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ABSTRACT 

This study examines managers’ values, attitudes, and perceptions influence the greening of 

organizations. To that purpose, we specify and test a model of corporate environmental 

responsiveness (CER), drawing upon a modified version of the theory of planned behavior 

and the value-belief-norm theory. Based on survey data from 142 Greek  companies,  we  find  

that  top  managers’  personal  values  influence  responses indirectly, through shaping their 

environmental attitudes, while direct relationship is not significant. Subjective norms, 

expressing stakeholder expectations, do affect CER, with their effect being stronger than that 

of attitudes. Managers’ perceived ability to handle environmental issues also appears to 

influence responses. Results have theoretical implications, indicating the significant role of 

managers’ values, attitudes and perceptions in a firm’s environmental response.  Practical 

implications are discussed in relation to selection of managers and training. 

Keywords: Personal values, environmental attitudes, subjective norms, self-efficacy, 

managerial attitude, corporate environmental responsiveness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Research Journal of Management Practice | ISSN: 2782-7674 

Vol. 2, Issue 5 (May, 2022) | www.ijaar.org  

  

34 

Introduction 

In terms of employees, it is in fact even truer in modern times than ever that self-actualization  

of  employees  through  a  satisfying  work  environment,  and supportive  employer-

employee  relationship,  is  ever  more  important  given  that maximizing productivity, and 

efficiency by successfully empowering a diminishing headcount  of  workforce  is  necessary  

for  corporate  survival  and  success  in  a depressed and competitive market (Uhuru, 2018). 

Employees and customers alike are nowadays considerably influenced by the ethical 

principles of  business in  many market  places. Concepts  such  as ethical leadership,  

corporate  social  responsibility,  fair-trade,  sustainability  and  other similar concepts are 

relatively new to  many in the  corporate world,  and can  be considered to have been largely 

driven to prominence by the consumer. There need for managers of industry to understand 

that corporate responsiveness is the duty of the manager to build a consciously minded 

culture with the understanding of the norms and culture of the organization.  

Uhuru (2014) defined managerial attitude and values as the innate believe system an 

individual build that directs him or her on the right process of ensuring goals and objectives 

are achieved in the organization. The essence for corporate  growth  and profitability,  and  

the  desire  to  promote  employee  well-being, responsible use of  raw materials, energy and 

natural resources. It  can clearly be seen  that  consumers  have  a  significant  role  to  play  

in  influencing  corporate behaviour,  by  demanding  that  the  products  they  buy  are  both  

economical,  of sufficient quality, and are not too costly to the well-being of the employees of 

their producers, nor indeed to the environment. Understanding managers’ attitudes and 

beliefs about performance  appraisal  is  integral  to  understand  rating  behaviour,  because  

managers’ attitudes  and  their  beliefs  influence  how  employee  ratings  are  done  and  

feedback  is handled, as well as the overall accuracy of the ratings (Tziner, Murphy & 

Cleveland, 2014).  

Generally,  managers  are  ill  disposed  towards  corporate responsiveness in most cases;  

they  hesitate  to provide  feedback  that  reflects  unfavorably  on  them  and  they  find  it  

unpleasant  to  give negative performance feedback to employees (Kondrasuk, 2012; Thomas 

& Bretz,  2014). The  underlying  attitude  of  the  manager  towards  performance  appraisal  

has  a  direct influence  on  the  performance  appraisal  process  and  may  cause  managers  

to  engage  in unethical  behaviour  and  treat  employees  unfairly  when  they  fail  to  

provide  them  with honest feedback (Shore & Strauss, 2008).  There  is  no  consensus  about  

a  working  solution  to  the  prevalent  problem  surrounding performance  appraisal  and  

therefore  displeasure  with  performance  appraisal  continues (Gordon  &  Stewart,  2009).  

It  is  important  to  note  that  factors  influencing  managers’ attitudes  towards  performance  

appraisal  have  not  yet  been  fully  explored;  therefore  it  is necessary to gain a deeper 

understanding thereof, in order to change managers’ attitudes positively. Kammeyer-Mueler 

(2012) claim that although there is a long history of research on the definition of attitudes 

with  no  perfect  agreement  upon  this  matter,  the  most  widely  used  definition  of  

attitude  is that of Eagly and Chaiken. Therefore, this definition of attitude was adopted for 

the present study. To understand the construct of attitude properly, it is also important to 

consider the nature of an attitude. 

