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Abstract  

This study examines the relationship between corporate environmental policy disclosures and 

firms’ environmental investments. Using an endogenous switching probit (ESP) model to 

mitigate potential endogeneity issues, this study serves two purposes. Initially, it estimates 

the influence of six organizational characteristics—size, age, manager gender, export 

orientation, family ownership, and corporate group affiliation—on the probability of firms 

declaring pro-environmental policies. Subsequently, we test whether such policy disclosures 

are reliable predictors of environmental investment. We use the retail sector as a case study 

because of its pivotal role as an intermediary between primary producers, manufacturers, and 

consumers, thereby holding a uniquely influential position in driving sustainable 

consumption and production. Our results show a positive relationship between size, manager 

gender, export orientation, family ownership, and corporate group affiliation. In addition, we 

find that declaring an environmental policy positively affects the likelihood of businesses 

investing in environmental protection. This study contributes to the existing literature in three 

significant ways: it increases the evidence supporting a causal relationship between 

environmental policy disclosure and environmental investments; it is the first to explore this 

relationship within the retail industry; and it broadens our understanding of this dynamic in 

the context of developing countries.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

For businesses, governments, consumers, and scientists alike, recent structural changes 

brought about by environmental constraints, such as responses to climate change, pose new 

problems (Dietz et al., 2003; Whiteman et al., 2013). According to some estimates, 

environmental concerns could cause businesses and organizations to incur short-term cost 

hikes of up to US$120 billion (CDP, 2019). Thus, firms are compelled to act to reduce the 

environmental effects of their activities (Sharma & Sharma, 2011; Sharma & Ruud, 2003; 

Shrivastava, 1995; Shrivastava & Hart, 1995), for example, by declaring environmental 

policies (Bilal et al., 2023) and implementing pollution prevention techniques (Hart & 

Dowell, 2011; King & Lenox, 2002; Sharma & Henriques, 2005). This study illuminates the 

relationship between policy disclosure and firms’ environmental behavior. 

We distinguish between active and passive environmental behaviors. Passive environmental 

behavior is when companies engage in the responsible use of natural resources or reduce their 

environmental impact by recycling and diminishing waste (without incurring expenses). 

Spending on clean production, environmental operations, and corporate environmental 

obligations, such as environmental investments, are examples of active environmental 
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behavior (Chang et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2015). Regardless of the type of environmental 

behavior, there is consensus in the literature about the positive relationship between firms’ 

environmental behavior and financial performance (Albertini, 2013). However, some 

evidence suggests that this positive relationship is time-dependent (Hang et al., 2019).   

A corporate environmental policy is a formal declaration by a firm detailing its commitment 

to environmental conservation. It communicates its ecological intentions to stakeholders, 

establishes a foundation for environmental objectives, and motivates the workforce. It 

outlines a company’s ecological stance and goals for future sustainable growth and capability 

enhancement (Kuk et al., 2005). Furthermore, environmental policy disclosures may have 

symbolic value (such as transparency) or substantial value in providing relevant information 

to shareholders and other stakeholders (Gerged et al., 2021). In either case, the evidence 

suggests that providing environmental information positively affects firm value (Broadstock 

et al., 2018; Plumlee et al., 2015). 

Societal actors, including businesses and organizations, must shift from policy disclosure to 

environmental behavior to address critical and global concerns. Despite the relevance of this 

transition, more evidence on the relationship between corporate environmental policy 

disclosures and firms’ active environmental behavior is needed. Our review shows that most 

previous evidence relates to the relationship between corporate environmental policy and 

gender (Dai et al., 2018; Xie et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2023), employee behavior (Paillé & 

Raineri, 2015; Raineri & Paillé, 2016), shareholder value (Fernando et al., 2017), and 

financial performance (Gangi et al., 2020). The evidence related to policy disclosure includes 

the influence of firms’ size, financial situation, ownership (D’Amico et al., 2016), cultural 

dimensions (Pucheta-Martínez & Gallego-Álvarez, 2020), corporate governance (Gerged, 

2021), and board diversity (Peng et al., 2021). The evidence related to active environmental 

behavior (i.e., environmental investments) includes firm value (Halme & Niskanen, 2001; 

Shabbir & Wisdom, 2020), the influence of environmental regulations, and firm 

characteristics (Bhuiyan et al., 2021; Carballo‐Penela & Castromán‐Diz, 2015; García-

Quevedo & Jové-Llopis, 2021; Hrovatin et al., 2016; Solnørdal & Foss, 2018). Some studies 

have analyzed the relationship between environmental performance and environmental 

disclosure (Doan & Sassen, 2020) and environmental disclosure and ESG performance 

(Khan, 2022; Olsen et al., 2021). 

