<@ sustainability

Article

Window Dressing in Impression Management: Does Negative
Media Coverage Drive Corporate Green Production?

Kaijun Gan * and Silin Ye 2

check for
updates

Citation: Gan, K; Ye, S. Window
Dressing in Impression Management:
Does Negative Media Coverage Drive
Corporate Green Production?
Sustainability 2024, 16, 861. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su16020861

Academic Editor: Wen-Hsien Tsai

Received: 18 December 2023
Revised: 14 January 2024
Accepted: 17 January 2024
Published: 19 January 2024

Copyright: © 2024 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses /by /
4.0/).

1
2

International Business School, Southwestern University of Finance and Economics, Chengdu 611130, China
Business School, Sichuan University, Chengdu 610064, China; silinye@scu.edu.cn
*  Correspondence: gankaijun@163.com; Tel.: +86-135-51818-200

Abstract: This study addresses the calls for research attention on corporate greenwashing and
analyzes an environmental strategy in corporate impression management. We assume that negative
media coverage triggers impression motivation and causes firms to adopt environmental strategies for
impression construction based on the two-component model in impression management. Specifically,
firms release credible signals, such as green investment, to cover concealed pollution emissions under
the framework of a game with incomplete information. We posit that firms can select a window-
dressing strategy under the pressures of negative media coverage by constructing two regression
models, respectively. We also assess our underlying assumption of constraints from state ownership
and institutional shareholdings by testing additional moderating relationships. Utilizing a sample of
Chinese publicly listed firms from 2000 to 2010, our empirical results suggest that negative media
coverage increases corporate green investment, but pollutant emissions are reduced correspondingly,
and state ownership aggravates corporate window dressing while institutional shareholdings curb it.
Our findings reveal the corporate social irresponsibility in environmental protection and sustainable
development, and they offer important implications for firm stakeholders.

Keywords: negative media coverage; impression management; greenwashing; window dressing;
information asymmetry

1. Introduction

Recently, studies have focused on the impact of negative media coverage related to
the environment on corporate environmental performance [1]. For example, the impact of
negative environment reports on reducing pollution at the firm level has been investigated [2].
However, environment-related reports only occupy a small percentage of all negative media
coverage, as most of them have nothing to do with it. Meanwhile, news media can release
negative coverage to break the image perceptions of multiple market participants [3,4], while
reputation is a crucial intangible strategic resource for the long-term survival and development
of firms [5]. Therefore, other than the direct effect from environment-related coverage to
corporate environment abatement, our research question is as follows: Do firms respond with
environmental strategies after negative media coverage for impression construction?

Specifically, once illegal behaviors have occurred and are found, the media will expose
and spread them, forming a public opinion crisis and reputation pressure [5-7]. The firm is
then motivated to manage its impression promptly to counteract the perceived reputational
threats through creating the desired image or maintaining a current one [8]. Such impres-
sion management includes not only immediate moves like justification, apologies and
correction but also a series of strategic behaviors designed to divert public attention. This
study focuses on a particular form of impression management, what we called window
dressing, to discuss a phenomenon whereby firms adopt environment-friendly behaviors
to mitigate and divert the reputational pressure after negative media coverage, but it pro-
duces little efficiency on pollution reduction because of profit pursuing. Notably, such an
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environmental strategy is intended to establish reputation rather than to improve issues
that the media have negatively reported.

To mitigate reputational pressures and polish images, firms can provide new attrac-
tions to divert external attention from weaknesses or failures [9]. Information disclosure is
a commonly used diversionary tactic in which positive disclosure helps reduce negative
effects and demonstrates responsible images, especially concerning environmental issues
and sustainability [10,11]. Recently, environmental information disclosure has been often
used in brand building, marketing and crisis public relations [12,13]. Firms can also shape
green images by showing their efforts toward environmental protection in annual reports
and disclosing their green vision through advertisements to society [14,15].

However, information asymmetry plays a vital role in increasing the difficulty of
verifying corporate environmental disclosure [16]. It has been found that green market-
ing, rather than realizing environment governance, is frequently adopted to polish firms’
images [17,18]. A certain amount of research has defined greenwashing to explain such
problem, which represents false environmental commitments and claims [10,19]. As green-
washing continues to evolve, more and more firms use it as a tool to develop more subtle
strategies for environmental governance. However, this superficial impression manage-
ment in a marketing way cannot tackle pollution abatement, and its frequent exposure
has caused trust crises. Different from the greenwashing with commitments but no action,
this study focuses on the window-dressing strategy with action but little efficiency, and it
analyzes its feasible logic in corporate impression management.

We explore a two-component impression management model and extend this line
of theoretical work. First, after analyzing the reasons why negative media coverage trig-
gers impression motivation, we consider an environmental impression construction, a
window-dressing strategy, in the framework of dynamic game with incomplete informa-
tion. Specifically, firms can release credible signals of their image, portraying the impression
construction to cope with reputation pressure brought about by negative media coverage.
However, such credible signals may not produce a real effect because they will increase
production costs and bring about firm performance pressure. This is different from the pre-
vious definition of greenwashing, in which firms do make moves but with little efficiency
rather than relying on false claims and doing nothing. Second, we distinguish green invest-
ment and pollutant emissions based on information asymmetry to explain the feasibility of
impression construction through environmental strategy, and we provide the theoretical
basis and micro-evidence. Green investment is visible information, while pollutant emis-
sions have higher concealment because of their difficulty of inspection. There is a difference
in information asymmetry between the two. Third, we also investigate the different roles
of ownerships from the perspective of corporate governance [20], mainly analyzing the
difference in motivations between state ownership and institutional shareholdings for
impression management and discussing how they influence corporate window-dressing
strategy-making.

We apply these theoretical arguments to the context of the Chinese manufacturing
sector, as China has become the world’s most important developing country at the expense
of serious environmental pollution [21]. Increasing external attention toward environmen-
tal issues has prompted Chinese firms to proceed with their environmental strategies [22].
Nevertheless, the change may not achieve the expected effects but evolve into a strategy
for firms to withstand external pressures and construct desired impressions. We tested
our hypotheses by exploring the interrelationships between negative media coverage and
corporate environmental strategies, and our findings illustrate the window-dressing strat-
egy. Specifically, our empirical results indicate that firms invest in environmental facilities
in response to negative media coverage to divert external attentions and polish their im-
pressions. But then they consciously idle these facilities and even expand production for
sharing investment costs, which can result in ineffective pollution control. In addition,
state ownership intensifies the green investment in window dressing, while institutional
shareholdings curb it, but both have little moderating effect on pollutant emissions.
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First, this study contributes to the impression management literature by investigating
how firms use environmental strategies to construct impressions after negative media
coverage. Existing research has discussed the theoretical mechanism of media coverage
in relation to corporate reputation [23,24], but these studies mainly focus on the direct
relationship between negative environmental reports and corporate environmental gover-
nance. In fact, any negative media coverage will damage reputation and image, and firms
have strong motivations to manage impressions. Based on the two-component model, we
explain the window dressing for impression construction from the perspective of a dynamic
game with incomplete information so as to expand the boundary of relevant theories. This
study also discusses a special phenomenon in a large developing country to explore the
possible environmental impression management worldwide, because environmental fac-
tors may be embedded in impression and strategic management owing to their advantages
generated by meeting social needs for sustainable development and building green images
for firms [25,26].

Second, we extend the boundary of the greenwashing literature from an information
asymmetry perspective. The previous literature defines greenwashing as a marketing measure
rather than an environmental strategy, emphasizing its lack of practical action [10,19,27]. With
the rise in external regulatory forces, traditional greenwashing is no longer feasible and may
even lead to a trust crisis in society. Meanwhile, the difference between green investment
and pollutant emissions has not been thoroughly analyzed, as well as their link from input to
output, which leads to the insufficient understanding of environmental abatement. We not
only focus on the impression construction of firms through green investment for building rep-
utation to cope with external pressure from an input view but also analyze the phenomenon of
idling environmental equipment and expanding production for sharing investment costs from
an output view. This helps to understand the specific process of greenwashing. Specifically, we
put forward the hypothesis of a window-dressing strategy by distinguishing the information
asymmetry between green investment and pollutant emissions (in our dataset, it is reflected
in the wastewater (gas) disposal equipment and wastewater (gas) discharge of the same firm),
which enriches the issue of the effectiveness of corporate environmental governance that has
attracted more attention nowadays.

Third, we contribute to the strategic management literature by inspecting the effects
of ownership in corporate governance on restraining firms’ opportunistic strategy-making.
The prior literature fails to dig out the root of greenwashing, ignoring the different mo-
tives and selective commitments of shareholders in terms of corporate environmental
performance [28]. Meanwhile, prior studies also have not reached a consensus on whether
ownership can mitigate or exacerbate opportunism [29]. We choose two representatives
of ownership structures, state ownership and institutional shareholdings, to examine
their power in corporate strategy-making and to explain the mechanisms that hinder or
provoke window dressing. Our findings suggest that ownerships with different interest
demands may hold different attitudes toward opportunistic strategy-making, which helps
us understand that corporate misbehaviors may stem from internal governance failures.

