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ABSTRACT
In response to pressures from governments, investors, non-governmental organizations
and other stakeholders, many large corporations have adopted a variety of carbon and
energy management practices, taken action to reduce their emissions and set targets to
reduce their greenhouse gas emissions. Using the case of international retailers, this article
examines whether, and under what conditions, non-state actors might be capable of assuming the governance roles that have historically been played by national governments.
This article concludes that external governance pressures can, if they are aligned, robust
and of sufﬁcient duration, have a signiﬁcant inﬂuence on internal governance processes
and on corporate strategies and actions. However, the speciﬁc actions that are taken by companies – in particular those that require signiﬁcant capital investments – are constrained by
the ‘business case’. That is, companies will generally only invest capital in situations when
there is a clear ﬁnancial case (i.e. where the beneﬁts outweigh the costs, when the rate of
return meets or exceeds company targets) for action.
That is, the extent to which external governance pressures can force companies to take action, in particular challenging or transformative actions that go beyond the boundaries of the
business case, is not at all clear. This is particularly the case if the business case weakens, or
if the opportunities for incremental change are exhausted. In that context, the power of
non-state actors to force them to consider radical changes in their business processes and
their use of energy therefore seems to be very limited. Copyright © 2016 The Authors Business Strategy and the Environment published by ERP Environment and John Wiley & Sons Ltd
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Introduction

C

ORPORATIONS MAKE A SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO GLOBAL GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSIONS. IN RESPONSE TO

pressures from governments, investors, non-governmental organizations and other stakeholders, many
large corporations have adopted a variety of carbon and energy management practices, taken action to
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reduce their emissions and set targets to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions (Doda et al., 2015;
Böttcher and Müller, 2015). Against the backdrop of debate around whether the regulatory powers of nation states
are in retreat or decline, these changes raise questions about whether, and under what conditions, non-state actors
might be capable of assuming the regulatory roles that have historically been played by national governments. That
is, can non-state actors such as non-governmental organizations and consumers encourage or incentivize companies to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions, and what sort of reductions might be achieved as a result?
These questions are of even greater importance given the 2015 Paris Conference of the Parties to the United
Nations Framework Convention on the Climate Change, which committed governments to a goal of limiting global
warming to less than 2 degrees Celsius (°C) compared with pre-industrial levels, and to pursuing efforts to limit the
temperature increase to 1.5 °C.1 While formally addressed to national governments, it is clear that governments will
look to companies to deliver a signiﬁcant proportion of the greenhouse gas emission reductions that will be
required.
It is within this wider policy debate that this article examines the governance of corporate responses to climate
change. The starting point is that, while some of the broad features of this new governance landscape are reasonably
well understood, there are signiﬁcant gaps in our understanding of how these governance processes work or of the
generalizability of the ﬁndings from previous research on this topic. Its aim is to develop a more general understanding of the characteristics of the governance pressures and processes that are likely to be important inﬂuences
on corporate performance on climate change, to understand how and why these differ between countries, and to
assess the implications for public, private and civic actors interested in harnessing new forms of governance to
ensure that corporations make a substantive contribution to the goal of reducing global greenhouse gas emissions.

