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ABSTRACT
Firms increasingly disclose their climate action strategies through voluntary initiatives, yet concerns persist about the substan-
tive impact of such disclosures. This study investigates how internal resources interact with organizational facades—symbolic 
mechanisms designed to reinforce legitimacy to stakeholders—in shaping corporate climate commitments. Using multivar-
iate econometric regressions on a sample of 271 Colombian companies participating in the United Nations Global Compact 
(UNGC), we assess how governance, information, systems, and technology (GISTe) resources influence reported Climate Action 
Commitments (CAC) aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Our results show that governance, information, 
and R&D resources are most strongly associated with higher CAC and that facades exert significant direct and moderating ef-
fects, especially on governance and information. These findings contribute novel empirical evidence to the literature on symbolic 
corporate environmentalism. Practically, they suggest that firms in weakly regulated contexts may use stakeholder engagement 
not only to comply symbolically but also to enhance the perceived credibility of their environmental commitments. The study 
offers valuable insights for policymakers and sustainability advocates aiming to strengthen monitoring mechanisms and reduce 
the gap between reported and actual climate performance in developing economies.

1   |   Introduction

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions continue to rise at an alarm-
ing pace, with global temperatures projected to increase by 
3°C to 5°C by the end of the 21st century, far surpassing pre-
industrial levels (UNEP  2020). In response, global efforts, 
such as the Paris Agreement, seek to limit warming to 1.5°C–
2°C to avoid catastrophic consequences, requiring carbon 
neutrality by 2050–2060 (Meinshausen et al. 2009). Although 
much of the attention has focused on industrialized nations, 
emerging economies such as Colombia are crucial players in 
this agenda. Colombia has pledged to reduce its GHG emis-
sions by 51% by 2030, a notable increase from its earlier 20% 

target using 1990 as a baseline (Vergara et al. 2021). However, 
the country's regulatory enforcement remains limited, and 
market-based mechanisms—such as carbon taxes and emis-
sions offsetting—have only marginally evolved (Congreso de 
Colombia 2021).

In this context of regulatory fragility, voluntary environmental 
initiatives have become increasingly important, particularly the 
United Nations Global Compact (UNGC). Colombian firms show 
high participation rates in these voluntary programs and rank 
among the top performers in terms of reported Climate Action 
Commitments (CAC) (UNGC 2023). Yet the credibility and sub-
stantive impact of these commitments have been questioned. 
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Prior research highlights the prevalence of process-oriented ap-
proaches rather than a results-oriented one (Gjølberg 2009) and 
symbolic strategies—such as impression management, cherry-
picking, hyperreality, and greenwashing—that enable firms 
to appear committed to sustainability without implementing 
meaningful operational changes (Gardner and Martinko 1988; 
Boiral et al. 2019; Fox and Hoch 2005; Delmas and Burbano 2011; 
Bowen 2014).

A central concept in understanding such behavior is that 
of organizational facades—symbolic fronts erected to sig-
nal legitimacy to external stakeholders (Nystrom and 
Starbuck  1984; Abrahamson and Baumard  2008). Facades 
can help companies manage stakeholder demands without 
altering core practices, especially in institutional environ-
ments with weak enforcement mechanisms (Cho et al. 2015; 
Sciulli and Adhariani 2023). These facades represent a form 
of symbolic corporate environmentalism characterized by 
emergent, relational, shared, and often powerful symbolic 
meanings associated with environmental practices, despite 
lacking a connection to improved substantive material per-
formance (Bowen 2014). These facades are particularly rele-
vant in emerging markets like Colombia, where institutional 
voids and heterogeneous stakeholder expectations amplify 
the incentives for symbolic compliance (Aguilera et al. 2019; 
Kostova and Marano 2019).

While symbolic behavior has been extensively explored, less 
is known about how companies draw on internal resources to 
build and sustain these facades (Acuti et  al.  2024), especially 
in the realm of climate action reporting (Chen and Chu 2024). 
Grounded in the resource-based view (RBV) (e.g., Barney 1991), 
our study examines how firms leverage a specific set of inter-
nal resources—governance, information, systems, and tech-
nological capabilities (GISTe)—to support and enhance their 
CAC, often in ways that are strategic but potentially symbolic. 
Previous research has documented the role of such resources 
in achieving environmental capabilities (Backman et  al.  2017; 
Khanra et al. 2022), but no study, as far as we know, has consid-
ered how these resources may also contribute to symbolic corpo-
rate environmentalism.

Integrating the RBV with the concept of organizational fa-
cades provides a complementary theoretical lens. While the 
RBV typically focuses on resource optimization for competi-
tive advantage, facades highlight the legitimacy-seeking be-
haviors that shape how resources are externally framed and 
communicated (Bhandari et  al.  2022; Khanra et  al.  2022). 
Therefore, voluntary environmental initiatives may serve 
both substantive and symbolic purposes (García-Sánchez 
et al. 2020), requiring a nuanced understanding of how com-
panies manage the intersection of internal resources and ex-
ternal perceptions.

Based on this integration, we propose that firms use GISTe 
resources not only to improve environmental capabili-
ties but also to construct persuasive facades that enhance 
the perceived credibility of their CAC. We argue that 
organizational facades act as a complementary mecha-
nism through which companies use GISTe resources to 
build legitimacy, signal commitment, and mitigate scrutiny, 

particularly in the context of voluntary environmental ini-
tiatives. Stakeholder engagement, in this sense, is not only a 
normative response to societal expectations (Henriques and 
Sadorsky 1999), but also a relational intangible resource used 
strategically to construct persuasive narratives of sustainabil-
ity (Freeman et al. 2021).

While the concept of organizational facades has been applied 
to explain symbolic corporate behavior, its role as a moderat-
ing mechanism in the relationship between internal capabili-
ties and climate disclosures remains underexplored. Because of 
the expected use of organizational facades by Colombian firms, 
we analyze the moderating effect of organizational facades on 
the link between internal resources and reported environmen-
tal outcomes. Existing literature has primarily focused on the 
moderating influence of institutional or stakeholder pressures in 
explaining the divergence between environmental disclosures 
and actual environmental performance (Chen and Chu  2024; 
Tashman et  al.  2019). Moreover, environmental disclosures 
in voluntary initiatives are often interpreted as facades them-
selves—symbolic structures used to project legitimacy with-
out necessarily improving material sustainability performance 
(García-Sánchez et al. 2020; Murcia 2021). Recent studies sug-
gest that facades can also act as mediating mechanisms, help-
ing organizations secure social legitimacy in ethically sensitive 
industries (Acuti et  al.  2024). Building on these perspectives, 
our study contributes by explicitly conceptualizing and testing 
organizational facades as moderators, enhancing the visibility 
and perceived effectiveness of internal resource deployment in 
voluntary climate action reporting.

