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Abstract:  

The European Union has since the 1970s shifted their focus towards environmental policies and today they aim 

at the adequate implementation of environmental sustainability initiatives across all member states. The process 

of the implementation of sustainability reporting and corporate social responsibility (CSR) and the achievement 

of the SDGs require a multilevel governance paradigm-shift, provides a framework for all involved parties to 

act and perform accordingly. The Directive 2014/95/EU on non-financial and diversity reporting is an incentive 

to achieve higher environmental, social and economic sustainability and transparency amongst European 

corporations. However, deriving from the nature of a directive, it does not offer a clear guideline to follow nor 

actual legislative guidance. Even though directives are mandatory to be implemented in national legislation, the 

way and form of it may vary to a great extent due to the fact that it is sufficient for the EU if the directive is 

translated into the countries’ law. This, however, results in different levels of efficiency and performance in 

different countries.  

This research contributes to the understanding of the implementation of environmental EU directives with the 

goal of achieving sustainable development within the EU member states. Throughout a multilevel governance 

and deductive approach, the comparative case study highlights the differences and identifies leverage points for 

policy makers and future research to develop common best practices for such purposes.  

In order to answer the research question Why do countries perform in significantly different ways within the field 

of sustainability, given they are all following the same directives issued by the EU?,  the comparison of the two 

selected countries, Hungary and Sweden was conducted through two sub-questions, which aimed at identifying 

the differences and similarities in their governance framework to reach the SDGs and legislation following the 

Directive 2014/94/EU. In conclusion, clear differences can be identified between the countries’ political 

commitment, integrational and holistic approach of sustainability into policy-making and; and the “extra mile” 

and commitment that Sweden manifested to improving the sustainability and transparency level of corporations 

in applying stricter measures in national legislation following the Directive 2014/95/EU and handling 

sustainability as a concept as a crucial, essential and integrated part of life. 

Keywords: Sustainable Development, Sustainability Reporting, EU Directive, governance framework, 

legislation 
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mandates all the corporations greater in employee number than 500 to produce a non-financial and diversity report, 

in which they detail their environmental, social and economic activities. This Directive is an initiative under the 

Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 12, under the main category responsible consumption and production, 

where SDG 12.6 specifically specialises on sustainable company practice. This initiative intends to make 

sustainability and transparency a core to European corporations, thus contributing to greater overall sustainability 

performances from actors that in fact have a big impact on these areas.  

The directives are mandatory to implement into national legislation, but the way of achieving that is not outlined 

by the EU. Thus, countries end up with having different ways of legislating the same directive, which can also 

lead to different outcomes. Apart from the legislation, the way how politics, parliaments and governments deal 

with environmental policies can vary up to a great degree. This thesis aims to compare two EU member states that 

perform high (Sweden) and low (Hungary) on overall sustainability and identify the differences within the areas 

of governance framework to reach the SDGs and the national legislations following the Directive 2014/95/EU.  

In conclusion, to answer the research question Why do countries perform in significantly different ways within the 

field of sustainability, given they are all following the same directives issued by the EU?,  the comparative case 

study provides explanation and clear differences between the countries’ political commitment, integrational and 

holistic approach of sustainability into policy-making and; and the “extra mile” and commitment that Sweden 

manifested to improving the sustainability and transparency level of corporations in applying stricter measures in 

national legislation following the Directive 2014/95/EU and handling sustainability as a concept as a crucial, 

essential and integrated part of life. 
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 Introduction 

 
Sustainability reporting is widely considered to be having a great sustainability potential for 

corporations in all three of its aspects – environmental, social and economic. As Agenda 2030 and the 

SDGs have become a major concern and policy priority in the EU. “The 2030 Agenda also requires a 

paradigm shift in governance, - at and between all levels” (European Parliament 2019). The EU and its 

environmental policy is focusing on the implementation of sustainability measures in line with the 

Sustainability Development Goals (SDGs) via the subsidiary principle, by which the member states 

have the sovereignty to translate the EU goals into their own national regulation and legislature. 

However, these EU initiatives have been criticized to be considered secondary compared to national 

sovereignty and interests. 

