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CHAPTER 0 – SUMMARY 
 

[INTRODUCTION] 

 
The Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), introduced by the European Union, 
represents a significant step in improving corporate transparency regarding environmental 
sustainability. A core element of the CSRD is the Environmental Sustainability Reporting Standard 
Environment 1 (ESRS E1), which focuses on Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reporting. Within the logistics 
sector, a major emitter of GHGs, the CSRD presents both a challenge and an opportunity to drive 
meaningful sustainability change. 

This research explores how logistics companies are responding to the new CSRD regulations, 
particularly ESRS E1, which aims to promote greater accountability in GHG emissions reporting. The 
research specifically investigates the alignment between the CSRD’s policy goals and its 
implementation in practice. The study aims to identify potential barriers, (de)coupling phenomena 
and misalignments that may arise, offering insights into how to optimize the directive’s 
implementation for better results. The overarching research question is: "How do logistics 
companies navigate GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1, and what factors influence their 
ability to align with the sustainability goals of CSRD?" 

This is explored through four sub-questions: 

1) What are the key objectives and implementation mechanisms of the CSRD, 
particularly ESRS E1, and what are the existing sustainability practices and challenges 
within the logistics sector? 
 

2) What factors can signal potential gaps between GHG-reporting practices and CSRD 
ESRS E1 objectives in the logistics sector? 

 
3) To what extent does the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics sector 

exhibit characteristics of decoupling (misalignment with CSRD objectives) and what 
forms does this decoupling take? 

 
4) What key dilemmas do logistics companies encounter and how do these dilemmas 

influence their implementation of CSRD ESRS E1? 

 

[METHODOLOGY] 

This study adopts a qualitative case-study approach inspired by Eisenhardt (1989), focusing on 
logistics companies to analyze the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1. The research methodology 
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involved semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders within logistics companies, combined 
with a literature review. Stakeholder analysis and product design-inspired methods (such as the 
Convivial Toolbox) were used to examine the internal and external factors influencing the 
effectiveness of the CSRD implementation. 

[RESULTS] 

The results of the study reveal three key decoupling scenarios (see Figure A) in the implementation 
of the CSRD within logistics companies. The first scenario involves loose coupling between CSRD 
compliance and internal operations. Companies can demonstrate a superficial adherence to CSRD, 
primarily motivated by the need to meet compliance obligations. Internally, firms often grapple with 
conflicting priorities, where short-term profitability is favored over long-term sustainability. 
Externally, regulatory and societal pressures, including investor demands and societal expectations, 
can create a chaotic environment, sometimes with competing stakeholder expectations, leading 
companies to focus on ticking the box rather than genuine engagement with sustainability objectives. 
Uncertainty regarding the enforcement and auditing of CSRD standards further stimulates loose 
coupling. 

 

Figure A. Overview of Results 

The second scenario relates to decoupling between genuine intentions and implementation. Many 
logistics companies genuinely aspire to align with the CSRD objectives but struggle with the practical 
realities of its implementation. Factors like the complexity and broad scope of the directive, 
limitations in resources, and the heavy reliance on outsourcing services contribute to this 
misalignment. This is particularly evident in the discrepancies between sustainability policies and 
actual operational practices, especially in complex areas like scope 3 emissions reporting. The third 
scenario is a decoupling between sustainability policies and operational practices. Companies 
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often commit to ambitious sustainability goals in their reports but fail to integrate these goals into 
day-to-day practices. The complexity of GHG data collection, combined with difficulties in managing 
a fragmented supply chain, exacerbates this decoupling. This gap between policy and practice is 
evident when companies report high-level goals but lack the practical capacity to implement these 
objectives effectively. 

These internal and external factors give rise to five overarching dilemmas that companies face 
when implementing the CSRD: 

• Compliance and Sustainability vs. Internal and External Pressures: Companies must 
navigate the challenge of complying with CSRD and integrating sustainability while balancing 
competing internal factors like operational demands and limited resources, alongside 
external pressures from investors and market expectations. 
 

• Cost of Compliance vs. Long-term Gains: The immediate costs of complying with CSRD are 
weighed against the potential long-term strategic benefits and competitive advantages. 
 

• Transparency vs. Risk: There is a tension between providing transparent sustainability 
reporting and protecting competitive and legal interests. 
 

• Internal Coordination vs. Departmental Silos: Effective sustainability initiatives often 
require cross-departmental collaboration, but organizational silos hinder these efforts.’ 
 

• Outsourcing vs. Internal Capacity Building: Companies must decide between outsourcing 
compliance tasks or developing internal capabilities to meet long-term sustainability goals. 

Ultimately, these dilemmas and forms of decoupling may lead to means-end decoupling, where 
the objectives of the CSRD are not effectively translated into tangible environmental and operational 
outcomes. 

These findings suggest that companies’ ability to align with CSRD’s sustainability objectives is 
influenced by several internal and external factors. These factors, coupled with company-specific 
characteristics like sustainability maturity, determine how companies approach GHG reporting 
under ESRS E1 and their overall compliance trajectory. 

 

[IMPLICATIONS OF DECOUPLING] 

The study suggests that this loose coupling and decoupling of policy and practice could undermine 
the broader objectives of the CSRD. If companies continue to prioritize superficial compliance, they 
risk failing to achieve the directive’s overarching goal of reducing GHG emissions and promoting 
long-term sustainability. The decoupling observed within logistics companies reflects a larger 
systemic issue where the focus on reporting overshadows the need for substantive operational 
change. If companies fail to fully integrate sustainability into their operations, the CSRD's potential 
to drive environmental progress will remain unfulfilled. 
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[CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS] 
 
The findings of this research underscore the complexities that logistics companies face in 
implementing the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive, particularly its ESRS E1 requirements 
for GHG reporting. It highlights the importance of addressing both internal and external factors 
contributing to loose coupling in the CSRD implementation process. To ensure that the CSRD 
achieves its intended goals, companies must move beyond minimal compliance and actively 
integrate sustainability into their core operations. Clearer guidelines and enforcement mechanisms, 
coupled with greater collaboration among stakeholders, can help reduce the risk of decoupling. 
 
Advice For Logistics Companies: 

• Internal Capacity Building: Companies must invest in building their internal capabilities for 
GHG reporting, particularly in areas such as data readiness, data management and cross-
departmental collaboration. This includes improving the accuracy of emissions data collection 
and reporting, especially for scope 3 emissions. 
 

• Operational Integration: Sustainability goals must be embedded into core business operations 
rather than being treated as peripheral to day-to-day activities. This requires a cultural shift within 
companies, where sustainability becomes a strategic priority rather than a compliance 
obligation. 

 
• Proactive Engagement: Rather than viewing the CSRD as merely a compliance requirement, 

companies should proactively engage with the directive to innovate and develop tailored 
strategies that align with both their operational realities and long-term sustainability goals. 

Advice For Policymakers: 

• Industry-Specific Adaptations: Recognizing the unique challenges faced by different sectors, 
policymakers should consider adapting the CSRD framework to better fit the specific needs of 
industries like logistics. This may involve creating more flexible guidelines that allow companies 
to align their strategies with the directive while still meeting sector-specific operational 
constraints. 

• Clearer Guidelines and Enforcement Mechanisms: Policymakers should provide more explicit 
guidance on CSRD compliance and develop consistent enforcement mechanisms to reduce the 
uncertainty that currently hampers effective implementation. 

• Encouraging Collaboration: Policymakers can foster greater collaboration between regulators, 
businesses, and other stakeholders to support companies in achieving meaningful sustainability 
outcomes. 
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Advice For Auditors and Consultants: 

• Support for Compliance: Auditors and consultants play a crucial role in helping companies 
navigate the complexities of CSRD compliance. They should provide targeted support to enhance 
companies' understanding of reporting requirements and offer tailored solutions to improve the 
alignment between policy and practice, while understanding the larger system in which 
companies exist. Rather than treating the company as a “black-box”, it has more added value 
when a systems-perspective is taken, to truly ensure that core problems are tackled and the right 
support is given. 

• Training and Awareness: Consultants should focus on helping companies bridge knowledge 
gaps, particularly regarding the technical aspects of GHG reporting and data management. 
Enhanced training programs can help companies build the internal expertise needed to comply 
with the CSRD effectively. 

 

In conclusion, while the CSRD presents significant challenges for the logistics sector, it also offers 
an opportunity to drive meaningful sustainability change. By addressing the factors contributing to 
decoupling and focusing on both compliance and operational integration, logistics companies can 
play a pivotal role in advancing the EU’s climate goals. Collaborative efforts between companies, 
policymakers, and auditors are essential to ensure the CSRD fulfills its transformative potential and 
delivers genuine environmental benefits. 
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Personal Motivation For Research 
 

My passion for sustainability and making a positive impact all started back in high school, where I 

participated in Model United Nation conferences. These experiences opened my eyes to how far we 
(as a society) have come, but also what still can be done (and needs to be done). Especially, it 
sparked my interest in the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). This early 
exposure laid the foundation for my academic and professional pursuits. 

Throughout my time at university, I delved deep into sustainability, circularity and the energy 
transition. These topics not only deepened my knowledge, but also my commitment to driving change 
for the better. Recently, I realized that all these interests fit together like pieces of a puzzle when I 
encountered the concept of Environment, Social and Governance (ESG) during my internship. The 
holistic perspective on sustainability, social responsibility and ethical governance is not only central 
to my academic pursuits and the professional path I am eager to follow, but also deeply resonant with 
my personal values. It reflects a commitment that is truly close to my heart, driving me to contribute 
meaningfully to these ideals. 

In the ESG-landscape I am particularly concerned with practices that undermine, hinder or weaken 
the ultimate goal ESG legislation is trying to achieve. From my perspective, the ultimate goal is to help 
stimulate the achievement of the SDGs, creating a “shared blueprint for peace and prosperity for 
people and the planet, now and into the future” (United Nations, 2015).  Being driven by optimism, 
but being aware of and understanding the way the world works, I recognize the potential pitfalls where 
ESG could be implemented and adopted in ways that defeats its very purpose. Therefore, I am 
determined to bring to light potential risks, providing insights and advice that hopefully steer us clear 
of those pitfalls. By identifying and addressing these challenges proactively, the goal is to contribute 
to ESG implementation that truly fulfills its transformative potential and positive impact. 

Over the past few years, I have immersed myself in the complexities of the energy transition, a field 
marked by intricate challenges. The interplay between supply and demand, infrastructure, and policy 
is vast, but so are the social dynamics and monetary flows that influence our approach to 
sustainability. Often, stakeholders—whether governments, companies, or individuals—tend to point 
fingers at each other, assigning blame for the slow pace of change. At the heart of these tensions are 
deeper questions about who should bear the responsibility and make the first move. Even more, it 
strikes me that the luxury of engaging in these discussions is not universally accessible; for many, 
sustainability is a secondary concern when compared to more immediate issues like economic 
survival. 

This recognition of the energy transition's complexities has not discouraged me, but rather fueled my 
drive to uncover pathways that reconcile these competing demands. It is this delicate balance—
between ambition and pragmatism, responsibility and opportunity—that I aim to address in my 
research. By exploring these dynamics, I hope to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of how 
we can collaboratively and effectively navigate the transition to a sustainable future. 
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 
 

This chapter begins by introducing the context of this thesis. Following the contextual introduction, 

the chapter provides an overview of the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD)  
(Section 1.2) and its specific focus on Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions through the European 
Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) E1 (Section 1.2.1). The chapter then moves on to 
discuss the theoretical framework underlying the research (Section 1.3). It introduces key concepts 
such as the policy cycle, decoupling literature, and potential misalignments between policy 
objectives and practical implementation. The idea of decoupling, both policy-practice and means-
end, is particularly highlighted as a critical aspect of this research. Finally, the knowledge gap, 
problem boundaries and research questions are presented in Section 1.4, 1.5 and 1,6, outlining the 
scope of the research and the key sub-questions the thesis aims to address. The chapter concludes 
with a brief discussion of the societal, scientific, and EPA relevance of the study, emphasizing the 
importance of the CSRD in driving meaningful corporate sustainability change. 

 

1.1. Context 
Climate change is not just a distant threat; it is an urgent issue with profound human consequences 
that are already being felt globally. According to the World Health Organization (WHO), climate 
change could result in an additional 250,000 deaths per year between 2030 and 2050 due to health 
impacts like heat stress and malnutrition (WHO, 2023). These stark figures emphasize the critical 
need for immediate and sustained action. In this context, businesses are increasingly recognized as 
pivotal players in addressing environmental challenges. The growing urgency of climate change calls 
upon companies to transcend traditional economic metrics and assume a proactive role in fostering 
sustainability and planetary well-being. 

Within the crisis of climate change lies a unique opportunity—one that could define the outlines of 
the path for future generations. As Hannah Ritchie suggests in Not the End of the World (2023), while 
the challenges posed by climate change are immense, the progress humanity has made in renewable 
energy and technological innovation offers a promising pathway toward a more sustainable and 
equitable future. This dual narrative—of urgency and opportunity—frames climate change not only 
as a challenge to be mitigated but as a catalyst for transformative change (Ritchie, 2023). 

There is a growing body of evidence  (Brulhart et al., 2017; Camilleri, 2017; Yadav et al., 2017; Shabbir 
& Wisdom, 2020) suggesting that businesses can pursue both profitability and environmental 
responsibility simultaneously, potentially complementing and reinforcing each other. 

This requires, however, that companies integrate environmental considerations into their core 
operations and strategies. In doing so, businesses can position themselves as leaders in a rapidly 
changing world, contributing meaningfully to the global response to climate change, while ensuring 
long-term viability and success. 
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1.1.1. The Complex Stakeholder Field of Climate Action 
Challenges arise when tackling climate change: the transition to a sustainable future involves a 
complex interplay of stakeholders, each with differing objectives, resources, and constraints. Within 
the European Union (EU), this stakeholder field includes governments, businesses, investors, 
consumers, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), all of whom play crucial roles in shaping 
the trajectory of sustainability initiatives (Silvestre & Ţîrcă, 2019). 
 
Governments play a central role by setting regulatory frameworks such as the Corporate 
Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) to drive corporate sustainability. However, these efforts are 
shaped by a mix of political, economic, and social considerations, leading to varied levels of 
commitment and enforcement across the EU (Tosun & Leininger, 2017). The role of investors is 
similarly complex; while some are integrating environmental, social, and governance (ESG) criteria 
into their investment strategies, others remain focused on short-term returns, reflecting broader 
tensions between immediate financial performance and long-term sustainability (Eurosif, 2020). 
Consumers, too, present a varied landscape. While there is growing demand for sustainable 
products, this trend is uneven across the EU. For many consumers, particularly those facing 
economic hardship or living in regions with less access to sustainable options, the luxury of 
prioritizing sustainability is not always feasible due to the expensiveness of sustainable alternatives 
(European Commission, 2024). This complexity highlights that while there is momentum towards 
more sustainable consumption, it is not yet the dominant trend, and accessibility and affordability 
remain significant barriers.Lastly, NGOs and advocacy groups, acting as intermediaries between 
public and corporation, continue to push for greater transparency and accountability, yet they face 
challenges such as resource constraints and the need to balance advocacy with constructive 
engagements (De Bakker et al., 2020). Together, these stakeholders create a complex field where 
progress towards sustainability is influenced by a mix of progressive and conservative forces. 
 
 

1.2. Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 
In this context, regulatory frameworks such as the new Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 
(CSRD) play a crucial role. The varying levels of commitment and conflicting interests among 
governments, investors, consumers and NGOs reflect the fragmented landscape in which 
companies must navigate sustainability efforts. It is within this complex and often contradictory 
environment that regulatory frameworks, such as the CSRD, emerge as a critical tool for harmonizing 
these diverse expectation and driving action. The CSRD, introduced by the European Union, 
demands companies to consistently report on non-financial data regarding environmental, social 
and governmental (ESG) topics (Stretton, 2024). It represents a significant shift in how businesses 
are expected to operate, emphasizing the integration of sustainability into core business strategies 
(European Commission, n.d.) The CSRD was introduced by the European Union to address the 
shortcomings of the previous Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFDR) of 2014, which became 
applicable in 2018 (Green Finance Platform, 2021). The policy objective of NFRD is to enhance 
transparency and accountability in corporate sustainability practices by mandating the disclosure in 
non-financial information. However, several issues were identified in its implementation and impact 
on corporate reporting. The issues are briefly summarized: 
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• Comparability issues and quality of disclosures: the NFRD led to increased use of non-
financial reporting frameworks, but the diversity of these frameworks resulted in 
inconsistency and non-comparable results across companies, hindering the ability of 
stakeholders to make meaningful comparisons (Breijer & Orij, 2022). While the NFRD 
increased the quantity of disclosures, it did not necessarily improve their quality. Mandatory 
disclosures often lacked depth and specificity, leading to superficial reporting that failed to 
provide valuable insights into the actual sustainability performance of the specific company 
(Agostini et al., 2021). 
 

• Implementation variability and challenges with mandatory reporting frameworks: the 
NFRD allowed significant discretion to member states in its implementation, leading to 
variability in enforcement across the EU. This inconsistency resulted in uneven compliance 
and effectiveness of non-financial reporting among different countries (Voss, 2019). Also, a 
study comparing the implementation of the NFRD in different European countries found that 
while the directive provided a framework for environmental, social and governance (ESG) 
reporting, significant gaps remained in its practical application. These included 
inconsistencies in the scope and format of reporting, the definition of materiality and the 
verification process. These gaps undermined the directive’s effectiveness in standardizing 
non-financial reporting practices across the EU (Jeffwitz & Gregor, 2017). 
 

• Limited scope and coverage: the NFRD primarily focused on large public-interest entities, 
excluding smaller companies that also have a significant environmental and social impact. 
This limited the overall effectiveness of the NFRD in promoting widespread sustainable 
practices, leading to means-end decoupling (Tamm & Gurvitš-Suits, 2023). 

On the other hand, there are many positive implications for companies as well, such as enhanced 
corporate governance by integrating sustainability into core business practices and decision-making 
processes (Mosca &  Picciau, 2020), a potential positive impact on financial performance (Thayaraj 
& Karunarathne, 2021) and a higher chance of meeting stakeholder ESG-related expectations (Gond 
et al., 2018). In response to the shortcomings and aiming at more positive results, the CSRD was 
developed to enhance transparency and accountability in corporate sustainability practices. 

The newly introduced CSRD holds a broader scope of companies to report on ESG aspects, 
incorporating over 11,000 data points from which companies must select the most relevant ones for 
their reporting (European Commission, n.d.). Listed companies are required to submit their first 
reports in 2025, covering the financial year 2024, whereafter the timeline of this directive extends to 
2027, introducing a broader range of companies stepwise (see Figure 1) (Stretton, 2024). 
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Figure 1. Timeline of CSRD implementation, extracted from Circularise (Stretton, 2024). Corporate sustainability reporting 
directive explained. 

With the first reports due in 2025, and a phased implementation extending to 2027, companies are 
under increasing pressure to adapt swiftly and effectively to these new requirements (Stretton, 2024). 
Central to the CSRD is the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), which provide 
detailed guidance on the specific reporting obligations. Among these, ESRS Environment 1 (E1) 
stands  out as it specifically addresses climate change (see Figure 2). 

Figure 2. CSRD Framework with ESRS Sub-categories. Focus will be on the outlined ESRS E1 “Climate Change” (EY 
denkstatt, 2023). 
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1.2.1. ESRS E1 
ESRS E1 focuses specifically on climate change mitigation and adaptation, setting out detailed 
requirements for companies to disclose their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, climate-related 
risks, and the measures they are taking to address these risks (Charluet, 2024; EFRAG 2022). The 
standard mandates that companies report on their direct and indirect GHG emissions (scope 1, 2, 
and 3) and assess their impact on global climate goals. As portrayed in Figure 3, scope 1 entails the 
emissions from direct emissions related to sources owned or controlled by the organization (e.g. 
chemical process emissions, fuel combustion company-owned vehicles). Scope 2 are indirect 
emissions from upstream activities; or the emissions from purchased heat, electricity, 
heating/cooling. Lastly, scope 3 emissions, or the value chain emissions, entail both up- and 
downstream activities, such as outsourced transportation, business transportation and end-of-life 
treatment of sold products (Environmental Protection Agency, n.d.-a; Environmental Protection 
Agency, n.d.-b).  In this thesis, if referred to CO2e, or carbon dioxide equivalent, a standard unit to 
measure carbon footprints by converting different GHGs into the equivalent amount of CO2 is meant. 

 

Figure 3. Scope 1, 2 and 3 emission overview. Extracted from the Corporate Value Chain (Scope 3) Accounting and 
Reporting Standard from Greenhouse Gas Protocol (Pankaj et al., 2011). 

 

Additionally, companies are expected to outline their strategies for reducing emissions, including any 
targets they have set and progress towards achieving them. In case information (e.g., reduction 
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target, GHG-baseline) is not available yet, companies have to provide a plan on how that information 
will be retrieved in the future. 

ESRS E1 consists of nine Disclosure Requirements (DR), each detailing specific information that 
companies must provide. A detailed figure of how this is set-up within CSRD can be found in Figure 
4. Below the DR are listed, as stated in the official EFRAG document (EFRAG, 2022). 

1. DR E1-1: Transition plan for climate change mitigation. 

2. DR E1-2: Policies related to climate change mitigation and adaption 

3. DR E1-3: Actions and resources in relation to climate change, detailing the company’s 
progress toward achieving their targets. 

4. DR E1-4: Targets related to climate change mitigation and adaption 

5. DR E1-5: Energy consumption and mix – Energy intensity based on net revenue 

6. DR E1-6: Gross scopes 1, 2, 3 and total GHG emissions 

7. DR E1-7: GHG removals and GHG mitigation projects financed through carbon credits 

8. DR E1-8: Internal carbon pricing 

9. DR E1-9: Potential financial effects from material physical and transition risks and potential 
climate-related opportunities 

Figure 4. Overview of ESRS-E1 Climate Change extracted from website (Charluet, 2024). 
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As seen in Figure 4, ESRS E1-1 asks reporting on strategy, while DR 4 until 9 focus on metrics and 
targets, demanding different types of data and reporting. The implementation of ESRS E1 requires 
companies to integrate climate considerations into their overall business strategies and operations, 
ensuring that sustainability becomes a core element of corporate governance. This includes setting 
up internal systems for data collection and reporting, engaging with stakeholders, and aligning with 
broader environmental, social, and governance (ESG) objectives (KPMG, n.d.; Charluet, 2024). The 
complexity and scope of these requirements might pose significant challenges, particularly for 
companies in sectors like logistics, where GHG emissions are often substantial and diverse. 

This thesis highlights one of these sectors: the logistics sector. Given its significant contribution to 
global carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, the logistics sector is a crucial area for environmental 
reporting under the CSRD. When this thesis refers to the logistics sector, it refers to companies that 
operate large-scale logistics networks, involving multiple hubs and supply chains, as well as 
companies that are significantly engaged in logistics operations.  On one hand, the logistics sector 
plays a critical role in global trade and economic activity, while on the other hand it contributes to 
over a third of the global GHG-emissions, making it the largest-emitting sector in many developed 
countries (ISO, 2023). It accounts for 24% of global CO2 emissions from fuel combustion, with road 
freight alone responsible for nearly 7% (International Energy Agency, 2020). This dual role as an 
economic enabler and an environmental burden makes the logistics sector a pivotal area for 
implementing sustainability initiatives, particularly in the context of the Corporate Sustainability 
Reporting Directive (CSRD) and its focus on GHG reporting under ESRS E1. However, the successful 
implementation of these regulations does not occur in isolation. It is deeply influenced by the 
broader dynamics between governmental regulatory frameworks and corporate responses. 

1.2.2 The Interplay Between Government and Business 
At the heart of these dynamics lies the relationship between government and business. The CSRD 
establishes a regulatory framework aimed at guiding corporate behavior towards sustainability 
(European Commission, n.d.), however as highlighted in the previous discussion, these regulatory 
efforts are shaped by a diverse and sometimes conflicting array of political, economic, and social 
considerations. Therefore, its effectiveness depends significantly on how businesses interpret and 
implement these regulations. For businesses, the CSRD presents both challenges and opportunities. 
Some companies might see it as a chance to innovate and lead in a market increasingly focused on 
sustainability, while others view it as a burden, especially in regions with less consumer or investor 
demand for sustainable practices – as sustainability initiatives have previously been perceived (Ervin 
et al, 2013). This divergence in perspectives highlights the broader tension between progressive and 
conservative forces within the corporate sector. 
 
Moreover, the success of the CSRD might potentially be complicated by uneven environmental policy 
enforcement across EU member states and varying levels of support for compliance (Knill & 
Liefferink, 2021). In this environment, the directive’s effectiveness will depend not only on the 
robustness of the regulatory framework but also on the willingness and capacity of businesses to 
align their strategies with sustainability goals, supported by investors, consumers, and other 
stakeholders. History demonstrates that crises can drive significant societal transformations, as 
seen in the Industrial and Digital Revolutions, where disruption eventually led to technological 
advancements and economic growth (Joel, 2016). These precedents suggest that, in the face of 
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climate change, similar shifts are possible if societies can innovate and implement effective policies 
(Geels, 2002). The CSRD presents a step toward such change, potentially guiding businesses toward 
greater sustainability. However, its impact will depend on how effectively it is integrated into 
business practices and supported by broader policy frameworks.  Realizing this potential requires 
more than mere compliance; it necessitates a deep integration of the CSRD’s requirements into the 
strategic, operational, and cultural frameworks of businesses. As Eccles, Ioannou, and Serafeim 
(2014) suggest, the transformative impact of sustainability initiatives is contingent upon how 
thoroughly these principles are embedded within the core functions and values of an organization 
 

Rather than simply assessing compliance, this research project adopts a constructive approach, 
aiming to identify how the implementation of the CSRD can be optimized to enhance its 
effectiveness. With effectiveness, the ultimate goal stated by the European Union (EU) about the 
CSRD is meant: “promoting transparency and accountability on emission reduction in 
companies” (European Commission, n.d.). By exploring the nuances of corporate responses, this 
study seeks to provide insights into how businesses can move beyond mere compliance and leverage 
the CSRD as a tool for genuine sustainability transformation. In doing so, it contributes to the broader 
discourse on the role of regulation in fostering sustainable business practices and offers practical 
recommendations for improving the implementation of the CSRD. 