Conceptual Discussion: Perspectives on the Governance of Corporations
Governance from the Outside
Within political science and related ﬁelds, governance debates have tended to focus on the changing role of national
governments. Some have argued that the diminishing powers of nation states mean that non-state actors need to
help to take decisions, to regulate behaviours or to deliver initiatives that are in the public interest (Falkner, 2003;
Gouldson and Bebbington, 2007). Others have argued that what we are actually seeing is government innovation,
with governments adopting new roles and introducing new policy instruments that mobilize and harness the
governing powers of markets and civil society and that distribute the state’s powers amongst different actors (Black,
2008; Jessop, 2004; Jordan et al., 2005). It has also been argued that, rather than seeing a dismantling or weakening
of the nation state, we are in fact seeing a reluctance (particularly among governments of a neo-liberal persuasion) to
draw on their capacities for control, other than as a last resort when other forms of non-state governance have been
shown to be unavailable or ineffective (Ayres and Braithwaite, 1992; Gouldson and Bebbington, 2007). While the
analytical frames differ, the consequences are similar; rather than deploying their own scarce regulatory resources,
governments are looking to social actors to engage in new modes of civic governance, and to industry and other
market-based actors to deploy new forms of private governance. Given that such actions often need to be facilitated
or enabled by the state, it could be argued that we are seeing the emergence of new hybrid forms of governance
based on different forms of co-regulation with varying blends and forms of input from public, private and civic
actors (Steurer, 2013). This, in turn, raises questions about whether private and civic actors have the inclination
or the capacity to assume such roles, whether these changes are in the interests of corporations or the other actors
subject to these new forms of regulation and whether these changes will deliver the public interest outcomes that
are sought.
Of course, while important, the nation state is just one actor, and the actions taken or mediated by the state are
just part of the wider governance landscape within which corporations exist. These processes of governance beyond
government involve private or civic actors, or combinations thereof, looking to exert inﬂuence in some way (Falkner,
1
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2003). They may be delivered through formalized institutional arrangements such as trade associations that regulate
their members, through private standards and voluntary codes that offer different forms of certiﬁcation, through
NGOs and consumer groups that develop new standards and league tables (Busch, 2013; Falkner, 2003; Levy and
Newell, 2005; Pattberg, 2005, 2007), through business-to-business interactions such as investors seeking to inﬂuence the performance of the companies in which they invest or retailers seeking to inﬂuence the behaviour of their
suppliers (Sullivan, 2008, 2011) or through civic arrangements where local communities negotiate controls directly
with businesses (Gouldson, 2004). They may also be adversarial, for example where different groups contest the
extent to which some actors have a ‘social license to operate’, or where they seek to create and amplify reputational
risks for actors that do not comply with social expectations (Freeman et al., 2010; Gunningham et al., 2004; Power
et al., 2009).
These changes present considerable challenges to our ability to map and understand governance processes.
Under ‘old’ governance conditions, power was concentrated in the state; as such, the articulation of power, for
example through the application of rules and sanctions, could be relatively straightforward. In contrast, under
‘new’ governance conditions, power is diffused in wider networks, with multiple actors with varying capacities,
diverse and often divergent interests and competing logics all seeking to exert inﬂuence in different ways
(Knox-Hayes and Levy, 2011). This means that, rather than focusing on the potential for coalitions of actors with
well-aligned goals to collaborate to secure inﬂuence over government policy-making, we now need to understand
the ability of multiple actors in what can be ﬂuid and uncoordinated networks to inﬂuence business behaviour.
The analytical difﬁculties are compounded by the fact that businesses are unlikely to passively accept many of the
governance interventions that they encounter; they can deploy a range of tactics that shape the governance
conditions under which they operate.
Governance from the Inside
In its broadest sense, corporate governance refers to the systems through which corporate activities are directed and
controlled (Cadbury Committee, 1992). In a narrow – and traditional – sense, it refers to the relationships between
the owners and managers of a ﬁrm, and to the structures and systems used to take and implement decisions, monitor performance and ensure accountability (Monks and Minnow, 2011; in relation to climate change, see Galbreath,
2010). In this context, corporate governance is very much about the control of principal-agent problems and the control of corporate behaviour to ensure the maximization of shareholder value from corporate activities. In a wider
sense, it refers to the relationship between wider stakeholders, including those in the public, private and civic sector,
and the ﬁrm. In either the narrower or the wider sense, government regulations shape the context and establish the
legal basis for the governance processes that apply to ﬁrms.
However, corporate behaviour and performance are not only governed by formal, legalized structures and systems. They can also be shaped, for example, by the resources of the ﬁrm, by the ways that they shape a company’s
competitive position and by the ways in which the ﬁrm interacts with its stakeholders. A ﬁrm’s resources can be
tangible (e.g. patents), intangible (e.g. tacit knowledge), transferable (e.g. by developing or buying in new expertise)
or contextually speciﬁc (e.g. they are not easily imitated, replicated or transplanted) (Barney, 2001; Wernerfelt, 1984,
1995). Given that different ﬁrms generate and draw on different resource endowments in different ways as they
seek to create and exploit new opportunities, this suggests that at least some of the conditions for corporate governance are highly speciﬁc and context dependent.
As well as economic or technological resources, ﬁrms may also have important political resources. Of particular
relevance is their ability to shape the governance conditions that they encounter. Firms can create value for themselves by fostering brand loyalty and by building levels of trust and acceptance that protect the ﬁrm from reputational risks (Fombrun et al., 2000; Gouldson et al., 2007). They can also pre-empt, undermine, capture or curtail
the inﬂuence of groups that seek to adopt initiatives or impose agendas that threaten the interests of the ﬁrm
(Wrigley et al., 2002), and they can seek to ensure that their own logics are embedded in the standards bodies
and governance mechanisms with which they seek to comply (Knox-Hayes and Levy, 2011).
Furthermore, corporate activities can also be governed by the cultures and values that predominate within the
organization as a whole or that exist within particular parts of the organization or in the individuals that work for
it (Kotter and Heskett, 1992; Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). These cultures and values can guide the ways in which
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the corporation and key elements within it perceive and respond to different pressures and opportunities. While
these cultures and values are shaped by corporate leaders as they codify their image of the corporate culture in mission statements, codes of conduct and so on, they are also shaped by history, the values of employees and the prevalence and resilience of different sub-cultures within the organization (Schein, 2010).

Interactions between External and Internal Forms of Governance
External governance pressures and internal governance conditions do more than co-exist; they interact and
co-evolve. For example, the introduction of government policies that create mandatory access to information can
enable different forms of market or social pressure to be applied (Gouldson, 2004). Furthermore, external governance pressures might have a greater impact when they align and resonate with one another. Examples include
business leaders and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) forming coalitions of interest (e.g. to lobby for strong
international climate change policy), and consumer interest in energy saving being reinforced by high energy prices
or media attention on climate change (Egels-Zanden and Hyllman, 2006).
External governance interventions can also inﬂuence internal governance processes. For example, mandatory disclosure requirements may result in previously private issues such as the behaviour of a ﬁrm being subject to external scrutiny and inﬂuence (Dean, 2009; Weiss, 1979). Similarly, external governance pressures such as government
policy or investor pressure can encourage the take-up of particular forms of internal corporate governance (Gillan
and Starks, 2003; Potoski and Prakash, 2004). Conversely, internal governance conditions can conspire to shape
external governance conditions. Examples could be when the social values of employees change the ways in which
a company behaves (Hemingway, 2005), when corporate cultures alter the ways in which a ﬁrm engages with its
stakeholders (Andriof, 2002) or when business engagement with government inﬂuences the shape, form or direction of policy (Bouwen, 2004). Finally, external governance pressures will be mediated through internal conditions
before they have an effect. That is, social pressures for corporate responsibility are detected, articulated and ampliﬁed or attenuated in different ﬁrms in different ways depending on the governance conditions within ﬁrms
(Rothstein, 2003). This raises the prospect that different governance pressures may have the greatest impact where
they align with each other, and therefore where they somehow resonate with or are ampliﬁed by receptive conditions
within the individual or organization that is the target of the governance intervention.

