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Abstract

Greenwashing is a communication practice that stssif the deliberate and voluntary
disclosure of environmentally misleading (or evatsé) information by a firm and
which the public understands to be deceptive. Aito prior literature analyzes
greenwashing effects from the greenwasher persgedtie underlying perceptions of
managers in the decision-making process relatesaiataining (or contracting a new) a
commercial partner, client, supplier, or other stakder who is a greenwasher, remain
underexplored. This work empirically examines howeempwashing could influence
managers’ decision making and whether a moderaéiffact of attitude toward
environmental management exists in this relatignsim doing so, this work relies on
experimental design.

Keywords: Greenwashing, managerial decision, green attitexigerimental design,
stakeholder engagement, moderation.



This is a post-print (accepted version) of a warklished in:

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmentahlsigemen®©, 2021
Ferrén Vilchez, V., Valero Gil, J., Suarez Perales,
Vol. 28(2): 860-880. DOIhttps://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2095

1. Introduction
At the end of January 2018, the media revealechamamental scandal involving the
German automotive group Volkswagen. The Europease&eh Group of the
Environment and Health in the Transport Sector (EYYGa research organization
funded by the Volkswagen Group, Daimler and BMW ianded experiments using
monkeys and humans in 2014 (Muhlauer, Brussel, Dddgler, and Ott, 2018; Ewing,
2018). In the experiments, both monkeys and hunmamsled gases from diesel and
gasoline vehicles over a period of time, and s@enthen compared the harmful effects
in both scenarios. The objective of these experimevas to demonstrate that new
diesel vehicles were cleaner than older modeldyawit considering how unethical the
experiments were. In addition, a scandal known i@sdlgate preceded this incident, in
which the automotive company developed illegalwsafe that manipulated emissions
to evade legal standards (Ewing, 2018). Volkswagjembjective in this deceptive
manipulation (Siano, Vollero, Conte, & Amabile, Z)1was to announce that its
vehicles complied with the Clean Air Act in the téd States, to promote the idea that
the company produced less-polluting vehicles, dmd,tto sell more diesel cars in an
American market dominated by gasoline vehicles.hBehvironmental scandals at
Volkswagen exemplify greenwashing, defined as thdective disclosure of
environmental information by companies, concerrpractices that exclusively portray
positive environmental performance (and even hi@de&tces with poor environmental
performance), intending to project a positive coap® environmental image (Bowen,
2014; Delmas & Burbano, 2011; Lyon & Montgomery,120) However, despite these
greenwashing practices, the Volkswagen Group wasatiyest automaker according to

sales volume in 2018 and 2019, with more than bfilBon units sold in 2019. This
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circumstance encourages reflection: is it possibé the behavior of a greenwasher
does not affect its corporate image, and thereftweelations with stakeholders? In this
work, we examine this topic by analyzing greenwagleffects from the perspective of
managers’ perceptions in their decision-making @ssc

In the academic arena, Lyon and Maxwell (2011) jgked the first economic model
regarding greenwashing. Several studies have eraltyianalyzed greenwashing and
its relationship with firm variables, including itsffect on firm profitability (e.g.,
Walker & Wan, 2012), or its influence on firm comnmcation strategies (e.g., Guo,
Tao, Li, & Wang, 2017; Mahoney, Thorne, Cecil, & Gare, 2013), among other
relations. However, several important aspects aoiog how managers perceive
greenwashing in the decision-making process renuaiexplored in the academic
literature. Prior literature has focused on how éRkestence of perceived greenwashing
could affect the consumers’ or the general publdgsision making. For instance, de
Vries et al. (2015) analyzed the general publi€@adency to be suspicious of the
greenwasher behavior of companies in the energwsing Similarly, several
researchers (e.g., Nyilasy, Gangadharbatla, & Hadla@014; Szabo & Webster, 2020)
have studied how perceived greenwashing, throughngadvertising, could affect the
consumers’ reactions and their purchasing decisidagertheless, the perceived effects
of greenwashing and how they affect the decisiokingaskills of managers have not
been previously studied in depth. Furthermore, dllbyrBalluchi and Lazzini (2020)
analyzed whether the existence of misleading conications about environmental
issues affects the stakeholders’ perception ottdmpany. But how is this relationship
perceived from managers’ point of view? In otheras would managers be willing or

not willing to maintain or initiate business retatships with stakeholders who were
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greenwashers or brownwashers? The answers to qneséons are the main novelties
of this study and it attempts to contribute to prigerature on the symbolic
environmental behaviors, in general, and on greshimg, in particular. In other words,
current wisdom has examined greenwashing from #ispective of the greenwasher,
but few studies examine the effect of greenwaslimgnanagers when they perceive
that external stakeholders (e.g., their commerpetner, client, or supplier) is a
greenwasher. In this study, the focus is on anadyzf one-half of a business
relationship, that is, being a greenwasher, cdnente the managerial decision making
of the other half. We also examine whether the geradtitude toward the importance
of environmental management could moderate theceff

The analysis of managerial perceptions, attituded,decisions is highly complex. This
is because when guestioning managers about thpss of variables, it is difficult to
isolate the effect of specific opinions or perceps from more general individual
values. To address this methodological problem pvaposed to test the relationship
using an experimental procedure. Experiments inagament research help correctly
assess the direction of causality between two (oreinvariables (Chatterji, Findley,
Jensen, Meier, & Nielson, 2016). Using this methogdical device, researchers can
randomly assign subjects to a specific treatmemt eontrol group that they are
interested to analyze and isolate from other treatmor effects (Chatterji et al., 2016;
Delmas & Aragén Correa, 2016). We consider that thanipulated isolation is crucial
for determining the underlying factors in manadediacisions, given the existence of
perceived greenwashing. Consequently, the objedivthis study is to analyze the
relationship between greenwashing and managercidas and to determine whether

the “green” attitude of individuals might moderakes relationship. In doing so, this
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study proposes an experimental procedure basedbthnsimuli and items previously

tested in the literature.

2. Theoretical review
2.1.Greenwashing concept
The greenwashing concept has been defined by $emattzors, (e.g., Furlow, 2010;
Mitchell & Ramey, 2011; Ramus & Montiel, 2005) aactording to the Oxford English
Dictionary, as “disinformation disseminated by amamization so as to present an
environmentally responsible public image.” Althoutyiere is no explicit reference of
the intentions of the greenwashing practices i thefinition, it shows that it is a
deliberate action due to two connotations. On the band, greenwashing practices
have an objective to achieve a responsible pubiage; then, greenwashing practices
are implemented with the intention of presentingalse/misleading image that the
organization is green. On the other hand, “disimfation” implies a heavy connotation
of deliberate false information. That is why, froins definition, it is possible to assume
that greenwashing is deliberate and intentionalthis sense, Mitchell and Ramey
(2011) affirmed that greenwashing comes from thalgoation of two concepts: green
and brainwashing. These connotations have pusliea atithors to define the concept
in a different way by adding some other overtor@se of the most widely accepted
definitions is that of Lyon and Maxwell (2011), whizfined greenwashing as “the
selective disclosure of positive information abautompany’s environmental or social
performance, without fully disclosing the negatiméormation on these dimensions, so
as to create an overly positive corporate image”qp These authors understand

greenwashing as the disclosure of only environnhesuacessful information while
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remaining silent when this information is not ireithself-interest. In this case, the
intentional aspect is still present in the defomti but the “disinformation” connotation
has been deleted. In their theoretical work, DelarasBurbano (2011) emphasized that
greenwashers simultaneously combine two firm bedrayias follows: having poor
environmental performance and communicating paditiabout it, which seems to
agree with the symbolic and deliberate action @&egwashing. Furthermore, Bowen
(2014) considered greenwashing a subset of comtimncactivities within a broader
theoretical component, symbolic corporate enviromiadesm, which is defined as “a set
of meanings and representations that are shardt ianvironment and put in place by
managers within organizations for environmentalsoes” (Bowen, 2014, p. 31).
Bowen (2014) summarized three cornerstones thair miudies have considered
regarding greenwashing: it should (1) focus on etigsating selective corporate
information, (2) be a deliberate option, (3) beaativity initiated and managed by the
firm (Bowen, 2014). The author concludes with twaimideas: greenwashing is a
‘merely symbolic’ and deliberate action. In additioother studies have indicated a
fourth cornerstone regarding external accusatiom Yies, Terwel, Ellemers, &
Daamen, 2015; Seele & Gatti, 2017), that is, f@egiwashing to occur, it is necessary
to “be co-constructed in the eye of the behold&Sédle & Gatti, 2017, p. 239).
However, despite the fact that one of the main emtones of greenwashing is that it
must be perceived by “the eye of the beholder” S&eGatti, 2017), some companies
could be greenwashing unintentionally. For exampleras-Saizarbitoria, Boiral and
Diaz de Junguitu (2020) considered that comparoesemes use an environmental
certification to comply with certain requirementsdafor auditing purposes. In such

instances, companies are not fully interested irsleading or hiding negative
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information, but is rather carrying out certain eommental practices in a symbolic
way (Ferrén-Vilchez, Darnall, & Aragon Correa, 2D1@ comply with the legislation

or with the requirements of certain stakeholdergsjnhg regulators, customers and
suppliers (Ferron-Vilchez et al., 2017; Heras-Sairaria et al., 2020). Although the
definitions of greenwashing differ, since the camations regarding its intentions have
been changing over time, we consider that greenmwgstomplies with four main

assumptions: it involves the (1) voluntary discleswf misleading (or even false)
environmental information that must (2) be plan{@dbe initiated by the company and

(4) be understood as misleading by the public.

