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The CYRUS Global Business Perspectives (CGBP) 

Purpose 

The CYRUS Global Business Perspectives (CGBP) is a refereed interdisciplinary journal. The 

editorial objective is to create opportunities for scholars and practitioners to share theoretical and 

applied knowledge. The subject fields are management sciences, economic development, 

sustainable growth, and related disciplines applicable globally. CGBP provides a platform for the 

dissemination of high-quality research. We welcome contributions from researchers in academia 

and practitioners in broadly defined areas of management sciences, economic development, and 

sustainable growth. 

 

Scope 

The Journal’s scope includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

• Business Development and Governance 

• Entrepreneurship 

• Ethics and Social Responsibility 

• International Business and Cultural Issues 

• International Economics 

• International Finance 

• Innovation and Development 

• Institutions and Development 

• Leadership and Cultural Characteristics 



   

• Natural Resources and Sustainable Development 

• Organization and Cultural Issues 

• Strategy and Development 

• Women and Business Development 

 

Reasons for choosing the CYRUS Global Business Perspectives 

During this historical time, CGBP intends to offer a global perspective that is most urgently 

needed. There is no question that organizations and businesses that are capable of analyzing and 

applying advanced knowledge in management sciences and development are in high demand, and 

especially during transitional periods. It is an unusual time in different regions of the world, which 

requires active intellectual participation and contributions. It is the era of revolution in terms of 

communication, technology, and minds for billions of people. It is a time for intellectuals, 

entrepreneurs, and philanthropists to help enlighten minds and enrich the quality of life globally. 

CIK’s vision, “to cultivate the discourse on human capital potentials for better living,” is the 

appropriate response to current challenges and the CGBP is a platform for sharing the perspectives 

of scholars and practitioners with a global audience. 

 

Our Strengths 

CGBP members have a wealth of knowledge and global perspectives. First, most of the members 

possess a wealth of intellectual and experiential knowledge which is enhanced by their active 

involvement in business, consulting and scholarly research, and collegiate teaching. Second, most 

members possess an ethnic identity, language skills, and therefore, good global 

perspectives. Third, most of the CIK board of directors’ members are well-known scholars, 

members of editorial boards of journals, and even editors. CGBP possesses depth, breadth, and a 

competitive edge to successfully manage the journal. 

 

CGBP is committed to developing knowledge that positively contributes to the life of world 

citizens. CIK is a charitable, educational, and scientific organization that has been in operation 

since 2011. It is a secular and nonpartisan organization. 

 

 

 

Submission Process 

Authors will be assisted by an editorial board consisting of distinguished members from world-

class institutions of higher learning, practice, and industry.  We invite authors to submit their 

papers and case studies to Editor@Cyrusik.org.   We will have a quick turn-around review process 

of fewer than two months. For submission guidelines, policies, and procedures please check 

CGBP.  We intend to have special issues on themes that are within the scope of the Journal. Also, 

we will have invited (special) issues.  

 

For more information please check the CGBP or CIK or contact us: Editor@Cyrusik.org; or 

Contact@Cyrusik.org. CYRUS Institute of Knowledge (CIK), Box 380003, Cambridge, MA 

02238-0003, USA. 

 

mailto:Editor@Cyrusik.org
https://cyrusik.org/cyrus-global-business-perspectives/about
https://cyrusik.org/cyrus-global-business-perspectives/about
https://cyrusik.org/
mailto:Editor@Cyrusik.org
mailto:Contact@Cyrusik.org


   

Editor’s Introduction  
Since its inception in 2012, the Cyrus Institute of Knowledge has held nine annual meetings. Six 

years ago, we published the first volume of its flagship journal titled “Cyrus Chronicle Journal 

(CCJ): Contemporary Economic and Management Studies in Asia and Africa,” in conjunction with 

the 2016 annual conference. In 2021 after careful review, evaluation, and deliberation we 

concluded that a broader global perspective for the title of this journal would be more appropriate. 

CIK has become a global organization and participants in their conferences and papers that are 

submitted are global.   In addition to the journal and conferences, CIK is focusing on offering post-

doctoral positions at the institute. The aim is to advance young doctoral students’ research 

capabilities through collaborations with more experienced CIK scholars.  This kind of work is at 

the heart of the CIK mission. All parties will gain in this process and will advance knowledge. 

Additionally, CIK is planning to publish books in the domain of its focus. Therefore, we welcome 

inquires and support in these domains.    

 

The Institute has had nine successful international conferences since its inception. These 

conferences have been hosted at institutions in the United States (MIT, Harvard, Hult), and 

internationally (Hult - UAE, American University in Cairo, and ESCA in Morocco). Several 

institutions of higher education have collaborated and supported these conferences. Please see the 

CIK website for information about these institutions. We greatly appreciate their support!  The 

CIK 2020 and 2021 Conferences were held Online and in collaboration with International 

Symposium on Project Management, Innovation and Sustainability (SINGEP). 