 

1.3. Theoretical Framework 
This section lays the foundation for understanding the complexities of implementing sustainability 
policies such as the CSRD. By examining relevant theoretical frameworks and reviewing literature, 
this section aims to identify gaps in the current understanding of policy-practice alignment and the 
potential for decoupling in the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 (GHG-reporting), within the logistics 
sector. 

1.3.1. Policy Cycle 
Academic literature describes that often, policies are developed and implemented without proper 
alignment with actual practices. This phenomenon results in many policies failing to achieve their 
intended objectives (Mugambwa et al., 2020). To understand these challenges and effectively 
address them, it is essential to take a broader perspective and look into the policy cycle. The policy 
cycle is a framework that outlines the stages through which a policy goes. An example of a policy 
cycle can be found in Figure 5, inspired by Knill & Tosun (2008). It can be seen that after problem 
formulation, it starts with agenda setting, followed by policy formulation, policy adoption, 
implementation and evaluation. 
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Figure 5. The policy cycle adapted from Knill & Tosun (2008). Policy making.  Annotated & tailored to context 

 

 

A critical stage is the implementation phase, where the policy is translated into actions and practice 
to achieve the desired outcomes, the stage of which CSRD is in at the time of writing this thesis. 
Effective implementation requires coordination among various stakeholders, including government 
agencies and civil society organizations (Hill & Hupe, 2002). Misalignments within the 
implementation and policy formulation phases may result into difficulty in policy compliance for 
the target actors. Literature often describes this as the “policy-practice gap” or the “implementation 
gap” (Bullock et al, 2021; Hudson et al., 2019; Indiahono et al., 2018, Mugambwa et al., 2020; Colgan 
et al., 2016). Weaver (2009) identifies several challenges regarding policy compliance, including high 
compliance costs, insufficient resources, lack of decision-making autonomy, inadequate 
information and attitudinal issues such as hostility and mistrust of stakeholders. Policies that fail to 
consider the diverse objectives of stakeholders are likely to encounter misalignment. Stakeholders 
such as employees, management and external partners may have conflicting interests and priorities 
that the policy does not address, leading to resistance and a lack of cooperation. For example, a 
policy aimed at reducing carbon emissions may face opposition from industry stakeholders if it 
poses a threat to their economic interests or operational efficiency (Indiahono et al., 2018; Schröder, 
2024). Effective stakeholder engagement and collaboration are essential to mitigate these 
misalignments and ensure that the policy is comprehensive and inclusive (Colgan et al., 2016). 

Additionally, these misalignments may also arise due to contradictions with existing policies or 
operations. For instance, the implementation of new environmental regulations, such as the ESRS 
E1, may clash with established industrial processes. Operational changes are necessary, which can 
be costly and complex to implement, leading to resistance and potential non-compliance 
(Henderson 1996; Walter, 2023). Such contradictions can disrupt the continuity of operations and 
creates a significant barrier to achieve policy goals. 
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1.3.2. Decoupling Literature 
Literature often refers to the previously described policy-practice misalignment phenomenon as 
decoupling. Literature takes on many forms and definitions of decoupling, however according to 
Bromley and Powell (2012), decoupling can be classified into two types: policy-practice decoupling 
and means-ends decoupling (see Figure 6). Policy practice-decoupling occurs when there is a 
misalignment between a policy and actual daily practices (Figure 6(1)). Means-end decoupling, on 
the other hand, refers to the disconnect between the goals of a policy and the outcomes it produces 
(Figure 6(2)). Many studies, such as Luan (2024), Weijen (2014), Conrad & Holtbrügge (2021), García‐
Sánchez et al. (2022) and Onkila et al., 2018 have focused on means-end decoupling within 
sustainability reporting.  What is often described is that decoupling in this context can result in 
"window-dressing". The term window-dressing generally refers to the practice of manipulation or 
mispresenting information in a way that makes it appear more favorable than it actually is. This term 
is widely used in both financial and non-financial reporting contexts to describe actions, often by 
management, which create a positive impression that is misleading (Chen et al., 2016; Kolk & Perego, 
2014). 

 

 

This behavior, often not driven by negative intentions, can stem from pressures to meet reporting 
requirements (Delmas & Toffel, 2008). Specific types of window-dressing examples are companies 

Figure 6. Two types of decoupling described by Bromley & Powell; policy-practice decoupling and means-ends 
decoupling. Extracted + edited. (1) Policy-Practice Decoupling. (2) Means-Ends Decoupling. 
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might highlight their most successful projects while leaving out the details of less successful venture 
to appear compliant with sustainability standards, often referred to as greenwashing (Yang et al., 
2020). An industry example is the Volkswagen emissions scandal. It involved the company installing 
devices in diesel vehicles to cheat on emission tests, aiming to appear more sustainable. This 
resulted in significant reputational damage, financial losses and highlighted the need for stronger 
regulatory oversight. This case underscored the severe consequences of corporate actions on the 
road of environmental compliance (Lynch et al., 2016; Backmann et al., 2023). Further results of 
policy misalignment from academic literature indicate that such decoupling can undermine the 
effectiveness of sustainability initiatives, increase stakeholder mistrust and lead to regulatory 
penalties (Boiral, 2016; Delmas & Burbano, 2011). 

However, recent research (Talpur et al., 2023) suggests that decoupling in sustainability reporting is 
a multifaceted phenomenon, encompassing more than just window-dressing. While window-
dressing represents a clear form of decoupling, other forms may be more nuanced and may arise 
from organizational complexity, resource constraints, or misalignments between strategic goals and 
operational realities (Bromley & Powell, 2012; Wijen, 2014). For instance, some companies may 
engage in loose coupling (Orton & Weick, 1990), where sustainability goals are acknowledged at a 
strategic level but are not fully integrated into day-to-day operations due to practical limitations. This 
kind of decoupling can occur without the intent to deceive, but rather as a result of the challenges 
inherent in aligning long-term sustainability goals with short-term business pressures. Additionally, 
as noted by Crilly et al. (2012), some firms may experience "symbolic management," where they 
adopt sustainability practices more as a means of managing external perceptions than achieving 
substantive change. 

These complexities suggest that while window-dressing is an important concern, it is only one aspect 
of the broader issue of decoupling in sustainability reporting in the corporate sector. Understanding 
the diverse forms of decoupling and the factors that contribute to them is crucial for developing more 
effective sustainability frameworks and improving the alignment between corporate practices and 
environmental goals. 

 

1.4 Knowledge gap 
The implementation phase of policymaking remains relatively under-studied due to challenges in 
isolating it from other policy stages and a lack of conceptual consensus (Bullock et al., 2021; Hill & 
Hupe, 2002). This thesis will therefore explore the dynamics of this implementation, with a particular 
focus on the ESRS E1 standards for GHG reporting. Despite of the extensive literature on policy-
specific decoupling situations, policy implementation conflicts and policy-practice misalignment, 
there lacks literature specifically addressing the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 
(CSRD). It also lacks literature of GHG-reporting specifically within the logistics sector. 
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This research adopts a people-centered case study approach within the logistics sector to explore 
potential misalignments between the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) and its 
practical implementation. The central research question is: “How do logistics companies navigate 
GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1, and what factors influence their ability to align with the 
sustainability goals of CSRD?” By examining stakeholder perspectives and interactions, the study 
aims to identify explanatory variables that highlight the discrepancies between policy intentions and 
real-world practices. The ultimate objective is to provide actionable recommendations for 
businesses, policymakers, and other stakeholders, contributing to a more sustainable and resilient 
global economy. 

The challenges highlighted by previous obstacles under the Non-Financial Reporting Directive 
(NFRD) underscore the growing importance of precise GHG emission reporting. Additionally, EU-
wide initiatives such as the Fit for 55 package, which aims to reduce GHG emissions by at least fifty-
five percent by 2030 (European Commission, n.d.), further emphasize the need for accurate and 
transparent environmental reporting. This study will critically analyze the CSRD, its objectives, and 
the implications of its implementation within the logistics sector, focusing on how well the policy 
aligns with operational realities and stakeholder engagement. Through a qualitative research 
approach, incorporating sector-specific expertise, literature review, and insights gained from the 
Engineering and Policy Analysis Master's program, this study will assess the potential for genuine 
implementation of the CSRD and provide insights into effective policy-practice alignment. 

1.5. Problem boundaries and conceptualization 
When looking at the overarching research question, by “sustainability goals”, this thesis refers to 
objectives of CSRD to speed up companies’ GHG-reduction ambitions, guide organizations in better 
reporting practices and ultimately contribute to sustainable development (European Commission, 
n.d.). Using the logistics sector as a case study, the thesis will investigate the potential mechanisms 
of decoupling and aims to identify the factors contributing to that, within this specific context. In this 
thesis, the term "(sustainable) logistics sector" refers to companies that operate large-scale logistics 
networks, involving multiple hubs and supply chains, as well as companies that are significantly 
engaged in logistics operations. For example, this includes logistics service providers managing 
complex transportation networks, a food company distributing multiple products across Europe, or 
a clothing brand with supply chains spanning various regions. These companies face unique 
challenges in integrating sustainability into their logistics operations, making them relevant for this 
study. 

The study will delve into identifying and addressing potential decoupling risks related to the 
implementation of ESRS E1 and exploring how the coupling of policies and practices can achieve the 
right balance. By doing so, it aims to contribute to more effective and transparent environmental 
reporting under the CSRD, ultimately contributing to SDG number 13: Climate Action (United 
Nations, 2015). 

1.6. Sub-Questions 
To address the overarching question, the research will focus on four sub-questions: 
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Sub-Question 1: What are the key objectives and implementation mechanisms of the CSRD, 
particularly ESRS E1, and how do they relate to the existing sustainability practices and challenges 
within the logistics sector? 
 
Sub-question 1 is essential to addressing the main research question as it lays the groundwork for 
understanding the objectives and mechanisms of CSRD, particularly the ESRS E1 standard, within 
the logistics sector. By dissecting both the regulatory framework and existing sustainability practices, 
this sub-question provides insight into how well-aligned (or misaligned) the CSRD is with the sector’s 
operational realities. This understanding is crucial for identifying potential barriers to effective 
implementation, as well as for determining how logistics companies might adapt their practices to 
meet the sustainability goals set by the CSRD. 
 
Sub-Question 2: What factors can signal potential gaps between GHG-reporting practices and 
CSRD ESRS E1 objectives in the logistics sector? 

 
This sub-question is relevant because it helps pinpoint specific areas where logistics companies 
might struggle to align their reporting practices with the directive’s sustainability goals. By identifying 
factors that signal these potential misalignments, barriers, obstacles and potentially opportunities to 
address these, can be brought forward. 

 
Sub-Question 3: To what extent does the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics 
sector exhibit characteristics of decoupling (misalignment with CSRD objectives) and what forms 
does this decoupling take? 
 
By understanding the extent and characteristics of decoupling in the implementation of CSRD ESRS 
E1, potential gaps between policy adoption and actual practice within logistics companies can be 
identified. This sub-question is relevant because it sheds light on the areas that might hinder the 
effectiveness of CSRD. 

This thesis specifically focuses on searching for the potential of decoupling between reporting and 
actual sustainability practices (Figure 7a), for the potential of decoupling CSRD ESRS E1 
implementation with CSRD objectives (Figure 7b) and the factors that influence both alignments. 
Understanding the framework and expectations of ESRS E1 is crucial for interpreting the results and 
insights presented in the subsequent chapters. These types of decoupling are inspired by Bromley 
and Powell (2012), but tailored to and interpreted within the context of this thesis. 
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Sub-Question 4: What key dilemmas do logistics companies encounter and how do these 
dilemmas influence their implementation of CSRD ESRS E1? 
 
This sub-question is essential for the main research question as it reveals the specific challenges 
logistics companies face during CSRD ESRS E1 implementation. Understanding these dilemmas 
helps explain how they influence the alignment with CSRD objectives, providing insights into barriers 
that hinder effective adoption. 
 
These sub-questions will guide the research in identifying potential gaps and challenges in the future 
implementation of the CSRD, detection of preliminary obstacles and deceptive practices and 
methodological approaches for proactive policy analysis. 

Additionally, since there is no established method for performing ex-ante policy analysis specifically 
for the CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics sector, this thesis aims to contribute to the academic field 
empirically by: 

1. Examining whether we can expect (de)coupling between policy and practice/outcome and 
what factors might contribute to that phenomenon. 

2. Developing a method to analyze policy ex-ante for CSRD ESRS E1. 

  

Figure 7. Schematic overview of decoupling focus. a) Policy-practice decoupling of CSRD ESRS E1 Reporting Demands 
and Sustainability practices. b) Means-end decoupling of CSRD ESRS E2 Implementation and CSRD objectives. 
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1.7. Societal, Scientific and EPA Relevance 
 
[Societal Relevance] 
The societal relevance of this thesis lies in its focus on the CSRD and its potential to drive meaningful 
change in corporate sustainability practices, positively affecting society. As climate change 
continues to pose significant risks to societies worldwide, the effective implementation of 
sustainability policies within the business sector becomes increasingly critical. By examining the 
dynamics of how businesses interpret and implement the CSRD, particularly in the context of GHG 
reporting (ESRS E1), this research contributes to broader efforts to enhance transparency, 
accountability, and environmental stewardship in the corporate world. The findings have the 
potential to inform policymakers, businesses, and stakeholders on the necessary steps to ensure 
that regulatory frameworks like the CSRD translate into real-world environmental benefits, ultimately 
contributing to the creation of a more sustainable future for all. 
 
[Scientific Relevance] 
The scientific relevance of this thesis is rooted in its contribution to the existing body of knowledge 
on corporate sustainability and regulatory compliance. By analyzing the implementation of the CSRD 
within the logistics sector, this research provides empirical insights into the challenges and 
opportunities associated with integrating sustainability reporting into the corporate sector. It also 
advances the academic discussion on the effectiveness of regulatory frameworks in driving 
sustainable business practices. Moreover, this study offers a nuanced understanding of the interplay 
between regulation, corporate behavior, and sustainability outcomes, which can serve as a 
foundation for future research on improving the impact of sustainability directives in various sectors. 
 
[EPA Relevance] 
Within the framework of the master Engineering and Policy Analysis, the Thesis subject fits the 
requirements because it tackles a Societal Grand Challenge (SGC). Before going into further detail, 
it is important to explain what a SGC is. As learned over the course of the master, A SGC characterizes 
itself as a problem that brings to light multiple perspectives when seeking for an answer (i). Also, it 
requires multiple stakeholders with different objectives, values and agenda’s(ii). 
 

i. Multiple perspectives: The CSRD, particularly in the context of ESRS E1 focused on 
climate change and GHG reporting, as discussed, inherently brings together diverse 
perspectives. The CSRD requires businesses to integrate environmental sustainability, 
social responsibility, and robust governance into their operations, which involves 
balancing the viewpoints of different sectors, including government, industry, and civil 
society. This integration reflects the interdisciplinary nature of sustainability challenges, 
mirroring the complexity of addressing global environmental issues like climate change 
through coordinated policy and corporate action. 

ii. Multiple stakeholders with diverse objectives: The effective implementation of the CSRD 
necessitates collaboration among a wide range of stakeholders, including EU regulatory 
bodies, businesses, investors, NGOs, and civil society. Each stakeholder group brings 
distinct objectives and values to the table—governments may prioritize regulatory 
compliance and environmental protection, while businesses might focus on economic 
performance and operational feasibility. NGOs and civil society advocate for 
transparency and accountability, often pushing for more ambitious sustainability targets. 
The need to reconcile these diverse interests highlights the SGC nature of implementing 
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the CSRD, as achieving meaningful outcomes requires the active cooperation and 
alignment of these various stakeholders. 
 

In tackling this thesis, the research draws upon the analytical frameworks and problem-solving 
approaches developed throughout the EPA program. By analyzing how the CSRD is interpreted and 
implemented by different stakeholders, the research not only addresses a pressing societal 
challenge but also contributes to the broader understanding of how engineering and policy analysis 
can be applied to create effective, collaborative solutions to complex, real-world problems. 
 
 

 

1.8 Thesis Report Outline 
The outline of the thesis research report can be found in Figure 8. 

  

Figure 8. Thesis Report Outline 
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CHAPTER 2 – CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION 
 

This chapter provides a comprehensive understanding of the Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
Directive, particularly focusing on E1, and its interplay with the logistics sector. To effectively address 
the first sub-question, it is essential to dissect the CSRD's objectives and its implementation 
mechanisms, then examine how these align or conflict with the existing sustainability practices 
within the logistics industry. It therefore tackles sub-question 1: What are the key objectives and 
implementation mechanisms of the CSRD, particularly ESRS E1, and to how do they relate to the 
existing sustainability practices and challenges within the logistics sector? 

 

The chapter is structured into three main parts (as portrayed in Figure 9): 

 

1. Understanding the context of CSRD ESRS E1: This section explores the historical context 
and core objectives of the CSRD, culminating in an analysis of the ESRS E1. Using an objective 
tree, primary goals of ESRS E1 are identified, followed by a means-end analysis to establish 
the criteria for evaluating its effectiveness. This part also delves into the implementation 
cycle of ESRS E1, outlining how companies are expected to integrate and report their GHG-
emissions. 

2. Sustainable Logistics Sector: Next, the focus shifts to the logistics sector, highlighting its 
dual role as both a critical component of global trade and a significant contributor to GHG 
emissions. The current sustainability trends and challenges faced by the sector are analyzed, 
providing a detailed account of how logistics companies are navigating the transition towards 
greener practices. This segment underscores the existing gaps and opportunities for 
alignment with the CSRD's sustainability goals. 

Figure 9. Areas to understand 
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3. Combined Contexts: The final part delves into the specific stakeholders that influence and 
are impacted by the intersection of CSRD ESRS E1 and the logistics sector. Building on the 
broader stakeholder field discussed earlier, this section delves into the actors relevant to this 
context. It concludes with a conceptual overview inspired by systems thinking and systems 
engineering, offering a framework that visualizes the dynamic interactions within the system. 

Through this structured analysis, Chapter 2 sets the stage for a deeper exploration of how the 
logistics sector can effectively implement CSRD ESRS E1, ensuring that the directive’s ambitious 
sustainability objectives are not only met but integrated into core business practices. 

 

2.1. Understanding the context of CSRD ESRS E1 
This section aims to help understand the context of CSRD ESRS E1 by providing an objective tree 
(Section 2.1.1), doing a means-end analysis (Section 2.1.2) and by diving into the implementation 
roadmap (Section 2.1.3). 

2.1.1. Objective Tree CSRD ESRS E1 
The Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive plays a key role in the European Union’s broader 
climate action efforts, particularly through its "Environment Sub-Category" that focuses on 
enhancing transparency and accountability in corporate emission reduction. As illustrated in Figure 

Figure 10. Objectives Tree CSRD – Environment 
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10, the CSRD contributes to the overarching goals of the European Green Deal and the United 
Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), especially SDG 13: 

Climate Action. This directive is not solely focused on GHG reduction but also covers a wide range of 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) aspects. However, the scope of this thesis narrows to 
GHG reporting and reduction as part of CSRD’s environmental objectives. 

Positioned within the EU's "Fit for 55" package, the CSRD supports the EU's goal of reducing net GHG 
emissions by at least 55% by 2030 and achieving climate neutrality by 2050. The directive establishes 
comprehensive GHG reporting standards, ensures data quality and reliability, improves stakeholder 
engagement, and integrates GHG reporting into broader sustainability strategies (European 
Commission, 2023). As shown in the objective tree (Figure 10), the focal objective is to promote 
transparency and accountability in corporate emission reduction, and the focal means include 
five key elements, such as enhancing GHG data and facilitating continuous improvement in GHG 
performance. 

By emphasizing these components, the CSRD aligns corporate practices with the EU's ambitious 
environmental goals and helps close the gap between business operations and climate action 
efforts. The directive's successful implementation is essential for achieving meaningful progress 
within the framework of the European Green Deal and SDG 13 (European Commission, 2023). 

2.1.2. Means-end analysis ESRS E1 
From the EU’s point of view, success is defined by the effective integration of corporate sustainability 
reporting practices that align with broader EU climate goals, such as the European Green Deal and 
the Fit for 55 package. These initiatives aim to promote transparency, accountability, and significant 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions across sectors. A means-end analysis helps clarify the 
pathway between the means (actions) and the end goals of a policy. In the context of ESRS E1, this 
analysis is crucial for understanding how specific actions can lead to the desired outcomes, such as 
improved transparency in GHG reporting and substantial emission reductions. It provides a 
structured way to assess whether the implemented measures are likely to achieve the intended 
sustainability objectives. The means-end diagram, from the perspective of EU (European Union, 
n.d.), is shown in Figure 11. 

The focal means for achieving this, as shown in the objective tree in Figure 10, include establishing 
reliable GHG reporting standards, enhancing data quality, improving transparency, and integrating 
GHG reporting into broader strategies. 
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Within this research, the following “ends” will be utilized as criteria to analyze the decoupling 
potential: 

• Consistency in GHG data reporting across all reporting entities 

• Reliable and accurate GHG data 

• Active stakeholder engagement and satisfaction with reporting practices 

• Effective integration of GHG reporting into broader ESG strategies. 

These criteria are chosen, because if decoupling occurs within one or more of these actions, reaching 
the ultimate objective of CSRD; “promoting transparency and accountability on emission 
reduction in companies” (as stated in the objective tree in Figure 10) might be endangered. 

Figure 11. Means-End Diagram, perspective: European Union. 
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2.1.3. CSRD Implementation process flow/roadmap 
By combining the implementation information provided by many consultancy articles (Charluet, 
2024b; KPMG, n.d.; JARO, 2024; Euronext Corporate Services, 2024; Wyver et al., 2024; AMCS, 2024), 
the following nine-step implementation cycle provides a structured approach for companies to 
integrate CSRD requirements, particularly GHG reporting, into their operations. A detailed 
explanation per step will follow. The full cycle, as interpreted from these sources is portrayed in 
Figure 12. 

 

Figure 12. CSRD Implementation Roadmap. 

Step 1: Project Start 
The initial phase of the CSRD implementation process begins with a project kick-off and a rapid 
assessment. In this stage, companies assemble the project team, outline the scope of the CSRD 
reporting requirements, and perform a preliminary evaluation of their current capabilities and any 
existing gaps. This quick assessment is essential for pinpointing immediate risks and opportunities, 
laying the groundwork for a more comprehensive materiality assessment in the next phase. 
Additionally, it helps to align internal stakeholders with the project’s goals and timelines. 

Step 2: DMA 
The double-materiality assessment (Figure 13) is a core requirement under CSRD and involves 
evaluating both the impact of the company’s activities on climate change (environmental materiality) 
and the financial implications of climate change on the company (financial materiality). 
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Figure 13. Double Materiality Analysis 

 

This dual approach ensures that companies address the broader environmental impacts of their 
operations while also considering the financial risks associated with climate-related factors. The 
assessment typically involves internal and external stakeholder engagement and scenario analysis. 
This process helps companies identify the key ESG issues that are material both from an impact and 
financial perspective, thereby ensuring that their reporting is comprehensive and aligned with 
stakeholder expectations. The double-materiality assessment serves as a foundation for subsequent 
steps, particularly in setting targets and defining key performance indicators (KPIs). 

Step 3: Data Gathering & Analysis 
Once the materiality assessment is complete, companies must gather and analyze relevant data to 
establish their GHG emissions baseline. This baseline measurement is critical as it provides a 
reference point against which future emissions reductions can be measured. The data collection 
process involves sourcing information from various departments, including e.g. energy usage, waste 
management, and supply chain operations. Advanced data analytics tools are often employed to 
ensure accuracy and consistency in the data. If data is not available, companies must report on how 
they plan to receive the data in the future. The resulting GHG baseline serves as the starting point for 
setting reduction targets and tracking progress over time. 

Step 4: Targets & KPI’s 
With the GHG baseline established, companies then set specific targets for reducing their emissions. 
These targets are preferably aligned with international standards such as the Science Based Targets 
initiative (SBTi). Alongside these targets, companies must also define actions and initiatives that will 
drive emissions reductions, such as energy efficiency programs or transitioning to renewable energy 
sources. KPIs are established to monitor progress towards these targets, providing a clear framework 
for measuring success and ensuring accountability. 

Step 5: Integration into business strategy 
For the CSRD implementation to be truly effective, sustainability must be integrated into the 
company’s overall business strategy, ensuring alignment between company policy and practice. This 
involves embedding sustainability goals into core business processes, decision-making frameworks, 
and corporate governance structures. By embedding GHG reduction goals into the broader business 
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strategy, companies can position sustainability as a core component of their operations and long-
term planning, rather than treating it as a secondary concern. 

Step 6: Reporting 
Reporting is a critical stage in the CSRD implementation cycle, where companies publicly disclose 
their GHG emissions, progress towards sustainability targets, and the actions they have undertaken 
to reduce their environmental impact. This stage involves preparing reports that are in compliance 
with the ESRS E1 standards, ensuring that the data is transparent, accurate, and aligned with 
stakeholder expectations. 

Step 7: Auditing 
Auditing is essential to ensure the credibility and accuracy of the GHG emissions data and the overall 
CSRD report. This process typically involves both internal and external audits, where independent 
auditors verify the data and assess the company’s compliance with the reporting standards. 

Step 8: Monitor Progress 
As the company begins to implement its sustainability initiatives, continuous data gathering, and 
analysis are essential to monitor progress towards the established GHG reduction targets. This stage 
involves regularly updating and analyzing emissions data to track the effectiveness of the actions 
taken. This is important, because companies may need to adjust their strategies based on this 
ongoing monitoring to ensure they remain on track to meet their goals. 

