.25

0.21

0,28

4,09

1.55

0.57

-0.93

1.29

-2.00

-2.60

Kurtosis

2.40

14.43

3.13

1,87

22,37

5.18

5.31

6.29

3.78

7.72

9.58

Notes: Min and max are the minimum and maximum values of the sample data, respectively. Skewness and kurtosis are the estimated centralized third and fourth moments of the data. See

also table 2.1 for definitions of variables. All variables are winsorized at 1tand 99t" percentiles
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Table 2.6: Correlation matrix of variables: Low Cost Strategy

Environmental 1
Performance

2  EnvGap Costt.; 0.28

3 Social Score:-2 0.15

4 Log (Age) 0.19
5 Log (Employees) 0.26
6 Cash/Total 013
Assets
Firm
7 performance 0.05
(ROA score )
Environmental
8 Performance 013
Index
9 Openness 0.14
10 Regula.tory -0.04
Quality
11 Rule of law -0.01

0.04

0.06

0.10

-0.01

0.01

0.03

0.06

-0.04

-0.01

-0.09

-0.18

-0.07

0.15

0.04

0.12

0.13

0.07

4

0.20

-0.14

-0.08

-0.02

-0.15

0.03

0.09

-0.05

-0.20

-0.15

-0.22

-0.57

-0.40

0.16

0.00

-0.06

-0.07

-0.03

-0.05

-0.04

0.13

0.12

8 9 10
1
0.60 1
0.41 0.30 1
0.37 0.16 0.86

11

Notes: This table presents the pair-wise linear correlations among the variables included in eq. (1). Correlations over 0.6 are in bold.
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Table 2.7: Correlation matrix of variables: Innovation Differentiation Strategy (R&D)

Environmental 1
Performance

2 Env Gap R&D Diff:, -0,34
3 Social Score:. 0,17
4 Log (Age) 0,18
5 Log (Employees) 0,22

6 Cash/Total Assets -0,18

7 Firm performance -0,04
(ROA score )
8 Environmental 0,15
Performance Index
9 Openness 0,16

10 Regulatory Quality 0,03

11 Rule of law 0,01

-0,08

-0,09

-0,05

0,05

0,04

-0,03

-0,06

-0,02

-0,01

-0,06
-0,14
-0,04
0,17
0,01
0,11
0,09

0,02

0,19

-0,14

-0,08

-0,05

-0,15

0,03

0,09

-0,07

-0,17

-0,18

-0,24

-0,52

-0,34

0,19
0,00
-0,05
-0,09

-0,03

-0,08

-0,03

0,11

0,09

0,62

0,43

0,36

0,31

0,17

10

0,86

11

Notes: This table presents the pair-wise linear correlations among the variables included in eq. (1). Correlations over 0.6 are in bold
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Table13.8: Correlation matrix of variables: Marketing Differentiation Strategy

(=)}

9

10

11

Environmental
Performance

Env Gap Markt Diff.,
Social Scoret.2
Log (Age)

Log (Employees)

Cash/Total Assets

Firm performance
(ROA score)
Environmental
Performance Index

Openness
Regulatory Quality

Rule of law

0,26

0,16

0,19

0,24

-0,11

-0,03

0,13

0,14

0,01

0,03

0,07

0,07

0,11

-0,01

0,00

0,05

0,03

-0,01

0,04

-0,07

-0,15

-0,07

0,14

0,00

0,10

0,13

0,06

4

0,22

-0,14

-0,08

-0,04

-0,16

0,01

0,08

-0,05

-0,18

-0,14

-0,25

-0,56

-0,36

0,16

0,00

-0,05

-0,08

-0,02

-0,07

-0,03

0,14

0,11

8 9 10
1

0,64 1

0,37 0,32 1

0,33 0,18 0,86

11

Notes: This table presents the pair-wise linear correlations among the variables included in eq. (1). Correlations over 0.6 are in bold
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Table 2.9: Panel Regressions-Low Cost Strategy

Environmental Score
M1 M2
High group Middle group
(>75% Cost of goods (25-75% Cost of goods
sold/Sales) sold/Sales )
Env Gap Cost -2 0.100*** 0.053***
(3.830) (7.001)
Social Scoret., 0.126** 0.142%**
(2.511) (3.270)
Age 0.015 0.048***
(0.717) (2.858)
Employees 0.018* 0.094***
(1.890) (9.221)
Cash/Total Assets -0.152 0.005
(-0.990) (0.074)
Firm performance -0.554*** -0.212
(-2.819) (-1.561)
EPI -0.027 0.011
(-0.399) (.)
Openess -0.301 0.196
(-0.775) (0.684)
Rule of law 0.625*** 0.378***
(2.612) (3.408)
Constant 1.307 -2.089***
(0.224) (-4.629)
Observations 568 2011
Adjusted R? 0.4344 0.4435

Notes: Cost-Leaders: They charge low prices relative to their COGS, so the difference between SALES-GOGS is small and the price cost margin ratio ((Sales-COGS)/Sales)
is small. (but they sell a large volume of units and thus they only aim on having a small profit from each unit sold - say cars made by KIA).Non-cost leaders (differentiators):
They charge high prices relative to their COGS, so the difference between SALES-GOGS is large and the price cost margin ratio ((Sales-COGS)/Sales) is large. (but they only
have a small volume of sales thus they need to earn a lot of money from each unit sold - say cars made by Mercedes-Benz).



Table 2.10: Panel Regressions-Differentiation Strategy

Environmental Score

R&D Differentiation Leaders Marketing Differentiation Leaders
M3 M4 M5 M6
High group Middle group High group Middle group
(>75% R&D (25-75% R&D (>75% (25-75%
expenses/Sales) expenses/Sales) Marketing Marketing
expenses/Sales) expenses/Sales)
Env Gap R&D Diff:., 0.001 -0.023 Env Gap Markt Diff .., 0.103™ 0.064™"
(0.016) (-0.946) (7.907) (3.721)
Social Score:., 0.019 0.140™ Social Score:., 0.121" 0.086"
(0.178) (2.721) (2.375) (1.676)
Age 0.019 0.044" Age 0.023 0.059""
(0.526) (2.369) (0.948) (3.821)
Employees 0.083™" 0.115™" Employees 0.050™" 0.067"""
(4.301) (13.718) (4.632) (6.150)
Cash/Total Assets -0.197° -0.123 Cash/Total Assets -0.108" -0.044
(-1.928) (-1.118) (-1.773) (-0.611)
Firm performance -0.007 0.379" Firm performance -0.115 -0.027
(ROA score ) (ROA score))
(-0.040) (2.204) (-1.598) (-0.228)
Environmental -0.025 -0.001 Environmental -0.015 -0.019
Performance Index Performance Index
(.) (-0.040) (-0.846) (-0.788)
Openess -0.028 0.467 Openess 0.123 0.439
(-0.047) (1.492) (0.557) (1.354)
Rule of law -0.475" 0.260"" Rule of law -0.348 0.256
(-1.974) (7.409) (-1.282) (1.227)
Constant 2.718 -1.204 Constant 1.564 0.467
(.) (-0.511) (0.834) (0.235)
Observations 414 1269 Observations 792 1788
Adjusted R? 0.6383 0.3992 Adjusted R? 0.5282 0.3793
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Chapter 3: Proactive environmental strategies: An examination across
generic strategy groups

3.1 Abstract

This chapter examines mechanisms of proactive corporate environmental social
performance (ESP) in relation to the generic strategies framework. It proposes that
proactive firms both are monitoring the environmental practices of the strategic leaders
in their respective strategic group, but also enter into a dynamic process of continuous
improvements which are path-dependent and unique. We focus on “proactive” firms
which have alead in ESP in comparison to strategy leaders. We find that they don’t regress
back to the levels of ESP of the group leaders, contrary to what an isomorphic perspective
would maintain. Instead they accelerate and invest even more in environmental
initiatives. The more the ESP excess of the firm in comparison to the ESP of the strategy
leader the higher its inclination to take proactive initiatives to further advance its
performance in sustainable business development. Results show that this obtains across
all strategy groups, being a common characteristic across generic strategies. Theoretical
implications are discussed as the results suggest a turning point in competitive
benchmarking after which ESP isomorphism may not operate. As firms discover the world
of sustainability they develop a firm specific dynamic capability, triggered by local search
and self-reinforced by learning and experience. Proactive environmental strategies may
enhance the competitive advantage across generic strategies. Theoretical and empirical

implications are discussed.
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3.2 Introduction

Environmental practices have been integrated rapidly in business strategy during last
decades, with proactive environmental behavior being practiced by many firms (Aragon-
Correa & Sharma, 2003). Proactivity has made several authors to rethink about the
motives and rationale, trying to explain and justify its case in relation to instrumental and

altruistic ethical perspectives.

Several arguments about the rationality and scope of incorporating environmental
practices in the competitive strategy have been made. (Freeman, 1984) argued that
corporate social responsibility creates positive impact and good reputation because of
stakeholder satisfaction. Although the motives for this behavior are not very clear (Jones,
1995, p.406), the stakeholders perspective integrates the observed practice (empirical
view) about the role of constituents (other than shareholders), with both instrumental
and normative aspects (Donaldson & Preston, 1995). There has been an intense debate
on the motives and ethical values of corporations and managers in undertaking
environmental initiatives (Aguilera et al., 2007; Egri & Herman, 2000; Freeman et al.,
2000; Lindenberg & Steg, 2007; Papagiannakis & Lioukas, 2012). Also there has been
debate about regulatory and country level conditions (Schultz & Zelenzy, 1999) and the

way they are affecting corporate environmental responsiveness.