Fourth, we also provide a new way to identify greenwashing. The prior literature
focuses on greenwashing more in terms of the theoretical discussion, and the empirical
evidence is relatively rare [30,31]. Although it is reasonable to take the difference between
the firm’s commitment and actual pollutant emissions as a proxy for greenwashing, most
firms do not set specific environmental targets [28]. In addition, firms with clearly envi-
ronmental targets are more easily supervised by external regulators, and such selection
bias may underestimate the greenwashing. Therefore, to solve the difficulties of quantizing
greenwashing, we combine green investment and pollutant emissions, which provides an
important empirical basis for relevant research on the testing of the greenwashing of firms.

Last but not least, this study contributes to the research on sustainability-related
issues. First, the environmental performance directly affects the sustainable development
of firms. False environmental strategies and excessive packaging of disclosure may bring
about long-term reputational damages, legal risks and decreases in investor attention on
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corporate reputation [32]. Second, green marketing and greenwashing cannot improve
environmental sustainability [33,34]. This study helps to alert firm stakeholders and the
public to focus less on the surface of phenomena in environmental protection of firms but
to investigate the specific implementation of environmental strategies. Third, media and
other external supervisors play significant roles in sustainability, and they can promote the
goals and responsibilities of sustainability in governments and firms through monitoring
and reporting [35,36]. Therefore, we provide insights for future research on sustainable
development from corporate sustainability, environmental sustainability, and the subject of
sustainable development supervision.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Negative Media Coverage and Impression Management

Negative media coverage can disrupt the perceptions that people have about firms
based upon their past actions [3,4,37,38]. The potential damage from such reputation pres-
sure urges firms to engage in impression management [39]. Leary and Kowalski proposed
two discrete processes, impression motivation and impression construction, to deconstruct
impression management and develop a two-component model [40]. Specifically, when a
stimulus is detected to damage the desired image, the firm will be motivated to actively
prevent the continuous spread of the negative effects and control how public see it, which
forms impression motivation. Once the motivation is formed, the firm will consciously
allocate its resources to correct the stimulus and adopt appropriate means to maintain its
image in the minds of others, namely impression construction.

Specifically, on the one hand, negative media coverage forms the impression motiva-
tion through three factors mentioned in the model [40]. First, the inseparable relationship
between firms and media is consistent with the ‘goal-relevance of impression’. Negative
media coverage can publicly tarnish corporate images through widely spreading [4], and
firms also rely on the media to release favorable reports and portraying desired images. Sec-
ond, affected corporate images have been deemed an important intangible resource related
to positive outcomes [37], reflecting the ‘value of desired goal’. If impression management
can achieve considerable benefits, impression motivation will also be enhanced. Third, the
‘discrepancy between the desired and current images’ suggests that firms are motivated to
reverse their status and shape recognized perceptions through positive behaviors when
ideal images are destroyed by negative media coverage. Overall, negative media coverage
provides ample incentives for impression management.

On the other hand, negative media coverage also urges focal firms to adopt appropri-
ate strategies for impression construction [39]. According to the two-component model,
certain aspects consistent with positive behaviors should be valued at appropriate times to
show firms” self-concept, which is expected to alleviate current negative effects and have
potentially positive impacts on firms’ future operations. Negative media coverage gener-
ates a particular situation where firms display defensive impression construction to form
their self-concept [41], maintain impressions, feed legitimacy demands, and narrow the
gap between the current and expected images for future operations [42]. In our context, we
focus on firms’ environmental strategies for impression construction and examine whether
they can cope with negative media attention well.

2.2. Window-Dressing Strategy

Due to increasing concerns regarding the ecology, environment governance has grad-
ually become an approved strategy for impression construction [43]. Firms can improve
their environmental performance by means of green investment and pollution reduction
so as to form a green reputation and gain stakeholder support, shifting external attention
to corporate social responsibility [24]. In recent years, firms have constructed impressions
through environmental strategies to cater to the impression motivation generated by nega-
tive media coverage and gain more benefits from such a green self-concept. Particularly,
the information disclosure of environmental performance can help firms publicize their
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commitments to environmental protection so as to highlight their social responsibilities
and divert external attention [10,11,13,44].

However, information disclosure can be widely verified with the rise of external
supervision forces, including news media, government, public and non-governmental
organizations, making it difficult for firms to brag about their environment performance
by taking advantage of information asymmetry. It has been shown that traditional green-
washing based on false claims, disclosures, and advertisements cannot stand up to scrutiny
without a credible basis [45]. Worse still, such greenwashing without taking actual actions
may even produce the ‘backfire effect” on corporate reputation [13]. This implies that
cost-saving greenwashing is no longer a viable impression construction that can form the
desired self-concept unless firms provide convincing solution for environmental protection.
Hence, if a firm tries to control the effect of negative media coverage through an environ-
mental strategy for impression management, it must find a way to make it a solution that
can be accredited by stakeholders and the public.

According to a dynamic game with incomplete information, each person wants to
convey favorable information to the other person, although the other person may not
believe that the signal you are sending is true because of incomplete information [46].
Since delivering a message is cheap and easy to copy, actors must pay enough to make
the released information credible. How can credible signals be offered? The most effective
method is to visualize commitments. For example, technological innovation and pollution
abatement equipment can release more reliable signals than symbolic promises, conveying
that the firm has allocated visible resources for environmental protection. After an upfront
cost is paid to show environmental beliefs, firms can establish green images and divert
external attention from those negatively reported to alleviate reputational damage to some
extent. However, being green is not always a win-win proposition, because it is costly
and unprofitable in the short term [28]. Specifically, substantial purchasing expenditures
and maintenance fees for the environmental facilities increase the performance pressure,
and there is a high probability that firms will idle these facilities after displaying their
efforts at environmental governance and even expand production to share the costs of these
credible signals, resulting in the awkward situation where pollutant emissions have not
been reduced, or even worse.

The information asymmetry between green investment and pollutant emissions plays
a great role in such environmental impression construction. Previous studies often take
these two indicators as equivalent proxies for environmental performance [47,48]. However,
the potential discrepancy between the two has not been fully discussed. On the one hand,
the government subsidy makes it inspectable for firms’ green investment, and the disclosed
environmental equipment can also be verified onsite by external regulators, which endows
green investment with lower information asymmetry. On the other hand, the channels
of pollutant emissions are concealed, and the release is usually self-reported by firms
to local environmental departments. This provides room for opportunism, resulting in
leakage occurrence. Additionally, due to the immaturity of monitoring technology, the
external supervision of pollutant emissions is usually found in sampling inspection instead
of continuous monitoring. Therefore, pollutant emissions display higher information
asymmetry than green investment.

This paper proposes a strategic environmental governance, window-dressing strategy,
which considers the internal information asymmetry of environmental performance to
describe a firm’s impression construction. Specifically, both the reputation pressure caused
by negative media coverage and the performance pressure brought about by the input costs
in impression construction need to be considered in the process of firms’ strategic decision-
making. Investing in relatively transparent environmental facilities not only provides a way
for firms to enhance society responsibilities, which helps with building their reputation and
image, but also diverts external attention to somewhere else instead of focusing on negative
contents reported by the media. Meanwhile, to share the investment costs of shaping green
images and alleviate the performance pressure, firms have strong motivation to idle these
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environmental protection facilities and even expand current production to maintain profits
because of higher information asymmetry in pollutant emissions, thereby the environment
may not be improved as expected.

Consequently, negative media coverage provides firms with impression motivation,
while firms adopt environmental strategies as a response for impression construction.
We investigate environmental strategy based on information asymmetry and discuss the
reasons and process of impression construction in detail, which helps explain why firms
choose a window-dressing strategy under both reputational and performance pressure
(Figure 1). Our baseline hypothesis is as follows:

H1: Motivated by negative media coverage, firms will respond with the window-dressing strategy
for impression construction, manifesting in increases in green investment while pollutant emissions
are not effectively reduced.
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework for corporate window-dressing.

2.3. Moderating Effect of Ownerships

Considering discrete interest demands, different ownership structures may have dif-
ferent governance effects on corporate strategic management [49,50]. Given that state own-
ership and institutional shareholdings are crucial resources in corporate governance [51],
this study aims to determine why their attitudes toward the window dressing are diverse
and how they intervene in corporate strategic decision-making.

With the continuous progress of the non-tradable shares reform, China’s ownership
structure is developing toward diversification, but state ownership still plays a prominent
role in corporate governance. State-owned firms, as a part of the government’s macro-
control, not only undertake the task of making profits but also shoulder necessary social
responsibilities, exhibiting a strong public nature that distinguishes them from non-state
firms on corporate governance [52]. Whenever social conflicts and corporate crises break
out, state ownership forces firms to deviate from the goal of profit maximization under the
trade-off between profitability and publicity, and to maintain social stability and corporate
image through positive corporate governance strategies. Meanwhile, the top management
of a state-owned firm is often assigned by the government, which consolidates the gov-
ernment’s position in the strategic decision-making and makes state-owned firms have
powerful political attributes [53,54]. Consequently, both public and political attributes
make state ownership have a significant impact on corporate strategic decision-making.