 

Generally, conference participants come from at least 15 different countries and 35 institutions, 

organizations, and companies. Please see the CIK website for details. Some of the plenary sessions 

had up to 150 participants. The best papers presented at these conferences have traditionally been 

accepted for publication in the Journal, along with additional articles by prominent scholars. The 

acceptance rate of CCJ is generally less than 20%. We aim to publish the highest quality papers 

after they pass through our strict review process. CIK colleagues and conference participants have 

proposed and suggested special issues of the journal, which are based on core topics (i.e., 

entrepreneurship, innovation, ethics, and sustainable development) and/or country-specific ones. 

Therefore, we welcome articles that meet these characteristics.  

 

Now we welcome you to read the volume six, issue 1 (CGBP.V6.1). The journal intends to cover 

scholarship that pertains to the global economy, especially emerging economies. An examination 

of our mission may shed some light on the aim and objectives. The primary focuses of the journal 

are as follows:  

 

1. To share and promote knowledge of economic, management, and development issues. 

Focusing on assessment, evaluation, and possible solutions helps advance these countries, 

which also have the largest populations. Development challenges are global; virtually all 

countries face challenges concerning economic development, sustainability, food and 

water, population, and environmental degradation. Above all, all countries are facing the 

Covid19 pandemic. No country gains by shunning opportunities that globalization can 

provide, with exception of a few countries whose leaders lack a full understanding of the 

opportunities that globalization can offer. To take advantage of such opportunities, 

http://www.cyrusik.org/


   

knowledge is the primary requisite. This journal aspires to contribute to this body of 

knowledge. 

2. To encourage the generation and dissemination of knowledge by local scholars whose 

access to mainstream academic outlets may be limited. There are many scholars from 

academic, public, and private sector organizations whose first-hand knowledge of 

problems and solutions is not being shared for lack of an appropriate outlet for 

dissemination. The CGBP seeks to provide an opportunity for spreading such knowledge. 

The CGBP will provide a platform for established as well as younger scholars who might 

collaborate with them in their research. By publishing in CGBP, they could make important 

contributions to the body of management and development scholarship on which the 

journal will continue to concentrate. 

 

Volume six, issue 1, of the CGBP contains four articles with diverse subjects. We hope you will 

find this volume and past issues enlightening.  CGBP welcome your support and so I ask for your 

help in the following ways: 

 

▪ Contribute articles, case studies, and book reviews and commentaries; 

▪ Encourage your colleagues to do the same; 

▪ Encourage young scholars, especially those from developing and emerging economies, to 

submit their studies to the CGBP;  

▪ Spread the word about CGBP, especially in emerging economics; 

▪ Cite the articles published in this journal in your own research when applicable; 

▪ Attend the annual conferences of the CIK which serve as spawning ground for articles that 

may ultimately be published in this journal; 

▪ Give us your feedback by telling us how we can further promote and improve the journal. 

▪ Review CIK aims and objectives and share with us how we could advance.  

 

 

Regards,  

Editor Dr. Maling Ebrahimpour 

Dean | College of Business 

Alfred J. Verrecchia-Hasbro Leadership Chair 

The University of Rhode Island. RI, USA 

 

In the memory of Nancy Tagi Sagafi-nejad - former Associate 

Editor of CCJ 

Nancy Gail Black Sagafi-nejad 
[in her own words] 

 



   

 
 

I was born in Wisconsin and lived in Illinois most of my early life. I attended and graduated from 

Northwestern University with a BA in art and then worked for a little over two years at the Isabella 

Stewart Gardner Museum in Boston as a curatorial assistant. After that I was fortunate enough to 

receive a 21-month grant to the East-West Center at the University of Hawaii where I received a 

master’s degree in art history. Shortly thereafter I joined the U.S. Peace Corps and was sent to 

Pahlavi University in Shiraz, Iran with other Peace Corps Volunteers who also had their masters’ 

degrees in various fields. It was there that I met and married Tagi, my husband of 53+ years. Upon 

returning to the US, I became a staff docent at the Philadelphia Museum of Art and taught art 

history at Rosemont College in Pennsylvania. Both our sons Jahan and David, where born at the 

Hospital of the University of Pennsylvania.  

 

It was my two and one-half years in the Peace Corps that raised my social consciousness and 

caused me to want to contribute by working on behalf of plaintiffs in the field of employment 

discrimination law. After receiving my law degree from the University of Texas, Tagi, I, and our 

sons Jahan and David moved to Baltimore, Maryland where Tagi taught at Loyola University 

Maryland and I first practiced civil rights law at the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

(EEOC) in Baltimore and then in my own small solo practice of employment discrimination.   

 

In spring 1991 I applied through my Friends meeting (Stony Run) to be the Henry J. Cadbury 

Scholar at Pendle Hill - the Quaker study and retreat center in Wallingford, Pennsylvania that 

many members of EFM are familiar with. [the picture above was taken at Pendle Hill – TS] I was 

fortunate to have received that scholarship and then spent the 1991 fall quarter and the 1992 winter 

and spring quarters in that beautiful place. 