As regards the business case, corporate sustainability could be quantified in increased
revenues, reduced costs of energy, waste, material or water savings, and overall firm
competitiveness. This constitutes the instrumental perspective for ESP giving prominence
to benefits against costs. The economic logic of the business case has been recognized as
a distinct and often dominant factor (Aguilera et al., 2007; Jones, 1995; Kitzmueller &
Shimshack, 2012; Lindenberg & Steg, 2007; Margolis & Walsh, 2003; McWilliams & Siegel,
2011). The instrumental view is in line with (Friedman, 1970) who argued that the only
social responsibility a firm has is to increase its profits as long as it conforms to the rules
that the society has put in place. On the other hand, some compulsory standards and

demands imposed by regulatory provisions and by corporate associations and certifying
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institutions enhance pro - environmental responses and strategies (DiMaggio & Powell,

1983; Porter & Kramer, 2006; Porter & Van der Linde, 1995; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998).

Existing research has mainly examined the business case of corporate environmental
performance (CEP) as a standalone practice that takes place for ethical, regulatory or
profitability purposes, and as a dimension embedded in the general corporate strategy.
However, it is important to highlight the dynamic imitative and generative processes of
corporate environmental responses. The firm may not necessarily make a stand alone
individual environmental strategy. The actual environmental strategy is emerging and
continuously reformed in the framework of constant search for new practices,
benchmarking itself with the strategy practices of its competitors, feedback and learning
from the outcomes of its actions taken. As the process unravels it takes a life on its own

generating further innovations.

According to institutional theory firms should adopt their rivals’ practices either because
they are considered legitimate or compulsory in their sector (normative and coercive
imitation), or because they are trying to imitate and resemble their most successful
competitors (mimetic or competitive isomorphism) (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Oliver,
1991). In addition, the generic strategies perspective maintains that the search of best
practices should be focused on the best performing competitors or the leaders within a
firm’s strategic group (low cost or differentiation group). So, strategy leaders constitute
benchmarks in searching for good practices, implying that firms do not form their
environmental practices by monitoring the environmental leaders, but by imitating the
competitive strategy leaders. Firms are monitoring the revealed dimensions of their best
competitors’ strategy, to the extent that they can track them. When they discover that
the environmental performance of the strategy leader is better than theirs, they try to
imitate it. But what happens if they discover that their own ESP is better than that of the
strategy leaders? This may occur as strategy leaders are not always environmental leaders

(Kapferer, 2010).
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This chapter investigates the reaction of firms that belong to a specific strategy group
(cost or differentiation strategy), when they detect that their strategy leaders are not the
environmental leaders and actually they have better environmental performance than
these leaders. Do they settle for that, leaving their excess to continue? Do they put a
break in their environmental actions as they find rationalization not to continue with their
environmental practices further and just revert to the lower levels of the leaders? Are
they looking up for specific practices which are different than theirs, trying to imitate? Or
do they find an opportunity for competitive advantage on which they work on? According
to imitative behavior, firms that find themselves having a more advanced environmental
performance than strategic leaders, would probably settle for that and continue their
search for imitating the practices in which they are lagging, or practices more related to
their generic strategy characteristics. Success is associated with specific capability based
advantage and not with their purely generic strategy practices(Grant, 1996). We argue
that firms with higher environmental performance than their strategic leaders, do not rest
on their laurels, but instead they enhance their environmental lead and open their own
way by generating further environmental initiatives, enhancing their competitive
advantage (Dunphy et 2007; Nijhof and Jeurissen, 2010; Porter and Kramer, 2006;
Kitzmueller and Shimshack, 2012). Thus, this research shows that corporate
environmental performance is evolving triggered by selected practices of the most
competitive firms in their strategic group, but going further in building an environmentally
based competitive advantage (Hart, 1995). Environmental initiatives can offer

opportunities for advantage across all types of generic strategy.

The emergence of regulations at national and international levels can also exert pressures
for coercive conformity, but also opportunities for more proactive firms, for both reactive
and proactive firms (Porter & Van der Linde, 1995; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998).
According to the institutional theory, firms’ operations are embedded within broader
social structures comprised of different institutions. These institutions may affect firm
CSR behavior and hence ESP performance (Campbell, 2007; Campbell et al., 1991).

Previous studies show that the level of adoption of CSR related activities varies
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significantly across countries with different regulatory conditions (loannou & Serafeim,
2012; Maignan & Ralston, 2002) and attribute such deviations to institutional differences
(Ball & Craig, 2010; Hall & Soskice, 2001) . The effect may take place through stakeholder
relations as country conditions affect the information and attitudes of different
constituents in addition to regulators (Aguilera et al., 2007; Jones, 1995; Morsing &
Schultz, 2006). However, previous relevant studies represent social regulatory conditions
as uniform aggregating a wide spectrum of institutional factors which may have different
individual effects. Thus, a more focused and intuitive selection of national institutional
factors is needed, better linked with the theory and the strategic behavior of firms. For
instance, institutional factors such as the general environmental conditions of the country
and regulatory quality may be more relevant for proactive firms. In a pro - environmental
social and economic environment firms have the incentive to enter into dialogue with
regulators and social groups and hence to improve their initiatives (Desai, 2016; Morsing
& Schultz, 2006; Porter & Van der Linde, 1995; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). Law
enforcement may be more relevant for reactive firms which attempt to delay or minimize

their compliance.

As regards the different strategic groups, firms competing on low-cost strategies may be
affected more by law enforcement rather than firms adopting a differentiation strategy.
This despite the fact that cost oriented strategies can also benefit from a proactive
orientation (Christmann, 2000). Low-cost strategies are likely to be associated with
motives to apply the minimum possible of standards avoiding expensive aspects of
regulations and taking a negative attitude against certain costly regulation, despite finally
abiding to law enforced environmental regulations (Desai, 2016). Firms oriented to cost-
leadership have as a primary objective the reduction of all costs including any
environmental costs in order to sustain competitive parity with cost leaders. However,
firms adopting a differentiation strategy are more likely to set themselves beyond
regulatory compliance limits and in this way create a buffer zone against accidental
violation preempting regulatory investigations and reaping the benefits of

environmentally induced innovations (Desai, 2016; Kitzmueller & Shimshack, 2012;
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Morsing & Schultz, 2006; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). For the reasons above, such
institutional country factors may affect in a higher degree a specific category of firms

according to its competitive strategy.

Firm specific characteristics such as corporate prosocial attitude and reputation, size, age,
and financial performance have been showed to be important on corporate
environmental performance (Clarkson et al., 2008; Guidry & Patten, 2012; Halme & Huse,
1997; Patten, 2002). Specifically, corporate social reputation is an asset stock built over
the history of the firm (Dierickx & Cool, 1989) and is expected to exhibit a dynamic
endogenous relationship with environmental performance. Firms with recognized social
reputation tend to increase environmental activities as this is in line with the desired
image and the traditional nexus of relations developed with stakeholders. In their effort
to maintain or increase their social legitimacy and credibility against stakeholders they
adopt environmental initiatives. Firms are expected to disclose financial and non-financial
information both to give signals to the market about their environmental responsibility
(Robinson et al., 2011) and to secure social legitimacy, as suggested by institutional theory

(Oliver, 1991).

As environmental and social reputation are built over time interactively they are
endogenous variables. This chapter takes the potential presence of dynamic endogeneity
into account in the statistical estimates. It also includes a lagged social score to account
for its effects on ESP. Further, size and age variables are also indicators of higher social
visibility and may affect the environmental activities of the firm. Financial performance
factors may have a significant effect on environmental performance as they portray the
availability of slack resources. These resources can be used to invest in environmental
activities and technologies (Belkaoui & Karpik, 1989; Perrini & Minoja, 2007). The above
control factors may account for a significant part of the observed variation among the

environmental practices of proactive firms.

The chapter utilizes a rich panel data set of published international data from secondary

databases. These data are objective, as they are collected by a third party, the Thomson
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Reuters ASSET4 database. Further data, regarding country indices are collected and
retrieved from credible international organizations, such as World Bank and Yale
University. Specifically the chapter utilizes an international sample comprising 3,221 firms
hosted in 46 countries over the 2002-2013 period. This rich data set enables us to utilize

panel data estimation methodologies and to take into account potential endogeneity.

This chapter contributes to the literature of environmental behavior of firms in several
ways. First, it formulates and tests specific hypotheses based on proactive environmental
behavior which is applied across different business strategy groups. It draws upon the
proactivity perspective, which runs contrary to the converging forces of institutional
isomorphism, linked with the generic strategies framework. To the best of our knowledge,
no other study has explicitly examined the existence of accelerating environmental
responses across all categories of generic strategies. This may be partly linked to imitative
isomorphism, as the proactive firms monitor what the strategy leaders do and this may
act as triggering mechanism initiating local search and learning. (Chandler & Hwang,
2015). However they avoid resorting to lower environmental levels as they discover the
rich potential of sustainability and tend to develop a dynamic capability on their own
which would provide them with competitive benefits. As such, it provides a qualifying
empirical test to the proactive environmental strategy perspective linked with the generic
strategies perspective (Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). Second, it tests the effect of
selected national factors on the environmental behavior. Thus, it draws upon the general
social imitative and coercive pressures, in conjunction with proactive strategic behavior
and competitive strategy. Third, it contributes to theory as it identifies the empirical
relevance of firm specific non-isomorphic factors as opposed to factors of isomorphism,
providing evidence for assessing the relative importance of converging and diverging

processes.
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3.3 Theoretical framework and hypotheses development

3.3.1 Proactive environmental strategies

Environmental social performance (ESP), a key pillar of the wider corporate social
responsibility (CSR) is increasing in business practice in the last two decades. What is
interesting is the intensity and breadth of the practices of some leading firms,
accompanied by national and international policies which shape a changing institutional
environment (Nijhof & Jeurissen, 2010; Pless et al., 2012; Waldman & Siegel, 2008). These
may arise out of increasing social demands (Zadek, 2004), the strategic behavior of firms
to preempt negative future activism (Baron, 2001), or because some companies have
found ways to innovate through CSR thus changing the competitive balance (Kitzmueller
& Shimshack, 2012). As Drucker (1993) put it long ago, using their imagination some have
turned a social problem into a business opportunity. Regardless of motives they have
established a unique advantage usually associated with more profits. Indeed the meta-
studies by Margolis & Walsh (2003) and Orlitzky, Schmidt, & Rynes (2003) have shown
that, though CSR is not clearly associated with more profitability, nevertheless there is a
modest positive relation between social and financial performance under certain

conditions (Kitzmueller & Shimshack, 2012).