Therefore, the objective of this study is to investigate why some 
companies in Colombia report high CAC despite limited reg-
ulatory enforcement. Using multivariate econometric regres-
sions on a sample of 271 Colombian companies reporting to 
the UNGC between 2014 and 2019, we examine how GISTe 
resources interact with organizational facades to shape volun-
tary climate action disclosures. Our key research question is: 
How do firms leverage internal resources and organizational 
facades to report high levels of CAC in the absence of strong 
regulatory pressure?

By integrating the RBV with the concept of organizational fa-
cades, we make two key contributions. At the theoretical level, 
we propose a novel conceptual framework linking GISTe re-
sources with symbolic environmental actions, offering a more 
nuanced understanding of how firms pursue sustainability as a 
strategic asset rather than a substantive commitment (Michelon 
et al. 2016; García-Sánchez et al. 2020).

Empirically, using data on Colombian firms participating in 
the UNGC, we identify the most frequently used resources to 
support CAC and explore their complementarity with organiza-
tional facades. We find that governance, information, and stake-
holder engagement are particularly influential and often used 
to construct a socially credible sustainability narrative. Our 
findings suggest that voluntary environmental initiatives may 
inadvertently incentivize symbolic behavior when institutional 
enforcement is weak. This calls for better monitoring mecha-
nisms and stakeholder education to ensure that reported actions 
reflect real environmental progress.
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2   |   Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 
Development

2.1   |   The RBV in Sustainability Research

The RBV is a widely accepted theoretical framework in stra-
tegic management and sustainability research. Proposed by 
Barney  (1991), the RBV suggests that firms gain and sustain 
competitive advantage by developing and leveraging resources 
that are valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable 
(VRIN). This perspective is particularly relevant in the context 
of environmental sustainability, where companies need to build 
and maintain specific resources that enable them to manage 
climate-related challenges and improve long-term environmen-
tal performance (Hart and Dowell 2011).

The RBV's strength lies in its ability to explain how a firm's 
unique resource base—including its organizational competen-
cies, technological capabilities, and managerial knowledge—
can lead to superior performance in sustainability initiatives. 
Backman et al. (2017) and Khanra et al. (2022) highlight the role 
of such resources in achieving environmental capabilities, such 
as the ability to reduce GHG emissions or implement energy-
efficient production processes.

Furthermore, the RBV provides a holistic perspective on 
sustainability, linking environmental resources to the firm's 
long-term strategy. By focusing on resources that are difficult 
to imitate or substitute, firms can sustain a competitive advan-
tage even in the face of shifting environmental regulations. 
In addition, the RBV allows for a comparative analysis of the 
resources required for effective climate action, thus facilitat-
ing the identification of the specific resources that companies 
should leverage to improve their climate-related disclosures 
and performance (Damert and Baumgartner 2017; Buysse and 
Verbeke 2003).

While the RBV is powerful in explaining resource-based 
advantages, it has limitations in addressing the complex, 
dynamic interplay between internal resources and external 
pressures. For example, symbolic actions, such as greenwash-
ing or impression management, are not easily explained by 
the RBV alone, as they often occur when firms are under ex-
ternal pressure to demonstrate environmental commitment 
without implementing meaningful changes (Delmas and 
Burbano 2011).

Furthermore, the RBV's focus on internal resources does not 
fully account for the role of external factors such as institutional 
voids, cultural expectations, and stakeholder influence, all of 
which play a crucial role in shaping corporate behavior in emerg-
ing markets (Aguilera et al.  2019; Kostova and Marano 2019). 
This study addresses these gaps by integrating the RBV with the 
concept of organizational facades, which moderate the relation-
ship between a firm's resources and its reported environmental 
actions. Thus, while the RBV provides a robust theoretical foun-
dation for understanding the strategic use of internal resources, 
its limitations are mitigated by supplementing it with theories 
on symbolic corporate behavior and legitimacy seeking, which 
better explain the mechanisms of environmental disclosure in 
contexts of weak enforcement (Acuti et al. 2024; Cho et al. 2015).

2.2   |   Hypotheses Development

2.2.1   |   Linking RBV With CAC

While the RBV has been extensively applied to understand 
competitive advantages, there is a growing need to explore the 
comparative relevance of different resources in the context of 
climate action, especially across diverse institutional environ-
ments (Khanra et al. 2022). Research on this topic remains frag-
mented, with some studies presenting inconsistent or narrower 
classifications of resources that do not always align with the 
RBV framework (Miller and Le Breton-Miller 2021; Littlewood 
et al. 2018). Other studies offer broader definitions that may or 
may not be compatible with RBV's theoretical underpinnings 
(Duque-Grisales et  al.  2020; Haque and Ntim  2018). Authors 
including Buysse and Verbeke  (2003), da Cunha Bezerra 
et  al.  (2020) and Aragón-Correa et  al.  (2008) have identified 
the following as the most relevant resources for fostering en-
vironmental proactivity: strategic environmental planning, 
environmental management based on formal routines, organi-
zational competencies in environmental management, employ-
ees' green skills, and green competencies related to production 
technologies. A more comprehensive framework by Backman 
et al. (2017) proposed that resources in the context of CAC can 
be synthesized into governance, information management, sys-
tems, and technology (GISTe).

Governance relates to the level of decision-making, hierarchi-
cal structure, and specific incentives that shape environmental 
behavior. Information comprises data tracking systems and the 
disaggregation of relevant data within the supply chain. Systems 
are formalized procedures and standardized operating methods 
for environmental management, and finally, technology en-
compasses investments in new technologies and innovations 
that enhance a firm's ability to reduce environmental impact 
(Backman et al. 2017).