Step 9: Evaluation 
The final stage of the CSRD implementation cycle is evaluating the process. This includes assessing 
the effectiveness of actions taken, reviewing progress toward GHG reduction targets, and 
determining if sustainability goals were met. The evaluation provides feedback to inform future 
strategies and allows for adjustments to improve outcomes. This stage is crucial for maintaining 
momentum and long-term commitment to sustainability objectives. 

 

2.2 Understanding the Sustainable Logistics Sector 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, this thesis defines the logistics sector as companies that manage 
extensive logistics networks, characterized by multiple hubs and complex supply chains, as well as 
those that are heavily involved in logistics activities. One of the primary challenges in the logistics 
sector is its complex global supply chains. These supply chains involve multiple stages of 
transportation and warehousing, each contributing to the sector’s overall environmental footprint. In 
Figure 14, a fictive example is created to help illustrate the context. A company operating within the 
logistics sector typically has a global supply chain, involving several hubs and transport modes. 
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The complexity of these operations presents significant challenges for companies attempting to 
track and reduce their GHG emissions, as data collection and reporting are complicated by the need 
to coordinate across various entities and jurisdictions. Moreover, the sector faces technological and 
operational barriers, such as the high costs associated with transitioning to low-emission vehicles 
and the lack of infrastructure for alternative fuels (World Bank, 2020; Rodrigue, 2020). Despite these 
challenges, the logistics sector also presents significant opportunities for innovation in 
sustainability. From a systems perspective, a company can do two major things to become more 
sustainable: optimization of process efficiency (1) and carbon reduction (2). In Figure 15 that systems 
perspective is taken and it can be seen that the total amount of GHG emissions is determined by the 
weight, distance and the amount of CO2-equivalent per kilometer is emitted. Reducing either, or 
all three, will result in a lower amount of total emissions. Practically this would for example mean; 
the adoption of green technologies, such as battery-electric vehicles (BEVs) and renewable energy-
powered warehouses or making more efficient transport routes. Implementing these actions can 
drastically reduce emissions and improve operational efficiency. 

The relevance of the logistics sector as a case study for CSRD implementation lies in its substantial 
environmental impact and the unique challenges it faces in achieving sustainability. This sector’s 
complexity, coupled with its significant contribution to global GHG emissions, makes it an ideal 
context for examining how businesses navigate the requirements of the CSRD, particularly in relation 
to ESRS E1 standards for GHG reporting. 

The logistics sector offers a compelling case for examining (de)coupling, where gaps may emerge 
between the adoption of sustainability practices and their practical execution. With its diverse 
activities, including long-haul transport, last-mile delivery, and warehousing, there are multiple 

Figure 14. Fictive Example of Supply Chain Logistics. 
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opportunities for (de)coupling to occur. This makes the logistics sector a prime example for 
examining the broader issues of policy implementation and the practical incorporation of regulatory 
requirements into daily operations. 

   

Figure 15. Illustration of how companies can become more sustainable. Two main options: optimization and 
reduction. 
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2.3. Understanding the Interplay of CSRD – ESRS E1 and the Sustainable Logistics 
Sector 
This section will focus on combining the CSRD-related information (Section 2.1) and the sustainable 
logistics information (Section 2.2). It will first include an in-depth stakeholder analysis (Section 
2.3.1), then it will provide a conceptual system overview (Section 2.3.2). In Section 2.3.3 it will 
discuss internal and external factor influencing that system, whereafter examples will be given. 

2.3.1. Stakeholder Analysis 
The implementation of the CSRD ESRS E1 occurs within a multifaceted institutional context, where 
various stakeholders interact in shaping, enforcing, and complying with the directive. These 
interactions reflect broader socio-political and economic structures, with the European Union (EU) 
acting as a central regulatory body and businesses, regulators, consultants, and civil society all 
playing critical roles. An overview of the primary stakeholders (Figure 16), their roles within the 
institutional context, and their interactions with one another will follow. 

1. BUSINESSES (Eccles et. Al, 2014; Boiral, 2016) 

• Institutional Role: As the central subjects of CSRD, businesses are tasked with 
implementing its requirements. This entails integrating GHG reporting into their operations 
and broader sustainability strategies, which directly affects their positioning within markets 
and regulatory environments. 

• Interaction: Businesses engage with multiple stakeholders, including regulators, auditors, 
and consultants, to meet compliance requirements. This interaction often involves 
navigating tensions between operational constraints and regulatory expectations. 

• Challenges: While businesses are the focal point of compliance, their ability to meet the 
directive’s standards is influenced by both internal resource limitations and external 
pressures, including investor demands and the availability of compliance tools from 
consultants and software providers. 

2. EFRAG (European Financial Reporting Advisory Group) (EFRAG, 2022; EFRAG, 2024) 

• Institutional Role: EFRAG is a private association, encouraged by the European 
Commission, which has the goal to serve public interest. It is responsible for developing the 
European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), including the critical ESRS E1, which 
focuses on climate-related disclosures such as GHG reporting. EFRAG operates within the 
institutional framework of the EU but maintains close interactions with the business 
community to ensure its standards are both rigorous and implementable. 

• Interaction: The organization is a key intermediary between the EU Commission and private 
sector entities. 

• Challenges: Balancing the need for strict, uniform standards with the flexibility required by 
businesses from various sectors poses a significant challenge for EFRAG. 
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3. CONSULTANTS (Delmas & Toffel, 2008; Gunarathne & Lee, 2015) 

• Institutional Role: Operating within a semi-formal institutional framework, consultants 
bridge the gap between regulatory demands and business capabilities. They assist 
companies in navigating complex reporting requirements and ensuring that CSRD obligations 
are met efficiently. 

• Interaction: Consultants frequently interact with businesses and auditors, helping to 
translate policy into practice. 

• Challenges: The consultant’s role is influenced by the varying levels of readiness and 
resource availability within different companies, making their work highly context dependent. 
Ensuring that their guidance aligns with EFRAG standards and auditor expectations adds 
complexity to their role. 

4. REGULATORY AUTHORITIES (European Commission, 2021) 

• Institutional Role: Regulatory bodies, working within the broader EU framework, are 
responsible for overseeing CSRD implementation and enforcing compliance. They monitor 
whether businesses meet their reporting obligations and may impose penalties for non-
compliance, making them crucial enforcers within the institutional context. 

• Interaction: Regulators interact primarily with businesses and auditors, ensuring 
compliance with CSRD guidelines. They also coordinate with the EU to ensure that 
enforcement mechanisms are consistent across member states. 

• Challenges: Maintaining consistent enforcement across sectors and countries is 
challenging, particularly when companies vary significantly in size, sector, and resources. 

5. AUDITORS (Briem & Wald, 2018) 

• Institutional Role: Auditors play a pivotal role in verifying that companies’ GHG reports are 
accurate and compliant with CSRD standards. As part of the formal institutional process, 
auditors need to ensure transparency and reliability in sustainability disclosures. 

• Interaction: Auditors work closely with businesses to validate their reporting, and with 
regulatory bodies to ensure that companies meet legal requirements. They may also 
communicate with EFRAG to align auditing practices with evolving standards. 

• Challenges: Inconsistent auditing standards across different regions and sectors 
complicate the enforcement process. Auditors are often caught between providing flexible 
interpretations for businesses and enforcing strict regulatory standards set by EFRAG. 

6. KNOWLEDGE PARTNERS (Schaltegger & Burrit, 2018) 



47 
 

• Institutional Role: Universities, think tanks, and research institutions contribute to policy 
development and offer innovative solutions to address the challenges of implementing 
sustainability reporting. 

• Interaction: Knowledge partners collaborate with EFRAG, businesses, and NGOs to develop 
new methodologies and provide insights into best practices. They offer research that informs 
policy refinement and help align academic research with practical industry needs. 

• Challenges: Their insights may not always translate seamlessly into business operations, 
and their research may be underutilized if not effectively communicated to other 
stakeholders. 

7. NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS (NGOs) (Doh & Guay, 2006) 

• Institutional Role: NGOs serve as watchdogs and advocates for environmental 
sustainability. They pressure businesses and regulatory bodies to ensure that sustainability 
goals, such as those outlined in the CSRD, are met in a meaningful way. 

• Interaction: NGOs often engage with businesses, regulators, and civil society to hold 
organizations accountable for their GHG emissions and overall sustainability practices. They 
also play a role in shaping public opinion, which in turn influences investor and consumer 
behavior. 

• Challenges: NGOs may face resource constraints, making it difficult to monitor all industries 
equally. Additionally, their advocacy can sometimes be seen as adversarial, leading to 
conflicts with businesses and other stakeholders. 

8. SOFTWARE PROVIDERS (ESGFLO, 2024) 

• Institutional Role: As part of the market-driven institutional landscape, software providers 
offer essential tools for automating and streamlining GHG data collection and reporting, thus 
facilitating CSRD compliance. 

• Interaction: They interact with businesses, consultants, and auditors to ensure that their 
platforms meet the technical and legal requirements of CSRD reporting. 

• Challenges: Software providers must continuously adapt to changing regulatory standards, 
ensuring that their products remain relevant and compliant with the latest updates from 
EFRAG and regulatory bodies. 

9. EUROPEAN UNION (EU) 

I. Institutional Role: The EU is the primary governing body responsible for the creation and 
enforcement of the CSRD as part of its broader sustainability agenda, including the Fit for 55 
package and the European Green Deal. 
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II. Interaction: The EU interacts with regulatory bodies, businesses, and EFRAG to ensure 
cohesive and effective implementation of CSRD across all member states. 

III. Challenges: Ensuring consistency in enforcement across different nations and sectors is a 
significant challenge, as is balancing the diverse interests of member states with the 
overarching goal of reducing GHG emissions. 

10. SOCIETY (Bebbington & Unerman, 2018) 

• Institutional Role: Society plays an indirect yet crucial role in the success of the CSRD by 
demanding greater transparency and accountability from businesses in their environmental 
practices. Public opinion can influence how aggressively companies pursue sustainability 
targets. 

• Interaction: Society interacts with NGOs, investors, and businesses, primarily through 
consumer choices and advocacy efforts. Public sentiment can also sway regulatory changes 
or pressure companies to exceed minimum compliance standards. 

• Challenges: Public understanding of complex reporting standards like the CSRD is often 
limited, which can make it difficult for consumers to fully assess the sustainability 
performance of companies. 

11. INVESTORS 

• Institutional Role: Investors play a crucial role in pushing companies towards compliance 
by factoring ESG criteria into their investment decisions. They often drive companies to 
enhance transparency and sustainability to attract capital. 

• Interaction: Investors interact with businesses, auditors, and consultants to assess a 
company’s sustainability profile based on CSRD disclosures. They also influence company 
behavior through their investment strategies. 

• Challenges: The tension between short-term financial returns and long-term sustainability 
goals can make it difficult for investors to consistently prioritize sustainability. Additionally, 
investors depend on the accuracy of CSRD reports to make informed decisions, making them 
vulnerable to incomplete or superficial compliance. 
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Figure 16 illustrates that businesses are at the core of a complex stakeholder web, interacting with 
various entities including; the EU, EFRAG, knowledge partners, regulatory bodies, investors, NGOs, 
auditors, consultants, auditors, software providers, knowledge partners, and society. These 
stakeholders exert influence in different areas, reflecting the interconnected nature of sustainability 
reporting under the CSRD framework. The central position of businesses highlights their critical role 
in navigating and aligning with the expectations and requirements of multiple, often interrelated, 
stakeholder groups. 

2.3.2. Conceptual system overview 
Combining the knowledge about the stakeholders and to further clarify the scope of this research, 
Figure 17 provides a conceptual system that illustrates the focal point of this thesis, inspired by 
systems engineering. The "system of interest" is represented by a company’s organizational 
structure, based on Mintzberg's framework. This includes several key elements: the strategic apex, 
middle line, techno-structure, support staff, and the operating core (Mintzberg, 1989). However, in 
the context of modern sustainability initiatives, an additional layer has emerged — the sustainability 
team. The exact placement of this team within the company's structure remains ambiguous and is 
likely to vary across organizations. 

Figure 16. Stakeholder overview within context of CSRD with corresponding interactions. 
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What this figure also emphasizes is the multitude of external pressures from stakeholders, as 
discussed previously in Section 2.3.1 and shown in Figure 16, combined with factors such as safety 
& quality demands. With the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1, businesses are facing new 
sustainability reporting demands, adding to the existing pressures. Institutional Theory suggests that 
organizations are heavily influenced by external pressures, such as regulatory requirements, industry 
norms, and cultural expectations (Amenta & Ramsey, 2010). 

 

 

Sometimes these external pressures can be described as contradictory. For example, some 
investors demand increased transparency on sustainability related subjects, while others demand a 
high return on investment. Companies are not only compelled to comply with the stringent reporting 
requirements but also to align their operations with the growing emphasis on environmental and 
social governance. 

2.3.3. Internal vs. External Factors Influencing CSRD Implementation 
It is essential to differentiate between the factors that influence CSRD implementation from outside 
the company and those that originate within the company. Externally, the factors may have a 
significant influence. Likewise, internally, factors such as organizational culture, resource 
availability, and the alignment of sustainability goals with business objectives play critical roles. 

Figure 17. Conceptual system and scope of this thesis. 
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Figure 19. Example of conflicting 
internal logics. 

These internal factors determine how effectively a company can integrate CSRD requirements into 
its operations. See Figure 18 for an illustration. 

 

The interaction between these external and internal factors can either facilitate or hinder the 
implementation of CSRD ESRS E1. For example, a company with a strong sustainability culture and 
adequate resources may be better positioned to integrate CSRD requirements fully. In contrast, a 
company with limited resources and a culture that prioritizes short-term profitability over long-term 
sustainability may struggle to move beyond superficial compliance. 

 

2.3.3.a Internal Organizational Dynamics and Institutional Logics 
Within organizations, different institutional logics, such as economic, 
environmental, and social logics, often compete, influencing how a 
company responds to these external pressures. For instance, the 
logic of profitability, which prioritizes financial returns, may conflict 
with the logic of sustainability, which emphasizes long-term 
environmental and social impacts (Figure 19). This tension is 
particularly evident in the logistics sector, where the need to minimize 
costs and maximize efficiency can sometimes clash with the 
requirements for comprehensive and transparent GHG reporting 
under CSRD. 

Figure 18. Internal vs. External factors that can influence a company. 
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2.3.3.b External Pressures 
External pressures play a crucial role in shaping how companies approach the implementation of 
CSRD ESRS E1. The regulatory framework serves as a significant institutional pressure, mandating 
companies to comply with detailed sustainability reporting standards. These regulations are further 
reinforced by investor demands for greater transparency in environmental, social, and governance 
(ESG) practices. Investors are increasingly prioritizing sustainability, which compels companies to 
enhance their reporting and align with CSRD requirements. Additionally, societal expectations for 
sustainability have grown, with consumers, NGOs, and other stakeholders urging companies to 
demonstrate genuine commitment to environmental stewardship and social responsibility. This triad 
of pressures—regulatory, investor-driven, and societal—creates a powerful external environment 
that drives companies toward compliance with CSRD ESRS E1 (see Figure 20). 

 

 

This thesis aims to examine whether the intended outcomes of the CSRD ESRS E1  regulations align 
with actual corporate responses, and which internal and external factors influence the ability of 
companies to meet these sustainability goals. The research will investigate how organizations 
navigate these pressures and how the positioning and function of the sustainability team within the 
organization might impact the alignment between policy and practice. 

  

Figure 20. External factors contributing to pressure on companies. 
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CHAPTER 3 – BACKGROUND STUDY METHODOLOGY 
 

To find a methodology that can be applied to conduct an ex-ante analysis of this specific policy, it is 
first important to understand what the state-of-art methods within the academic world are (a). 
Additionally, potential parallels between the policy field and other academic disciplines are 
explored to gain further inspiration (b). The process of the steps that have been taken will be 
discussed in this chapter. The goal of this specific part is to lay the foundation of the research 
methodology in Chapter 4. 

 

3.1. Exploration with Consensus AI Tool 
The flowchart of each step taken can be found in Figure 21. 

3.1.1.  Step 1: Initial Literature Exploration Using Consensus AI Tool within ChatGPT 
The first step in the methodology involves using the Consensus AI tool integrated within ChatGPT. 
This approach is chosen because it leverages the extensive knowledge base and natural language 
processing capabilities of ChatGPT, ensuring a broad and insightful exploration of the literature. The 
tool efficiently synthesizes information from a wide array of academic sources, making it ideal for 
gaining an initial understanding of the state-of-the-art ex-ante policy analysis methods and their 
intersection with other academic disciplines. 

• Question (a) Prompt Used: "What state-of-art ex-ante policy analysis methods does 
literature discuss?" 

• Purpose: This prompt aims to identify the most current and recognized methods in 
ex-ante policy analysis, drawing from a broad array of literature. 
 

• Question (b) Prompt Used: "Does literature discuss any overlap between policy and another 
academic discipline?" 

• Purpose: This prompt intends to uncover any interdisciplinary connections between 
policy analysis and other fields, potentially highlighting innovative methodologies or 
collaborative approaches that might be relevant. 

Then, the generated output is reflected upon by taking the following steps: 

1. Checking the source of the paper, does it exist? 
2. Retrieve full paper and read abstract to understand the context 
3. Check if the information within the generated output is in the paper 
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3.1.2. Step 2: Extensive Literature Review Using Consensus AI Tool 
After the initial exploration, the next step in the methodology is a more comprehensive and thorough 
literature review, utilizing the advanced features of the Consensus AI tool. The goal of this step is to 
ensure that the initial literature review was expanded to include all relevant and significant studies, 
perspectives, and methodological advancements that might not have been captured in the initial 
exploration. 

The Consensus AI app is chosen for its enhanced functionality in searching, filtering, and analyzing 
academic sources. Unlike traditional databases, the app uses AI algorithms (language models and 
purpose-built search technology) to prioritize the most relevant and up-to-date research, 
synthesizing findings from multiple disciplines and providing a broader perspective on the subject 
matter (Consensus, 2024). 

KEY PROCESSES: 

• Utilize Advanced Search Capabilities: The app's advanced search function is employed to 
explore specific subfields within ex-ante policy analysis, such as environmental policy, 
modeling, and impact assessments. By using tailored search strings, the literature review 
could delve into niche areas that are crucial for a robust understanding of ex-ante policy 
evaluation. 

• Search Terms Used: 

Figure 21. Steps for exploration using Consensus AI tool. 
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“What does literature say about…” 

▪ …Ex-ante policy analysis and environmental sustainability 

▪ …Ex-ante assessments in policy formulation 

▪ …Cross-disciplinary methods in ex-ante policy evaluations 

▪ …Ex-ante Policy analysis methods 

• Purpose: The goal is to capture a wide array of methodologies, particularly those that 
span multiple disciplines or apply innovative techniques in assessing future policy 
outcomes. The search also targets case studies and empirical evaluations of these 
methodologies in different sectors, such as environmental protection, energy, and 
public health, to highlight their practical applications. 

• Filtering and Sorting: The app's filtering feature enables the narrowing down of results by 
peer-review status, citation count (more than 10), and relevance to ensure the literature 
selected was academically credible. The filtering also focuses on studies that had been 
frequently cited in high-impact journals, providing a foundation for the review. 

• In-Depth Analysis of Selected Studies: After filtering, the selected papers are analyzed for 
their contributions to the field of ex-ante policy analysis. The studies are evaluated based on 
the methodologies they employ, the challenges they identify, and the innovations they 
propose. This step allows for a granular understanding of how different fields apply ex-ante 
analysis and what gaps or opportunities exist for improvement. 

Then, the generated output is reflected upon by taking the following steps: 

• Checking the source of the paper, does it exist? 
• Retrieve full paper and read abstract to understand the context 
• Check if the information within the generated output is in the paper 

3.1.3. Step 3: Data Extraction and Synthesis 
After identifying relevant studies, key data are extracted, including the types of ex-ante policy 
methods discussed, their application areas, and any methodological innovations or gaps identified 
in the literature. The extracted information is synthesized to provide a clear and structured overview 
of the current state of ex-ante policy analysis. 

3.1.4. Step 4: Contextualization within Research Framework 
The final step involves contextualizing the findings within the specific research question, leveraging 
extensive knowledge of ex-ante policy analysis gained from the EPA study. This step ensures that the 
selected methodologies are relevant to the research objectives and informed by practical, 
interdisciplinary knowledge. 
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3.2.  Results Question (a) “State-of-art ex-ante policy analysis methods” 
Ex-ante policy analysis is essential for evaluating the potential impacts and feasibility of a policy 
before its implementation. Literature outlines several methods for conducting ex-ante policy 
analysis: 

1. (SOCIAL) COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS ((S)CBA): This method assesses either the economic 
efficiency of socio-economic efficiency of a policy by comparing its (social) costs and 
benefits (Boardman et al., 2018). 

2. SCENARIO ANALYSIS: This approach examines various potential future scenarios to 
understand possible policy outcomes (van der Heijden, 2005). 

3. STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS: This method identifies and evaluates the interests and 
influences of different stakeholders on policy outcomes (Brugha & Varvasovszky, 2000). 

4. RISK ANALYSIS: This analysis identifies potential risks and uncertainties associated with 
policy implementation (Aven, 2016). 

5. MODELING AND SIMULATION: This technique uses computational models to simulate the 
effects of a policy under various conditions (Sterman, 2000). 

However, these methods have limitations in this specific context. CBA is not suitable as the focus is 
not on (social) costs and benefits. Scenario analysis is challenging due to the lack of sector-specific 
knowledge and insufficient data for an ex-ante assessment. Modeling and simulation are also 
problematic because accurately modeling human behavior and organizational dynamic is difficult, 
especially without robust data. This method is effective in situations with extensive datasets or where 
game-theory dynamics are applicable – conditions not present in this study. 

While stakeholder analysis and risk analysis offer valuable insights into the dynamics of policy 
implementation and the identification of potential challenges, they do not fully capture the complex, 
multi-faceted nature of the research at hand, which involves understanding the process of aligning 
GHG reporting practices with the CSRD ESRS E1 standards and goals, within the logistics sector. 

The limitations identified in these traditional ex-ante policy analysis methods point to a need for a 
research framework that can address the complexity and context-specific challenges of this study. 
The characteristics that are crucial but missing from the methods include: 

• Contextual depth: the ability to adapt for a deep understanding of the sector-specific and 
organizational contexts during the implementation phase. 
 

• Flexibility in data collection: the ability to adapt and refine data collection strategies as new 
insights emerge, which is crucial in dynamic and evolving policy environments. 

 
• Exploratory capability: a framework that supports the exploration of complex phenomena 

where the variables and outcomes are not fully understood or predefined. 
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• Theory generation: an approach that not only explains what is happening in the field, but also 
contributes to building or refining theory based on empirical data. 
 

These characteristics are inherent in the “Theory building by case-study” approach proposed by 
Eisenhardt (1989). This method is particularly well-suited for studying phenomena where existing 
theories are inadequate or where new insights are needed to understand complex, context-
dependent processes, as articulated by Eisenhardt (1989). 

3.2.1. Proposal Methodology: Eisenhardt’s case-study approach 
Eisenhardt’s approach enables the in-depth exploration of the implementation process within its 
real-life context, allowing for a comprehensive and structured exploration of the potential challenges 
and misalignments in the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics sector. It also 
provides the flexibility to adjust the research design as new data becomes available, ensuring that 
the study remains responsive to the realities of the field. By focusing on case studies, this method 
facilitates a nuanced understanding of the organizational and sectoral dynamics at play, thereby 
addressing the gaps left by other ex-ante analysis methods. 

The case study method is well-suited for addressing "how and why" questions, as supported by 
Edmonson and McManus (2007). This approach enables a deep understanding of underlying 
mechanisms and contexts, making it appropriate for this research. 

The research is focused on developing theory rather than testing existing ones, which supports use 
of theoretical sampling. Theoretical sampling will be selected based on their potential to provide 
insights, understanding and ultimately contribute to the development of theory (Eisenhardt, 2007). 

As Eisenhardt (2007) argues; theoretical sampling of single cases is justified when these cases are 
exceptionally revealing or represent extreme examples. Such cases offer unique opportunities to 
explore rare circumstances and deepen theoretical understanding. 

Qualitative data are critical for understanding the complex social processes within companies 
regarding policy implementation. Detailed internal data on company experiences are necessary but 
are currently unavailable due to the early phase of CSRD implementation. This necessitates an 
exploratory approach to gather insights from within companies. 

3.3. Results Question (b) “potential parallels between the policy field and other 
academic disciplines” 
The design of this case study draws parallels with market research and product design, where 
iterative processes, stakeholder engagement, balancing multiple objectives, systematic 
approaches, and the impact of context and technology play crucial roles. Both fields involve refining 
initial ideas through development stages, engaging stakeholders to gather input, balancing 
objectives like aesthetics and functionality in product design or effectiveness and equity in policy 
design, and using systematic frameworks such as design thinking or policy evaluation (Bloch, 1995; 
Homburg, Schwemmle, & Kuehnl, 2015; Liedtka, 2000). 
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The recognition of potential overlaps between product design and the policy cycle led to further 
exploration of methodologies that could enhance the research framework. To better understand 
these intersections, a UI/UX expert from TU Delft was consulted. This involved one interview and a 
subsequent brainstorming session, where the expert proposed the use of the "Convivial Toolbox" 
from product design. This toolbox, known for its participatory and iterative approach, offered a novel 
way to address the complexities of policy implementation. 

Building on this suggestion, a follow-up brainstorming session was conducted, which drew 
additional inspiration from the "Delft Design Guide," a comprehensive resource in product design 
methodologies. This collaborative process led to the development of a new, tailored approach that 
integrates the strengths of both policy analysis and product design. 

3.3.1. Convivial Toolbox Inspiration from Product Design 
Due to the discussed parallels between product design and policy design, a theory from product 
design will be adapted and tailored to the needs of a policy. The convivial toolbox approach from 
product/UI/UX design will be employed to peel back layers of the policy implementation process, 
foresee obstacles, and emphasize them using a red flag This approach helps in systematically 
addressing potential challenges and ensuring a comprehensive understanding of the policy's impact. 
A schematic overview of this approach is illustrated in Figure 22. 