The Evidence from the UK Retail Sector
Previous research conducted by the authors has focused on the governance factors that inﬂuence the climate change
practices and performance of companies in the UK retail sector (Gouldson and Sullivan, 2012, 2013, 2014; Sullivan
and Gouldson, 2012, 2013, 2014). This research points to ﬁve high level conclusions about the relationship between
external governance pressures and internal governance conditions.
The ﬁrst is that weak external governance pressures can, if they are aligned or of sufﬁcient duration, have a signiﬁcant inﬂuence on internal governance processes and on corporate strategies and actions. However, the speciﬁc
actions that are taken by companies – in particular those that require signiﬁcant capital investments – are
constrained by the ‘business case’. That is, companies will generally only invest capital in situations when there
is a clear ﬁnancial case (i.e. where the beneﬁts outweigh the costs, when the rate of return meets or exceeds company targets) for action. As a rule, the companies in the UK retailer sector expect the investments they make in
energy saving and greenhouse gas emissions reductions to deliver ﬁnancial payback periods of two or three years.
The second is that internal governance processes strongly inﬂuence the responsiveness of organizations to external pressures and the degree to which companies institutionalize their responses to these pressures within their
businesses. For example, the UK supermarkets have used their target-setting processes to ensure that cost-effective
energy saving technologies are deployed across their businesses, giving them a pipeline of energy saving, emissions
reductions and performance improvements that they can expect to achieve year after year, even if they decide not to
invest more time and resources in testing new technologies.
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The third is that organizational cultures and capacities are shaped by previous experiences and approaches.
Positive experiences, such as cost reductions or improved reputation as a result of actions on climate change, result
in a greater willingness to extend the scope of action. In the case of UK supermarkets, one of the reasons they
focused on reducing greenhouse gas emissions from their supply chains was that they already had made signiﬁcant
reductions in energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions from their own operations, and they expected
similar reductions to be achievable through their supply chains.
The fourth is that many of the required accountability mechanisms are missing or inadequate. For example,
while most of the major UK retailers report on their greenhouse gas emissions and management practices, the variations in the scope, coverage and consistency of these disclosures continue to make it very difﬁcult to compare corporate performance either over time or with other companies (Gouldson and Sullivan, 2007; Sullivan and
Gouldson, 2012). This in turn makes it difﬁcult for non-governmental organizations or other stakeholders to hold
companies to account for the climate change commitments that they have made.
The ﬁfth is that corporate responses inﬂuence external pressures. The evidence from the UK supermarket sector
is that companies’ responses – their management systems and processes, the actions they have taken, their communications – have enabled them to deﬂect or delay certain external pressures and to weaken others.

The Empirical Study: Climate Change Governance in an International Context
The international retail sector’s response to issues of climate change provides a highly relevant case-study for examining the impact and inﬂuence of different forms of governance on corporate practice. The sector has a signiﬁcant
carbon footprint; for example, the US retail sector accounts for the largest energy bill and the second largest amount
of greenhouse gas emissions in the entire commercial sector of the US Economy (RILA, 2012, p. 14). Furthermore,
emissions from the sector’s value and supply chains are estimated to be an order of magnitude higher than these
direct emissions (SDC, 2008). While most of the sector’s emissions are not directly regulated, these emissions
are shaped by other economic, information-based and voluntary forms of policy. Furthermore, retailers are both
the source and the objects of numerous other non-state governance pressures; they govern themselves, their supply
chains and the choices and impacts of their customers, but they are also governed by market conditions, societal
expectations, media representations, customer concerns, various private standards and voluntary codes and so on.
The sector therefore provides important insights into the wider role that different forms of governance can play
in inﬂuencing corporate practice and performance.
In this paper, we focus on the world’s 25 largest retailers by turnover (see Table 1). The material presented below
is based on a detailed content and data analysis of the information presented in these companies’ sustainability (also
widely referred to as ‘corporate responsibility’ or ‘social and environmental’) reports (or equivalent corporate publications) and their responses to the CDP (previously the Carbon Disclosure Project).2 Our analysis covered publications from the late 1990s (when the ﬁrst corporate responsibility reports were produced) through to the end of 2014.
In total, we reviewed over 270 corporate responsibility, sustainability and climate-change-related reports, over 100
CDP responses, 25 corporate websites and many more country- and product-speciﬁc websites and materials. We
supplemented this literature review with a series of some 30 interviews with retailers in each of the countries
reviewed, with peak industry bodies, with non-governmental organizations and consumer groups, and with other
stakeholders. These interviews focused on the drivers for corporate action on climate change and energy-related
issues, and the manner in which these drivers had inﬂuenced internal governance processes and corporate actions
on climate change. The desktop review and the interviews enabled us to determine when climate change and
energy-related issues appeared on the corporate agenda, to track the evolution of companies’ policies, actions and
targets on climate change and energy-related issues, and to track companies’ climate change and energy performance over time. In the sections below, we summarize the key ﬁndings for each of Australia, France, Germany,
Japan and the USA, and compare these to the ﬁndings for the UK summarized above.
2
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Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

R. Sullivan and A. Gouldson
Company
Wal-Mart Stores
Tesco
Costco Wholesale
Carrefour
The Kroger Co.
Schwarz Unternehmens Treuhand (Lidl)
Metro
Home Depot
Aldi Einkauf GmbH & Co.
Target
Walgreen
CVS Caremark
Aeon
Groupe Auchan
Woolworths
Amazon.com
Seven & i Holdings
Edeka Zentrale
Wesfarmers
Casino Guichard-Perrachon
Lowe’s Companies
REWE Combine
Best Buy Company
Centres Distributeurs E. Leclerc
Safeway Inc.