State ownership is motivated to intervene in impression constructions in several ways.
On the one hand, the government is responsible for protecting the environment and imple-
menting a series of legislations and policies [55], while the public and political attributes
of state ownership require firms to follow the instructions for economic development. At
the same time, the reputation and image of state-owned firms are closely linked to those of
government departments, and the reporting system demonstrating governance capabilities
to superiors also motivates executives to adopt active impression construction to avoid the
negative effects of image damage and protect their future political promotion in careers [53].
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In this light, green investment in window dressing may be preferred because it helps to
establish reputation and portray an image for state-owned firms, and it meets the need of
executives to show their abilities.

On the other hand, because performance evaluation is more politically oriented, state
ownership is incentivized to pay more attention to non-profit goals rather than maximizing
financial performance [56]. Meanwhile, government departments usually monitor the
environmental protection of firms from the recorded investment rather than the emissions.
Moreover, although the support from the government, such as subsidies and preferential
policies, makes state-owned firms have less pressure to survive in the market [57], the most
prominent implicit welfare that state-owned firms can obtain lies in the fact that they are
less subject to environmental constraints and regulatory pressure, which leads to the lack of
motivation to deal with environmental problems, especially when most of China’s heavily
polluting industries are dominated by state-owned firms. Therefore, after the impression
motive is generated by the negative media coverage, there are contradictions in the internal
governance of state-owned firms.

Overall, after negative media coverage generates impression motivation, it is feasible
for state-owned firms to increase green investment for building social reputation to transfer
and alleviate the negative impacts. However, because state-owned firms have relatively low
regulatory pressure on environmental issues, it may also lead to a lack of attention being
paid to pollution emissions after benefiting from impression management. Accordingly,
the second hypothesis is formulated as follows:

H2: State ownership aggravates window dressing. It exerts a positive moderating effect on green
investment but has no moderating effect on pollutant emissions.

It has been observed that institutional shareholdings constitute a third force and ex-
ert a great influence on corporate governance [58]. Specifically, compared with scattered
investors, substantial professional experience and fund resources enable sophisticated
institutional shareholdings to participate extensively in corporate strategy-making [59].
Furthermore, connections facilitated by equity linkages in joint shareholdings among in-
vestors strengthen their motivations to become active shareholders in corporate governance,
which can effectively restrain the opportunism of the management. In particular, these
investors can deliver passive signals through withdrawer threats to exert stronger supervi-
sion over invested firms. Hence, institutional shareholdings have adequate capacity to be
involved in corporate governance.

However, the agency problem caused by the separation of ownership and control always
exists because information asymmetry puts the principal at an information disadvantage
and cannot fully supervise the agent [57,60], which may limit the power of institutional
shareholdings over corporate governance. Meanwhile, different from foreign institutional
investors, such as public pensions and government funds, institutional investors in China
are mainly composed of banks, insurance, trust, social security funds and other profitable
institutions, which leads to the fact that their investment motives and purposes are relatively
unified, especially in investment income [61-63]. Hence, the agent problem arises when
managers desire to promote impression construction via green investment, while institutional
shareholdings” goal is to reduce business costs and expand profits.

On the one hand, institutional shareholdings pay more attention to consumer and
market responses than state ownership in the absence of the up-reporting system, while
pollutant emissions in window dressing can cause trust crises and then affect corporate
performance. Media in developing countries are also prone to pressure and tend to align
with government goals [64], so the misconduct of private firms is more likely to attract
media attention compared with state-owned firms, which makes institutional shareholdings
try to avoid strategic behaviors that may be exposed by the media [65]. In addition,
relatively fewer political connections indicate fewer policy preferences and privileges, and
the high investment in environmental protection equipment may further shake institutional
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shareholdings’ support because of increased production costs. Therefore, institutional
shareholdings have strong motivations to resist cost-consuming green investment and urge
the management to allocate limited resources more cautiously when green investment in
window dressing is only a step in impression management.

On the other hand, institutional shareholdings remain outsiders. It is difficult to
identify internal issues because institutional shareholdings make decisions based on the
external information of corporate governance generated from their site inspection, firms’
information disclosure, and external media coverage. This study considers that green
investment is visible and easy to obtain from outside information sources, whereas pol-
lutant emissions tend to be deceptive and difficult to track, which enlarges the difficulty
for institutional shareholdings in monitoring corporate behaviors. Compared with state
ownership, maximizing profit is the priority for institutional shareholdings, who may
also advocate expanding production and reducing operating costs to pursue investment
interests, leading to weaker supervision of pollutant emissions. In general, the difficulty
of obtaining internal information objectively results in the limited ability of institutional
shareholdings in the supervision of pollutant emissions, and the subjective incentive to
chase investment returns also exacerbates the lack of attention to pollutant emissions.

Consequently, after negative media coverage generates impression motivation, in-
stitutional shareholdings will try to prevent firms from increasing green investment for
impression construction because of cost consideration. Also, due to objective and subjective
reasons, institutional shareholdings may acquiesce to the idling of environmental facili-
ties and expansion of production, which may lead to the inability to effectively alleviate
pollutant emissions. Accordingly, we propose the following hypothesis:

H3: Institutional shareholdings can partially suppress window dressing. They exert a negative
moderating effect on green investment but have little moderating effect on pollutant emissions.

3. Data and Methods
3.1. Data and Sample

The sample for this study includes firms listed on the Shanghai and Shenzhen stock ex-
changes between 2000 and 2010. This sample is available in the CSMAR database, retrieving
and coding information from corporate annual reports. We obtain data on negative media
coverage from the Financial News Database of Chinese Listed Companies (CFND), which
collects news reports on listed firms documented in approximately 600 official and commer-
cial newspapers (the CEND contains media coverages from approximately 600 newspapers,
of which the most important ones include 8 mainstream financial newspapers frequently
used in the research on listed firms: China Securities Journal, Securities Daily, Securities
Times, Shanghai Securities News, China Business Journal, The Economic Observer, 21st
Century Business Herald and First Financial Daily). Data on a firm’s environmental perfor-
mance are derived from the Annual Environmental Survey of Polluting Firms of China,
established by the Ministry of Environmental Protection (MEP), which provides substantial
information on installed green investment and pollutant emissions. We manually combine
data from the above information sources by identifying listed firms’ names and formulat-
ing a panel of 274 listed manufacturers. The panel covers 1107 firm-year observations of
30 manufacturing sectors and 30 provinces in China (the 30 manufacturing sectors cover
food, textiles and clothing, wood and furniture, paper and printing, petroleum, chemicals
and plastics, electronic, metals and non-metals, machinery and equipment, medicine and
biology, and other manufacturing according to the guidelines on industry classification of
listed companies (2001)).

3.2. Dependent Variables

Green investment. In previous studies, firms’ green investment is often defined as the
decontamination facility, R&D in clean production technology, and ecological protection
expenditure [48,66]. However, firms have incentives to overstate their green expenditures
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to satisfy legitimacy requirements and advertise environmental protection [42]. Therefore,
we employ the number of wastewater abatement facilities approved by the MEP as a proxy
variable. We also consider the number of pollution abatement facilities to dispose of waste
air for further robustness checks.

Pollutant emissions. Discharge, including industrial effluents, COD, CO,, and SO,
has been widely used as a proxy for pollutant emissions [67]. However, according to MEP
data, water pollution events accounted for over 40% of the total pollution events from
2000 to 2010, far higher than other types of pollution events. Thus, we use the natural
logarithm of the industrial effluent as a primary proxy for pollutant emissions. Waste
air is also considered a proxy in our robustness checks, as air pollution is also a serious
environmental issue in China.

3.3. Independent Variable

Negative Media Coverage. Negative media coverage has been widely researched in
the corporate governance literature [2,68]. Firms’ images are more susceptible to negative
news reports than other types of coverage, which motivates firms to formulate a suitable
impression management. Following Bednar [4], we use the natural logarithm of negative
news articles that mention a firm’s name in their titles or contents as a proxy for negative
media coverage. A greater amount of negative media coverage of a firm indicates a higher
motivation for the firm to manage its impression. In the robustness checks, negative
media coverage related to environmental issues is excluded in this study to further test the
reliability of our conclusions.

3.4. Moderating Variables

In our study, to examine the governance roles of ownership in the strategy-making
of corporate impression construction, we introduce two moderators. State Ownership.
Following related studies, we use a dummy variable to measure state ownership. If a firm
is state-owned, we code it as 1; otherwise, we code it as zero [3]. Institutional shareholdings.
We adopt the share percentage of institutional shareholdings to measure the power of
institutional ownership in firms’ strategy-making [69].

3.5. Control Variables

We control for four types of external regulators: government regulation, public atten-
tion, NGO participation, and external auditors. Government regulation. We employ the
number of staff members in environmental protection departments to control the external
pressure exerted by the government. This is calculated as the ratio of environmental person-
nel to the total population at the provincial level. Public attention. We use the population
density, defined as the total population divided by the province area, as a proxy for public
attention. NGO participation. We use the annual number of environmental NGOs in each
province to control their potential impact on the environmental performance of listed firms.
External auditor. We construct a dummy variable for the external auditor, which equals 1 if
firms are audited by KPMG, Deloitte, PwC, or EY in a given year, and 0 otherwise. We also
control for a bundle of firm-level variables, including firm age, capital-labor ratio, the ratio
of liabilities, ownership concentration, and independent director. We specifically analyze
the impact of the firm size and political connections to avoid endogeneity caused by the
omission of variables.