 

Figure 22. Conceptualization of Thesis Analysis Framework for Sub-Q 2 & 3, inspired by Convivial Toolbox method from 
Generative Research. 

As portrayed in Figure 22,  the framework starts with a timeline (e.g. from waking up until going to 
bed). The tailored framework will use the CSRD ESRS E1 implementation process as its timeline. 
Then, the “layer of facts” is added, including all the actions that are taken within that timeline. 
Whereafter an extra layer is added with stakeholders, due to the multi-stakeholder nature of the 
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implementation process. Instead, layer 2 “smileys and frownies”, this layer will be used to include 
perspectives and statements of stakeholders. Specific statements that can potentially indicate an 
obstacle, opportunity or dilemma will be identified with a “red flag”. Due to the ex-ante nature, it is 
expected that this process will be iterated during the process, therefore this framework will be used 
as a guideline rather than a set-in-stone method. 
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CHAPTER 4 – RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

The research questions will carefully be explored using Eisenhardt’s (1989) eight-step methodology 
(Figure 23). Each relevant step will be discussed in the next sections. 

 

  

Figure 23. Process of theory building by case-study, adapted from Eisenhardt (1989) and edited. 
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4.1. Eisenhardt’s Step 1: Getting Started 
The research process begins with a clearly defined research question, as emphasized in Eisenhardt’s 
8-step method (1989). This step sets the foundation for the entire study by focusing on a specific area 
of interest that is both relevant to the theoretical field and feasible for empirical research. 

As described in Chapter 1 and 2, this thesis explores the regulatory framework Corporate 
Sustainability Reporting Directive, specifically ESRS E1, and the challenges faced by the logistics 
sector in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The main research question, formulated to address 
this gap, is: "How do logistics companies approach GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1, and 
what factors influence their ability to align with the sustainability goals of CSRD?" 

As mentioned in Chapter 1, this overarching research question is supported by four sub-questions, 
each aimed at exploring different dimensions of the study: 

• Sub-Question 1: What are the key objectives and implementation mechanisms of the CSRD, 
particularly ESRS E1, and how do they relate to the existing sustainability practices and 
challenges within the logistics sector? 

• Sub-Question 2: What factors can signal potential gaps between GHG-reporting practices 
and CSRD ESRS E1 objectives in the logistics sector? 

• Sub-Question 3: To what extent does the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the 
logistics sector exhibit characteristics of decoupling (misalignment with CSRD objectives) 
and what forms does this decoupling take? 

• Sub-Question 4: What key dilemmas do logistics companies encounter and how do these 
dilemmas influence their implementation of CSRD ESRS E1? 

 

4.2. Eisenhardt’s Step 2: Selecting Cases 
This step corresponds to Step 2: Selecting Cases, as outlined in Eisenhardt's theory of case study 
research in Figure 23. The logistics sector is identified as the primary context for this study. Initially, 
the approach focuses on conducting in-depth case studies within two logistics companies, intending 
to interview personnel from various departments. However, after consulting with two field experts, 
each with over 25 years of experience, it became evident that this approach required 
reconsideration. 

The experts highlight a critical limitation: employees within individual departments typically lack the 
"bird’s-eye" view necessary to fully understand the broader implementation processes of CSRD 
ESRS E1. Given that the research seeks to identify overarching patterns and potential decoupling 
mechanisms, the methodology is adjusted accordingly. Based on the experts' advice, the focus shifts 
to interviewing individuals who possess a comprehensive understanding of the entire process—
specifically, CSRD consultants and CSRD experts. 
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4.3. Eisenhardt’s Step 3: Crafting Instruments and protocols 
In this step, the focus shifts to developing the tools and protocols necessary for data collection and 
analysis method. This involves a multi-faceted approach, beginning with a thorough understanding 
of CSRD ESRS E1 through literature review, followed by contextual insights from sustainable logistics 
experts. Finally, the practical aspects of CSRD implementation will be explored through interviews 
with industry consultants and experts. 

4.3.1. Research Question 1a: Understanding CSRD, ESRS E1, and Its Context Through Literature 
The first phase of crafting tools and protocols involves a comprehensive review of both academic 
literature and industry-related documents to gain a thorough understanding of CSRD ESRS E1, its 
context, history, and the processes involved. This foundation ensures that the subsequent stages of 
data collection and analysis are grounded in a solid understanding of the regulatory framework and 
its intended objectives. 

To thoroughly comprehend the complexities of CSRD ESRS E1 and its implications for the logistics 
sector, it is essential to begin with a comprehensive review of both academic literature and industry-
related documents. This foundational step involves analyzing a wide array of sources, including peer-
reviewed academic articles, industry reports, and key legislative documents like the CSRD and ESRS 
E1 guidelines. 

Academic Literature: The academic literature provides a theoretical and conceptual framework for 
understanding the origins, objectives, and anticipated impacts of CSRD ESRS E1. By reviewing 
existing research on sustainability reporting, corporate governance, and environmental policies, a 
clearer picture emerges of the theoretical underpinnings that drive these regulations. This literature 
also offers insights into how similar policies have been implemented in other sectors, highlighting 
potential challenges and best practices. 

Industry Reports and Articles: Industry reports and articles offer practical perspectives, providing 
current data on the logistics sector’s readiness to implement CSRD ESRS E1. These sources often 
include case studies, expert analyses, and market trends, which help to contextualize the academic 
theories within real-world scenarios. Understanding the industry's standpoint is crucial for 
identifying potential areas of resistance or misalignment between policy goals and industry 
practices. 

CSRD and ESRS E1 Legislative Documents: A detailed examination of the CSRD and ESRS E1 
legislation documents is necessary to grasp the specific requirements and expectations set forth by 
these regulations. These documents outline the legal framework, reporting standards, and 
compliance measures that logistics companies must adhere to. Understanding these details is 
critical for assessing how well industry practices align with the regulatory objectives and for 
identifying any potential gaps or areas of decoupling. 

This literature review serves as the groundwork for the research, providing the necessary context and 
background to explore the more intricate dynamics of policy implementation and the factors that 
influence the alignment—or misalignment—of GHG reporting practices within the logistics sector. 
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4.3.2. Research Question 1b: Existing Sustainability Practices and Challenges within the Logistics 
Sector 
To accurately assess the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics sector, it is essential 
to first gain a deep understanding of the sustainable logistics context. This will be achieved through 
interviews with experts from AllChiefs – the consultancy company this thesis project is carried out 
with. These respondents will provide insights into the specific challenges, opportunities, and 
operational realities of sustainability within the logistics industry. This knowledge will inform the 
analysis of how CSRD implementation may be tailored to the logistics sector. Detailed information 
on the interviews will be discussed in Section 4.4.1. 

4.3.3. Research Questions 2 & 3 
Understanding the context of sustainable logistics and the practical aspects of CSRD ESRS E1 
implementation is only the first step. To delve deeper into potential decoupling mechanisms and the 
human elements influencing these processes, the research must explore not only observable 
actions but also the tacit and latent knowledge held by stakeholders. 

The study employs a layered approach, as visualized in the framework outlined in Section 3.3.1 
(Figure 22). This begins with foundational interviews and observations to capture initial insights into 
the sector. More information about how the interviews are performed and structured will be 
discussed in Section 4.4.1. These methods help in exploring subjective experiences and behaviors, 
essential for understanding how GHG reporting aligns or misaligns with CSRD ESRS E1 objectives 

Rationale for Using Generative-Session-Inspired Interviews 
Decoupling mechanisms, especially in implementing CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics sector, often 
stem from deeper, less explicit factors. Thus, a methodology that penetrates beyond surface 
observations is needed. The adapted Convivial Toolbox framework (Figure 24) outlines this layered 
approach, starting with interviews and observations to gain a surface-level understanding of 
stakeholder actions, thoughts, and practices. 

To access deeper layers of human experience—understanding what people know, feel, and aspire 
to—generative techniques like storytelling and co-creation are invaluable. These techniques are 
traditionally used in product design but are adapted here to uncover the beliefs and values that drive 
stakeholder behavior, thereby offering insights into decoupling and misalignment with CSRD 
objectives. Due to time constraints with respondents, interviews inspired by generative sessions will 
be employed, with the interview script in Appendices I and II. As Bellenger et al. (2011) emphasize, 
interviews are crucial for exploring subjective experiences and capturing the broader context in which 
individuals operate. 

Justification for Interviews 
Interviews are particularly suited for this study due to their ability to generate detailed, rich data 
(Kvale, 2007), flexibility in exploring emerging themes (Brinkmann, 2013), and the contextual insights 
they provide, which are critical for deeper generative session-inspired analysis. 
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In conclusion, combining interviews with generative techniques ensures a comprehensive analysis 
of decoupling mechanisms and potential misalignments in GHG reporting practices within the 
logistics sector. This approach moves beyond surface-level observations to uncover underlying, 
often unspoken, factors that influence sustainability reporting. 

 

 

3.3.4. Research-Question 4: Dilemma’s 
To address the fourth sub-question—What key dilemmas do logistics companies encounter, and 
how do these dilemmas influence their implementation of CSRD ESRS E1?—a holistic analysis of the 
study's results is conducted, drawing upon both primary findings from interviews and secondary 
research on the sector's regulatory environment. 

This process involves several key steps: 

1. Overall Synthesis of Results: The data collected from interviews and case studies are 
synthesized to form an overarching narrative on the challenges faced by companies in the 
logistics sector. This included summarizing and combining insights from different 
participants and combining the legislation- and sector-specific information, to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the dilemmas companies encounter when implementing 
CSRD. 

2. Contextualizing Findings: The synthesized data is then placed within the broader context of 
sustainability and regulatory frameworks. By examining how the specific issues raised by 
interviewees aligned with the broader sustainability challenges discussed in literature and 
other sectors, the analysis can identify specific dilemmas. These dilemmas are analyzed to 
see how they reflect wider trends in regulatory compliance across industries. 

3. System Perspective: A systems-thinking approach is then employed to understand how 
different dilemmas are interconnected. Instead of treating issues as isolated, this 
perspective allows the study to explore how internal corporate factors (e.g., operational 

Figure 24. Adapted from Kriek (2019) and edited. 
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processes, resource constraints) interact with external pressures (e.g., regulatory 
requirements, market demands) to influence GHG-reporting and sustainability outcomes. By 
using this holistic approach, the study identifies critical leverage points for improving the 
alignment between policy objectives and practice. 

This methodological approach provides a nuanced understanding of the complex and interrelated 
dilemmas logistics companies face, ranging from conflicting short-term versus long-term goals to 
balancing operational realities with stringent compliance requirements. This systems approach 
ensures that the results were not treated in isolation but considered as part of a larger regulatory and 
operational ecosystem. 

 

4.4. Step 4: Entering the field 
This section will discuss the interview process and protocols. 

4.4.1. Qualitative Data Collection – Interviews 
Having established the importance of using interviews inspired by generative sessions to uncover the 
deeper, often unarticulated factors that influence the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the 
logistics sector, the next step involves outlining the specific protocols and methods used in these 
interviews. The following sections will detail the approach taken to design and conduct interviews 
with both sustainable logistics experts and CSRD consultants, ensuring that the data collected is 
comprehensive, contextually grounded, and capable of revealing the complex dynamics at play in 
policy implementation. It will also include the interview method used in order to scope down the 
research questions of the thesis. 

4.4.1.a Data Collection Methods 
Three rounds of interviews are conducted as part of this study: 

1. First Round - Open Interview 
The initial interviews are open-ended, aiming to understand the broader problem and its context from 
those deeply embedded in the field. The main question discussed is “what is happening in the 
logistics field, related to CSRD and GHG-reporting?”. This helps narrowing down the research scope 
and specify the research questions. The first round of interviews was performed at the early stages 
of the thesis project. 

 
2. Second Round - Semi-Structured Interview 

The second round involves semi-structured interviews of which the interview question design can be 
found in Appendix I. The interview question design focuses on understanding the organizational, 
stakeholder and contextual factors influencing GHG reporting (1), understanding key processes 
needed for GHG reporting (2), and understanding how the sustainable logistics field is shaped (3). 
This with the goal of understanding what could be potential factors leading to decoupling, 
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corresponding to sub-question 3: “What factors can signal potential gaps between GHG-reporting 
practices and CSRD ESRS E1 objectives in the logistics sector?” 

The design includes a structured approach with flexibility to tailor questions based on participants’ 
expertise, ensuring a comprehensive exploration of topics such as internal company structure, 
stakeholder dynamics and resource dependency. 

The goal of this interview round is to gain deeper insights into the field of sustainable logistics and 
understand how businesses operate are how they are structured. This phase helps identify key 
stakeholders and refine the questions for the subsequent interviews about CSRD implementation. 

3. Third Round – Semi-Structured Interview 
The final set of interviews targets CSRD experts and is semi-structured. The focus lies on 
understanding CSRD implementation, specifically regarding GHG emissions reporting (ESRS E1). 
This with the goal of answering sub-question 2: “To what extent does the implementation of CSRD 
ESRS E1 within the logistics sector exhibit characteristics of decoupling, and what forms does this 
decoupling take?” 

The interviews are designed to explore the experience of the participants with the CSRD (see 
Appendix II). It focuses on their perspectives regarding the implementation challenges, departmental 
collaboration, organizational culture and the broader impact of CSRD on business. Each interview 
included an introduction and icebreaker, followed by questions addressing key topics such as 
regulatory compliance, GHG reporting, stakeholder involvement and the level of expertise within 
companies. 

 

4.4.1.b Respondent Agreements: 
During the interviews, no recordings are made. Instead, extensive field notes are throughout each 
conversation, including answers to the questions, personal experiences, quotes, striking 
emotions/expressions. Immediately following the interview’s, detailed transcriptions are produced 
manually to ensure accuracy and completeness. At the conclusion of each interview, respondents 
are asked whether any sensitive information had been disclosed. In cases where such information is 
identified, particularly the names of companies, these are fully anonymized, along with the names of 
the respondents, to protect confidentiality. 

Regarding the validation of analyzed results, it was discussed with the respondents, and none 
expressed the need for the analyzed results to be sent to them for validation. However, they did 
express interest in receiving a copy of the completed thesis upon its finalization, driven by personal 
interest in the research findings. All interviews took place within the timeframe of 22nd  of April 2024 
until 14th of August 2024. 
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Respondent 

Number
Job Title Industry

Years of 

experience

Area of 

Expertise

Round of 

interview

Duration 

[min]

Place of meeting 

[Telephone 

Call/Online/Physic

al Meeting]

Gender 

[Male, 

Female, 

Undefined

]

R1

Consultant 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 3

GHG 
reporting, 

Sustainable 
Logistics, 

CSRD

Round 2 & 3 20, 25
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

F

R2

Consultant 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 1

GHG 
reporting, 

Sustainable 
Logistics, 

CSRD

Round 2 & 3 15, 20
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

F

R3

Partner 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 34

Energy 
(transition), 

Business 
consultancy, 
sustainable 
strategy and 

value 
creation, 

sustainable 
logistics

1 & 2 40, 20
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R4

Business 
Consulting & 

Transformation 
Consultant

Consultancy 2

Business 
processes, 

HR-systems 
& 

organizational 
structures

Round 2 60
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R5
UX/UI-

Designer/Expert 
Product 
Design

4

Product 
design 

methods, 
problem 

solving design

Methodology 
Interview

45, 30
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

F

R6

Business 
Consulting & 

Transformation 
Consultant

Consultancy 3

Business 
processes, 

HR-systems 
& 

organizational 
structures

Round 2  45 Online Video Call M

R7

Consultant 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 3

GHG 
reporting, 

Sustainable 
Logistics, 

CSRD

Round 1 & 2 25, 30
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R8
Sustainability 

Consultant
Consultancy 2 CSRD Round 3 35 Online Video Call M

R9 Data Consultant Consultancy 3

Data 
engineering, 

(GHG) 
reporting, 

CSRD

Round 2 & 3 25, 35
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R10
CSRD Project 

Manager
Retail 5

CSRD, 
sustainability 
implementati

on, CO2-
footprints, 

GHG 
reporting

Round 3 35 Online Video Call M

R11

Sustainability 
Expert & 

Management
Events 29

Sustainability
, CSRD, ESG

Round 3 45 Telephone Call M

R12

Sustainability 
Strategy & 
reporting 

consulting

Consultancy 8

Sustainability
, CSRD, 

Strategy, 
Impact, 

Sustainable 
Business 
Models, 
Double 

Materiality

Round 3 45
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R13 Business Owner Consultancy 28

CSRD, ESG, 
Sustainability 
, Leadership, 

Business 
Transformatio

n, HR 
transformatio

n

Round 3 30 Online Video Call M

R14

Lecturer-Expert in 
Sustainable 

Business
Education 27

CSRD, 
Sustainable 
Businesses, 
Bio-based & 

circulair 
economy, 

ESG

Round 3 50 Online Video Call M

R15 CSRD Expert
Business 
Innovation

1
Sustainable 

Business, 
CSRD, ESG

Round 3 25 Online Video Call M

R16

Partner 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 28

Strategy, 
Corporate 
Finance, 

Sustainable 
Logistics

Round 1 & 2 20, 20
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

Detailed characteristics of participants in Rounds 1, 2 and 3, including job titles, years of experience, 
areas of expertise, duration, and location of interviews, can be found in Table 1. 

 

  

Table 1. Respondent Table 
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Respondent 

Number
Job Title Industry

Years of 

experience

Area of 

Expertise

Round of 

interview

Duration 

[min]

Place of meeting 

[Telephone 

Call/Online/Physic

al Meeting]

Gender 

[Male, 

Female, 

Undefined

]

R1

Consultant 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 3

GHG 
reporting, 

Sustainable 
Logistics, 

CSRD

Round 2 & 3 20, 25
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

F

R2

Consultant 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 1

GHG 
reporting, 

Sustainable 
Logistics, 

CSRD

Round 2 & 3 15, 20
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

F

R3

Partner 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 34

Energy 
(transition), 

Business 
consultancy, 
sustainable 
strategy and 

value 
creation, 

sustainable 
logistics

1 & 2 40, 20
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R4

Business 
Consulting & 

Transformation 
Consultant

Consultancy 2

Business 
processes, 

HR-systems 
& 

organizational 
structures

Round 2 60
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R5
UX/UI-

Designer/Expert 
Product 
Design

4

Product 
design 

methods, 
problem 

solving design

Methodology 
Interview

45, 30
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

F

R6

Business 
Consulting & 

Transformation 
Consultant

Consultancy 3

Business 
processes, 

HR-systems 
& 

organizational 
structures

Round 2  45 Online Video Call M

R7

Consultant 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 3

GHG 
reporting, 

Sustainable 
Logistics, 

CSRD

Round 1 & 2 25, 30
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R8
Sustainability 

Consultant
Consultancy 2 CSRD Round 3 35 Online Video Call M

R9 Data Consultant Consultancy 3

Data 
engineering, 

(GHG) 
reporting, 

CSRD

Round 2 & 3 25, 35
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R10
CSRD Project 

Manager
Retail 5

CSRD, 
sustainability 
implementati

on, CO2-
footprints, 

GHG 
reporting

Round 3 35 Online Video Call M

R11

Sustainability 
Expert & 

Management
Events 29

Sustainability
, CSRD, ESG

Round 3 45 Telephone Call M

R12

Sustainability 
Strategy & 
reporting 

consulting

Consultancy 8

Sustainability
, CSRD, 

Strategy, 
Impact, 

Sustainable 
Business 
Models, 
Double 

Materiality

Round 3 45
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M

R13 Business Owner Consultancy 28

CSRD, ESG, 
Sustainability 
, Leadership, 

Business 
Transformatio

n, HR 
transformatio

n

Round 3 30 Online Video Call M

R14

Lecturer-Expert in 
Sustainable 

Business
Education 27

CSRD, 
Sustainable 
Businesses, 
Bio-based & 

circulair 
economy, 

ESG

Round 3 50 Online Video Call M

R15 CSRD Expert
Business 
Innovation

1
Sustainable 

Business, 
CSRD, ESG

Round 3 25 Online Video Call M

R16

Partner 
Sustainable 

Logistics
Consultancy 28

Strategy, 
Corporate 
Finance, 

Sustainable 
Logistics

Round 1 & 2 20, 20
Physical Meeting at 

the office of 
respondent

M
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4.4.1.c Selection criteria, sampling method, sample size and demographics 
Participants are selected using purposive sampling to ensure they possess relevant expertise and 
experience within the fields of sustainable logistics and/or CSRD implementation. The selection 
criteria are tailored to each round of interviews to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the 
research topic. A total of 16 participants are interviewed across the three rounds, with some 
individuals participating in multiple rounds. The participants are drawn from a variety of roles and 
backgrounds. Detailed characteristics of participants in Rounds 2 and 3, including job titles, years of 
experience, areas of expertise, duration, and location of interviews, can be found in Table 1. 

Interview Round 1: The initial round focuses on individuals with extensive sector-specific 
knowledge, particularly those with over 25 years of experience in sustainable logistics. This includes 
respondents R3 and R16. Additionally, respondent R7 is included, despite having less than 25 years 
of experience, as a means of validating and adding an alternative perspective to the insights gathered 
from experienced professionals. It involves three respondents, primarily senior experts with over 25 
years of experience in sustainable logistics, are selected for their bird’s-eye view and tacit knowledge 
of the field. 

Interview Round 2: This round targets experts with significant experience in sustainable logistics and 
business consulting, with an emphasis on those with knowledge in organizational structures, 
business processes, sustainability implementation and data engineering. The aim is to deepen the 
understanding of how these factors interact within the context of CSRD implementation. This round 
involves eight respondent, including specialists from AllChiefs with expertise in sustainable logistics, 
organizational structures, and business processes within companies. This group was selected for 
their in-depth experience and understanding of company operations in the sustainable logistics 
sector. 

Respondents: R1, R2, R3, R4, R6, R7, R9, R16. 

Interview Round 3: The final round of interviews specifically seeks individuals with expertise in 
sustainability reporting, regulatory compliance, and ESG (Environmental, Social, and Governance) 
practices, with a particular focus on their application within the CSRD framework. Here, CSRD 
expertise is a strict criterion. Most respondents are targeted via LinkedIn, since that is the most 
straightforward way at this point to contact professionals within the time limits of the thesis. Each 
respondent received an initial message, of which ten respondents replied, eight did not reply and six 
agreed to the interview. This round, ten respondents are interviewed, focusing on CSRD-specific 
professionals, including consultants, company owners, and CSRD leads within particular 
companies. These individuals are primarily contacted via LinkedIn, which was the most efficient 
method within the thesis timeline. 

Respondents: R1, R2, R8, R9, R10, R11, R12, R13, R14, R15. 

Additionally, after each interview, participants are asked to recommend other individuals who might 
provide valuable insights, employing a snowball sampling technique to identify further relevant 
respondents. 
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4.4.1.d Interview Scripts 
The interviews from Round 2 delve into the internal structures and operations of logistics companies, 
focusing on departmental roles, hierarchy, and collaboration, especially in relation to GHG reporting. 
They explore how different departments, such as operations and supply chain management, work 
together on sustainability initiatives, as well as the decision-making processes that shape these 
efforts. Additionally, the interviews address the role of external stakeholders, including regulatory 
bodies, customers, and NGOs, in influencing GHG reporting practices and how logistics companies 
manage the complex relationships and power dynamics involved in complying with regulations like 
CSRD ESRS E1. The discussions also cover challenges related to resource availability, stakeholder 
power, and interests, providing a comprehensive understanding of the factors shaping GHG reporting 
in the sector. The complete interview script and guide can be found in Appendix I. 

The interviews from Round 3 focused on gaining a deeper understanding of how companies are 
experiencing the implementation of the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), with 
specific attention to greenhouse gas (GHG) reporting under ESRS E1. Key questions explored the 
organizational structures responsible for CSRD, decision-making processes, and collaboration 
across departments. he stakeholder landscape was also examined, with insights into how different 
players, from decision-makers to regulatory bodies, influence CSRD compliance. The complete 
interview script and guide can be found in Appendix II.  
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4.5. Eisenhardt’s Step 5: Analyzing Data 
Due to the novelty of the CSRD regulations and the specific focus on the logistics sector, finding 
CSRD consultants with expertise specifically in logistics is challenging. The emerging nature of the 
policy, combined with the specific scope of this thesis, makes it difficult to locate professionals who 
can offer both depth and sector-specific insights. Therefore, a strategic decision is made to broaden 
the scope of the interviewees to include general CSRD experts (e.g. CSRD consultant, CSR(D) 
lecturer, CSRD-lead). As discussed in Section 4.4, these experts are carefully selected based on their 
experience with sustainability and GHG reporting, allowing for the extraction of relevant insights that 
could then be contextualized within the sustainable logistics sector. 

This analysis approach, illustrated in the accompanying figure (Figure 25), ensures that while the 
interviews may draw from broader expertise, the analysis will carefully place these insights within the 
specific context of sustainable logistics, thereby identifying the types of (de)coupling that may occur. 

As described in Figure 25, scattered data is gathered in Phase 1, whereafter data analysis is 
performed. Finally, the analyzed data will be placed in the Sustainable Logistics context in Phase 3 
in order to answer the research question. 

4.5.1. Data Analysis Approach - Interviews 
The analysis of the interview data starts with a broad exploration to identify overarching themes and 
connections within the responses. This initial phase results in the identification of nineteen distinct 
themes, which are then used to code the interview transcripts. Each segment of the interviews is 
analyzed and assigned a corresponding code from this coding schema (see Table 2). 

Figure 25. Analysis method Sub-Q 2 & 3. 
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Following this coding process, the data was examined within each theme to identify overarching 
patterns and significant insights. Subsequently, cross-theme analysis was conducted to explore 
relationships and uncover any interesting patterns or insights that emerged across the different 
codes. 

 

Lastly, step 6, 7 and 8 of Eisenhardt’s 8-step method will logically follow in the discussion (Chapter 
6) and conclusion (Chapter 7). 