Country of origin
USA
UK
USA
France
USA
Germany
Germany
USA
Germany
USA
USA
USA
Japan
France
Australia
USA
Japan
Germany
Australia
France
USA
Germany
USA
France
USA

Table 1. Top global retailers 2012 (Deloitte, 2014, pp. G12–G13)

The United States
The pressures for US corporations to take action on climate change are relatively weak. US energy prices in the
period 2005 to 2013 were typically one-half to two-thirds of those in Europe. Furthermore, the US government,
notwithstanding the 2014 US–China climate change agreement (where the US committed to reducing its greenhouse gas emissions by 26–28% below its 2005 levels by 2025 (White House Ofﬁce of the Press Secretary,
2014)), has long been seen as a laggard on climate change, both because of its reluctance to contribute to strong
international action on climate change and because of its unwillingness to introduce domestic measures that would
penalize US businesses (Sullivan and Gouldson, 2014). In their sustainability and other reports, US retailers have
consistently argued, even in the wake of the most recent US commitments on climate change, that they have seen
limited evidence that their performance on climate change is an important inﬂuence on where consumers choose to
shop. They have, however, seen tangible consumer demand in relation to electrical and electronic products; many
retailers now offer energy efﬁcient products (e.g. consumer electronics) and energy saving products (with low
energy light-bulbs being particularly popular), and proactively advertise the ﬁnancial savings associated with the
use of more efﬁcient products.
The lack of strong regulatory or economic pressures to take action on climate change is reﬂected in the manner in
which US retailers have managed their greenhouse gas emissions. While all emphasize the costs and beneﬁts of
energy-related investments, notably in their buildings and in transport, most do not provide a particularly well
developed account of the relationships between climate change, energy and sustainability-related issues and wider
business strategy. The primary focus of energy-related investments is on short-term ﬁnancial returns, with the
(US) Retail Industry Leaders Association (RILA) noting that most retailers expect energy-related investments to provide a two to three year payback (RILA, 2013, pp. 16–17).
This is also seen on the targets being set, with US retailers continuing to set relatively short-term targets, emphasizing efﬁciency improvements rather than absolute emissions reductions (Sullivan and Gouldson, 2014). This
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emphasis is reﬂected in performance outcomes, with an analysis covering the period 2005–2012 indicating that the
average greenhouse gas emissions from US retailers had increased by 0.05% per year; this compares with the UK
supermarkets, whose average emissions had decreased by 2% per year (Sullivan and Gouldson, 2014).
US retailers appear to have paid relatively little attention to reducing supply chain emissions (RILA, 2013, p. 31).
Where they have engaged with their suppliers, they have focused on those aspects that directly affect the retailer (e.g.
product packaging), rather than on production processes or supplier energy management. This focus reﬂects lower
US energy prices (i.e. reducing supply-chain-related energy and emissions is a lower priority for US retailers), the
closer relationship between suppliers and supermarkets in the UK and the generally weak external governance pressures, which has meant that US retailers have faced much less pressure to take action on climate change.
Japan
One of the unique characteristics of the Japanese business community is the importance of business legitimacy and
of being ‘seen to be doing the right thing’. This often manifests itself in symbolic actions that enable companies to
demonstrate their commitment to action. Given Japan’s leadership role in international climate change negotiations, Japanese retailers have seen it as important that they demonstrate their commitment to taking action on climate change. Both Aeon and Seven & i (the two Japanese retailers in the list of the world’s 25 largest retailers) have
consistently highlighted tree planting and offsets (which allow them to demonstrate their commitment to their consumers) and participation in voluntary initiatives (which allow them to demonstrate their commitment to government) as core elements of their corporate strategies on climate change.
Beyond these, perhaps more symbolic actions, improving energy efﬁciency and reducing energy costs have been
long-standing priorities. Both companies have managed to consistently improve their energy efﬁciency. They have
also been clear that energy saving and emission-reduction-related investments need to provide commercial returns;
both expect their energy efﬁciency and emission reduction investments to provide payback periods of between three
and four years (Aeon, 2012; Seven & i Holdings, 2009).
Aeon and Seven & i have taken some steps to reduce their supply-chain- and value-chain-related emissions. They
have calculated carbon footprints for a number of food products and household goods, and have committed to working with their business partners to reduce these emissions (Seven & i Holdings, 2011, p. 17; Aeon, 2010, p. 10). Both
offer products that reduce customer energy use (e.g. functional underwear, which allows customers to lower their
household temperatures, LEDs) and encourage customers to purchase carbon offsets to offset the carbon footprint
of their shopping (see, for example, Aeon, 2010, pp. 15, 23; Seven & i Holdings, 2012, pp. 20, 35).
The 2011 Fukushima nuclear crisis and shutdown following the Great East Earthquake signiﬁcantly changed the
climate change policy debate in Japan. Both companies accelerated their efforts to improve their energy efﬁciency
and reduce energy demand in the immediate wake of the Fukushima disaster. However, recent data from both
Seven & i and Aeon suggests that, while both achieved short-term reductions in their energy consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions, their energy use subsequently increased, with their emissions rising more quickly
because of the greater proportion of fossil fuels in the generating mix.
Germany
The German supermarket sector is dominated by discount retailers, with cost being the primary point of differentiation between these retailers (Bleher, 2013; USDA, 2013). While German retailers have faced pressures similar to
those faced by UK retailers (in particular in the period 2005–2007, when climate change was a very high proﬁle
political and media issue in Germany), these pressures have not been sufﬁciently strong to overcome the emphasis
on price as the primary point of differentiation in the German retail market.
Unsurprisingly, improving energy efﬁciency in buildings and in transport has been the long-running (at least
back to the mid-1990s) priority for all of the German retailers. Renewable energy has also been an area of focus,
driven primarily by the generous incentives available to companies for the installation of renewables. While the data
are limited, it appears that the German retailers have managed to consistently improve their energy efﬁciency or
intensity, but have had mixed success in relation to their absolute emissions. For example, while Metro consistently
improved its energy consumption per square metre of selling space by between 2 and 3% per annum over the period
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2001–2013, its total operational emissions increased by 18% over the period 2006–2011 (Metro Group, 2004, 2006,
2009, p. 8, 2011, p. 6, 2013, p. 31). REWE reduced its total greenhouse gas emissions by 6.5% (i.e. approximately 1%
per annum) between 2006 and 2012, and reduced its greenhouse gas emissions per unit of ﬂoor area by 31.8% in
the same period (REWE Group, 2013, p. 59).
The importance of improving energy efﬁciency and costs is also reﬂected in targets being set by the German
retailers. As one example, in 2013, Metro announced a goal of reducing its greenhouse gas emissions per square
metre of selling by 20% by 2020 compared with a 2011 baseline (Metro Group, 2013, pp. 30, 31). In total, these
sources accounted for almost 40% of Metro’s carbon footprint (Metro Group, 2013, pp. 57–58). Metro acknowledged
that the scope and deﬁnition of this commitment differed from Metro’s previous commitment, which had included
emission sources such as logistics, and explained this by noting that emissions from logistics were increasing at a
disproportionate rate due to its expansion into countries such as China and Russia (where considerably longer transport routes are the norm) (Metro Group, 2013, pp. 57–58).
France
French retailers see climate change primarily as a regulatory compliance and operational cost issue, rather than a
strategic value driver. There are various reasons: energy costs are a relatively small part of retailers’ cost base, there
is little direct pressure on the retailers to reduce their emissions, there is no overarching regulation of corporate
entities, supply chain management and food safety, health and nutrition are seen as much more pressing business
issue (not least because they are underpinned by regulation) and investors do not see climate change as a particularly important issue for the retail sector. This perception changed in the period 2006–2008, when, driven by media
and political interest, climate change started to be identiﬁed as a major sustainability challenge. However, as these
pressures abated, climate change moved back off the retailers’ agenda.
The weaknesses in the external governance pressures are reﬂected in the relatively limited internal resources
allocated by French retailers to climate change, in the emphasis on reducing building and transport-related greenhouse gas emissions and improving energy consumption, and in the lack of attention paid to supplier-related
emissions and energy use. While these efforts have delivered beneﬁts emissions have continued to rise. For
example, over the period 2009–2013, Carrefour reduced the greenhouse gas emissions associated with store
energy consumption per unit of sales area by approximately 7.5% per annum (Carrefour, 2014, p. 67), business
growth resulted in Carrefour’s energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions increasing through this period
(Carrefour, 2012).
Australia
The dependence of the Australian economy on the mining and minerals industries and on relatively low cost energy
have been a huge inﬂuence on climate change policy in Australia and, in turn, on Australian corporate responses to
climate change. The importance of not threatening or damaging Australia’s international competitiveness was an
explicit goal of Australia’s climate change policies until the mid-2000s, with the government relying primarily on
relatively weak voluntary measures to encourage business action on climate change (Sullivan, 2005, p. 97–131,
2006, 2008, pp. 100–116). Since the mid-2000s, however, climate change has been a major political issue, with
successive governments adopting and then rescinding or amending climate-change- and energy-related legislation.
Energy prices have also been important. Historically, Australian electricity prices have been relatively low compared with other countries, with various studies suggesting that the rate of improvement in end use energy efﬁciency in Australia from 1990 through to the early 2000s was about half the OECD average (Commonwealth of
Australia, 2004). However, after remaining broadly constant in real terms over the period 2002–2007, electricity
prices rose by approximately 40% in the period to 2012, bringing Australian prices broadly into line with those
in other OECD countries (ESAA, 2012; Carbon + Energy Markets, 2012).
Climate change is seen by Woolworths and Coles – the two Australian supermarkets in the world’s 25 largest
retailers – as an issue that they need to manage and understand, in particular in relation to their operations (buildings and transport). This emphasis is informed by rising energy prices, and the likelihood that climate-change- and
energy-related legislation will eventually be implemented in Australia. Both companies have invested signiﬁcant
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resources in reducing their operational emissions and in improving energy efﬁciency. These investments are
expected to achieve rates of return that are comparable to other business-related investments, i.e. between one
and three years (Wesfarmers, 2012; Woolworths, 2012).