 

It was during that nine-month stay that I began research on the intersect of being a Quaker and a 

lawyer and how the two identities could occasionally, or even often, be at odds. In 2011 the 

research begun at Pendle Hill twenty years earlier was published by the State University of New 



   

York (SUNY) Press as a book entitled Friends at the Bar: A Quaker view of Law, Conflict 

Resolution, and Legal Reform (SUNY Press, 2012) 

 

We moved from south Texas where Tagi had been the Radcliffe Killam Distinguished Professor 

at Texas A & M International University in Laredo before his retirement in August 2015. We 

moved to the Pacific Northwest to be closer to our younger son David and his wife Audra and their 

children Cameron and Leila in Eugene, Oregon, and to our older son Jahan who lives in Oakland 

and works in San Francisco with his wife Kristen and their son Benjamin. 

Memo: Nancy wrote the above a few weeks before she died on September 27, 2021. Can’t stop the 

tears. Tagi Sagafi-nejad 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



   

Country and Firm Level Environmental Sustainability in Latin 

America and the MENA Region 
 

Dina Frutos-Bencze 

Associate Professor, Economics and Business, Saint Anselm College.  

Email: dfrutosbencze@anselm.edu 

 

ABSTRACT 

The paper examines and describes country and firm level trends as related to environmental 

sustainability in selected Latin American, Middle East & North Africa (MENA) countries. 

Composite indexes such as the Human Development Index, the Ecological Footprint Index and 

Biocapacity ratios provide a snapshot of a country’s environmental sustainability level over time. 

Firm level sustainability is based on a qualitative analysis of companies using the Global 

Reporting Initiative (GRI) framework and UN Global Compact participation. At the national level, 

all the selected countries, except Argentina, do not meet the environmental sustainability criteria. 

However, despite the lack of integration between initiatives proposed by different institutions, firm 

level sustainability trends are positive and encouraging, albeit not sufficient. The need of a 

concerted effort to align different organizations and institutions regarding sustainability initiatives 

in the studied regions is apparent. The synergies between these initiatives are also explored. 

 

Keywords: Environmental sustainability, Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Latin America, 

Middle East & North Africa, Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), Human Development Index 

(HDI), Ecological Footprint Index (EFI), 
 

INTRODUCTION 

While the world is currently grappling with the COVID-19 pandemic, countries and business are 

facing more scrutiny regarding their accountability and transparency in terms of how sustainable 

policies, initiatives and practices meet the challenges the pandemic has brought to light.  

The strength of the sustainable development concept is that it encompasses all economic activities 

in the context of a finite environment. A necessary condition for sustainable development is that 

the regeneration of raw materials and the absorption of waste are kept at ecologically sustainable 

levels (WCED, 1987).  

 

Latin America  

In response to the international commitment to sustainable consumption and production, Latin 

America and the Caribbean developed a regional strategy of sustainability based on changes in 

production and consumption patterns. The five priority programs for sustainable consumption and 

production common to the countries are summarized in Table 1.  

 



   

Table 1. Latin America and the Caribbean: Priority Sustainable Consumption and Production 

Programs 

Program Brief summary of policies and measures 

1. Policies and national strategies for 

sustainable consumption and production  

• Integration and coordination of sustainable 

consumption, production in policies, and 

development strategies;  

• Strengthening the provision of information, 

education and training to the population;  

• Quantifying of the costs and benefits associated 

with implementation of sustainable consumption 

and production in national and sub-regional 

initiatives;  

• Promotion of corporate social responsibility. 

2. Improvement of the productive 

sector, small and medium sized 

enterprises (SMEs)  

• Prioritization of sectors at the sub-regional level; 

• Creation or strengthening of mechanisms and 

economic tools that promote the sustainability;  

• Definition of specific indicators of sustainable 

consumption and production.  

3. Sustainable public procurement (SPP) • Establishment of high-level political leadership 

for the promotion of sustainable public 

procurement;  

• Establishment of a multi-sectoral mechanism that 

promotes participation, evaluation and monitoring 

of sustainable public procurement; 

• Adaptation and application of policies that 

promote a sustainable supply of goods and services 

at prices accessible for all; 

4. Sustainable lifestyles • Active promotion of the inclusion of education 

about sustainable consumption into the education 

curricula;  

5. Information network on SCP • Strengthening of the regional information network 

on sustainable consumption and production. 

Source: Third Regional Implementation Forum on Sustainable Development in Latin America 

and the Caribbean (ECLAC, 2018). 

 

The Forum of the Countries of Latin America and the Caribbean on Sustainable Development is 

the result of the leadership and political commitment shown by the countries of the region towards 

the 2030 Agenda and its 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (ECLAC, 2018). One of the 

challenges to achieving the 2030 Agenda that the region faces is the need for information available 

to produce the global SDG indicators. The availability of indicators still varies widely among 

countries and among sub-regions in Latin America and the Caribbean. The following six Latin 

American countries are considered in this study: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, and 

Peru.  