2.2. Greenwashing under Stakeholders’ engagemestwi

Although the definition of greenwashing is stillaiered, and a debate exists in the
literature about how these practices are developgdcompanies, we consider
greenwashing as a group of symbolic environmeniattices born in response to the
stakeholders’ pressures (Albertini, 2014; Chiu & Wa2015; D’Amico, Coluccia,
Fontana, & Solimene, 2016; Huang & Kung, 2010; ¥ek020). The integration of the
stakeholders’ needs into the strategy of the omgaioins could be explained by the so-
called stakeholders’ engagement. This concept,kalswn as stakeholders’ integration
capacity, was defined by Sharma and Vrendenburg8)18s “the ability to establish
trust-based collaborative relationships with a wideiety of stakeholders” (p. 735).
According to this concept, firms develop a strategradual process through the
stakeholders’ engagement mechanisms with the olgedf obtaining information
about the stakeholders’ environmental interests exjkctations, which also allows

stakeholders to participate in the firms’ enviromta decision-making process
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(Garcés-Ayerbe, Rivera-Torres, & Suérez-Peraled9R0This process of integrating
the stakeholders’ interests into the firm’s envimamtal strategy could sometimes result
in the firm’s adaptation of the stakeholders’ regments through proactive or advanced

environmental practices (Ferron-Vilchez et al., Z(Murillo-Luna, Garcés Ayerbe, &
Rivera- Torres, 2008). Other times, the result of the dtalders’ pressure could be a

misleading disclosure of the green actions. In otherds, in these cases, the
stakeholders’ demands could result in a reactiwpaese. Several firms could be
motivated to be greenwashers as a reactive respmisg which the company can
shield itself (at least until its intention is disered, thus breaking down the trust-based
relationship) from the external stakeholders’ puess, especially when the firms
operate in “environmentally sensitive” or pollutimgdustries (Cho & Patten, 2007).
Prior literature indicates that the level of exwtdrrpressures perceived by the
greenwasher could explain the motivations for adgpthis symbolic environmental
approach. This level differs depending on seveetiolrs, such as the sector in which the
firm operates (de Vries et al., 2015; Ramus & MeInt2005), level of stringency of
political scrutiny concerning environmental issigkrquis, Toffel, & Zhou, 2016), or
a firm’s environmental performance before planngrgenwashing (Cho & Roberts,
2010; Cho & Patten, 2007; Clarkson, Li, Richardg€oWwasvari, 2007), among other
variables. For instance, Kim and Lyon (2015) notieat greenwashing practices are
more likely to appear in companies that are suldegreater sector regulations (e.g.,
the electric utility industry), which translatestanstronger external pressure. On the
other hand, other firms could be motivated to gnessh as a proactive response, when
it attempts to create a competitive advantage basdchprovements in environmental

reputation and corporate image (Lyon & Montgome@@15; Marquis et al., 2016). In
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fact, several authors have suggested that greemwagiractices are common in
companies with less dependence on public reguldimbnas & Montes-Sancho, 2010)
and less pressure from environmental activist ggqiyarquis et al., 2016). Regardless
of whether the greenwasher does so as a react®active response, we consider that
ultimately greenwashers might be interested priman building a better corporate
image than their real image, intending to satidfie tenvironmental demands of
stakeholders such as clients, suppliers, regulatmd society in general (Lyon &

Montgomery, 2015).

3. Hypotheses development

3.1. Effect of perceived greenwashing on managedatision making
Gonzalez Benito and Gonzalez Benito (2006) consitlethat three types of
environmental management practices exist: orgaorrt and planning practices
(which define environmental policies and objectia¢she corporate level); operational
practices (which imply the inclusion of the spexi¢hanges concerning environmental
impacts in the productive systems); and commurangtractices (whose objective is to
disclose the firm’s environmental commitment to tfeneral society). Greenwashing
might be included in the latter category of theimnmental management practices.
Furthermore, when the two dimensions specified leynias and Burbano (2011) are
combined (i.e., environmental performance and gme@nmunication), two types of
firms emerge related to the environmental commuioica firms with a positive
environmental performance that communicates thifopeance to the general public
that are recognized as the greenest companiesfitansl with poor environmental

performance that are recognized as the brown comepgbDelmas & Burbano, 2011).
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According to Kim and Lyon (2015), another type ofrf, known as brownwashers,
exists. These include firms with positive enviromta performance whose
communications understates their environmentaleaeiments. Furthermore, we also
consider the group called “passivists,” that aram$i with poor environmental
performance and no environmental communication®leTd summarizes these four
types of firm behaviors regarding the positive/p@mvironmental performance and

doing green/not doing green communications.

In relation to these types of firm’s behaviors cenming environmental communication,
it is essential to highlight that, although it hbsen assumed that environmental
communication practices try to establish relatigpstwith a variety of stakeholders
around the company (Gonzalez Benito and Gonzalertd&3e2006), the effect of these
practices on managerial decisions has hardly beedied. With regard to the
managerial decisions, we consider that, in the gmes of perceived greenwashing,
managers might doubt the environmental commitmédnthe greenwashing partner
(Seele & Gatti, 2017). This could undermine thet@mtual relationship between the
company and the greenwashing client/supplier. Fostance, the scandals at
Volkswagen could deteriorate relations with equiptn@anufacturers who supply its
motor and mechanical parts (and who do not belontheé German group). Suppliers
may even be willing to break their contracts withlkéwagen if they believe that the
group’s negative environmental image may harm tbein image. Further, this same
logic can be applied to other stakeholders, sucheragronmentalists, community

groups, employees, consumers, potential sharelsoltet investors, public regulators

10
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and society as a whole (Skarmeas & Leonidou, 20E8)lowing this example,

managers of the suppliers for Volkswagen couldsefto continue working with the

German automotive group for fear that other semtembers might stop purchasing
their products or to avoid exposure to the spatlafipublic regulators, who could take
action (such as legal sanctions or penalties) earyrashing behaviors. The “contagion
effect” of being linked to a greenwasher could henpreted as a negative motivation
by managers, because it could harm the related’sfimaputation (Skarmeas &

Leonidou, 2013; Siano et al., 2017). Consequemtignagers attempt to avoid any
punishment from stakeholders due to the spreadreéngvashing. Considering the
decision to trade with greenwashers might harnr fiven’s reputation and profitability

(de Vries et al., 2015), managers will be lesslyike enter contractual relationships
with greenwashers when greenwashing is publicly wkno Following this idea,

managers will attempt to encourage and promotenbasi relationships with the
greenest firms, because of the positive influehce dould have on their reputation and
image. Furthermore, relating to this point, we edasthat brownwashers are stuck in
the middle, since managers are more willing to ma@ntheir business relationships
with them than with greenwashers but, at the same, tprefer to be related to the

greenest firms instead of to brownwashers. Thud)ypethesized as follows:

Hypothesis 1a: Managers are less willing to havasibess relationships with

greenwashers, as compared to the greenest firmosyriwashers, and passivists.

Hypothesis 1b: Managers are more willing to haveibess relationships with

the greenest firms, as compared to greenwasheosyriwashers, and passivists.