Discussion
When we look at the world’s largest retailers, we see some striking commonalities: all of the companies face severe
cost and competitive pressures; all have faced at least some pressure, notably in the period 2005–2007, to reduce
their greenhouse gas emissions; all have established energy and climate change management systems and processes; all have taken action to improve their energy efﬁciency. We also see many differences. Most notably, the
external governance pressures that these companies face, and the intensity (or perceived intensity) of these pressures, depend on their countries of operation, on their market positions and on their key stakeholders. As a consequence, companies have made different decisions about the importance of climate change to their business, they
have taken different actions and they have assigned different levels of importance to the reduction of their supply
chain-related emissions. Together, these commonalities and differences allow us to reﬁne our analysis of how external governance processes, internal governance conditions and corporate strategies interact with and inﬂuence
each other.
The Business Context Determines the Inﬂuence of External Pressures
Factors such as economic conditions, market structures (e.g. relationships with suppliers), market characteristics
(e.g. whether retailers compete on the basis of price, on the basis of brand, on the basis of sustainability or on
the basis of other factors) and corporate and business cultures (e.g. whether there is a culture of leadership or of
conformance, whether there is a culture of collaboration with sector peers or with other actors such as government)
are all important inﬂuences on the actions that are taken.
For example, the differences in the actions taken by the UK, the US and the Japanese retailers can, in part be
explained by sector peer pressure. In the UK, corporate responsibility performance is an important competitive
issue and this has, at least in part, inﬂuenced the decision by UK retailers to focus on climate change. In contrast,
in the US, corporate responsibility performance is not an important competitive issue. On climate change, as with
other sustainability issues, US retailers tend to be tentative and to wait to see what beneﬁts or outcomes accrue to
leadership companies, before looking to follow. Finally, Japanese retailers tend to cluster, with relatively little active
differentiation on the basis of corporate responsibility. In practice, this means that if one retailer adopts a new
innovation, others will tend to copy that innovation but not go further. It is interesting those Japanese companies
with a more international focus (e.g. Fast Retailing – the owner of Uniqlo - which has a signiﬁcant presence in
Europe) have tended to mimic the behaviours of their competitors in these markets (e.g. placing greater emphasis
on supplier engagement in their corporate responsibility reports).
The importance of context is also illustrated by the different approaches to supply-chain-related emissions
adopted. The relationship between UK retailers and their suppliers is qualitatively different to the relationship
between the US supermarkets and their suppliers. UK supermarkets have close and long-term relationships with,
and signiﬁcant inﬂuence over, many of their suppliers, in particular for own brand and agricultural products. In
contrast, US retailers tend to have relatively little inﬂuence on their supply chains, and relatively little direct engagement with them (on issues such as environmental management). This is compounded by the fact that most of the
US retailers have relatively small sustainability teams. This limits their ability to work closely with the companies in
their supply chains.
Energy-Related Capital Investments Must Deliver Short-Term Financial Returns
The international case-studies conﬁrm that the speciﬁc actions taken by companies will be constrained by the ‘business case’ for action. Across all of the markets studied, the evidence is that companies will only invest capital in
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situations when there is a clear ﬁnancial case for doing so; there is limited evidence that companies will invest capital in situations where the ﬁnancial costs outweigh the ﬁnancial beneﬁts of such investments. One important consequence is that, when responding to external governance pressures, corporate leaders can make bold rhetorical
statements or adopt ambitious targets knowing that these controls will ensure that only measures supported by a
strong business case will actually be adopted (see, further, Gouldson and Sullivan, 2014).
The other important point about the business case is that global retailers have strikingly similar investment
decision-making criteria, with capital investments generally expected to pay for themselves within three years. This
points to the critical role of energy prices as, all other things being equal, higher energy prices should increase the
number of projects capable of delivering these ﬁnancial returns.
Furthermore, climate-change- and energy-related investments are generally required to compete for capital with
other projects. This is important as, in the absence of an explicit preference or dedicated budget for climate-changeor energy-related investments, companies tend to prefer investments that enable business growth.
To Be Effective, External Pressures Must Align with Other Pressures
The analysis suggests that weak external pressures can have an important inﬂuence if they align with other
– climate-change-related and non-climate-change-related – pressures on companies. That is, the effects may be
synergistic and reinforcing.
The duration of external pressures is of particular relevance. The evidence from the country case-studies is that
external pressures, even weak pressures, need to be sustained for a number of years in order for companies to
develop their internal governance processes. If pressures are not sustained or not seen as long-term features of
the business landscape (as has been the case in France, for example), companies will not shift from the view that
climate change is primarily an operational and business efﬁciency issue, rather than a long-term strategic
value driver.
However, even when external pressures are aligned, of reasonable intensity and duration, they still may not have
a signiﬁcant effect on internal governance processes and on corporate responses. This is illustrated by the French
and German case-studies, where the pressures to respond to multiple sustainability-related pressures (France) or
to be highly cost competitive (Germany) have swamped climate-change-related pressures.
Internal Governance Processes Determine the Responsiveness of Organizations to External Pressures
If management systems and processes are not well developed or if management sees climate change as an operational issue, they will tend to attenuate or dampen the inﬂuence of external pressures. For example, in the case of
the French retailers, the fact that other sustainability issues are perceived as being of signiﬁcantly greater importance than climate change has meant that the governance context can be described as relatively weak external pressures looking to inﬂuence relatively unresponsive organizations. The consequence is, unsurprisingly, relatively
limited corporate action on climate change.
Conversely, companies with well-developed and responsive management systems and processes coupled with
management recognition of climate change as a strategic value driver are more likely to respond effectively and
quickly to external governance pressures. While internal governance processes are important in institutionalizing
and ensuring the longevity of corporate actions on climate change, they can only play this role for a limited time
in the absence of external governance pressures. Without ongoing external drivers for action, climate change inevitably reverts to being seen as an issue of business efﬁciency and cost reduction.
Corporate Responses Depend on External Governance Pressures and on Internal Governance Processes
The weaker the external pressures or the less developed the internal governance processes, the more likely it is that
companies will set less ambitious objectives (either in terms of the greenhouse gas emissions that they seek to
achieve or in terms of the urgency with which they look to take action). This is seen by comparing the responses
of the French and German retailers with those of the UK retailers. While energy prices have been broadly similar
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across the three countries, UK retailers have seen external pressures as being more intense and likely to be of longer
duration than their French and German counterparts.
This also points to the importance of the governance mechanisms that are available to stakeholders. For example,
corporate disclosures generally do not allow meaningful comparisons to be made between companies and often
make it difﬁcult to tell how well companies are performing against their own targets (Sullivan and Gouldson,
2012). Corporate reporting is also used by companies to frame debates in terms that suit their best interest, e.g.
to present their performance in the best light, to emphasize relative (or efﬁciency) rather than absolute performance,
to emphasize operational performance rather than wider supply chain and value chain-related impacts. These all
have the effect of weakening the pressure that can be exerted by external stakeholders.

