The influence of internal and external pressures on carbon
management practices and disclosure strategies

Abstract
As a result of institutional and stakeholder pressures, companies have increasingly implemented
various internal and external carbon management practices, reflecting different carbon disclosure
strategies. Existing research, however, is limited to distinguish between different types of carbon
disclosure strategies and to explain the dynamic interaction between internal and external
pressures. In response, drawing from institutional and stakeholder theory, this study (1) proposes
a framework that depicts different carbon disclosure strategies based on internal and external
pressures, and (2) using a sample of 40 leading global logistics companies, subsequently
categorises the companies based on the extent of applied internal and external carbon management
practices. Using data from Bloomberg ESG and the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) reports, the
analysis and the categorisation is based 26 specific carbon management practices during the
timeframe from 2012 to 2014. The findings show that the majority of companies align internal and
external carbon management practices, reflecting a consistent strategic approach towards carbon
disclosure. However, most companies follow either a transparent or a symbolic approach,
indicating these companies either are engaged in both internal and external practices or in neither.
We found that the key internal drivers are the companies’ policies and procedures, while key
external drivers include high engagement with policy makers and NGOs.
Keywords: carbon management practices, carbon disclosure strategies, stakeholder pressures,
institutional pressures, logistics

Introduction
In recent years, global logistics companies have engaged in an increasing number of voluntary
climate change initiatives (Herold & Lee 2017a; Kolk et al. 2008; Schaltegger & Csutora 2012) in
response to growing institutional and stakeholder pressures to reduce carbon emissions and
increase transparency (de Villiers & Alexander 2014; Lee & Vachon 2016; Lee & Herold 2016;
Luo 2017; Welbeck 2017; Herold et al. 2016). Companies respond to such pressures by disclosing
carbon related information aimed at internal audiences (e.g. board members, employees) as well
as those that target audiences external to the organisation (e.g. business partners, nongovernmental organisations). For instance, United Parcel Service (UPS) formalises its internal
carbon management strategy through five principles in its ‘Sustainability Report’ while also
undertaking several external actions to communicate to key stakeholders and capital market
participants the objectives and outcomes of that strategy (Lee & Vachon 2016; Herold & Lee,
2018).
Responding to institutional and stakeholder pressures through carbon disclosure is increasingly
considered as a key strategic determinant for the company’s long-term sustainability of global

logistics companies (CDP 2010; Hrasky 2011; Lee et al. 2016; Massa et al. 2015), with disclosure
of carbon related information either taken proactively to mitigate the risk of potential stakeholders’
backlash or retroactively to integrate stakeholders’ demands and expectations into the company’s
operations, structures and processes (Borghei et al. 2016; de Villiers et al. 2011; Hawn & Ioannou
2016; Herold & Lee 2017b; Dobrovnik et al. 2018). However, given the wide range of approaches
to the mix of internal and external carbon management practices (see e.g. Gibassier & Schaltegger
2015; Hrasky 2011; Kolk et al. 2008; Herold 2018), the key issue of how the dynamic interaction
between external and internal carbon management practices may be associated with a company’s
carbon disclosure strategy remains unanswered. Therefore, this study addresses this gap by asking
the following questions:
RQ1. “How do internal and external pressures influence corporate carbon disclosure
strategies?”
To answer this question and to understand the implications of these multiple pressures, this study
builds a model to distinguish between internal and external influences based on institutional and
stakeholder theory and its constructs. However, in order to categorise carbon disclosure strategies,
a more detailed investigation of internal and external carbon management practices is required.
Therefore, the following sub-questions are addressed:
RQ1a. “To what extent do specific internal and external carbon management practices
influence corporate carbon disclosure strategies?”
RQ1b. “What carbon disclosure strategies have been adopted from a corporate
perspective?”
Our main theoretical focus is the distinction between internal and external pressures and how the
interaction between them influences carbon disclosure strategies. To categorise the internal and
external pressures as well as carbon disclosure strategies, we develop an integrative model based
on underlying constructs within institutional and stakeholder theory. We argue that internal carbon
management practices are influenced by the extent of dissemination of sustainability and climate
change values within the organisation, representing structural change, i.e. by drawing on
institutional theory, we examine how ‘central’ (Besharov & Smith 2014) the sustainability logic
is integrated into the company’s value system (Thornton & Ocasio 2008). For external carbon
management practices, we argue that these are influenced by the salience of stakeholders, i.e. by
drawing on stakeholder theory (Freeman 1983), we examine to which extent carbon disclosure
claims from stakeholders are given priority (Mitchell et al. 1997). Based on the relative degree of
the combined internal and external influences, we propose four types of carbon disclosure
strategies: Excellence, Acquiescence, Compromise and Avoidance. The ‘Excellence’ carbon
disclosure approach represents a company’s focus on both internal and external activities, while
an ‘Acquiescence’ approach focuses on internal initiatives only. In contrast, a ‘Compromise’
approach represents a focus on external activities only, while an ‘Avoidance’ approach represents
a lack in both internal and external activities.