Most studies analyzing the relationship between corporate environmental policy disclosure 

and firms’ environmental behavior relate to either greenwashing (de Freitas Netto et al., 

2020; Delmas & Burbano, 2011; Seele & Gatti, 2017) or brownwashing (Huang et al., 2022; 

Montgomery & Robertson, 2022; Testa et al., 2018). Furthermore, there is little evidence 

assessing the influence of corporate environmental policy disclosures on actual actions, and 

this evidence has yielded mixed results. For instance, Ramus and Montiel (2005) found low 

adoption rates for specific environmental policies. Wolf and Floyd (2017) reported that the 

declaration of guidelines does not guarantee that companies will adopt pro-environmental 

behaviors. Pechancová et al. (2019) suggested that corporate environmental policy may 

encourage three levels of environmental management systems that lead to different 

environmentally responsible behaviors. In contrast, Guo et al. (2020) found that firms’ 

environmental ethics, as a pro-environmental intention, positively influence the adoption of 

clean production and green innovation.  

The evidence suggests that moving from policy disclosure to active environmental behavior 

is not guaranteed. For instance, firms can announce pro-environmental policies as symbolic 

acts driven by stakeholder pressure or normative requirements (Félonneau & Becker, 2008; 

Wolf & Floyd, 2017). Therefore, transitioning from environmental intention to active 

environmental behavior is a complex decision-making process that depends on several 
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factors, such as corporate environmental reputation goals, organizational environmental 

culture, firms’ environmental conscientiousness, company performance/value expectations, 

and available resources for green practices (Biswas et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2018; Li et al., 

2020; Morales-Raya et al., 2019). 

The objectives of this study are twofold. First, we estimate the effect of six organizational 

characteristics—size, age, manager’s gender, export orientation, family ownership, and 

corporate group affiliation—on the probability that firms declare pro-environmental intention 

through a corporate environmental policy. We then test whether environmental policy 

disclosure is a good predictor of active pro-environmental behavior. We employ an 

endogenous switching probit (ESC), a two-stage discrete choice model, using a sample of 

2,376 Chilean firms. We discovered that firm size, manager gender, export activity, family 

ownership, and corporate group affiliation are significant characteristics influencing firms’ 

pro-environmental intentions. This result holds for both general and retail subsamples. 

Furthermore, our findings indicate that policy disclosure is a reliable predictor of active pro-

environmental behavior in both general and retail industries.  

Notably, the retail sector operates in a distinctive manner. Firms in this industry procure 

inventory from various suppliers, often without the ability to exert significant influence on 

the origin or production methodology of goods. Moreover, these retail entities often lack 

comprehensive insight into sustainability aspects or the full scope of the supply chain 

involved (Ma et al., 2016). However, serving as a crucial link between primary producers, 

manufacturers, and consumers places retailers in a unique position to drive sustainable 

consumption and production. 

Owing to the nature of their businesses, retailers significantly affect the environment, either 

indirectly or directly through the effects of their operations (Bradley, 2016; Brancoli et al., 

2017; Miah et al., 2018). However, owing to its size, the retail industry has significant 

financial clout and the means to deal with environmental challenges. Scholars (Delai & 

Takahashi, 2013; Lai et al., 2010; Ma et al., 2016) suggest that retailers use three types of 

strategies to promote sustainable production and consumption: 1) managing the impacts of 

their operations by implementing environmental management systems, 2) managing the 

impacts throughout the value chain, and 3) educating consumers on topics related to 

sustainable consumption. Furthermore, Naidoo and Gasparatos (2018) outlined the most 

researched strategies within each area, with energy management, greenhouse gas emission 

reduction, integrated waste management, and water conservation being the most pertinent for 

this study. Consistent with evidence from other industries, there is a positive relationship 

between reporting and retail financial, operational, and market performances (Buallay, 2022). 

This study contributes to the existing literature in three ways. First, we provide more evidence 

of the causal relationship between environmental policy disclosures and firms’ active 

environmental behavior. Second, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to address 

the relationship between policy disclosure and environmental behavior in the retail industry. 

Finally, we contribute to the understanding of the link between environmental disclosure and 

behavior in developing countries.  

From a practical standpoint, our findings emphasize the distinction between pro-

environmental intention and behavior. We conclude that, while the declaration of a pro-

environmental policy serves as a reliable predictor of pro-environmental actions, it does not 

guarantee that companies will allocate expenditures or investments to the declared aspects. 

The remainder of this paper is as follows. In section two, we present the conceptual 

framework. Section three presents the research design. The results are presented in section 
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four. Section five discusses our findings in relation to previous evidence. Finally, section six 

presents the conclusions, implications, and avenues for future research.  