The competitive advantage imperative has been a legitimization force for undertaking
ESP, or more widely CSR activities. It is a basis for company success in the market place,
without which the company may not sustain but limited CSR levels (McWilliams & Siegel,
2011). Firms engage in CSR investing more in their social component of strategy when
they foresee a potential return on its investment (Waldman & Siegel, 2008). This does not
preclude firms to be driven by social objectives and values not directly justified by
competitive advantage, creating their own paths to advanced levels of CSR- led
innovation. These companies form the so called sustaining corporation as (Dunphy et al.,
2007) have classified it, or undertake joint value creation (Porter & Kramer, 2006) (e.g.

Body Shop), or achieve a lead in proactive environmental strategies. But the commercial
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logic of competitive advantage, either as a prime motivator or enabling factor, is a
necessity for success. The chances to be competitive by undertaking CSR must be created,
not found. In the CSR journey some companies generate or discover opportunities to
enhance their competitive stance (Dunphy et al., 2007; Nijhof & Jeurissen, 2010; Porter &

Kramer, 2006). This may happen without abandoning their generic competitive strategy.

Proactive corporate environmental strategy is linked with the development of
organizational capabilities which confer competitive benefits (Aragdén-Correa & Sharma,
2003; Murillo-Luna et al., 2008; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). Proactive firms with
positive attitudes towards environmentalism have an inclination to produce changes
endogenously rather than as a response to compliance to regulations (Correa & Sharma,
2003). They develop a dynamic capability which takes a path-dependent unique form,
linked with environmental initiatives. This can be attributed to benefits arising from
collaboration with stakeholders, feedback and learning from the actions and initiatives
undertaken and continuous innovation. These form a nexus of interlinked capabilities
which would lead to competitive benefits through environmental responses (Hart, 1995;

Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998).

The dialogue with stakeholders and integration of their view and ideas create a capacity
for joint problem solving and opportunities for joint value creation (Porter & Kramer,
2006). When the attitude to dialogue and integration of stakeholders is positive, the
behavior of regulators and other groups becomes supportive seeking joint solutions in
environmental problems (Desai, 2016; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). The firm develops a
unique path, looking for its own or joint with stakeholders solutions and learning from
experience. This leads to higher-order learning (Daft & Weick, 1984; Fiol & Lyles, 1985;
Schon, 1978). Learning involves knowledge development, reorientation and positive
transformation of values. This triggers a series of innovations and may lead to competitive
benefits enabling the firm to stay ahead of competitors. Innovations accumulate as the

firm starts the sustainability journey. So, proactivity becomes an orientation manifested
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in a series of environmental initiatives and actions, which becomes a firm specific asset

stock (Dierickx & Cool, 1989).

The positive environmental response can confer benefits for any type of strategy.
(Christmann, 2000) for example, has indicated that environmental best practices can
contribute to cost advantage. Innovation and learning is directed to cost reduction and
efficiency. The same can occur for differentiation, when firms change their products to
introduce “green” attributes. There is a commonality of actions across generic strategies
on certain aspects e.g. waste reduction, emission control, energy consumption and others
can contribute to all, for any type of strategy. The link with generic strategies has not been
explicitly investigated in the literature, except for the Miles and Snow proactive strategy

(Aragén-Correa, 1998).

A turning point in the behavior of firms may be the ESP/CSR level and practices of the
strategic leader(s) in the same generic strategy group. This may hold across generic
strategies. Firms look what the strategic leaders do as their performance legitimizes the
environmental practices they undertake. However, strategy leaders are not necessarily
environmental leaders. For instance, luxury firms (leaders in differentiation) have been
criticized as lagging in sustainability levels (Kapferer, 2010). So, when firms identify that
they exceed the environmental level of these competitors it is likely to have discovered
the world of ESP-led innovation, taking their own initiatives and generating unique
environmental friendly solutions. Investing in other practices rather than in capabilities
linked with the competitive advantage often leads to failure, so a successful firm is the
one that reinforces its capabilities (Grant, 1991). This leads us to the following

proposition:

Proposition: The greater the lead of the ESP of a firm above the ESP level of the strategy

leader in its respective strategic group the more it invests in ESP to enhance its lead.

104



This proposition is likely to hold for both cost leadership, differentiation and hybrid
groups. It is more likely to create or find more opportunities in differentiation than in cost
leadership, as the latter is restricted in breadth of search being limited by the cost
reduction constrain. Cost innovations are also more likely to be copied and form a
standard for all companies in the group. Innovations for differentiation are more likely to
have more variety, ranging from new green products to enhancement of social attributes,

and therefore are more difficult to copy.

For the above reasons we expect that when a firm following a cost leadership strategy
tracks that it employs higher ESP than the cost leader, this difference may be taken to
indicate its cost advantage and motivates it to reinforce its ESP. This may happen by
adopting several environmental practices which are directed to low cost strategy
(Christmann, 2000). For instance, a cost leader may find new ways for cost innovation and
cost reduction, often going beyond mere resource savings known in the market place, e.g.
materials sourcing and use, substitution and recycling, energy conservation, lean and
green production technologies, better product designs and green innovations, better
value chain arrangements. Many environmental friendly solutions can reduce cost,
enhancing the competitive position of the firm (Hart, 1995; Hart & Milstein, 2003;
Shrivastava, 1995) and being in line with the beneficial capability of continuous

improvement (Hart, 1995).

So the following hypotheses are advanced:

H1: The greater the distance of the environmental practices of a firm from the

environmental practices of the cost leader in its specific cost-related strategic group, the

higher the environmental performance it will exhibit.

Similarly, leaders in product differentiation may find ways to deepen and expand their
difference in ESP from competitors. The continuous innovation capability allows firms to

stay a step ahead of competitors that lack in this capability (Sharma & Vredenburg,
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1998).Indeed engaging in CSR has been mostly seen to be associated with efforts to be
different from competitors by introducing new offerings and product innovations often
at a higher cost. Differentiation leaders realize new innovative ways to strengthen their
advantage or to introduce green product portfolios and policies aimed at niece markets
segments (Govindarajan & Srinivas, 2013; Hull & Rothenberg, 2008; Kitzmueller &
Shimshack, 2012; Reed, 2002; Shrivastava, 1995).

H2: The greater the distance of the environmental practices of a firm from the
environmental practices of the differentiation leader in its specific differentiation strategic

group, the higher the environmental performance it will exhibit.

3.3.2 Country effects

At the country level the institutional context is important in driving firm behavior as it can
exert coercive and normative pressures. Regulatory policies, rules and norms advanced
by national institutions create a climate which affects all stakeholders. Proactive firms
may develop a dialogue with regulators and other stakeholders engaging them in their
environmental strategies (Morsing & Schultz, 2006). Through active stakeholder
involvement they may find opportunities for further initiatives and joint value creation
(Desai, 2016; Porter & Van der Linde, 1995; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). Many of the
existing environmental standards may bite all firms, reactive and proactive, e.g. emission
controls and solid waste. But proactive organizations are likely to move beyond
compliance, undertaking initiatives and entering into dialogue for better implementation

with regulators.

Law enforcement in implementing compulsory regulations, exert pressures for firm
compliance which may be particularly biting for firms adopting a negative attitude
towards regulations. Firms however vary as in compliance with regulatory mandates and

in attitudes against them (Desai, 2016). Although compliance with enforced regulations
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portray coercive characteristics (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Oliver, 1991), responses of
proactive firms differ from those or reactive firms. Regulations are likely to affect reactive
firms, especially those with a low cost orientation which may be lagging in some costly
compliance with the regulations. These firms are likely to typically comply with the
minimum requirements set by regulations in order to maintain low costs or to comply
symbolically rather than substantively (Desai, 2016). However Porter and van der Linde
(1995) argue that environmental regulations provide firms with opportunity to improve
their efficiency (e.g. in energy use). Non-low cost firms, and more likely firms adopting
differentiation as their business strategy, are likely to be more proactive often moving
beyond compliance. They want to enhance the importance of their environmental image
perceived by the public in order to create a buffer against public criticism (Baron, 2001).
But improved level of environmental performance may be the result of experience with

innovations (Kitzmueller & Shimshack, 2012; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998).

Certain national context factors are examined affecting the overall business environment
and other related to law enforcement. Such factors related with public policies and soft
regulations are represented by the environmental performance index (EPI) of the country.
Public policies pushing towards sustainability are likely to influence firms to adopt
environmental practices regardless of their actual efficiency implications (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983). Motives vary, and can be instrumental of altruistic. Also the openness of
the economy to international trade introduces the effects of the EPI of other countries.
Trade liberalization is expected to influence the levels of environmental performance as
environmentally friendly procurement and production is in demand in international trade
(Flammer, 2015). Openness of the economy can be measured by international trade
activity (imports plus exports) over GDP. Another factor is the regulatory quality of the
country, and the associated the law enforcement. Institutional theory suggests that
national environments exhibiting high quality of regulations and law enforcement exert
higher pressures on firms to comply. However, motives vary across proactive firms, with

some being instrumental and others involving altruistic or normative components

107



(Aguilera et al., 2007; Egri & Herman, 2000; Freeman et al., 2000; Lindenberg & Steg,
2007; Papagiannakis & Lioukas, 2012).