These resources are particularly important for firms involved in 
voluntary environmental initiatives, such as the UNGC, where 
participation may signal environmental commitment but can 
also serve as a strategic move to address stakeholder demands. 
Damert and Baumgartner (2017) and Buysse and Verbeke (2003) 
argue that the effectiveness of these commitments depends on 
aligning a company's available resources with external stake-
holder pressures. As such, firms are more likely to pursue higher 
levels of CAC when these resources are strategically deployed in 
response to stakeholder expectations.

Despite the limitations of voluntary initiatives in emerging econ-
omies, companies that participate in such programs demon-
strate a degree of commitment to climate action, even though 
these actions may not always result in tangible improvements 
(Aragon-Correa et  al.  2020; Berliner and Prakash  2015). This 
study asserts that firms, especially in emerging markets like 
Colombia, strategically use GISTe resources to report high levels 
of CAC. Firms with stronger internal capabilities (as captured 
by the GISTe resources) will be more likely to report higher 
levels of CAC. These resources enable firms to align their envi-
ronmental actions with stakeholder expectations, especially in 
voluntary contexts where symbolic legitimacy plays a key role 
(García-Sánchez et  al.  2020; Bhandari et  al.  2022). Given this 
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context, we propose the following hypotheses to examine the re-
lationship between GISTe resources and CAC:

Hypothesis 1a.  There is a positive relationship between the 
use of governance resources and the CAC reported in voluntary 
initiatives.

Hypothesis 1b.  There is a positive relationship between the 
use of information resources and the CAC reported in voluntary 
initiatives.

Hypothesis 1c.  There is a positive relationship between the use 
of systems resources and the CAC reported in voluntary initiatives.

Hypothesis 1d.  There is a positive relationship between the 
use of technology resources and the CAC reported in voluntary 
initiatives.

2.2.2   |   Linking Organizational Facades and CAC

Unlike shareholders, who are considered the residual claimants 
of a firm's value (Friedman and Miles 2006), stakeholders en-
compass a broader group of individuals and entities who can 
influence or be influenced by a company's actions in pursuit of 
its objectives (Freeman et al. 2021). The perceived legitimacy of 
a company's behavior is shaped by its relationships with stake-
holders, which, in turn, condition the relative strength of insti-
tutional constraints (Kostova and Marano 2019).

However, empirical evidence suggests that the influence of stake-
holders on corporate environmental action is neither consistent 
nor uniformly proactive. In many cases, firms engage reactively 
rather than strategically with environmental demands (Jastram 
and Klingenberg 2018; Kolk and Pinkse 2007). Proactive behav-
ior is generally limited to a few prominent firms and appears to 
be less responsive to external actors such as regulators (Buysse 
and Verbeke 2003).

Nonetheless, several studies indicate that stakeholder and insti-
tutional pressures can positively influence environmental prac-
tices, particularly when stakeholders have control over critical 
resources (Kolk and Pinkse  2007), when multiple actors exert 
pressure simultaneously (Cadez et al. 2019), or when global stake-
holders are involved (Schaltegger et al. 2019). Additional factors 
such as high-level managerial commitment, integrated risk 
management, and close engagement with end consumers tend 
to yield stronger environmental responses than regulation alone 
(Duque-Grisales et  al.  2020; Damert and Baumgartner  2017). 
However, these pressures tend to influence firms' environmen-
tal management systems more than their actual environmental 
outcomes (Gómez-Bolaños et al. 2020).

To manage these complex and sometimes contradictory de-
mands, firms often adopt non-market strategies (NMS)—de-
liberate actions aimed at influencing the socio-institutional 
environment to enhance legitimacy and performance (Mellahi 
et  al.  2016; Baron  1995). In emerging economies, where insti-
tutional voids prevail, these strategies are particularly common 
(Marquis and Raynard  2015; Doh et  al.  2012). NMS can take 
the form of corporate political activity (CPA), which seeks to 

influence public policy (Hillman et al. 2004), or corporate social 
responsibility (CSR), where firms engage in socially beneficial 
activities to gain legitimacy (Mellahi et al. 2016).

Voluntary environmental initiatives, such as those promoted under 
the UNGC, are a key manifestation of CSR. They are often used by 
firms to assign value to environmental externalities in anticipation 
of stakeholder recognition (Dorobantu et al. 2017) and as a way to 
pre-empt or prepare for future regulation (Reid and Toffel 2009). 
However, these activities can also serve symbolic purposes, acting 
as a form of insurance against institutional pressures (McDonnell 
and Werner 2016; Marquis and Raynard 2015).

Support for voluntary initiatives thus reflects not only CSR 
positioning but also the firm's stakeholder engagement strat-
egy (Mellahi et  al.  2016). Yet the quality and authenticity of 
this engagement remain unclear. For example, Sciulli and 
Adhariani (2023) argue that stakeholder participation improves 
legitimacy and transparency, but the nature of this relationship 
often remains superficial. In this context, Cho et al. (2015) argue 
that companies construct organizational facades—symbolic 
fronts designed to reconcile conflicting institutional pressures 
and maintain external legitimacy.

Initially conceptualized as exaggerated or deceptive representa-
tions of organizational practices (Nystrom and Starbuck 1984), 
organizational facades have evolved to reflect a more nuanced 
view. Rather than being merely deceptive, they are now under-
stood as strategic relational tools that allow managers to justify 
decisions, exercise discretion, and secure stakeholder resources 
(Abrahamson and Baumard  2008). Unlike greenwashing, fa-
cades are not unidirectional misrepresentations; they are re-
lational and co-constructed through stakeholder interactions 
(Gull et al. 2022). Firms do not simply deceive; they shape per-
ceptions through selective presentation of their efforts, seeking 
legitimacy even when actual performance remains unchanged.

There is still theoretical debate around the role and impact of fa-
cades. Some scholars argue they conceal a lack of substantive 
outcomes (Besio and Pronzini 2014); others see them as tools for 
minimum compliance (Long and Driscoll  2008), while others 
believe they offer adaptive flexibility to eventually support more 
meaningful change (Cho et al. 2015; Baumard 2014). Regardless of 
interpretation, facades appear to be particularly relevant in volun-
tary environmental contexts, where symbolic actions are incentiv-
ized by institutional weakness and high stakeholder expectations.