3.6. Methodology
Our baseline regressions contain two sets of models:

(1) Green investment = f (negative media coverage, controls, fixed effects)
(2) Pollutant emissions = f (negative media coverage, controls, fixed effects)

We use the OLS model to estimate H1 regarding the effects of negative media coverage
on firms’ green investment and pollutant emissions separately to characterize the window-
dressing strategy. To test H2 and H3 about ownership power on firms’ strategy-making, we
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add moderators and their interactions with our independent variable to the baseline models.
To support our findings, we also consider a series of robustness checks, including variable
remeasurement and endogeneity. The measurements of all the variables are presented
in Table 1. Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics and correlation matrix. The variance
inflation factor values are well below the cut-off point of 10. This indicates that our analysis

does not suffer from multicollinearity problems [70].

Table 1. Definitions of the variables and descriptive statistics.

Variables Mean S.D.

Dependent Variables
Green investment—The natural logarithm of the number of wastewater abatement facilities 0.73 0.9
Pollutant emissions—The natural logarithm of the amount of industrial effluents 12.96 2.27

Independent variables
Negative media coverage—The natural logarithm of the yearly number of negative news articles that mention 1.83 1.03

a firm’s name in their titles or contents ' '

Moderating variables
State ownership—Dummy: This is equal to 1 if the firm is state-owned, and 0 otherwise 0.66 0.47
Institutional shareholdings—The percentage of institutional investor shares 0.07 0.1

Control variables
Government regulation—The ratio of environmental personnel to the total population at the provincial level =~ 4.76 0.3
Public attention—The ratio of the total population to the geographic area at the provincial level 1.34 0.79
NGO participation—The natural logarithm of the annual number of environmental NGOs in each province  0.64 0.69
External auditors—Dummy: This is equal to 1 if firms are audited by KPMG, Deloitte, PwC, or EY, and 0 0.07 0.25

otherwise ’ ’
Firm age—The natural logarithm of the given year minus the firm’s opening year 2.3 0.47
Capital-labor ratio—The natural logarithm of the ratio of fixed assets to the total labor 12.45 0.87
Ratio of liabilities—The ratio of assets to liabilities 0.47 0.34
Ownership concentration—The percentage of the largest shareholder’s shareholdings 0.41 0.17
Independent director—The percentage of the number of independent directors to the total number of directors  0.32 0.1

Table 2. Correlations.
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1 Pollutant emissions 1

2 Green investment 0.544 1

3 Negative media coverage 0.184 0.209 1

4 Firm age —0.078 —0.138 0.150 1

5 Capital-labor ratio 0.141 0.235 0.144 0.022 1

6 Public attention —0.054 —0.066 —0.022 0.128 0.024 1

7 Government regulation —0.029 —0.084 —0.037 0.027 0.156 0.080 1

8 NGO participation —0.151 —0.095 0.060 0.362 0.090 0.322 —0.054 1

9 External auditors 0.159 0.243 0.122 —0.083 0.119 0.093 0.01 —0.029 1

10 Ratio of liabilities —0.037 0.001 0.042 0.126 0.151 —0.057 0.035 0.011 0.006 1

1 Ownership concentration 0.234 0.320 0.090 —0.349 0.090 —0.080 —0.089 —0.193 0.208 —0.050 1

12 Independent director 0.004 0.017 0.131 0.250 0.097 —0.006 0.127 0.125 —0.013 0.053 —0.079 1

13 State ownership 0.279 0.265 0.104 —0.129 0.027 —0.03 —0.025 —0.178 0.087 0.093 0.279 —0.081 1

14 Institutional shareholdings 0.060 0.020 0.269 0.138 —0.012 0.009 0.024 0.091c 0.023 —0.04 —0.147 0.110 —0.025 1

4. Empirical Results
4.1. Baseline Results

Tables 3 and 4 show the impact of negative media coverage on firms’ green investment
and pollutant emissions, respectively. Model 1 includes only a series of control variables.
To test H1, Model 2 incorporates the independent variable negative media coverage. To

explore the moderating effects of state ownership and institutional shareholdings, we

add the moderating variables and their interaction terms to Models 3 and 4, respectively.

Year-fixed and industrial-fixed effects are included in each model.

H1 proposes that negative media coverage is positively associated with firms’ green

investment and pollution emissions. Model 2 in Table 3 presents a significant and positive

relationship between negative media coverage and green investment (3 = 0.118, p < 0.001).

As presented in Model 2 in Table 4, the coefficient of negative media coverage is also

significantly positive ( = 0.380, p < 0.001). Hence, H1 is supported.
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Table 3. Baseline results: The effect of negative media coverage on green investment.
Dependent Variables: Green Investment
Variables
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Control variables
Government regulation —0.183 ** —0.149 ** —0.178 ** —0.207 **
(0.074) (0.074) (0.073) (0.081)
Public attention 0.036 0.037 0.034 0.000
(0.033) (0.032) (0.033) (0.035)
NGO participation —0.112 *** —0.101 *** —0.095 *** —0.118 ***
(0.035) (0.034) (0.035) (0.038)
External auditors 0.148 ** 0.111 0.106 0.130 *
(0.073) (0.071) (0.073) (0.077)
Firm age —0.012 —0.045 —0.066 —0.038
(0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.055)
Capital-labor ratio 0.091 *** 0.079 *** 0.080 *** 0.107 ***
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.033)
Ratio of liabilities —0.083 —0.110 ** —0.126 ** —0.120 **
(0.051) (0.051) (0.053) (0.060)
Ownership concentration 0.289 * 0.218 0.119 0.349 **
(0.164) (0.163) (0.165) (0.177)
Independent director 0.383 0.511 0.575 0.330
(0.382) (0.364) (0.356) (0.387)
Moderating variables
State ownership 0.234 ***
(0.051)
Institutional shareholdings 0.423
(0.289)
Independent variables
H1: Negative media coverage 0.118 *** 0.101 *** 0.109 ***
(0.022) (0.022) (0.025)
Interactions
H2: Negative media coverage x State ownership 0.101 ***
(0.037)
H3: Negative media coverage x Institutional shareholdings —0.442 **
(0.195)
N 1107 1107 1107 954
F-statistic 3.982 *** 6.484 *** 7.952 *** 6.295 ***
R? 0.465 0.477 0.490 0.499
Adjusted R? 0.439 0.451 0.463 0.468

*, ** and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

H2 argues that although state ownership enhances the relationship between negative
media coverage and firms’ green investment, it does not moderate the relationship between
negative media coverage and pollutant emissions. Model 3 in Table 3 illustrates that the
interaction term for state ownership is significantly positive (3 = 0.101, p < 0.001). Model
3 in Table 4 presents a positive but insignificant coefficient for the interaction term. To
visualize the results, we plot the moderating effects in Figure 2a,b. Figure 2a illustrates
that state-owned firms have more green investment. By contrast, Figure 2b demonstrates
that pollutant emissions do not appear significantly different between state-owned and
non-state-owned firms, which is consistent with our prediction in H2.
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Table 4. Baseline results: The effect of negative media coverage on pollutant emissions.
Dependent Variables: Pollutant Emissions
Variables
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Control variables
Government regulation —0.357 —0.249 —0.425 ** —0.210
(0.230) (0.228) (0.216) (0.247)
Public attention 0.115 0.120 0.097 0.048
(0.090) (0.090) (0.091) (0.090)
NGO participation —0.572 *** —0.536 *** —0.487 *** —0.506 ***
(0.115) (0.113) (0.103) (0.126)
External auditors 0.566 *** 0.448 ** 0.480 ** 0.357 %
(0.202) (0.188) (0.191) (0.208)
Firm age —0.044 —0.151 —0.256 * —0.205
(0.161) (0.160) (0.155) (0.175)
Capital-labor ratio -0.141 -0.178 * —0.158 * —0.142
(0.100) (0.098) (0.092) (0.103)
Ratio of liabilities —0.342 —0.427 ** —0.498 *** —0.154
(0.209) (0.199) (0.185) (0.290)
Ownership concentration 1.291 *** 1.062 *** 0.516 1.217 ***
(0.399) (0.397) (0.406) (0.427)
Independent director 1.229 1.642 % 1.771% 1.891 %
(1.027) (0.968) (0.931) (1.058)
Moderating variables
State ownership 1.123 ***
(0.131)
Institutional shareholdings 1.568 **
(0.714)
Independent variables
H1: Negative media coverage 0.380 *** 0.315 *** 0.359 ***
(0.064) (0.061) (0.072)
Interactions
H2: Negative media coverage x State ownership 0.118
(0.117)
H3: Negative media coverage x Institutional shareholdings —0.271
(0.577)
N 1107 1107 1107 954
F-statistic 6.998 *** 10.01 *** 14.59 *** 6.435 ***
R? 0.420 0.440 0.478 0.439
Adjusted R? 0.392 0.412 0.451 0.404

*, ** and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

H3 proposes that while institutional shareholdings weaken the relationship between
negative media coverage and firms’ green investment, they do not play a moderating
role between negative media coverage and pollutant emissions. As demonstrated in
Model 4 in Table 3, the interaction term of institutional shareholdings is significantly
negative (3 = —0.442, p < 0.05), and Model 4 in Table 4 presents a negative but insignificant
coefficient for the interaction term of institutional shareholdings. Figure 3a,b present the
moderating effects of institutional shareholdings on firms’ green investment and pollutant
emissions. Figure 3a shows that firms with higher institutional shareholdings have less
green investment. In comparison, firms with higher or lower institutional shareholdings do
not present significant differences in green investment and pollutant emissions (Figure 3b),

which further supports the prediction of H3.
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Figure 2. (a) Moderating effect of state ownership on green investment. (b) Moderating effect of state
ownership on pollutant emissions.
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Figure 3. (a) Moderating effect of institutional shareholdings on green investment. (b) Moderating
effect of institutional shareholdings on pollutant emissions.

