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Abstract
Purpose – Literature shows that a strong link between sustainability control systems and sustainability
management (SM) fosters sustainability development (SD) and compliance with regulatory requirements and
stakeholder expectations. Research on the integration of SM and its control mechanisms in corporate business
remains scarce. This study aims to focus on Sustainability Management Control Systems (S)MCS applied in
Electric Utility Companies (EUC), which experience close scrutiny by its stakeholders in as much as they play
an important role in climate change agendas.
Design/methodology/approach – The methodological approach includes in-depth expert interviews
within seven Austrian EUC followed by qualitative content analysis. This study builds on “MCS as a
package” byMalmi and Brown (2008). Institutional logics (IL) are used for the theoretical approach.
Findings – Results show that several IL are involved in implementing strategic SMCS in EUC. Managers
cope by integrating emerging hybrid logics, selectively coupled SMCS and making sense by building a
communication bridge between the strategic and operative levels to create awareness.
Research limitations/implications – Results show that managers in EUC have to acquire a new
hybrid logic for SD. This implies the use of informal controls and a strong focus on administrative and
cultural controls as themain control mechanisms for SM.
Originality/value – The paper contributes to MCS research by using the scarcely applied theoretical
framework of IL. Findings facilitate a better understanding of the control mechanisms behind SM and the
coping strategies of managers in applying SMCS.

Keywords Management control systems, Expert interviews, Institutional logics,
Sustainability management, Electric utilities, Qualitative content analysis

Paper type Research paper

1. Motivation and research questions
Sustainability along the triple-bottom-line (TBL), with an economic, ecological and social
focus (Elkington, 1997), has become increasingly important for organizations and their
stakeholders (KPMG, 2017; Maas et al., 2016). To stay competitive in their dynamic business
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environments, companies have to adjust and react to global climate change and
environmental strain by adapting to sustainability targets. To secure organizational
legitimacy and survival, companies are required to comply with national and supra-national
regulations and societal expectations (Braam et al., 2016; Deegan, 2014; Higgins and
Larrinaga, 2014). Stakeholder demands on sustainability agendas are exerting increasing
pressure and require an organizational focus to meet stakeholder expectations and
requirements (Alrazi et al., 2015).

In these terms, electric utility companies (EUC) operate in an environmentally sensitive
sector and at the focus of critical stakeholders. European EUC are seen as playing an
important role in climate change agendas. Environmental strains such as the exploitation of
natural resources, high carbon emissions (Bahari et al., 2016) and environmental
catastrophes such as nuclear accidents have pressured EUC into focusing on environmental
and social issues as much as on economic sustainability and growth (Maas et al., 2016;
Ioannou et al., 2015). For EUC, economic challenges, market deregulations and tightening
regulatory requirements (Rothwell and Gomez, 2003; Atkinson and Halvorsen, 1986) have
aligned with environmental and social challenges. EUC are expected to contribute to
reducing negative environmental performance by adapting to renewable energy and carbon-
neutral technologies (Bahari et al., 2016; Evans and Tucker, 2015). They face a challenge
between securing electricity supply (Gonz�alez Gonz�alez, 2010) while also reducing
environmental pollution and the exploitation of resources, e.g. via solar, water or wind
energy. EUC are strongly urged to justify their sustainability performance and activities
(Bahari et al., 2016; Moseñe et al., 2013). All of this makes EUC an interesting sector to
investigate on how they manage their sustainability targets and compliance with various
stakeholder demands.

The European Energy sector has undergone three regulations for liberalization (1997/
1998, 2003–2005 and 2009). Central issues of these regulations are, namely, unbundling of
vertically integrated companies, third party network access, cross-border trade and an
institutional network of regulatory and supervisory bodies (E-Control, 2011). Since the Paris
Agreement in 2015, regulations are coupled with the United Nations Sustainability
Development (SD) Goals and the order of global decarbonization. These regulations have
also had an impact on the Austrian energy market. In Austria, the Energy Liberalization Act
2000 (BGBl I 121/2000) facilitated the complete opening of the energy markets in Austria as
of October 1, 2002. Hence, Austria implemented the opening of the energy market more
quickly than envisaged by the European directives. In 2018, there existed 2,508 entities in
the Austrian energy sector with 29,032 employees (Statista, 2020). The domestic primary
energy production Austria in 2018 was as follows: biogenic energies 45.4%, hydropower
27.1%, gas 7.2%, oil 5.9%, combustible waste 5.2%, wind 4.3%, ambient heat 3.8%,
photovoltaics 1% (Statistik Austria, 2020a, 2020b). A table with the largest energy entities
in Austria can be found in Appendix 1. The table shows that, despite market liberalization
that should increase competition and allows customers to choose their preferred supplier,
the Austrian energy market is dominated by only a few entities; indeed, there is one major
player that has sales nearly six times higher than that of the next competitor. The ownership
structure of EUC in Austria is complex. Some of the EUC are 100% publicly owned entities
and some of the EUC are mixed public-private with diverse shares. Public owners of the
EUC are partially the state of Austria, federal institutions, as well as municipal
shareholders. The private shares are partly national but also foreign entities. Parts of the
private shares are in free float. Additionally, the individual EUC are linked through joint
shares, each EUC owning shares of the other EUC. In most EUC, the public shares are
dominant (E-Control, 2020).
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However, the quick liberalization and privatization of the Austrian energy sector allowed
the larger Austrian EUC to continue their traditional financially driven cash-cow market
opportunities and to expand their oligopolistic status without having to focus on
environmental and social agendas. Fossil oil is still predominantly used for energy
generation and coal still remains a part of the sector. Due to market and investor demands,
Austrian EUC, however, needs to learn and integrate a TBL-sustainability business focus,
reducing environmental strain and exploitation while securing energy access. Investors
increasingly take sustainability agendas into account. Nevertheless, sustainability reports of
the large Austrian energy players indicate room for improvement. Control mechanisms
applied for TBL sustainability agendas have not yet been institutionalized in the sector.
This is an issue especially for Austrian EUC where managerial attitudes and the
institutionalized logic behind their activities are still based on traditional settings regarding
economic, and thus, financial value generation rather than the improvement of regional
environmental and social conditions. HowAustrian EUCwill master this transition and how
they use management control mechanisms to meet their sustainability targets remains
unanswered.

For evaluating, strategically planning and implementing sustainability agendas, Burritt
and Schaltegger (2010) address the need to implement a control system (Riccaboni and Luisa
Leone, 2010). Gond et al. (2012) claim that (. . .) because management control systems (MCS)
shape actors’ practices and support strategy, they can, if used appropriately, push the
organization in the direction of sustainability. The literature argues that there is a strong link
between the sustainability control systems and sustainability management (SM),
addressing how MCS influences SM (Lueg and Radlach, 2016; Ditillo and Lisi, 2016).
Sustainability management control systems (SMCS) are strategy supportive and configure
organizational behavior (Ahrens and Chapman, 2007; Langfield-Smith, 1997), thus
supporting SD, SM and its information processes (Garcia et al., 2016; Villiers et al., 2016;
Lueg and Radlach, 2016; Bebbington and Thomson, 2013; Burritt and Schaltegger, 2010).