11



This is a post-print (accepted version) of a warklished in:

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmentahlsigemen®©, 2021
Ferrén Vilchez, V., Valero Gil, J., Suarez Perales,
Vol. 28(2): 860-880. DOIhttps://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2095

Hypothesis 1c: Managers are more willing to havaibess relationships with
brownwashers, as compared to greenwashers andiiggsgy to have business

relationships with brownwashers, as compared togtteenest firms.

3.2. Moderating effect of green attitude on the agbnship between perceived
greenwashing and managerial decision making

Prior literature highlights the role of personalthrasm in environmental decision
making (e.g., Anderson & Bateman, 2000; Egri & Hann2000). Several studies
examine the connection of managerial backgroundht environmental decision-
making process, such as the adoption of advancesloamental practices or eco-
initiatives (Ramus & Steger, 2000). In fact, manajettitudes and preferences when
implementing environmental advanced practices argkry strategies were seminal
topics in the initial academic literature on enwmmwental management. This is
demonstrated by the publication of several studiesthe “green” attitudes and
preferences of managers in the special issieatlemy of Management JourrfAMJ)
in 2000 called “Special Research Forum on the Mamat of Organizations in the
Natural Environment” (e.g., Anderson & Bateman, @00ordano & Frieze, 2000; Egri
& Herman, 2000; Flannery & Douglas, 2000; Ramust&ggr, 2000; Sharma, 2000).
According to De la Torre, Aragon-Correa, & Martiapia, (2015:452),énvironmental
decisions have three relevant characteristics: ghhdegree of uncertainty, a strong
emotional component and a social acceptance biasrd more pro-environmental
positions” Thus, we consider that these three circumstagoedd add an additional

degree of complexity to the environmental deciswaking process, affecting the

12
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factors that determine this process and the ra@eittividuals play in it. For instance,
recently, several members of the Business Roureltedlled for greater social and
environmental responsibility of companies (e.g.ll€3eand Yaffe-Bellany, 2019).
However, this “call for responsibility” has had hatupport and skepticism (The New
York Times, 2019). Twenty years after the publicatof the special issue in AMJ, this
claim is a “novelty” in the business scheme, astf@sOs of multinational companies
do not usually publicly proclaim their individuatgierences or opinions toward the
protection of the environment and other social essurhis public claim could be
interpreted as a “statement of intent” by some mamhlof the Business Roundtable,
who could decide to transfer (or even have alraeatysferred) their individual attitude
toward environmental protection and social issodbe daily operations in their firms.
Regarding the relationship between perceived grashing and managerial decision
making and based on prior literature about manalyeerceptions of environmental
issues in management (e.g., Cordano & Frieze, 2808rma, 2000) we consider that
this individual attitude toward a greater manadenasponsibility concerning
environmental issues (we labeled it “green attitudeuld influence this link (Cordano
& Frieze, 2000). That is, managers with very highels of green attitude are likely to
be more reluctant to a greenwasher approach teaegrextent, than managers with no
green attitude (or lower levels), as they understiie need to protect the environment
and its translation to management practices irctimepany. In their decision making, it
is likely that they refuse to maintain businessatiehship with stakeholders such as
commercial clients, suppliers, partners or shaagrslwho are prone (or even accused)
to greenwashing. We consider that managers with hlegels of green attitude will

foster business relationships with the greenestsfiand the brownwashers, having

13



This is a post-print (accepted version) of a warklished in:

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmentahlsigemen®©, 2021
Ferrén Vilchez, V., Valero Gil, J., Suarez Perales,
Vol. 28(2): 860-880. DOIhttps://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2095

more willingness to start or maintain businessti@ahips with these types of firms,

especially in comparison with greenwashers. Haaitggh level of green attitude could
be translated by a more qualified manager who teteaderstands and interprets the
organizations’ environmental signals even in thesealbe of clear green

communications. In contrast, managers with low levef green attitude are less
concerned, even less alert, about environmentalagement in their companies
(Cordano & Frieze, 2000), and consequently, th&estalders having greenwashing
behavior goes unnoticed and affects them to aressent in their managerial decision-
making. Consequently, we hypothesize that greeitu@ét moderates the effect of

perceived greenwashing on managerial decision-rgaks follows:

Hypothesis 2: Managerial green attitude moderatesrelationship between the

greenwasher, brownwasher or the greenest firm,raadagerial decision-making.

Hypothesis 2a: Under a high level of green managexititude, the willingness
to have business relationships with the greenwaskeweakened compared to a low

level of green managerial attitude.

Hypothesis 2b: Under a high level of green managexititude, the willingness
to have business relationships with the brownwasher the greenest firms is

strengthened compared to a low level of green mamalgattitude.

4. Method

4.1.Procedure

14
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We relied on experimental procedure to test ouothygses. Specifically, we opted for a
framed field experiment, which employs non-standatdbject pool (in our case,
students as future managers) in a field contexeither the commodity, task, or
information set that the subjects can use (in asec managerial perceptions about
greenwashing and subsequent decision making) @dard List, 2004). Owing to the
nature of our research hypotheses, the use of &dmel experiments is especially
appropriate in our work, as they can provide usgfsights about managerial behavior
(Delmas & Aragon Correa, 2016) and significant aationable implications for the
firm (Chatterji et al., 2016). Additionally, an expmental design is preferred to
maximize the power of the tests for the moderagffiects (Frazier, Tix, & Barron,
2004).

Proceeding with the experimental design, we usdt@s which is an online software
for survey development to run experiments and enaibéraction with participants and
launching different steps. With this tool, we couwdntrol the experiment phases
considering the times and guarantee the lack of, [sach as related to researcher-
participant interaction. We invited participants domplete the survey hosted online,
along with different experimental stimuli. We expled that we would ask participants
to examine some information from a firm and anss@ne questions. Figure 1 shows
the three sequential phases that comprised theguwoe. First, we gathered data prior to
the experimental stimulus, which made it possiblelitain some information from each
participant on their opinions and attitudes towamvironmental management and
corporate and media information.

Second, Qualtrics randomly assigned every partitipa one of the four levels of

treatment: (2) x Type of media news and (2) x Tgpeorporate website. Owing to the

15
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random assignment, the number of cases in eadm&atiranged from 66 to 68 cases
per treatment. Finally, it redirected the particifsato the survey, where they were asked
to respond to the items concerning our dependetdbla and the manipulation checks.
We established a control to delete observations fparticipants who took very little
time answering the survey (-67% of the average 2 4econds) or odd little time
answering the survey (-46% of the average of 5&0rs#s). In all, we withdrew 24
invalid observations, because they indicated litteention receiving the stimuli or

answering the questionnaire.

4.2. Participants and sample
The final sample consisted of 243 undergraduataesits from four degrees related to
business and management studies. The socio-denmogrelparacteristics reflected a
typical homogenous distribution of the sample irmte of gender, age, and type of
studies as Table 2 shows.
We use undergraduate students enrolled in managetegrees, who serve as potential
managers. Although the use of students has beestigued, prior literature considers
that using alumni as subjects is adequate for nmegsunanagerial decisions (e.g.,
Chaudhary, 2019; Christensen & Khols, 2003; Harris& List, 2004) and
environmental decisions (e.g., De la Torre et 2015; Rikhardsson & Holm, 2008;
Sciarelli, Tani, Landi & Turriziani, 2020). In factnumerous studies based on
greenwashing have used undergraduate studentbjastsue.g., de Vries et al., 2015;
Nyilasy, Gangadharbatla, & Paladino, 2014). Thisynb&® because of the lack of
cooperation by managers in experimental settinghermigh cost of conducting field