  

CODE Characteristic CODE Characteristic
000 Context/Stakeholder field 010 Obstacles
001 Step 1 - start 011 Opportunities/Advise
002 Step 2 - DMA 012 (De-)coupling
003 Step 3 - Data 013 Window-Dressing
004 Step 4 - Strategy 014 Flag
005 Step 5 - Integration 015 Quotes
006 Step 6 - Reporting 016 Personal Opinion
007 Step 7 - Auditing 017 Research Lead
008 Step 8 - Monitoring 018 Lead
009 Step 9 - Evaluation

Table 2. Thematic codes for interview analysis with corresponding characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 5 – CASE STUDY RESULTS & ANALYSIS 
 

This section presents the findings related to how logistics companies navigate GHG-reporting under 
CSRD ESRS E1, focusing on the dynamics of coupling and decoupling. The analysis addresses the 
research questions, examining both the extent of decoupling, the factors that signal potential 
misalignments in GHG-reporting practices 

Section 5.1 begins with an overview of how the results should be interpreted, setting the foundation 
for the subsequent analysis. Section 5.2 delves into the internal and external factors that contribute 
to loose coupling, while Section 5.3 examines the internal and external factors that contribute to 
forms of decoupling. Section 5.4 categorizes companies based on their varying responses to 
sustainability initiatives, emphasizing the diversity in approaches within the logistics sector. In 
Section 5.5, the overarching dilemmas faced by companies during CSRD implementation are 
discussed, highlighting key tensions that shape their decision-making. Section 5.6 outlines key 
recommendations and opportunities for improving GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1, and Section 
5.7 provides a summarized overview of the main findings. Quotes of respondents will be enclosed by 
citation marks and referred to with “respondent number” + ([Job Title], [Years of Experience]), e.g. 
“Quote” – R8 (Data Consultant, 2). 

5.1 Introduction to understanding the results 
Corresponding to part of sub-question 3: “…and what forms does this decoupling take?”, found is 
that the results can be understood through the lens of the combination of two key theoretical 
frameworks. The first, described by Bromley and Powell (2012), focuses on the traditional concepts 
of coupling and decoupling, where policies and practices either align or diverge. The second 
framework, articulated by Karl Weick (1982), introduces the concepts of loose and tight coupling, 
which refer to the degrees of flexibility, interdependence, and coordination within organizational 
processes (Weick, 1982). When applied to the context of GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1 in the 
logistics sector, these frameworks together illustrate a broader continuum. As illustrated in Figure 
26, on one end of this spectrum lies loose coupling, characterized by flexibility, adaptability, and 
often symbolic compliance, where organizations appear to comply without fully integrating policies 
into practice. On the other end, tight coupling involves a higher degree of interdependence, rigidity, 
and coordination, where policies are thoroughly embedded into organizational operations. 
 
Similarly, the concepts of decoupling and coupling further refine this understanding. Where loose 
and tight coupling can be considered dynamic, decoupling and coupling are static – these are 
specific situations or “moments in time” -  as opposed to the loose-tight-coupling spectrum. 
Decoupling can occur when there is a disconnect between policy and practice, whether intentional 
or unintentional, leading to a superficial implementation of CSRD requirements. While on the other 
hand, coupling reflects the successful integration of policies and practices, resulting in higher 
accountability and alignment with CSRD and a company’s sustainability goals. 
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Then, when understanding these forms of (de)coupling, attention can be brought to the different 
scenarios in which these forms can exist. Where Bromley & Powell (2012) describe two main types of 
(de)coupling, policy-practice and means-end decoupling (Figure 6), it is found that (de)coupling can 
be found in other scenario’s as well, reflecting a different result than previously thought. As described 
in Figure 27, three scenarios have been found: 

1) Loose coupling of CSRD compliance and the companies’ internal operations, 
where a company “checks the boxes” on CSRD compliance, without deeply 
integrating sustainability into its day-to-day operations. 

2) Decoupling of genuine implementation intentions and actual implementation, 
where a company genuinely aspires to adapt the new CSRD policy, however there is 
a misalignment in how the policy is meant to be implemented and how it is actually 
implemented. 

3) Decoupling of sustainability policies and operational practices, when a company 
adopt sustainability policies (stimulated by CSRD), however the set policy misaligns 
with operational practices. An example would be that companies formally commit to 
a certain GHG-reduction goal within their CSRD report but fail to translate this 
commitment into actionable and effective operational practices. 

 

All three misalignments are caused by both internal and external constraints. It is important to note 
that both coupling/decoupling and loose/tight coupling can occur either intentionally or 
unintentionally. This duality adds another layer of complexity to understanding how logistics 
companies navigate GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1. The findings of this study demonstrate that 
logistics companies experience a range of outcomes along this spectrum, depending on various 
internal and external factors. Therefore, in relation to sub-question 2: “What factors can signal 

Figure 26. Spectrum of Loose and Tight Coupling, together with Decoupling and Coupling. 



75 
 

potential gaps between GHG-reporting practices and CSRD ESRS E1 objectives in the logistics 
sector?”, the lens of institutional theory (internal & external factors) will be applied next to the 
coupling/decoupling and loose/tight coupling perspective. These factors will be discussed next, 
whereafter in-depth applications to the logistics sector will be made to illustrate the complexity. 

 
 

 

 

5.2 Loose Coupling: Internal and External factors 
This section will discuss the internal and external factors contributing to loose coupling of CSRD 
compliance and internal operations (Scenario 1 – Figure 27A). 

5.2.1 Loose Coupling of Policy and practice 
Loose coupling of policy and practice refers to a situation where companies comply with the formal 
requirements of the CSRD without making significant changes to their internal operations or 
genuinely embedding sustainability into their business practices. The company thus loosely couples 
their report to their practices. This selective approach, allows companies to meet the minimum 
compliance obligations without fully committing to the deeper integration of sustainability practices, 
resulting in superficial compliance. The interviews revealed a significant risk of superficial 
compliance among companies. As several interviewees pointed out, some organizations are often 
more concerned with fulfilling reporting obligations than making substantial operational changes. 
For instance, R13 remarked: 

“[CSRD] In practice, it is primarily a reporting obligation, with little focus on questioning ‘what do we actually 
think about this [sustainability and CSRD]?” – R13 (Business Owner, 28) 

This wait-and-see approach allows companies to avoid potential fines or penalties, while 
maintaining business as usual. While this form of compliance may fulfill regulatory demands, it does 
not necessarily result in substantial environmental or social impact. The decision to loosely couple 

Figure 27. Forms of (De)Coupling 
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policy and practice is often intentional, reflecting a conscious choice by companies to focus on 
fulfilling external obligations while maintaining the status quo within their operations. This section 
will discuss factors contributing to loose coupling both from within the company (Section 5.2.2) and 
by external factors (Section 5.2.3). The factors will be substantiated with (potential) scenarios 
inspired by the logistics sector case study. 

5.2.2 Internal Factors playing a role within the company 
FOCUS ON OBLIGATIONS | Within companies, a primary factor contributing to loose coupling is the 
strong focus on meeting the specific obligations outlined by the CSRD. Companies may prioritize the 
most visible or easily measurable aspects of compliance, such as producing required reports or 
meeting certain quantitative targets, while neglecting the broader and more complex aspects of 
sustainability integration. This focus on obligations can lead to a superficial compliance approach, 
where companies are more concerned with ticking the right boxes than with genuinely transforming 
their business practices to align with the spirit of the CSRD. Looking at ESRS E1 within the logistics 
sector specifically, companies may, for example, concentrate their efforts on collecting and 
reporting data that is straightforward to obtain, while more challenging tasks receive less attention. 

A specific scenario would be company X will focus on the most immediate and straightforward 
obligations. While scope 1, 2 and 3 are mandatory, company X might want to put most effort into 
scope 1 and 2, neglecting scope 3 due to its difficulty. 

Company X will extensively report on direct emissions from their own vehicle fleets (Scope 1) and 
energy consumption in warehouses (Scope 2). For example, a logistics company might invest in 
telematics systems to track fuel consumption and vehicle emissions accurately, ensuring they can 
report these figures precisely. However, this focus on easily measurable obligations can lead to a 
neglect of more challenging aspects, such as calculating and reporting indirect emissions from 
outsourced transportation services (Scope 3) or emissions from the production and disposal of 
logistics equipment. By concentrating on the obligations that are simpler to meet, companies might 
fulfill the basic requirements of ESRS E1 without fully addressing their broader environmental 
impact. 

LACK OF GENUINE ENGAGEMENT | Another internal factor contributing to loose coupling is the lack 
of genuine engagement with the underlying goals of the CSRD. While companies may formally adopt 
sustainability policies and procedures, these often remain disconnected from core operations and 
strategic decision-making processes. This lack of engagement can stem from various sources, 
including but not limited to, a limited understanding of sustainability's strategic importance, 
insufficient resources to drive meaningful change, or organizational inertia that resists shifts in long-
established practices. As a result, sustainability initiatives may be treated as secondary activities 
rather than integral components of the company’s overall strategy. This disconnect allows 
companies to appear compliant while failing to integrate sustainability into the heart of their business 
operations. 

For instance, a logistics company might implement a GHG reporting system simply to generate the 
necessary data for compliance, without integrating this data into their strategic decision-making 
processes. This could mean that while the company reports on emissions accurately, it does not use 
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this information to inform decisions on route optimization, fleet modernization, or supplier selection, 
which could lead to real reductions in GHG emissions. This lack of engagement often results in 
reports that meet regulatory standards but do not reflect a commitment to continuous improvement 
in sustainability practices. 

5.2.3. External Factors Influencing Loose Coupling 
UNCERTAINTY ABOUT ENFORCEMENT | Externally, one of the significant drivers of loose coupling 
is the uncertainty surrounding the enforcement of CSRD regulations. Companies may perceive the 
enforcement mechanisms as unclear or inconsistent, leading them to adopt a conservative 
approach to compliance. An interviewee portrayed this risk-averse attitude specifically by saying: 

“These companies cannot handle this uncertainty. If they do too much, it will be a waste of time and 
resources.” – R14 (Expert in Sustainable Business, 27) 

They discussed uncertainty about how strictly the CSRD will be enforced by the European Union and 
uncertainty about the potential consequences. This uncertainty about enforcement encourages 
companies to meet the bare minimum requirements, thereby avoiding potential penalties without 
making substantial changes to their operations. In the logistics sector, uncertainty about how strictly 
ESRS E1 requirements will be enforced can lead companies to focus primarily on direct emissions 
(Scope 1 and 2) rather than tackling the more complex and diffuse Scope 3 emissions, which involve 
emissions from the entire supply chain. For instance, a logistics company might ensure it has 
accurate data for its vehicle fleet’s fuel consumption (Scope 1) while paying less attention to the 
emissions generated by subcontracted transport services (Scope 3). The perceived ambiguity in 
enforcement can encourage companies to meet the easily verifiable aspects of GHG reporting while 
neglecting the more challenging components that are equally critical for comprehensive 
sustainability 

UNCERTAINTY ABOUT AUDITING | The uncertainty surrounding auditing standards plays a 
significant role in contributing to loose coupling within the CSRD reporting process. Companies often 
find themselves uncertain about the depth and rigor with which their sustainability reports will be 
audited, leading them to focus primarily on superficial compliance. This approach allows them to 
produce reports that meet the expected standards without necessarily reflecting genuine progress 
in sustainability. The lack of clear auditing guidelines results in companies allocating resources to 
areas they believe will be most scrutinized, while other, potentially more impactful areas of 
sustainability practice are underdeveloped or even ignored. 

In the logistics sector, for example, companies might ensure that their internal operations are well-
documented and reported, particularly focusing on the emissions data that is easiest to gather and 
verify. However, if it remains unclear how auditors will evaluate emissions associated with 
contracted delivery services, companies may allocate fewer resources to collecting this data, 
leading to a superficial approach to GHG reporting. Companies frequently express concerns about 
the scope and accuracy of these audits. As respondent R9 pointed out, common questions include: 

"How thoroughly will it be audited? How accurate does it need to be? Will they really go into the details?" – 
R9 (Data Consultant, 3) 
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Moreover, on one hand there is significant pressure from several stakeholders on companies to 
ensure the quality of their CSRD reporting, while on the other hand “how” the audit firms will examine 
this quality remains unclear. As one R13 highlighted, the question posed to audit firms was: 

"What if we don't meet the standards? Will this have the same consequences as financial reporting, in 
terms of stock value and how investors and stakeholders view the company?" – (R13, Business Owner 28) 

The answer was a resounding yes, which caused considerable concern among companies. This 
indicates that companies are aware of the serious implications of inadequate CSRD reporting, 
comparable to financial reporting in terms of its impact on market perception and investor 
confidence. 

However, this pressure is complicated by the fact that audit firms themselves are still figuring out the 
new requirements. As another respondent (R10) noted, 

"It's [CSRD] never been tested before by XXX [their accountant], so they don't really know what standards 
to set either." – R10 (CSRD Project Manager, 5) 

This highlights a critical gap in the current auditing landscape: while companies are expected to 
meet high standards in their reporting, the auditing firms responsible for enforcing these standards 
are not yet fully equipped with clear guidelines or a consistent framework for evaluation. These 
uncertainties contribute to the extent of loose coupling: the lack of clarity, combined with the high 
stakes associated with CSRD reporting, may create an environment where companies are inclined 
to prioritize appearance over substance (window-dressing). 

 

STAKEHOLDER AND SHAREHOLDER PRESSURE | The pressures exerted by stakeholders and 
shareholders are pivotal in driving loose coupling within companies' sustainability practices. 
Organizations often find themselves caught between competing demands: on one side, there is 
significant pressure from investors and shareholders to deliver short-term financial returns, while on 
the other, there is increasing pressure from regulators, customers, and civil society to enhance their 
sustainability practices. As discussed by respondent, this tension is further complicated by the 
broader political context, where movements advocating for less regulation and even climate 
skepticism have gained traction, influencing how companies approach their compliance with the 
CSRD. This political climate creates a spectrum of corporate responses to CSRD implementation. s 
R6, R11 and R12 mention; some companies, the frontrunners, actively embrace the directive, going 
beyond mere compliance to truly integrate sustainability into their business models. Others may do 
slightly more than the minimum required, while a third group focuses solely on meeting the basic 
compliance standards (see Figure 28). 
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R11 adds a fourth group to the spectrum: 

“Unfortunately, there is a growing segment of companies that actively resist the CSRD, lobbying against it 
and other sustainability regulations. This resistance is becoming increasingly prominent, particularly in 

sectors with strong ties to the fossil fuel industry, where lobbying efforts at climate summits often 
outweigh those advocating for sustainability” – R11 (Sustainability Expert, 29) 

In this environment, the emphasis on short-term financial performance can lead companies to 
prioritize immediate returns over long-term sustainability goals. Shareholders, driven by the desire 
for quick profits, exert significant pressure on companies to deliver financially, sometimes at the 
expense of deeper, structural changes needed for genuine sustainability. As one respondent (R11) 
noted, 

"Money is key; shareholders exert enormous pressure." - R11 (Sustainability Expert, 29) 

 

This pressure often results in companies adopting a compliance-focused approach, where the goal 
is to satisfy external demands for sustainability reporting without making the substantial changes 
necessary for true environmental impact. Additionally, the growing demand from stakeholders for 
visible sustainability initiatives can lead to superficial compliance. R6 and R14 mention that 
companies might engage in sustainability efforts primarily to enhance their public image or to meet 
stakeholder expectations, rather than to drive substantive change. This often results in a situation 
where sustainability efforts are more about optics than actual impact (window-dressing), with 
companies concentrating on easily communicable metrics rather than on achieving real, long-term 
sustainability outcomes. R11 argues however, that this behavior may be more difficult due to new 
stricter guidelines for greenwashing from the EU Greenwashing Directive. 

5.3 Decoupling: Internal and External Factors 
As discussed, two forms of decoupling have been found; Decoupling of genuine implementation 
intentions and actual implementation (1) and decoupling of sustainability policies and operational 
practices (2). Both external and internal factors that influence this will be discussed in this section. 

Figure 28. Types of companies as a reaction on CSRD, as described by respondents R6, R11 and R12. 
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5.3.1 External Factors Contributing to Decoupling 
COMPLEXITY AND SCOPE | The first factor contributing to decoupling is the inherent complexity and 
broad scope of the CSRD requirements. Companies often struggle with the practical application of 
the guidelines, finding that the tools and frameworks provided by policymakers are frequently 
misaligned with the realities of business operations. The overwhelming number of data points and 
the sheer volume of questions that must suddenly be reported on in a short period create a sense of 
chaos within organizations. When asked, "What happens when companies become aware of the 
requirements of CSRD?" interviewees consistently described the situation as chaotic. For instance, 
one respondent noted, 

"At our client, it strongly shows that it is total chaos" - R1 (Consultant Sustainable Logistics, 3) 

while another stated, 

"Then all hell breaks loose" – R13 (Business Owner, 28). 

Mainly, companies are overwhelmed by its contents, scope and complexity. Moreover, companies 
face significant challenges with the normative nature of the guidelines, which are often perceived as 
too prescriptive and not sufficiently tailored to the specific needs of different industries or business 
models. As one interviewee highlighted, 

"What emerges is that companies have difficulty with the fact that the guidelines are often normative" – R12 
(Sustainability Strategy & Reporting Consultant, 8) 

This prescriptive approach can lead companies to focus on adhering to the letter of the law rather 
than critically engaging with the sustainability goals behind the regulations. Additionally, a significant 
challenge in implementing CSRD arises from the disconnect between the language used by 
policymakers and that understood by business owners. As one respondent pointed out, 

"The problem is that the tools created by policymakers don’t work for businesses… the EFRAG needs to speak 
the language of the entrepreneur – R14 (Expert in Sustainable Business, 27) 

This gap in communication creates a barrier for companies, making it difficult for them to fully 
comprehend and engage with the CSRD requirements. The divergence in language and 
understanding often leads to confusion and misinterpretation, resulting in a more superficial 
approach to compliance. Without clear, business-friendly guidance, companies struggle not only to 
report accurately but also to grasp the full scope of what needs to be done, further contributing to 
the risk of decoupling between policy and practice. 

The complexity of the CSRD is partly caused by its scope, which is far broader than what many 
companies are accustomed to. This combination of factors contributes to a situation where 
companies might comply with the regulations on the surface but fail to integrate the deeper, 
transformative practices that the CSRD aims to promote. The result is a higher likelihood of 
decoupling, where either compliance cannot be met, or formal compliance is achieved without 
substantive engagement or meaningful change within the organization. 



81 
 

RELIANCE ON OUTSOURCING | The overwhelming scope of CSRD requirements, coupled with 
limited resources, time and capabilities, often forces companies to rely on outsourcing to manage 
key aspects of compliance, such as data gathering, reporting, and policy implementation. While this 
approach helps companies meet CSRD requirements on paper, it frequently leads to a disconnect 
between adopted policies and their practical integration into daily operations. Additionally, this 
external dependency can lead to situations where companies lack clarity on how to conduct crucial 
processes, such as the Double Materiality Assessment (DMA), and why certain decisions were made, 
further contributing to the gap between policy and practice, as discussed by R10. This reliance on 
outsourcing often results in superficial compliance, where companies check the necessary boxes 
without internalizing the practices needed for genuine sustainability improvements – decoupling 
policy and practice. 

5.3.2 Internal Factors Contributing to Decoupling 
RESOURCE AND CAPABILITY | While the current phase of CSRD implementation primarily involves 
companies that are already accustomed to non-financial reporting and generally have the resources 
to manage these requirements, there is a growing concern within the industry about how future 
phases will impact small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). These businesses are expected to 
face significant challenges as the demands of CSRD become more pressing. The expectation within 
the industry is that SMEs, which often lack the financial resources and technical expertise necessary 
to execute complex sustainability initiatives, will find it increasingly difficult to comply with the 
demands of CSRD. As one respondent noted, 

"Many companies lack the necessary knowledge or resources" – R12 (Sustainability Strategy & Reporting 
Consultant, 8). 

This reflects the anticipated struggles of SMEs in balancing these new requirements with their day-
to-day operations. 

However, it's important to note that resource and capability constraints are not solely an issue for 
SMEs. Larger companies, despite having more robust infrastructures, are also feeling the strain, 
especially when faced with ambitious targets or when they must outsource specialized tasks at high 
costs. As one respondent explained, 

"Large companies have a task force or legal team—they have the means to figure it out" – R6, (Business 
Consulting & Transformation Consultant, 3) 

However, even these organizations can find themselves stretched thin, particularly when dealing 
with external service providers or meeting sustainability goals. 

As CSRD implementation progresses, the expectation is that these challenges will become more 
pronounced across the board. The obstacles related to time, capacity, and resources are likely to 
intensify, not just for SMEs but also for larger companies. Additionally, the pressure to move beyond 
previous initiatives like People, Power, Profit; ESG; and SDGs, to meet the more stringent 
requirements of CSRD, is creating a significant burden. 
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"Companies have been dealing with this topic for years, but now they have to really take action, and that 
doesn't always go smoothly" (Partner Sustainable Logistics, 34) 

This sentiment reflects a broader concern that, as the CSRD requirements become more rigorous, 
even well-resourced companies may struggle to meet the expectations placed upon them, especially 
when these expectations involve significant financial outlays or complex, specialized tasks that must 
be outsourced at high costs. The combination of these factors bright to light the growing concern 
within the industry that both SMEs and larger companies may find themselves increasingly 
challenged by the evolving demands of CSRD, leading to potential constraints in their ability to fully 
comply – decoupling policy and practice. 

TRAINING AND AWARENESS GAPS | The rapid timeline and urgency of CSRD implementation have 
widened the gaps in training and awareness among employees. Companies often rush to adopt 
sustainability policies without providing adequate training, leaving staff unprepared to effectively 
implement the new requirements. This lack of preparedness creates a significant disconnect 
between policy and practice, as employees struggle to apply the policies consistently and effectively 
in their daily operations. Interviews highlighted that the speed at which these changes must be 
adopted only intensifies the problem, resulting in inconsistent or ineffective application of the new 
guidelines. 

5.3.3 Combination: Internal and External Factors Contributing to Decoupling 
Lastly, one topic clearly shows both internal and external factors contributing to decoupling, which 
is data. 

DATA | Data gathering and management is a critical area where decoupling frequently occurs in the 
CSRD compliance process. Companies often struggle with the availability, integration, and 
standardization of data, which are essential for accurate and comprehensive reporting. Challenges 
such as poor data quality, fragmented data systems, and the complexity of calculating emissions—
especially Scope 3 emissions—create significant obstacles. As one respondent noted, 

"At many companies, the data management is really poor, and even where it is good, there are still questions 
about the quality of that data" – R6 (Business Consulting & Transformation Consultant, 3). 

The results from this specific part of the ESRS E1 implementation can be divided into three parts: 
(5.3.3.a) Decoupling due to the GHG-Calculation Process, (5.3.3.b) Decoupling due Supply Chain 
Complexity and (5.3.3.c) Data Risks. An overview of data problems that may result in potential 
misalignments with the real world can be found in Figure 29. 
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5.3.3.a Decoupling due to the GHG-Calculation Process 
The decoupling of data practices from CSRD requirements is significantly influenced by the 
challenges companies face in managing and integrating their data. As respondents highlighted, data 
quality is a recurring obstacle, pointing to the fundamental issue that many companies struggle with: 
the reliability and accuracy of the data they are required to report. This challenge is magnified in 
industries with complex value chains – such as the logistics sector- where the complexity makes it 
difficult to obtain comprehensive data. As another respondent pointed out, 

"Port companies, for example, have very complex value chains, making it very difficult to report on and obtain 
all the necessary data" – R12 (Sustainability Strategy & Reporting Consultant, 8). 

Often, detailed levels of data are not (yet) available, forcing companies to use methods that 
contribute to the gap between data reported and the actual environmental impact. This was 
remarked by several respondents, such as by R10: 

"Many companies still use the spend-based method, which is not necessarily the best approach," – R10 
(CSRD Project Manager, 5). 

Also, the sheer effort required to obtain certain types of data may not always be justified by the value 
it provides. As one respondent observed: 

 

Figure 29. Overview of potential data problems. 
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"Sometimes you put so much effort into getting certain data, but it is not always worth it" – R2 (Sustainable 
Logistics Consultant, 1). 

This reality underscores the practical difficulties companies face in managing the vast amount of 
data required by CSRD, leading to situations where they may prioritize easier-to-obtain data at the 
expense of more critical but harder-to-collect information. Lastly, the reluctance to share data 
openly due to concerns about transparency and potential liabilities, such as carbon taxes, further 
complicates data management. One respondent mentioned, 

"Super transparency in data management is a big problem; people are afraid to share data, especially with the 
implications of carbon taxes" – R14 (Expert in Sustainable Business, 27) 

This reluctance to share data transparently can lead to significant gaps in the information provided, 
making it difficult for companies to fully comply with CSRD reporting requirements. 

5.3.3.b Data Decoupling due to Supply Chain Complexity 
The issue of inconsistent and inadequate data is further compounded when companies rely on data 
from third parties, which is often of varying quality and reliability. This can lead to significant 
discrepancies in the reported data. 

"You get different data from different companies, and the quality is still insufficient or difficult to access" – R10 
(CSRD Project Manager, 5) 

This fragmentation in data sources and the challenges in accessing reliable data make it difficult for 
companies to present an accurate picture of their environmental footprint. Additionally, measuring 
and reporting on data related to shared resources, such as electricity in shared buildings, presents 
further challenges. 

"Measuring electricity usage, for example, when you're in a shared building is difficult, as it often goes through 
the entire building" – R10 (CSRD Project Manager, 5) 

This makes it challenging to allocate emissions accurately to specific entities, contributing to 
potential errors in reporting. The complexity of gathering data across the supply chain, particularly 
for Scope 2 and 3 emissions, adds another layer of difficulty. An illustration of this, inspired by the 
conversations, can be found in Figure 30. 