Previous work has scarcely researched “how” companies integrate SM with a specific
sector focus, indicating a striking research gap (Maas et al., 2016; Lueg and Radlach, 2016;
Ditillo and Lisi, 2016; Cintra and Carter, 2012; Gond et al., 2012). To date, empirical research
on SMCS and its potentials remains limited and can be characterized as an emerging topic
(Lueg and Radlach, 2016). So far, no implemented or applied SMCS have been identified to
ensure SM in any organization in any sector. This is also the case for EUC, constituting a
clear research gap.

To analyze the implementation of SMCS in EUC, this study will use the conceptual
framework “MCS as a package” by Malmi and Brown (2008), drawing on the suggestions of
Lueg and Radlach (2016). The framework assists by identifying parameters of formal and
informal sustainability control mechanisms, guiding managerial behavior, e.g. through
incentives and boundaries, to adopt patterns for active SD (Malmi and Granlund, 2009;
Henri, 2006). Specifically, the five main controls of the proposed package – namely, cultural,
planning, cybernetic and administrative controls, as well as reward and compensations,
including formal and informal control mechanisms that influence employee (managerial)
behavior (Malmi and Brown, 2008) – are used for investigating implemented SMCS in EUC.

Moreover, while prior research mainly used agency-, stakeholder-, contingency-, actor-
network theory and the resource-based view to analyze MCS for sustainability agendas, the
field has not been approached in terms of Institutional Logics (IL). Some studies, however,
show the link between MCS and IL, justifying a comprehensive research model for
analyzing the logics that govern applied SMCS for SM or in other words, the logics of
managerial behavior for sustainability and its coping strategies (Boitier and Rivière, 2016;
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Herremans and Nazari, 2016; Burns et al., 2015; Ahrens and Khalifa, 2015). It would be
beneficial to discover, which factors may inhibit, delay or hinder SM in EUC, e.g. conflicting
IL and managerial attitudes, as Argento et al. (2016) and Boitier and Rivière (2016) point out.
EUC are faced with a broad interrelationship between social entities (e.g. sector regulators,
standard-setters and customers) (Thornton et al., 2012), which govern the behavior of EUC
by different IL that influence strategic organizational patterns (Lounsbury, 2007; Thornton
and Ocasio, 1999). However, Glover et al. (2014) argue that dominant logics may hinder
adaption to new logics, and therefore, with respect to sustainability agendas, suggest the
need of overarching regulatory guidance. Hence, the innovation of the empirical study at
hand is to approach SMCS in EUC from a new theoretical perspective. The paper aims to
address the research gap identified above by combining SMCS with the theory of IL.
Although the use of IL as a theoretical framework as such is not new, the combination of
both topics in studying EUC is innovative.

By interpreting the findings in light of IL, this study offers valuable contributions for
practitioners and academics inasmuch as it identifies the current state, attitude and
behavior of management in dealing with sustainability agendas in the energy sector.
This could further help practitioners to break with their institutionalized managerial
habits and traditional roles, adjusting to the increasing momentum of the sustainability
transformation. Working with qualitative interviews, the study provides in-depth
insights into Austrian EUC. The findings are especially relevant to countries with similar
regulatory requirements in the European Union, i.e. undergoing market liberalization and
facing a process of transformation.

The aim of this study is to identify applied SMCS in EUC and to extend previous
research by drawing on IL to facilitate a deeper understanding of managerial behavior
and coping strategies in implementing and applying SMCS for SM in EUC. Significantly,
this constitutes the first empirical effort to study this phenomenon. Beyond the research
gaps identified, this study is relevant to the social-political and environmental necessity
for EUC to comply with sustainability demands to fully integrate SM, and therefore, by
necessity, SMCS. This research contributes to the understanding of applied SMCS by
using the conceptual framework developed by Malmi and Brown (2008) and IL as its
theoretical approach. It provides practical insights into managerial attitudes and coping
strategies. Addressing the research gaps, the following research questions (RQs) are
pursued:

RQ1. What are the governing IL in Austrian EUC?

RQ2. Which SMCS are implemented in Austrian EUC and how are these intertwined as
a package?

RQ3. How do managers cope with competing logics when applying SMCS in Austrian
EUC?

To address the research objectives, in-depth expert interviews within Austrian EUC are
used to identify implemented strategic and operational SMCS, as well as the ways in
which managers cope with governing IL. The remainder of the paper is structured as
follows: Section 2 provides a literature review of prior empirical and conceptual studies,
including the theoretical approach. Section 3 presents the research methods, followed
by a presentation of the findings in Section 4. The discussion and contributions are
found in Section 5, followed by practical implications, research limitations and
directions for future research.
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2. Conceptual framework, prior literature and theoretical background
2.1. “Management control systems as a package”
This study adopts the model of “MCS as a package” (Malmi and Brown, 2008), which
proposes five types of controls, as its conceptual framework. Based on the literature review
in Lueg and Radlach (2016),“MCS as a package” can be used for sustainability efforts
suggesting SMCS. The framework helps identify the implemented control mechanisms,
including formal and informal controls that influence employee (managerial) behavior
toward SM in EUC. Malmi and Brown base their definition of formal and informal controls
on Simons (1990, 1995). Hence, written documents, symbols, job descriptions, emails, etc.,
are regarded as formal controls, while any verbal communication and, e.g. role model
behavior is seen as an informal control mechanism. Regarding cultural controls,
organizations encounter various institutional pressures that are governed by IL, thereby
influencing the organizational culture (Greenwood et al., 2011). Based on the literature
review in Lueg and Radlach (2016) regarding SMCS and the framework developed byMalmi
and Brown (2008), the coping strategies of management, their beliefs and attitudes, as well
as cultural boundaries are addressed via cultural controls. Planning controls also address
the implementation of sustainability strategies, including action planning on the operational
and managerial level. Cybernetic controls are based on all results of identified sustainability
key performance indicators (KPIs), which target the application of sustainability strategies
and its actual financial and non-financial sustainability performance (e.g. carbon emissions,
internal energy usage, diversity, compliance to regulations, etc.). Reward and compensation
controls regard incentive systems for improved sustainability performances, while
administrative controls target organizational and procedural boundaries, including
organizational structure, internal channels of communication and corporate governance
structures (Lueg and Radlach, 2016; Gond et al., 2012). These MCS, combined with the focus
on sustainability, allow for analyzing the implementation and application of sustainability
targets andmanagerial behavior toward sustainability performance in EUC.