Conclusions
This paper reinforces the importance of considering external governance pressures, internal governance conditions
and the levels and forms of interaction between these. It conﬁrms that external pressures, internal governance conditions and corporate actions on climate change interact with and inﬂuence each other, and that it is therefore
important to analyse these as a dynamic, interactive system rather than analysing each in isolation. The country
case-studies also show that the speciﬁc details (the speciﬁc pressures involved, the manner in which they interact)
vary according to context, with these variations driven by complex processes of inﬂuence, interaction and
co-evolution over time.
This paper also reinforces the importance of paying attention to the alignment between diverse pressures and
conditions as a key determinant of their collective strength and their ability to inﬂuence corporate behaviour. It suggests that policy-makers or other stakeholders seeking to govern or inﬂuence the climate change performance of corporations need to empower multiple actors, that these actors need to be enlisted and to engage with others to ﬁnd
areas of common interest (or alignment) and that they then need to act in a sustained and directed manner if they
wish to effect signiﬁcant changes.
While the material presented here points to the potential inﬂuence of external governance pressures and internal
governance conditions, it also highlights the limitations imposed by the business case for action. The extent to
which external governance pressures can force companies to take action, in particular challenging or transformative
actions that go beyond the boundaries of the business case, is not at all clear. The evidence from the retail sector
suggests that, at least in relation to their own operations, the companies in the sector have improved their energy
efﬁciency and emission intensity and, to a lesser extent, reduced their greenhouse gas emissions. They have frequently done this in the absence of signiﬁcant government regulation. This suggests that new governance arrangements that rely less on the state and more on the inﬂuence of private and civic actors can (under some conditions
and to some extent) be inﬂuential. However, these improvements are dependent on a ﬁnancial business case and
are based almost exclusively on incremental change. Certainly the boundaries of the business case and the limits
of incremental change can be extended through learning. However, if the business case weakens, or if the opportunities for incremental change are exhausted, then the scope for new governance arrangements to drive further progress is likely to be restricted. At present, there are very few signs that any of the retailers are considering radical
changes in their business models, and none seem to see any alternative to business growth. The power of non-state
actors to force them to consider such presumably unpalatable changes therefore seem to be very limited.