A significant body of research investigates the extent to which organizations respond to 

natural environment issues, as well as the factors explaining this response. The majority  of  

studies  has  focused  on  organizational  and  institutional/industry-level factors that 

influence corporate environmental responsiveness (CER), such as industry (Aragón-Correa 

and Sharma, 2003), stakeholder and regulatory pressures (Buysse and Verbeke,  2003; 
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Henriques, Irene and  Sadorsky,  1999; Murillo  Luna  et al., 2008), institutional environment 

(Hoffman, 1999; Liu et al., 2010), and strategic proactivity (Aragón-Correa, 1998). 

These studies have broadened our understanding of the macro-level factors that influence 

CER. However, some scholars suggest that more attention should be given Results emphasize 

the influence of stakeholders’  environmental  expectations on  CER  formation,  suggesting  

that  managers  with  environmental  responsibilities should be well-informed about key-

stakeholders’ opinions and expectations. Fulfilling these expectations is a difficult task, as 

different groups may have different and often conflicted interests (Carroll and Buchholtz, 

2008). Companies with procedures and routines that facilitate stakeholder identification and 

management are more likely to advance higher levels of environmental responsiveness (Reed 

et al., 2009). Policy recommendations relate mainly to regulatory reformation. Evidence of 

this study suggests that the environmental regime does not motivate companies to adopt a 

proactive environmental posture. This bring us back to an early proposition by Porter and van 

der Linde (1995), calling for a more constructive regulation that would give firms the space 

and the incentives to adopt  or to internally develop innovative environmental practices. 

Given  the  significant  contribution  of  self-enhancement values  on  CER,  the cultivation of 

such values should make a priority. Personal values, once formed, are difficult to change 

(Stern et al., 1995), thus the introduction of these values should take place within such 

institutions as the educational system and the family. 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The  second  aim  of  the  literature  review  was  to  evaluate  attitude  formation  theories, 

because it is important to understand how attitudes are formed towards objects to gain a 

better understanding of the factors that influence managers’ attitudes towards performance 

appraisal.  Researchers  have  different  views  of  attitude  formation:  there  are  theories  

that focus on multi-dimensional models and components (affective, cognitive and 

behavioural) and the underlying process view according to which attitudes are summarized 

evaluations that are formed  through  cognitive  processes such  as memory  and stimuli  

(Salinas, 2005; Smith,  Brief  &  Stevens,  2008).  The attitude formation theories that will 

subsequently be discussed are the cognitive dissonance theory, learning theories and the 

expectancy-value model.  

Cognitive dissonance theory  

Sometimes a person needs to express a view or show an attitude that is not congruent to their 

beliefs or evaluations (Wegener & Carlston, 2005). Cognitive dissonance refers to an 

unpleasant  condition  where  people  realize  that  there  are  inconsistencies  between  their 

attitudes towards objects and between their attitudes and behaviour (Baron & Byrne, 1991; 

Luthans,  2008).  Baron  and  Byrne  (1991)  also  noted  that  this  ambivalent  situation  and 

consequently  negative  attitude  formation  might  arise  out  of  taking  personal  

responsibility specifically  when  the  action  produces  negative  consequences.  Fazio  and  

Petty  (2008) explain that the individual is mostly aware of this ambivalence, which can result 

in negative attitudes  towards  the  object,  and  the  inconsistency  needs  to  be  resolved.  It  

is  assumed that  people’s  beliefs,  attitudes  and  behaviour  should  function  in  a  

harmonious environment,  and  if  there  is  no  harmony  it  is  necessary  to  bring  about  

changes  in  the cognitive structure to re-harmonize (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). 
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Corporate Environmental Responsiveness  

Corporate Environmental Responsiveness (CER) expresses the extent to which organizations 

respond to  natural environment  issues. In  an  attempt  to capture  the multidimensional  

character  of  CER,  we  adopt  a  holistic  approach  that  views environmental  

responsiveness  as  the  sum  of  a  broad  array  of  initiatives  tied  to planning,  operational,  

and  organizational-level  functions  (González-Benito  and González-Benito, 2005a). In 

addition, we extend previous research on the advantages of linking operations with 

environmental management to argue that different types of environmental initiatives, 

although distinct, are mutually supportive. For  example, while clean technology and 

environmental training are two distinct initiatives having an  impact  on  different  business  

areas  (production  and  management),  used  in combination they may have synergistic 

effects, as the latter instills commitment and enduring knowledge among employees, who are 

the users of the former (Jabbour et al., 2010). Furthermore, when such production or 

management-based environmental initiatives are supplemented with stakeholder management 

initiatives that ensure the agreement or assent of key stakeholder groups (Delmas & Toffel, 

2004), again these different types of initiatives are likely to reinforce each other. We, 

therefore, draw on the complimentarily theory (Milgrom and Roberts, 1995) to argue that 

environmental initiatives  targeting  different  business  areas  produce  synergistic  effects  

and complement  each  other  (Song  et  al.,  2005)  when  put  together.  Hence, the 

multidimensional character of CER.   