In this study, we propose that organizational facades serve not 
only as symbolic responses to external pressure but also as stra-
tegic mechanisms through which companies enhance the credi-
bility of their climate action disclosures. Especially in emerging 
economies, where enforcement is weak and reputational in-
centives dominate, facades can act as vehicles for legitimacy by 
amplifying or embellishing the firm's environmental commit-
ments. Hence, we argue that the use of organizational facades 
contributes positively to the level of CAC reported in voluntary 
initiatives, as they help bridge the gap between actual perfor-
mance and stakeholder expectations.

Hypothesis 2.  The use of organizational facades is positively 
associated with higher CAC reported in voluntary initiatives.
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Stakeholders increasingly view firms not just as economic entities 
that generate shareholder returns, but as social systems respon-
sible for creating and distributing value among a wider range of 
constituents (Stevens et al.  2005). From a RBV perspective, this 
broader understanding requires firms to consider stakeholder de-
mands in shaping their resource deployment strategies—recog-
nizing that shareholders are no longer the sole residual claimants 
of the company's outcomes (Barney 2018). Consequently, manag-
ers must balance competing interests, ensuring the strategic use of 
firm resources while also minimizing potential benefit transfers 
that could weaken stakeholder support.

In the context of voluntary climate action initiatives, such as those 
promoted by the UNGC, firms report CAC not only as a reflection 
of internal capabilities but also as a means of managing stakeholder 
expectations. These disclosures allow companies to signal align-
ment with social and environmental goals while navigating the 
reputational risks of weak regulatory enforcement. To do so effec-
tively, firms must leverage both their internal resources and organi-
zational facades—symbolic mechanisms that reinforce legitimacy 
and frame corporate actions as responsible and forward-looking.

Building on the GISTe resource model (Backman et  al.  2017), 
we argue that organizational facades serve as a moderating 
mechanism that enhances the visible impact of these resources 
on CAC. That is, facades do not replace substantive action but 
amplify the legitimacy and perceived credibility of firms' envi-
ronmental disclosures. In settings where CSR activities—such 
as climate mitigation efforts—are not fully internalized, facades 
help shape stakeholder narratives and highlight organizational 
alignment with societal expectations (Dorobantu et  al.  2017; 
Barney  2018). By acting as legitimacy filters, organizational 
facades may strengthen the link between resource deployment 
and reported climate action by (a) enhancing the perceived au-
thority of governance structures in environmental oversight; (b) 
increasing the transparency and trustworthiness of information 
systems; (c) reinforcing the reliability of environmental proce-
dures and routines; and (d) showcasing technological invest-
ments as aligned with global climate priorities.

We therefore propose that the use of organizational facades 
moderates the relationship between each GISTe resource and 
the level of CAC reported, such that firms with higher symbolic 
alignment will demonstrate stronger visible outcomes in volun-
tary initiatives, regardless of substantive change. Therefore, we 
propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a.  Organizational facades positively moderate 
the relationship between governance resources and CAC reported 
in voluntary initiatives.

Hypothesis 3b.  Organizational facades positively moderate 
the relationship between information resources and CAC reported 
in voluntary initiatives.

Hypothesis 3c.  Organizational facades positively moderate 
the relationship between systems resources and CAC reported in 
voluntary initiatives.

Hypothesis 3d.  Organizational facades positively moderate 
the relationship between technology resources and CAC reported 
in voluntary initiatives.

Figure 1 represents our hypothesized model.

3   |   Methodology

3.1   |   Study Population

Our study comprises the entire population of 271 companies 
in Colombia that reported Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) to the UNGC between 2014, when specific information 
on this initiative first became available, and 2019. The number 
of companies from emerging economies in the UNGC is re-
markable, particularly from Colombia, which ranks ninth on 
the entire list of economies and third among the 21 emerging 
economies (UNGC 2023).

Focusing exclusively on a single emerging economy allows us 
to control for variations in institutional context and mitigate 
potential selection bias toward larger firms, as identified in 
prior research (Jastram and Klingenberg 2018). To supplement 
the UNGC data, we collected additional firm-level information 
from multiple sources, including ORBIS, corporate websites, 
and relevant Colombian government regulatory agencies.

3.2   |   Variables and Measurements

3.2.1   |   Dependent Variable

The CAC variable is selected for two main reasons. First, con-
tributions to GHG reduction are both normatively and empir-
ically interconnected across several SDGs, not just SDG 13, 
which focuses on “Taking urgent action to combat climate 
change” (Nerini et  al.  2019; Sachs  2012). Focusing solely on 
SDG 13 risks overlooking other relevant environmental ac-
tions that contribute meaningfully to climate mitigation. 
Second, the CAC data are sourced from the UNGC, where re-
ported environmental outcomes often reflect either symbolic 
actions or the implementation of pre-existing environmental 

FIGURE 1    |    The relevance of the interaction between resources and organizational facades in climate action of voluntary initiatives.
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regulations, rather than substantive new efforts (van der Waal 
and Thijssens 2020).

In this study, the CAC variable is constructed as a standardized 
continuous measure. Transforming the original binary variable 
into a continuous one allows for greater variability in captur-
ing firms' behavior, as it reflects different degrees of intensity or 
commitment to climate action. This approach avoids the infor-
mation loss typically associated with binary variables and pre-
serves the ordinal relationship among firms, thereby enabling 
more accurate comparisons across varying levels of engage-
ment. Additionally, penalty parameters are incorporated to ad-
just for potential biases arising from both missing data—report 
not submitted—and late entry—number of years in which the 
firm has not participated—into the UNGC initiative during the 
study period.

To support the construction and validation of this variable, a 
survey was conducted between November and December 2019 
with 650 environmental sustainability experts across Latin 
America. The participants included directors of sustainability 
departments, academics, and officials from environmental min-
istries. The survey inquired about the relationship between each 
of the 17 SDGs and climate action, resulting in a response rate 
of 11%. A scoring system ranging from 1 to 7 was utilized and 
simple average weights αj were calculated. The SDGs were sub-
sequently aggregated to obtain the variable CAC* for company i, 

such that CAC∗
i
=

17∑
ODS= 1

αjSDGji.