2.2 Prior literature on sustainability management control systems
A literature review of articles published between 2012 and 2019 was undertaken to identify
research on implementing and applying SMCS for SM in EUC and to understandmanagerial
behavior and coping strategies. As Lueg and Radlach (2016) covered publications up to 2013
in their literature review, this study takes their findings as a starting point and identified an
additional 28 studies. Only one conceptual study, i.e. Garcia et al. (2016), was found in the
electricity sector. Since 2015, 22 studies have been published addressing SMCS or
Environmental MCS (EMCS), showing increasing relevance of the topic. Four studies used
the framework of Malmi and Brown (2008). Another six studies used the levers of control
(Simons, 1990, 1995) as their conceptional framework. Altogether, seven clusters were
identified (Table 1).

In summary, a core message with respect to the MCS by Malmi and Brown (2008) is to focus
more on cultural controls for sustainability objectives and less on cybernetic and formal controls
(Crutzen et al., 2017; Lueg and Radlach, 2016; Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016; Ditillo and Lisi, 2014).
While SMCS are still scarcely researched the concepts of an sustainability balanced scorecard and
EMCS are introduced (Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016; Guenther et al., 2016). Another important
message is that enablingEMCS fosters sustainability strategies in comparison to controllingEMCS
(Wijethilake et al., 2018; Wijethilake, 2017). These EMCS tend to be applied to merely single
sustainability objectives (Sundin and Brown, 2017; Maas et al., 2016) because specific cognitive
barriers hinder a full sustainability integration (George et al., 2016; Battaglia et al., 2016).
Managerial sustainability orientation is key to the variation of applied SMCS or its
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Table 1.
Literature review on

MCS and SM
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dysfunctionality (Ditillo and Lisi, 2016). Both formal and informal controls are necessary to
develop SM (Herremans and Nazari, 2016; Hosoda and Suzuki, 2015), which should not be
decoupled from regular control practices (Cintra and Carter, 2012).

In summary, prior literature does not provide enough information to identify successfully
implemented and applied SMCS.MCS are being used in organizations of various industries, but
there is still a lack of research on SMCS implementation for SM (Ditillo and Lisi, 2016; Lueg and
Radlach, 2016; Arjaliés and Mundy, 2013; Gond et al., 2012). There are no empirical studies on
SMCS across sectors. This is also the case for the electricity sector. No SMCS have been
empirically identified to support and ensure SM in EUC. Furthermore, the implementation of
SMCS, the managerial impact on SM and its influence on sustainability performance have not
been identified, representing several research gaps.

Based on the above literature review and the foundational literature on sustainability
accounting, i.e. Bebbington et al. (2014) and Burritt and Schaltegger (2010), Figure 1
visualizes the dynamic of SM.

SM consists of “SD and integration” and is based on several known drivers (Table 1).
This leads to managerial decision-making based on IL, sustainability strategies, available
resources and capabilities and stakeholder compliance. Subsequently, integrated SD needs
to be reviewed via implemented SMCS. The focus is on relevant TBL indicators to be
measured and improved based on SMCS frameworks. The attitude of sustainability
managers is crucial to the successful implementation and use of SMCS. Sustainability
reports are part of SM and are designed to inform stakeholders of organizational SD.
Attention is given to stakeholder engagement to evaluate material aspects, as well as the
quality and coverage in sustainability reports. Burritt and Schaltegger (2010) refer to an

Figure 1.
The process of SM
applying SMCS
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intrinsically motivated SM that fosters voluntary SD as an “inside-out” perspective. Similar
to a steward to society and stakeholders, the organization will intrinsically integrate TBL
sustainability. This process has to begin at the top level. However, when stakeholders
demand transparent information of organizations and sustainability reports are published
to comply, Burritt and Schaltegger (2010) refer to this as the “outside-in perspective.”

2.3 Theoretical background
2.3.1 Institutional logics. In terms of IL, organizations encounter a broad interrelationship
between social institutions (sectors or industries), policymakers (government, commissions
and regulators), standard-setters (Global Reporting Initiative, International Standards
Organization, United Nation Global Compact and Eurelectric), organizations (e.g. public or
private EUC), stakeholders and individuals (suppliers, customers, managers and employees
and the media), as well as investors and/or shareholders (Thornton et al., 2012). This
institutional system governing the behavior of organizations is ordered by different IL
(Lounsbury, 2007), defined as the socially constructed, historical pattern of material practices,
assumptions, values, beliefs and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their
material subsistence, organize time and space and provide meaning to their social reality
(Thornton and Ocasio, 1999, p. 804). In other words, IL are the systems that give meaning to
various organizational and individual activities (Friedland and Alford, 1991) between
institutions and their actions of alignment. According to Ocasio (1997), IL are both material
and symbolic – they provide the formal and informal rules of action, interaction and
interpretation that guide and constrain decision-makers in accomplishing the organization’s
tasks and in obtaining social status, credits, penalties and rewards in the process. These rules
consciously or subconsciously frame the organizational reality of what constitutes
appropriate behavior and how to succeed (Thornton and Ocasio, 1999, p. 804).

Argento et al. (2016) concluded that public utilities face multiple and competing logics in
trying to serve different institutional demands in an industry. They found a community
logic that guides public sector entities, similar to a stewardship attitude, to provide services
for the community and its many stakeholders. This logic calls for adapting to the public
business contract of serving the community. They further identified a politically driven
compliance logic. This logic focuses on the need for public utilities to comply with
regulations and laws set by its political superiors. Additionally, public utilities are also
required to follow a business logic focusing on the profitability and economic sustainability
of its organizations (McPherson and Sauder, 2013). Argento et al. (2016) argue that these
three, competing logics are all practiced in public organizations. Furthermore, these logics
are sensitive to an organization’s institutional field, consisting of field position,
organizational structure, ownership and governance, as well as organizational identity
(Greenwood et al., 2011; Argento et al., 2016). Following York et al. (2016), public utilities
have to hybridize for organizational survival and keeping a competitive advantage; they are
governed by hybrid logics. York et al. argue that these different logics should not only be
combined into hybrid logics, but that management must build new frames and activities to
integrate previously contradicting logics. To ensure a successful hybridization of IL,
assimilated logics have to be embedded in their (sustainability) context. Emerging hybrid
logics thus, have to run through the sequential phases of compromise, reframing,
contestation, legitimation and embedding (York et al., 2016). To facilitate this process, a
managerial discourse on integrating and incorporating elements of different logics is
necessary. Otherwise, an existing dominant logic will prevail (Glover et al., 2014). Some
studies claim, however, that hybrid logics shows weaknesses when implementing SMCS
(George et al., 2016; Battaglia et al., 2016; Glover et al., 2014).
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Public EUC encounters various IL that influence strategic organizational patterns during
the transformation of implementing SM. Public EUC are required to achieve a regulatory
compliance while securing financial stability and growth, as well as acting as public service
facilities that aim for economic and community welfare. To cope with such pressing and
conflicting ideals, a hybridization or combination of logics is a managerial solution to reach
balance and organizational compromises (Oliver, 1991). Within a transforming sector, public
EUC tend to stick to their traditional organizational forms, complying and adjusting to SM
rather restrictively (Greiling and Slacik, 2019; Meyer and Pac, 2015; Mangia et al., 2013).
Besides abiding by existing regulations, public EUC have their organizational script, know
their boundaries and act upon those. For public EUC, SM is still not institutionalized within
their hybrid logics (York et al., 2016). Following Dequech (2008), the question is whether the
professional logic of public EUC is focused on their activities (business logic) or simply on
justification to stakeholders (compliance and community logic). It is, thus, the sustainability
intention or stewardship attitude of organizations that governs emerging hybrid logics of
acting and operating sustainably (Garcia et al., 2016; Dumay et al., 2019). Dominant logics
such as a business logic, however, may suppress emerging logics, which suggests
governance by some overarching regulations (Glover et al., 2014). Garcia et al. (2016) and
Villiers et al. (2016) suggested that it is a coping strategy for implementing SMCS to take a
stakeholder view along with the dominant logic of public or private EUC. Another coping
strategy is selective coupling, i.e. the alignment with selective management controls for SM,
which organizations believe to be valuable for their legitimacy (Pache and Santos, 2013).