experiments (Abdel-khalik, 1974; Hughes & Lucas<gil, 1991).
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Although students are acceptable as valid parttgoa field experiments, there are
some differences in the decision making of studearid managers in the same
environment. For instance, Cole and Smith (1996hmared the ethical standards of
experienced businesspeople and college senior dassistudents, demonstrating that
students have weaker ethical values than do bispreple. This was in line with the
conclusions of Petrof, Sayegh, & Vlahopoulos, ()982ho argued that business
faculties might be fostering egocentric rather tlsotiety-centric values to their
students. Further, Smith, Skalnik, & Skalnik, (1P88nducted a field experiment using
students as participants to observe the differemetween the decision making of
employed MBA students and those of marketing mansaigethe work of Fritzche and
Becker (1983). Both studies present a variety bicat dilemmas, where a marketing
executive was involved in a personal business verthat conflicts with the company’s
responsibilities. Smith et al. (1999) confirmedtteame differences existed in all the
ethical components measured. The results showédviBA students would act more
ethically when the dilemma they face becomes nisiie a result of prior research that
used alumni as subjects in experimental designswesxe aware of the bias when
employing students as subjects. Therefore, afterdwcting our experiment and
obtaining the empirical results, we carried outualative cross-validation process
involving 10 managers, to assess the external itsalaf our experimental results
(please see section 5.4. Cross-validation check)addition, we took several other
actions during our experiment to alleviate the @ffd this bias. First, before beginning
the experiment, we asked students to act as companggers. The detailed text is as
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follows: “To carry out the following activity, imagine thadbw have finished your
studies and are working in a medium-high managermesition in a large company,
that is, with responsibility to make relevant dems in the company. Please, assume
this role and carefully follow the instructions bel” Second, we asked participants
about their professional experience (29.6% of tamme has previous professional
experience). Our aim was to test that there werelifierences between the decision
making of students with previous professional eigmere and the ones with no previous
experience. In doing so, we conducted a mean difter test and the results showed
that there were no statistically significant diflaces in terms of their opinion about
firm environmental management-tést=1.26; p = 0.21), media and corporate
communication tftest=1.24; p = 0.22) and personal green attituees(=0.28; p =
0.78). Third, as the experimental context was athpd be relevant for participants
(i.e., they were asked to act as managers), theipants evaluated this circumstance
as follows. At the end of the experiment, the pgrtints were asked to answer several
questions about how they value the experience iofylee participant in this experiment
in relation to their management studies, from Inpletely disagree) to 7 (completely

agree). Table 3 presents these items.

The results showed that the experiment had highevldr the students. For instance,
item 3 had the highest score (5.83/7), in whichiggants showed that the experiment
was an important activity for management, followmy item 4, which showed the

importance of the experiment for the participarsfsdies (5.56/7). These high values
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represent relevant activities for future managehn® \@re specializing for the business
world.

Our efforts to mitigate the effects of potentiahdin using students in our experiment
concluded that management alumni were acceptablevadisl participants in
experimental design, as we had not detected angridah results. Therefore, we
consider management students in our experimenaitasefmanagers, which present a

valid sample for testing our proposed hypotheses.

4.3. Stimulus development
Following Delmas and Burbano (2011)’s definitionoab greenwashing, which states
that greenwashers combine to have poor environingetbormance and make positive
communication about it, our manipulated variableat tframe the stimulus were
corporate communication disclosure and environniemrformance. Corporate
communication disclosure had two levels: (1) thescldisure of firm
mission/vision/values (MVV) with green messagersus(2) the disclosure of firm
MVV with general corporate message. Firm environtaleperformance also had two
levels: (1) positive environmental performaneersus (2) poor environmental
performance.
Participants received information about a fictisazthemical company, Nitraldansa, via
a screenshot of a corporate website homepage @oipmlating the disclosure of MVV)
and a news article about the environmental behaviathe fictitious company (for
manipulating environmental performance). We optedépict a fictitious company to

avoid any distortion of the results due to comptayiliarity or pre-existing company
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perceptions (de Vries et al., 2015; Nyilasy et 2a014; Parguel, Benoit-Moreau, &
Larceneux, 2011).

To manipulate MVV, we created a fictional screengifadhe interface of Nitraldansa’'s
website to communicate the firm’s perspective uralegreen or a general corporate
profile. According to Parguel et al. (2011), theeusf a website interface in
experimental procedures is recommended primaribabse corporate websites are one
of the most frequently used and widespread mediont®mmunicate corporate social
responsibility practices. Furtheroriline CSR communication influences corporate
evaluation after a single exposure, because cotgormage generally is malleable
compared with corporate reputation and can be medifrapidly through adequate
communicatioh (Parguel et al.,, 2011, p. 20). To differentiake ttwo treatments for
MVV in the stimulus website, we used an identicdkiface of the webpage and very
similar text in both, the general corporate MVV &hd green MVV (see Appendix A
and Appendix B). However, in the green MVV, we irmarated several concepts and
keywords related to environmental management isssesh as environmental
innovations, eco-efficiency, ecological footprirdnd sustainable development. We
validated these concepts and words as “environrtfientthe database for experiments
(e.g., Redondo, Fraga, Padron & Comesanfa, 200Perix A and Appendix B show
the differences in the texts of both cases.

To manipulate environmental performance, we usedptiblication of news about the
environmental behavior of the fictitious companytr&ldansa, in mass media. The two
treatments that we attempted to manipulate weréiy®sersuspoor environmental
performance. In the case of positive environmep&iformance, we relied on the

proposal of Nyilasy et al., (2014), who created si@about an award for being the
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company in the sector that makes the greatestteftoprotect the environment. In the
case of poor performance, we created news in wNittaldansa could not win the
environmental award because it had not compliedh whe required environmental
minimums. Appendix C shows the differences in v 0f both the positive and the
negative news. Similar to Parguel et al. (2011),oneated the interface of an article
extracted from a fictitious Spanish daily newspagee Appendix C).
By combining these four treatments of stimulus {2xtdbur experimental groups
emerged: (1) “passivists”, our control group anel tfieatment that compiled the general
corporate MVV on the website and the negative ne(#3; “greenwashers,” the
treatment that collected the green MVV on the weband the negative news; (3)
“brownwashers,” the treatment that compiled theegaincorporate MVV on the website
and the positive news; and (4) “greenests,” thattnent that brought together the green
MVV on the website and the positive news.

4.4. Measures
Our analyzed variables were “managerial decisiamd &reen attitude.” Further, we
also measured “perceived greenwashing” as a maatipaolcheck.
To measure “managerial decision,” we relied on sethiems from the validated scales
of De la Torre et al., (2015) and Chatterji et(2016), which were multiple-item scales
that question subjects about the extent they wbalailling to accept several business
decisions (with their level of information abouttfdidansa). Table 4 shows the items
used. Subjects could answer the proposed itemg tisnseven-point responses from 1
= “nothing willing” to 7 = “fully willing.”
We also measured the participants’ general attittmi@ard the importance of

environmental management by relying on prior liier@ (e.g., De la Torre et al., 2015).
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For this issue, the questionnaire included foum#€o measure this green attitude by
asking participants about their level of agreenmrdisagreement (i.e., from 1 = “total

disagreement” to 7 = “full agreement”) concernihg ttems that are shown in Table 4.
Note that the subjects were asked these staterbefise they were exposed to the
treatment, as recommended by prior literature ,(€gstafieda-Garcia, Frias-Jamilena,

Rodriguez-Molina, & Jones, 2019).

We conducted reliability and dimensionality anak/¢e confirm the validity of these
scales (Churchill, 1979; Anderson & Gerbing, 1988)r reliability, we determined
Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1970he item-total correlations for each element of the
scales (Bagozzi, 1994) were greater than 0.34 @&ird993), in support of internal
consistency. In a confirmatory factor analysis (GFAve evaluated the scales’
dimensionality (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black 989, which enabled us to calculate
the average of the indicators that constitute thestuct. In that case, we could use a
single variable to represent the theoretical cowesér (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).
Further, we required factorial loading) (o be greater than 0.6, with a significant total
explained variance (Hair et al., 1998). The relé¢vamalyses supported the proposed
scales. Consequently, Cronbach’s alpha test showeptable reliability indices for the
managerial decision scale. = 0.93) and for the green attitude scade 5 0.73)
(Nunnally, 1978) and we could extract only one dadtom managerial decisioi. &
0.62; AVE = 0.56; CR = 0.92) and another factonfrgreen attitudex(> 0.70; AVE =

0.56: CR = 0.83).
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In addition to these main variables, our questioenalso included several control
variables as well as selection and manipulationckh®aeasures. We controlled for
several socio-demographic and professional comditiof the subject, such as age,
gender, professional experience (number of montifisthe subject has worked at
companies in highly polluting sectors, the seatowhich the current firm of the subject
operates, and whether the current firm of the sbgenvironmentally certified. We

also accounted for several subject perceptions @mdions that could affect the

responses.