Sustainability reporting at UNGC includes four distinct Li 
self-assessed “progress levels”: Not applicable (0), Learner (1), 
Active (2), and Advanced (3).1 These levels are multiplied by 
CAC* to calculate the average CAC variable in Ti years since 
the year the company began reporting its commitments to cli-
mate action Yi:

Companies have disclosed their commitments from the moment 
they joined the UNGC, which results in varying timeframes. 
The company with the most extensive experience in UNGC and 
the highest Yi will be prized, with yi being a normalized contin-
uous variable defined as

where 
{
Yk,min , Yk,max

}
 corresponds to the maximum and 

minimum values of Y observed in the population of compa-
nies. T−i is a parameter that penalizes the firm for late entry, 
that is, the number of years it has not reported on UNGC 
between 2015 and 2019. If the firm joined UNGC in 2019, 
then δ

(
Ti,max − T−i

)
= 0.

3.2.2   |   Independent Variables

According to Backman et  al.  (2017), governance, information 
management, systems, and technology (GISTe) are the most 

substantial resources contributing to corporate climate actions, 
among other less relevant factors (Buysse and Verbeke  2003). 
Each variable is assigned a value of 1 if the company possesses 
the resource and 0 otherwise.

Governance is associated with the organization's decision-
making level (Backman et  al.  2017). Higher governance indi-
cates that the company's climate action decisions are made at 
a higher hierarchical level. We hypothesize that this level is 
contingent upon the origin of the company. The “Varieties of 
Capitalism” (VofC) approach (Hall and Soskice 2001) offers an 
expanded framework that examines how national institutional 
structures influence environmental policies and environmental 
practices of companies. More coordinated economies tend to 
prioritize long-term sustainability and stakeholder collabora-
tion, while in more liberal economies the focus is typically on 
market competition and maximizing shareholder value (Jackson 
and Deeg 2019), which can be externalized to the CAC of a com-
pany located in an emerging economy.

We employ the classification of Witt et al.  (2018), categorizing 
enterprises based on their institutional origin as follows: liberal 
and advanced emerging market economies (LEs), European 
peripheral economies (PEs) and coordinated and highly coordi-
nated market economies (CEs). Firms originating from emerg-
ing or local economies (EEs) are employed as a comparative 
criterion, with dummy variables assigned a value of zero when 
the origin is classified as EEs.

Regarding information resources, which comprise data track-
ing and disaggregation of relevant data in the supply chain, 
they facilitate the identification of focal GHG emission sources 
and help reduce production, energy, and pollution costs in 
supplier selection and management (Dou and Sarkis  2010). 
Organizations reporting on UNGC disclose whether they pos-
sess these resources and strategies for communicating poli-
cies and expectations to suppliers and other relevant partners. 
This variable is assigned a value of 1 when these resources are 
reported.

Systems include the definition of ex ante targets and the applica-
tion of ex post verifiers for these targets (Backman et al. 2017). 
A reliable indicator that the company implements these systems 
is its participation in other highly recognized voluntary initia-
tives (Gjølberg 2009), including the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI), the Dow Jones Sustainability Index, FST4Good, Refinitiv, 
and WBCSD. The GRI is used as a proxy variable for Systems 
because it facilitates the standardization of sustainability re-
ports and serves as a more dependable benchmark for best 
practices (Gonçalves et  al.  2020; Tsalis et  al.  2020; Hedberg 
and Von Malmborg  2003). Additionally, corporate participa-
tion in the other voluntary commitments was not statistically 
representative.

Concerning the company's investments, which serve as a tech-
nology resource for deploying superior capabilities (da Cunha 
Bezerra et al. 2020), we unfortunately lack information on their 
magnitudes.2 Instead, the existence of R&D departments is em-
ployed to indicate that the company possesses the infrastruc-
ture, equipment, and human resources to potentially enhance 
its capabilities for developing new products and processes with 

Yi =
Ti∑
t = 1

Lit∗
17∑

ODS = 1
αjt∗SDGjit∕Ti

yi = CAC = Yi + δ
�
Ti,max − T−i

�
; such that δ =

Yk,max − Yk,min
2
√
n
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reduced GHG emissions. This is achieved, for instance, through 
the accumulation of knowledge and competencies in these de-
partments (Zollo and Winter 2002).

3.2.3   |   Organizational Facades

Organizational facades are classified from a collection of cor-
porate talk, decisions, and actions to a complex organizational 
structure (Cho et  al.  2015). According to Abrahamson and 
Baumard (2008), they are categorized into rational, progressive, 
and reputational facades. Rational facades affirm the company's 
environmental sustainability from the shareholders' perspec-
tive. Progressive facades specifically address stakeholder re-
quirements to integrate shareholder value with certain socially 
demanded environmental improvements. Reputational facades 
are accounting and rhetorical symbols that unveil socially and 
legally unacceptable behaviors.

Because stakeholders benefit from reduced information 
asymmetries and are more empowered, it is in the compa-
ny's interest to involve them symbolically in its environmen-
tal management (Gull et  al.  2022; Schaltegger et  al.  2019; 
Bowen 2014).

We propose the variable “Stakeholder engagement” to denote 
organizational facades, indicating that in the formulation of 
sustainability reports, this symbolic engagement is presented to 
society to enhance the company's legitimacy and transparency 
(Sciulli and Adhariani 2023; Meisinger 2022). This variable en-
compasses rational and progressive facades as they represent a 
discourse manifested in a sustainability report through a volun-
tary commitment, as well as an action consistent with the ex-
pectations of shareholders and stakeholders regarding climate 
action.3

The following commitments are reported to the UNGC: (1) 
the definition of goals, timelines, and metrics on policies, 
procedures, and activities related to stakeholder engagement 
and the appointment of personnel responsible for such duties; 
(2) the public acknowledgment of the company's responsibil-
ity for its impact on stakeholders; (3) the formulation of en-
vironmental sustainability policies, strategies, and goals in 
collaboration with key stakeholders; (4) inviting stakeholders 
to actively participate in the management and resolution of 
problems and challenges, as well as in evaluating the compa-
ny's performance; and (5) participation channels established 
with employees and other stakeholders to address their con-
cerns and respond to their ideas. The variable is assigned a 
value of 1 if the company reports three or more activities and 
zero otherwise.