3. Sample description and methodology
Drawing on Yin (2013), this study conducted and analyzed qualitative interviews, i.e. 12
problem-centered semi-structured expert interviews in 7 state-owned and stock-exchange
listed Austrian EUC. The interviews lasted for 90 to 150min each and were conducted
between November 2018 and January 2020. The Austrian electricity sector is tightly state-
regulated and predominantly state-owned with an interrelated ownership mix between each
of the EUC. This also makes the samples comparable. Furthermore, access to the seven
largest Austrian EUC provides a comparable insight into almost the entire Austrian
electricity sector, covering nearly all counties (see sample overview in Appendix 1).

Interviews were coded with interview partners IP1 to IP12. Experts included chief
executive officers, sustainability managers or representatives, internal auditors and
department heads. The interviews were analyzed via the open and interpretative method
based on the guidelines and principles developed by Yin (2013). Moreover, as additional
explication to verify data and facts, documents and reports were also analyzed, as these are
produced regularly and provide comparable insights into processes, policies and
developments across the organization. The method suggests using multiple sources to
compare and generate detailed information to facilitate reasonable generalizations,
collecting accurate evidence of the managerial implication of implemented SMCS for SM and
its interdependencies (Yin, 2013; Guthrie et al., 2004).

All interviews were recorded and transcribed. Subsequently, a qualitative content
analysis using MAXQDA was performed based on deductive (MCS), inductive (SMCS)
category formation (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2013). The information collected was
then filtered according to organizational and managerial patterns and the theoretical
framework (Thomas, 2006). Codification guidelines (Appendix 2) was created to identify,
first, IL (RQ1) and implemented SMCS in EUC (RQ2) and subsequently managerial
implications (RQ3). The coding guidelines were deductively developed from theory and
inductively from the interviews. Based on the coding guidelines, data were independently
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analyzed by two researchers, achieving an inter-coder reliability above 0.9 (Bryman and
Bell, 2011). A mixed-method analysis (quantitative and qualitative) was then performed,
including a code-relation analysis between factors of the coding guidelines. Finally, the
theory of IL, specifically the framework of Argento et al. (2016), explains organizational and
managerial perspectives, attitudes and compliance when applying SMCS in public EUC.

4. Findings
In connection with TBL sustainability agendas and based on 487 statements from 12
interviews collected in 7 Austrian public EUC, the social dimension was mentioned 199
times (40.8%), the ecological dimension 164 times (33.7%) and the economical dimension 124
times (25.45%). Based on the category system, 329 indications of IL governing managerial
attitude and behavior toward sustainability agendas were found. In total, 139 indications
(42.2%) concerned compliance logic, 121 indications (36.8%) targeted business logic, while
only 69 indications (20.97%) referred to community logic.

4.1 Institutional logics (RQ1)
Three logics as defined by Argento et al. (2016) could be confirmed. Findings show that the
compliance logic is most frequently identified in interviews. However, it is not the dominant
logic and relates to the business logic rather than to the community logic. The business logic
is the most dominant, while the community logic is least frequently identified. Furthermore,
Table 2 shows that the economic dimension is predominantly guided by the business logic,
as indicated by IP11: there were green-bonds for financing green projects, wind power and
efficiency enhancements of hydroelectric power plants. One can see that it also matters for the
finance division to show good sustainability performance, so they have an (reputational and
financial) advantage. In addressing aspects of the social dimension, the community logic and
to a lesser degree the compliance logic governs managerial attitudes, as indicated by IP7:
sustainable local production ideally free of carbon emissions, an absolute key factor regarding
customer acceptance. [. . .] this is part of our local responsibility [. . .] to watch out for local
value-added. [. . .] having a high degree of supply reliability. The compliance logic is more
often found in addressing the ecological dimension, as by IP8: if external partners demand
certificates, especially in environmental aspects, we do that via standards. [. . .] Whether we
call these sustainability goals or compliance to regulators is the same (see Table 2).

Sustainability drivers identified in the interviews match, to a large extent, the drivers
found the literature review (Table 3). However, “increasing reputation and legitimacy” could
not be confirmed as drivers for Austrian EUC. None of the interviewees mentioned even
remotely image or gaining, maintaining or regaining legitimacy (Deegan, 2014) as their
reason for implementing SD. This driver was never mentioned in accordance to SD and
management by any of the 12 interviewees. The driver “shared sustainability values
between organizations and top-management” is only present in two out of seven companies.

4.2 Implementation of sustainability management control systems (RQ2)
Table 4 shows that administrative controls are the most frequently applied controls for
sustainability agendas, followed by cultural controls and planning controls. SMCS are, thus
selectively implemented and applied. To a lesser degree, cybernetic controls are present as
well. The analysis showed that administrative controls are mostly used in combination with
cultural controls. They are also intertwined with planning and cybernetic controls. However,
this is based on one interview partner who explained mostly classically applied operative
MCS, which are explicitly not connected to sustainability objectives and control
mechanisms: I believe the people (employees) are overwhelmed. [. . .] If people are questioned,
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Influential
drivers for
implementing
and applying
SMCS Interview excerpts