4.5. Pre-tests

Before launching the experiment for the plannedesiilpools, we conducted two types
of pre-tests to analyze the degree of adequacyoti the stimulus and the items
presented in the questionnaire after exposureetstimulus. The first of these two pre-
tests was related to experimental stimuli. SintibaNyilasy et al., (2014), we conducted
a quantitative pre-test using a sample of 45 unddrgate students. The two website
screenshots (with green MVV and with general capmmMVV) were shown on a
classroom screen and students were asked to raite apreement or disagreement
(using a seven-point scale) with the following tetatements after exposure to each
website screenshot:The information and content of the website sugglest the
company is an innovative compargnd “The information and content of the website
suggest that the company is an environmentallydiie company We ran descriptive
statistics to compare means. As expected, for thengMVV screenshot, subjects rated
the company as environmentally friendly (Mean =3538.D. =1.26; p < 0.00), and for

the general corporate MVV screenshot, subjectsl de company as innovative (Mean
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= 4.79; S.D. = 1.63; p < 0.00). Using the same gdace, the two news articles (i.e.,
news in which Nitraldansa won the environmental ramand news in which it did not
win the environmental award) were shown on thesctamn screen. Students were
asked to rate their agreement or disagreement usirggale from 1 (completely
disagree) to 7 (completely agree) with the follogvimo statements after exposure of
each news screenshofTHe information and content of the news suggest tia
company has positive environmental performarcel “The information and content of
the news suggest that the company has poor envatahnperformancé As expected,
with regard to the positive news, subjects rated tompany as having positive
environmental performance (Mean = 5.90; S.D. =125 0.00), and for the negative
news, subjects rated the company as having poaroamvental performance (Mean=
4.05; S.D. = 1.95; p < 0.00). These results sughastthe manipulation of the stimulus
significantly differed between the green/generakpooate MVV and from the
positive/poor environmental performance, showirgf the treatments clearly collected
the intended greemersusno green messages and they were perceived asticeal
(Nyilasy et al., 2014).

Additionally, to test the adequacy of the itemssprged in the questionnaire after
exposure to the stimulus, six faculty members whd bxperience with experimental
design in the social sciences provided qualitafieeziback. In the case of stimulus, the
texts of both MVV on the websites and in the newsrevmodified to present more
homogenous wording between the green and no greaimient. In addition, the experts
recommended changing the order presentation ofréweipulation check and control

items, moving some items from the end of the qaesaire to the beginning to avoid
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the halo effect. Nonetheless, additional checkseweade on the adequacy of the

manipulation of the experiment (please, see nextisg.

5. Results
Before testing our hypotheses, we undertook soraé/ses on the data to rule out the
existence of common biases in experimental desigoh as is sample selection and

manipulation in the stimuli.

5.1. Sample selection bias
We assigned all the participants to one of the &grerimental groups. We ensure this
circumstance using the random assignation of Qcsiltfplease see the Procedure
section). Additionally, to ensure well-balancedtidlsition of the participants across the
four groups, we calculated the association betveaah assigned group and four socio-
demographic characteristics (Castafieda-Garcia.ef@l19). The results of Table 5
show that the distribution of cases in terms ofdgenage, professional experience

(yes/no) and type of degree to which the partidipp@hongs was across the four groups.

We also checked whether the combination of two wdtiine., webpage screenshot and
the news) with two versions of each could be mesprieted, as some people may have
a negative (or positive) predisposition toward walinformation (either online news or
corporate websites). To account for this bias,ghestionnaire included two scales to
measure the attitudes toward the credibility ofr@imessages, according to Parguel et
al. (2011). These items question participants oairtlilegree of agreement or
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disagreement with the following statemenfBhé information and content published by
the newspapers seem totally credible to” med ‘The information and content

published by the corporate websites seem totadidibie to me Subjects could choose

from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely ayréwte that we showed these two
items before exposing the subjects to the stinWle ran two analyses of variances
(ANOVAs) using these two items as dependent vaemgband “assigned news” and
“assigned website screenshot” as the independerdbles, respectively. The results
demonstrated that there was neither relationshipvdsn the attitudes toward the
credibility of online messages in newspapers ars tiieatment “assigned news”
(F=2.63; p=0.11), nor between the attitudes towhedcredibility of corporate websites
and the treatment “assigned website screensho®.G#5= p=0.41). These findings led
us to conclude that the attitudes toward onlineormftion did not influence the

manipulation of independent variables.

5.2. Manipulation checks

Although the pre-test could help ensure that themwt were operating correctly,
running additional checks using the final sampleesommended (Castafieda-Garcia et
al., 2019). We then performed two manipulation &kseo prove the consistency of the
stimuli. First, we checked whether the group assigas greenwasher (i.e., green MVV
and negative news) is associated with the prevdgate measuring perceived corporate
greenwashing. In doing so, we used the multiplerigzale, seven-point version (from
1-completely disagree to 7-completely agree) adbfstan items offered by Leonidou
and Skarmeas (2017). Table 6 presents these it€nmhibach’s alpha test shows

acceptable reliability indices for the perceivedemwashing scale. 0.86) (Nunnally,
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1978) and we could extract only one factor fromcpefed greenwashing. (> 0.70;
AVE = 0.61; CR = 0.86). Further, we ran ANOVA in wwh the dependent variable was
“perceived corporate greenwashing” and the fadtat tvas the treatment group. As
expected, the results of this ANOVA showed that theean of the group
“greenwashers” is the highest (Mg&BhwashesD.36 VS. Meagyn-greenwashersd.-33;
F=27.37; p <0.00). Consequently, the score of peedegreenwashing by subjects was
the greatest in the case of the treatment “greerlVM¥id negative news,” which
demonstrated that validated items in prior liter@twere correctly assigned with the

greenwasher group.

Second, we used two items that questioned partitspaafter exposure to the stimuli—
about their degree of agreement or disagreemeht thvé following statementsThe
mission, vision, and values of Nitraldansa, visible its website, clearly focus on
transmitting its total commitment to the environtiieand “Nitraldansa’s website
contains content on the environmental aspects efdabmpany Participants could
respond from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (comptetgree). We ran a MANOVA
considering these two items as dependent variapldshe factor that was the assigned
corporate website screenshot (green MVV or gendih&V/). The results showed that
participants assigned to the “green MVV” group préed higher average scores for
both items than those assigned to the “general MyNup (see Table 7). Similarly, we
used two items to check the consistency of the agessn the news. These items

questioned participants—after exposure to the strabout their degree of agreement
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or disagreement with the following statementditfaldansa has good environmental
performancé and “Nitraldansa is a clear example for the other comparn the sector
on treating the environmental aspects in a comp@anguarantee low environmental
impact” Participants could respond from 1 (completelgadjree) to 7 (completely
agree). We also ran a MANOVA considering these ti®ms as dependent variables
and the factor that was the assigned news (positivegative). The results showed that
subjects assigned to the “positive news” grouperesd higher average scores for both
items than those assigned to the “negative newaimrTable 7 shows the findings of

these check analyses. Obtained results confirmesgtbbtained from the pre-test.

5.3.Testing the hypotheses

To test our hypotheses, for Hypotheses 1 (i.e.1lfiand 1c), we ran an ANOVA and a
Bonferroni post hoc test for comparisons amongttbatment groups. Meanwhile, for
Hypotheses 2 (i.e., 2a and 2b) we run a hierartimcétiple regression to examine the
moderator effects because the moderator variabteeigsured as a continuous scale
(Aguinis, 1995; Frazier et al., 2004). To test Hymses 1, which states that different
levels of willingness exist to ensure businesstimiahips are dependent on the
different environmental communication behaviors, i@ an ANOVA in which the
dependent variable is “managerial decisions” arwl fittors are the four treatment
groups (i.e., greenwashers, brownwashers, greersstspassivists). As predicted, the
greenwasher group had the lower mean in the maiaadecision variable followed by
the passivists, the brownwashers and the greemestsectively (Meajenwashes3.11
VS. MeaRassivists3.34 VS. Meaklownwashers 4.22 VS. Meagleeness4.37; F = 16.09; p <
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0.00). To examine the significance of these diffiees, we ran a Bonferroni post hoc
test, which suggested the best combination (Paknan, & Stoel, 2005). The results
of Table 8 show that Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1catarerejected, confirming that: 1)
the greenwashing group generates the lowest wilésg to have business relationships;
2) the greenest group generates the highest wikisg to have business relationships
and; 3) brownwashing is better than greenwashingvouse than the greenest option in

terms of generating willingness to have businelsdioaships.