For these reasons, the Directive 2014/95/EU, a “disclosure of non-financial and diversity information 

by certain large undertakings and groups” was implemented in order to legislate and mandate 

sustainability reporting in the EU (EURLEX 2014). “The Directive was issued by the European 

Parliament to establish the mandatory “disclosure of non-financial information (NFI) in respect of 

certain large undertakings [which] is of importance for the interests of undertakings, shareholders and 

other stakeholders” (European Union 2014, cited in Torre et al. 2018, p. 599)”.  

As defined in the Directive 2014/96/EU, this initiative aims at further improve and ameliorate the level 

of transparency through mandatory sustainability reporting for companies with specific requirements 

in all EU member states. The Directive defines the corporations that need to produce such a report that 

have more than 500 employees during the financial year, excluding small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SMEs) in order to not apply unnecessary additional administrative burdens on them (EURLEX 2014). 

The member states were required to implement the Directive into their national legislation by December 

2016 with the first company reports being produced in 2018 covering the financial year 2017-2018. In 

total, the approximate number of 6000 large corporations, or so-called “public interest entities” need to 

produce the report based on the below requirements:  

• “Required to report on environmental, social and employee-related, human rights, anti-corruption and 

bribery matters; 

• Required to describe their business model, outcomes and risks of the policies on the above topics, and 

the diversity policy applied for management and supervisory bodies; 

• Encouraged to rely on recognized frameworks such as GRI’s Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, the 

United Nations Global Compact (UNGC), the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, 

OECD Guidelines, International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 26000 and the International 

Labour Organization (ILO) Tripartite Declaration” (GRI 2018).  

Correspondingly, Swedish and Hungarian legislation was mandated to implement the Directive into 

their national laws by the 6th December 2016. However, the development and setup of institutions and 

legislation to comply within their environmental and sustainability policies vary from country to 

country (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002; Antonicelli et al. 2015). Thus, the implementation of the Directive 

2014/95/EU can be differently interpreted and executed. The national governmental arrangements, the 

institutional and legislative differences, the distinction between the adaptation of the directives may all 

lead to various levels of sustainability ranking and country performances. 

The aim of this research is to examine how the Swedish and Hungarian governance framework work in 

terms of achieving the SDGs; how the national legislation approach sustainability reporting, as a 

response to the EU environmental directive; and to identify the differences and leverage points for 

future policy-making and research purposes. 
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1.1 The Problem and Gap 
As the European Union Directive 2014/95 on non-financial and diversity information is a relatively 

recent one, there has not been a great amount of research conducted on its discourse, effectiveness, 

outcome and overall performance. Nonetheless the fact that this Directive aims to achieve higher 

transparency and sustainability from the corporations in the EU member states though this legislation, 

several barriers have already been identified; “some of the forces involved in translating the Directive 

into actionable policies operate contra to the Directive’s goals and, instead, act as barriers to its grand 

theories” (Torre et al. 2018, p. 598). Discoveries of possible barriers and problematic measures and 

differences in the implementation of the directive provide ground for future research and thus is a 

necessity for further research.  

1.2 Aim and Research Questions 
The aim of this qualitative research study is to compare the different ways governance frameworks to 

reach the SDGs, and the way of implementation of the EU directive in the member states in order to 

identify leverage points to improve the translation of directives to national legislation and regulation 

within the area of sustainable development. Throughout a desk research, a critical comparative analysis 

and evaluation of the national policies on the implementation of the EU environmental directives will 

provide adequate answers to the research questions to establish the differences between countries 

legislative and governance frameworks. 

The research question and sub-questions for this study are formulated as below:  

• Why do countries perform in significantly different ways within the field of sustainability, 

given they are all following the same directives issued by the EU? 

o How do the governance frameworks work in these countries to reach the SDGs? 

o How do these countries implement the Directive 2014/95/EU into their national 

legislation? 

 

1.3 Theoretical Framework and Conceptualization 

 
The following chapter details the theoretical framework of multilevel governance first, then continues 

with the conceptualisation and operationalisation that are applied in this study. 