2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  

Firms’ intentions encapsulate their core values, vision, and organizational policies. These 

elements outline firms’ expectations of their future trajectories (Gangi et al., 2020; Högström 

et al., 2018; Wolf & Floyd, 2017). Building on this idea, organizations often specify their 

stances on environmental responsibility by incorporating environmental policies into their 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) and corporate sustainability (CS) frameworks (Bansal, 

2005; Carroll, 2015; Manes‐Rossi & Nicolo’, 2022; Shad et al., 2019). Thus, corporate 

environmental policy plays a crucial role, as these policies are not merely statements, but also 

proposed guidelines and action plans. Corporate policies help firms achieve targeted 

environmental objectives, aligning their broader intentions with their ecological 

commitments (Bjørn et al., 2022; Kuk et al., 2005; Lynch-Wood et al., 2009; Sánchez-

Medina et al., 2014). 

Announcing and disseminating environmental policies is part of firms’ planning processes. 

The actual carrying out of those plans is related to firms’ environmental behavior, which can 

be either active or passive. Moreover, to implement a corporate environmental policy, firms 

need to consider several factors for resource allocation and strategic planning, including the 

characteristics of the firm (e.g., size, age, and ownership structure), the availability of 

resources, and organizational objectives (Amahalu, 2019; Elmagrhi et al., 2019; Lawrence et 

al., 2018; Pareek et al., 2019). However, environmental consciousness is increasingly viewed 

as a socially desirable attribute. This pressure can sometimes lead companies to conform to 

social norms rather than genuinely adhere to environmental best practices (Clementino & 

Perkins, 2021; Félonneau & Becker, 2008). Therefore, companies may announce 

environmental policies merely as intentions. If they do not adopt actual environmental 

behaviors to support these policies, they risk engaging in greenwashing (Bernini & La Rosa, 

2023; Delmas & Burbano, 2011). In this case, environmental policies can be used more for 

symbolic reasons than as practical guides for action (Johnstone & Hallberg, 2020; Wolf & 

Floyd, 2017). 

We found limited research assessing the influence of corporate environmental policy 

disclosures on firms’ active environmental behavior. Several studies have examined firm 

characteristics that influence the announcement of environmental policies as part of a CSR 

or CS management system (Gillan et al., 2021; Halkos & Nomikos, 2021; Solikhah & 

Maulina, 2021). Our research is distinctive because it assesses the effects of these variables 

on the willingness to disclose active environmental policies, irrespective of the company 

having a CSR or CS management system in place. Research on firms’ decision-making 

related to environmental behavior is scarce and generally revolves around CS or CSR as a 

dimension of the overall management model (Bansal, 2005; Carroll, 2015; Chen et al., 2023; 

Das & Rangarajan, 2020; Heslin & Ochoa, 2008; Lozano et al., 2015; Székely & Knirsch, 

2005). Moreover, from an organizational perspective, environmental behavior is an ethical 

concern, and as such, it is not easy to measure the impact of behavior on firm performance 

(Ferraz et al., 2017; Jiménez & Vargas, 2019). Thus, moving from policy disclosure to active 

environmental behavior implies using scarce organizational resources, and the objectives of 

financial performance can override those outlined in environmental policies, generating a gap 

between organizational intention and behavior (Afsar & Umrani, 2020; Gaspar, 2013; 

Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; Lynch-Wood et al., 2009). 
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2.1 Firm’s characteristics that influence pro-environmental intention and behavior 

Empirically, previous research shows that firm characteristics matter when declaring an 

organizational environmental policy in a management system (Pareek et al., 2019; Wang, 

2017). For instance, firm size and age can influence CSR policy disclosure, including 

environmental policies (Al-Gamrh & Al-dhamari, 2016; Younis & Sundarakani, 2019). 

Evidence suggests that companies’ environmental strategies vary according to size (Darnall 

et al., 2010; Ozusaglam et al., 2018). Moreover, studies have found a positive relationship 

between company size and firm commitment to environmental performance (Arocena et al., 

2020; Bowen, 2000; Etzion, 2007). Older companies are more likely to declare CSR policies, 

including environmental protection policies (Hossain et al., 2017; Kolsi & Attayah, 2018; 

Salehi et al., 2019). Based on these findings, we propose the following hypothesis: 

H1: Firms that are a) larger and b) older are more likely to announce environmental protection 

policies. 

The empirical evidence establishes that corporate board diversity positively affects 

organizational pro-environmental intentions. Specifically, the presence of women in 

organizational management positively affects the declaration of organizational pro-

environmental intentions through better CSR system performance (Giannarakis et al., 2020; 

Li et al., 2017). For example, Hossain et al. (2017) found a positive relationship between 

gender diversity on boards, higher carbon performance levels, and a greater propensity for 

firms to disclose carbon information assessments voluntarily. In the study conducted by  

Zhang et al. (2023), the relationship between gender and corporate sustainable environmental 

policies was examined in a sample of Chinese listed firms. They discovered a significant 

positive association between female CEOs and sustainable corporate environmental policies. 

Based on these findings, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H2: Firms run by women are more likely to announce environmental protection policies. 