 



   

Middle East & North Africa (MENA) 

There are multiple definitions regarding which countries constitute the MENA region. For this 

study, selected countries located in three sub-groups are considered: the Mashreq region: Egypt, 

Jordan, Israel and Lebanon; the Maghreb region: Morocco; and the Gulf Cooperation Council 

(GCC) area comprised by Bahrein, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and United Arab Emirates 

or GCC countries in this study.  

 

The MENA region is the most water-scarce in the world. Due to population growth rates, rapid 

urbanization, improved standards of living and increased frequency of droughts in recent decades, 

water demand has been increasing rapidly, surpassing the region’s supply capacity (Abumoghli & 

Goncalves, 2020). Fossil fuel based energy sectors are facing numerous challenges that remain 

difficult to solve despite technological advancements. The GCC countries supply about 70% of 

the world’s fossil fuels. Thus, most of these countries are dependent on their oil and gas-based 

economies. This region has extreme temperature changes, but its modernization has occurred at a 

faster pace than the Mashreq and Maghreb regions due to economic and political stability. In recent 

years, these regions have attempted to streamline their sustainability approach in the construction 

industry. They have also tried to setup a holistic framework that reduces the consumption of 

energy, water, and other natural resources. Regional corporate social responsibility programs have 

increasingly been integrated to sustainability concepts (Shareef & Altan, 2016).  

 

However, studies show that the majority of the MENA countries are not able to structurally 

formulate national communication policies and programs. Effective policy-making requires the 

flow of information in a timely fashion. Some countries are not open enough in terms of disclosing 

their environmental status. In addition, information disclosed by most of the countries tends to be 

subjective in nature, which makes it difficult to understand and interpret. The research also shows 

that some countries are not explicit about their current actions and future strategies for adaptation 

and mitigation of climate change. Another challenge, particularly in GCC countries is the lack of 

environmental and sustainability issues awareness, in spite of the high levels of education as 

measured by the Human Development Index (HDI). In Saudi Arabia, Qatar and the UAE 

awareness levels seem to be higher than in other countries, but their water consumption per capita 

per day significantly exceeds the world’s average, which is problematic. Finally, although green 

building codes and rating systems have been implemented, dealing with the existing building stock 

that was constructed before these codes came into force is a challenge (Issa & Al Abbar, 2015; 

Rahman & Miah, 2016; Shareef & Altan, 2016). 

 

This study examines and describes the trends in country and firm level sustainability. Country 

level sustainability is determined using composite indexes such as the Human Development Index 

(HDI) and the Ecological Footprint Index (EFI) to Biocapacity ratio. Firm level sustainability is 

based on a qualitative analysis of companies using the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

framework as well as United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) participation. The following 



   

literature review provides a review of the underlying theories about sustainability assessment as 

well as it describes current environmental sustainability assessment frameworks.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Most commonly, the three principal components of sustainable development are economic growth, 

social equity and environmental protection. These three components are also known as the triple 

bottom line or TBL. The economic component is based on the principle that the well-being of a 

society should be maximized while poverty is eliminated through the efficient use of natural 

resources. The social component is concerned with issues related to the general welfare of society, 

access to basic health and education services, standards of security and respect for human rights. 

The environmental component is concerned with the conservation and enhancement of the 

physical and biological resources and ecosystems (Pope, Annandale, & Morrison-Saunders, 2004; 

UNGC, 2014b). 

 

Finding the appropriate balance between the competing demands on natural and social resources 

without slowing down economic progress has become a daunting task for businesses and 

governments alike. Considering only one of the components of sustainable development at a time 

may lead to errors in judgment and unsustainable outcomes. Focusing only on profit margins has 

led to environmental damages with negative consequences for society. The interconnected and 

interdependent nature of sustainable development, therefore, requires to think beyond 

geographical and institutional borders in order to coordinate strategies and make good decisions 

(Mishra, 2020; Strange & Bayley, 2008).  

 

Sustainability Assessment 

There is an ongoing debate about sustainability assessments. However, the consensus about 

sustainability assessments is that any sound assessment should include the total integration of 

economic, environmental, social, and institutional issues; careful consideration of short-term and 

long-term consequences of current actions; awareness of the uncertainty of the effects of current 

actions; and public engagement (Gasparatos, El-Haram, & Horner, 2007; Gasparatos & Scolobig, 

2012; Hacking & Guthrie, 2008). 

 

Sustainability assessment is increasingly viewed as an important tool to aid in the widespread shift 

towards sustainability. However, there are still a few examples of effective sustainability 

assessment processes implemented so far. Many of the existing assessment frameworks are 

examples of integrated assessments directly derived from the Strategic Environmental Assessment 

(SEA) and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) frameworks which incorporate economic, 

environmental and social considerations. These integrated assessment processes usually either try 

to find ways to minimize unsustainability, or attempt to achieve TBL objectives (Bell & Morse, 

2018a, 2018b; Gasparatos et al., 2007; Gasparatos & Scolobig, 2012; Spangenberg, 2016). 