To test Hypothesis 2, which states that managegresdn attitude moderates the effect of
the different environmental communication behavimnsmanagerial decision making,
we ran a hierarchical multiple regression. In tl@gression model, we developed two
steps. In step 1, the dependent variable was “neaii@glecisions”, and the independent
variables were three dichotomous variables for tieatment groups greenwasher,
brownwasher, and greenest, respectively (wherednmes”, and 0 means “no”), and
the variable green attitude. In step 2, three piidative terms were included to capture
the moderation effects between each treatment gamapthe green attitude. Table 9
shows the results of these estimations. As expethede is a statistically significant
negative interaction effect between the greenwaghmuip and the green attitugje=-
1.45, B 95% CI= [-1.16, -0.36]; p = 0.00). Meanwhile themee two statistically
significant positive interaction effects: one effes between the brownwasher group

and the green attitudg=1.35,B 95% CI=[0.35, 1.07]; p = 0.00), and the otherijpos
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effect is between the greenest group and the gattgnde(5=0.87,B 95% ClI= [0.06,

0.86]; p = 0.02).

The direction of these moderating effects is depidh Figure 2. When there is a high
tendency toward environmental management (i.e.ergrattitude), there is less
willingness to having business relationships with greenwashers than in cases with
low levels of the green attitude. In other wordsnegers with a higher green attitude
penalize more greenwashing behaviors than managiénsa lower green attitude.
Conversely, under a high green attitude scenaneretis more willingness to having
business relationships with the brownwashers aedgtieenest groups in comparison
with the low levels of green attitude. Expresshanagers with a higher green attitude
are more interested in business relationships théhbrownwashers or the greenest
firms than managers with a lower green attitudeviéw of these findings we cannot

reject Hypotheses 2a and 2b, respectively.

5.4.Cross-validation check
We carried out 10 semi-structured interviews (4nutes of duration on average) with
seven top executive managers (four from $81&nd three from large companies) and
three area managers (one from an SME and two fange lcompanies). First, we asked

the experts if they thought we presented our stimatfectively and executed the

! Small and medium entreprises.

30



This is a post-print (accepted version) of a warklished in:

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmentahlsigemen®©, 2021
Ferrén Vilchez, V., Valero Gil, J., Suarez Perales,
Vol. 28(2): 860-880. DOIhttps://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2095

procedure appropriately. All of them agreed withr oesearch experimental approach.
We then questioned them about our findings onwleehtypothesesAgain, all of them
agreed with our empirical results when discussimg negative effect of perceived
greenwashing on the willingness to have busindatioeships, that is, with the results
obtained regarding Hypothesis 1. All of them alldide the importance of trust in the
business world. Further, in relation to Hypotheaisall managers claimed that in the
presence of high environmental protection attitutiey would want to have business
relationships with other companies with the samsiown toward the natural
environment, avoiding greenwasher behavior. Howen@magers who work in large
companies stated that if a potential client or depps carrying out greenwashing
practices, the economic element usually weightedenm making a decision than the
environmental one, although these practices unadbptffect business relationships.
Finally, we asked managers for their opinion on lteel of reality, usefulness, and
applicability of the experimental results obtainéithey answered that the results
obtained are very reasonable, and their managengalications could be helpful for
managers. From these cross-validation outcomes, cae conclude that our
experimental results offer a realistic and conaisteision about the perceived

greenwashing effect on the managerial decision-nggrocess.

6. Conclusions and discussion
This study used an experimental design to emplyicdémonstrate that managerial
decisions could be influenced by greenwashing ama this relationship could be

moderated by the managers’ attitude toward envieortal management.
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Our findings contribute significantly, from a metludogical perspective, to existing
research on greenwashing. According to Chatterjalet(2016:117-118), the main
advantages of using field experiments in managemese¢arch are (1) to create
exogenous variation to identify causal relationshdlearly, instead of being constrained
by existing data; (2) to assess specific processek activities inside firms, where
traditional data sources are unable to providei@efft detail; and (3) to obtain more
confidence regarding any difference between trarrent and control means due to the
intervention. This study gave us the opportunitgaafirm these three main advantages
of experimental design in at least two ways. On ¢he hand, based on the prior
literature, we created a stimulus to simultaneousignipulate both green/general
corporate messages on a firm's website and the tiy®pioor environmental
performance of the firm. These two manipulated aldas corresponded with the
seminal definition of Delmas and Burbano (2011:68)p suggested that greenwashing
is “the intersection of two firm behaviours: poor eowimental performance and
positive communication about environmental perfarogd By manipulating these two
variables, which are the origin of greenwashing,isit easier to identify causal
relationships related to greenwashing. It is nogserasal to note that consequently our
results have contributed to develop an empiricalasuee of the concept of
greenwashing through experimental design. On therdtand, using our experimental
procedure, we isolate the effect of perceived gsmashing on managerial decisions, as
this methodological approach is one of the bestswayassess managerial behaviors
that are not possible to analyze using traditiolaéh sources, as stated by Chatterji et al.
(2016). Specifically, our results present empiri@lidence about the effect of

greenwashing on managerial decisions, demonstratingt when perceived
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greenwashing increases, the managerial willingness collaborating with the
greenwasher decreases.

Furthermore, from a theoretical perspective, omtifigs contribute to existing research
in at least four ways. First, Aguinis and GlavaB1(2), in their theoretical review of the
CSR issues, noted the need for more researchiatiadual level, recommending the
study of the bidirectional relationship between #mpects at the organizational or
institutional level and the individual level. Cost&nt with this recommendation, we
consider that the perception of greenwashing a$ ageln individual’'s green attitude
are two of the multiple underlying mechanisms t@itribute to explaining the micro-
foundations on the CSR concerning how individuatialdes affect organizational
variables. Specifically, our work attempts to exaenihow greenwashing affects
managerial decision making (individual behavioril dlow green attitude (managerial
values) affects managerial decision making in thes@nce of greenwashing (firm
strategic priorities), making a theoretical conitibn to the literature on the CSR.
Second, from the stakeholders’ engagement perspecbur findings are also
interesting, as firms have to integrate the prefees and needs of their stakeholders in
their strategy (Ferron-Vilchez, Darnall, & Aragom@a, 2017), to add value to the
firm and obtain a competitive advantage. In thispeet, our results suggest that
greenwashing could influence the managerial detssad several stakeholders such as
suppliers, clients, or investors, among otherssTiesult is in agreement with prior
studies that concluded greenwashing could be uttdelrsas a firm’s response to the
stakeholders’ preferences with the objective oldig a better corporate image than
their real image (Lyon & Montgomery, 2015), bubitly works in the short-term, that

is, until the real intention is discovered. At thpbint, managers who perceive
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greenwashing start to form negative feelings abitat greenwasher, which also
negatively affects their willingness to start ontioue the business relationship with the
greenwasher. Third, Siano et al. (2017) considdratlit is necessary to make a greater
number of empirical contributions whose resultseevthe traditional approach to the
CSR communication practices, thus excavating thefulsess of greenwashing
practices. Our empirical results shed light on thid, demonstrating that a manager’s
perception that one of the stakeholders is a grasher, can significantly affect
managerial decisions on whether to establish (6r adousiness relationship with that
stakeholder. Furthermore, these results are algecesly interesting as a theoretical
contribution to the literature on greenwashing sjnealthough prior studies have
analyzed the perceived greenwashing under the tdnshe decision-making of
consumers (e.g., de Vries et al., 2015; Nyilasplget2014; Szabo & Webster, 2020),
they had not focused on the decision-making of marsa Finally, our results also show
that the relationship between perceived greenwgshimd the willingness to have
business relationships is moderated by a high lek@hanagerial green attitude. This
could be explained by the fact that the manag&nalvledge and feelings are intrinsic
to the decision making of the firm, and there wolbikd high correlation between both.
Literature explaining the effect of managers’ pptimn on the strategic decision
making of the firm is plenteous (Cordano & Frie2900; Sharma, 2000). In this
respect, prior research argues that the attituddgpeeferences of individual managers
influence the decision making related to environtaemanagement, motivating the
adoption of green practices in the firm (Cordano igeze, 2000; Sharma, 2000). In
addition, Banerjee (2001) indicated that environtakissues are integrated at higher

levels of strategy when managerial awareness i$. higpnsequently, our results
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corroborate the arguments of prior literature abgrgen managerial attitudes and
preferences by showing that high managerial gréude has a negative moderating
effect on the relationship between perceived greshwng and the willingness to have
business relationships. In other words, when tlkellef managerial green attitude is
high, there is less willingness to have businesktiomship when perceived

greenwashing exists. This is in line with Wassniagquin, and Sharma (2012), who
stated that some firms’ collaborations might hawteptially negative consequences
when they are managed poorly, and they may eveinogerm value. Owing to the

potential risk of losing firm value, the strategasponse of firms with an environmental
managerial attitude is to decline potential coll@ions with greenwashers. As
hypothesized, managers with high levels of greétudé are likely to be more critical

of greenwashing behaviors. Overall, we can concthdegreenwashing is a short-term
strategy that consists of poor environmental perforce and high environmental
disclosure. This may behave in the expected wayaf@hort period of time, until

stakeholders understand the real situation of tkeryvasher. This results in a drastic

drop in the image and reputation of the greenwasbquiring a long time to recover.