In order to measure the company’s carbon disclosure strategy, we use a dataset from Bloomberg
ESG and the associated data from Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) reports, which allows us to
conduct a company comparison and categorisation. Our sample includes 40 global logistics
companies that disclosed their carbon-related initiatives and activities to both Bloomberg ESG as
well as to CDP, comprising 3120 observations over three years (2012 to 2014). Methodologically,
we introduce a novel empirical analysis using 26 specific carbon management practices (CMPs)
from Bloomberg ESG and CDP data to calculate scores for the categorisation of carbon disclosure
strategies according to the four types in the model.
The contribution of this article is twofold. First, we conceptualise a model of carbon disclosure
strategies that proposes four ideal types, thus providing an understanding of the dynamic
interaction between internal and external management practices and their influence on carbon
disclosure strategies. Second, we empirically categorise carbon disclosure strategies within the
global logistics industry, thereby advancing the literature on strategic carbon management and
disclosure and providing a tool to assess a company’s carbon disclosure position. Thus, this study
presents a more nuanced empirical, as well as theoretical, understanding of the mechanisms
through which internal and external carbon management practices influence carbon disclosure
strategies.

Internal and external pressures
Carbon disclosure can be regarded as a response to a potential legitimacy gap, which can be
defined as “where corporate performance remains unchanged, but societal expectations about that
performance have changed” (Hrasky 2011, p.177). For example, global logistics companies as
facilitators for global trade, face a heightened legitimacy gap, as the extensive use of the logistics
and transportation network depends heavily on fossil fuels and results in high carbon emissions,
leading to multiple pressures to reduce the negative impact on the environment (Herold & Lee
2017b; Onghena et al. 2014).
In order to gain legitimacy and maintain their social license to operate, companies usually follow
two ways: internally focused actions and externally focused actions (Hawn & Ioannou, 2016; Lee
& Herold 2018). The former is aimed at achieving structural change, e.g. structural mimicry or the
implementation of certain of accepted and appropriate organisational practices or structures while
the latter aims to gain organisational endorsement by external stakeholders. The distinction
between internal and external actions can be linked theoretically to institutional theory (e.g. Ansari
et al. 2013; Besharov & Smith, 2014) and stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1983). While internal
actions reflect to what extent certain institutional logics are integrated inside the boundaries of the
company (i.e. management, owners, employees), external actions reflect the extent of influences
from stakeholders outside of the organisation (i.e. government, customers, suppliers, investors).
Further, Hawn and Ioannou (2016) argue that both internal and external actions may generate
legitimacy: whereas internal actions signal conformity with legitimized structures and thus help
organisations gain legitimacy, external actions target particular audiences that confer legitimacy
upon the organization (e.g., through their public endorsement). Legitimacy has long been

acknowledged as important for the survival of any organisation (e.g. Ansari et al. 2013; de Villiers
& Van Staden 2011; Dowling & Pfeffer 1975; Herold & Lee 2017c), it is therefore crucial to
distinguish between the two types of internal and external actions and pressures to understand how
they influence carbon disclosure strategies.