References
Aeon. 2010. Aeon Environmental and Social Report 2010. Aeon: Chiba, Japan.
Aeon. 2012. , Aeon Environmental and Social Report 2012 (ed). Aeon: Chiba, Japan.
Andriof J. 2002. Unfolding Stakeholder Thinking: Theory, Responsibility and Engagement. Shefﬁeld: Greenleaf.
Ayres I, Braithwaite J. 1992. Responsive Regulation: Transcending the Deregulation Debate. Oxford University Press: Oxford.
© 2016 The Authors. Business Strategy and the Environment published by ERP Environment and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

Bus. Strat. Env. 26, 413–425 (2017)
DOI: 10.1002/bse

424

R. Sullivan and A. Gouldson

Barney J. 2001. Is the resource-based ‘view’ a useful perspective for strategic management research? Yes. Academy of Management Review 26(1):
41–56.
Black J. 2008. Constructing and contesting legitimacy and accountability in polycentric regulatory regimes. Regulation and Governance 2(2):
137–164.
Bleher, D. 2013. The Future Impact of CSR in the Food Sector on Climate Change. IMPACT Working Paper No. 18. csrIMPACT: Brussels.
Böttcher C, Müller M. 2015. Drivers, practices and outcomes of low-carbon operations: approaches of German automotive suppliers to cutting
carbon emissions. Business Strategy and the Environment 24: 477–498.
Bouwen P. 2004. Exchanging access goods for access: a comparative study of business lobbying in the European Union institutions. European
Journal of Political Research 43(3): 337–369.
Busch L. 2013. Standards: Recipes for Reality. MIT Press: Boston, MA.
Cadbury Committee. 1992. The Financial Elements of Corporate Governance. Gee: London.
Carbon + Energy Markets. 2012. Electricity Prices in Australia: an International Comparison. A Report to the Energy Users Association of
Australia. Carbon + Energy Markets: Melbourne.
Carrefour. 2012. Response to the 2012 CDP Investor Information Request. Carrefour: Paris.
Carrefour. 2014. 2013 Annual Activity and Responsible Commitment Report. Carrefour: Paris.
Commonwealth of Australia. 2004. Securing Australia’s Energy Future. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia.
Dean M. 2009. Governmentality: Power and Rule in Modern Society. Sage: London.
Deloitte. 2014. Global Powers of Retailing 2012. Deloitte: London.
Doda B, Gennaioli C, Gouldson A, Grover D, Sullivan R. 2015. Are corporate carbon management practices reducing corporate carbon emissions?
CSR and Environmental Management. http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/csr.1369/abstract (accessed 22 May 2016).
Egels-Zanden N, Hyllman P. 2006. Exploring the effects of NGO–union relationships on corporate responsibility: the case of the Swedish Clean
Clothes Campaign. Journal of Business Ethics 64(3): 303–316.
Electricity Supply Association of Australia (ESAA). 2012. Comparing Australian and International Energy Prices. Melbourne: ESAA.
Falkner R. 2003. Private environmental governance and international relations: exploring the links. Global Environmental Politics 3(2): 72–87.
Fombrun C, Gardberg N, Barnett M. 2000. Opportunity platforms and safety nets: corporate citizenship and reputational risk. Business and
Society Review 105: 85–106.
Freeman R, Harrison J, Wicks A, Parmar B. 2010. Stakeholder Theory: the State of the Art. Cambridge University Press: Cambridge.
Galbreath J. 2010. Corporate governance practices that address climate change: an exploratory study. Business Strategy and the Environment 19:
335–350.
Gillan S, Starks L. 2003. Corporate governance, corporate ownership and the role of institutional investors: a global perspective. Journal of Applied
Finance 13: 2.
Gouldson A. 2004. Risk, regulation and the right to know: exploring the impacts of access to information on the governance of environmental
risks in the UK. Sustainable Development 12(3): 136–149.
Gouldson A, Bebbington J. 2007. Corporations and the governance of environmental risks. Environment and Planning C 25(1): 4–20.
Gouldson A, Lidskog R, Wester-Herber M. 2007. The battle for hearts and minds? Evolutions in organizational approaches to environmental risk
communication. Environment and Planning C 25(1): 56–72.
Gouldson A, Sullivan R. 2007. Corporate environmentalism: tracing the links between policies and performance using corporate reports and public registers. Business Strategy and the Environment 16: 1–11.
Gouldson A, Sullivan R. 2012. Ecological modernisation and the spaces for feasible action on climate change. In Climate Change and the Crisis of
Capitalism, Pelling M, Manuel-Navarrete D, Redclift M (eds). Routledge: Abingdon, UK; 114–125.
Gouldson A, Sullivan R. 2013. Long-term corporate climate change targets: what could they deliver? Environmental Science and Policy 27: 1–10.
Gouldson A, Sullivan R. 2014. Understanding the governance of corporations: an examination of the factors shaping UK supermarket strategies
on climate change. Environment and Planning A 46(12): 2972–2990.
Gunningham N, Kagan R, Thornton D. 2004. ‘Social license and environmental protection: why businesses go beyond compliance. Law and
Social Inquiry 29(2): 307–341.
Hemingway C. 2005. Personal values as a catalyst for corporate social entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Ethics 60(3): 233–249.
Jessop B. 2004. Hollowing out the nation-state and multilevel governance. In A Handbook Of Comparative Social Policy. Elgar: Cheltenham, UK;
11–25.
Jordan A, Wurzel R, Zito A. 2005. The rise of ‘new’ policy instruments in comparative perspective: has governance eclipsed government? Political
Studies 53(3): 477–496.
Knox-Hayes J, Levy D. 2011. The politics of carbon disclosure as climate governance. Strategic Organisation 9: 91–99.
Kotter J, Heskett J. 1992. Corporate Culture and Performance. Free Press: New York.
Levy D, Newell P (Eds). 2005. The Business of Global Environmental Governance. MIT Press: Cambridge.
Metro Group. 2004. Sustainability Report 2004. Dusseldorf: Metro Group.
Metro Group. 2006. Sustainability Report 2006. Dusseldorf: Metro Group.
Metro Group. 2009. Sustainability. Progress 2008 Key Data and Targets. Dusseldorf: Metro Group.
Metro Group. 2011. Sustainability. Progress Report 2010. Dusseldorf: Metro Group.
Metro Group. 2013. Sustainability Report 2012. Dusseldorf: Metro Group.
Monks R, Minnow N. 2011. Corporate Governance. Wiley: Chichester, UK.
Pattberg P. 2005. The institutionalisation of private governance: how business and non-proﬁt organisations agree on transnational rules.
Governance 18(4): 589–610.
© 2016 The Authors. Business Strategy and the Environment published by ERP Environment and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