   

In order to measure the progress towards sustainable development, it is necessary to identify 

operational indicators that provide manageable and accurate information on economic, 

environmental, and social conditions. A review of the consistency and meaningfulness of many 

sustainable indicators, indicated that the Human Development Index (HDI) and the Ecological 

Footprint Index (EFI) are both concise and transparent. Nonetheless, the study also revealed that 

many other indicators do not always comply with fundamental scientific requirements such as the 

technical aggregation method, normalization, and weighting of variables (Böhringer & Jochem, 

2007; Hák, Janoušková, & Moldan, 2016; Liu, Brown, & Casazza, 2017; Parris & Kates, 2003).   

The general conclusion regarding the use of indicators and indices is that they can be powerful 

tools only if used appropriately. Composite indicators may give ambiguous and unreliable 

information if they are poorly constructed or misinterpreted. The lack of a clear understanding of 

how the indicators are developed and what information they convey is critical for policy-making 

decisions using such indicators. The incorrect interpretation of index results may result in flawed 

policy decisions that could lead to the increase of economic disparities, promote environmental 

damage, and even decrease the possibilities for long-term sustainability (Golusin & Munitlak 

Ivanovic, 2009; Liu et al., 2017; Mayer, 2008; Siche, Agostinho, Ortega, & Romeiro, 2008; Singh, 

Murty, Gupta, & Dikshit, 2009). 

 

Criteria for environmental sustainability  

The World Bank’s definition of environmental sustainability is the starting point of all the existing 

indicators that measure environmental sustainability as well as the basis of many governmental 

policies and firm level initiatives. Three UNGC principles specifically refer to the integration of 

the principles of environmentally sustainable development into business policies and programs to 

reverse and prevent the loss of environmental resources (UNGC, 2014b). 

 

The Human Development Index (HDI) created by The United Nations Development Programme 

(UNDP) is a composite index commonly used as a proxy metric to measure the progress towards 

human development goals because the index combines conditions of longevity, health, education, 

and economic well-being of a population. Countries with HDI scores of 0.80 or higher are 

considered to have very high human development. Countries with HDI scores between 0.80 and 

0.70 are considered to have high to medium development (UNDP, 2018).   

 

The HDI does not include an environmental component. Thus, the HDI alone is not sufficient to 

determine environmentally sustainable development. The Ecological Footprint Index (EFI) 

measures the regenerative capacity of the biosphere used by human activities. A country’s 

ecological footprint is the total area including infrastructure required to produce everything a 

population consumes and absorb the waste it generates. On the other hand, Biocapacity measures 

the productive capacity and the ability of the biosphere to provide biological resources and services 

for humans. Both the EFI and the Biocapacity are measured in global hectares ("Global Footprint 

Network," 2020). 



   

According to Moran, Wackernagel, Kitzes, Goldinger and Boutaud (2008) the comparison of the 

EFI to Biocapacity is a useful indicator of ecological sustainability. The environmentally 

sustainable development of nations can be examined in terms of two dimensions: the HDI as an 

indicator of development and the EFI to Biocapacity ratio as an indicator of human demand on the 

biosphere. In addition, they argued that HDI scores of no less than 0.8 (HDI≥0.8) and an EFI to 

Biocapacity ratio of less than 1.0 (EF/Biocapacity≤1.0) is the minimum requirement for 

environmentally sustainable development that is globally replicable. Moran et al. (2008) used this 

methodology to survey 93 countries. They found that despite increased global adoption of 

sustainable development policies only a handful of countries met both minimum requirements.  

 

A large body of literature has examined the strengths and shortcomings of the Ecological Footprint 

approach. Yet despite acknowledged limitations, the EFI is one of the most commonly used 

biophysical indicators for comparing present aggregate human demand on the biosphere with the 

Earth’s gross ecological capacity to sustain human life (Chambers, 2001; Kitzes et al., 2009; Lin 

et al., 2018; Monfreda, Wackernagel, & Deumling, 2004; Wackernagel, Hanscom, & Lin, 2017). 

This methodology was used to examine whether selected Latin American, MENA and GCC 

countries meet the minimum requirements for environmentally sustainable development. 

 

The Global Reporting Initiative 

At a firm level, a lot of research has been devoted to understand the factors that determine the 

incidence of sustainability initiatives in different countries as well as the relationship between the 

firm and its stakeholders regarding sustainability. The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

framework for measuring sustainability has emerged as the global standard. The GRI is a not-for-

profit, network-based organization that enjoys strategic partnerships with, among others, the 

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the UNGC. Studies have found that, since 

the GRI’s establishment in 1997, enterprises have increased their participation in the GRI 

sustainable reporting standards (GRI, 2020; Marimon, Alonso-Almeida, Rodríguez, & Alejandro, 

2012; Perez-Batres, Miller, & Pisani, 2010; Rimmel, 2020; Sethi, Rovenpor, & Demir, 2017; 

Simmons Jr, Crittenden, & Schlegelmilch, 2018).  