Internal practices
Based on the discussion above, the reaction to internal pressures represent inward-looking
practices that involve organisational steps to develop organisational capabilities and to meet the
expectations of those internal actors upon which the organisation depends for critical resources
(Hawn & Ioannou 2016; Meyer & Rowan 1977). In the context of carbon disclosure, the set of
internal practices may include the implementation of climate change policies or energy-reducing
initiatives as well as forming a board-level sustainability committee. As such, the extent of applied
or implemented carbon management practices within the organisation can be regarded as an
indicator for the overall company’s carbon disclosure strategy.
From an institutional logics perspective, the extent of implemented internal carbon management
practices can be related to the position of the so-called sustainability logic within the organisation
(Herold & Lee 2017b). In other words, the extent of internal carbon management practices depends
on how the sustainability logic can manifest itself as a core feature that is central to the
organisational functioning, and is what Besharov and Smith (2014) call the ‘centrality’ of an
institutional logic in the field. The positioning of sustainability logic, however, varies between
companies, as the differences in carbon disclosure approaches indicate (CDP 2010; Schaltegger &
Csutora 2012). While some companies have integrated climate change into their policies to reduce
carbon emissions, others are more restrictive in providing carbon-related information, and rely
more on ‘Avoidance’ or symbolic management strategy (Hrasky 2011). Thus, from a theoretical
point, the relative position of the sustainability logic to the company core functions influences the
extent of carbon disclosure and its applied internal carbon management practices, and may
represent different carbon disclosure strategies.

External practices
In reaction to external pressures, companies engage in public and visible activities as well as in
communication tactics that involve the presentation of ceremonies to persuade stakeholders that
the company’s operations are legitimate and the company is operating as an environmentally
responsible citizen (Hörisch et al. 2014; Hrasky 2011). In particular, inter-organisational networks
(Stuart et al. 1999), media attention (Sine et al. 2007) and legitimacy of external ties (Baum &
Oliver 1991) can be regarded as crucial practices to gain legitimacy. In the context of carbon
disclosure, the set of external practices may include the verification of the company’s emissions
through a third party, engagement with business or investor organisations such as the Carbon
Disclosure Project (CDP), the acknowledgement of industry guidelines (e.g. GRI guideline) or
signatories with international organisations (e.g. United Nations Global Compact). As such, the

extent of applied or implemented carbon management practices outside the organisation can be
regarded as an indicator for the overall company’s carbon disclosure strategy.
From a theoretical viewpoint, the extent of applied or implemented external carbon management
practices is conceptually aligned with the degree to which managers give priority to competing
stakeholders’ claims, representing the concept of stakeholder salience in stakeholder theory
(Freeman 1983; Mitchell et al. 1997). In a climate change context, the degree of salience depends
on the extent to which stakeholders can hold companies accountable for carbon-related practices.
Stakeholder salience is high when companies have implemented an open and transparent strategy
with the aim of full disclosure, and lower when stakeholder pressure is uncoordinated or can be
neglected without serious implications for the company’s legitimacy. Thus, from a theoretical
point, the relative salience of stakeholders influences the extent of carbon disclosure and its applied
external carbon management practices, and may represent different carbon disclosure strategies.
External stakeholders have an indirect influence by applying external pressures to convince
internal stakeholders, in particular the company’s management, to implement or follow relevant
carbon management practices. These dynamics of this relationship represent a constant struggle
for power between management and stakeholders outside the company regarding the extent of
carbon disclosure and the implementation of carbon management practices. Therefore, we argue
that both dimensions – internal pressures on the one hand, as well as external pressures on the
other – are critical to determine carbon disclosure strategies.

The implications of carbon disclosure pressures
We use the dimensions of internal and external pressures to create an integrative model to
understand their interaction between internal and external practices on carbon disclosure strategies.
The internal perspective reflects how corporate climate change values and principles are exhibited
by top management and are shared by organisational members to commit to common corporate
environmental goals and aspirations (Linnenluecke & Griffiths 2010). The external perspective
represents the degree of external pressure arising from stakeholders with regard to climate change
– that is, how much relevant carbon-related information is disclosed to relevant external
stakeholders (Kumarasiri 2017). Thereby, this model provides a conceptual foundation to answer
RQ1 (“How do internal and external pressures influence corporate carbon disclosure
strategies?”) and provides subsequently a framework to analyse and categorise carbon
management practices and strategies to answer RQ1a (“To what extent do specific internal and
external carbon management practices influence corporate carbon disclosure strategies?”) and
RQ1b (“What carbon disclosure strategies have been adopted from a corporate perspective?”).
Based on the assumption of potential variation between internal and external responses, we
combine these dimensions to propose four types of carbon disclosure strategies. We integrate three
strategies of Acquiescence, Compromise and Avoidance in our model that companies may adopt
in response to institutional and stakeholder pressures, as proposed by Oliver (1991). However, to
reflect the context of carbon disclosure, we extend the view by adding another strategy type called
Excellence to illustrate internal and external actions that go beyond institutional pressures and