4.2. Robustness Checks

We conduct a set of robustness checks to examine the robustness of our findings,
and the results are presented in Tables 5 and 6. Air pollution is another major environ-
mental issue, in addition to water pollution. We use two alternative measures of firms’
environmental performance: the number of waste gas abatement facilities and the number
of exhaust emissions. The results are presented in Models 1a and 1b in Tables 5 and 6,
respectively, and they are consistent with our main results. Additionally, extensive media
coverage would distract limited public attention, which may reduce the unit value of
news and overestimate the impact of negative media coverage. Thus, we construct an
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alternative relative indicator (RMedia). RMedia is defined as one minus the ratio of the
corporate ranking divided by the total negative media coverage in the current year (that is,
RMediaj; = 1 — Rank;;/Number;, where Number; denotes the number of firms in t year
and Rank;; is the rank of negative media coverage refers to firm i in t year). The larger
the variable, the higher the corporate impression motivation. As presented in Models 2a
and 2b in Tables 5 and 6, respectively, our results imply that our findings remain robust.
Furthermore, we also exclude the negative media coverage related to environmental issues
and the results are presented, respectively, in Models 3a and 3b in Tables 5 and 6, indicating
that our main results remain robust.

Table 5. Robustness checks of the green investment equation.

Dependent Variables: Green Investment

Variables
Model 1a Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a Model 6a Model 7a
Control variables
Government regulation —0.008 —0.154 ** —0.154 ** —0.244 *** 0.145 —0.107 —-0.121
(0.115) (0.074) (0.073) (0.073) (0.198) (0.086) (0.100)
Public attention —0.048 0.034 0.039 0.013 0.051 0.039 0.021
(0.038) (0.033) (0.033) (0.030) (0.058) (0.030) (0.036)
NGO participation —0.127 ** —0.101 *** —0.103 *** —0.101 *** 0.015 —0.086 ** —0.095 **
(0.059) (0.035) (0.034) (0.034) (0.087) (0.039) (0.046)
External auditors 0.154 0.130* 0.106 0.127 —0.285 0.064 0.126
(0.170) (0.071) (0.071) (0.081) (0.250) (0.096) (0.114)
Firm age —0.057 —0.041 —0.046 —0.064 —0.337* —0.087 —0.080
(0.096) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.173) (0.062) (0.078)
Capital-labor ratio 0.177 *** 0.080 *** 0.083 *** 0.066 ** —0.014 0.065 ** 0.069 *
(0.052) (0.031) (0.031) (0.029) (0.076) (0.033) (0.038)
Ratio of liabilities —0.081 —0.109 ** —0.111 ** —0.051 —0.360 * —0.143 * —0.074
(0.167) (0.051) (0.051) (0.052) (0.185) (0.077) (0.083)
Ownership concentration 0.778 *** 0.252 0.220 0.061 -0.616 0.128 0.410 **
(0.255) (0.164) (0.163) (0.162) (0.463) (0.167) (0.192)
Independent director 0.448 0.462 0.508 0.622 * 1.717 * 0.673 * 0.490
(0.505) (0.367) (0.363) (0.346) (0.885) (0.364) (0.446)
Firm size 0.081 ***
(0.019)
Political connection 0.173 ***
(0.049)
Independent variables
Negative media coverage 0.238 *** 0.414 *** 0.118 *** 0.081 *** 1.295 *** 0.267 *** 0.182 ***
(0.037) (0.089) (0.022) (0.024) (0.479) (0.073) (0.048)
N 975 1107 1107 1074 991 1107 816
F-statistic 8.790 5.740 9.870
R? 0.481 0.475 0.478 0.515
Adjusted R? 0.451 0.449 0.490

*,** and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

Second, considering the potential endogeneity arising from the omitted variables, we
include other control variables that may simultaneously affect media coverage and a firm’s
environmental performance. On the one hand, previous studies consider that larger firms
can attract more media attention and have better environmental performance than smaller
firms [71]. Thus, we added the firm size, defined as the natural logarithm of a firm’s total
output, to the equation. On the other hand, firms with political connections may have
stronger bargaining power with local governments on environmental enforcement [72]
and may also influence media coverage. We also consider the political connection, a
dummy variable of 1 if the chairman and general manager have political connections and
0 otherwise, as a control variable. As presented in Models 4a and 4b in Tables 5 and 6,
respectively, the results are consistent with our findings.

Finally, to further alleviate the endogeneity arising from reverse causality, we construct
three instrumental variables and adopt an instrumental regression model. First, we use
the proportion of non-tradable shares as an instrumental variable and report the results in
Models 5a and 5b in Tables 5 and 6, respectively [3]. Second, we construct an instrumental
variable, defined as the region’s mean value of negative media coverage. We use the
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two-stage least squares method to estimate the results presented in Models 6a and 6b
in Tables 5 and 6, respectively. Third, consistent with previous studies [23], we use the
lagged negative media coverage as an instrumental variable. The results are illustrated
in Models 7a and 7b in Tables 5 and 6, respectively. For all three instrumental variables,
the coefficient of negative media coverage is significantly positive in the second-stage
regression, indicating that our main results remain robust.

Table 6. Robustness checks of the pollution emissions equation.

Dependent Variables: Pollutant Emissions

Variables
Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b Model 6b Model 7b
Control variables
Government regulation 0.066 —0.267 —0.274 —0.293 1.096 —0.112 0.042
(0.173) (0.229) (0.227) (0.222) (0.764) (0.225) (0.241)
Public attention —-0.137* 0.108 0.125 0.093 0.186 0.126 0.073
(0.077) (0.089) (0.090) (0.086) (0.225) (0.079) (0.086)
NGO participation —0.292 ** —0.537 *** —0.545 *** —0.589 *** —0.001 —0.489 *** —0.576 ***
(0.118) (0.112) (0.113) (0.110) (0.335) (0.103) (0.111)
External auditors —0.017 0.509 *** 0.447 ** 0.263 —1.431 0.295 0.154
(0.221) (0.193) (0.189) (0.203) (0.965) (0.251) (0.275)
Firm age 0.155 —-0.137 —0.142 -0.215 —1.473 ** —0.289 * —0.244
(0.172) (0.160) (0.160) (0.160) (0.665) (0.162) (0.187)
Capital-labor ratio 0.441 *»+* —-0.175* —0.163 * —0.199 ** —0.594 ** —0.224 *** —0.292 ***
(0.087) (0.098) (0.098) (0.091) (0.294) (0.086) (0.091)
Ratio of liabilities —0.434* —0.422 ** —0.422 ** —0.457 ** —1.409 ** —0.537 *** —0.465 **
(0.264) (0.199) (0.201) (0.193) (0.712) (0.203) (0.201)
Ownership concentration 2.060 *** 1.174 *** 1.093 *** 0.870 ** —2.615 0.769 * 1.640 ***
(0.430) (0.397) (0.396) (0.401) (1.783) (0.438) (0.464)
Independent director 1.851 ** 1.480 1.588 2.040 ** 7.428 ** 2,172 ** 2472 **
(0.723) (0.981) (0.973) (0.944) (3.409) (0.956) (1.076)
Firm size 0.299 ***
(0.050)
Political connection —0.180
(0.134)
Independent variables
Negative media coverage 0.283 *** 1.308 *** 0.338 *** 0.241 *** 5.397 *** 0.867 *** 0.547 ***
(0.068) (0.246) (0.061) (0.065) (1.848) (0.193) (0.117)
N 975 1107 1107 1074 991 1107 816
F-statistic 8.836 9.083 13.28
R? 0.627 0.436 0.437 0.480
Adjusted R? 0.605 0.408 0.452

*, ** and *** denote significance at 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

This study aimed to characterize a particular environmental strategy for greenwashing
in corporate impression management and to reveal a realistic phenomenon in environ-
mental sustainability. Theoretical considerations suggest that negative media coverage
triggers impression motivation, and firms adopt the window-dressing strategy as impres-
sion construction, while ownerships have a say in strategy decision-making (Figure 1).
We used green investment and pollutant emissions from the perspective of information
asymmetry to further support our theoretical hypothesis, where the former is visible and
transparent for inspection, while the latter may be firms’ private information that is easily
concealed. We empirically examined the linkages between negative media coverage and
corporate environmental governance, as well as the moderating effects of state ownership
and institutional shareholdings, to provide consistent evidence.