The differences in environmental regulations between countries can restrict or favor imports 

and exports; therefore, export-oriented companies might have more incentive to announce 

environmental protection policies that align with those of the foreign countries to which they 

export (Barrett, 1994; Curzi et al., 2018; Forslid et al., 2018). Moreover, the pro-

environmental policies declared by a firm can influence its competitiveness and performance 

in external markets. For example, Leonidou et al. (2015) suggested that foreign 

environmental public concern and foreign competitive intensity motivate firms to declare and 

implement environmentally friendly export business strategies. Additionally, Dogan et al. 

(2020) proposed that the quality of export products influences environmental degradation and 

recommended that policymakers promote a reduction in the export of goods intensive in 

fossil fuel energy while encouraging the use of more renewable energy sources. Building on 

these concepts, we propose the following hypothesis: 

H3 Firms that export are more likely to announce environmental protection policies. 

Previous research recognizes family firm status as a distinctive characteristic that influences 

the disclosure of pro-environmental intention. Family businesses are highly committed to 

their social and environmental objectives (López-González et al., 2019). Moreover, family 

firms adopt economically, socially, and environmentally responsible behaviors to strengthen 

their social capital and satisfy their stakeholders (Breton-Miller & Miller, 2016; Herrera & 

de las Heras-Rosas, 2020). For instance, Craig and Dibrell (2006) showed that family owned 

companies are better positioned to facilitate environmentally friendly organizational policies. 

Furthermore, family businesses are motivated to invest in pro-environmental actions to 
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protect their reputations (Bammens & Hünermund, 2020; Berrone et al., 2010; Chaudhary et 

al., 2021). Based on these arguments, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H4: Family owned firms are more likely to announce environmental protection policies. 

However, corporate group affiliation is a characteristic that could also impact the adoption 

of environmental policies. Research has demonstrated that this feature has a significant 

positive impact on firms’ commitment to environmental performance and sustainability 

disclosure, including environmental policies (Akram et al., 2018; Mahmood et al., 2018). 

Furthermore, Gerged (2021) suggested that internal corporate governance structures 

influence corporate environmental disclosures in emerging economies. Consequently, there 

are significant differences in the declaration of pro-environmental intentions depending on 

ownership and corporate governance factors, such as managerial, institutional, and foreign 

ownership (Gerged, 2021; Nuskiya et al., 2021). Additionally, in some countries, corporate 

groups (e.g., listed companies) are obligated to disclose non-financial statements (e.g., 

sustainability information) following specific directives that regulate corporate practices 

(Aureli et al., 2020). Based on these considerations, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H5: Firms affiliated with corporate groups are more likely to announce environmental 

protection policies. 

2.2 Different approaches to understanding firms’ environmental commitment. 

Organizational commitment to environmental issues has been investigated using various 

approaches, for instance, the Corporate Environmentalism (CE) perspective (Chrun et al., 

2016; Wang et al., 2021). According to Banerjee (2002), “CE is the organization-wide 

recognition of the legitimacy and importance of the biophysical environment in the 

formulation of organizational strategy and the integration of environmental issues into the 

strategic planning process.” Studies have found a gap in the CE framework between 

organizational pro-environmental intention, the adoption of concrete actions, and 

environmental impacts (Bowen, 2014; Wang et al., 2021).  

Several scholars have applied institutional theory to clarify how the institutional environment 

impacts corporate decisions, particularly those concerning environmental behavior (Baah et 

al., 2021; Hoffman & Jennings, 2015; Scott, 2008). For instance, Rivera (2004) examined 

the relationship between institutional forces, such as regulatory and stakeholder pressures, 

and proactive environmental behavior in the hotel industry. Gao et al. (2019) explored how 

institutional pressures affect corporate environmental responsibility by analyzing the 

interacting effects of cognitive, regulative, and normative pressures at various levels. 

Additionally, Kılıç et al. (2021) investigated the correlation between the institutional 

environment and the adoption of integrated disclosure, providing a broader perspective on 

institutional impacts on corporate actions. 

The natural resource-based view (NRBV) is another framework that describes companies’ 

environmental behavior. Within this framework, businesses adopt strategic environmental 

practices to enhance their environmental performance and gain competitive advantages 

(Anthony Jr., 2019; Kim, 2018). According to Aragón-Correa and Sharma (2003), NRBV 

corporate environmental strategies can be classified as either proactive or reactive. The 

proactive approach involves anticipating future environmental trends; preventing negative 

environmental impacts from the firm’s activities; and designing and/or altering operations, 

processes, and products (Mishra & Yadav, 2021). Conversely, reactive strategies respond 

defensively to environmental regulations and stakeholder pressures (Seroka‐Stolka & 

Fijorek, 2020). The decision to adopt a proactive or reactive environmental strategy is a 
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resource allocation problem (Maniu et al., 2021). Consequently, firms that declare a pro-

environmental policy invest in implementing these guidelines if they perceive that they can 

gain a competitive advantage (Chan et al., 2022; Piwowar-Sulej, 2022). Thus, companies 

must be able to appropriate the rents generated by competitive advantages resulting from 

investments in environmental protection strategies to meet the demands of their shareholders 

and other stakeholders (McDougall et al., 2019; Samadhiya et al., 2023). The NRBV captures 

a complex decision-making process regarding environmental protection strategies with a 

strategic focus on long-term competitive advantage rather than short-term reputational gain, 

as proposed in the greenwashing framework (Andersén, 2021; Lawton & Kock, 2023; Peace 

& Huber, 2023).  