market demands. Figure 1 depicts the four types, but it needs to be emphasised that internal and
external pressures are dynamic dimensions, and that carbon disclosure can therefore vary between
the types. Our framework shows that the extent of carbon-related information depends on internal
and external pressures. Below, we describe each type in our model and explain how it implies a
distinct level of carbon disclosure.

Insert Figure 1 around here
Figure 1. Carbon disclosure strategy types

Acquiescence
Organisational acquiescence reflects an organisation’s conscious intent to conform to institutional
pressures and its expectation that conformity will serve organisational interests (Oliver, 1991). In
the context of carbon disclosure, it is argued that related activities reflect the corporate actions
taken by a company to achieve carbon-related accomplishments in order to reduce its carbon
footprint in line with cost reductions (Hrasky, 2011; Schaltegger and Hörisch, 2015). Because
companies have high internal pressures, the integration of climate change values is reflected in
organisational structures and is exhibited by top management and shared by organisational
members (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). Moreover, because these companies face low
external pressures, there is no need for the company’s management to include demands from
stakeholders for carbon disclosure beyond market-driven initiatives.

Avoidance
Avoidance is motivated by the desire to circumvent the conditions that make conforming
behaviour necessary (Oliver, 1991). With regard to carbon disclosure, it is argued that this strategy
can be related to reputation management, which Schaltegger and Burritt (2015) describe as a
company’s focus on societal, political and media attention. Because these companies have low
internal pressures, carbon-related activities and their disclosure may be closely linked to the public
relations department to gain the support of the company’s most immediate audiences (Hrasky,
2011). Moreover, because these companies face low external pressures, management may employ
self-interested or narcissist behaviour, with claims of carbon-related achievements that are not
accompanied by corporate action or that reflect the use of rhetorical statements designed to create
an impression of environmental responsibility (Schaltegger and Burritt, 2015). As a result,
companies have to deal with uncoordinated action from stakeholders and thus with little demand
for full carbon disclosure or to implement carbon-related initiatives that lead to a reduction of the
carbon footprint.

Compromise
Compromise is employed in the spirit of conforming to and accommodating external pressures,
but in contrast to acquiescence, compliance is only partial and organisations are more active in
promoting their own interests (Oliver, 1991). In the context of carbon disclosure, we argue that
these companies engage in consultations with well-organised stakeholders to discuss the
company’s carbon-related practices mainly in order to maintain legitimacy. Due to the high
external pressures, however, stakeholders will continually ask for accountability regarding carbon
emissions, which may include requests to adopt technical, international and industry procedures
and to follow well recognised international guidelines such as the GRI guideline (GRI 2016). But
because these companies have low internal pressures, they will neglect organisational adaption
strategies for climate change and react as little as possible to fulfil only the minimum and
mandatory carbon disclosure requirements (Pålsson and Kovács, 2014).

Excellence
Excellence strategies with regard to carbon disclosure rely on the assumption that the climate
change values and principles exhibited by top management will be shared widely and held by all
organisational members, leading to a unity among organisational members that fosters a sense of
identity and commitment to common corporate carbon-related goals and aspirations (Linnenluecke
and Griffiths, 2010). From a stakeholder perspective, the high external pressures reflect an
approach aimed at making carbon information more transparent by an active engagement to work
on the standards of carbon-related activities in the logistics industry (UNEP/SustainAbility, 2002).
This may include the adoption of international guidelines, (e.g. GRI 2016) as well as engagement
in public policy climate change activities, working directly with policy-makers, trade associations,
research organisations and non-profit organisations (Herzig & Schaltegger 2011).