In Figure 30 it is portrayed that between the origin and the first hub, which is only a minor part of the 
entire supply chain, already many different activities can occur. Each activity might require a different 
type and a different source of data. This might in turn lead to differences in data quality and 
availability, leading to a difficulty in aligning the data when calculating a GHG-baseline. As one 
respondent highlighted: 

 

"Obtaining data across the supply chain is the most challenging, especially for Scope 2 and 3 emissions" – 
R14 (Expert in Sustainable Business, 27). 
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This sentiment is echoed by others who describes the process as a 

"search for data, which is nearly impossible!" – R13 (Business Owner, 28). 

These challenges illustrate the significant hurdles companies face in aligning their data management 
practices with the stringent requirements of CSRD, leading to a situation where the data reported 
may meet compliance standards but does not accurately reflect the company’s true environmental 
impact. For smaller players in the market, the challenges are even more pronounced. SMEs often 
lack the necessary knowledge, expertise, and data systems to effectively manage and report their 
environmental impact. As one respondent observed, 

"Small players sometimes don't have the knowledge, or the people, or their data systems aren't aligned" – 
(R14, Expert in Sustainable Business, 27) 

This lack of alignment and capability can result in significant gaps in the data, leading to a superficial 
compliance with CSRD requirements. 

5.3.3.c Data Risks 
Then, the pressure from larger companies in the supply chain can add to the complexity for SMEs. 
Larger companies, driven by customer demands or the need to manage their own CSRD compliance, 
may impose strict data reporting requirements on their smaller suppliers. 

“There might be a demand from the supply chain, often from leading companies like [anonymized], due to 
pressure from customers or the risk of not wanting to take chances with their own reporting if a company isn't 

'doing well'” – R14 (Expert in Sustainable Business, 27) 

 

Figure 30. Illustration of the complexity of a supply chain. 
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This can create additional burdens for SMEs, who may already be struggling to meet basic 
compliance requirements. The cumulative effect of these difficulties is that it can lead to 
inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the data reported, further contributing to the misalignment 
between CSRD and practical implementation. Companies may fulfill the reporting requirements but 
do so with data that is not fully reliable or reflective of their actual environmental impact. The time 
pressure also contributes to this issue, as companies rush to establish processes that can quickly 
produce the required data. As another respondent pointed out, 

"In April, a footprint from last year is expected, which is way too soon. So now we’re rushing to set up that 
process, and it needs to go faster!" – R10 (CSRD Project Manager, 5) 

 

5.4 Types of Companies in Response to Sustainability 
Relating to sub-question 3: “To what extent does the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the 
logistics sector exhibit characteristics of decoupling…”, what is found (portrayed in Figure 31) and 
often discussed during the interviews is that based on the UN model for functional integration of 
sustainability and the Cambridge Business Transformation Framework, companies can be 
categorized into five distinct stages of sustainability maturity (Fuller, 2023; UN, n.d.): 

1. Crisis management: a reactive approach is typical for companies at this stage. It is 
characterized by short-termism, minimizing legal liability and quick problem solving to 
sustain brand image (UN, n.d.) 

2. Compliance and Risk Management: At this stage, companies focus primarily on meeting 
the minimum regulatory requirements and managing risks associated with non-compliance. 
This type of company often exhibits the highest levels of decoupling or loose coupling, where 
the implementation of sustainability practices is more symbolic than substantive. The focus 
is on ticking boxes to meet external demands rather than integrating sustainability into the 
core business strategy. In the context of CSRD, these companies may comply with reporting 
requirements but lack genuine engagement with the sustainability goals underlying the 
regulations. 

3. Resource Optimization: Companies at this stage begin to see sustainability as an 
opportunity to optimize resources and reduce costs. While there may be some alignment 
between sustainability goals and business operations, the primary driver remains economic 
efficiency rather than a commitment to environmental or social goals. 

4. Market Differentiation: Companies in this category use sustainability as a means to 
differentiate themselves in the market. They integrate sustainability into their brand identity 
and product offerings, often going beyond compliance to attract environmentally conscious 
consumers and investors. However, even at this stage, decoupling can occur if the focus on 
sustainability is more about external perception than internal practice. 
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5. Purpose-Driven: At the highest level of maturity, purpose-driven companies fully integrate 
sustainability into their strategic goals, policies, and operations. These companies view 
sustainability not just as a compliance issue or a market differentiator but as a core purpose 
that guides all aspects of their business. Decoupling is less likely at this stage, as there is a 
strong alignment between the company’s sustainability commitments and its daily practices. 
However, even these companies are not entirely immune to challenges, especially when 
external pressures or internal resource constraints come into play. 

 

5.4.1 (De)Coupling Across Different Types of Companies 
Even companies at more advanced stages of sustainability maturity may experience decoupling, 
particularly when external pressures conflict with internal priorities or when there is a lack of clear 
guidance on how to implement CSRD requirements effectively. For instance, companies striving for 
market differentiation might prioritize public image over substantive environmental impact, leading 
to a form of symbolic compliance where the outward appearance of sustainability does not fully 
match internal practices. 

5.4.2 The Role of the Level Playing Field (LPF) 
The concept of a "level playing field" is frequently mentioned in the interviews, referring to a scenario 
“in which everyone has the same chance of succeeding”, as described by the Cambridge Dictionary. 
Respondents highlighted concerns that the level playing field is not equal, with some companies 
feeling disadvantaged by local political contexts or the varying stringency of regulations across 
regions. 

R11 emphasized the global aspect, stating, 

"There is no good level-playing field yet; in a utopian world all countries would work together, but at least there 
should be a level playing field in Europe" – R11 (Sustainability Expert & Management, 29) 

 

Figure 31. Types of companies in relation to sustainability integration. Inspired by the Cambridge sustainable 
business integration model and the UN model for sustainability integration (Fuller, 2023; UN, n.d.). 
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– referring to knowledge-sharing and data-transparency. The role of local politics and strong lobbying 
efforts to soften regulations further complicates the landscape, as some companies leverage these 
factors to minimize their compliance burden. 

A specific case was described by respondent R10 (CSRD Project Manager, 5): 

 

“Imagine a scenario involving two similar companies operating within the same industry. The first company is 
characterized by its focus on market differentiation, genuinely striving to become sustainable, while the 

second company falls into the compliance category, only meeting the bare minimum requirements. The first 
company invests significant resources and time into thoroughly integrating sustainability into its operations, 
aligning with the CSRD guidelines. However, this dedication means that it has fewer resources and less time 

to devote to other operational aspects of the business, potentially impacting its overall efficiency and 
competitiveness. 

 

In contrast, the second company takes a more superficial approach, investing the least amount of time and 
resources necessary to meet the CSRD requirements on paper. Despite this minimal effort, both companies 

technically comply with the new CSRD rules. However, because the first company has diverted so much of its 
attention and resources away from its core operations, it finds itself at a competitive disadvantage compared 

to the second company, which has continued business as usual.” 

 

This scenario illustrates how the concept of a level playing field can become skewed. The first 
company, despite its genuine efforts to advance sustainability, is penalized in terms of 
competitiveness, while the second company, which only meets the bare minimum, may benefit from 
its more conservative approach. This imbalance highlights the challenges in achieving true equity in 
sustainability efforts across businesses. 

5.5 Overarching Results: Key Dilemmas 
In correspondence to sub-question 4: “What key dilemmas do logistics companies encounter and 
how do these dilemmas influence their implementation of CSRD ESRS E1?”, the results reveal five 
overarching dilemmas faced by companies in the implementation of CSRD: 
 

1. Compliance and Sustainability vs. Internal and External Pressures: Companies must navigate 
the challenge of complying with CSRD and integrating sustainability while balancing competing 
internal factors like operational demands and limited resources, alongside external pressures from 
investors and market expectations. 

2. Cost-of-Compliance vs. Long-Term Strategic Gains: Organizations struggle to weigh the 
immediate costs of compliance against the potential long-term strategic benefits and competitive 
advantages. 
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3. Transparency vs. Competitive and Legal Risks: Transparency in sustainability reporting presents 
a risk to companies, as they must balance full disclosure with protecting their competitive and legal 
standing. 

4. Internal Coordination vs. Departmental Silos: The need for cross-departmental collaboration 
often clashes with siloed structures, making cohesive compliance efforts more difficult. 

5. Outsourcing vs. Internal Capability Building: Companies face a choice between outsourcing 
CSRD-related tasks for immediate results or investing in long-term internal capabilities to align with 
strategic goals. 

5.6 Advice and opportunities 
During the interviews it was asked whether the respondents saw any opportunities for improvement 
or if they had any advice. The full list can be found in Appendix III. The most suiting points, relating to 
the dilemmas in Section 5.5 will be discussed and divided into: advice for companies, policymakers 
and overarching advice. 

5.6.1 Advice for companies: 
Strategic Advantage Through Compliance | Successfully integrating CSRD requirements can 
position companies as sustainability leaders, providing a competitive edge. This alignment with 
sustainability not only ensures compliance but also attracts investors and customers who value 
responsible business practices. 

"Companies that do this become future-proof and financially attractive in the near future. If they don't 
embrace sustainability, they risk falling behind, like in fossil fuels, steel, or even companies like 

Coca-Cola when quotas on water use, emissions, or oil barrels come into play." – R11 (Sustainability 
Expert, 29) 

Innovation and Efficiency Gains | CSRD compliance can drive innovation within companies. By 
reassessing and optimizing processes for efficiency, firms may uncover new ways to reduce 
emissions and costs: 

"Currently, no one is really focusing on context-based strategies, though that should hopefully be the next 
step.” – R12 (Sustainability Strategy & Reporting Consultant, 8). 

 

5.6.2 Advice for policymakers 
Need for Clearer Guidelines | Respondents suggest that regulatory bodies like EFRAG should 
provide clearer and simpler guidelines to help companies understand and meet compliance 
requirements. This could reduce confusion and help companies allocate resources more effectively. 
Specific needs include clearer guidance on how to conduct Double Materiality Assessments and how 
audits should be performed 
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Leveraging Large Companies as Examples | Large companies can serve as examples and leaders 
in CSRD implementation, offering valuable insights and models for smaller firms. These larger 
entities can set standards and demonstrate the benefits of compliance: 

"Best practices are needed to make the process simpler” -R10 (CSRD Project Manager, 5) 

“[Companies want to know] This is what we expect from you” – R14 (Expert in Sustainable Business, 27). 

Enhanced Regulatory Influence & Feedback Loop | An effective implementation of the CSRD has 
the potential to enhance regulatory influence by creating a feedback loop between businesses and 
policymakers. This back-and-forth dynamic allows for the refinement of regulatory frameworks 
based on industry feedback, fostering a more adaptive and supportive environment. As one 
respondent noted, 

"It's a back-and-forth between stakeholders; different auditors say different things, and we're waiting 
to see what authorities will focus on. In France, for instance, there's already a penalty for non-

compliance with CSRD—a fine on revenue" – R12 (Sustainable Strategy & Reporting Consultant, 8). 

Another respondent emphasized the need for practical tools to aid compliance: 

"We need hands-on tools! This could be done by trade associations that speak the language of both 
the government and businesses because, at the moment, there’s a sort of language barrier. They can 

help members navigate CSRD" – R14 (Expert in Sustainable Business, 27). 

This highlights the essential role of intermediaries, such as trade associations, in bridging the gap 
between regulatory expectations and corporate practices. 

5.6.3 Overall Advice 
Importance of Collaboration | Collaboration between companies, industry groups, and 
policymakers is vital for overcoming the challenges of CSRD compliance. By sharing best practices 
and developing industry standards, these stakeholders can facilitate smoother implementation and 
alleviate the burden on individual companies. One respondent highlighted the importance of a 
collective shift in mindset: 

"There needs to be a tipping point for change. People in society need to start thinking differently—this 
is very idealistic, but hopefully, enough impulses will lead to a tipping point that drives change" - R12 

(Sustainable Strategy & Reporting Consultant, 8). 

The respondent suggested that employees could also play a role in driving progress by applying 
internal pressure. This need for collaboration was underscored by the call for a unified approach: 

"We need to make a collective decision: what are the rules of the game?" R14 (Expert in Sustainable 
Business, 27) 

Together, these insights emphasize the importance of collective action in shaping the future of 
sustainability reporting. 

 



91 
 

5.7 Overview Findings 
The results of this study reveal a complex interplay between different forms of coupling and 
decoupling in the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics sector. Specifically, the 
findings highlight the presence of various types of decoupling, but most importantly, they also point 
to a nuanced spectrum that includes both coupling and decoupling dynamics, as well as loose and 
tight coupling. Below, the main points will be summarized (see Figure 32). 

 

Figure 32. Overview of Factors contributing to (De)Coupling (External & Internal). 
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CHAPTER 6 – DISCUSSION 
 

Chapter 6 is structured as follows: it starts with the results of the study, focusing on the different 
forms of decoupling observed in the CSRD ESRS E1 implementation within logistics companies and 
how it may lead to a broader form of means-end decoupling. Then, Section 6.1 reflects on the types 
of (de)coupling, using the criteria from Section 2.1.2. After that,  Section 6.2 places the findings in a 
broader systemic perspective. Section 6.3 offers practical recommendations for improving the 
alignment between policy and practice. Section 6.4 delves into additional insights and potential 
solutions for overcoming systemic issues. Finally, Section 6.5 presents future research possibilities, 
particularly emphasizing the role of digitalization in enhancing GHG reporting. 

 

First of all, with the goal of aligning sub-questions 1, 2 and 3, results will first be critically examined 
using the criteria outlined in Section 4.1.3 (restated below), enabling to answer the overarching 
research question: “How do logistics companies navigate GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1, 
and what factors influence their ability to align with the sustainability goals of CSRD?” 

Criteria: 

1) Consistency in GHG data reporting across all reporting entities. 

2) Reliable and accurate GHG data. 

3) Active stakeholder engagement and satisfaction with reporting practices. 

4) Effective integration of GHG reporting into broader ESG strategies. 

 

These criteria have been selected because any occurrence of decoupling within these areas could 
jeopardize the overarching objective of the CSRD: promoting transparency and accountability in 
corporate emission reduction, as illustrated in the objective tree in Figure 10. The analysis will be 
conducted first from a company perspective and then from a broader system perspective. 

Following this, the discussion will reflect on the policy recommendations provided by respondents 
in Section 5.6 will be analyzed, whereafter an additional reflection is given. Finally, the limitations of 
this research will be addressed. 
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6.1 Reflection on Results Using Established Criteria: 
First of all, it is important to clarify that the results highlight the potential for decoupling, rather than 
measuring its extent. A nuanced understanding of (de)coupling and loose coupling, as described in 
Figures 26 and 33, is essential to fully grasp the complexities at play. 

6.1.1 Analysis from a Company Perspective 
1) Consistency in GHG Data Reporting: The interview findings reveal considerable challenges in 
achieving consistent GHG data reporting across companies. Several factors contribute to this 
inconsistency, including unclear guidance from auditors and EFRAG, the diverse range of corporate 
responses, and uncertainties surrounding enforcement. Companies face variability in resources, 
training, and their reliance on outsourced services, further complicating how they approach GHG 
reporting. This has resulted in a broad spectrum of corporate practices, reflecting a significant 
chance to decoupling in the application of reporting standards. 

2) Reliability and Accuracy of GHG Data: Data reliability and accuracy emerge as major concerns 
by the respondents. Companies struggle with, for example, poor data quality, data availability, 
fragmented data systems, and significant difficulties in calculating Scope 3 emissions, all of which 
undermine the credibility of their reports, as illustrated in Figure 29. This finding is supported by the 
research of Klaaßen & Stoll (2021), where a significant gap between reported and real emissions has 
been found. Additionally, the risk of data manipulation, as well as the use of inadequate 
methodologies such as the spend-based method, further complicates this challenge. This highlights 
a critical area where the decoupling between policy intentions and actual reporting practices is most 
pronounced. 

Figure 33. Types of (de)coupling found and what it may result in over time. 
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3) Stakeholder Engagement and Satisfaction: The interview results highlight a central tension 
between the need for transparency in GHG reporting and the risks associated with it, particularly in 
terms of competitive positioning and legal exposure. This challenge is amplified in industries such as 
logistics, where revealing too much data can create vulnerabilities in a highly competitive market. 
Companies are not only concerned with external transparency but also face internal pressures from 
stakeholders, such as investors, employees, and business partners, each with differing 
expectations. 

As discussed, a key issue is the lack of a level playing field. Some companies feel that early and 
transparent disclosure of GHG data could put them at a competitive disadvantage, especially if other 
companies are not held to the same standards or choose not to disclose as transparently. This 
creates an uneven competitive environment where firms feel punished for being more open, which 
in turn may discourage genuine engagement with the CSRD’s transparency objectives. 

Additionally, the complexity of stakeholder relationships plays a significant role in determining the 
extent of engagement. Companies must navigate between the expectations of various groups—
investors seeking long-term sustainability, regulators demanding compliance, and consumers 
pushing for ethical practices. However, these stakeholders often have conflicting demands. 
Investors, for example, may pressure companies to prioritize short-term profitability over long-term 
sustainability integration, leading to decoupling between reporting practices and actual sustainable 
transformation efforts. 

Moreover, there is a mismatch in expectations between different stakeholders. Investors and 
regulators may prioritize different types of data in GHG reports. While investors might focus on 
material risks related to climate change, regulators seek compliance with the broader goals of the 
CSRD. This misalignment further complicates stakeholder engagement, as companies struggle to 
satisfy all parties without compromising their strategic goals. 

Finally, there is a challenge of meaningful engagement, where some companies are limited by their 
resources or strategic focus. Smaller companies or those with limited sustainability expertise may 
engage superficially, simply to meet compliance requirements, without deeply integrating 
sustainability practices. This can result in stakeholder dissatisfaction, as superficial engagement is 
often transparent and may be seen as a form of "greenwashing" or box-ticking, which undermines 
trust. However, due to the newly introduced EU Greenwashing Directive, the objective is to decrease 
the amount of invalid sustainability claims (Think Thank EU Parliament, 2024). 

To address these concerns, close collaboration between stakeholders could play a pivotal role. 
Due to the tense level playing field, encouraging dialogues and creating platforms where companies, 
regulators, and other stakeholders can openly discuss expectations and challenges could help 
mitigate some of these tensions. Additionally, creating sector-specific guidelines might alleviate 
some concerns about the lack of a level playing field by ensuring that all companies are subject to 
the same transparency requirements. 
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4) Integration of GHG Reporting into ESG Strategies: The integration of GHG reporting into broader 
ESG strategies is crucial for moving beyond mere compliance with CSRD requirements to achieving 
genuine, long-term sustainability transformation (Brulhart et al., 2017; Camilleri, 2017; Yadav et al., 
2017; Shabbir & Wisdom, 2020). However, the results indicate that many companies struggle with 
this integration, often due to a combination of resource constraints, competing business priorities, 
and varying levels of commitment to sustainability. 

One of the main challenges is the fragmented approach many companies take towards ESG 
integration. In some cases, GHG reporting is treated as a separate exercise rather than being 
embedded within the company’s overall strategic planning. This creates a risk of superficial 
compliance, where companies meet the minimum reporting requirements without fully 
incorporating the data into decision-making processes or long-term sustainability goals. This 
phenomenon is often linked to loose coupling, where companies formally adopt sustainability 
reporting practices but fail to align them with operational realities. 

Another challenge relates to internal coordination. Effective integration requires collaboration 
across different departments—such as finance, operations, and sustainability teams—to ensure 
that GHG data is not only accurately reported but also used to drive strategic decision-making. 
However, departmental silos often hinder this process. In many companies, sustainability 
initiatives are isolated within specific departments, limiting their influence on overall corporate 
strategy. 

Furthermore, stakeholder pressure plays a dual role in this context. On the one hand, some 
companies face intense pressure from investors and consumers to integrate sustainability into their 
business models. On the other hand, there are instances where short-term financial performance is 
prioritized over long-term sustainability goals, creating tension between GHG reporting and broader 
business objectives. This can lead to means-end decoupling, where companies achieve 
compliance but fail to use the reporting process as a tool for driving meaningful change. 

Finally, the lack of alignment between ESG strategies and business goals is another critical issue. 
Some companies view CSRD compliance as an end in itself, rather than as a means to enhance their 
overall ESG performance. In such cases, GHG reporting is often disconnected from core business 
strategies, which undermines the potential for transformative change. 

The results underscore the nuanced nature of decoupling within companies, where both loose 
coupling (superficial compliance), tighter forms of coupling (genuine intention for integration) and 
decoupling coexist. The study finds that decoupling often stems from the misalignment between 
CSRD policies and actual business practices, influenced by both internal and external factors. These 
dynamics are critical to understanding how companies navigate GHG reporting under CSRD ESRS 
E1. 

6.2 Analysis from a System Perspective 
This section will reflect on the systemic perspective of decoupling. First of all, contrary to popular 
belief, most companies are not deliberately engaging in superficial compliance, critiquing window-
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dressing in the context of the CSRD. Rather, they face numerous internal and external factors that 
complicate genuine sustainability integration. The central dilemma lies in achieving the right 
balance in policy implementation. Companies must balance meeting regulatory requirements 
efficiently and sustainably while avoiding excessive compliance pressures that stifle creativity and 
adaptability. Overly rigid rules can restrict a company’s ability to develop tailored sustainability 
strategies, while excessive flexibility may reduce the incentive to drive genuine decarbonization 
efforts, which many interviews emphasize. The ideal balance involves regulatory pressure that 
motivates action, coupled with the freedom for companies to align their strategies with their specific 
operational contexts (Gondo & Amis, 2013). 

Taking on  a broader system perspective, the challenges of decoupling within CSRD implementation 
extend beyond individual companies and involve a complex web of stakeholder interactions and 
systemic dynamics (Figure 16). The CSRD operates within an ecosystem that includes regulatory 
bodies such as EFRAG, policymakers, industry associations, investors, NGOs, and consumers, all 
exerting differing pressures on companies to comply with sustainability reporting requirements. 
Often, these pressures conflict, leading to superficial engagement, as companies attempt to satisfy 
multiple stakeholders with competing demands. 

Policymaker Influence: Policymakers, while well-intentioned, often design regulatory frameworks 
with broad, idealistic goals that may not fully translate into the business environment. It is found that 
the gap between the language of policymakers and the operational needs of businesses creates a 
systemic issue. Without sufficient input from the business community, top-down regulations can 
lead to superficial compliance, as companies prioritize avoiding penalties over integrating 
sustainability at deeper organizational levels. Additionally, the complexity and rigidity of such 
regulations can stifle innovation, leaving companies with little room to tailor solutions that align with 
their specific operational contexts. As a result, businesses may focus on meeting minimum 
requirements rather than pursuing more meaningful, long-term sustainability initiatives that could 
drive real change. 

Investor Pressure and Short-Termism: Investors frequently prioritize short-term financial returns, 
which can conflict with the long-term sustainability goals promoted by the CSRD. This creates 
significant pressure on companies to focus on immediate profitability rather than on the enduring 
benefits of integrating sustainability into their core strategies. It is found that a key contributor to this 
dynamic is the influence of large institutional investors, such as pension funds and banks, who are 
often major shareholders in corporations. These institutions tend to be risk-averse and prioritize 
stable, short-term financial outcomes, driven by the need to safeguard large-scale investments and 
manage the expectations of their own stakeholders. As a result, the pressure to deliver consistent 
financial performance often outweighs the push for long-term sustainability, reinforcing a pattern of 
decoupling. In this scenario, companies may comply with the formal requirements of the CSRD but 
fail to integrate its broader objectives into their long-term business strategies, adhering to the letter 
of the law while neglecting its transformative potential. 
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Auditors and the Uncertainty of Enforcement: Auditors play a pivotal role in ensuring that 
companies comply with CSRD requirements, yet the evolving and inconsistent nature of auditing 
standards contributes significantly to the uncertainty surrounding enforcement. Different auditing 
firms, especially in the early stages of CSRD implementation, may interpret guidelines in varying 
ways, leading to inconsistent feedback across industries and companies. This inconsistency creates 
confusion for businesses, which are unsure about how rigorously their reports will be scrutinized or 
what aspects of their GHG reporting will receive the most attention. 

Moreover, the uncertainty is compounded by the lack of clear enforcement mechanisms from 
regulatory bodies, as the results in Chapter 5 show. Companies often hesitate to fully commit to deep 
integration of sustainability practices when the consequences of non-compliance are vague or 
evolving. Without a firm understanding of how enforcement will be carried out—whether through 
financial penalties, reputational damage, or other regulatory actions—many organizations adopt a 
conservative approach. This conservative approach often prioritizes surface-level compliance over 
more substantive, long-term sustainability efforts. 

Additionally, the changing landscape of auditing standards creates an atmosphere of hesitation. 
As auditors themselves grapple with evolving best practices for verifying sustainability data—such 
as methods for calculating Scope 3 emissions or assessing the accuracy of GHG inventories—
companies are reluctant to invest in deep integration without knowing what will ultimately be 
required of them. This uncertainty also raises the risk of window-dressing (Bromley & Powell, 2012), 
where companies present sustainability reports that technically comply with the rules but fail to 
reflect meaningful progress, relying on auditors’ focus on form over substance. 

As the CSRD framework matures, the relationship between companies and auditors will become 
increasingly important in determining whether businesses move beyond superficial compliance. 
Clearer, more consistent auditing standards, as well as stronger enforcement mechanisms, will be 
essential to reducing uncertainty and encouraging companies to align their reporting with genuine 
sustainability transformation. 

NGO and Civil Society Pressure: Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and civil society groups 
play a crucial role in pushing companies to go beyond mere compliance and take meaningful steps 
towards sustainability. These groups vary widely in focus and influence. Environmental NGOs, for 
instance, often advocate for more aggressive action on climate change, while labor rights 
organizations may focus on the social dimensions of sustainability, such as fair wages and working 
conditions. Consumer advocacy groups, on the other hand, press for transparency and ethical 
business practices. However, the pressure exerted by these diverse groups is often diluted by 
competing priorities from other stakeholders, such as investors seeking short-term returns and 
regulators enforcing compliance (Section 5.2.3 and 5.3.1). This creates a fragmented approach to 
CSRD implementation, where companies may feel compelled to prioritize compliance in ways that 
reduce operational disruption, rather than fully engaging with the broader, transformative goals of 
the CSRD. Each group’s distinct focus and influence adds to the complexity, as companies struggle 
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to balance the demands of various stakeholders while managing their own internal resources and 
strategic goals. 