 

The GRI reporting framework outlines the principles and performance indicators to measure and 

report their economic, environmental, and social performance. A sustainability report based on the 

GRI framework provides a relatively accurate picture of the sustainability performance of the 

reporting organization. The sustainability reports must disclose the outcomes and results that occur 

within the annual reporting period. Since different companies and organizations follow the same 

framework, these reports can be very useful in benchmarking and assessing the sustainability 

performance of performance standards, norms, codes, laws and voluntary initiatives. In addition, 

the organization’s performance can be tracked over time as well as compared with other 

organizations and companies in a similar category. Another advantage of the GRI reporting 

framework is that it applies to any size company and it is independent of the location and the sector 

https://www.globalreporting.org/information/about-gri/alliances-and-synergies
http://www.unep.org/
http://www.unglobalcompact.org/


   

of the company. In other words, small companies can use the framework as well as companies 

with geographically dispersed operations (GRI, 2020; Rimmel, 2020). 

 

United Nations Global Compact Sustainability Initiative 

The United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) is a strategic policy initiative for businesses that are 

committed to align their operations and strategies with universally accepted principles in the areas 

of human rights, labor, environment and anti-corruption. Since its official launch in July of 2000, 

the initiative has grown to more than 10,000 participants (Brown, Clark, & Buono, 2018; 

Dernbach, 1998; Rasche, 2020; UNGC, 2014a, 2020). 

 

The UNGC launched a Sustainability Coalition with the World Business Council for Sustainable 

Development (WBCSD) and the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). This coalition aims to promote 

and support corporate commitments and actions that advance the UN goals elaborated in the Post-

2015 Business Engagement Architecture report (UNGC, 2013). The very distinct nature of these 

organizations presents the opportunity for building on complementary strengths and creating 

synergies: the UNGC being an open action and learning network and the GRI being the recognized 

global standard on sustainability reporting (UNGC, 2014a). 

 

METHODOLOGY 

To assess environmental sustainability at the country level, the methodology proposed by Moran 

et al., (2008) was followed. The changes in the HDI and EFI to Biocapacity ratio scores for selected 

Latin American, MENA and GCC countries were calculated based on the available data.  

 

Data 

Most of the EFI and Biocapacity scores are available through a free license at 

www.footprintnetwork.org. However, complete EFI and Biocapacity time series have to be 

purchased. HDI scores and country rankings are released to the public each year (UNDP, 2018). 

A database of all the companies and GRI filings can be directly obtained from the GRI website 

(GRI, 2020). The country of origin of the companies, the industrial sector, the size of the company 

and links to the sustainability reports are also available. The GRI database lists the country of 

origin of the companies and the operating region.  For example, a previous study indicated that in 

Central America, firms in the chemical manufacturing sector had the highest incidence of GRI 

filings companies, followed by companies in the advanced manufacturing sector (Frutos-Bencze, 

2014).  

 

The searchable UNGC participant database provides the name and type of the organization, the 

country of origin, and the year the organization began participation. The UNGC participant type 

classification is slightly different to the GRI reporting categorization. The GRI organization 

categories are: non-profit organization, private company, public institution, state-owned company 

and subsidiary. The UNGC participants are classified by organization type as academic, local and 

http://www.footprintnetwork.org/


   

global business associations, cities, foundations, local and global non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs,) public sector organizations, private companies and SMEs. For this study only private 

companies and SMEs were considered. 

 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

As described so far, environmental sustainability issues are many and far reaching, and this study 

does not seek to address the entire scope of the subject. However, as economic integration has 

increased, what happens in one country or in an economically integrated region often impacts other 

countries or economically integrated regions. 

 

Country Level Sustainability 

The EFI to Biocapacity ratios were calculated for selected Latin American and MENA countries 

for the years 2007and 2016 due to data availability. Figure 1 shows the HDI versus EFI to 

Biocapacity ratio for selected Latin American countries for the years 2007 and 2016. The grey box 

area above 0.8 in the HDI scale and below 1.0 in the EFI to Biocapacity ratio scale represents the 

value range a country should have in order to be considered an environmentally sustainable nation. 

In other words, the HDI value of the country should be 0.80  or higher, and the EFI to Biocapacity 

ratio value should be less than 1.0 (Moran, Wackernagel, Kitzes, Goldfinger, & Boutaud, 2008).  

 

In Figure 1, the lighter (yellow) color spheres represent the HDI vs. EFI to Biocapacity ratios for 

each country for the year 2007. The slightly darker (green) color spheres represent the HDI vs. EFI 

to Biocapacity ratios for each country for the year 2016. Figure 1 shows a general HDI increasing 

trend. With the exception of Brazil, where the EFI to Biocapacity ration remained the same for 

2007 and 2018, the rest of the selected Latin American countries display a deterioration in the EFI 

to Biocapacity ratio.  
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Figure 1. HDI versus EFI to Biocapacity ratios for selected Latin American countries 

 

Argentina is the only country that would be considered environmentally sustainable based on 

Moran et al. assessment methodology. The HDI in 2007 and 2016 was higher than 0.8 and the EFI 

to Biocapacity ratio was below one in 2007 and 2016.  