Firms which exceed their strategy leaders in ESP are likely to be positively affected by the
national environment and less affected by law enforcement s they move beyond

compliance. These arguments lead to the following hypotheses:

H3: The higher the indices of requlatory quality, law enforcement, country environmental
performance, openness of the economy and regulatory quality the higher the

environmental performance of the firm for any generic strategy.

H6: The more strict the law enforcement the higher the environmental performance of

only firms with low cost orientation.

3.4 Methods, variables and sample

3.4.1 Econometric model

The following generic panel data regression model is adopted to explain the observed

environmental scores at the firm level:

i K

Yie=p+a;+or+ Z Jggixgir + Z YiuZye v+ U + &S s
g=1 k=1 (1)

sy~ii.d. (0,62), E@)=0,E(u})— o3, E(syu;) =0, for ~ i, t,jiE(uu;)=0,if i +j

where i=1, 2,...,n identifies the firm; t=1, 2,...,T denotes the year; yi is the environmental
score of firm i in year t; xgit is a matrix of G explanatory variables that includes controls for
the social score, age, size (employees), financial slack (cash reserves over total assets) and
firm performance (return on assets); z is a matrix of K firm-invariant explanatory

variables for the country indices used; ai and a: are constant terms that allow for the
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possibility of (constant) heterogeneous behaviour between the firms (ai) and over the
yearly time periods (o), respectively; Bg measures the effect that the gt explanatory
variable has on the environmental score of firm i; yik estimates the sensitivity of the
environmental score of firm i on the k' variable; & is a white noise error term following
a distribution with mean zero and variance o¢? and represents the within-firm errors; and

ui represents the between-firm errors.

As the dataset comprises both cross-sectional and time series observations, panel data
regressions are adopted to estimate equation (1). To select between the fixed-effects and
random-effects specifications of the panel data estimation methods, the (Hausman, 1978)
test is conducted to test the null hypothesis that the preferred model is the random
effects vs. the alternative of fixed effects model*. The performed estimations control for
firm, country, industry and year fixed-effects. With respect to the estimation of standard
errors, (Petersen, 2009) shows that in panel datasets when estimating fixed effects
models, firm or time clustering of standard errors individually may lead to biased standard
errors. Avoiding such bias involves the estimation of both firm and time dimensions
cluster-adjusted standard errors (see (Petersen, 2009) and (Thompson, 2011), which is

adopted in the fixed-effects regressions of this chapter.

3.4.2 Variables

All xgit and zy: variables in equation (1), their precise definitions, and their a-priori expected
signs are presented next and summarized in table 3.1. Dependent Variable: The
environmental score, defined as the score assigned by ASSET4 to the focal firm for the
environmental pillar of its ESG score. Strategy variables include: (1) Distance from cost

leader (Env Gap Cost), defined as the squared difference of environmental score between

!Once selected, the fixed- or random-effects specification is tested against a pooled OLS specification
through the following: (1) a separate F-test for the fixed-effects (Ho: a; = 0, for i=1,..., n) and the time-fixed
effects (Ho: ar= 0, for t=1, 2,...,T) specifications versus a pooled OLS specification and (2) the (Breusch &
Pagan, 1980) Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test for the random-effects versus a pooled OLS specification. The
results of these tests are not reported to preserve space but are available from the authors upon request.
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the focal firm and the cost leader divided by the environmental score of the cost leader.
For each industry-year pair of the sample the cost leader is defined as the firm exhibiting
the maximum ratio of cost of goods sold over sales. A positive sign is expected as the
greater the distance of environmental score from the cost leader, the higher the
inclination for the focal firm to increase its environmental activities. (2) Distance from
differentiation leader (Env Gap R&D Diff), defined as the squared difference of
environmental score between the focal firm and the differentiation leader divided by the
environmental score of the differentiation leader. This R&D expenses/Sales ratio is a
proxy for innovative differentiation (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001).In addition, a second
Distance from differentiation leader (Env Gap Markt Diff) refers to the gap based on the
marketing expenses. This Marketing expenses/Sales ratio is a proxy for marketing
differentiation (Spanos et al., 2001).For each industry-year pair of the sample the
differentiation leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the maximum ratio of R&D
expenses over sales. Again, a positive sign is expected as the greater the distance of
environmental score from the differentiation leader, the higher the inclination for the
focal firm to increase its environmental activities. Firm-related factors include: (1) The
social score, defined by ASSET4 as a score that “measures” a company's capacity to
generate trust and loyalty with its workforce, customers and society, through its use of
best management practices. It is a reflection of the company's reputation and the health
of its license to operate, which are key factors in determining its ability to generate long
term shareholder value.” The expected sign is positive because the larger the social score
of a firm, the higher its inclination to environmental performance. (2) The Age, defined as
the logarithm of the years from the inception of the firm as provided in the firm’s financial
statements. A positive sign is expected because well-established firms have built
reputation and therefore are inclined to more environmental activities. (3) The size of the
firm, which is represented by number of employees for the firm (in log form). Again, a
positive sign is expected because with size firms are expected to be more likely to exhibit

higher involvement in environmental practices.
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(4) The (financial) slack, defined as the ratio of cash and cash-equivalent items over total
assets from the balance sheet statement of the focal firm. The expected sign is positive,
as higher levels of slack are expected to be associated with higher levels of environmental
score because the firm has more available resources to allocate for its environmental
activities. (5) The return on assets (ROA), defined as net income over total assets. A
positive sign is expected because with greater profitability more resources are available
to be invested in non-financial reporting activities. Country factors: (1) The environmental
performance index (EPI), which reflects the level of firms’ environmental practices and
awareness within the host country. The expected sign is positive because countries that
exhibit higher levels of environmental awareness tend to be host countries for firms that
are engaged more in environmental-friendly practices. (2) The openness ratio = ((imports
+ exports) / GDP) is defined as the summation of imports and exports over the GDP of
each country in the sample. A positive coefficient of openness is expected because firms
operating within countries that exhibit higher levels of trade liberalization tend to adopt
CSR practices and non-financial reporting to a greater extent (Flammer, 2015). (3) The
regulatory quality index, which reflects perceptions of the ability of the government to
formulate and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and promote private
sector development in compliance with environmental regulations. A positive sign is
expected as higher values of the index indicate higher regulatory quality and thus increase
the possibility of higher adoption of environmental practices.(4) The rule of law index,
which captures perceptions of the extent to which agents have confidence in and abide
by the rules of society, and in particular the quality of contract enforcement, property
rights, the police, and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and violence. Again, a
positive sign is expected as higher values of the index indicate higher rule of law and thus

increase the possibility of higher adoption of environmental practices.
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3.4.3 Endogeneity issues

In the estimation setting of equation (1), endogeneity issues can arise among
environmental score and social score (corporate reputation) because of simultaneity bias,
reverse causality and omitted variables problem. For this reason, the social score appears
in our initial panel data estimations with a two periods lag. In this way, social score is
predetermined, and any simultaneity bias is mitigated. Further, the use of fixed effects
panel data regressions accounts for the omitted variables issue by introducing country,
industry and year dummies. However, the use of lagged values and the use of fixed effects
regressions are not perfect remedies for endogeneity because it may be the case that
both environmental performance and corporate reputation are correlated with a third
common but omitted variable or exhibit reverse causality. For this reason and due to the
possible effect of past environmental performance on reputation, we follow (Surroca et
al., 2010) and regress reputation on increasingly higher-order lags of environmental score
until no further significant improvement in R? was observed (Roberts & Dowling, 2002).
There are no significant increases in R? beyond two lags. Thus, we calculate the residual
of social score as the difference between social score and the predicted value found in a
specification of environmental that included up to two lags of that variable. This residual

lagged by two periods is our measure of reputation and enters our estimations.

3.4.4 Data and sample

The main source of the panel data set used in this chapter is the Thomson Reuters ASSET4
database, which provides environmental, social and corporate governance data (ESG) for
over 4,000 firms worldwide, starting in 2002. The main clients of ASSET4 ESG scores are
professional investors seeking to integrate ESG data into their portfolio investment
analysis. Thomson Reuters assigns trained research analysts to collect more than 900
evaluation points for each firm under the requirement that all of the data incorporated
into the evaluation points are publicly available. However, the resulting ESG evaluation

points do not share the same standardization worldwide, even if there are efforts towards
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this direction — see, e.g., the recent proposal for the (EU Directive, 2014) focusing on non-
financial reporting. Due to this lack of common standards and to enable comparability of
the collected data, ASSET4 incorporates the collected evaluation points into consistent
ESG scores to enable quantitative analysis and comprehensive comparisons. For example,
the environmental evaluation points typically include information on energy used, water
recycled, carbon emissions, waste recycled, and pollution. Subsequently, every year the
900 evaluation points are used as inputs to a specific weighted formula to calculate 250
key performance indicators (KPI’s), which are further classified into 18 categories within
four pillars: environmental, social, corporate governance and economics. According to
ASSET4’s documentation, in a given year, each firm receives a z-score for each of the four
pillars. This z-score represents a firm’s relative ranking against the other firms based on

the information available until the previous year.

We start with the universe of ASSET4’s database, which comprises 60 countries and a total
of 4,521 firms during the 2002-2013 period. However, after excluding firm without
available data for environmental score, the main variable of this chapter our sample
deteriorates to 39 countries which account for 3,238 firms. The final sample of countries
covers the great majority of the developed and emerging economies around the globe.
Firm-wise, the sample utilized in this chapter covers 71.62% of the total available firms in
the ASSET4 database. In terms of number of observations, the starting panel data set
comprises 55,296 firm-year observations and the final sample comprises 18,426 firm-year
observations. This is due to a considerable number of missing values for some of the
variables used which limits the available observations for estimation purposes. Thus, our

final sample comprises an unbalanced panel data set.