 

1.3.1 Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework of this research is based upon the Multilevel Governance (MLG) Theory, 

which is widely applied in the research of sustainable development, CSR reporting and environmental 

policies and directives.  

Multi-level governance (MLG) theory “has become the main explanation for how climate action is 

realized in poly-centric, multi-sector, multi-actor policy landscapes” (Westman et al. 2019). MLG is 

defined as “a mode of policy making that involves complex interactions among multiple levels of 

government and social forces (Horak and Young 2012: 339, as cited in Zeemering 2016). This level of 

governance covers the coordination and implementation across organizational boundaries and also 

encompasses how even though the “Vertical relationships between the constituent units of a federal 

system remain relevant to policy development and implementation”, the interconnectedness and 

interdependency between the constituents of governmental and non-governmental bodies are also of 

great importance (Zeemering 2016).  

In federalist systems such as the United States or the European Union, managing climate change, 

environmental or sustainability policies means that a legislative or regulatory standard is required which 

can mandate, check and monitor actors at all supranational, national, regional and local levels (Provost 

2019). Since the Maastricht treaty in 1992, EU policy-making has been characterized by MLG implying 



3 
 

the interconnectedness and interdependency of supra-and national levels where “no level of activity is 

superior to the other” (Stephenson 2013). Since the beginning of its use, the MLG theory has been 

transformed with the history and development of the EU, in which it has been applied for legal purposes 

(1993-), functional (1997-) and then combined uses (2001-), normative uses (2003-), and comparative 

reasons (2007-) (Stephenson 2013).  

Consequently, multilevel environmental governance and mandated participatory planning (MPP) 

approach have been applied by the EU to unify and promote sustainable policymaking amongst the 

member states. “This approach is increasingly used to implement EU directives, mandating the explicit 

formulation of certain plans or programmes on mostly subnational or cross-national levels” (Newig and 

Koontz 2014).  

The multilevel governance theory entails not only how the different levels of actors can interact 

following outlines and regulations, but also can underline implementation deficits and non-compliance 

(Leventon 2015) which provide adequate information to identify the problematic areas and leverage 

points, thus answering the research questions of this paper. 

 

1.3.2 Conceptualisation and Operationalisation 
This thesis is based on the assumption that there is a positive impact of sustainability reporting on the 

sustainable development and performance of a country. This presumption is underscored in numerous 

studies conducted in this field, stating that nations (both developed and developing) experience positive 

impacts and “effects of mandatory reporting on sustainable development and ethical practices” (Ioannou 

and Serafeim 2011). The objective of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy is “to identify and 

develop actions to enable the EU to achieve a continuous long-term improvement of quality of life 

through the creation of sustainable communities able to manage and use resources efficiently, able to 

tap the ecological and social innovation potential of the economy and in the end able to ensure 

prosperity, environmental protection and social cohesion” (European Commission 2017).  

Sustainability Reporting, thus the Directive 2014/95/EU is an initiative to make the reporting activities 

mandatory for corporations having more than 500 employees in the financial year, which is obligatory 

for all the member states to implement into their national legislation before December 2016. 

The connection between the reporting activities and sustainability and the SDGs is justified by the 

nature of the incentive, which encompasses that corporations need to positively contribute to the three 

aspects of sustainability throughout their activities and act as “corporate citizens”, thus contribute to the 

economic, environmental and social well-being and prosperity in the surroundings they operate at. 

“Corporate reporting can enrich and enhance the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) monitoring 

mechanisms by providing governments, enterprises, society and other stakeholders with means to assess 

the economic, environmental and social impact of companies on sustainable development” (ISAR 

2019).  

Sustainability Reporting is contributing to the achievement of most of the SDGs through providing a 

framework for the publications (as can be seen of several country examples like Sweden; and numerous 

companies following this guideline) and enhances greater transparency and sustainability. Thus, the 

countries that mandate this type of reporting experience a positive impact on their sustainability 

performance, “So more and more, governments are incorporating corporate social sustainability and 

sustainability reporting in their own reviews, in line with SDG target 12.6, to map progress and give a 

way forward to achieving the SDGs with more data” (GRI 2018).  