 

The EFI to Biocapacity ratios in Figures 2 and 3, are above 1.0, and thus the grey box that 

represents environmental sustainability is not shown in the figures. In other words, based on the 

Moran et al. assessment methodology, the selected Mashreq and Maghreb countries are not 

environmentally sustainable nations. Similarly to the Latin American countries, the tendency of 

the EFI to Biocapacity ratios is to increase for all countries. 

 

 

Figure 2. HDI versus EFI to Biocapacity ratios for selected Mashreq and Maghreb 

countries 
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Figure 3. HDI versus EFI to Biocapacity ratios for selected GCC countries 

The observed trends in Figures 1, 2 and 3 are consistent with Moran et al. (2008) findings which 

indicate that national and regional trends are almost all moving away from environmentally 

sustainable development. However, some countries with a lower HDI such as Brazil, Colombia 

and Peru experienced gains in human development without substantially increasing their EFI to 

Biocapacity ratios. Higher level development income countries, such as Qatar and Israel exhibit 

a significant trend away from environmental sustainability from 2007 to 2016. Generally 

speaking the ecological footprint per capita would be reduced if reductions in resource use are 

achieved either through decreasing consumption or by improving efficiency of production. 

 

Even though this methodology cannot be used to the determine the specific impact of UNGC 

Sustainability and GRI initiatives in each country, the analysis is useful in determining national 

benchmarks and for monitoring these benchmarks over time. Inferences on how specific initiatives 

are impacting sustainable development based on these results should not be made. However, these 

findings combined with firm level analysis can provide a more accurate picture of the situation in 

the regions. The following section will look at the landscape of sustainable initiatives at a firm 

level and how businesses have been affected in selected Latin America and MENA countries. 

 

Firm Level Environmental Sustainability 

Since companies usually provide the year in which a GRI report is filed, it is possible to determine 

when the company started using the framework. Based on the yearly information, a slow increasing 

trend of GRI reporting in the sample is observed. This increasing trend of GRI filing of domestic 

businesses in the sample mirrors the worldwide trend. 
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Figures 4, 5 and 6 show the trends and distribution of enterprises based on GRI sustainability report 

filing in the studied regions. The filings are increasing year to year.  It is possible that due to 

COVID-19, a stabilization in the filings will be observed in future filings. 

 

 

Figure 4. Number of GRI filing enterprises in the sample of Latin American countries 

 

Figure 5 shows the GRI filing trends of local businesses for the selected Mashreq and Maghreb 

countries, and Figure 6 shows the GRI filing trends of local businesses for GCC countries. In these 

countries the urgency of addressing climate change is slowly driving business and investors to put 

sustainability, environmental, social and governance practices at the heart of their business 

strategies. For example, some GCC countries have expedited investments in renewables including 

solar and waste to energy. In 2019, Saudi Arabia implemented a $28 billion renewable energy 

development program. There are several other recent efforts in the UAE and the wider region that 

have sought to tackle the broad range of SDGs. However, there’s still a significant gap that 

financial institutions and government authorities must work to address through the adoption of an 

entirely sustainable agenda (Kaushal, 2020; van der Lugt, 2017). The positive trend in GRI filings 

has not offset the deterioration in the EFI to Biocapacity ratios for any of the countries. 
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Figure 5. Number of GRI filing enterprises in the sample of the Mashreq and Maghreb 

countries 

 

 

Figure 6. Number of GRI filing enterprises in the sample of GCC countries 

 

UN Global Compact Sustainability Initiative 

As of 2019, the selected Latin American countries had 243 participants in the private company 

and SME categories. Brazil is leading the trend. The breakdown per member country, yearly totals 

and cumulative total are presented in Figure 7. 
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Figure 7. Number of UN Global Compact Participants in the selected Latin American 

countries 

 

 

Figure 8. Number of UN Global Compact Participants in the selected Mashreq and 

Maghreb countries 
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Figure 9. Number of UN Global Compact Participants in the selected GCC countries 

 

Despite the observed positive trends in the sample for all regions, the MENA and GCC countries 

are lagging significantly behind Latin American. Similarly to GRI filings, the positive trend in 

UNGC participation does not seem to offset the deterioration in the EFI to Biocapacity ratios for 

any of the countries studied. Unfortunately according to the 2019 Accenture Strategy-UN Global 

Compact CEO study on sustainability, sustainability initiatives may have reached a plateau, and 

the COVID-19 pandemic may exacerbate this lag (Accenture, 2019). Based on this study, the 

diversified and support services sectors made significant progress in terms of sustainability 

initiatives in Latin America. In the Mashreq and Maghreb countries the support services, 

diversified and bank sectors made progress in terms of sustainability initiatives. In the GCC 

countries, diversified, construction & materials, and general retailer sectors increased their 

participation in sustainable activities. Figure 10 shows the industrial sectors that account for at 

least 6% of GRI filings and UNGC participation. 
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Figure 10. Number of UN Global Compact Participants in the selected GCC countries 

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In recent decades, the environmental concerns about the earth have significantly increased and are 

now one of the most serious challenges that affect the quality of life of people. The whole world 

is affected by environmental degradation, but it occurs quite often that the least privileged 

populations and poorest countries are the most afflicted. These countries have the fewest resources 

available to recover from environmental damage and to adapt to changing situations.  