Institutional
logics

Driver
dependency

Stakeholder and
regulatory pressure

IP2: “The financial market, . . . and of course
pressure from environmental NGOs, neighboring
residents”
IP7: “More and more customer groups demand a
certificate of supplying environmental friendly
energy and only if you fulfill this
prequalification, you can enter the final
negotiations. . . . we do not feel pressure from the
regulator. What will come for sure is the carbon
footprint”
IP8: “Yes, a lot of pressure to perform due to
public pressure and indirect also in the
perspective of laws. . . .Whether we call these
sustainability goals or compliance to regulators
is the same, it is the same account. The public,
the legislative, yes regulator-pressure is truly
increasing”
IP9: “The pressure increases . . . and comes
directly from the (employment) market . . . and
internal employment demands. . . . Data
protection is a big aspect and simply creates
regulatory pressure”
IP10: “Recently, via lawful obligations through
NaDiVeG*. The republic of Austria as the main
owner is interested in a sustainable company. . . .
regulatory pressure increases . . .”
IP11: “. . . rating agencies, investors, capital
market because they ask more and more about
sustainability criteria regarding green finance,
NGOs are important. . . . . . and clearly the
politics, they say climate change is important,
you have to do something”
*NaDiVeG: Sustainability and diversity
regulation by the European Union

Compliance
and
business
logic

Increasing
reputation and
legitimacy

Could not be confirmed as a driver for Austrian
public EUC

Organizational
change, innovation
and improved
performance

IP5: “. . . I see a strong change regarding
introduced ideas, everyone is part of it and is
engaged to initiate change”
IP7: “We have an own SOKO*-Innovation . . . It is
now a separate division”
IP8: “Renewable energies are more and more
demanded. . . . I myself was able to participate a
few years to build an innovation management”
IP9: “We have internal support programs for
women . . . with mentoring programs. . . . internal

Business
and
compliance
logic

(continued )

Table 3.
Drivers for

implementing SMCS
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Influential
drivers for
implementing
and applying
SMCS Interview excerpts

Institutional
logics

managers that offer to be a mentor to new
(female) employees, give them continuous
feedback and coach them through carrier
planning”
IP10: “. . . (our) CEO emphasized on innovation
and founded a center of competencies for . . .
environmental research and major innovation
topics, such as electric mobility or hydrogen
(energy). . . . Innovations that also contribute to
sustainable development, foremost climate
change, are very important. You can say, that our
innovation strategies are very strongly
influenced by our sustainable organizational
strategies”
IP11: “. . .you can see the change. First the three
(TBL) columns . . . and now the circular model
(corporate responsibility department). . . . The
circle consists of the corporate responsibility
committee (including) the CEO, department
heads of all areas and business units and the
CFO”
* SOKO: Austrian term for Special Investigation

Shared sustainability
values between the
board and top-
management

IP5: “It is really clearly communicated to all
employees and managers that it (SM) is an
important matter to the executive board.
Sustainability not just in the financial area but
also in the social and community (aspect). We
build water-plants, photovoltaic systems and
focus on ecological and economical projects”
IP7: “. . . the motivation of management and also
my motivation is to implement that
sustainability in the company because it is a key-
factor of success”
IP10: “This is a great intrinsic motivation for me
to work for a green company and significantly
contribute to solve the challenges of our times”
IP11: “I am interested in the company because it
is already very sustainable. . . .We are very
proactive and push, we go to departments and
demand (to comply to) ratings, we want to do
that, take care of it”
IP12: “This is homemade pressure, the board
recognizes that. . . . we voluntary admitted to that
pressure. . . . there is an intrinsic motivation for
where you work, I see that, I value that (green
company)”

Community
and
business
logic

Table 3.

IJESM
16,1

62



nobody thinks of sustainability. However, if you question them only in regard to goals, then
you will hear sustainability goals. [. . .] Because employees do not have to know that these are
sustainability goals. [. . .] They know the goals and do not know that these are sustainability
goals.

In addition, the content analysis shows that mainly formal controls, especially in
combination with administrative controls, are used for sustainability agendas. Based on
findings regarding RQ1 andRQ2, it should further be noted that cultural and administrative
controls are predominantly applied in the social dimension, being governed by the
community logic and slightly less by the compliance logic. The ecological dimension is,
however, mainly governed by the compliance logic, using to an equal extent planning and
cybernetic controls, as well as cultural and administrative controls.

4.3 Managerial coping strategies (RQ3)
Figure 2 shows the governing hybrid logics in public EUC and their areas of influence
regarding SD, presenting a conceptual frame inductively developed to help interpret results.
Furthermore, no specific new logic was found. Neither was a special managerial logic for
handling sustainability agendas identified. However, the three logics based on the study of
Argento et al. (2016) were confirmed and do not remain in conflict, contradiction or
competition to each other, but are rather lived as hybrid logics framing a hybridization of
managerial thinking and acting. The frame of Figure 2 represents the institutional field of
EUC outlined in the theoretical section (Greenwood et al., 2011; Argento et al., 2016).

Furthermore, Figure 2 shows only selectively implemented and applied strategic SMCS
at the top-management level, leading to classic operative MCS on the operative level. This is
mentioned by IP12, to give but one example: I audit all levels [. . .] because it does not make
sense if I have a sustainability policy above (on top-level) and no one knows what it is below
(bottom-level). [. . .] The problem is rather, that if you ask them [about sustainability goals]
they have no idea where this is coming from. [. . .] It is a matter of awareness. [. . .]
Nevertheless, goals are followed, like getting rid of coal (-energy production), that we have to
increase wind and water (energy), that we have ISO-certifications. People (employees) know
that, but do not know the [sustainability] direction. Top management uses mostly
administrative and cultural controls in combination with planning controls for SM. These
controls and managerial attitudes are driver-dependent. Based on the literature review for
this study, drivers for SD could be confirmed and are listed in Table 5. However, SM and the
implementation of SMCS also depend on the attitudes of sustainability representatives and
actors in public EUC, who act as a communication bridge. These actors create awareness on
the operative level. However, in evaluating SMCS, an iceberg effect was noted. While top

Table 4.
Matrix of

intertwining SMCS
and formal controls

frequencies

Code system Management Control Systems
Formal
Controls Cultural Administrative

Rewards/
Compensation Cybernetic Planning

Cultural 12 – – – –
Administrative 52 34 – – –
Rewards/
Compensation

7 6 6 – –

Cybernetic 26 5 26 9 –
Planning 19 20 31 3 23
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management articulates sustainability agendas, strategies and management controls, the
operative level is not aware of sustainability agendas and objectives and continues to use
classic MCS.