Dimensions of Corporate Environmental Responsiveness 

 Environmental attitudes  

Environmental psychology informs us that individuals with positive  environmental attitudes 

i.e. attitudes to behave in  favor of  natural environment, are more likely to feel morally 

compelled to act in order to correct the negative consequences of human-environment 

interaction (Stern, 2000). Empirical studies confirm that environmental attitudes are valid 

predictors of individuals’ ecological activities, such as recycling and reusing materials, 

conservation, or managing wastes (e.g. Barr, 2007; Beedell & Rehman, 2012; Vining & 

Ebreo, 2017).  

Apart from these outdoor activities, individuals with positive environmental attitudes ‘may 

significantly affect the environment through other behaviors, such as influencing the actions 

of organizations to which they belong’ (Stern, 2000). Environmental  attitudes  would  

motivate  these  individuals  to  behave  in  an environmentally responsible way, especially 

when  environmental decisions involve tradeoffs  between  incomplete  information  and  

complicated  technical  and  social causations (Fryxell & Lo, 2003). Prior research has related 

environmental attitudes of  managers  with  their  intentions  toward  environmental  and  

ethical  behaviors (Cordano & Frieze, 2000; Flannery & May, 2000), as well as with their 

decisions to adopt  specific  environmental  practices  (González-Benito  &  González-Benito, 

2005b).  In the present study, we surmise that managers’ generic environmental attitudes will 

influence a wide spectrum of environmental decisions that shape CER. 

Personal values  

Values are important life goals or standards which serve as guiding principles in a person’s 

life (Rokeach, 1973). While the significance of managers’ personal values in studying 

environmental responsiveness has been noted (e.g. Bansal and Roth, 2000), the mechanism 

by which personal values affects CER is not yet clearly understood. A big  part  of  the  
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literature  suggests  a  direct  personal  values-CER  relationship.  For instance, Bansal and  

Roth (2000) suggest  that managers’  personal values  influence CER because (a) values 

guide decision makers to discriminate between important and unimportant  signals  (Dutton,  

2007),  (b)  values  may  encourage  organizational members  to  champion  ecological  

responses  (Andersson  &  Bateman,  2000),  (c) managers are more likely to change the way 

their firms operate, if that change is in line  with  their  personal  values  (Andersson  &  

Bateman, 2000;  Stead  & Stead, 2019). On the other hand, psychological models suggest that 

personal values influence environmental behavior in an indirect way, through shaping 

environmental attitudes.  

Specifically, the value-belief-norm theory (Stern et al., 1999) views behavior as the result of 

five variables, tied together through a causal chain. The cornerstones of this chain are 

personal values, which are the central elements of personality and lead to more  focused  

beliefs  about  human-environment  relations,  through  selection  and filtering  of  incoming  

information  (Stern &  Dietz,  1994).   Thus,  ‘someone  who values  the  physical  beauty  of  

nature  above  other  social  objects  may  accept information that supports a belief that any 

environmental change is a dire threat to that value’ (Stern & Dietz, 2018).  

We expect that different types of values would affect CER differently. Based on the work of 

Schwartz (2017, 2018) in the structure of values and on the relevant empirical research (Karp, 

1996; Nordlund and Garvill, 2002; Stern and Dietz, 1994; Stern et al., 1993) we identify two 

types of personal values that are expected to shape managers’ environmental attitudes and 

explain variations of CER. Self-transcendent values, emphasizing acceptance of others as 

equals and concern for the individual and the collective welfare, are expected to be positively 

related to environmental attitudes and CER. Self-enhancement values, emphasizing the 

pursuit of individual success and dominance  over  others,  are  expected  to  be  negatively  

related  to  environmental attitudes and CER.  

Subjective Norms  

Subjective norms refer to the social pressure stemming from the key stakeholders and 

concerning the environmental responsiveness of firms (Flannery and May, 2000). 

Stakeholder environmental expectations may influence CER in several ways. First, 

stakeholders control valuable resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003) and thus have the power 

to harm companies that take negative or no environmental action (Buysse & Verbeke, 2003). 

For example, consumers may boycott companies’ products (Greeno & Robinson, 2019) and 

suppliers may stop their deliveries (Henriques et al., 2018). In an attempt to address this 

threat, many managers would weight key-stakeholders environmental expectations in their 

environmental decision making.  

Second,  environmental  pressure  may  be  perceived  by  managers  as  a  business 

opportunity. Many executives now understand that taking stakeholders’ expectations into 

consideration is a big step toward stakeholder integration (Sharma et al., 2019), market 

legitimacy and enhanced corporate reputation (Miles & Covin, 2000). Third, as Keogh and 

Polonsky (1998) argue, social pressure generates a sense of obligation to managers to support 

environmental concerns. They refer to this phenomenon as the ‘normative commitment’. 