3.2.4   |   Controls

While engaging in voluntary initiatives (Fiaschi et  al.  2017), 
companies may be incentivized to allocate their resources 
towards corporate social irresponsibility (CSI) (Cuervo-
Cazurra  2016), defined as corporate actions that contravene 
certain social expectations held by stakeholders (Armstrong and 
Green 2013). Hence, this propensity should be controlled (Kölbel 

et  al.  2017). The classification criteria of the United Nations 
Office on Drugs and Crime  (2015) are employed to identify 
the corporations that were penalized by the Superintendency 
of Industry and Commerce, the Ministry of Environment 
and Sustainable Development, the Attorney General's Office, 
and the Prosecutor's Office in Colombia from 2015 to 2019. 
Environmental, anti-competition, financial, and labor crimes 
are included due to their prevalence. The variable is assigned a 
value of 1 if the company has been sanctioned and a value of 0 
otherwise.

We also control for the standard minimum variables required in 
management research (Bernerth and Aguinis 2016), including 
size, determined by the number of employees; financial perfor-
mance, assessed through ROA; and experience, calculated by 
the company's age. Internationalization must also be considered 
as the firm may be subject to scrutiny by global stakeholders 
(Kolk and Pinkse  2007; Ayuso et  al.  2006). We contrast the 
company's status as an exporter and the presence of foreign 
subsidiaries (Johanson and Vahlne 2009). A binary variable is 
employed to denote whether the company is an exporter or not, 
with one representing exporting and zero representing non-
exporting. The same applies to the presence or absence of for-
eign subsidiaries.

We control for the sector rather than technological advances 
(de Sousa et  al.  2020). Additionally, the data are not general-
ized between polluting and non-polluting industries (Gonçalves 
et  al.  2020). Based on the classification of GHG reduction po-
tential by 2030, as outlined in Colombia's nationally deter-
mined contributions to the Kyoto Protocol, the service sector 
is identified as having the least potential as follows: Services: 
0, Transportation: 1, Public utility services: 2, Extraction: 3, 
Primary: 4, Manufacturing or Production: 5.

Table 1 presents the variables used in the study, descriptive sta-
tistics, and the sources of information.

3.3   |   Estimation Procedure

The empirical analysis is carried out through multivariate econo-
metric regressions, in the general form: yi = x�

i
β + z�

i
Diδ + εi, 

where yi corresponds to the standardized dependent variable rep-
resenting each company's CAC during the study period, xi is a 
vector of k × 1 variables for i = 1, … , n firms; z′

i
Di is a vector of 

interactions constructed based on the independent variables and 
the organizational facade; εi is a random disturbance term such 
that E

[
εi| x

]
= 0 and E

[
ε2
i
| x
]
= σ2f

(
xi
)
.

Given the potential presence of heteroscedasticity, we as-
sume that E

[
ε2
i
| x
]
= σ2f

(
xi
)
. Consequently, we estimate 

robust standard errors using the White heteroscedasticity-
consistent covariance matrix (Greene 2003). We also conduct 
Breusch–Pagan tests, which confirmed the rejection of the 
null hypothesis of homoscedasticity. To ensure the absence of 
multicollinearity, we examine the Variance Inflation Factor 
(VIF) for all independent interaction, and control variables 
across model specifications, confirming that multicollinear-
ity remains low. Finally, we apply Durbin–Watson tests to the 
residuals, and the results confirm the absence of first-order 
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autocorrelation, thereby supporting the assumption of resid-
ual independence.

4   |   Results

Table 2 presents the results of the regressions.

In the first model, which estimates the direct effects of internal 
resources and organizational facades on CAC, resources emerge 

as the most significant contributors. Specifically, governance 
structures originating from European PEs, along with R&D and 
information resources, show a statistically significant and pos-
itive influence on CAC. In contrast, systems resources do not 
demonstrate a significant effect.

The governance effects of firms from LEs are positive but not 
statistically significant in either model. Meanwhile, governance 
from CEs exhibits a statistically significant negative effect in the 
moderated model, indicating that such governance structures 

TABLE 2    |    Effect of resources and organizational facades on CAC.

Variables GISTe and facades GISTe and moderation of organizational facades

Governance LEs 2.64 1.28

Governance PEs 50.54** 9.78

Governance CEs −10.22 −28.06***

Information 25.73** 19.00*

Systems −12.18 5.29

R&D 25.94** 27.90*

Organizational facades 17.2** 0.42

Governance LEs*Organizational facades — 1.16

Governance PEs*Organizational facades — 84.93**

Governance CEs*Organizational facades — 72.46

Information*Organizational facades — 28.46*

Systems*Organizational facades — −25.86

R&D*Organizational facades — −1.68

CSI −4.54 −6.00

Experience 0.39** 0.38**

Size 0.01** 0.01***

Financial performance −0.14 −0.12

Sector 1 −3.3 −6.23

Sector 2 44.34*** 44.14***

Sector 3 −23.91 −22.53

Sector 4 2.49 14.89

Sector 5 −2.1 −4.78

Exports −5.74 6.80

Subsidiaries −14.98 −8.70

R2 0.35 0.40

F-statistic 10.46*** 9.33***

Durbin–Watson 2.21 2.22

Jarque–Bera 2.32 3.15

Breush–Pagan (p-value) 0.076 0.074

*p < 0.1. 
**p < 0.05. 
***p < 0.01.
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may be less effective or even counterproductive in the symbolic 
framing of climate actions within the UNGC context. Figure 2 
depicts the governance effects on CAC.

When interaction terms are introduced in the second model to 
test for moderating effects of organizational facades, import-
ant nuances emerge. The interaction between organizational 
facades and governance from PEs becomes highly significant, 
despite the main effect of governance PE becoming insignificant 
in the presence of the moderator. This suggests that organiza-
tional facades amplify the influence of PE-based governance, 
ultimately exerting the strongest effect on CAC.

Similarly, the interaction between information resources and fa-
cades is statistically significant, reinforcing the idea that facades 
help convert informational capabilities into more persuasive cli-
mate action disclosures. These findings underline the strategic 
role of facades in enhancing the visibility and perceived legiti-
macy of internal resources. Figure 3 summarizes the moderat-
ing effect of the organizational facade on resources.

Despite theoretical expectations, systems resources—as proxied 
by GRI membership—remain statistically insignificant across 
both models. Although these systems may indicate the presence 
of environmental management practices and skilled human 
capital (Griffiths et al. 2007), they appear insufficient in driving 
higher levels of CAC reporting.

As anticipated, firm experience and size are both positively and 
significantly associated with higher CAC levels, although their 
effects are not large enough to substantially differentiate smaller 
or less established firms. The negative but non-significant coef-
ficient on ROA indicates no support for the hypothesis that firms 
with weaker financial performance are more likely to adopt 

symbolic climate commitments to enhance stakeholder percep-
tion or appeal to environmentally conscious consumers.