Table 5 shows the coping strategies of the interviewed sustainability experts and
bridging factors that are necessary for strategic sustainability agendas to be successfully
implemented and executed. Sustainability managers, as well as internal and/or external
auditors, have a critical position in implementing SMCS. Part of their duties is regarded as
bridging strategic sustainability agendas on the top level of management to the operative
level by creating awareness. Another part is seen as translating sustainability goals decided
by top-level management into KPIs to be targeted by the workforce. Some EUC establishes a
corporate responsibility department to formalize such bridging processes and to find

Figure 2.
IL governing the
implementation of
SMCS

IJESM
16,1

64



Coping strategies
for SM Interview excerpts

Awareness IP12: "What we discuss here is for someone at the power plant - they question, what's
going on. It is a matter of awareness."
IP10: "Important is the creation of awareness and education. There are many
compliance regulations and trainings for the departments. Sometimes even tests.
Creating awareness, education and training are important communication tools."
IP8: "But actually, awareness does not come from a single online-training but from
talking to each other and living and showing it. […] but it helps me to bring it into
awareness. Like your interview-guideline regarding sustainability helped me a lot,
because suddenly things have to be clearly formulated. […] If someone tells me I have
to cut 10% of my budget than I do not considered that a sustainability goal. That is
why its hard to differentiate […] because we are not aware th at we do that every day
anyway."
IP1: "Our employees already act sustainable and think in many areas very sustainable,
but they are not aware of it."
IP2: "I belief training and creating awareness is very important and we have had very
good experiences with that."
IP3: "[…] besides tight regulation we go voluntarily beyond that. Where ever you look,
we do that, if economically justifiable, and of course build awareness for it."
IP5: "Each employee gets a little notebook or a magic cube where the core values are
communicated and even a game was created where core values are brought closer to
employees."

Bridging actors IP2: "[…] additionally (to SM), we have a sustainability-work-team as operative
committee, […] experts on the operational level from every corporate subsidiary."
IP4: "[…] it is my dutiy to make sure (to embed sustainability on the operative level
comprehensively) and to work on it somwhow."
IP10: "This is top-down and bottom-up. This is actually the bridge […] to link the
sustainability goals."
IP11: "exactly, there we have to build a bridge, the sustainability department with our
dashboard and the aggregation with sustainability goals."
IP12: "The idea was, to have a top-management-system to inform others top-down and
bottom-up. […] The sustainability representative manages that system […] and keeps
the system running."
IP9: "Yes, I think it is important that we focus […] on social sustainability, and again
and again as catalyst to the management-board."

Internal/external
Audits

IP12: "it is the idea that management systems are managed on-site, via a system-
representative. And supported are these from someone like me who has the external
perspective. […] It is not easy to chan ge something internally, thus it helps, if someone
(external) says: that's how you need to do it. […] This is my position, I am directly
operatively involved in SM. […] I make a lot of internal audits. […] We strictly separate
auditor-dutie s and SM, hence, I am not a SM-designer, but I have the overview from
outside."
IP8: "We have a very broad pool of (internal) auditors across all areas, who audit vice
versa. […] This means, someone from another area audits my area regularly, where
processes are scrutinized with an external view. This is part of the QSU -system, it does
not work without it. […] tying the audits strongly to the QSU management system […]
Just the reminder (of goals) - some changes in processes, optimizations, adjustments
[…] otherwise we will not receive the certificate. [\ el\] in aspect of a continuous thought
for improvements we have once a year an external audit."
IP5: "We look, of course […] into carbon emissions. How are the measurements in our
house and for that we have audits. There we have indicators. Yes, we look at carbon
emissions, environmental indicators, we have that."

(continued )

Table 5.
Managerial coping

strategies of
Austrian EUC
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reasonable KPIs for organizational SD. This is mentioned, for example, by IP10: yes, these
goals are broken down for the first management level, below the board, which then make the
goals for the second-level management. These are not always quantitative but rather
qualitative goals. [. . .] like [. . .] data protection law, information security, cyber security,
which interestingly also happen to be indicators of ONR (external Austrian norm quality
certificate). [. . .] these are defined agendas of the corporate responsibility department. These
KPIs are, however, selectively coupled from the already selectively coupled SMCS, and tend
to be governed by classic MCS, as indicated by IP10: goals are often differently formulized on
an individual level. Internal and/or external auditors audit on the operative level and also
ensure that awareness is created among the workforce regarding the sustainability aspect of
these KPIs while auditing the achievement and results of (sustainability) goals.

Figure 3 shows the hierarchical levels of SM applying selective SMCS that change to
regular MCS on the operational level. Communication and the creation of awareness through
bridging actors are keys for SD in public EUC.

Coping strategies
for SM Interview excerpts

IP9: " we have a separate (internal) audit-process and […] is only given (to external
audits) if everything is met (complied with). […] meaning, it is confirmed by some
public institution. Also for data protection we have internal audits by now, where the
data protection processes are evaluated/audited, what has been implemented."
IP11: "We have internal and external audits. […] It is a bottom-up communication. […]
The control mechanisms are, I belief, our CR-management system. The ONR certificate
[…] is the biggest leverage for us. Because once you have a certi ficate, we can refer to
the auditors who say that they will take the certificate from us if we do not perform […]
we can build-up some pressure […] for demanded ratings and money. […] this is within
the frame of our management system […] . We have internal (audits) evaluate that and
are then ready for external (audits). […] It is the first (internal) step of control […] and
we can improve and adjust and get ready for the external audits another step of
control."

Figure 3.
Flow of SMCS in EUC

Table 5.
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5. Discussion
5.1 Institutional logics in Austrian electric utility companies
Sustainability agendas in Austrian EUC are governed by hybrid logics (RQ1) focusing on
TBL issues. Contrary to Argento et al. (2016), as well as Herremans and Nazari (2016), the
hybrid logics identified do not compete and are not in conflict with each other. Rather, they
govern managerial attitudes differently, depending on the TBL-sustainability issues at stake,
e.g. the community logic for social aspects, the business logic for economic aspects and the
compliance logic for ecological aspects. Glover et al. (2014) argue that a dominant logic such
as a business logic may suppress emerging logics, which cannot be supported by the present
study. The social dimension was mentioned most frequently, followed by the ecological and
the economical dimension, showing the emphasis on public management. However, it is
misleading to assume that Austrian EUC focuses more on societal issues, when they clearly
shift the focus away from regular economic importance and their many sensitive ecological
issues. The assumption that Austrian state-owned EUC uses the community logic as the
predominant logic, serving society as a steward, cannot be supported.

This study partly confirmed the drivers for SD found in the literature review. However,
the lack of shared sustainability values between the board and top management as drivers for
SM can be seen to indicate that a stewardship attitude, namely, to serve in the best interest
of public needs and value, is not a common reality in the Austrian public electricity sector.
Based on York et al. (2016), the different logics should not only be combined; rather, new
frames (e.g. a sustainability business model (SBM)) and activities to integrate logics for
sustainability agendas have to be built. In terms of York et al. (2016), Austrian EUC are still
in the reframing phase of hybridization. A managerial discourse is necessary to fully
integrate hybrid logics for sustainability agendas. With the integration of hybrid logic,
“shared sustainability values” can be adopted as a driver for SD. Based on York et al. (2016),
hybrid logics should be able to merge the inside-out perspective seeing the public EUC as a
steward and the outside-in perspective reflecting stakeholder demands.