Either  perceived  as  threat,  opportunity,  or  obligation,  stakeholder environmental  

expectations  are  expected  to  influence  managers’  environmental decision making and, 

through this process, the levels of CER (Banerjee, 2001; Bansal & Roth, 2000; Flannery & 

May, 2018).  
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Self-Efficacy  

Self-efficacy is the belief or conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior 

required (Bandura, 2015). As Bandura (2015) illustrates, the way people behave can be better 

predicted by the beliefs they hold concerning their capabilities, rather than by what they are 

actually capable of accomplishing. This explains why people with similar knowledge and 

skills often behave in completely different ways.  Bandura (2019) argues that self-efficacy 

influences individuals’ choices because people engage and put more effort in tasks they 

believe they can succeed. Further, people with high levels of self-efficacy tend to approach 

difficult tasks as challenges, rather as threats to be avoided.   

Research suggests that the levels of self-efficacy may affect decision making. Managers  with  

high  levels  of  self-efficacy  are  more  likely  to  set  higher  goals (Bandura & Wood, 

2020), and take higher levels of risk (Krueger and Dickson, 2019). Along the same venue, 

Hostager et al. (2017) argue that these managers are more likely to ‘see’ environmental 

opportunities. Based on the above, we surmise that managers’ self-efficacy regarding 

environmental issues, i.e. their belief in having the required knowledge, skills and abilities to 

handle environmental issues, will affect their environmental decisions, and subsequently the 

level of the environmental responsiveness of their firms.  

Monetary cost-benefit assessment  

The decision of whether or not to adopt an environmental initiative is affected by the 

corporate resource allocation and prioritization process (Phillips & Bana e Costa, 2007), as 

well as by the assessment of the associated cost and benefits (Weber, 2008). When this 

assessment is performed on the basis of purely monetary terms, it does not embrace the 

philosophy of environmental proactiveness.  While costs are mostly measurable, benefits, 

such as customer attraction or improved corporate reputation, cannot be easily quantified 

without additional information. When the acquisition of such information is considered too 

costly, some factors of the overall assessment might be misestimated (King and Lenox, 

2002), leading managers to under invest in costly environmental practices (VonHippel, 

2019).  Further, environmental proactiveness entails beyond-compliance decisions in which 

monetary arguments play a secondary role. For these reasons, we expect that the more 

managers base their cost-benefit assessment on monetary criteria, the less they will integrate 

environmental practices into their business model (Bansal & Roth, 2000).  

Environmental regulation  

Environmental regulation is a governmental instrument that tries to cope with firms’ 

externalities (Henriques et al., 1996). Greek manufacturing companies are  subject  to  the  

Environmental  Impact  Assessment  and  Integrated  Pollution Prevention  Control  (IPPC)  

directives. These directives set minimum standards of environmental performance, imposing 

penalties and fines in cases of violation. To reach these standards, companies implement 

various pollution prevention initiatives that  would  address  issues  such  as  pollution,  

wastes,  energy  inefficiencies  and environmental accidents  (European Commission, 1996).  

They also use a number of best available techniques within IPPC context (Karavanas et al., 

2009).   

However, once a standard has been met, regulation provides no incentive to firms for further 

improvement (Porter and van der Linde, 1995). Compliance-focused managers  tend  to  

direct  their  attention  toward  end-of-the-pipe  practices,  thus neglecting other aspects of 

CER, such as environmental management and beyond-compliance initiatives. Not 
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surprisingly, empirical studies  show that the perceived importance  of  environmental  

regulation  fades  out  after  a  certain  level  of environmental  proactiveness  (Buysse  &  

Verbeke,  2003;  Henriques et al., 2020). What this implies is that environmental regulation 

affects CER up to a level.  As firms are moving toward higher levels of CER, they place  

significantly less  importance  to  regulatory  forces,  thus  a  significantly  negative  

relationship  is expected. 

Conclusion 

This study empirically examines the influence of managerial attitude towards corporate 

environmental responsiveness. It examines the variables of managerial values and attitude 

from empirical works as well as corporate environmental responsiveness which are personal 

values of managers shape their environmental attitudes and, thought them, influence CER ii) 

subjective norms, expressing stakeholder expectations, are strong predictors of  CER  and  iii)  

managers  high  levels  of  self-efficacy  in  handling  environmental issues, are leading firms 

with higher levels of environmental responsiveness. These results extend the environmental 

literature, which is dominated by organizational-level approaches. 
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