Fulfilling proactive environmental strategies requires the implementation of environmental 

management practices. That is, transitioning from organizational environmental intention to 

behavior systematically through sequential or progressive stages (Potrich et al., 2019; Zhang 

et al., 2019). Within this framework, after the firm declares an environmental intention 

through environmental policy, the logical next step is to implement these intentions and take 

concrete actions by adopting active environmental behavior (Baldassarre et al., 2020; Potrich 

et al., 2019; Roberts & Gehrke, 1996). Several stage models describe the transition phases 

required to become a proactive environmental corporation (Kolk & Mauser, 2002). Roberts 

and Gehrke (1996) proposed a five-stage model that includes inactive, reactive, receptive, 

constructive, and proactive stages. Garcés-Ayerbe et al. (2016) identified four stages in the 

development of proactive environmental strategies: laggard, initiated, proactive, and eco-

innovative. Although there is no universal consensus on the stage model, some phases are 

commonly found in the literature (Potrich et al., 2019). First, in the awareness stage, the firm 

recognizes the necessity of an environmental strategy. Second, the company declares pro-

environmental intentions or policies. Subsequently, the organization takes concrete actions 

for environmental protection, leading to active environmental behavior. Finally, the firm 

must monitor the environmental impacts of its operations, maintain a proactive 

environmental strategy, and capitalize on the benefits thereof (Baldassarre et al., 2020; 

Bowen, 2014; Jeswani et al., 2008; Lee, 2012; Ormazabal et al., 2017; Peace & Huber, 2023; 

Roberts & Gehrke, 1996). Building on these arguments, the following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

H6: Firms that announce environmental protection policies are more likely to invest in pro-

environmental actions. 

3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Method  

To test our hypotheses, we used an endogenous switching probit (ESP) considering two 

dependent variables: (1) the probability of having environmental intention and (2) the 

probability of adopting active pro-environmental behavior. In our case, the variable 

associated with environmental intention is used as an independent variable to estimate active 

environmental behavior. Thus, we faced an endogeneity issue owing to simultaneity (Terza, 

2009).  

The ESP model is a two-stage model that includes the existing correlation of dependent 

variable errors to deliver a consistent estimator. The first stage’s dependent variable can be 

considered a treatment effect on the dependent variable in the second stage measured through 

the average treatment effects on the treated (ATT) (Lokshin & Sajaia, 2011; Powers, 1993). 
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Fig. 1 – Conceptual framework and proposed hypotheses. Source: own research 
 

3.2 Data  

In this study, we used the Fifth Longitudinal Survey of Firms—known by the Spanish 

acronym ELE—from 2017, which contains detailed information from 6,480 Chilean firms 

(INE, 2017), of which 2,376 have complete information. The ELE aims to provide an 

overview of Chilean firms, providing a statistically representative picture of firm size and 

economic sectors. The survey is divided into five modules (finance, market, management, 

human resources, and ICT) and considers four economic sectors (natural resource-related, 

manufacturing, retail, and services). We divided the sample into the full sample (n=2,376) 

and the retail sector (n=1,607), representing 68% of the general sample. 

Our sample contains 28.2% of firms that declare pro-environmental intentions through 

environmental protection policies, and those adopting pro-environmental behavior represent 

8.2% of the sample. Both numbers are slightly lower in the retail sector (26.2% and 7.1%, 

respectively). 

3.3 Variables 

This study employs two dependent variables, each corresponding to a different stage in the 

ESP model. The first dependent variable is environmental policy disclosure, which is 

measured as a dichotomous variable. It takes the value of 1 if the company declares 

environmental protection policies and 0 otherwise. These policies encompass the disclosure 

of energy efficiency, waste management, and management of carbon and water footprints. 

In the second stage, we utilize a dichotomous variable representing active pro-environmental 

behavior. It takes the value of 1 if the company incurs monetary expenditures for 

environmental protection and 0 otherwise. Companies report whether they have incurred 

expenses or made investments in environmental protection in their financial statements. 
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Environmental protection activities include air and water protection, residual water 

management, waste management, soil and groundwater protection and restoration, noise and 

vibration management, biodiversity and landscape protection, and radiation protection. The 

independent variables are the size and age of the company, gender of the CEO, export 

orientation, family ownership, and corporate group affiliation. Firm size is measured by the 

natural logarithm of the fixed assets owned by the company, and age represents the number 

of years that the company has been in operation. We control for the nonlinear effects of age 

by including the square of a firm’s age. The CEO gender variable takes the value of 1 if the 

CEO is male and 0 if the CEO is female. Exports takes the value of 1 if the company exports 

goods and/or services and 0 otherwise. The family firm variable takes the value of 1 if the 

firm’s primary ownership (>60%) belongs to a family, and 0 otherwise. Finally, corporation 

is a variable that takes a value of 1 if the company belongs to a corporate group and 0 

otherwise. Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the full sample and the retail sector 

subsample. 