On the one hand, based on the proposed window-dressing strategy, we assumed that
corporates increase green investment and pollutant emissions simultaneously after negative
media coverage. The difference between this hypothesis and the previous research is that
the latter often discusses the connection between the media and green investment [1,73,74] or
the media and pollutant emissions [75,76], which ignores the comprehensiveness when firms
formulate their strategies. Specifically, we found that negative media coverage significantly
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and simultaneously increases firms’ green investment (Table 3, Model 2) and pollutant emis-
sions (Table 4, Model 2), indicating that firms attempt to enrich green investment to maintain
their reputation and divert external attention, and sustain their pollutant emissions to share
investment costs and pursue production performance (H1). Thus, under the dual pressure of
reputation maintenance and performance increasing after negative media coverage, firms will
choose a window-dressing strategy as an impression construction.

On the other hand, existing research suggests that the impact of ownerships on corpo-
rate strategic decision-making remains diverse [77,78]. Deficiencies in the management of
state-owned enterprises are prevalent in China. Due to political connections, firms are less
regulated and more concerned with their reputation, which encourages them to adopt the
window-dressing strategy [79,80]. Meanwhile, institutional shareholdings are becoming
more active [81]. Firms then may reduce their impression management expenses by con-
trolling production costs and maintaining production and emissions to meet the demands
of institutional shareholdings for cost control and investment returns. We predicted that
state ownership has a positive moderating effect on green investment of window dressing
(Table 3, Model 3), and institutional shareholdings do the opposite (Table 3, Model 4). In
contrast, both have little moderating effect on the pollutant emissions of window dressing
(Table 4, Models 3 and 4). This shows that ownerships play different governance roles in
the strategy-making of firms under different interest motivations (H2 and H3). In general,
what we found met the proposed hypothesis.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

This study enhances our understanding of why media coverage motivates firms to
manage their impressions. Prior studies focus on the external effects of the media on
corporate governance and performance [4]. In particular, these studies will identify the
content of media coverage and then examine firms’ correction for misbehaviors. For
example, some scholars examine the direct effect of news reports about pollution events on
disciplining corporate pollution to discuss media functions [2]. However, what the media
has negatively reported can always damage firm images so as to stimulate firms to carry out
impression management. Under the framework of the two-component model, we analyzed
the detailed motivations from the perspective of environmental protection, manifesting
as portraying responsible corporate images, diverting external attention, and forming
a self-concept for future operations. Hence, our arguments offer additional theoretical
nuances to works on the relationship between the media and impression management.

This study contributes to the ongoing work on organizational impression management
research [82]. Previous studies have focused on a simple response when considering
environmental strategies for impression construction [83,84]. However, after distinguishing
green investment and pollutant emission, we divided the impression construction into two
parts under the framework of a dynamic game with incomplete information and found
that firms may adopt a sophisticated environmental strategy. Specifically, our theoretical
analysis and empirical results indicated that green investment is one part of impression
construction for firms to release credible signals and maintain their images, while the
increased pollutant emissions form the other part caused by idling environmental facilities
or expanding production as firms seek to share the investment costs. Therefore, this study
extends research on corporate impression management considering an environmental
strategy with complete process.

This study enriches a large body of literature on corporate greenwashing and provides
a detailed window-dressing strategy to explain a more complicated greenwashing strategy.
Window dressing emphasizes that firms have taken practical actions to release credible
signals to mask real production behaviors. In other words, window dressing focuses
on what firms say and do, and it pays attention to the results of their environmental
practices rather than a simply marketing propaganda. Specifically, this study theoretically
distinguishes itself from previous studies that equate green investment with pollutant
emissions through fully discussing the discrepancy between green investment and pollutant
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emissions according to information asymmetry [48]. The difference between the two
provided us with a sophisticated view to treat the green investment as a credible signal
to cover pollutant emissions. Hence, we offered a new method for empirically examining
greenwashing by describing a complete process from green input to the brown output
of a firm, while the existing literature mainly focuses on greenwashing at the theoretical
level [10].

This study contributes to the strategic management literature from a corporate gov-
ernance perspective by considering the heterogeneous roles of different ownerships [85].
On the one hand, starting from the public and political attributes of state ownership, we
discussed its impression motivation and different views on the green investment and
pollutant emissions of window dressing. On the other hand, we focused on institutional
shareholdings’ interest request and their opinions in the window dressing when facing
negative media coverage. Thus, this research provided verifiable evidence for analyzing
the impression motivation of different ownerships on external pressures and examined
how they intervene in the strategy-making of firms, which enhanced the understanding of
ownerships’ corporate governance roles.

5.2. Practical Implications

Our findings may also yield informative implications for firm stakeholders, such as
executives, investors, policymakers and society. First, the window-dressing strategy is a
double-edged sword that may be helpful for firms to weather short-run crisis but also may
be disadvantageous in the long run owing to the potential risks of exposure. In fact, corpo-
rate reputation should be established through real social responsibility rather than through
opportunistic impression management strategies. Thus, we suggest that executives and man-
agers implement real environmental strategies and acquire product value added through
the ‘green’ concept rather than adopting symbolic behaviors. Second, given the existence of
information asymmetry, investors are unable to supervise all the behaviors of firms, so we
suggest that investors urge firms to disclose more detailed sustainability reports and hire
ESG funds to conduct regular audits to ensure compliance with ESG standards [86]. Third,
the investment-oriented environmental policy in China stimulates firms to conduct symbolic
green investment (as green investment is easier to supervise and regulate, the Chinese govern-
ment have been encouraging firms to go green following the sixth Five-Year Plan, leading to
an investment-oriented environmental policy. According to the China statistical yearbook,
the total investment in pollution control has surged from RMB 101.49 billion in 2000 to RMB
761.219 billion in 2010), which results in inefficient pollution abatement. Given that economic
growth is highly emphasized because of its importance as a key performance indicator for
officers in China, local relevant departments may also turn a blind eye to polluters. Therefore,
we suggest that policymakers divert their attention to abatement-oriented environmental
policies and encourage local governments to promote pollution supervision and abatement.
Especially, policymakers can strengthen field research on the use of environmental facilities
and regular monitoring on pollutant emissions. Last but not the least, the detained analy-
sis of corporate strategy has deepened society’s understanding of sustainable development,
especially by revealing the mask of corporate pseudo-social responsibility. Sustainable devel-
opment cannot be achieved by a single market entity but requires the collective efforts of all
market participants and external supervisors.

5.3. Limitations and Future Directions

This study has certain empirical and theoretical limitations. On the one hand, as is
usual for empirical studies, the limitation of sample selection bias arises from the nature of
our dataset because we chose listed firms as our research objectives. Meanwhile, greater
interaction between corporate and news media increasingly leads to interdependencies,
implying that media coverage may be biased or manipulated. Although we have con-
ducted a series of robustness checks, including controlling various variables, instrumental
variables, and two-stage modeling, further studies need to adopt longitudinal data or
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experimental methods to consider the dynamics between media coverage and corporate en-
vironmental performance and address potential endogeneity. In addition, we investigated
greenwashing issue and measure corporate green investment and pollutant emissions
through second-hand data, and future research may collect first-hand information via field
investigations for accuracy. On the other hand, this study did not evaluate the influence
of environmental institutions and social culture on corporate behaviors, which may result
in missing mechanisms. This study was conducted in the Chinese manufacturing sector,
which also raises a non-generalizability issue to other countries and industries. Thus, future
research may build on this work and test whether the current results can be generalized to
various sectors of developing and developed countries.

Author Contributions: K.G.: Conceptualization, funding acquisition, methodology, formal analysis,
writing—review and editing. S.Y.: Data curation, formal analysis, writing—original draft preparation.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (grant
number: 71973108) and the Sichuan Provincial Philosophy and Social Science Planning Project (grant
number: SC20C044).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data that support the findings of this study are available on
reasonable request from the author.

Acknowledgments: This paper has benefited from the comments and suggestions of Wei Jiang and
Xitao Li. We are grateful to the reviewers and the editor for their valuable input.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References

1. Chen, Z; Jin, J.; Li, M. Does media coverage influence firm green innovation? The moderating role of regional environment.
Technol. Soc. 2022, 70, 102006. [CrossRef]

2. Jia,M,; Tong, L.; Viswanath, P.V.; Zhang, Z. Word Power: The Impact of Negative Media Coverage on Disciplining Corporate
Pollution. J. Bus. Ethics 2016, 138, 437-458. [CrossRef]

3. Dyck, A.; Volchkova, N.; Zingales, L. The Corporate Governance Role of the Media: Evidence from Russia. |. Financ. 2008, 63,
1093-1135. [CrossRef]

4. Bednar, M.K. Watchdog or lapdog? A behavioral view of the media as a corporate governance mechanism. Acad. Manag. J. 2012,
55,131-150. [CrossRef]

5. Barkemeyer, R.; Faugere, C.; Gergaud, O.; Preuss, L. Media Attention to Large-Scale Corporate Scandals: Hype and Boredom in
the Age of Social Media. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 109, 385-398. [CrossRef]

6.  Deephouse, D.L. Media reputation as a strategic resource: An integration of mass communication and resource-based theories. J.
Manag. 2000, 26, 1091-1112. [CrossRef]

7. Scott, WR. Institutions and Organizations: Ideas and Interests, 3rd ed.; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2008.