5.2 Applied sustainability management control systems in Austrian electric utility companies
Regarding RQ2 and despite the fact that recent strategic business focuses are on
sustainability agendas and compliance with regulations and stakeholder demands, the
implementation of SMCS is only selective. Malmi and Brown (2008) conclude that the
contingency factors of an organization impact “MCS as a package.” The hierarchical
structure of organizations such as EUC show that different organizational levels use
different MCS, depending on the performed tasks and knowledge levels. The interrelation
between the strategic and operative management level and their control system impact
selectively applied SMCS.

Results of this study show that administrative-, cultural- and planning controls are found
in combination and shape the applied SMCS sector-wide. As administrative controls are the
most dominant sustainability controls, formal controls are also predominantly used for
sustainability endeavors. This, however, goes against the suggestion of Lueg and Radlach
(2016) and Herremans and Nazari (2016) to reduce formal controls and apply informal
controls – ideally balanced – for sustainability objectives and SM development.
Additionally, as hybrid logics in the Austrian EUC are in an early stage, the implementation
of selective SMCS remains largely confined to the strategic top-management level. MCS are
used at the operative level, but are only selectively coupled with SMCS. These findings
match Maas et al.’s (2016) study and are similar to Sundin and Brown’s (2017) study, which
found that MCS are used for multiple objectives, whereas SMCS are applied for single and
isolated sustainability objectives only. This suggests a degree of decoupling from regular
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control practices, as shown by Cintra and Crater (2012). In fact, it is a selective coupling of
strategic and operative SMCS. Pache and Santos (2013) called the alignment with selective
management controls for SM a coping strategy, valuable for organizational legitimacy.

The results of the present study show, however, a lack of awareness of sustainability
objectives at the operative level. Employees often do not link MCS and its KPIs to the overall
sustainability objectives. George et al. (2016) and Battaglia et al. (2016) found that cognitive
barriers, e.g. due to reduced economic performance, hinder full sustainability integration.
This may be the case in Austrian EUC, as hybrid logics are not yet fully developed and
integrated, hindering a full implementation of sustainability agendas. Hence, Austrian EUC
are still in the reactive position in applying SMCS. The interviews showed that implemented
cybernetic financial and non-financial KPIs at the operative level are framed as
sustainability indicators at the top-management level. They are presented like new wine in
old bottles.

The argument that variations of SMCS integration may be dysfunctional, based on four case
studies byDitillo and Lisi (2016), can be supported. However,Wijethilake et al. (2018) showed that
the controlling use of MCS for sustainability agendas shows a negative relation to the operative
performance as opposed to the enabling use of MCS. Sustainability control mechanisms used by
top management therefore, show cognitive barriers in the case of EUC. Sustainability-KPIs are
rephrased for the operational level to allow for institutionalized and standardized MCS to be
applied. This suggests a gap in the MCS framework between strategic SMCS and operatively
appliedMCS, which should be investigated in further research.

5.3 Managerial coping strategies in Austrian electric utility companies
The innovative contribution of the study at hand lies in the analysis of SMCS combined with
IL. Within the SMCS, the managerial coping strategies are examined. Being governed by
emerging hybrid logics, sustainability managers in Austrian EUC use three coping
strategies in applying SMCS (RQ3): creating awareness, using bridging actors and internal,
as well as external auditors. First, awareness is an important factor for sustainability
implementation and integration and is yet to be created at the operative level in the Austrian
EUC. EUC who never mentioned “creation of awareness” as an important issue for
implementing sustainability agendas and SMCS were identified with the weakest effort
toward SD. To simply communicate sustainability goals to lower management and
employees is obviously not sufficient. The operative level should be aware of the
sustainability agendas and know its purpose to be capable of better sustainability
performance. Sustainability has to be exemplified as a cultural value throughout the
organization, creating awareness as emphasized in studies by Lueg and Radlach (2016),
Maas et al. (2016) and Battaglia et al. (2016).

Second, matching the suggestions by Lueg and Radlach (2016), the success of
implementing sustainability agendas rests on the mediating role of bridging actors who
create awareness through communication. Evidently, this bridge turns both ways – top-
down and bottom-up across the hierarchy levels – a connecting link in the governance
structure of EUC. Hence, bridging actors should perform communicative balancing acts
(which confirms Herremans and Nazari’s (2016) findings), by assisting to convey
sustainability goals and transforming those into operative KPIs and vice versa, by creating
awareness on the operative level. These bridging actors are often sustainability managers.
Transformational leadership and affective commitment to change should be discussed,
reflecting literature on public management that addresses organizational change
management processes such as the adoption of SM and the implementation of SMCS,
especially at the operative level, as indicated by Fernandez and Rainey (2006) and van der
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Voet (2015, 2016). Bridging actors support the process of communication and awareness
creation throughout the hierarchical levels of integrating SMCS for SM, confirming the
study by Jollands et al. (2015). This is supported by the study of Doeleman et al. (2012), who
found that intensive management communication combined with MCS strengthens an
organization during its transformation process. Nevertheless, based on Jollands et al. (2015),
bridging actors need to gather collective support to fully integrate awareness and holistic
SMCS. Top management in Austrian EUC is aware of the important mediating role of
bridging actors. Nevertheless, there is more need for bridging actors in Austrian EUC to
sufficiently translate SMCS and sustainability agendas to the operative level. The present
study shows that the role of bridging actors in Austrian EUC is deficient and the operative
level still lacks awareness.

Third, internal or even external auditors (for quality management certificates) support the role
of bridging actors as they mediate between the managerial levels, demanding and ensuring
sustainable quality performance. They help to communicate sustainability goals to the
operational level and foster improved sustainability performance and SD through all levels of the
organization. This study found that these three managerial coping strategies are governed by
emerging hybrid logics and are used to implement SMCS for SD inAustrian EUC.

This study makes several contributions: first, to the best of our knowledge, it is the first
empirical study to investigate SMCS for SD in the electricity sector identifying the use of
selective SMCS. Second, the drivers for sustainability strategies, SM and the use of SMCS
known from prior literature are partly confirmed. Third, the conceptual framework of Malmi
and Brown was analyzed in light of IL, identifying emerging governing hybrid logics
instead of competing logics (Argento et al., 2016) that influence the implementation of
selective SMCS in EUC. The results of this study can also be relevant to EUC in other
countries of the European Union inasmuch as they have comparable regulatory
requirements in their energy markets. This empirical study provides extended knowledge
on the theoretical paradigm of IL, which has, so far, only focused on two competing logics
(Greenwood et al., 2011) instead of acknowledging the integration of multiple logics as
hybrid logics. Fourth, the study shows that the entire electricity sector is still in a reframing
phase. Fifth, it contributes the insight that strategic SMCS are only selectively coupled with
operative MCS in the electricity sector. Finally, the identification of managerial coping
strategies for sustainability transformation in EUC can be considered innovative. The
importance of bridging actors as mediators between top-management and the operative
level, as suggested by McPherson and Sauder (2013), was identified for coping with
sustainability agendas. It shows the importance of informal controls for communication and
raising awareness of sustainability agendas.