The result of these competing pressures is a fragmented system where decoupling of formal 
policies from actual practice becomes nearly inevitable. Companies, caught between regulators 
seeking standardization, investors demanding short-term gains, auditors enforcing compliance, and 
NGOs advocating for genuine sustainability, often prioritize compliance over meaningful progress. 
This systemic decoupling not only undermines the effectiveness of the CSRD but also dilutes the 
broader impact of sustainability initiatives. Policies may be adopted for their symbolic value rather 
than their practical effects, creating a gap between the sustainability outcomes envisioned by 
policymakers and the reality on the ground. 

To address the systemic causes of decoupling, it is essential for stakeholders across the system to 
align their objectives more closely and adopt a more collaborative approach. The results emphasize 
that policymakers must build flexibility into the regulatory framework, allowing for industry-specific 
adaptations. Investors need to balance short-term profitability with long-term sustainability, 
incentivizing genuine efforts. Auditors should establish consistent standards that reduce 
uncertainty, encouraging companies to invest more deeply in sustainability. NGOs and civil society 
can play a crucial role in ensuring accountability, holding companies to higher standards and pushing 
for transparency that reflects real progress. 

This system view provides a more comprehensive understanding of the challenges and dynamics at 
play in the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1. By considering both the degree of integration (loose vs. 
tight coupling) and the alignment between policy and practice (decoupling vs. coupling), this study 
sheds light on the diverse ways in which logistics companies’ approach GHG-reporting. It also 
highlights the factors that influence their ability to align with the sustainability goals set out by CSRD, 
ranging from resource constraints and data management challenges to external pressures and 
organizational culture. 

 

6.3 Reflection on Policy Recommendations 
In addition to identifying challenges, the interviews also revealed a range of practical advice and 
opportunities for improving CSRD implementation (Section 5.6). Respondents shared insights on 
how companies and policymakers can better navigate the complexities of sustainability reporting 
and compliance. Their recommendations, while diverse, consistently emphasized the importance of 
strategic alignment, innovation, clearer regulatory guidance, and collaboration among stakeholders. 
By reflecting on these insights, the proposed solutions can be explored on how they might address 
the decoupling and loose coupling challenges identified in earlier sections. In this context, the 
following advice provides actionable pathways for enhancing both the effectiveness of CSRD 
compliance and its integration into business strategies. 

1. Strategic Advantage Through Compliance 
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• Type of Coupling Addressed: Tight Coupling 

• Explanation: The suggestion that companies can achieve a competitive advantage 
by fully integrating CSRD requirements speaks to a desire for tight coupling between 
policy and practice. This implies that when companies align their internal strategies 
with regulatory frameworks, they reduce the risk of superficial compliance (means-
end decoupling) and instead incorporate sustainability into the core of their business 
models. By becoming future-proof and demonstrating authentic sustainability 
practices, they not only comply but actively enhance their market position. 

2. Innovation and Efficiency Gains 

• Type of Coupling Addressed: Loose Coupling (positive) 

• Explanation: This recommendation can be seen as encouraging positive loose 
coupling—where companies may initially struggle to fully integrate CSRD 
requirements but, through the process of compliance, discover new efficiencies and 
innovations. Rather than treating sustainability as a rigid checklist, this form of loose 
coupling allows companies to adapt and evolve their processes over time, making 
sustainability an engine for innovation rather than a burden. 

3. Need for Clearer Guidelines 

• Type of Coupling Addressed: Policy-Practice Decoupling 

• Explanation: Respondents’ calls for clearer guidelines reflect the policy-practice 
decoupling many companies experience. Confusion around how to apply concepts 
like Double Materiality Assessments or audits indicates that companies may be 
formally complying without truly understanding or aligning their practices with the 
CSRD’s intent. Clearer guidelines would reduce the likelihood of policy-practice 
decoupling, as companies would have more precise tools and guidance for 
meaningful implementation. 

4. Leveraging Large Companies as Examples 

• Type of Coupling Addressed: Means-End Decoupling 

• Explanation: By encouraging large companies to serve as role models, this advice 
aims to reduce means-end decoupling by showing smaller firms how compliance 
can lead to tangible benefits. When large companies demonstrate successful 
integration, it illustrates the potential for sustainability to serve as more than just a 
formal requirement, aligning the means (compliance) with the end goal (genuine 
sustainability). 

5. Enhanced Regulatory Influence & Feedback Loop 
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• Type of Coupling Addressed: Policy-Practice Decoupling 
• Explanation: The idea of a feedback loop between businesses and policymakers 

promotes tighter policy-practice coupling. By allowing companies to provide 
feedback and refine regulations in response to industry needs, the CSRD framework 
becomes more adaptable and responsive. This dynamic process reduces the risk of 
decoupling by ensuring that regulations are realistic and achievable for companies, 
fostering deeper integration over time. 

6. Importance of Collaboration 

• Type of Coupling Addressed: Loose Coupling and decoupling 
• Explanation: The emphasis on collaboration between companies, industry groups, 

and policymakers can be seen as a way to reduce both loose coupling and 
decoupling. By working together and sharing best practices, stakeholders can bridge 
the gaps between policy and practice, aligning sustainability reporting with broader 
corporate strategies. This also encourages the alignment of sustainability goals 
across different sectors, reducing fragmentation and ensuring more coherent and 
consistent approaches to CSRD compliance. 

Finally, a recommendation not discussed by the respondents, but standing out in the results, 
corresponds to the dilemma of Transparency vs. Competitive and Legal Risks. 

One of the central dilemmas in the implementation of the CSRD is the tension between transparency 
in sustainability reporting and the potential competitive or legal risks that transparency may pose. 
The CSRD mandates rigorous reporting on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and other sustainability 
metrics, yet many companies fear that full disclosure could reveal sensitive information, such as 
operational inefficiencies or non-compliance with environmental standards. This could, in turn, 
compromise their competitive positioning or expose them to legal liabilities. 

This dilemma closely mirrors challenges seen in other sectors, such as safety performance reporting. 
For example, in the safety sector, companies are often reluctant to disclose accident or near-miss 
data due to fears of punitive regulatory action or loss of competitive edge (Hallowell et al., 2024). A 
similar risk exists within CSRD reporting, where companies may manipulate data or withhold 
information to minimize reputational damage. This could lead to incomplete or inaccurate 
sustainability data, undermining the broader goals of the directive. 

A potential solution, drawn from the safety sector, could involve creating "trusted communities" 
where companies can share sensitive sustainability data confidentially, without fear of penalties. 
This approach could foster more honest and transparent reporting, while mitigating the legal and 
competitive risks associated with full disclosure. However, just as seen in the safety sector, 
inconsistent measurement standards may still pose a challenge to ensuring the integrity of the data 
(Hallowell et al., 2024). If not addressed early on, these inconsistencies could lead to superficial 
compliance with CSRD, where the focus is on meeting reporting requirements rather than driving 
substantive sustainability changes. 
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6.4 Towards Deeper Integration: Addressing Systemic Challenges 
In analyzing the implementation of the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), an extra, 
personal perspective is found. As illustrated in Figure 34, it is found that loose coupling —where 
companies recognize the directive's requirements but fail to fully integrate them into their 
operational processes —may lead to broader forms of decoupling, particularly in terms of policy-
practice, which ultimately can cause means-end decoupling of CSRD and its intended purpose to 
reform business to become more sustainable. It can be interpreted as a timeline, starting with loose 
coupling, which over time, can result in means-end decoupling. 

 

 

6.4.1 Moving Beyond Superficial Compliance 
To address systemic issues in CSRD implementation, companies, policymakers, and stakeholders 
must move beyond superficial compliance. Many businesses currently view compliance as a goal in 
itself, leading to a "tick-the-box" mentality where CSRD requirements are acknowledged but not fully 
integrated into core operations. This results in loose coupling, where the directives are followed in 
name but fail to drive real change. 

Meaningful progress will require a cultural shift, where sustainability is seen not as a regulatory 
burden but as a strategic priority that can spur innovation and long-term growth. Policymakers, too, 
must foster an environment that encourages deeper integration of sustainability by offering 
incentives for genuine efforts and creating flexible guidelines that account for industry-specific 
challenges. 

The root causes of decoupling in CSRD implementation go beyond individual companies, involving a 
web of interactions between regulators, investors, auditors, and NGOs. As discussed, a major factor 
in this decoupling is the misalignment of objectives among these stakeholders. Regulators focus on 
standardizing reporting, while investors often prioritize short-term profits, and auditors face 
inconsistent standards. This creates conflicting pressures, making it difficult for companies to fully 
align with CSRD's long-term sustainability goals. 

6.4.2 Moving Beyond Finger-Pointing: A Collaborative Approach 
What if, instead of pointing fingers, both governments and businesses recognized their shared 
responsibility in addressing climate change? The CSRD could be more than just a regulatory burden; 
it has the potential to be a powerful tool for collaboration between these key stakeholders. By viewing 
the CSRD as a framework that encourages innovation and proactive engagement, businesses can 

Figure 34. Loose coupling might lead to policy-practice decoupling, which in terms may lead to means-end decoupling. 
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take the lead in driving sustainability, while governments can provide the necessary support and 
incentives to make this transition feasible. This collaborative approach would shift the narrative from 
one of compliance and confrontation to one of partnership and progress. 
 
To achieve that, a coordinated effort from all parties is needed. Policymakers could introduce greater 
flexibility into the regulatory framework, allowing for industry-specific adaptations. This would 
prevent the rigid, one-size-fits-all approach that can stifle innovation. Additionally, a recent study 
mentions “At the field level, research emphasizes that means-end decoupling is less likely when 
fields exert less compliance pressure on companies, as this gives companies leeway to implement 
CSR practices in a way that helps companies achieve the intended ends” (Athanasopoulo, 2024). 
Investors must also shift their focus from short-term gains to long-term sustainability, possibly 
through incentives for companies that show genuine environmental and social progress. Auditors, 
meanwhile, play a key role in ensuring compliance, and their work could be improved by clearer, 
more consistent standards, reducing uncertainty for companies. NGOs and civil society can further 
support this shift by holding companies accountable while promoting greater transparency in 
reporting practices. 

6.4.3 Encouraging Dialogue and Collaboration 
The key to overcoming decoupling lies in fostering greater dialogue and collaboration between all 
relevant stakeholders. By creating platforms for meaningful discussions among businesses, 
regulators, and civil society, a more nuanced and industry-sensitive approach to CSRD 
implementation can be developed. These forums would align expectations and reduce the risk of 
superficial compliance strategies. 

In conclusion, while decoupling presents a challenge within the current CSRD framework, it is not an 
impossible one. Addressing the complexities of stakeholder dynamics and tackling the systemic 
causes of decoupling can transform the way businesses approach sustainability, utilizing CSRD as a 
means to an end, instead of an end itself. This transformation will enhance the CSRD’s effectiveness, 
contributing to a more sustainable, transparent, and responsible corporate sector. 

 

6.5 Discussion of Research Limitations 
This section will discuss the research limitations from the methodology (Section 6.5.1) and for the 
study’s conclusions (Section 6.5.2). 

6.5.1 Limitations Related to Methodology 
Single Perspective Focus: The study primarily focuses on the business perspective, particularly 
from those involved in logistics and CSRD implementation. This may limit the understanding of the 
broader societal, environmental, or regulatory impacts, as perspectives from other stakeholders 
such as policymakers, environmental NGOs, or community groups are not included. This narrow 
focus could result in a less holistic view of the challenges and opportunities related to CSRD 
implementation. If observations are only conducted within specific companies or contexts, they may 
not capture the full range of practices or challenges faced across the broader logistics sector. 
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Limited Generalizability: Case studies often focus on specific contexts or small samples, which 
may limit the ability to generalize findings to broader populations or other sectors beyond logistics 
(Flyvbjerg, 2006). 

Subjectivity in Data Collection and Participant Bias: 

• The reliance on interviews and qualitative data can introduce researcher bias, as the 
interpretation of participants' responses may be influenced by the researcher's perspectives 
or assumptions. 

• The methodology may rely on participants’ recollections of past events or experiences, which 
can be influenced by memory biases or selective recall, affecting the accuracy of the data. 

• Interviewees may provide socially desirable responses or may withhold information, 
especially when discussing sensitive topics related to CSRD implementation and corporate 
practices. 

• One limitation of the study is that the interviews were not recorded, which may have affected 
the accuracy and depth of the data collected. Although detailed notes were taken during and 
after the interviews, recording would have allowed for a more precise capture of the 
respondents' answers, potentially providing richer insights and minimizing the risk of 
information being overlooked or misinterpreted. 

Time Constraints: The need to conduct interviews and analyze qualitative data within a limited 
timeframe may result in less thorough exploration of complex issues, potentially overlooking 
important nuances and missing out on additional respondents. 

Access to Experts: Difficulty in accessing a sufficient number of CSRD-specific experts, particularly 
within the logistics sector, may limit the depth and broadness of insights gathered, leading to 
potential gaps in the analysis. 

Complexity of Data Synthesis: Integrating insights from diverse sources (e.g., interviews, 
observations, industry reports) can be challenging, and there is a risk that important connections 
between different types of data may be missed or underexplored. 

Evolving Regulatory Environment: A key limitation of this study is that the field of corporate 
sustainability reporting is rapidly evolving. For instance, during the course of this research, the 
European Commission introduced new guidelines to improve interoperability between European and 
global sustainability reporting standards. This highlights that the landscape is constantly changing, 
with new developments emerging every day as organizations and regulators work to clarify and refine 
the frameworks. As a result, the findings of this study may be influenced by the fact that the entire 
field is still in the process of being worked out and adapted in real-time (European Commission, 
2024b). The ongoing development and updates to CSRD and ESRS standards may mean that the 
research is quickly outdated or fails to account for new requirements, limiting the relevance of the 
findings over time. 
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6.5.2 Limitations of Study Conclusions 
Narrow Focus on Business Perspectives: As discussed, one major limitation of this study is that it 
exclusively captures the perspective of businesses within the logistics sector, without incorporating 
the views of other key stakeholders. Although businesses play a central role in the implementation 
of the CSRD, other stakeholders also hold significant influence over how sustainability reporting is 
shaped and executed. The absence of these perspectives limits the study’s ability to fully understand 
the broader ecosystem of CSRD implementation and how interactions between various stakeholders 
may impact decoupling phenomena. 

Limited Scope of Industry Representation and Lack of Logistics-Specific Data: While the study 
focuses on the logistics sector, the conclusions may not fully generalize to other industries that are 
subject to the CSRD. Different industries face unique challenges, stakeholder pressures, and 
operational realities when it comes to sustainability reporting. The logistics sector’s heavy reliance 
on carbon-intensive practices, for example, creates specific dynamics that may not apply to sectors 
with different environmental footprints or operational structures. This could mean that the 
conclusions drawn from this sector-specific analysis may not fully represent the broader impacts of 
the CSRD across diverse industries. 

Furthermore, a significant limitation is the absence of logistics-specific data related to the CSRD. 
Since the directive is still in its early stages and sector-specific guidance for logistics was not 
available within the scope of this thesis, the results were interpreted and contextualized within the 
sustainable logistics framework by the researcher. While this provided valuable insights, it also 
introduced the possibility of subjectivity in framing the results, and future studies with more detailed 
sector-specific guidelines could reveal different dynamics and challenges in the logistics industry’s 
compliance with the CSRD. 

Potential for Bias in Self-Reporting: Since the study relies on interviews with business 
representatives, there is a risk of bias in the self-reported data. Businesses may unintentionally 
present their sustainability efforts in a more favorable light, consciously or unconsciously 
underreporting challenges, or minimizing aspects of decoupling that may be critical to fully 
understanding the CSRD’s impact. This can create a gap between the reported practices and the 
actual on-the-ground realities, potentially leading to an incomplete picture of how well CSRD 
objectives are being met. 

Temporal Limitations of the Study: Given that the CSRD is still in its early phases of implementation, 
this study provides a snapshot of businesses’ perspectives at a specific moment in time. However, 
the dynamics surrounding CSRD implementation may evolve as both companies and regulatory 
bodies gain more experience with the directive. As enforcement mechanisms are clarified, new 
reporting tools are developed, and companies build internal capacity, perspectives may shift, 
resulting in different levels of decoupling or alignment with sustainability objectives. Consequently, 
the study’s conclusions should be viewed as context-dependent and subject to change over time. 

Unexplored Regulatory and Enforcement Dynamics: Another limitation of this study lies in its 
limited exploration of how regulatory and enforcement bodies will evolve in response to business 
practices. While the study touches on the uncertainty businesses face regarding enforcement 
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mechanisms, it does not fully capture how regulators may adapt their strategies or how stricter 
enforcement may shift business practices in the future. As a result, the study’s conclusions about 
the degree of decoupling may not fully account for future developments in regulatory oversight or the 
long-term impact of policy changes. 

Lack of Quantitative Data: The study primarily relies on qualitative data from interviews, which 
provides rich, detailed insights into how businesses perceive and navigate the CSRD. However, the 
absence of quantitative data, due to the ex-ante nature, limits the study’s ability to assess the scale 
or prevalence of decoupling across the broader industry. 

 

6.6 Discussion of Research Strengths 
In-depth Sector-Specific Focus| One of the key strengths of this thesis is its in-depth sector-
specific focus on the logistics industry, which is vital for both global trade and sustainability. By 
focusing on this particular sector, the research captures the distinct challenges and opportunities 
that logistics companies face in implementing the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive. This 
focus ensures the relevance and applicability of the findings to the real-world context of 
sustainability in logistics. 

Ex-Ante Policy Analysis and Proactive Approach| Furthermore, the ex-ante policy analysis 
employed in this study provides a forward-looking exploration of the potential impacts of the CSRD 
before its full implementation. This proactive approach emphasizes the importance of closely 
monitoring the implementation and iteration phases of the CSRD to ensure that its goals are met 
effectively. Staying engaged during these phases allows for early identification of misalignments, and 
addressing these proactively is crucial for aligning sustainability objectives with corporate actions, 
rather than waiting to react after the fact. 

Systemic View of the Stakeholder Ecosystem| The systemic approach of this research adds 
another layer of strength. By avoiding the treatment of businesses or policies as isolated “black-
boxes,” the study offers a more comprehensive understanding of the complex ecosystem of 
stakeholders involved. This perspective reveals how corporate decisions and challenges are shaped 
by external pressures from regulators, investors, consumers, and NGOs, demonstrating how 
corporate challenges and decisions are influenced by a web of external pressures. This broader view 
helps explain why certain things happen and reveals the layered complexities businesses face. 
Understanding the system in this holistic way brings essential nuance to the analysis, ensuring a 
more realistic interpretation of why and how decoupling between policy and practice occurs. 

Comprehensive Methodology| The qualitative case-study methodology utilized, supported by 
tools such as the Convivial Toolbox, offers a rich exploration of the CSRD’s implementation within 
businesses. By combining stakeholder interviews with in-depth sector knowledge, the study 
effectively captures how policies are understood and operationalized within the logistics sector. This 
comprehensive methodology ensures a thorough examination of the alignment between corporate 
practices and sustainability objectives. 
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Focus on Decoupling Phenomena| In addition, this research contributes significantly to the 
academic discourse by focusing on the phenomenon of (de)coupling, particularly loose coupling 
and means-end decoupling in the context of CSRD implementation. This emphasis sheds light on the 
systemic challenges that prevent the directive from fully achieving its intended sustainability 
outcomes, providing valuable insight for future policy assessments. 

Practical Recommendations| Lastly, the practical recommendations derived from this research 
enhance its relevance beyond academia. By offering actionable insights to policymakers, 
businesses, and stakeholders, the study provides a roadmap for improving the alignment between 
sustainability reporting practices and operational realities, fostering a more sustainable and 
transparent corporate environment. 
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CHAPTER 7 – CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter concludes this study by giving an overview of the work (Section 7.1) and by stating a final 
conclusion that answers the main research question (Section 7.2). It then briefly discusses the 
scientific and practical contributions (Section 7.3), whereafter it finishes the chapter with 
recommendations for further research. 

 

7.1 Overview of the Study 
The overarching research question for this study was: "How do logistics companies  navigate GHG-
reporting under CSRD ESRS E1, and what factors influence their ability to align with 
sustainability goals of CSRD?" This question was addressed by breaking it down into four sub-
questions, which explored the key objectives and implementation mechanisms of CSRD and ESRS 
E1, the existing sustainability practices and challenges within the logistics sector, the forms and 
extent of decoupling within CSRD implementation, the factors that signal potential misalignments 
between reporting practices and the CSRD’s sustainability goals, and the key dilemmas. 

Due to the novelty of the CSRD, particularly ESRS E1, and the fact that full implementation has not 
yet occurred, an ex-ante policy analysis was chosen to anticipate potential misalignments before the 
policy completes its cycle. This ex-ante approach proved useful in exploring how logistics companies 
are preparing for CSRD compliance and highlighted several emerging issues related to policy-
practice decoupling. 

One of the key methodologies applied was an 8-step theory building by a case study approach, 
following Eisenhardt (1989). Within the “Crafting Instruments and Protocols”, inspiration was taken 
from the product design field (convivial toolbox) and combined with stakeholder analysis to get a 
grasp of what is happening within the field. The key element that contributed to this are the 
qualitative expert interviews. By gathering insights from logistics professionals who are already 
engaging with sustainability reporting frameworks and CSRD experts, the study could identify the 
real-world challenges and perceptions of upcoming CSRD requirements. Additionally, the ex-ante 
approach incorporated and added upon theoretical models of decoupling and loose/tight 
coupling (Bromley & Powell, 2012; Weick, 1990), which helped frame the potential gaps between 
policy adoption and practice. This methodology proved effective in anticipating issues like loose 
coupling and policy-practice decoupling, which may hinder full compliance in the logistics sector. 

However, the study also highlighted the limitations of ex-ante methodologies, particularly the 
absence of sector-specific data for logistics under the CSRD. As the CSRD is still in its early stages, 
this research relied heavily on interpreting results within the broader context of sustainable logistics, 
leaving room for future empirical studies to validate the predictions made. 
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7.2 Conclusion of Main Research Question 
Next, each sub-question will be discussed separately. 

SUB-QUESTION 1: What are the key objectives and implementation mechanisms of the CSRD, 
particularly ESRS E1, and how do they relate to the existing sustainability practices and 
challenges within the logistics sector? 
 
The first sub-question focused on identifying the core objectives and mechanisms within the 
Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), particularly the Environmental Sustainability 
Reporting Standard (ESRS) E1, and assessing how these align with existing sustainability practices in 
the logistics sector. 
 
The CSRD has several key objectives, primarily aimed at promoting transparency and accountability 
in corporate sustainability efforts. Through harmonized reporting standards, the directive seeks to 
ensure that companies across the European Union provide comparable and consistent data on their 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) impacts. Another crucial objective is the integration of 
sustainability into business strategies, particularly with regard to greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction. 
The CSRD, particularly ESRS E1, requires companies to disclose not only their direct emissions 
(Scope 1) but also their indirect emissions through purchased energy (Scope 2) and their value chain 
(Scope 3). This is further reinforced by the emphasis on the "double materiality" approach, where 
companies must consider both the financial implications of sustainability risks and the broader 
environmental impact of their activities. 
 
However, the logistics sector presents unique challenges when implementing the CSRD's objectives. 
While many logistics companies are actively pursuing emission reduction strategies, the sector 
exhibits a wide range of readiness levels. Some companies are already advanced in integrating 
sustainability into their operations, while others face significant obstacles, particularly around data 
collection and supply chain complexity. The requirement for Scope 3 reporting, which includes 
emissions from the entire supply chain, proves especially difficult in this sector due to the 
fragmented nature of logistics networks and the reliance on third-party providers. 
 
Moreover, logistics companies face a dilemma in balancing short-term financial goals with long-term 
sustainability investments. Complying with the CSRD often involves high upfront costs, particularly 
for companies needing to overhaul their data collection systems and adopt new reporting 
mechanisms. Without clear short-term returns, justifying these investments can be difficult. 
Additionally, the sector operates within heavily regulated environments, adding another layer of 
complexity in adhering to both existing regulations and the new CSRD requirements. 
 
In summary, while the CSRD’s focus on GHG reporting under ESRS E1 aligns with the EU’s broader 
climate goals, the logistics sector faces several challenges, particularly in managing supply chain 
complexities, ensuring accurate data collection, and balancing financial pressures with 
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sustainability commitments. This highlights a significant gap between the directive's ambitious 
objectives and the practical realities of implementation within the logistics industry. 
 
SUB-QUESTION 2: What factors can signal potential gaps between GHG-reporting practices and 
CSRD ESRS E1 objectives in the logistics sector? 

Several internal and external factors were identified as signals of potential misalignments between 
GHG-reporting practices and the objectives of the CSRD, as described in Figure 35 (repetition from 
Figure 32 to enhance readability). These factors manifest in various forms of decoupling and loose 
coupling, which inhibit companies from fully aligning their internal operations with the CSRD’s 
sustainability goals. 

INTERNAL FACTORS primarily revolve around the company’s structure, resource allocation, and 
strategic priorities. Loose coupling within organizations can be driven by a narrow focus on meeting 
reporting obligations without genuine engagement in sustainability. Many businesses prioritize easily 
reportable metrics over more comprehensive, long-term changes, leading to superficial compliance. 
Additionally, companies often face challenges related to resource and capability constraints, as 
well as insufficient training and awareness regarding the new reporting standards. This can result 
in data inaccuracies, especially concerning scope 3 emissions, which are difficult to track across 
supply chains. 

Figure 35. Overview of Internal and External Factors Influencing (De)Coupling (Repetition of Figure 32). 
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On the EXTERNAL SIDE, companies encounter decoupling pressures from uncertainties in 
enforcement and auditing standards, where vague guidelines on compliance allow businesses to 
fulfill minimal requirements rather than striving for deeper sustainability integration. Furthermore, 
stakeholder and shareholder pressures can cause businesses to balance short-term financial 
performance against long-term sustainability goals, often skewing efforts towards compliance with 
less ambitious targets. External factors also include the complexity of the CSRD framework itself and 
the reliance on outsourcing, where businesses outsource critical reporting tasks, further distancing 
operational reality from the policy’s intent. 