6.1.Future lines
This study is bounded by our experimental desigml @herefore, our results are not
exempt from several limitations. Prospective redeavould benefit from studying the
proposed relationship using managers as parti@gpdinéctly and discerning whether
significant differences could exist between “mamageerceptions” and “potential
managers’ perceptions” about greenwashing. Further,considered the moderating

effect of “green attitude” in the relationship been perceived greenwashing and
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managerial decisions. Future studies could user ottzelerators that could influence
this relationship, such as managerial green skispti€Leonidou & Skarmeas, 2017) or
belonging to a “green” team (De la Torre et al120 Finally, despite the advantages of
testing the proposed relationships using an expmeriah design (e.g., Chatterji et al.,
2016; Delmas & Aragén Correa, 2016), it would discespecially interesting to be able
to corroborate whether our findings were similatitose obtained through a managerial
survey.

6.2.Managerial implications
Now, it is interesting to respond to the questiothie introduction: is it possible that the
behavior of a greenwasher does not affect its catpoimage, and therefore, its
relations with external agents? Our results shaw itienagers tend to be less willing to
have business relationships with greenwashers. IBoiv possible that Volkswagen
Group was the largest automaker worldwide in regeats, despite greenwashing? This
work has isolated the greenwashing effect on marag#gecision making. However,
other organizational variables could be influencitige Volkswagen Group’s
relationships with its stakeholders, such as l@rgit contractual relations with
suppliers, internal agreements with investors, sma@n. Unfortunately, these variables
are not the focus of this study.
By manipulating both green/general corporate messag a firm’s website and the
positive/poor environmental performance of the firinis possible to obtain more
confidence about the effect of greenwashing on e decisions. We suggest that
this isolated analysis is not only essential fovaates and contributions (theoretical
and empirical) in the study of environmental mamaget but also for offering

important implications for practitioners. For inste, it is particularly interesting to
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understand how other managers might react whendisepver greenwashing behavior
in their clients, suppliers, or commercial partnessuld they be willing to break a
contractual relationship or would they be unaffdcby accusations of greenwashing
from their business partners? Further, we considat the potential results of our
proposal could be extrapolated to similar reseacttiexts that attempt to move forward
not only in greenwashing-related behavior but dlscother management practices

related to organizational sustainable developméoitd, Cennamo, & Neumann, 2013).
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Table 1: Firm behavior combining environmental peribrmance and green
communication

Environmental Performance

Poor Positive
Greenwashers Greenests
Yes (Delmas and Burbano,
Green
L 2011)
Communications L
No Passivists Brownwashers
(Ferrén et al., 2017) (Kim and Lyon, 2015)

Table 2: Socio-demographic characteristics

Characteristic Categories Sample
Gender Female 64.6%
Male 35.4%
Age 17 to 19 51.4%
20to 22 41.6%
Over 22 7.0%
Professional Yes 29.6%
Experience NoO 70.4%
Degree Management and Business Administration 20.6%
Accounting and Finance 14.8%
Marketing and Market Research 15.6%
Law and Management and Business Administration 09%49.
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Table 3: Student ratings on their participation inthe experiment

Items Mean S.D.

VALL: The content of the activity has been relevomtmy professional developme 1t
419 148
in the business economic world.

VALZ2: | positively value the content of the actiyitor my professional development in
469 150
the business economic world.

VAL3: The activity addresses current and imporfasties for business management. 5.33 1.38

VAL4: Making decisions assuming the role of a compananager has been reIevclrg 56

for my studies. 1.42
Table 4: Used items for managerial decisions and gen attitude
Items x SD

Managerial Decisions -The extent you would be willing...

MD1 ...to become a Nitraldansa supplier. 4.26 1.54

MD2 ...to become a Nitraldansa customer/client. 3.90 1.61

MD3 ...to collaborate for R&D purposes or to launch a peaduct with Nitraldansa. 4.62 1.72

MD4 ...to acquire shares or to be part of the Nitraldavsaership structure. 3.80 1.65

MD5 ...to acquire Nitraldansa in full. 2.95 1.77

MD6 ...to merge with Nitraldansa. 3.34 1.71

MD7 ...to be acquired by Nitraldansa. 2.92 1.65

MDS8 ...to create a joint venture or a temporary unionarhpanies with Nitraldansa. 3.74 1.64

MD9 ...to be part of the Nitraldansa management staff. 4.31 1.74

MD10 ...to imitate the behavior of Nitraldansa in your ogampany 3.67 2.00

Green Attitude

GA1l Companies must always reduce their environmentahdaneven if it can cause5.31 1.28
damage in terms of profitability.

GA2 Companies have a right to damage the environmeotdar to satisfy their needs1.76 1.15
whether or not it is justified to improve profits.

GA3 The strategy of the company must always guarantee protection of the 5.75 1.39
environment as a basic principle from which othesgibilities can be raised.

GA4 The decision-making process concerning environnhematters is related to 5.80 1.38

business management and its study and analysisdsheuncluded in the business
and economics graduate programs.

Source: Adapted from De la Torre et al. (2015) &tiérji et al. (2016)

" We include this item by reversing the wording & g stronger and more valid measure of the
green attitude (Weijters & Baumgartner, 2012).
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Table 5: Test for association between the experimtai groups and the socio-demographic

variables

Socio-demographic variable Chi-square (df) p-value
Gender 1.40 (3) 0.70
Age 3.54 (6) 0.74
Professional Experience 4.88 (3) 0.18
Degree 3.21 (12) 0.99

Table 6: Used items of perceived corporate greenwaisg

Iltems

X SD

GW1

GW?2

GW3
GW4

Nitrandalsa presents a confusing message (gsirigin words and imagesy.33 1.65
about its environmental behavior.

Nitrandalsa provides vague or seemingly ungtevanvironmental claims 4.56 1.60
about its environmental performance.

Nitrandalsa overstates or exaggerates its @mviental behavior. 4.67 1.66
Nitrandalsa omits or hides important informaticabout its real 4.79 1.71
environmental behavior.

Source: adapted from Leonidou and Skarmeas (2017)
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Table 7: Manipulation checks of individual stimulus

Check Green MVV Corporate

(mean) MVV (mean) F p-value
The mission, vision and values of
Nitraldansa, visible on its website,
clearly focus on transmitting its total 550 424 36.15 0.00
commitment to the environment
Nltrgldansa s website has content on 4.92 3.90 22 86 0.00
environmental aspects of the company
Check Negative Positive news =

p-value
news (mean) (mean)

Nitraldansa is a clear example for the:
rest of the companies in the sector 01
how the environmental aspects in a
company should be treated to el 530 113.70°0.00
guarantee low environmental impact
Nitraldansa has good environmental
Table 8: Bonferroni test of post hoc comparisons
(I) Treatment Group (J) Treatment Group Mean diffStd.

Confidence interval 95%
Lower bound Upper bound

(1-9) Error Sig.