6. Conclusion, practical implications and future research
Emerging hybrid logics influence the implementation of selective SMCS. However, fully
integrated hybrid logics are needed for a holistic implementation of SMCS. To increase and
implement SD, managers in public EUC cope with two strategies in particular (which are not
mutually exclusive), namely, on the one hand, they act as bridging actors for sustainability
agendas between top management and the implementation of such objectives at the
operative level. Therefore, SMCS are used. On the other hand, the bridging actors have to
create awareness on the operative level about sustainability objectives. The position of
bridging actors is thus, crucial to introducing awareness as a requirement for SD. However,
the bridging actor should not simply wear a new nametag for an old position. To implement
holistic SMCS, hybrid logics along with shared sustainability values have to be integrated
into the organization. This will also increase awareness at the operative level. This allows
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integrating both “inside-out” and “outside-in” perspectives, as well as developing existing
selective SMCS into holistic SMCS, filling newwine in new bottles.

Practical implications are especially relevant for EUC in countries that have undergone a
transition because of market liberalization, growing competition and sustainability demands.
Drawing on the insights of this study, EUC can better focus on integrating the hybridization of
logics by integrating cultural sustainability control mechanisms, aligning implemented strategic
and operative SMCS. Bridging actors can help to communicate between the different hierarchical
levels. This should have a tremendous impact on the implementation of SD in EUC. They should
realize the importance of cultural controls and the balance between formal and informal controls.
For TBL-SD in EUC, it is furthermore necessary to recognize the importance of implementing
SMCS and linking them throughout the organizational hierarchical levels rather than only
communicating sustainability agendaswith an “empty envelope.”

Although this study provides significant empirical and theoretical insights, including
results for the Austrian electricity sector, the small number of expert interviews only allows
limited generalization. Moreover, qualitative content analysis always has its limitations.
Future research could investigate on the gap between strategic SMCS and operative MCS.
Coping strategies for SM with respect to the role of bridging actors and auditors in EUC
were identified. Furthermore, specific SBM for public EUC were identified, potentially
facilitating better sustainability strategies and the implementation of SMCS. Such SBM
might guide public EUC to adopt an inside-out approach as stewards to their respective
society, serving the needs of their stakeholders.
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Appendix 1

Table A1.

Overview Austrian EUC Revenue in EUR

OMV AG* 23 461
Verbund AG* 3 895,02
Gazprom Neft Trading GmbH 2 371
Energie Allianz Austria GmbH (EAA)* 2 298
EVN AG* 2 204
Energie AG Oberösterreich* 1 813,40
Wien Energie GmbH 1 677,36
Salzburg AG für Energie, Verkehr und Telekommunikation 1 536,14
Energie Steiermark AG* 1 373
Kelag - Kärntner Elektrizitäts-AG* 1 300,11
Tiwag - Tiroler Wasserkraft AG* 1 286,18
BP Europa SE Zweigniederlassung BP Austria* 1 141
Shell Austria GmbH 1 104,41
OeMAG Abwicklungs stelle für \b2dot\O\e2dot\kostrom AG 1 058,07
Doppler Mineralöle GmbH* 1 025,29
Eni Austria GmbH (vormals Agip Austria GmbH) 912,03
Linz AG für Energie, Telekommunikation, Verkehr und
Kommunale Dienste*

829,8

MOL Austria Handels GmbH 750,5
Energie Direct Mineralölhandels GmbH (vormals: Shell Direct
Austria GmbH)

667,93

Vorarlberger Illwerke AG (illwerke vkw)* 667,9

Case Study Sample Descrition
EUC
Code

Austrian
Region

ListedOwnership**EmployeesRevenue
in EUR

Market
share

Interview partner (IP) Position/
department

IP
Code

A 1 yes 100% Public 2200 1.44
Billion

9% Corporate innovation and
sustainability manager

1

B 2 yes 100% Public 1200 600 Mio 4% Sustainability manager 2
C 3 yes 75% Public 1700 1.27

Billion
8% Manager of the department of

energy strategy and efficiency
3

D 4 yes 86% Public 1500 1.28
Billion

8% Environmental and energy manager 4

E 5 yes 90% Public 900 370 Mio 2% Sustainability manager 5
F 6 yes 76% Public 4500 1.63

Billion
11% Corporate communication manager 6

CEO 7
Technical manager/QM***-manager8
Personal manager 9

G 7 yes 85% Public 2700 2.85
Billion

19% Sustainability manager 10

Sustainability expert 11
Internal auditor/QM*** 12

Notes: Representative market share- 61% Largest energy utilities in Austria by net sales in 2019 (in
million euros); *Consolidated sales. All companies that generated the majority of their net sales in the
energy supply sector were taken into account; **All Austrian public electric utilities are also interrelated
with each other owning shares; ***QM: qualitiy management
Source: Statistik Austria, 2020
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Appendix 2

Table A2.

Codification Guideline

TBL-Dimensions based Elkington (1997) and GRI-Standard 2016
TBL-
Dimensions

Economical E.g., financial business targets, investments, profits, rentability,
liquidity, efficiency

Ecological E.g., environmental targets, innovation and technology, energy
production, reduction of pollution and waste, focus on biodiversity,
water, reduced use of enivronmental resources

Social E.g., employement targets, percentage of women at work/in leadership,
data protection, community issues, supplier and customer issues, access
to energy, energy outages, education and training, apprentisships,

MCS as package' based on Malmi and Brown (2008) and Lueg and Radlach (2016)
SMCS Cultural Controls E.g., vision, mission, beliefs, values, norms, code of conduct, clan and

team spirit, symbols and organizational identity
Planning ControlsE.g., strategic approaches, budgets and forecasts, planned actions and

behavior, future approaches and implementations
Cybernetic
Controls

E.g., financial and non-financial KPIs, measurements, performance
measurements, all (TBL) indicatoirs

Reward and
Compensation

E.g., bonuses and monetary incentives, promotions, pay increase, social
incentives

Administrative
Controls

E.g., corporate governance, organizational sturcture, hierachical levels of
authority, policies and procedures, delegations and regulations

Public EUC logics based on Argento et al. (2016)
Institutional
Logics

Business Logic E.g., having to run a business, being profitable, financial and economical
values, effectiveness and efficiency - seek opportunities for growth, cost
cutting, partnerships

community Logic E.g., satisfying stakeholders and community demands
compliance Logic E.g., having to comply to regulations, rules and requirements,

governance settings, contractual opportunities and boundaries,
stakeholder demands

New Possible
Logics

sustainability
Logic

Stewardship attitude or action to serve society addressing all TBL-
aspects, (e.g., green thinking, ecologically efficiency, local foot-print,
diversity and gender, technology and innovation, emplo yment and
training,…)

hybrid Logics Logic that combines business and/or community and/or compliance logics
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