The operationalisation of the thesis thus consists of the content analysis and comparative study of 

national legislation of the countries and research papers published by the European Parliament and the 

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) along with peer-reviewed research and additional relevant policy-

documents. 
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2. Background  
 

2.1 EU and Environmental Policies – A Brief History of 

Development 
 

“Economic expansion is not an end in itself. Its first aim should be to enable disparities in living 

conditions to be reduced. It must take place with the participation of all the social partners. It should 

result in an improvement in the quality of life as well as in standards of living. As befits the genius of 

Europe, particular attention will be given to intangible values and to protecting the environment, so 

that progress may really be put at the service of mankind.”  

– Statement from the Paris Summit, 19-21 October 1972 (Jordan and Adelle 2013) 

The transboundary nature of environmental problems was not quite addressed in the initial stages of the 

European Union but started gaining increasing attention. 1972 is considered to be the “formal beginning 

of the EU environmental policy”, as then the twelve member states of the EU decided upon developing 

the grounds for it after the Paris Agreement (Jordan and Adelle 2013, pp. 369-370). Since the beginning, 

“the EU emerged as a regional and global leader in many areas of environmental politics and policy-

making”, where predominantly the EU bodies formulate these types of policies rather than national, 

sub-national, or regulatory agencies (Selin and VanDeever 2015, p. 2).  In the end, “More than 200 

directives have been adopted by the European Union in the area of environmental policy as well as 

hundreds of other measures (Barnes and Barnes 1999, as cited in van der Knaap and and Beunen 2007). 

The reason why a common environmental policy became a goal for the EU was due to the Common 

Market and the fear that the different environmental standards would lead to trade barriers and 

competitive distortions (Johnson and Corcelle 1989, cited in Jordan and Adelle 2013, p. 14). Such 

examples include diverse national standards for production and consumption, for example “lead content 

of petrol”, air, land and water pollution standards, cross-border pollution problems, which needed to be 

defined and unified within the EU. Therefore, the European Commission commenced with the first 

Environmental Action Programme (EAP) in 1973, which encompasses the argument that “economic 

development, prosperity and the protection of the environment are mutually interdependent” (Hey 2005, 

p. 18). After this point, several other EAPs have been launched and the environmental policy objectives 

and activities have been on the rise, with “around 200 binding legal acts, primarily in the form of 

directives and regulations” by the mid-1980s, which then started evolving into an independent policy 

domain (Jordan and Adelle 2013, p. 18).  

Later on, the Second EAP (1977-1981) was introduced, however, only with slight changes to the first 

one, with an addition on Nature Protection (European Commission 2019). The Single European Act 

(SEA, 1986) principally declared that environmental policy is a task of the EC (Jordan and Adelle 2013, 

p. 19) and the approach was shifted towards an “emission-oriented” from a quality one. This was 

particularly due to the highly politicised environmental problems in numerous member states in the 

1980s, especially because of the German “Waldsterben” acid rain incidents (Hey 2005, p. 20). Thus, 

despite the difficult legal and institutional preconditions in the beginning, reforms have emerged, and 

the basic principles of the common environmental policy were defined in Article 174, such as the 

precautionary principle; the principle of action at the source; the polluter-pays principle; the principle 

of integration; and the subsidiary principle for environmental policy (Jordan and Adelle 2013, pp. 21-

22).  

The principle of subsidiarity serves the purpose to “proportionally govern the exercise of the EU’s 

competences”, meaning that in case EU does not prove to have absolute competence the member states 

have the ability and legal basis to take decisions and execute; however, in a reciprocal instance, the EU 

has the authority to intervene if the member states do not have the ability to sufficiently achieve the 

objectives (European Parliament 2018).  
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1987 marked another milestone in the history of the development of environmental policy in the EU, 

as environmental protection got a dedicated chapter in the Treaty, and the fourth EAP introduced a more 

integrated approach contrary to the Third, harmonising approach, where the market objectives and 

environmental protection were separate aspects. This time, environmental and sustainable development 

(“gradually became a normative reference” (Hey 2005, p. 21)) is not managed as an additive but rather 

as an integrated part of the processes, which resulted in a sectoral approach along with new incentive-

based instruments, such as taxation, subsidies, tradable emission permits (European Commission 2019). 