Tab. 1 – Descriptive statistics. Source: own research 

  All Retail 

Variables Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Dependent       

Environmental policy 0.282 0.450 0.262 0.440 

Investment in environmental protection 0.082 0.275 0.071 0.257 

        

Independent       

Firm-Size 10.012 5.602 10.127 5.313 

Firm-Age 18.813 11.510 18.776 11.926 

Square Firm-Age 486.365 699.817 494.667 777.879 

Manager gender 0.768 0.422 0.757 0.429 

Export Oriented 0.158 0.365 0.171 0.376 

Family firm 0.404 0.491 0.398 0.490 

Corporation 0.199 0.399 0.217 0.412 

Observations 2,376 1,607 

4 RESULTS 

Table 2 displays the results of the ESP model for both the full sample and retail sector 

subsamples. The fit measures indicate adequate values, confirming the explanatory quality 

of the model. The hypothesis that all ESP coefficients are simultaneously equal to zero is 

rejected (Prob > chi2, ρ < 0.01). Both the likelihood ratio chi-square test (LR test Prob > 

chi2) and Wald test (Wald chi2) support the overall significance of the ESP model. These 

interpretations hold for both models (the full sample and the retail subsample). 

In the first stage of the ESP model, we examined the influence of a set of organizational 

characteristics on the likelihood of firms disclosing environmental protection policies. Our 

findings support most of the proposed hypotheses for both the full sample and the retail sector 

models. Notably, the coefficients and significance levels are similar between the full sample 
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and the retail sector subsample. We found support for H1a, H2, H3, H4, and H5 in both the 

retail sector and the overall sample. However, firm age does not significantly affect the 

announcement of environmental protection policies; therefore, H1b is rejected in both 

models. In summary, larger firms (H1a), those managed by males (H2), export-oriented 

entities (H3), family-owned businesses (H4), and corporations (H5) are more inclined to 

disclose environmental protection policies, both in the retail sector and in the overall sample. 

Tab. 2 – ESP Model Results. Source: own research 

  All Retail 

Variables Coeff S.D. Coeff S.D. 

Environmental policy       

Firm-Size 0.059*** 0.006 0.070*** 0.009 

Firm-Age 0.003 0.006 0.010 0.007 

Square Firm-Age 6.03x10-5 8.75x10-5 -1.06x10-6 9.79x10-5 

Manager gender 0.233*** 0.072 0.275*** 0.091 

Export 0.326*** 0.076 0.199** 0.092 

Family firm 0.183*** 0.058 0.161** 0.074 

Corporation 0.472*** 0.071 0.547*** 0.085 

Investment in environmental protection = 1   

Firm-Size 0.050*** 0.010 0.081*** 0.016 

Firm-Age 0.008 0.010 -0.002 0.012 

Square Firm-Age -1.16x10-4 1.51x10-4 -9.95x10-6 1.73 x10-4 

Manager gender 0.309** 0.123 0.332** 0.164 

Export 0.320*** 0.101 0.238* 0.127 

Family firm 0.168* 0.089 0.244** 0.118 

Corporation 0.605*** 0.095 0.699*** 0.121 

Observations 2,376 1,607 

Wald chi2 (7) 272.64 202.68 

Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 

LR test Prob > chi2  0.117 0.510 

ATT 0.224** 0.214** 

***/**/* indicates significance at the 0.01/0.05/0.1 level 

 

Turning to the second stage of the model, which assessed the likelihood of firms actively 

investing in environmental protection measures, ATT is statistically significant in both the 

general and retail models, supporting H6. This suggests that the disclosure of environmental 

policies is not merely symbolic, but translates into substantive investment in environmental 

protection. We found a positive relationship between intention and action, as the declaration 

of environmental policy positively affects firms’ active environmental behavior. At the 
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aggregate level, our results suggest that firms that disclose environmental intentions have a 

22.4% higher probability of making financial investments in environmental protection (active 

environmental behavior) than firms that do not declare environmental intentions. 

Furthermore, in the retail sector, declaring environmental intentions increases the probability 

of active environmental behavior by 21.4%. Figures 2 and 3 show all the proposed hypotheses 

tested for the full sample and the retail sector, respectively. 