Research design
To address the research aim of understanding the internal and external influences on carbon
disclosure strategies, and the subsequent categorisation according the carbon disclosure strategy
model, the internal and external carbon management practices of companies needs to be examined.
According to Beattie (2014) and Unerman (2000), disclosure indexes are a popular way to quantify
the extent of disclosure. We adopt his approach and use a merged dataset from Bloomberg ESG
terminals and Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) reports that includes 26 specific carbon
management practices (CMPs) that a company may have adopted. To achieve reliability and
validity of the data, we focus on a small sub-set of items (CMPs) as well as on inter-company
differences in a specific industry (i.e., global logistics) and use an industry index to measure the
disclosure level (Beattie et al. 2004; Botosan 1997). The analysis follows a two-step approach:
First, we examine to what extent the internal and external practices of each company are applied
or implemented. An analysis of these specific CMPs will allow us to understand the interaction
between internal and external practices and provides the foundation for the second step: the
categorisation of companies according to the carbon disclosure strategy model.

Constructing the CMPs as variables to calculate and categorise carbon disclosure strategies is a
novel contribution of this study. The dataset were the most up-to-date data available and covers
the timeframe from the years 2012 to 2014. The complete dataset contained 3120 corporation-year
observations of CMPs. The sample as well as a detailed description of the measurement of carbon
management practices and disclosure strategies are given below.

Sample
The sample of the study focuses on global logistics companies, representing an own industry or an
organisational field (Scott 1991), and thus providing homogeneous results that can be compared.
The sample comprises the 50 world largest logistics companies in the year 2015, as measured by
gross revenues (Journal of Commerce 2015). Collectively, these 50 companies generated nearly
US$230 billion in annual revenues. Corporate data of variables were retrieved from Bloomberg
terminals, providing environmental, social and governance (ESG) information. In particular,
Bloomberg provides ESG data for more than 9000 companies worldwide (Bloomberg 2016),
including access to data from the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP). The final sample of the study
included 40 global logistics companies, as ten companies were excluded from the sample because
the carbon disclosure data was not sufficient for comparison within the global logistics industry.

Carbon disclosure variables
To measure the internal and external influences, we used 26 carbon management practices (CMPs)
from the Bloomberg ESG and CDP dataset that may have been implemented by the global logistics
companies. Table 1 describes these CMPs in detail, and distinguishes between internal and external
influences.

Insert Table 1 about here
Table 1. Carbon management practices (CMPs)

Measuring carbon management practices (CMPs)
In order to examine the carbon management practices, the 26 CMPs were grouped into six broader
management sections to measure “the intensity of concern with each category” (Weber, 1990,
p.39), three covering the internal influences: ‘Structure and Accountability (SA)’, ‘Policies and
Processes (PP)’, ‘Carbon Assessment (CA)’, and three covering the external influences:
‘Verification and Assurance (VA)’, ‘Stakeholder Engagement (SE)’, ‘Perception and Awareness

(PA)’ (see Table 1). These six broader management sections are also used to calculate scores from
the associated CMPs to indicate a specific strategy type for the categorisation of the studied
companies.
For each CMP, a score between 0 and 1 was awarded, as a wide range of CMPs in the dataset was
analysed by using a ‘yes/no’ (or 1/0) scoring approach. Where necessary, we re-scaled the scoring
ranges in the raw data between 0 and 1. In our analysis, we interpret a zero CMP score as the
absence of that practice from the company’s overall carbon management strategy during the years
the scores were assigned. The scores refer to the state of corporate management practices from
2012 to 2014, averaging the score in during that timeframe. We interpret a non-zero as the presence
of the practice within this timeframe, thus the more often a practice is applied in the timeframe,
the higher the score. This makes the scoring ranges of the CMPs and management sections
comparable and provides a solid foundation to answer the sub-question RQ1a. (“To what extent
do specific carbon management practices influence corporate carbon disclosure strategies?”).