 

By comparing the HDI and EFI to Biocapacity ratios and their changes over time we can capture 

the changes in environmental sustainability and consumption patterns in country. Based on the 

calculated values for selected Latin American and MENA countries, from 2007 to 2016 the HDI 

scores generally increased for all countries, but unfortunately the EFI to Biocapacity ratio also 

increased, except for Brazil where the ratio remained the same. An increase in HDI scores is 

desirable, but an increase in the EFI to Biocapacity ratio is not.  
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At a firm level, there is an observable increase of GRI sustainability reporting of local businesses 

in all regions, albeit the filings in the Mashreq, Maghreb and GCC countries are low in general. 

Another observable trend is that MNEs are implementing sustainable initiatives locally. These 

initiatives mirror global corporate sustainability and environmental policies. This is a positive 

trend that benefits not only these countries in general, but also domestic firms. Although based on 

the results using Moran et al. (2008) methodology there is a decrease in environmentally 

sustainable development at the national level, at a firm level, MNEs and SMEs are complying with 

local environmental regulations and are not lowering neither national nor global environmental 

standards (if they follow such standards) when they establish operations in the selected countries.  

 

These findings seem to indicate that businesses in general are making progress in embedding 

sustainability in their operating processes. However, the positive trends in GRI filings and UNGC 

participation do not offset the deterioration in the EFI to Biocapacity ratios for any of the 

countries.The active intervention of governments, policymakers, and institutions such as the 

United Nations is necessary to move beyond the current plateau and continue to enable businesses 

to pursue the operationalization of sustainable processes. A closer integration of business and such 

institutions will help to align public policy with sustainability goals at global, national and local 

levels. Simultaneously, businesses should continue to foster innovation and pursue new 

technologies that mitigate environmental degradation and lead to environmental sustainability. 

 

The most identifiable components of most sustainability programs are clean production and 

sustainable consumption. Significant progress has been made in the regions studied concerning 

initiatives for clean production, especially in activities concerning sustainable public procurement. 

However, several challenges still remain. The consumers’ rationales and the factors that would 

make it possible to change their consumption patterns are not fully understood. Multi-stakeholder 

participation (i.e. government, the private sector, consumers, universities, NGOs and trade unions, 

etc.) need to have more opportunities to work together on sustainability issues. SMEs are very 

important in the region, especially in terms of job creation. Support for SMEs in order to promote 

practices of sustainable consumption and production are highly recommended. The United Nations 

Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), in cooperation with UNEP, has supported the 

establishment and operation of national centers of clean production in Latin America. Argentina 

and Brazil reported advances in education on sustainable consumption and production (Jiménez, 

2019). Finally, effective education programs for sustainable consumption and production could 

enhance government and business sustainability programs. The implementation of “green” 

practices in the construction sector has been a significant issue in all regions, but especially in the 

MENA region (Farooqi & Asgary, 2017). 

 

The main research limitation for this study was the lack of free access to EFI and Biocapacity data 

in order to estimate national environmental sustainability for a longer period. In addition, although 

the research focused on surveying GRI reporting and UNGC sustainability initiatives there are 



   

many other entities and institutions that also encourage sustainability which were not included in 

the study. The study can be expanded in the future to obtain a more comprehensive understanding 

of environmental sustainability in the regions. 

 

Recommendations 

• The research in this study suggests that the ability to quantify the value of 

sustainability initiatives still needs improvement. Businesses are becoming more aware of 

the challenges of sustainability and how important it is to measure and manage metrics of 

waste reduction and mitigation and should continue to turn to innovation and technology 

to solve those challenges. 

• As described throughout the study, there are several sustainability initiatives in the 

studied region sponsored by different organizations and institutions. The UNGC and the 

GRI have an established partnership. This collaboration could potentially be expanded and 

streamlined to increase participation.  

• Business leaders should strive to establish a constructive, two-way dialogue with 

consumers and local communities; regulators and policy makers; investors and 

shareholders; employees and labor unions regarding sustainable development and business 

practices. In other words, business leaders and managers should actively engage all 

stakeholders. 

• Finally, business leaders should revisit their business models and value chains to 

understand the impact of sustainability initiatives across multiple sectors and industries 

with a system dynamics mindset. Traditional linear business models encourage increased 

consumption and more waste; moving towards a system economy can have tangible 

benefits for production costs, the environment and the supply chain.  
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