This dataset is subsequently matched with firm-level data provided by ASSET4,
Datastream and WorldScope databases on the social score (reputation), the firm age, the
number of employees, the ratio of the item cash and cash equivalents from the
WorldScope database (item WC02005) over the item total assets (WC02999) is to account

for firms’ financial slack and the ratio of EBITDA (item WC18198) over total assets (item
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WC02999) to compute the return on assets (firm performance). The sector classification
follows the industry classification benchmark (ICB) provided by the WorldScope database
(item WC07040). The first level of ICB classification is used, which comprises the following
broad sectors: basic materials, consumer goods, consumer services, financials,

healthcare, industrials, oil and gas, technology, telecommunications and utilities.

To account for national context factors, which may affect environmental scores at the
firm level, we introduce a set of country indices, such as the following: the environmental
performance index (EPI), which is published by Yale University?; the level of openness of
the economy, defined as the ratio of ((imports + exports) / GDP), computed with data
obtained from Datastream; and the regulatory quality and rule of law indices published
by the World Bank (reference here). Finally, to mitigate the effect of potential outliers, all

variables are winsorized? at the 1%t and 99" percentiles.

Table 3.2 shows the distribution of the firm-year observations for the final sample across
industries, years and countries. Panel A of table 3.2 reveals a representation of different
industries in the sample. Industrial and consumer services firms are the most represented
industries in the sample with 3,956 and 2,768 firm-year observations, respectively. In
contrast, utilities and telecommunications are the least represented industries with 762
and 453 firm-year observations, respectively. Panel B of table 3.2 shows that apart from
the first two years of the sample (2002-2003), there is a steady and growing availability
of firm-year observations from 1,200 observations in 2004 to 2,397 observations in 2012.
Panel C of table 3.2, reports the distribution of the firm-year observations according to
the host country of the firms. The US, Japan and the UK are the most-represented

countries with 6,925, 2,932 and 1,904 firm-year observations, respectively, whereas

2According to the EPI Yale University website (http://epi.yale.edu/, last accessed: 7th of April 2014): “The
EPI index ranks countries on performance indicators tracked across policy categories that cover both
environmental public health and ecosystem vitality. These indicators provide a gauge at a national
government scale of how close countries are to established environmental policy goals.”

3Winsorizing, sets all the data points less than the 1° percentile of each variable equal to the 15t percentile
and all the data points exceeding the 99t percentile equal to the 99*" percentile, thereby excluding extreme
observations from the sample.
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Colombia, New Zealand and Thailand are the least-represented countries with 16, 9 and

9 observations, respectively.

3.5 Results

Tables 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 present descriptive statistics for the variables included in the
sample, regarding for firms exceeding in ESP in comparison to the respective strategy
leaders and that belong to the low cost, innovation differentiation (R&D) and marketing
differentiation group, respectively. In table 3.3, environmental score exhibits mean value
0.70 and standard deviation equal to 0.27. The mean value for the Env Gap Cost variable
is 0.77 and the median is significantly lower and equal to 0.15 indicating the presence of
positive outliers in the sample. It also exhibits high standard deviations, equal to 1.20. The
mean value and the standard deviation for social score are equal to 0.03 and 0.20
respectively. The mean age of the firms is 24.11 years with a standard deviation of 12.34
years. The mean number of employees is 37,485.95 and the median value is 15,259.5. The
Cash over Total Assets (slack) ratio has a mean value of 0.13. Regarding the ROA score,
the mean value is 0.09. Turning to the country indices, EPI index, Openness, regulatory
quality and rule of law have a mean value of 71,02, 0.51, 1.37 and 1.44 respectively. In
table 3.4, the mean value of the environmental score is 0.77 and the standard deviation
is 0.23. The Env Gap R&D Diff variable exhibits a mean value of 0.55 and a median value
of 0.10. The social score variable exhibits a mean value 0.02 and a median value of 0.06.
The mean age of firms is 17.46 and the standard deviation is 2.62. The number of
employees, have the mean and median value of 40,247.19 and 18,500 respectively.
Regarding the Cash/Total Assets and the ROA score the mean value is 0.15 and 0.09
respectively. EPI index, Openness, regulatory quality and rule of law have a mean value
of 71.23,0.49, 1.35, 1.46 respectively. In table 3.5 the mean value of environmental score
is 0.70 and the standard deviation is 0.27. The Env Gap Mrkt Diff variable exhibits a mean
value of 0.68; The mean value of social score is 0.02 and the standard deviation is 0.21.

The mean age of firms is 24.13 with a standard deviation of 12.45. The mean number of
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36,935.28 employees and the median equals to 15,176.5. The Cash/Total Assets and the
ROA score have the mean value of 0.12 and 0.09 respectively. Last, the mean value for
the country indices, EPI index, Openness, regulatory quality and rule of law have a mean

value of 71.02, 0.50, 1.38 and 1.45 respectively

In table 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8 pair-wise correlations among all variables are presented. To
mitigate any multicollinearity concerns, we avoid using simultaneously in our estimated
models pairs of variables that exhibit linear correlations in excess of 0.6. The only pair of
independent variables exhibiting a linear correlation in excess of 0.6 is the regulatory
quality and rule of law indices with a correlation coefficient of 0.86, 0.87, 0.88 respectively
for each table (3.6, 3.7 and 3.8). Thus, these indices are used interchangeably in our
estimated models. We report only the most parsimonious models in terms of individual

significance (t-statistics) and maximization of the adjusted R2.

Columns P1 and P2 of table 3.9 and P3 to P6 of table 3.10 present the main results of this
chapter exploring the relationship between environmental scores and strategy-based
variables, while controlling for social reputation, firm characteristics and exploring the
effect of national context variables. Columns P1 and P2 report the results based on
increasing quartiles (high >75% and medium 25 to 75%) of the Cost of Goods Sold/Sales
ratio which is used as a cost leadership indicator. Thus, P1 and P2 specifications include
the Env Gap Cost variable as defined earlier in the chapter. Similarly, columns P3to P6
refer to differentiation leadership, using two indicators. In specific, columns P3 an P4
report the results based on increasing quartiles (high >75% and medium 25 to 75%) of the
Env Gap R&D Diff variable (R&D expenses/Sales ratio), when columns P5 and P6 report
the results based on increasing quartiles (high >75% and medium 25 to 75%) of the Env

Gap Markt Diff (Marketing expenses/Sales ratio).

Columns P1, P3 and P5 are of particular importance as they refer to the estimation of the
model for the sub-samples of cost leaders and differentiation leaders, respectively (i.e.
firms exhibiting the highest quartile of the COGS/Sales ratio, R&D expenses/Sales ratio

and Marketing expenses/Sales ratio, respectively). In column P1, the coefficient of the
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Env Gap Cost variable is positive and highly significant (0.056, t-stat = 6.921). The same
pattern holds in column P3 for the R&D differentiation leaders, where again the Env Gap
R&D Diff variable exhibits a positive and highly significant coefficient (0.044 and t-stat =
4.639) and in column P5 as well, for the marketing differentiation leaders, where the
coefficient of the Env Gap Markt Diff variable is positive and highly significant (0.042 and
t-stat = 15.448).

There are similar results regarding the sub-samples of the medium quartiles (25 to 75%)
of each leadership group, in columns P2, P4 and P6. In column P2, the coefficient of the
Env Gap Cost is positive and highly significant (0.026 and t-stat 6.106). The coefficient is
positive and highly significant in P4 for Env Gap R&D Diff variable (0.030 and t-stat 3.375)
and in P6 for Env Gap Markt Diff variable (0.039 and t-stat 7.969).

In all P1 to P6 panel data estimations presented in tables 3.9 and 3.10, we include the
two-period lagged value of social score, for endogeneity bias issue. The coefficient of
social score is not significant in all P1 to P6 specifications. In addition, some of the
coefficients of the firm-specific control variables exhibit the a-priori expected positive
signs and are significant: the logarithm of the age of the firm is significant and positive in
P2, P5 and P6 specifications; the logarithm of the employees is positive and significant in
all P1 to P6 specifications; the logarithm of the ratio cash over total assets (slack) is
significant only in P6 but carries an unexpected negative sign and the return on assets is
insignificant in all P1 to P6 specifications. From the country-specific indices, the coefficient
of the environmental performance index is significant and positive in P3 and P4, the
openness ratio is significant and positive in P4 specifications, whereas the rule of law
coefficient is significant and positive in P4 and P5 specifications. Due to the
aforementioned high linear correlation between the regulatory quality and rule of law
indices, we only include the rule of law index in all specifications of tables 3.9 and 3.10.
This is because when estimating the model with the regulatory quality index instead of
the rule of law index the overall explanatory power of the estimated model, measured by

the adjusted R?, was lower.
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We include country, industry and time fixed effects, which account for unobserved
heterogeneity in the sample examined. The number of observations is significantly lower
than the whole available sample in all P1 to P6 specifications. This is due to the restriction
of the sample in the respective quartiles (high and medium) and the use of lagged values

in the explanatory variables.

3.6 Discussion and conclusion

The current research contributes to the linkage between generic strategic framework and
proactive environmental strategies by analyzing possible mechanisms that firms use to
direct their local search and learning. In this way it provides an example of possible
learning mechanisms in the framework suggested by Chandler and Hwang (2015). The
present framework assumes that competitive and benchmarking is directed to the best
competitors in the specific strategic group in which the company belongs. It assumes that
firms are monitoring the leaders in the strategic group in which they belong searching for
cues about best environmental practices. These in turn act as trigger for further in house

developments of proactive environmental strategies.