Carbon disclosure strategy measurement
To answer the second sub-question RQ1b. (“What carbon disclosure strategies have been adopted
from a corporate perspective?”), we take the aggregated scores from the three internal and three
external management sections to form an overall disclosure score for internal practices and
external practices. The overall disclosure scores provide the foundation to categorise the influence
of carbon management practices on disclosure strategies of each company.
To categorise the four different carbon disclosure strategy types based on the extent to which
internal and external CMPs are applied, we distinguish whether the internal or external CMPs are
applied to ‘greater extent’ or to a ‘lesser extent’. To measure the extent of each CMPs, we build
an industry average from six management sections (see, e.g. Botosan 1997) based on the available
data from the sample and use the aggregated scores to categorise the extent of the applied internal
CMPs and external CMPs.
For instance, to categorise the extent of internal CMPs (i.e. to which degree climate change values
are disseminated within the organisation), every company that is below the industry average is
considered to have implemented internal CMPs to a lesser extent, placing them either in Avoidance
or Compromise type, depending on the external CMP scores. Every company that is above the
industry average is considered to have implemented internal CMPs to greater extent, placing them
either in the Acquiescence or Excellence type, depending on the external CMP scores. To
categorise the extent of external CMPs (i.e. to which degree stakeholder claims are given priority),
every company that is below the industry average is considered to have followed external CMPs
to a lesser extent, placing them either in the Avoidance or Acquiescence type, depending on the
internal CMP scores. Every company that is above the industry average is considered to have
followed external CMPs to a greater extent, placing them either in the Compromise or Excellence

type, depending on the external CMP scores. As this calculation is based on multiple criteria, the
cumulative scores place each company individually in a different quadrant.

Results
Descriptive statistics of CMPs
Table 2 presents a summary of the descriptive statistics for all applied carbon management
practices and the aggregated data, including the mean, standard deviation, minimum and
maximum.

Insert Table 2 about here
Table 2. Summary of descriptive statistics

We focused on the key patterns that emerged from our analysis. Regarding the overall scores of
CMPs, the internal CMPs with a score of 0.49 show that global logistics companies have, on
average, implemented almost half of the practices studied. For the external CMPs with a score of
0.48, we can see a similar result, which means that global logistics companies have reacted to
external pressures by adopting also almost half of the practices. While both internal and external
scores are similar, differences in the management sections and specific CMPs can be observed.
For external CMPs, for instance, stakeholder engagement (SE) with a score of 0.55 has a greater
impact on the overall external CMPs score than verification and assurance (VA) with score of
0.39. In this context, a closer look at the specific CMPs reveals that the overall score of verification
and assurance (VA) is heavily influenced by a low score for Scope 3 emissions and the lack of
verification from a third party. The score of stakeholder engagement (SE) is mainly driven by an
engagement with policymakers (0.54), but even more being a signatory of the United Nations
Global Change agreement (0.81). Interestingly, only a minority of the global logistics companies
use the GRI framework (0.09).
A closer look at the internal CMPs reveals that structure and accountability (SA) with a score of
0.38 has a lower impact on the overall internal CMPs than policies and processes (PP) with a score
of 0.65. A more detailed investigation of the score in structure and accountability (SA) shows that
the low overall score stems from the sub-categories ‘executive and non-executive director for
sustainability’ with a score of 0.09 and 0.00, respectively, i.e. most companies fail to appoint an
official authority for their sustainable activities. The CMPs of policies and processes (PP) have
overall higher scores, but an investigation into the sub-categories shows that the score is mainly

driven by emissions reductions initiatives (0.81) and energy efficiency policies (0.77), i.e. most
companies focus on reducing their carbon footprint and the associated operational costs.

Categorisation of carbon disclosure strategies
The internal and external CMPs research design allows for a categorisation of the global logistics
companies’ carbon disclosure strategies according to the extent of implemented or applied 26
CMPs in each company. Following the carbon disclosure model (see Fig. 1), we allocated the
companies according to the specific internal and external CMPs into the four types Excellence,
Acquiescence, Compromise and Avoidance. For each company, we calculated an aggregated
internal score based on the CMPs from the internal dimension as well as an aggregated score based
on the CMPs from the external dimension. These scores were compared to an industry index from
the six management sections based on the available data from the sample, which allows a
categorisation into the four different carbon disclosure types based on the extent of applied CMPs.
For instance, if a company has implemented internal CMPs to a lesser extent (i.e. their score is
below industry average) and followed external CMPs to a lesser extent (i.e. their score is below
industry average), the company will be placed in the Avoidance type. In contrast, if a company has
implemented internal CMPs to a greater extent (i.e. their score is above industry average) and
followed external CMPs to a greater extent (i.e. their score is above industry average), the company
will be placed in the Excellence type. The results are shown in Fig. 2, where we placed each
company based on their respective internal and external CMPs score. Out of the 40 companies, 35
per cent (n=14) of the sample were allocated into the Avoidance type, 15 per cent (n=6) were
allocated into the Acquiescence type, 5 per cent (n=2) were allocated into the Compromise type,
while the remaining 45 per cent (n=18) were allocated into the Excellence type.