With respect to internationalization, the non-significant result for 
export activity suggests that voluntary frameworks like the UNGC 
may not serve as effective tools for addressing global stakeholder 
accountability, aligning with prior critiques (Aguilera et al. 2019).

Sectoral analysis reveals that utilities and infrastructure-related 
industries (Sector 2: water, sanitation, electricity, gas, and tele-
communications) have a significantly higher likelihood of re-
porting ambitious CAC. This finding is notable given that these 
sectors may have limited technical flexibility to reduce emis-
sions, yet still seek to project leadership in climate action by en-
dorsing high-profile voluntary initiatives (Bagnoli et al. 2023).

Finally, the CSI variable is negative but not statistically signifi-
cant, indicating no evidence that sanctioned firms are more in-
clined to mobilize internal resources or facades to compensate 
for reputational damage or to demonstrate a higher level of envi-
ronmental commitment.

5   |   Discussion

This study set out to explore why firms in an emerging econ-
omy like Colombia report high CAC in the context of voluntary 
initiatives such as the UNGC, despite weak regulatory enforce-
ment. Anchored in the RBV and complemented by the concept 
of organizational facades, we examined how firms leverage in-
ternal resources—namely, governance, information, systems, 
and technology (GISTe)—and symbolic strategies to shape their 
environmental disclosures.

The econometric results revealed that internal resources, par-
ticularly governance rooted in peripheral economies (PEs), in-
formation systems, and R&D capabilities, all of which show a 
positive and significant association with higher CAC. These 
findings support the premise that firms in weak institutional 
environments require distinct resource configurations to both 
operate effectively and signal environmental legitimacy. This 
aligns with prior RBV literature, which argues that rare and 
valuable resources are central to competitive advantage—
though our study extends this view to include symbolic signal-
ing in the context of voluntary environmental commitments.

A central insight from our study is the moderating role of orga-
nizational facades. Far from being mere symbolic fronts, facades 

FIGURE 2    |    Relationship between Governance associated with the 
institutional origin of the HQ and CAC.

FIGURE 3    |    Moderating effect of organizational facades on governance and information resources.
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act as relational mechanisms through which firms amplify the 
perceived value of their internal resources. This is particularly 
evident in the interaction between facades and governance 
structures from PEs, where their combined effect significantly 
enhances CAC. Such firms appear to leverage facades not only 
to meet stakeholder expectations but also to shape those expec-
tations through carefully curated sustainability narratives. This 
supports the argument that facades are used strategically to le-
gitimize environmental actions that may not necessarily reflect 
substantive operational change (Bowen 2014; Abrahamson and 
Baumard 2008).

Moreover, organizational facades positively moderate the im-
pact of information resources on CAC, reinforcing the strategic 
use of stakeholder engagement in symbolic reporting. However, 
this relationship is not without complexity. When stakeholders 
gain deeper access to climate-related data and governance pro-
cesses, firms may encounter trade-offs. On one hand, greater 
transparency can improve internal learning and foster more 
proactive environmental action. On the other, heightened stake-
holder involvement can pressure firms to reveal inconsistencies, 
leading to reputational risks if information is incomplete, inac-
curate, or strategically withheld. This paradox illustrates the 
fine balance firms must maintain between symbolic signaling 
and operational credibility.

In some cases, facades may even catalyze internal change. They 
can help shift leadership models away from purely financial 
decision-making toward more inclusive approaches that ac-
count for long-term risks and stakeholder priorities (Stevelman 
and Haan 2019). The extent to which facades become transfor-
mative rather than symbolic depends largely on the depth and 
authenticity of stakeholder engagement. As Henriques and 
Sadorsky  (1999) suggest, such engagement may evolve from a 
facade into a genuine organizational capability when it fosters 
reciprocal influence and trust between companies and their 
stakeholders.

Our findings reveal a notable contrast in how governance 
structures from different institutional origins influence CAC. 
Governance from CEs shows a statistically significant negative 
effect, governance from LEs shows a positive but non-significant 
effect, while governance from peripheral European economies 
PEs—such as Spain, Portugal, and Greece—has a positive and 
significant influence on CAC.

This pattern may reflect differing institutional legacies. Firms 
from CEs often operate under strict regulatory environments 
focused on substantive environmental performance. However, 
when these firms engage with symbolic, voluntary initiatives 
like the UNGC—particularly in weakly enforced host countries 
like Colombia—their substantive governance structures may 
not translate effectively, potentially weakening their perceived 
legitimacy.

LE-based firms, by contrast, may emphasize market-driven, 
short-term goals over long-term sustainability, making them 
less inclined to prioritize climate reporting, especially in volun-
tary and low-enforcement settings.

In the case of firms from European PEs, their home countries 
often have weaker institutional enforcement and a stronger 
reliance on symbolic compliance. These firms tend to adopt 
governance approaches that focus on visibility and stakeholder 
reassurance. When they expand into emerging markets like 
Colombia, this symbolic governance model is reinforced. Their 
governance frameworks, imported from their home offices, 
help fill local institutional gaps and serve as visible signals of 
legitimacy. This institutional substitution effect explains why 
European PE-based governance has the strongest association 
with CAC: it aligns well with the symbolic nature of voluntary 
initiatives and the stakeholder expectations in weaker institu-
tional contexts.

The role of information resources emerges as particularly rele-
vant in our analysis. These capabilities support automation, data 
tracking, and supply chain monitoring—functions that become 
increasingly valuable as firms transition from symbolic disclo-
sure to actionable climate strategies. Information systems enable 
the minimization of both costs and environmental impacts, but 
only when this data is internalized and disseminated to support 
decision-making. In this context, information serves as a bridge 
between symbolic reporting and operational change, depending 
on the firm's intent and capacity to use it substantively.

Technological capabilities, measured through the presence of 
R&D departments, also show a positive effect. However, their 
strategic relevance appears conditional upon the broader climate 
objectives pursued. In firms constrained by limited financial 
or technological resources—typical of many in emerging mar-
kets—management-driven resources such as governance and 
information may play a more central role than high-investment 
technologies in supporting climate narratives.