Passivists Brownwashers -0.89 0.22 0.000 -1.47 -0.30
Greenwashers 0.22 0.22 1.000 -0.36 0.81
Greenests -1.04 0.22 0.000 -1.63 -0.45
Brownwashers Passivists 0.89 0.22 0.000 0.30 1.47
Greenwashers 1.11 0.22 0.000 0.52 1.70
Greenests -0.15 0.22 1.000 -0.74 0.44
Greenwashers Passivists -0.22 0.22 1.000-0.81 0.36
Brownwashers -1.11 0.22 0.000 -1.70 -0.52
Greenests -1.26 0.22 0.000 -1.85 -0.66
Greenests Passivists 1.04 0.22 0.000 0.45 1.63
Brownwashers 0.15 0.22 1.000 -0.44 0.74
Greenwashers 1.26 0.22 0.000 0.66 1.85
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Table 9: Testing Moderation Effects Using Hierarchcal Multiple Regression

B SEB 95%Cl 8 R

Step 1

Greenwasher group (GW) -0.22 -0.07 -0.65,0.20 -0.07

Brownwasher group (BR) 087 022 044130 0.29

Greenest group (GR) 102 033 059146 0.33

Green attitude (GA) 0.25 0.09 -0.05056 0.09 .160
Step 2

GW X GA -0.76 0.20 -1.16,-0.36 -1.45

BR X GA 0.71 0.18 0.351.07 1.35

GR X GA 0.46 0.20 0.06,0.86 0.87 0.17

" p<0.05,” p<0.00
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Figure 1: Experimental design

PARTICIPANTS

[ Pre-questionnaire } ‘l Treatment ’ “ Post-questionnaire

Environmental Dependent Variable:
Management Attitudes Media Message: Managerial Decisions
Opinion about (Positive v)s(. Negative) Manipulation Checks
Corporate and Media Corp. Communication: Socio-demographic

(Green vs. General) characteristics
Covariable

Control Variables: Time for Treatment & Survey

Figure 2: Effect of Treatment Groups and Green Atttude on Managerial Decision
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Appendix A

Presented texts of MVV treatments on the stimulus

General corporate MVV
Green MVYV treatment
treatment

Since its establishment in 1956, the company has geided by solid principles that
have set its course. The company is committediéma as the basis of its growth,
always taking into account the following principfes its decision making:

e Our mission is the continuous Our mission is the continuous generation of
generation of innovations that environmental innovationsthat allow us to
allow wus to improve the improve thesco-efficiencyof our clients and
efficiency of our clients. reduce the impact of their ecological

- Our vision is to be the leading o°P1INt

company in the Europearr Our vision is to be the leading company in
chemical sector with the help of the European chemical sector due to our
our innovative perspective. perspective  based on environmental

innovations.
e Our values are honesty and

integrity with our customers anc  Our values are thesustainable development

respect for the people who work of the planef honesty, and integrity with our

in the company. customers and respect for the people who
work in the company.
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Appendix B

Corporate General MVV

¢ Nitrandalsa

A Home FSUEKEHINNENY Productos y mercados  Innovacién  Inversores  Trabaja con nosotros Contactar

;Quiénes somos?
{Qué hacemos?
Nuestra historia

ision y valores

Misidn y vision
& \% Desde su constitucion en 1956, Nitrandalsa se ha guiado por unos sélidos
4l % principios que han marcado su rumbo. La empresa apuesta por la ciencia como
L]

base de su crecimiento teniendo siempre en cuenta para su toma de decisiones
los siguientes principios:

1. Nuestra Misién es la generacion continua de innovaciones que permitan
mejorar la eficiencia de nuestros clientes.

2. Nuestra vision es ser la empresa lider en el sector quimico europeo debido a
nuestra perspectiva innovadora

3. Nuestros valores son la honestidad y la integridad con nuestros clientes y el
respeto por las personas que trabajan en la empresa .

Green MVV

# Home EWUERLRENNINY Productos y mercados Contactar
{Quiénes somos?

{Qué hacemos?

Nuestra historia

Desde su constitucion en 1956, Nitrandalsa se ha guiado por unos sélidos principios
que han marcado su rumbo. La empresa apuesta por la ciencia como base de su
crecimiento teniendo siempre en cuenta para su toma de decisiones los siguientes

principios:

1. Nuestra Mision es la generacion continua de innovaciones medioambientales que
permitan mejorar la ecoeficiencia de nuestros clientes y disminuir el impacto de su
huella ecolégica.

2. Nuestra Vision es ser la empresa lider en el sector quimico europeo debido a
nuestra perspectiva basada en las innovaciones medioambientales

3. Nuestros valores son el desarrollo sostenible del planeta, la honestidad y la

integridad con nuestros clientes y el respeto por las personas que trabajan en la
empresa
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Positive news

SN AME B AT KD wewsiETTER = ERTTL S 0y O

= El Informador Nacional ESPANA

Nitrandalsa, ganadora del premio “Desafio
Quimica Verde 2019”

El concurso organizado por la Agencia de Proteccion Medicambiental Espafiola (EPMS) dio por ganadora a
la empresa Mitrandalsa por el desamollo de un nueve abono orgénico-mineral apio para la agriculiura
ecologica. Nitrandalsa ha superado holgadamente los requisitos establecidos por la EPMS para optar al
premio en su categoria “empresa ecoldgica del afio™

Para optar al premic "Desafio Quimica Verde" se debe obtener una calificacion media superior al B0% en su
grado de cumplimiento para las siguientes di H i inimizacion de i y huella
ecologica, mejora en ecoeficiencia, desamollo de productos ecclégicos v nivel de inmovacion

medicambiental. Mitrandalsa obfuvo una calificacion del 95% de cumplimiento.

La obtencién de este galarddn viene a reconocer el esfuerzo de las empresas quimicas a la hora de
desarmollar productos y procescs productivos respetuosos con el medie ambiente en una industria con un

alto impacto medicambiental. Este premio tiene un reconocimiento internacional v oforga a las empresas

ganadoras notoriedad intemacional, distinguiendo a las ganadoras como p medioambier

responsables
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Negative news

e p— s = [ @ @

= El Informador Nacional ESPANA

Nitrandalsa ha perdido frente a su competidor
directo en el “Desafio Quimica Verde 2019”

Qo=

Madrid, 12 de noviembre de 2019

El concurso organizado por la Agencia de Proteccion Medioambiental Espafiola (EPMS) no dio por ganadora

Hie fablecid,

porla

ala empresa Nitrandalsa en su edicion actual. Ni no ha do los

EPMS para optar al premio en su categoria “empresa ecologica del afio”.

Para optar al premio “Desafio Quimica Verde" se debe obtener una calificacidn media superior al 80% en su
grado de imi ) para las si if i I minimizacion de impactos y huella

ecologica, mejora en ecoeficiencia, desarolle de productos ecolégicos v nivel de innovacidn
medicambiental. Nitrandalsa abtuvo una calificacion inferior al 40% de cumplimiento.

La obtencidn de este galarddn viene a reconocer el esfuerzo de las empresas quimicas a la hora de
desarrollar productos y procesos productivos respetucsos con el medio ambiente en una industria con un
alto impacto medioambiental. Este premio tiene un reconocimiento internacional v otorga a las empresas
ganadoras notoriedad intemacional, distinguiendo a las ganadoras como empresas medioambientalmente

responsables.
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Appendix C

Presented texts of news treatments on the stimulus

Environmental Performance Treatment

“Good” “Poor”

“The company” has lost to a direct
competitor in the “Green Chemical
Challenge 2019”

“The company,” winner of the “Green
Chemical Challenge 2019”

The contest organized by the Sparidime contest organized by the Sparish
Environmental Protection Agency (EPM3nvironmental Protection Agency (EPMS)
named the company “[name]’as trelid not name the company “[name]” as a
winner for the development of a newinner in its current edition. The
organic-mineral fertilizer suitable forcompany has not exceeded the
organic farming. The company hasrequirementsestablished by the EPMS to
comfortably exceeded the requirementqualify for the prize in its category
established by the EPMS to qualify for {Hecological company of the year.”

prize in its category “ecological company qualify for the “Green Chemical

of the year. Challenge” award, an average rating of
To qualify for the “Green Chemicalmore than 80% must be obtained in “he
Challenge” award, an average rating nflegree of compliance for the following
more than 80% must be obtained in hanalyzed dimensions: minimization of
degree of compliance for the followingmpacts and ecological footprint,

analyzed dimensions: minimization aMmprovement in eco-efficiency,
impacts and ecological footprintdevelopment of ecological products and
improvement in eco-efficiencylevel of environmental innovationThe

development of ecological products antbmpany obtained a rating below 40%
level of environmental innovationThe compliance.

company obtained a 95% compliance

rating.

Obtaining this award recognizes the efforts of clsahcompanies to develop products
and productive processes that respect the envirahnme an industry with a high
environmental impact. This award is internationalgcognized and gives the winning
companies international notoriety, distinguishingetwinners as environmentally
responsible companies.
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