Insert Figure 2 about here
Figure 2. Summary of the global logistics companies’ carbon disclosure strategies

The results show the 80 per cent of the studied global logistics companies follow either Excellence
strategies or Avoidance strategies in their carbon disclosure. In other words, the majority of
companies which have implemented internal practices to a greater extent, have followed external
practices also to a greater extent and vice versa, i.e., companies which have implemented internal
practices to a lesser extent, have also drawn lesser attention to external practices. In contrast, only
the remaining 20 per cent show a mix consisting of either a greater focus on internal practices than

on external practices or a greater external engagement in conjunction with lesser emphasis on
internal practices.
To understand the drivers behind the carbon disclosure strategies, we performed an analysis of the
internal and external management sections per carbon disclosure type. The results can be found in
Table 3. The results show significant differences between the applied carbon management
practices within global logistics companies. For instance, for companies with Excellence
strategies, policies and procedures (PP) are the main driver (with a score of 0.94) for the high score
of internal CMPs, while stakeholder engagement (SE) with a score of 0.79 and verification and
assurance (VA) with a score of 0.72 are the drivers within external CMPs. Companies with
Avoidance strategies show extreme weak results in external verification and assurance (VA) with
a score of 0.08, but have also low scores internally in the structure and accountability (SA) as well
as climate change assessment (CA) with a score of 0.20 each. Companies with Compromise
strategies are driven by a high score in perception and awareness (PA) with a score of 0.84, but
show weak results in verification and assurance (VA) with a score of only 0.33. For companies
with Acquiescence strategies, policies and processes (PP) with a score of 0.64 are the main driver
for internal activities, but these companies show overall strong scores for the internal CMPs with
a score of 0.50 in structure and accountability (SA) and a score of 0.56 in climate change
assessment (CA).

Insert Table 3 about here
Table 3. Scores by carbon disclosure strategy type

The categorisation into different carbon disclosure types and the subsequent analysis of the CMP
drivers allows for a discussion and interesting insights into the mechanisms behind the strategies
of global logistics companies.

Discussion
The results provide an interesting insight into the carbon disclosure strategies of global logistics
companies. In order to gain a comprehensive understanding of both the impact of the specific
CMPs and the associated type of carbon disclosure strategies within the global logistics industry,
the discussion will focus on how the extent of the dynamic interaction between internal and
external practices influences carbon disclosure strategies. One of the key findings of this study is
that 80 per cent (32 out of 40) of global logistics companies follow a consistent approach regarding

the applied internal and external practices. In particular, 18 companies, that have implemented
internal CMPs to greater extent are also externally engaged to greater extent, thus following an
Excellence carbon disclosure approach. In contrast, 14 companies which have implemented CMPs
to a lesser extent, are also less engaged externally, thus following an Avoidance carbon disclosure
approach. This indicates that the majority of companies either follow an Excellence approach,
having adopted a carbon disclosure strategy that is consistent with internal and external actions, or
have adopted an Avoidance strategy, following an inconsistent approach in both external and
internal activities.
In particular, global logistics companies representing the Excellence type have implemented
energy and emission-reductions policies to greater extent with a high score of 0.94 in policies and
procedures (PP). According to Oberhofer and Dieplinger (2014), most carbon footprint reductions
are linked directly to improving operational efficiency and fuel savings and internal carbon and
energy-reducing initiatives are key drivers for operational excellence. From an external
perspective, these companies engage actively with policy makers and non-profit organisations,
represented by the high score of 0.79 in stakeholder engagement (SE). Another indicator is the
higher score in the section verification and assurance (VA) with 0.72, which is line with the
findings of Herzig and Schaltegger (2011), who found that Excellence behaviour and full
accountability is linked to the adoption of technical and industry procedures and official
international guidelines (e.g. GRI, 2016).
In contrast, global logistics companies representing the Avoidance type seem to have no consistent
carbon disclosure strategy integrated in their organisation or their activities are not consistent with
their strategic approach. Their overall low scores indicate that they face no or little perceived
external pressures to follow or implement CMPs. This is in line with Hrasky (2011), who found
that companies that follow an Avoidance strategy do not take corporate actions, but rather use
rhetorical statements designed to create an impression of environmental responsibility. In
particular, our findings show that the companies in the Avoidance type have implemented policies
and procedures (PP) to a lesser extent (0.37), but have also neglected to establish formal oversight
in their organisational structure.
The findings are also interesting from a theoretical view. For Excellence companies, the
implementation of internal CMPs reflects the position of the sustainability logic as a core function
and the company’s organisational culture of climate change values. At the same time, it seems
these values are transferred to the external dimension where the high salience represents the
company’s approach to give priority to stakeholder claims that go beyond market-driven
initiatives, leading to transparency and full carbon disclosure.
On the other hand, the alignment between internal and external practices is also present in the
Avoidance type. Here, global logistics companies that have implemented internal CMPs to lesser
extent, which indicates that the dominant market logic leads to a negligence of the sustainability
logic and thus to little internal actions to integrate climate change values. It seems that the lack of