Together, these internal and external factors form key dilemmas for companies trying to implement 
CSRD ESRS E1, which may eventually lead to broader misalignments between policy intentions and 
real-world sustainability outcomes. 

 

SUB-QUESTION 3:  To what extent does the implementation of CSRD ESRS E1 within the logistics 
sector exhibit characteristics of decoupling (misalignment with CSRD objectives) and what 
forms does this decoupling take? 

Several forms of (de)coupling were identified in this thesis, each representing different degrees of 
misalignment between the CSRD ESRS E1 objectives and company operations. The extent to which 
these forms of decoupling occur depends significantly on the type of company and its level of 
sustainability integration, as seen in Figure XXX. This figure depicts a spectrum ranging from 
companies that engage in minimal compliance and crisis management, to those that adopt 
sustainability as a core business driver, representing various types of integration from low (crisis 
management) to high (purpose-driven). 

LOOSE COUPLING AND DECOUPLING SCENARIOS 

• Scenario 1 (Loose Coupling) occurs when there is compliance with CSRD requirements, but 
this compliance is not deeply integrated into the company's operations. For instance, 
companies might complete GHG reporting to meet the directive but fail to align these 
practices with broader operational strategies for sustainability. 

• Scenario 2 (Decoupling of Intentions and Implementation) represents companies that 
genuinely intend to implement CSRD standards, but struggle to do so effectively due to 
factors such as resource limitations or misinterpretations of the directive. 

• Scenario 3 (Decoupling of Sustainability Policies and Operational Practices) describes 
companies that create sustainability policies under CSRD but do not fully implement these 
practices in their day-to-day operations. For example, a company might set ambitious GHG 
reduction goals, but fail to adopt necessary operational changes to meet them. 
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The degree to which these decoupling scenarios occur also depends on a company’s type and 
position along the sustainability integration scale, as described in Figure 36. 

 

For instance, companies focused on crisis management (Type 1) are more likely to experience 
significant decoupling, while purpose-driven organizations (Type 5) are better positioned to achieve 
meaningful policy alignment with CSRD objectives. Furthermore, the existence of a level playing 
field—ensuring that all companies face similar expectations and standards—plays a critical role in 
the potential for meaningful CSRD implementation across the logistics sector. Without such a 
framework, those at lower levels of sustainability integration may fall behind, exacerbating 
decoupling effects. 

Figure 36. Repetition of Figure 31 to enhance readability. 

Figure 37. Overview of form of (De)coupling found in this thesis. Repetition of Figure 33 to enhance readability. 
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Over time, if these forms of decoupling persist, they may lead to means-end decoupling, where the 
objectives of the CSRD (i.e., promoting transparency, accountability, and GHG reduction) are not 
fully realized. 

 

SUB-QUESTION 4:  What key dilemmas do logistics companies encounter and how do these 
dilemmas influence their implementation of CSRD ESRS E1? 

The results reveal that logistics companies face several key dilemmas in their efforts to implement 
CSRD ESRS E1. These dilemmas significantly shape how companies approach sustainability 
reporting and the broader integration of CSRD into their operations. The dilemmas identified are as 
follows: 

1. Compliance vs. Sustainability: Companies often struggle to balance compliance with 
CSRD regulations and their broader sustainability goals. On one hand, complying with the 
directive's reporting requirements can be resource-intensive and time-consuming. On the 
other hand, focusing solely on compliance can lead to superficial sustainability efforts, 
where companies meet the minimum requirements without fully committing to long-term 
sustainability strategies. This dilemma highlights the challenge of ensuring that compliance 
does not detract from genuine environmental progress. 

2. Cost-of-Compliance vs. Long-Term Strategic Gains: Many logistics companies find 
themselves weighing the immediate costs of complying with CSRD requirements against the 
potential long-term benefits. The short-term financial burden of implementing new reporting 
systems, gathering data, and meeting regulatory demands can be high, particularly for 
smaller companies. However, these costs must be balanced with the strategic advantages 
of sustainability, including future competitiveness, risk mitigation, and alignment with 
evolving market demands. 

3. Transparency vs. Competitive Risk: While CSRD emphasizes transparency in sustainability 
reporting, companies must navigate the risk of revealing too much information that could be 
used by competitors or lead to negative stakeholder reactions. This dilemma requires 
companies to carefully balance the need for transparency with the protection of proprietary 
information and maintaining their competitive advantage. 

4. Internal Coordination vs. Departmental Silos: The cross-departmental nature of CSRD 
reporting can create challenges within companies that operate in silos. For instance, aligning 
financial reporting with environmental impact assessments may require new levels of 
internal coordination between departments that have historically operated independently. 
This challenge often leads to inefficiencies and hinders the smooth integration of CSRD 
requirements into core operations. 

5. Outsourcing vs. Internal Capability Building: Many logistics companies face the dilemma 
of deciding whether to outsource their sustainability reporting to external consultants or build 
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internal capabilities. Outsourcing can provide quick solutions but may limit the company’s 
long-term ability to manage and integrate sustainability practices. Conversely, building 
internal expertise requires significant investment but can create more sustainable, long-term 
benefits. 

In addition to the previously identified dilemmas, logistics companies face a central challenge in 
balancing policy implementation. Companies must efficiently meet regulatory requirements, such 
as those outlined in CSRD ESRS E1, while ensuring that compliance efforts remain sustainable and 
do e.g. not stifle innovation or compete with other regulatory requirements . Overly prescriptive rules 
can restrict a company's ability to develop tailored sustainability strategies that align with their 
unique operations. On the other hand, too much flexibility could diminish the incentive for 
companies to engage in genuine decarbonization efforts, as emphasized by several interviewees. 

Striking the right balance between regulatory pressure and operational freedom is crucial. The 
optimal scenario involves regulations that encourage decisive action while allowing companies to 
integrate these directives into their specific business models, or to gradually change their business 
model to a more sustainable one. This balance prevents companies from simply meeting the 
minimum requirements and fosters a proactive approach toward long-term sustainability (Gondo & 
Amis, 2013). 

From a systems perspective, the challenges of decoupling in CSRD implementation extend beyond 
the boundaries of individual organizations. The CSRD operates within a broader ecosystem that 
includes regulatory bodies like EFRAG, policymakers, industry associations, investors, NGOs, and 
consumers, all exerting various forms of pressure on businesses. These pressures, often conflicting, 
can lead companies to adopt superficial engagement with sustainability practices, driven by the 
need to satisfy multiple stakeholders. In many cases, companies may meet compliance standards 
but fail to integrate these practices into their core operations, highlighting systemic challenges within 
the sustainability landscape. 

These dilemmas, from the internal struggle between innovation and compliance to the broader 
systemic dynamics involving multiple stakeholders, significantly influence how logistics companies 
navigate the complex path toward genuine CSRD implementation. The way these companies address 
these dilemmas will ultimately determine the effectiveness of sustainability efforts in the logistics 
sector. 

In conclusion, the overall answer to: "How do logistics companies navigate GHG-reporting under 
CSRD ESRS E1, and what factors influence their ability to align with sustainability goals of 
CSRD?" is as follows. Logistics companies approach GHG-reporting under CSRD ESRS E1 by 
focusing on compliance, often through formal reporting of Scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions. However, 
their ability to fully align with the sustainability goals of the CSRD depends significantly on their 
sustainability maturity (Figure 36). Companies that are more mature in their sustainability efforts 
tend to integrate sustainability into their strategic operations, while those at lower levels of maturity 
often treat reporting as a compliance exercise rather than a driver for meaningful change. 
Additionally, internal factors such as resource capabilities, data collection complexity, and 
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external pressures, including regulatory uncertainty and competing stakeholder demands, 
influence the extent to which companies align their operations with CSRD’s broader sustainability 
objectives. These challenges lead to varying degrees of (de)coupling between policy objectives and 
actual implementation. 

 

7.3 Relevance: Scientific and Practical Contributions 
Scientific Contribution: This research adds to the growing body of literature on GHG reporting, 
policy-practice decoupling, means-end decoupling, and the implementation of the CSRD, 
particularly within the logistics sector. The study underscores the limitations of the CSRD reporting 
framework, highlighting the inherent challenges in embedding regulatory requirements into real-
world operational practices. Through its analysis of various decoupling forms—loose coupling, 
policy-practice decoupling, and means-end decoupling—the research provides a deeper, more 
nuanced understanding of the mechanisms that lead to misalignments between policy objectives 
and business practices. Furthermore, by emphasizing how these forms of decoupling can undermine 
the intended outcomes of the CSRD, this work expands the current discourse on decoupling, 
situating the logistics sector as a critical case study. 

The ex-ante methodology developed for this research offers a novel and forward-looking approach 
to studying the CSRD before its full implementation. This approach could be applied to future studies 
in different sectors, enabling early detection of misalignments and adaptation needs before full 
policy roll-out. Moreover, the findings reinforce the need for sector-specific adaptations, 
demonstrating that industries like logistics, with their unique supply chain complexities and GHG 
challenges, require tailored regulatory frameworks to effectively meet CSRD objectives. 

Practical Contribution: From a practical standpoint, the study provides insights that are directly 
applicable to both logistics companies, consultants, auditors and policymakers. Companies can use 
the findings to better understand the potential challenges they will face in CSRD compliance and to 
identify areas where they may need to invest in internal capabilities, such as data management and 
cross-departmental collaboration. Furthermore, the study underscores the importance of 
stakeholder collaboration and the development of clearer, more specific guidelines that can help 
reduce the ambiguity and variability in reporting practices. 

For policymakers, the study offers actionable feedback on the gaps within the current CSRD 
framework. The research highlights the necessity of moving beyond a mere compliance-based 
model, suggesting that the CSRD's long-term effectiveness hinges on its ability to foster deeper 
integration of sustainability into core business strategies. This will require ongoing collaboration 
among regulators, businesses, auditors, and other stakeholders. Additionally, the findings 
emphasize the importance of maintaining a close focus on the iterative implementation and 
feedback phases of the CSRD to ensure that it achieves its ultimate goal of driving substantial 
decarbonization efforts. Proactively addressing these issues, rather than adopting a "wait-and-see" 
approach, will be critical for long-term success. 
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7.4. Further Research 
This study opens several avenues for further research. Firstly, future studies should include the 
perspectives of other stakeholders—such as investors, policymakers, and NGOs—to gain a more 
comprehensive understanding of how these groups influence the success of the CSRD. Their 
involvement is crucial, especially considering the broader systemic dynamics that affect companies’ 
ability to comply with sustainability regulations. 

Secondly, as CSRD data becomes available in the coming years, empirical research will be needed 
to assess the actual performance of companies in GHG reporting under the directive. This research 
could investigate whether the early predictions of decoupling hold true, and whether companies can 
move from loose coupling toward deeper integration of sustainability practices. 

Lastly, there is an opportunity to explore sector-specific adaptations of the CSRD. This thesis 
primarily focused on logistics, but other industries with different operational challenges and 
regulatory pressures may experience different forms of decoupling. Comparative studies across 
sectors could shed light on the most effective strategies for aligning policy with practice and 
achieving the CSRD’s broader sustainability goals. 

Potential research leads: 

1. Role of Digitalization in GHG Reporting: Explore how emerging technologies, such as 
blockchain or AI, can improve the accuracy and efficiency of GHG data reporting under CSRD. 
This research could focus on how these technologies might reduce policy-practice 
decoupling by automating compliance and creating transparent, verifiable records. 

2. Comparative Sector Analysis: Conduct a comparative study of CSRD implementation 
across different sectors (e.g., logistics vs. manufacturing vs. finance) to identify industry-
specific challenges, opportunities, and decoupling mechanisms. This could help tailor future 
CSRD guidelines to better fit the unique needs of each sector. 

3. Impact of Stakeholder Collaboration on Compliance: Investigate how collaborative 
frameworks between companies, policymakers, and NGOs (e.g., trusted communities) 
impact CSRD compliance and transparency. This research could evaluate how such 
partnerships foster deeper stakeholder engagement and reduce superficial compliance 
strategies. 

Following these potential research avenues, the role of emerging technologies in digitalization (point 
1) offers an exciting path for future exploration. 

7.4.1. Future Research: Exploring the Role of Digitalization in Enhancing GHG Reporting under CSRD 
The rapid evolution of digital technologies presents an unparalleled opportunity to improve the 
accuracy, efficiency, and transparency of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reporting under frameworks like 
the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD). With the findings highlighting the data 
challenges in GHG reporting—particularly within the logistics sector, but also applicable across 
many industries—future research could explore how emerging technologies, such as blockchain and 
artificial intelligence (AI), might mitigate these challenges. The primary focus would be on how 



116 
 

digitalization can address key issues of policy-practice decoupling by enhancing automation, 
verifiability, and transparency in GHG data management. 

Research Objectives 
The core objective of this research would be to investigate how digital technologies can streamline 
the process of GHG data collection, verification, and reporting, thus reducing misalignments 
between CSRD objectives and actual practices. Specifically, this study would: 

• Assess the potential of blockchain technology to create immutable and verifiable GHG data 
records. 

• Explore the role of AI in automating compliance processes and improving the accuracy of 
scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions reporting. 

• Investigate how digital tools can reduce data errors and inconsistencies that contribute to 
policy-practice decoupling. 

Context: Data Challenges in GHG Reporting 
As discussed in the current study, one of the most significant hurdles in CSRD implementation—
especially in logistics—is the complexity of collecting and processing accurate GHG data. 
Companies often struggle with fragmented and unreliable data sources, particularly in supply chain 
emissions (Scope 3). These challenges are not exclusive to logistics but are relevant across different 
sectors, making digitalization a universal solution for enhancing reporting integrity and efficiency. 

Blockchain's Role in Transparency and Verifiability 
Blockchain technology, by design, enables the creation of secure, transparent, and immutable 
records. Applied to GHG reporting, could ensure that emissions data—especially in complex supply 
chains—are accurate and fraud-proof? This would address the current issues of data manipulation 
or incomplete reporting that contribute to loose coupling. 

AI and Automation: Enhancing Compliance Efficiency 
AI offers significant potential in automating GHG reporting processes. With its ability to analyze large 
datasets, AI could streamline the identification and calculation of emissions sources across an 
organization’s operations. This automation could address the current resource constraints faced by 
companies in complying with CSRD, as discussed in the findings. By reducing the manual burden of 
GHG reporting, AI could allow companies to focus more on the strategic integration of sustainability 
goals rather than just ticking regulatory boxes. 

Future research could explore AI-powered tools that assist companies in automatically tracking 
emissions from various data points (e.g., fuel consumption, energy use) and generating compliant 
reports. This could particularly benefit smaller companies that lack the resources to hire specialized 
personnel for compliance. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix I: Interview guide & questions for contextual understanding of system 
Interview question design for Interview Rounds 1 and 2, beforehand it is decided what questions are 
going to be asked, depending on the expertise, experience and knowledge-question. The framing of 
the question also depends on the interviewee. 

Interview Guide: actions to take 

1. Introduction: 

1. Briefly introduce the purpose of the interview and the research context. 

2. Assure confidentiality. 

3. Ice-breaker/short conversation before diving into the questions 

2. Main Questions: 

1. Follow the questions below. Beforehand I will try to pick the questions I feel that fit the 
person’s expertise best. 

2. Allow for open-ended responses to gain deeper insights. 

3. Additional Questions: 

1. Use follow-up questions to clarify or expand on important points. 

2. Encourage examples and specific instances to illustrate key points. 

4. Conclusion: 

1. Summarize key points discussed during the interview. 

2. Ask if the interviewee has any additional comments or insights. 

3. Ask whether they know someone I should definitely speak to. 

4. Ask if any information shared should be anonymized. 

5. Thank the interviewee for their time and contributions. 

OPTIONAL QUESTIONS 

Internal Structure of the Company 

Departments and Roles 

1. Can you describe the key departments within a typical [logistics] company? 
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2. What are the primary responsibilities of each department? 
3. How are these departments typically structured? Are there any sub-departments or 

specialized units? 
4. What roles do senior management and middle management play within the company? 
5. Can you explain the reporting lines and hierarchy within the company? Who reports to whom? 
6. How do departments like Operations, Supply Chain Management, Human Resources, and IT 

interact with each other? 

Connectivity and Collaboration 

7. How do different departments collaborate on GHG reporting and sustainability initiatives? 
8. Are there any cross-functional teams or committees that work on ESG policies and GHG 

reporting? 
9. How is information typically shared across departments? 

Hierarchy and Decision-Making 

10. Can you describe the decision-making process within the company? Who are the key 
decision-makers? 

11. How does the hierarchy influence the implementation of sustainability initiatives [and GHG 
reporting practices]? 

12. Are there any informal networks or influencers within the company that play a significant role 
in decision-making? 

Stakeholder Field 

External Stakeholders 

13. What external stakeholders are most critical to your company’s operations? 
14. How do you/does the company interact with regulatory bodies and policymakers? 
15. Can you describe your/the company’s relationships with suppliers and logistics partners? 
16. What role do customers play in influencing [your] GHG reporting and sustainability practices? 
17. How do industry associations and professional bodies impact your company’s operations? 

Institutional Interactions 

18. What regulatory requirements do you need to comply with regarding GHG reporting and ESG 
policies? 

19. Can you describe any challenges you face in meeting these regulatory requirements? 
20. Are there any more compliance related institutions, laws etc.? 
21. How do you engage with environmental NGOs and advocacy groups? 

Partnerships and Collaborations 

21. Do you have any partnerships with other companies or institutions to enhance your 
sustainability efforts? 

22. How do these partnerships contribute to your GHG reporting practices? 
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23. What roles do consultants and external advisors play in shaping your sustainability 
strategies? 

Organizational Culture and Strategy 

24. How would you describe the organizational culture regarding sustainability and ESG 
compliance? 

25. What strategies does the company employ to integrate sustainability into its core operations? 
26. How do you measure and report on your progress towards sustainability goals? 

Future Outlook 

27. What changes do you anticipate in your internal structure or stakeholder relationships due to 
evolving ESG policies? 

28. How do you plan to address any potential challenges in adapting to new regulations and 
stakeholder expectations? 

29. What are the long-term goals for your company’s sustainability and GHG reporting practices? 

Institutional Context 

Questions: 

• How do you see the current regulatory environment impacting GHG reporting practices in the 
logistics sector? 

• What specific regulations or policies have had the most significant impact on your clients’ 
GHG reporting practices? 

• Can you discuss any challenges logistics companies face when trying to comply with the 
CSRD ESRS E1 policy? 

• How do you think the institutional environment will evolve in the next five years regarding GHG 
reporting? 

• What roles do industry standards and certifications play in shaping GHG reporting practices? 
• How do international regulations and agreements influence local GHG reporting practices in 

the logistics sector? 

Resource Dependency 

Questions: 

• What types of resources (financial, technological, human) are essential for effective GHG 
reporting in the logistics sector? 

• How do logistics companies typically secure these resources? 
• What are the most common barriers logistics companies face concerning resource 

availability for GHG reporting? 
• How do you see resource limitations affecting the accuracy and comprehensiveness of GHG 

reports? 
• In what ways can logistics companies improve their resource management to enhance GHG 

reporting? 
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• What innovative solutions have you seen companies adopt to overcome resource constraints 
in GHG reporting? 

Power 

Questions: 

• Who are the most influential stakeholders in the logistics sector when it comes to GHG 
reporting? 

• How do these powerful stakeholders shape GHG reporting practices and policies? 
• Can you provide examples of how stakeholder power dynamics have influenced GHG 

reporting outcomes? 
• How do logistics companies navigate power imbalances among stakeholders in the context 

of GHG reporting? 
• What strategies can logistics companies use to engage powerful stakeholders more 

effectively? 
• How do you think the power dynamics will shift as new regulations like the CSRD ESRS E1 are 

implemented? 

Interest 

Questions: 

• What are the primary interests of various stakeholders (investors, regulators, customers) 
regarding GHG reporting in the logistics sector? 

• How do these interests align or conflict with the goals of logistics companies? 
• What are the potential consequences of misaligned interests among stakeholders on GHG 

reporting practices? 
• How do logistics companies balance the differing interests of their stakeholders in their GHG 

reporting practices? 
• Can you discuss any examples where stakeholder interests significantly influenced GHG 

reporting practices? 
• What roles do public and consumer interests play in shaping GHG reporting practices in the 

logistics sector? 

Additional Context-Specific Questions 

General Trends and Responses 

• How have logistics companies typically responded to new ESG regulations and policies? 
• What trends do you see emerging in GHG reporting practices that could impact the logistics 

sector in the near future? 
• How do you see the role of technology evolving in the context of GHG reporting? 

Strategies and Challenges 
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• What are some of the most effective strategies you’ve seen companies adopt to improve their 
GHG reporting? 

• What are the main challenges logistics companies face when trying to align their GHG 
reporting with ESG policy goals? 

• How do logistics companies balance the cost of compliance with the benefits of improved 
GHG reporting? 

Best Practices and Case Studies 

• Can you share any best practices or case studies that illustrate successful GHG reporting 
alignment with ESG policies? 

• What lessons can other logistics companies learn from these examples? 

Future Outlook 

• What do you believe are the most significant opportunities for improving GHG reporting in the 
logistics sector? 

• How do you anticipate the role of ESG policies evolving in the logistics sector over the next 
decade? 

• What advice would you give to logistics companies looking to enhance their GHG reporting 
practices in line with the CSRD ESRS E1 policy? 
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Appendix II. Interview Guide for Interview Round 3 
This appendix displays the interview design for interview round 3: CSRD implementation cycle. The 
interviews are semi-structured. 

Interview Guide: actions to take 

1. Introduction: 

1. Briefly introduce the purpose of the interview and the research context. 

2. Assure confidentiality. 

3. Ice-breaker/short conversation before diving into the questions 

2. Main Questions: 

1. Follow the questions below. 

2. Allow for open-ended responses to gain deeper insights. 

3. Ask follow-up questions related to their answer, to get to the deeper layer (tacit and 
latent knowledge). Make them feel comfortable and supported. 

3. Additional Questions: 

1. Use follow-up questions to clarify or expand on important points. 

2. Encourage examples and specific instances to illustrate key points. 

4. Conclusion: 

1. Summarize key points discussed during the interview. 

2. Ask if the interviewee has any additional comments or insights. 

3. Ask whether they know someone I should definitely speak to. 

4. Ask if any information shared should be anonymized. 

5. Thank the interviewee for their time and contributions. 

QUESTIONS: 

What is your experience with CSRD so far? How did you end up in this business? 

Can you tell me more about what is happening, regarding CSRD, in the field? 

Who is usually responsible for CSRD within a company? How do different departments collaborate 
on it? Who are the key-decision makers? 
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Can you describe any challenges or obstacles companies face in meeting the new regulatory 
requirements? 

How would you describe organization’s culture/view regarding sustainability and ESG compliance? 

How could companies address these types of problems? What is needed? 

Do you expect CSRD to fulfill its broader purpose? [explain broader purpose if they do not specify] 

What are the biggest obstacles of ESRS E1; GHG-reporting? 

What does the playing field/stakeholder field look like? 

Do companies have the right knowledge and expertise? 
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Appendix III – Opportunities & advice discussed in interviews 
 

Key Points and Examples: 

• Strategic Advantage Through Compliance: Companies that successfully integrate CSRD 
requirements can position themselves as leaders in sustainability, which can lead to 
competitive advantages. This strategic alignment with sustainability goals not only helps in 
compliance but also attracts investors and customers who value responsible business 
practices 

• Innovation and Efficiency Gains: The push for CSRD compliance can drive innovation within 
companies. For instance, by reevaluating and optimizing processes for greater efficiency, 
companies may discover new ways to reduce emissions and costs, as evidenced by firms 
enhancing subprocesses that had remained unchanged for years 

• Improved Stakeholder Relations: CSRD compliance can enhance transparency and 
accountability, leading to improved relationships with stakeholders, including investors, 
customers, and employees. This transparency can help build trust and reinforce the 
company's reputation as a sustainable leader 

• Need for Clearer Guidelines: Interviewees suggest that clearer and simpler guidelines from 
regulatory bodies like EFRAG would aid companies in understanding and meeting 
compliance requirements. Providing straightforward expectations could reduce confusion 
and help companies allocate resources more effectively 

• Importance of Collaboration: Collaboration among companies, industry groups, and 
policymakers is crucial for overcoming compliance challenges. Sharing best practices and 
developing industry standards can facilitate smoother implementation and reduce the 
burden on individual companies 

• Encouragement of Proactive Approaches: Companies are advised to adopt proactive 
approaches rather than waiting for regulatory enforcement. This involves anticipating future 
requirements and integrating sustainability into strategic planning to stay ahead of 
compliance demands 

• Leveraging Large Companies as Examples: Utilizing large companies as examples and 
leaders in CSRD implementation can provide valuable insights and models for smaller firms. 
These larger entities can act as trailblazers, setting standards and demonstrating the benefits 
of compliance. 

• Role of Technology and Tools: Investing in technology and tools that streamline data 
collection and reporting can ease the burden of compliance. Companies are encouraged to 
adopt digital solutions that enhance accuracy and efficiency in managing sustainability data 
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• Enhanced Regulatory Influence & Feedback Loop: Effective CSRD implementation allows 
policymakers to refine and enhance regulatory frameworks based on industry feedback, 
creating a more adaptive and supportive regulatory environment that facilitates compliance 

• Training and Capacity Building: Emphasizing training and development can help bridge skill 
gaps and equip employees with the knowledge needed to manage sustainability initiatives 
effectively. Companies are encouraged to invest in capacity-building initiatives that empower 
their workforce 

• Long-Term Value Creation: Embracing CSRD as part of a broader sustainability strategy can 
drive long-term value creation by aligning business objectives with global sustainability 
trends, ultimately leading to resilient business models that can withstand environmental and 
regulatory changes 

 