8. Bolino, M.C.; Kacmar, M.K,; Turnley, W.H.; Gilstrap, B.]. A multi-level review of impression management motives and behaviors.
J. Manag. 2008, 34, 1080-1109. [CrossRef]

9.  Caldwell, D.F; O'Reilly, C.A. Responses to Failure: The Effects of Choice and Responsibility on Impression Management. Acad.
Manag. ]. 1982, 25, 121-136. [CrossRef]

10. Lyon, T.P; Maxwell, ].W. Greenwash: Corporate environmental disclosure under threat of audit. J. Econ. Manag. Strategy 2011, 20,
3-41. [CrossRef]

11.  Zhang, L.; Shan, Y.G.; Chang, M. Can CSR Disclosure Protect Firm Reputation during Financial Restatements? J. Bus. Ethics 2021,
173, 157-184. [CrossRef]

12.  Aerts, W.; Cormier, D. Media legitimacy and corporate environmental communication. Account. Organ. Soc. 2009, 34, 1-27.
[CrossRef]

13.  Du, X. How the Market Values Greenwashing? Evidence from China. J. Bus. Ethics 2015, 128, 547-574. [CrossRef]

14. Nagar, K. Modeling the Effects of Green Advertising on Brand Image: Investigating the Moderating Effects of Product Involvement
Using Structural Equation. J. Glob. Mark. 2015, 28, 152-171. [CrossRef]

15. Alamsyah, D.P,; Othman, N.A.; Mohammed, H.A.A. The awareness of environmentally friendly products: The impact of green

advertising and green brand image. Manag. Sci. Lett. 2020, 10, 1961-1968. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2022.102006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2596-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2008.01353.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0862
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600602
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308324325
https://doi.org/10.2307/256028
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9134.2010.00282.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04527-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2008.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2122-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/08911762.2015.1114692
https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.2.017

Sustainability 2024, 16, 861 20 of 22

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.
22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

Fremeth, A.R.; Holburn, G.L.F. Information asymmetries and regulatory decision costs: An analysis of U.S. electric utility rate
changes 1980-2000. J. Law Econ. Organ. 2012, 28, 127-162. [CrossRef]

Chen, Y.S.; Chang, C.H. Greenwash and Green Trust: The Mediation Effects of Green Consumer Confusion and Green Perceived
Risk. J. Bus. Ethics 2013, 114, 489-500. [CrossRef]

Marquis, C.; Toffel, M.W.; Zhou, Y. Scrutiny, norms, and selective disclosure: A global study of greenwashing. Organ. Sci. 2016,
27,483-504. [CrossRef]

Laufer, W.S. Social Accountability and Corporate Greenwashing. J. Bus. Ethics 2003, 43, 253-261. [CrossRef]

Oh, W.Y;; Chang, Y.K.; Martynov, A. The Effect of Ownership Structure on Corporate Social Responsibility: Empirical Evidence
from Korea. J. Bus. Ethics 2011, 104, 283-297. [CrossRef]

Yuan, J.; Lu, Y.; Wang, C.; Cao, X.; Du, D. Ecology of industrial pollution in China. Ecosyst. Health Sustain. 2020, 6, 18. [CrossRef]
Altenburg, T.; Pegels, A. Sustainability-oriented innovation systems—Managing the green transformation. Innov. Dev. 2012, 2,
5-22. [CrossRef]

Ahern, K.R.; Sosyura, D. Who Writes the News? Corporate Press Releases during Merger Negotiations. J. Financ. 2014, 69,
241-291. [CrossRef]

Wang, Y.; Laufer, D. How does crisis management in China differ from the West?: A review of the literature and directions for
future research. J. Int. Manag. 2020, 26, 100708. [CrossRef]

Bhattacharya, S. Consumer Attitude Towards Green Marketing in India. IUP J. Mark. Manag. 2011, 10, 62-71.

Wang, HM.; Yu, TH.K,; Hsiao, C.Y. The Causal Effect of Corporate Social Responsibility and Corporate Reputation on Brand
Equity: A Fuzzy-Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis. J. Promot. Manag. 2021, 27, 630-641.

Wu, Y.; Zhang, K.E; Xie, J.H. Bad Greenwashing, Good Greenwashing: Corporate Social Responsibility and Information
Transparency. Manag. Sci. 2015, 66, 3095-3112. [CrossRef]

Kim, E.H,; Lyon, T.P. Greenwash vs. Brownwash: Exaggeration and undue modesty in corporate sustainability disclosure. Organ.
Sci. 2015, 26, 705-723. [CrossRef]

Wang, K.; Zhang, X. The effect of media coverage on disciplining firms” pollution behaviors: Evidence from Chinese heavy
polluting listed companies. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 280, 123035. [CrossRef]

Seele, P.; Gatti, L. Greenwashing revisited: In search of a typology and accusation-based definition incorporating legitimacy
strategies. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2017, 26, 239-252. [CrossRef]

de Freitas Netto, S.V.; Sobral, M.EF,; Ribeiro, A.R.B.; Soares, G.R.D.L. Concepts and forms of greenwashing: A systematic review.
Environ. Sci. Eur. 2020, 32, 19. [CrossRef]

Koonce, L.; Zheng, L.; Brian, W. The effect of a warning on investors’ reactions to disclosure readability. Rev. Account. Stud. 2023,
28,769-791. [CrossRef]

Sarkar, A. Green marketing and sustainable development challenges and opportunities. Int. |. Mark. Financ. Serv. Manag. Res.
2012, 1, 120-134.

Garg, A. Green marketing for sustainable development: An industry perspective. Sustain. Dev. 2015, 23, 301-316. [CrossRef]
Jiang, C.; Liu, R.; Han, J. Does accountability audit of natural resource promote corporate environmental performance? An
external supervision perspective. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2023, 25, 9417-9438. [CrossRef]

Wang, L.; Chen, C.; Zhu, B. Earnings pressure, external supervision, and corporate environmental protection investment:
Comparison between heavy-polluting and non-heavy-polluting industries. J. Clean. Prod. 2023, 385, 135648. [CrossRef]
Roberts, PW.; Dowling, G.R. Corporate reputation and sustained superior financial performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 2002, 23,
1077-1093. [CrossRef]

Ahmad, K.; Han, J.G.; Hutson, E.; Kearney, C.; Liu, S. Media-expressed Negative Tone and Firm-level Stock Returns. J. Corp.
Financ. 2016, 37, 152-172. [CrossRef]

Kiambi, D.M.; Shafer, A. Corporate Crisis Communication: Examining the Interplay of Reputation and Crisis Response Strategies.
Mass Commun. Soc. 2016, 19, 127-148. [CrossRef]

Leary, M.R.; Kowalski, R.M. Impression management: A literature review and two component model. Psychol. Bull. 1990, 10,
34-47. [CrossRef]

Schlenker, B.R.; Weigold, M.E. Involving impression regulation and management. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 1992, 43, 133-168.
[CrossRef]

Berrone, P.; Fosfuri, A.; Gelabert, L. Does Greenwashing Pay Off? Understanding the Relationship Between Environmental
Actions and Environmental Legitimacy. |. Bus. Ethics 2017, 144, 363-379. [CrossRef]

Li, W,; Li, W.; Seppénen, V.; Koivumaéki, T. Effects of greenwashing on financial performance: Moderation through local
environmental regulation and media coverage. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2023, 32, 820-841. [CrossRef]

Walker, K.; Na, N.; Huo, W. Is the Red Dragon Green? An Examination of the Antecedents and Consequences of Environmental
Proactivity in China. J. Bus. Ethics 2014, 125, 27-43. [CrossRef]

Parguel, B.; Benoit-Moreau, F.; Larceneux, F. How Sustainability Ratings Might Deter “Greenwashing”: A Closer Look at Ethical
Corporate Communication. J. Bus. Ethics 2011, 102, 15-28. [CrossRef]

Camerer, C.F. Behavioral Game Theory: Experiments in Strategic Interaction; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 2011.


https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/ewp042
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1360-0
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.1039
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022962719299
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0912-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/20964129.2020.1779010
https://doi.org/10.1080/2157930X.2012.664037
https://doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2019.100708
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2019.3340
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0949
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123035
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1912
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-020-0300-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-021-09655-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1592
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-022-02441-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.135648
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.274
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2015.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2015.1066013
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.1.34
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.43.020192.001025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2816-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3177
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1903-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0901-2

Sustainability 2024, 16, 861 21 of 22

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.
67.

68.

69.

70.

71.
72.

73.

74.

75.