Bus. Strat. Env. 26, 413–425 (2017)
DOI: 10.1002/bse

Governance of Corporations and Climate Change

425

Pattberg P. 2007. Private Institutions and Global Governance: the New Politics of Environmental Sustainability. Cheltenham, UK: Elgar.
Potoski M, Prakash A. 2004. The regulation dilemma: cooperation and conﬂict in environmental governance. Public Administration Review 64(2):
152–163.
Power M, Scheytt T, Soin K, Sahlin K. 2009. Reputational risk as a logic of organizing in late modernity. Organization Studies 30: 301–324.
Ravasi D, Schultz M. 2006. Responding to organisational identity threats: exploring the role of organizational culture. Academy of Management
Journal 49(3): 433–458.
Retail Industry Leaders Association (RILA). 2012. 2012 Retail Sustainability Report. Arlington, VA: RILA.
Retail Industry Leaders Association (RILA). 2013. 2013 Retail Sustainability Report. Arlington, VA: RILA.
REWE Group. 2013. Raus aus der Nische: Nachhaltigkeitsbericht 2011/2012. Cologne: REWE Group.
Rothstein H. 2003. Neglected risk regulation: the institutional attenuation phenomenon. Health, Risk and Society 5(1): 85–103.
Schein E. 2010. Organizational Culture and Leadership, 4th edition. San Francisco: Wiley.
Seven & i Holdings. 2009. CSR Report 2009. Seven & i Holdings: Tokyo.
Seven & i Holdings. 2011. CSR Report 2011. Seven & i Holdings: Tokyo.
Seven & i Holdings. 2012. CSR Report 2012. Seven & i Holdings: Tokyo.
Steurer R. 2013. Disentangling governance: a synoptic view of regulation by government, business and civil society. Policy Sciences 46: 387–410.
Sullivan R. 2005. Rethinking Voluntary Approaches in Environmental Policy. Elgar: Cheltenham, UK.
Sullivan R. 2006. Greenhouse Challenge Plus: a new departure or more of the same? Environmental and Planning Law Journal 23(1): 60–73.
Sullivan R (Ed). 2008. Corporate Responses to Climate Change. Shefﬁeld: Greenleaf.
Sullivan R. 2011. Valuing Corporate Responsibility: How Do Investors Really Use Corporate Responsibility Information? Shefﬁeld: Greenleaf.
Sullivan R, Gouldson A. 2012. Does voluntary carbon reporting meet investors’ needs? Journal of Cleaner Production 36: 60–67.
Sullivan R, Gouldson A. 2013. Ten years of corporate action on climate change: what do we have to show for it? Energy Policy 60: 733–740.
Sullivan R, Gouldson A. 2014. Comparing the climate change actions, targets and performance of UK and US retailers. CSR and Environmental
Management DOI:10.1002/csr.1364
Sustainable Development Commission (SDC). 2008. Green, Healthy and Fair: A Review of the Government’s Role in Supporting Sustainable
Supermarket Food. SDC: London.
US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Foreign Agricultural Service. 2013. Germany: Retail Foods. GAIN (Global Agricultural Information
Network) Report, 22 August 2013. Report No. GM13031. USDA: Berlin.
Weiss E. 1979. Disclosure and corporate accountability. Business Lawyer 34: 575–603.
Wernerfelt B. 1984. A resource-based view of the ﬁrm. Strategic Management Journal 5(2): 171–180.
Wernerfelt B. 1995. The resource-based view of the ﬁrm: ten years after. Strategic Management Journal 16(3): 171–174.
Wesfarmers. 2012. Wesfarmers’ Response to the 2012 CDP Survey. Wesfarmers: Perth.
White House Ofﬁce of the Press Secretary. 2014. U.S.–China Joint Announcement on Climate Change. 11 November 2014. White House Ofﬁce
of the Press Secretary: Washington, DC.
Woolworths. 2012. Woolworth’s Response to the 2012 CDP Survey. Woolworths: Sydney.
Wrigley N, Guy C, Lowe M. 2002. Urban regeneration, social inclusion and large store development: the Seacroft development in context. Urban
Studies 39(11): 2101–2114.

© 2016 The Authors. Business Strategy and the Environment published by ERP Environment and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

Bus. Strat. Env. 26, 413–425 (2017)
DOI: 10.1002/bse