climate change values within the organisation is also reflected in the external engagement,
neglecting stakeholder claims for full disclosure. It could also be argued the lack of external
activities has a direct impact on the internal initiatives in global logistics companies. In other
words, unless global logistics companies communicate and engage with stakeholders in a
consistent and credible manner, external audiences can assume that the company is not sufficiently
engaged in internal activities.

Conclusions
Our analysis revealed interesting findings regarding the extent of applied carbon management
practices and the associated categorisation of carbon disclosure strategies. One key finding is that
within the global logistics industry, the majority of companies follow a consistent strategic
approach regarding their internal and external carbon management practices, i.e. they either are
engaged on both dimensions or in neither. We found that the key driver within internal CMPs are
the companies’ policies and procedures, e.g. policies regarding emissions or energy reductions,
while key driver within external CMPs include a high engagement with policy makers and NGOs.
These findings extend prior work on structural change and describe the interaction between
internal and external pressures, which is key step towards a more detailed understanding of the
mechanisms that influence carbon disclosure strategies.
Within the strategic carbon management and disclosure literature, we contribute to the stream of
work in three ways. First, based on critical constructs drawn from institutional and stakeholder
theory conceptualised, we decouple internal and external management practices to conceptualise
a model of carbon disclosure strategies that proposes four ideal types, thus providing a theoretical
foundation to examine the dynamic interaction between these practices and their influence on
carbon disclosure. Second, we categorised the carbon disclosure strategies within the global
logistics industry and analysed the key drivers of carbon management practices, thus providing
empirical evidence within an organisational field regarding environmental and carbon disclosure
strategies. This study demonstrated that institutional as well as stakeholder theory provide, on
different levels, a foundation to examine and understand the mechanisms through which internal
and external carbon management practices influence carbon disclosure strategies.
However, there are certain limitations in our study that we hope will provide opportunities for
future research. First, although our Bloomberg ESG and the associated CDP data provide a
sufficient overview about carbon management practices, both datasets impose certain limitations
due to the relatively new data and the limited timeframe. Future research could include datasets
that provide data over a longer period, thus providing the opportunity to examine if carbon
disclosure strategies have changed and identify the drivers behind that change. Second, while this
study establishes a clear distinction between internal and external practices to measure the impact
within the global logistics industry, we acknowledge that the sample is limited and the results can
be hardly generalised. We are thus cautious about making any causal claims. Third, we examined

carbon management and disclosure practices through institutional and stakeholder lenses. Future
research could include other theoretical lenses and constructs. For example, within the construct
of institutional logics, we focused on the market logic and the sustainability logic, but companies
face multiple pressures, the market and sustainability logic being only two of them.
Our research also has implications for practice: given increasingly high institutional pressures on
global logistics companies to engage more in environmental activities, managers should consider
investing in both dimensions, the internal as well as the external one. On the one hand, institutions
such as Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) are drivers to respond internally by integrating carbon
management practices into their operations, structures and processes. On the other hand, societal
awareness of climate change has also risen and companies need to implement carbon management
practices to mitigate the risk of potential stakeholders’ backlash and to satisfy external audiences.
By distinguishing between internal and external pressures, our study generates a better
understanding of carbon disclosure, not only by presenting the drivers behind successful disclosure
strategies, but also by identifying the most effective carbon management practices.
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