Results show that the difference of the focal firm’s ESP from the strategic leader’s ESP
have a positive statistically significant effect on the focal firm’s future ESP. For proactive
firms which exceed the ESP of the strategic leaders, results are clearcut and strong across
strategic groups. The environmental gap has indeed a significant effect on ESP, indicating
proactive behavior rather than imitation. This holds for both cost leadership and
differentiation leadership groups. Thus, proactive rather than imitative strategies seem
to prevail, suggesting that firms with ESP above the competitive strategy leaders are
strengthening their lead rather than regressing to the lower ESP levels of strategic leaders.
The reasons may be that as they enter into the world of sustainability, they are
discovering new opportunities to create advantage through collaboration with
stakeholders, feedback and learning from the actions and continuous. Results provide

evidence which can be taken to support this process, providing full support to the
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proposition of the chapter. Thus it confirms arguments such as those advanced by
(Aragén-Correa & Sharma, 2003) who support that proactive firms have an inclination to
produce changes endogenously. Results suggest that proactive firms develop a dynamic
capability for environmental actions, which takes a path-dependent unique form. This is
in line with (Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998) who argue that firms form a nexus of interlinked
capabilities which leads to competitive benefits through environmental responses. Our
results show that this occurs across different generic-strategy groups. So they are in line
with (Christmann, 2000) for low cost practices and (Kitzmueller & Shimshack, 2012), for

environmentally linked competitive advantage.

We have not found an indication of convergence to the strategy leaders ESP levels, which
would indicate isomorphic forces at work. Probably firms exceeding in ESP gradually
become autonomous as they realize that the world of sustainability provides
opportunities to further increase their competitive advantage. The chapter started with a
theoretical framework that balances two competing forces, imitative convergence to the
industry leaders and proactivity. Monitoring of best practices with focus on the industry
leaders may indeed take place, acting as trigger mechanisms and setting in motion local
learning and further environmentally induced innovations. It is argued that firms choose
as a benchmark for best practices the strategic leader in the strategic group that they
belong. In case they detect that they have more efficient and rich environmental practices
than the leader, they may search for selective practices in which they lag. In total however
they initiate an independent dynamic path which abandons convergence to the standards
set by the industry leader. Instead, they accelerate further investing and strengthening
environmentally linked competitive advantages. The sustainability model to which they
ascribe provides opportunities for green innovations, green marketing and green
production technologies (Govindarajan & Srinivas, 2013; Hull & Rothenberg, 2008;
Kitzmueller & Shimshack, 2012; Reed, 2002; Shrivastava, 1995). These constitute

diverging processes generating differences among firms.
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Regarding the national factors included as possible determinants of the environmental
performance at the firm-level results are mixed. Significant indicators are the openness
of the economy and rule of law (or the regulatory quality) obtained only with one
indicator, R&D expenses/Sales for the middle differentiation group. For the same
indicator the coefficient of EPI is negative for all R&D groups. This is surprising as the
Environmental Performance Index of the country (EPI), gives a measure of sustainability
policies in the country. This could be attributed to the fact that EPI is a gross national
indicator, not necessarily relevant to the specific environment of the firms, which is
sector-specific. Also it may be that this indicator is less reliable to distinguish strategic
groups. For other indicators results are insignificant for all groups. So overall it appears
that country level variables are not strong determinants. In order to capture such sectoral
differences we introduce sector dummies in all estimations. Indeed these dummies are

jointly significant and justify their inclusion in the model.

Regarding firm specific variables, the social score is significant in most equations where
the focal firm lags in ESP in comparison with the strategic leader in the group. This obtains
for cost leaders and the middle cost group, for non - differentiation and middle
differentiation groups (for R&D indicator) and across all groups for the marketing
differentiation. This variable indicates that social reputation has a dynamic effect,
exerting its influence on the environmental performance. As explained earlier in the
chapter we follow (Surroca et al., 2009) to account for possible endogeneity issues. As
suggested by signaling theory reputable firms choose to disclose more information
regarding their environmental activities to send certain signals to the market, to preserve
or enhance their pro - social image and corporate reputation(Robinson et al., 2011). Next,
the age variable is shown to have a significant positive effect in middle cost groups and in
the non — cost leaders group for both firm under and over the strategic leader, and for
middle differentiation and non — differentiation groups lagging in ESP. This result can be
attributed to the fact that older firms are more widely known with vested stakeholder
relationships, and hence have significant incentives to exhibit higher environmental

engagement. In turn, firm’s size has a strong significant effect in all equations indicating
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that larger firms are more advanced in environmental practices. This may be a result of
the visibility that large firms attract and their desire to obtain and preserve social capital.
Regarding other firm level controls, cash over total assets and firm performance give
rather weak and mixed results. Overall firm specific variables are important, and account

for a significant part of the heterogeneity in firms environmental practices.

It is also important to note that specific firm variables are significant determinants of
environmental conduct of firms. They explain significant part of the heterogeneity among
firms, and suggest that size is strong determinant, and age also in some of the groups. The

social score is insignificant in all groups.

Overall, the results have important theoretical implications. They suggest that proactive
forces operate in all strategy groups, with many firms becoming autonomous, internally
generating environmental initiatives and innovations. At a theoretical level the results
support the view that for proactive firms imitative isomorphic forces may not be so
important except to the extent that the competitive benchmarking acts as trigger
mechanism. Firms leading in ESP seem to find their own way of gaining competitive
benefits through environmental initiatives. The world of sustainability as it unravels

produces opportunities for learning and innovation, leading to competitive advantage.

The results of this research would be a practical value for managers. They highlight that
competitor monitoring does not imply only imitation mechanisms. Success cannot be
achieved by becoming a mime that accepts and imitates uncritically the practices of the
strategic leader. Every good practice of the competitors would provide opportunities and
deserves attention and critical evaluation of its potential in the idiosyncratic context of
the firm in focus. Firms should have the capacity to distinguish their competitive lead in
comparison to the strategic leaders and invest on practices in which they lag, or further
invest in environmental innovations in which they exceed. Certainly strategic leaders
usually follow an array of environmental practices striking a balance between social and
economic considerations which leads to competitive advantage and related benefits.

However their environmental strategy is not easy to track and imitate because they
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protect their advantage and the tacit knowledge associated with competitive advantage.
This research comes to remind that even incomplete monitoring may provide triggers for
environmentally proactive firms to further increase their advantage. Monitoring of
strategic leaders and competitive analysis is not only an imitating procedure that leads
firms to resort to the leader. Competitive analysis could indicate the gaps of the focal firm
comparatively to their lead business opening avenues for creativity and innovation.
Proactivity in environmental behavior is unique and path dependent enhancing the
generic strategy of the firm. Best performing competitors may serve to give the firms the
opportunity to discover their competitive advantage and invest on that. So, this research
highlights the important dynamic role of proactivity in building environment - related

competitive advantage.

The research however has certain limitations. We should note that in the chapter we have
classified firms into groups with low cost (cost leaders), middle and non-cost orientation
according to the ratio of cost of goods sold over sales (COGS/Sales). We also classified
firms similarly according to their differentiation strategy utilizing two sector adjusted
ratios: the R&D expenses over Sales (Hambrick, 1983; Spanos et al., 2004), and the
marketing expenditure over Sales. Other indicators or even qualitative information may

be used to better discrimination of strategic groups.

Another limitation of this research is that only the index of the total environmental score
is used as the dependent variable. So, it would be very interesting for future research to
distinguish in a second level separate environmental performance aspects and to see
whether the arguments of proactivity hold for all of them. For example, in the case of cost
leadership indices like reduced costs from energy, waste, material or water savings could
be examined. Similarly, in the case of differentiation leadership, research could be

focused on environmental innovation, R&D or marketing environmental practices.
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Table 3.1: Explanatory variables of environmental score

Description Expected

Types of variables Sign

Environmental score: The score assigned by ASSET4 database for the environmental pillar of each

Dependent variable .
firm.

Distance from cost leader (Env Gap Cost): This is the squared difference of environmental score +
between the focal firm and the cost leader, divided by the environmental score of the cost leader.

For each industry-year pair of the sample the cost leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the
maximum ratio of cost of goods sold over sales.

Distance from differentiation leader (Env Gap R&D Diff): This is the squared difference of

+
environmental score between the focal firm and the differentiation leader, divided by the
environmental score of the differentiation leader. For each industry-year pair of the sample the

Distance from the leader differentiation leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the maximum ratio of R&D expenses over
sales.

Distance from differentiation leader (Env Gap Markt Diff): This is the squared difference of +

environmental score between the focal firm and the differentiation leader, divided by the
environmental score of the differentiation leader. For each industry-year pair of the sample the
differentiation leader is defined as the firm exhibiting the maximum ratio of marketing expenses
over sales.

Social score: The social pillar score, assigned by ASSET4 to each firm in the sample, measures a
company's capacity to generate trust and loyalty with its workforce, customers and society, through
its use of best management practices. It is a reflection of the company's reputation and the health +
of its license to operate, which are key factors in determining its ability to generate long term

. . shareholder value.
Firm-specific factors

Age: The number of years the firm operates. +

Employees: The total number of employees as reported in Datastream database. +

Cash and cash equivalents / Total Assets (Cash_TA): This is the ratio of item (WC02001) over item
(WC02999) of Worldscope database which account for cash and due from banks for banks in the

+
sample, cash for insurance companies in the sample and cash and short term investments for all
other industries in the sample and total assets, respectively.
Return on assets (ROA): The ratio of net income over total assets. It is used as an indication of .
profitability.
Environmental performance index (EPI): This is an index published by Yale University representing .

the overall environmental performance of a country.
Openness ((imports+exports)/GDP): This is the ratio of the summation of imports and exports over
the total GDP of a country’s economy. It is used as a measure of an economy’s openness and +

international trade.