Contrary to theoretical expectations, systems resources—mea-
sured through GRI participation—do not exhibit a statistically 
significant relationship with higher CAC. This finding suggests 
that although the GRI framework promotes standardization 
and procedural legitimacy, its process-oriented focus may be 
insufficient to drive more ambitious or substantive environmen-
tal disclosures. As Boiral et al. (2019) highlight, GRI enhances 
the reliability of reporting through structured formats and au-
ditability. However, it often falls short in incentivizing perfor-
mance improvements, especially in institutional environments 
where regulatory oversight is weak. The limitation lies in the 
design of GRI itself: while it improves the form of disclosure, 
it does not necessarily influence the substance. Consequently, 
GRI participation may serve more as a signal of procedural com-
pliance than as a genuine strategic commitment to transforma-
tive climate action.

Together, these findings underscore that the relationship be-
tween internal resources and climate disclosures is not linear 
or purely technical. Rather, it is socially constructed, moderated 
by institutional origin, and strategically managed through sym-
bolic mechanisms such as organizational facades. In this way, 
stakeholder capitalism and legitimacy-seeking behavior shape 
not only how resources are used but also how they are presented 
and perceived within voluntary sustainability frameworks.
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6   |   Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Research

This research contributes to the literature on symbolic corpo-
rate environmentalism by illustrating how firms in emerging 
economies strategically combine internal resources and organi-
zational facades to report high levels of climate action under vol-
untary initiatives. In doing so, we extend the RBV by integrating 
it with the concept of organizational facades, highlighting that 
environmental sustainability is not solely a matter of developing 
internal capabilities, but also of managing stakeholder percep-
tions and legitimacy through symbolic mechanisms (Freeman 
et al. 2021; Michelon et al. 2016).

Our findings yield two key insights. First, internal resources—
particularly governance structures, information systems, and 
technological capabilities—only translate into higher CAC 
when accompanied by symbolic framing. This underscores the 
importance of stakeholder engagement and facade construction 
in transforming capabilities into credible environmental narra-
tives. Second, organizational facades play a pivotal moderating 
role, amplifying the effects of specific resources, especially in 
institutional environments characterized by weak enforcement 
but strong stakeholder expectations.

These findings suggest that voluntary sustainability frameworks 
may strategically incentivize symbolic rather than substantive 
behavior. For policymakers and sustainability advocates, this 
raises concerns about the reliability of self-reported climate 
commitments and emphasizes the need for independent veri-
fication mechanisms that ensure alignment between disclosed 
actions and actual environmental outcomes.

Despite its contributions, this research has several limitations. 
First, the reliance on secondary data and proxy variables (e.g., 
Governance contingent on the company's origin, GRI member-
ship, presence of R&D departments) may only partially capture 
the complexity of firms' environmental strategies or the depth 
of their internal commitment to climate goals. Future research 
should consider mixed-method approaches—such as interviews 
or case studies—to distinguish between symbolic compliance 
and genuine progress.

Second, while we acknowledge the role of governance, our anal-
ysis does not fully explore the influence of top management 
teams and incentive mechanisms on climate decision-making. 
Future work should investigate how internal leadership struc-
tures interact with stakeholder-facing departments and whether 
senior management actively integrates climate objectives into 
strategic planning (Aguilera et al. 2019; Berkowitz 2018).

Third, our measurement of technological resources focuses 
on the existence of R&D departments, potentially overlook-
ing firms that adopt cleaner production processes or engage in 
carbon offsetting as part of their climate strategy. Additional 
research should explore how different decarbonization path-
ways—internal vs. external—affect the symbolic framing of 
climate disclosures.

Fourth, our conceptualization of stakeholder engagement 
remains broad. Future studies should identify which stake-
holder groups—such as regulators, investors, NGOs, or 

consumers—exert the most influence on CAC and whether 
their engagement fosters symbolic or substantive change (Ayuso 
et al. 2006).

Fifth, the generalizability of our findings is constrained by our 
focus on Colombia. Emerging markets vary significantly in in-
stitutional development, innovation ecosystems, and regulatory 
enforcement. Comparative cross-country analyses are needed to 
assess whether the moderating role of facades holds in other in-
stitutional contexts (Jamali and Karam 2018).

Finally, the interplay between voluntary climate commitments 
and existing environmental regulation warrants further explo-
ration. Companies may use voluntary disclosures to “double-
count” achievements already mandated by regulation. Future 
research should disentangle the interdependencies between cor-
porate social responsibility, CPA, and regulatory compliance to 
better understand firms' proactive and reactive strategies (Lyon 
et al. 2018).

Nevertheless, despite these limitations, our study advances 
scholarly understanding at the intersection of RBV, stakeholder 
theory, and symbolic environmentalism. By highlighting the 
role of organizational facades as both moderating devices and 
relational legitimacy tools, we provide a conceptual bridge be-
tween internal firm resources and external stakeholder expecta-
tions. This integrated perspective offers a more comprehensive 
explanation of why—and how—firms in emerging economies 
report ambitious climate commitments under voluntary sustain-
ability frameworks.
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Endnotes

	1	“Not applicable” indicates that no report has been submitted, and a 
one-year period is permitted under the threat of exclusion. For Active 
status, a declaration of support from the CEO, a description of actions, 
and qualitative or quantitative measurement of achievements are re-
quired. A Learner is a firm that fails to satisfy all three prerequisites. 
The status is Advanced if the SDGs are incorporated into the business 
model and if there is promotion and support from the core business, 
and evidence of sustainable corporate governance and leadership 
(UNGC 2023).

	2	Information on innovation rankings and membership of the National 
Innovation System is also available; however, their coverage is ei-
ther extremely low or limited to companies pursuing tax incentives. 
The technological innovation survey is conducted by the National 
Department of Statistics (DANE), but sectoral averages do not fit the 
research population.

	3	All companies have sustainability reports, websites and social media 
accounts suggested as a rational facade. There is information on 
the adoption of ISO 14001—Environmental Management System 
(EMS)—and the monitoring of GRI standards. This ISO standard 
is implemented by all companies, so the required variability is not 
present either. We employ GRI as a proxy variable for the Systems re-
source. Using both variables in the regressions is not correct, as GRI 
membership implies that GRI standards are followed. Auditing and 
assurance activities, as well as membership in reputational listings, 
are more closely related to the possibility of preventing greenwashing 
(Murcia 2021; Testa et al. 2018).
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