Fan, H.; Zivin, J.; Kou, Z.; Liu, X.; Wang, H. Going Green in China: Firms” Responses to Stricter Environmental Regulations. In
NBER Working Paper. 2019, p. 26540. Available online: https:/ /www.nber.org/papers?page=1&perPage=50&sortBy=public_date
(accessed on 17 December 2023).

Huang, L.; Lei, Z. How environmental regulation affect corporate green investment: Evidence from China. J. Clean. Prod. 2021,
279, 123560. [CrossRef]

Courteau, L.; Di Pietra, R.; Giudici, P.; Melis, A. The role and effect of controlling shareholders in corporate governance. |. Manag.
Gov. 2017, 21, 561-572. [CrossRef]

Banerjee, S.; Homroy, S. Managerial incentives and strategic choices of firms with different ownership structures. J. Corp. Financ.
2018, 48, 314-330. [CrossRef]

Cui, L.; Jiang, F. State ownership effect on firms” FDI ownership decisions under institutional pressure: A study of Chinese
outward-investing firms. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 2012, 43, 264-284. [CrossRef]

Benz, L.; Paulus, S.; Rohleder, M.; Wilkens, M. Ownership Comes with Responsibility—The Impact of Ownership Characteristics
on CSR. SSRN Electron. |. 2020, 3606143. [CrossRef]

Li, H.; Zhou, L.A. Political turnover and economic performance: The incentive role of personnel control in China. J. Public Econ.
2005, 89, 1743-1762. [CrossRef]

Zhou, K.Z; Gao, G.Y.; Zhao, H. State Ownership and Firm Innovation in China: An Integrated View of Institutional and Efficiency
Logics. Adm. Sci. Q. 2017, 62, 375-404. [CrossRef]

Zaid, M.A.A.; Abuhijleh, S.T.F,; Pucheta-Martinez, M.C. Ownership structure, stakeholder engagement, and corporate social
responsibility policies: The moderating effect of board independence. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2020, 27, 1344-1360.
[CrossRef]

Muttakin, M.B.; Subramaniam, N. Firm ownership and board characteristics: Do they matter for corporate social responsibility
disclosure of Indian Companies? Sustain. Account. Manag. Policy ]. 2015, 6, 138-165. [CrossRef]

Song, J.; Wang, R.; Cavusgil, S.T. State ownership and market orientation in China’s public firms: An agency theory perspective.
Int. Bus. Rev. 2015, 24, 690-699. [CrossRef]

Borochin, P.; Yang, J. The effects of institutional investor objectives on firm valuation and governance. J. Financ. Econ. 2017, 126,
171-199. [CrossRef]

Ntim, C.G.; Soobaroyen, T. Black Economic Empowerment Disclosures by South African Listed Corporations: The Influence of
Ownership and Board Characteristics. J. Bus. Ethics 2013, 116, 121-138. [CrossRef]

Bebchuk, L.A.; Cohen, A.; Hirst, S. The agency problems of institutional shareholdings. ]J. Econ. Perspect. 2017, 31, 89-112.
[CrossRef]

Ying, Q.; Kong, D.; Luo, D. Investor attention, institutional ownership, and stock return: Empirical evidence from China. Emerg.
Mark. Financ. Trade 2015, 51, 672—685. [CrossRef]

Liu, N.; Bredin, D.; Wang, L.; Yi, Z. Domestic and Foreign Institutional Investors’ Behavior in China. In The Chinese Capital Markets;
Routledge: London, UK, 2020; pp. 5-28.

Ramalingegowda, S.; Utke, S.; Yu, Y. Common institutional ownership and earnings management. Contemp. Account. Res. 2021,
38,208-241. [CrossRef]

Borochin, P.; Cu, W.H. Alternative Corporate Governance: Domestic Media Coverage of Mergers and Acquisitions in China. J.
Bank. Financ. 2018, 85, 1-25. [CrossRef]

Krueger, P,; Sautner, Z.; Starks, L.T. The importance of climate risks for institutional shareholdings. Rev. Financ. Stud. 2020, 33,
1067-1111. [CrossRef]

Eyraud, L.; Clements, B.; Wane, A. Green investment: Trends and determinants. Energy Policy 2013, 60, 852-865. [CrossRef]
Chen, Y.C.; Hung, M.; Wang, Y. The effect of mandatory CSR disclosure on firm profitability and social externalities: Evidence
from China. J. Account. Econ. 2018, 65, 169-190. [CrossRef]

Dong, X.; Wen, X.; Wang, K.; Cai, C. Can negative media coverage be positive? When negative news coverage improves firm
financial performance. J. Bus. Ind. Mark. 2022, 37, 1338-1355.

Howell, S.T.; Niessner, M.; Yermack, D. Initial coin offerings: Financing growth with cryptocurrency token sales. Rev. Financ.
Stud. 2020, 33, 3925-3974. [CrossRef]

Cui, L.; He, X. Expanding near the home base or venture far? The influence of home country state on the economic distance of
foreign direct investments. J. Bus. Res. 2017, 75, 95-107. [CrossRef]

Fang, L.; Peress, J. Media coverage and the cross-section of stock returns. J. Financ. 2009, 64, 2023-2052. [CrossRef]

Maung, M.; Wilson, C.; Tang, X. Political Connections and Industrial Pollution: Evidence Based on State Ownership and
Environmental Levies in China. J. Bus. Ethics 2016, 138, 649-659. [CrossRef]

Su, W.; Guo, C.; Song, X. Media coverage, Environment Protection Law and environmental research and development: Evidence
from the Chinese-listed firms. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2022, 24, 6953-6983. [CrossRef]

He, Z; Cao, C.; Feng, C. Media attention, environmental information disclosure and corporate green technology innovations in
China’s heavily polluting industries. Emerg. Mark. Financ. Trade 2022, 58, 3939-3952. [CrossRef]

Zhang, Y.; Zhang, R.; Zhang, C. Insight into the driving force of environmental performance improvement: Environmental
regulation or media coverage. J. Clean. Prod. 2022, 358, 132024. [CrossRef]


https://www.nber.org/papers?page=1&perPage=50&sortBy=public_date
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123560
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-016-9365-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2017.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2012.1
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3606143
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2004.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839216674457
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1888
https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-10-2013-0042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2014.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2017.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1446-8
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.31.3.89
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2015.1046339
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12628
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2017.08.020
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhz137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.04.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhz131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2009.01493.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2771-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-021-01735-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2022.2075259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.132024

Sustainability 2024, 16, 861 22 of 22

76.

77.
78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

Jiang, J.X.; Kong, J. Green dies in darkness? environmental externalities of newspaper closures. Rev. Account. Stud. 2023, 1-36.
[CrossRef]

Nashier, T.; Gupta, A. Ownership concentration and firm performance in India. Glob. Bus. Rev. 2023, 24, 353-370. [CrossRef]
Tayachi, T.; Hunjra, A.L; Jones, K.; Mehmood, R.; Al-Faryan, M.A.S. How does ownership structure affect the financing and
dividend decisions of firm? J. Financ. Report. Account. 2023, 21, 729-746. [CrossRef]

Tihanyi, L.; Aguilera, R.V.; Heugens, P; Essen, V.M.; Sauerwald, S.; Duran, P.; Turturea, R. State ownership and political
connections. J. Manag. 2019, 45, 2293-2321. [CrossRef]

Zhang, C.; Zhou, B.; Tian, X. Political connections and green innovation: The role of a corporate entrepreneurship strategy in
state-owned enterprises. J. Bus. Res. 2022, 146, 375-384. [CrossRef]

Velte, P. Which institutional investors drive corporate sustainability? A systematic literature review. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2023,
32,42-71. [CrossRef]

Highhouse, S.; Brooks, M.E.; Gregarus, G. An organizational impression management perspective on the formation of corporate
reputations. J. Manag. 2009, 35, 1481-1493. [CrossRef]

Bansal, P; Kistruck, G. Seeing is (not) believing: Managing the impressions of the firm’s commitment to the natural environment.
J. Bus. Ethics 2006, 67, 165-180. [CrossRef]

Sandberg, M.; Holmlund, M. Impression management tactics in sustainability reporting. Soc. Responsib. J. 2015, 11, 677-689.
[CrossRef]

Neubaum, D.O.; Zahra, S.A. Institutional ownership and corporate social performance: The moderating effect of investment
horizon, activism, and coordination. . Manag. 2006, 32, 108-113. [CrossRef]

Cort, T.; Esty, D. ESG standards: Looming challenges and pathways forward. Organ. Environ. 2020, 33, 491-510. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-023-09786-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150919894395
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-09-2021-0291
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318822113
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.03.084
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3117
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309348788
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9021-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-12-2013-0152
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305277797
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026620945342

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development 
	Negative Media Coverage and Impression Management 
	Window-Dressing Strategy 
	Moderating Effect of Ownerships 

	Data and Methods 
	Data and Sample 
	Dependent Variables 
	Independent Variable 
	Moderating Variables 
	Control Variables 
	Methodology 

	Empirical Results 
	Baseline Results 
	Robustness Checks 

	Discussion and Conclusions 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Future Directions 

	References