Regulatory quality: This is an index, published by World Bank, which reflects perceptions of the

Country factors ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies and regulations that permit .
and promote private sector development. Higher values of the index indicate higher regulatory
quality.
Rule of Law: This is an index, published by World Bank, which captures perceptions of the extent to
which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, and in particular the quality of .

contract enforcement, property rights, the police, and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime
and violence. Higher values of the index indicate higher rule of law.

Notes: This table lists all the explanatory variables examined in this chapter as possible determinants of the environmental score. The column “Expected Sign” refers to
the a priori theoretical sign of the explanatory variable.
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Table 3.2: Sample distribution of firm-year observations across industries, years and

countries

Panel A: Sample distribution across sectors

Industry categories

Basic materials
Consumer goods
Consumers ervices
Financials
Healthcare
Industrials

Oil & Gas
Technology

Telecommunications

Utilities
Total

Observations
2,204
3,042
3,210
1,578
1,504
4,527
1,700
2,208

550
864
21,207

Panel B: Sample distribution across years

Year Observations
2002 645
2003 658
2004 1,223
2005 1,524
2006 1,525
2007 1,610
2008 1,920
2009 2,183
2010 2,577
2011 2,628
2012 2,507
2013 2,207
Total 21,207

Panel C: Sample distribution across countries

Country Observations Country Observations
Australia 465 Japan 3,259
Austria 147 Malaysia 40
Belgium 148 Mexico 91
Brazil 209 Moroco 6
Canada 1,074 Netherlands 255
Chile 34 New Zealand 11
China 310 Norway 155
Colombia 19 Philippines 35
Czech Republic 16 Poland 53
Denmark 149 Portugal 27
Dubai 3 Russian Federation 59
Egypt 2 Saudi Arabia 11
Finland 145 Singapore 143
France 539 South Africa 190
Germany 685 South Korea 305
Greece 143 Spain 99
Hong Kong 679 Sweden 416
Hungary 8 Switzerland 469
India 22 Taiwan 380
Indonesia 88 Thailand 9
Ireland 78 Turkey 74
Israel 46 UK 2,102
Italy 315 us 7,654
Total 21,207
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Table 3.3: Descriptive Statistics: Low Cost Strategy

Environmental
Performance

Env Gap Cost +-2

Social Scoret-2

Age (in years)

Employees

Cash/Total Assets

Firm performance
(ROA score )

Environmental
Performance Index

Openness

Regulatory Quality

Rule of law

Observations

9804

7369

5092

9751

9804

9802

9799

8504

9681

9768

9768

Mean

0.70

0.77

0.03

24.11

37485.95

0.13

0.09

71.02

0.51

1.37

1.44

Median

0.82

0.15

0.06

24

15259.5

0.09

0.07

71.25

0.34

1.45

1.58

Minimum

0.09

0.00

-0.75

15

0.00

-0.20

30.69

0.25

-0.47

-0.95

Maximum

0.97

3.76

0.67

46

267830

0.65

0.39

88.79

1.23

2.00

2.00

Standard
Deviation

0.27

1.20

0.20

12.34

56069.12

0.12

0.07

7.05

0.28

0.39

0.45

Skewness

-0.87

1.59

-0.42

-0.11

2.60

1.75

0.86

-0.96

1.10

-1.73

-2.61

Kurtosis

2.31

4.06

3.85

1.70

9.89

6.58

5.54

7.00

3.30

7.53

10.67
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Table 3.4: Descriptive Statistics: Innovation Differentiation Strategy (R&D)

Environmental
Performance

Env Gap R&D Diff:.,
Social Score:-2

Age (in years)
Employees

Cash/Total Assets

Firm performance
(ROA score )
Environmental
Performance Index

Openness
Regulatory Quality

Rule of law

Observations

5614

4427

3208

5596

5614

5614

5611

4940

5573

5604

5604

Mean

0.77

0.55

0.02

25.47

17.46

40247.19

0.09

71.23

0.49

1.35

1.46

Median

0.89

0.10

0.06

28

17.01

18500

0.08

71.23

0.30

1.39

1.55

Minimum

0.09

0.00

-0.76

9.73

25

-0.20

29.99

0.25

-0.47

-0.95

Maximum

0.97

2.28

0.64

46

23.93

267830

0.39

88.79

1.23

2.00

2.00

Standard
Deviation

0.23

0.82

0.20

12.25

2.62

55424.9

0.07

6.59

0.29

0.34

0.38

Skewness

-1.41

1.38

-0.62

-0.30

0.41

2.51

0.68

-0.60

1.16

-1.59

-2.77

Kurtosis

3.80

3.27

4.23

1.75

2.35

9.50

5.17

7.43

3.19

8.42

13.78
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Table 3.5: Descriptive Statistics: Marketing Differentiation Strategy

Observations Mean Median Minimum  Maximum Star.\da.rd Skewness Kurtosis
Deviation

Environmental 9892 0.70 0.82 0.09 0.97 0.27 -0.93 2.47
Performance

Env Gap Cost:., 7566 0.68 0.14 0.00 3.48 1.08 1.72 4.56
Social Scorer. 5295 0.02 0.06 -0.74 0.67 0.21 -0.44 3.88
Age (in years) 9833 24.13 24 1 46 12.45 -0.11 1.69
Employees 9892 36935.28 15176.5 15 267830 55348.69 2.64 10.17
Cash/Total Assets 9890 0.12 0.09 0.00 0.65 0.11 1.73 6.61
Firm performance 9887 0.09 0.08 -0.20 0.39 0.07 0.96 5.33
(ROA score )

Environmental 8612 71.02 71.23 29.99 88.79 7.00 -0.94 6.99
Performance Index

Openness 9766 0.50 0.34 0.25 1.23 0.28 1.12 3.36
Regu|atory Qua|ity 9856 1.38 1.45 -0.53 2.00 0.39 -1.76 7.75
Rule of law 9856 1.45 1.58 -0.93 2.00 0.45 2.71 11.32

Notes: Min and max are the minimum and maximum values of the sample data, respectively. Skewness and kurtosis are the estimated centralized third and fourth moments of the data. See
also table 3.1 for definitions of variables. All variables are winsorized at 1tand 99t percentiles.
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Table 3.6: Correlation matrix of variables:

Low Cost Strategy

Environmental 1
Performance

2  Env Gap Cost: 0,21
3 Social Scoret., 0,04
4 Log (Age) 0,19

5 Log(Employees) 0,29

6 Cash/Total 0,02
Assets
Firm
7 performance -0,02
(ROA score)
Environmental
8 Performance 0,07
Index
9 Openness 0,04
10 Regula.tory 0,07
Quality
11 Rule of law -0,04

0,05

0,06

0,07

0,01

0,01

0,04

0,03

0,01

0,02

-0,03

-0,14

0,00

0,20

-0,03

0,06

0,11

0,04

4

0,26

-0,07

-0,06

-0,07

-0,22

-0,05

0,01

-0,06

-0,20

-0,17

-0,28

-0,55

-0,38

0,20

-0,04

-0,08

-0,06

0,00

-0,10

0,00

0,16

0,11

8 9 10
1
0,64 1
0,45 0,39 1
0,41 0,27 0,86

11

Notes: This table presents the pair-wise linear correlations among the variables included in eq. (1). Correlations over 0.6 are in bold.
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Table 3.7: Correlation matrix of variables:

Innovation Differentiation Strategy (R&D)

Environmental 1
Performance

Env Gap R&D Diff:, 0,11

N

3 Social Score:., 0,03
4 Log (Age) 0,19
5 Log (Employees) 0,29

6 Cash/Total Assets -0,12

Firm performance ;4

7
(ROA score )
Environmental 0,07
Performance Index
9 Openness 0,03

10 Regulatory Quality -0,10

11 Rule of law -0,05

0,04

0,00

0,07

0,02

-0,06

-0,02

-0,05

-0,06

-0,03

3 4 5 6 7

1
-0,05 1
-0,19 0,28 1
-0,06 -0,08 -0,11 1
0,17 -0,06 -0,29 0,17 1
0,00 -0,04 -0,12 -0,09 -0,06
0,08 -0,25 -0,26 -0,13 -0,01
0,19 -0,09 -0,61 -0,01 0,23
0,14 -0,02 -0,50 0,02 0,18

0,63

0,46

0,47

0,44

0,32

10

0,88

11

Notes: This table presents the pair-wise linear correlations among the variables included in eq. (1). Correlations over 0.6 are in bold.
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Table 3.8: Correlation matrix of variables:

Marketing Differentiation Strategy

Environmental 1
Performance

2  Env Gap Markt Diff., 0,22
3 Social Scoret-» 0,05
4 Log (Age) 0,19

5 Log (Employees) 0,31

6 Cash/Total Assets -0,03
Firm performance -0,08
(ROA score)
Environmental 0,10
Performance Index
9 Openness 0,06

10 Regulatory Quality -0,10

11 Rule of law -0,08

0,06

0,04

0,06

0,01

0,02

0,05

0,07

-0,02

-0,02

-0,05

-0,17

-0,01

0,20

0,00

0,08

0,11

0,05

4

0,24

-0,07

-0,07

-0,05

-0,20

-0,03

0,03

-0,04

-0,23

-0,17

-0,24

-0,55

-0,41

0,20

-0,04

-0,09

-0,06

-0,01

-0,08
-0,02
0,16

0,12

0,61

0,48

0,43

0,37

0,25

10

0,87

11

Notes: This table presents the pair-wise linear correlations among the variables included in eq. (1). Correlations over 0.6 are in bold.
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Table 3.9: Panel Regressions-Low Cost Strategy