 

 

Fig. 2 – Hypotheses testing (full sample). Source: own research 

***/**/* indicates significance at the 0.01/0.05/0.1 level 

 

 

 

Fig. 3 – Hypotheses testing (retail sector). Source: own research 

***/**/* indicates significance at the 0.01/0.05/0.1 level 



 

https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2024.02.05  87 
 

5 DISCUSSION 

This study identified the firm characteristics that influence the likelihood of declaring 

environmental intention through environmental policy and tested whether environmental 

intention is a good predictor of active environmental behavior. We used an ESP model on a 

sample of 2,376 Chilean firms. Our analysis was conducted at both the overall and retail 

sector levels. The context of emerging countries as environmental concerns and corporate 

environmental strategies have not yet been widely developed in these regions (Khan et al., 

2019; Tien et al., 2020). The Chilean retail sector represents a significant proportion of the 

total business population, accounting for 68%, and contributes significantly to the national 

income (INE, 2017). Additionally, this sector plays a substantial role in environmental 

degradation, as observed in fashion-related industries (Brydges, 2021; Niinimäki et al., 

2020). Our work is distinctive in that we focus on specific environmental intentions and 

behaviors, rather than on those integrating CSR or CS as a whole. Thus, it is challenging to 

compare our findings with the results of the mainstream literature because the current 

literature on this topic focuses on the characteristics that influence the declaration of CSR 

and CS systems (e.g., Bansal, 2005; Carroll, 2015; Das & Rangarajan, 2020; Heslin & Ochoa, 

2008; Lozano et al., 2015; Székely & Knirsch, 2005). Moreover, it is difficult to disaggregate 

the specific effects of different characteristics on the adoption of environmental policies (Al-

Gamrh & Al-dhamari, 2016; Gillan et al., 2021). Furthermore, CS and CSR literature has not 

established boundaries between intentions and actions (Heslin & Ochoa, 2008; Lozano et al., 

2015; Székely & Knirsch, 2005). We propose this boundary by distinguishing between 

environmental intentions, passive environmental behaviors, and active environmental 

behaviors. Our findings show that firms that are large, managed by men, export-oriented, 

family owned, and corporate group affiliates are more likely to announce environmental 

policies. The results hold for both the full sample and the retail sector, making the retail 

industry a representative example of the overall Chilean business environment.  

Consistent with previous research, our results demonstrate that a company’s size positively 

influences its commitment to environmental performance (Arocena et al., 2020; Bowen, 

2000; Etzion, 2007). In addition, our study provides further evidence of the significance of 

firm size in the development of a company’s environmental strategy (Darnall et al., 2010; 

Ozusaglam et al., 2018). However, our findings do not support the notion that older 

companies are more likely to declare environmental policies. In contrast to other studies, firm 

age does not emerge as a significant characteristic influencing the adoption of a pro-

environmental policy (e.g., Hossain et al., 2017; Kolsi & Attayah, 2018; Salehi et al., 2019). 

According to Li et al. (2017) and Giannarakis et al. (2020), the presence of women in 

organizational management encourages firms to declare environmental intentions through 

CSR. Moreover, Zhang et al. (2023) found a positive relationship between female CEOs and 

sustainable corporate environmental policies in Chinese listed firms. However, our results 

indicate that male managers positively influence environmental policy disclosures. It is 

possible that women positively impact CSR performance as a whole and/or influence 

decision-making in other aspects of a company’s environmental strategy. 

Export-oriented companies may have more incentive to announce environmental policies to 

improve their access to foreign markets (Barrett, 1994; Curzi et al., 2018; Forslid et al., 2018). 

Leonidou et al. (2015) argued that foreign environmental public concern and foreign 

competitive intensity serve as incentives for firms to adopt environmentally friendly export 

business strategies. This exemplifies how external market pressure can influence a 

company’s environmental strategy decisions. Confirming previous findings, our research 

found a positive relationship between export orientation and the probability that a firm 

declares environmental intention. Additionally, our results show that ownership structure 
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influences the likelihood of declaring environmental intentions (Gerged, 2021; Nuskiya et 

al., 2021). In this context, family-owned firms may exhibit different orientations toward 

environmentally responsible behavior than non-family owned firms. To strengthen their 

social capital, family firms are interested in adopting responsible economic, social, and 

environmental behaviors (Breton-Miller & Miller, 2016; Craig & Dibrell, 2006; Herrera & 

de las Heras-Rosas, 2020). Specifically, concerning environmental concerns, our results 

indicate that family firm status increases the likelihood of announcing environmental 

intentions. This aligns with current evidence suggesting that family firms are more willing 

than non-family firms to take pro-environmental actions to protect their reputations 

(Bammens & Hünermund, 2020; Berrone et al., 2010; Chaudhary et al., 2021; López-

González et al., 2019). Continuing with the influence of ownership structure on the adoption 

of pro-environmental policies, our findings support previous empirical evidence suggesting 

that belonging to a corporate group is a positive factor in a firm’s commitment to 

environmental performance and sustainability disclosures (Akram et al., 2018; Aureli et al., 

2020; Mahmood et al., 2018). By highlighting the positive and significant influence of family 

firms and export-oriented status on the declaration of pro-environmental policies, this study 

underscores the critical role of corporate governance structures in explaining the 

heterogeneity involved in the decisions to declare a corporate environmental strategies (e.g., 

Aureli et al., 2020; Gerged, 2021; Nuskiya et al., 2021).  