Environmental Score
P1 P2
High group Middle group
(>75% Cost of goods (25-75% Cost of goods
sold/Sales) sold/Sales )

Env Gap Cost -, 0.056™"" 0.026™"
(6.921) (6.106)

Social Scoret.2 0.027 0.022
(0.626) (0.495)

Age 0.015 0.022"
(0.847) (1.681)
Employees 0.059™" 0.054™
(8.723) (5.544)

Cash/Total Assets 0.067 -0.034
(0.603) (-0.712)

Firm performance -0.121 0.010
(-0.664) (0.101)

EPI -0.001 -0.017
(-0.103) (-1.417)

Openess 0.067 0.131
(0.281) (1.443)

Rule of law 0.003 0.209
(.) (0.919)

Constant 0.249 1.180
(0.305) (0.840)

Observations 1215 1983
Adjusted R? 0.4100 0.3051

Notes: Cost-Leaders: They charge low prices relative to their COGS, so the difference between SALES-GOGS is small and the price
cost margin ratio ((Sales-COGS)/Sales) is small. (but they sell a large volume of units and thus they only aim on having a small profit
from each unit sold - say cars made by KIA).Non-cost leaders (differentiators): They charge high prices relative to their COGS, so the
difference between SALES-GOGS is large and the price cost margin ratio ((Sales-COGS)/Sales) is large. (but they only have a small
volume of sales thus they need to earn a lot of money from each unit sold - say cars made by Mercedes-Benz).
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Table 3.10: Panel Regressions-Differentiation Strategy

Environmental Score

R&D Differentiation Leaders Marketing Differentiation Leaders
P3 P4 P5 P6
High group Middle group High group Middle group
(>75% R&D (25-75% R&D (>75% (25-75% Marketing
expenses/Sales) expenses/Sales) Marketing expenses /Sales)
expenses/Sales)
Env Gap R&D Diff:., 0.044™" 0.030™" Env Gap Markt Diff.., 0.042"" 0.039™"
(4.639) (3.375) (15.448) (7.969)
Social Score:., -0.020 0.040 Social Score;., 0.043 0.039
(-0.460) (0.880) (0.940) (1.197)
Age -0.007 0.012 Age 0.050""" 0.021°
(-0.438) (0.980) (3.323) (1.796)
Employees 0.052"*" 0.043™" Employees 0.050""" 0.053™"
(4.583) (6.454) (5.916) (5.942)
Cash/Total Assets -0.048 -0.113 Cash/Total Assets 0.014 -0.152"
(-0.475) (-1.502) (0.161) (-2.103)
Firm performance -0.108 0.154 Firm performance -0.286 -0.091
(ROA score ) (ROA score)
(-0.837) (1.037) (-1.634) (-0.664)
Environmental -0.039™ -0.032° Environmental 0.010 0.009
Performance Index Performance Index
(-3.087) (-1.858) (.) (0.750)
Openess -0.222 0.775™" Openess -0.083 0.147
(-1.183) (3.831) (-0.316) (0.758)
Rule of law -0.010 0.326™" Rule of law 0.219" 0.097
(.) (3.845) (1.725) (0.586)
Constant 3.274™ 2.056 Constant -1.065™" -0.691
(2.959) (1.524) (-6.354) (-0.516)
Observations 981 1080 Observations 1294 1703
Adjusted R? 0.3593 0.3384 Adjusted R? 0.3180 0.3602
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Conclusions

This thesis examines the determinants of corporate environmental responsibility in
the framework of corporate strategy. More specifically, it deals with the determinants
of two dimensions of corporate environmental strategy: corporate environmental

disclosure and corporate environmental performance.

The first chapter investigates the effect of corporate social reputation, as depicted by
the social performance that a firm has accumulated over time, on corporate
environmental disclosure. Disclosure is of high importance according to the recent
Directive of the European Parliament and Council obliging firms to disclose non-
financial information (EU Directive, 2014), that demonstrates the urgent need for
transparency of environmental practices. Results presented reveal that the level of
social performance has a positive effect on the level of environmental disclosure. This
positive relationship is explained by signaling theory in conjunction with the
instrumental stakeholder theory. According to the instrumental stakeholder theory,
socially inclined firms create formal and informal contractual relationships with
stakeholders which establish their selected ethical character that varies across firms.
Firms are likely to extend their relational contracts to environmental aspects, shaping
a symmetric to the social level of environmental performance, disclosing in turn
information regarding their environmental practices. This relationship demonstrates
that the functions of the social and the environmental pillar of corporate sustainability
are symmetric and interdependent, endogenously determined. The results of the first
chapter confirm that the social pillar extends to the development of the
environmental pillar, explaining the mechanism by which both interact, as the firm is

marching on the road of corporate sustainability.

The second and third chapter examine imitative and proactiveness mechanisms based
on the generic strategies framework, which determine the level of environmental
performance that firms adopt. To investigate this, firms are classified according to
their generic strategy. It uses three indicators to classify the strategy groups: the ratio
of goods sold/ sales for firms that follow a low cost strategy and R&D expenses/ sales
ratio and marketing expenses/ sales ratio for firms following innovative and marketing

differentiation strategy respectively. More specifically, the second chapter of this
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thesis shows that an imitation mechanism takes place under the general competitive
strategy framework. According to this mechanism when a firm is outperformed in
terms of environmental performance by the strategic leader in the same generic
strategy group that the firm belongs, it tends to imitate the strategic leader. The
greater the distance of the environmental practices of the firm from the strategic
leader, the higher its environmental performance. Indeed, the results confirm that the
imitation mechanism of environmental practices of strategic leader applies across
both cost strategy and differentiation strategy groups. Being in line with the generic
strategies framework and the institutional theory, the results suggest that
environmental performance is directly centered not on the mimetic process of the
environmental policy leaders themselves, but on the overall competitive strategy

leaders.

However, in the case of innovative differentiation, as reflected by research and
development practices, the results indicate that the mechanism under which firms
imitate the strategic leader does not work. This result is not surprising. The research
and development practices (R&D) have certain characteristics that prevent their
imitation by competitors, such as the protection of intellectual property (e.g. patents),
and the implementation in different stages that eliminate the possibility for
competitors to decode them. This difficulty is expected to result as complex practices
possibly involving technological patents raise legal barriers and procedural obstacles
that give firms - pioneers the opportunity to preserve their competitive advantage.
Therefore, the imitation process of R&D practices is possibly difficult to be performed
effectively and may discourage competitors to try it, because of the uncertainty of the
results. It is evident that the imitation of R&D practices is prevented by a combination
of mechanisms that include the difficulty itself for R&D to be duplicated, the cost and
the required resources of the imitating process, the continuous “chase” of the rapid
change of technology and the uncertainty of the returns of R&D investment due to
certain privileges that pioneers enjoy, such as the loyalty of interested groups because

of an already established brand name.

Despite the insignificant results for R&D, overall, the results demonstrate that a firm

is not looking for best environmental practices by monitoring the environmental
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leader but the strategy leader with the best competitive strategy in its respective
group, in order to cope with competition. Imitation of environmental practices can be
effected either by adopting general environmental practices of the leader or by
implementing practices concerning the competitive advantage inherent in the

strategy they follow.

The third chapter examines the reaction of firms that ascertain, during the competitor
monitoring, that they have a higher environmental performance level than their
strategic leader. In this case imitation would mean convergence to the leader with
negative impact on its environmental performance. However, results show that the
opposite obtains. Being in line with the proactiveness perspective and the competitive
advantage imperative, the results indicate that in this case the firm is activated to
enhance its environmental performance. As it discovers the world of sustainability it
is undertaking further environmental initiatives, investing in its potential competitive
advantage. According to the results, this mechanism works across strategic groups, i.e.

for firms that follow either cost strategy or differentiation strategy.

All three chapters consider national context factors such as the environmental
performance index, the openness of the economy, the level of corruption and
legislation enforcement. The findings show that these factors are relevant in
explaining the observed levels of firm-level environmental disclosure and

environmental performance in certain of the equations estimated.

The results have important managerial implications. Managers should monitor both
strategic leaders and the environment, the legislation and other national indicators of
the country in which they operate. This for the purpose of matching strategic leaders
and also in order to realize in advance the conditions they are required to comply with
in order to prepare on time their green agenda with consistency, and not to be forced
to engage to constrained practices, for example greenwashing, that might result in
loss of stakeholder trust. In any case, regardless of whether they are reactive or
proactive, firms could only benefit from monitoring the strategic competitors and the
national indicators. All are mediated by the formal and informal relational contracts

that the firm has established with its stakeholders. For example, if a firm operates in

135



a country with strict laws regarding environmental issues, it should adopt them and
communicate to its stakeholders its environmental practices to achieve its legitimacy.
Respectively, for a firm operating in a country with low ability to impose its laws,
corporate environmental disclosure could be used as a strategic weapon of
competitive advantage, as the expected reaction of its competitors would likely be to
rest due to the inactive state of the applicable laws and not to invest in environmental
issues. So the managerial implications derived from these findings suggest that the
managers should adjust and expand their practices by initiating monitoring and
learning processes. For instance following their overall social reputation and the level
of their environmental performance compared to the level of the environmental
performance of their strategic leaders and the national environment in which they

operate, they would activate imitative learning and environmental proactiveness.

To sum up, this dissertation clarifies some unanswered questions about the
determinants of corporate environmental strategy. It draws upon the perspectives of
instrumental stakeholder theory, imitative isomorphism in institutional theory,
generic strategies and environmental proactiveness. Overall, it is extremely useful for
business routines and functions to be explained not individually but like functions of
living organisms that are not autonomous but act comparatively and with self-
assessment as interrelated mechanisms. The three chapters of this PhD dissertation
identify such mechanisms affecting corporate environmental strategy, both in

environmental disclosure and environmental performance level.
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