This study’s framework is rooted in the NRBV, which argues that the decision to transition 

from intention to action within a corporate environmental strategy is essentially a resource 

allocation problem (Chan et al., 2022; Maniu et al., 2021; Samadhiya et al., 2023). Our 

perspective diverges from the notion that pro-environmental intentions and behaviors are 

merely about reputation or symbolic gestures to meet stakeholder demands. We believe that 

a firm’s environmental protection strategies can lead to long-term competitive advantages 

that surpass short-term reputation-based benefits as suggested by the greenwashing 

framework (Andersén, 2021; Lawton & Kock, 2023; Peace & Huber, 2023). The decision to 

invest in pro-environmental activities involves a multifaceted decision-making process. The 

NRBV framework aptly captures these complexities, helping us understand why firms 

declare and invest in such actions when they perceive the potential for competitive 

advantages and monetary gains (Anthony Jr., 2019; Kim, 2018; McDougall et al., 2019; 

Piwowar-Sulej, 2022; Samadhiya et al., 2023). The transition from a firm’s intention to its 

behavior follows a sequential process, progressing through stages in which investing in pro-

environmental actions becomes the logical next step after declaring pro-environmental 

intentions (Baldassarre et al., 2020; Potrich et al., 2019; Roberts & Gehrke, 1996; Zhang et 

al., 2019). Building on these arguments, we tested whether the declaration of an 

organization’s pro-environmental policy is a reliable predictor of active environmental 

behavior. Our findings indicate that firms that declare environmental protection policies are 

more likely to invest in pro-environmental activities. The willingness to adopt and implement 

a proactive environmental strategy may stem from environmental concerns or the perception 

of an opportunity to gain a competitive advantage and capitalize on its benefits (Jeswani et 

al., 2008; Mishra & Yadav, 2021; Ormazabal et al., 2017). 

6 CONCLUSIONS 

The firm characteristics that affect the willingness to adopt an environmental policy are 

central to understanding organizational environmental intentions. Several studies have 

examined the firm characteristics that influence environmental policy announcements as part 

of a CSR or CS management system. However, our research is distinctive because it assesses 
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the effect of these variables on the willingness to disclose active environmental policies, 

irrespective of a company having a CSR or CS management system in place.  

This study follows a stage-based approach to analyze whether disclosing an organization’s 

pro-environmental policy is a good predictor of active environmental behavior. Although 

environmental policies increase the probability of investing in environmental protection, our 

data show that the gap between intentions and actions is very high. Therefore, many firms do 

not invest money toward their declared intentions, raising questions about why firms declare 

environmental policies but do not take concrete actions for environmental protection.  

Several studies have demonstrated that proactive environmental strategies improve company 

performance; that is, environmental protection initiatives may produce positive cash flows. 

However, most companies have not adopted these initiatives or cannot capitalize on the 

benefits of environmental protection investments. The conflict between financial 

performance goals and environmental protection objectives is rooted in integrating economic, 

social, and environmental dimensions into corporate management systems (e.g., CSR and 

CS). Moreover, the difference between intention and behavior is often ignored, assuming that 

firms announcing a pro-environmental policy necessarily make expenditures on 

environmental protection. We propose that intention and behavior are two different stages in 

proactive environmental strategy; thus, to analyze organizational environmental issues, it is 

necessary to distinguish between these stages. 

6.1 Limitations, future research agenda, and implications 

This study has some limitations that should be explored in future research. Our analysis did 

not consider strategic issues such as dynamic capabilities, competitive advantages, or risk-

taking profiles. Future research could focus on the effect of fear of a global environmental 

collapse on organizational decision-making regarding proactive environmental strategies and 

how firms prepare to face this challenging scenario. This study assesses the relationship 

between environmental intention and active environmental behavior, other studies could 

explore how companies adopt passive environmental behaviors. Moreover, an interesting 

research avenue could be exploring how companies that adopt passive environmental 

behavior can capitalize on their environmental protection initiatives. The results of this study 

are limited to economically developing countries; assessing the same characteristics using 

data from developed countries could lead to different conclusions. Another limitation of this 

study is the lack of longitudinal data, which could improve the estimation precision of the 

proposed models. 

This study has practical applications in public policy design that promotes environmental 

behavior. Public policies should efficiently communicate the regulatory framework of 

environmental protection and resources should be dedicated to smaller companies to 

encourage them to adopt active environmental behaviors. Given that environmental intention 

strongly predicts active environmental behavior, public institutions should promote the 

formal declaration of these intentions through environmental policy and sustainability 

disclosures. In this context, public incentives for innovation may focus more on clean 

technologies and stimulate production processes to become environmentally friendly. 
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