Also, Article 176 provides the permission to the member states to introduce stricter environmental 

measures in case they are still complying with the goals set out (Jordan and Adelle 2013).  

In the 1990s, as both economic and environmental objectives have been defined as goals, sustainable 

development has been implemented as a tool to use in the White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness 

and Employment (CEC 1993) (Hey 2005, p. 21). As a part of a strategic reorientation of environmental 

policies, the Fifth EAPs (1992-1999) defines the principle of sustainable development based on the 

Brundtland report (1987) and introduces environmental aspect to the most polluting sectors, like 

transportation, energy and agriculture. Another essential point was the new consensus-oriented 

approach, which ensured non-governmental actors to represent their interest in terms of environmental 

and sustainability matters. This EAP is also being referred to as a policy “oriented towards ecological 

structural change” (Hey 2005, p. 23).  

However, the member states resisted these incentives, therefore only a small amount of goals were 

reached and implemented. The member states demanded the renationalisation of environmental 

policies, based on the principle on subsidiarity, and rather insisted on voluntary-based projects and less 

supranational legislation. Simultaneously, this period of the “roll-back of environmental policies” 

(1992-1995) was characterised by political and economic turmoil after the end of the Cold War, which 

shifted the attention from environmental matters. In the case of Germany for example, the Eastern part 

was heavily dependent on coal and heavy industry, which lead to a standstill in the discussions (Hey 

2005, p. 24; Jordan and Adelle 2013).  

After the 1990s, sustainability dominates the environmental policies, however, contradictory trends 

characterise this decade. The Commission shifts from the strict top-down approach towards a “less 

committed” one, due to the lack of commitment (Jordan and Adelle 2013). On the other hand, a new 

holistic way of legislation and directives were introduced and became more participatory. In terms of 

institutional changes, “the “green triangle” of environmental policy making between Commission, 

Environmental Council and the European Parliament” managed to circumnavigate the member states 

vetoing most initiatives and could successfully introduce new instruments (Hey 2005, p. 25). 

The 6th EAP is less ambitious in setting goals as the previous ones and rather focuses on core questions 

as climate change, loss of biodiversity and overconsumption of resources. The main focus is the 

formulation of frameworks due to the enlargement processes, and thus takes a cautious approach and 

thus aims at avoiding controversial issues (Hey 2005, p. 25). The 7th EAP is planned to be a guide until 

2020 and sets out plans up until 2050 in terms of ecological limits, natural capital, green and competitive 

low-carbon economy by a better implementation of legalisation, information, investment and 

integration of environmental policies and also launched “The Environmental Implementation Review 

(EIR)”, which “is a tool to improve implementation of EU environmental law and policy” in the member 

states (European Commission 2019).  

In conclusion, it has been long debated what form of governance is the best-fitting one in order to be 

environmentally and sustainably successful, for which the EU has arguably adopted a “best of both 

forms – not being too big and ponderous to deal with local matters, but not too small and puny to deal 

with problems that span borders”, by constructing a multilevel system of environmental governance 

over the past 40 years. This system is considered to be the “closest real-world approximation that we 

have closest to a genuinely green state” (Jordan and Adelle 2013, p. 375).  
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2.2 EU Directives and the Implementation of Environmental 

Policies 
The legal acts of the EU can be found in Article 288 TFEU, which consists various types of EU 

legislations, such as: “regulations, directives, decisions, recommendations and opinions” (European 

Parliament 2019). In terms of the institutional function, “The Commission has a central policy-initiating 

function, but it also plays a crucial role in the execution and follow-up of environmental legislation” 

(Skjærseth and Wettestad 2002, p. 102). Furthermore, the IEEP (Institute for European Environmental 

Policy), specifically their Environmental Governance department “examines the mechanics and 

processes behind the formulation and implementation of environmental policies” (IEEP 2019). 

The directives are mandatory and binding for all member states that are addressed, however, the 

alternative method of implementation can be chosen by the national authorities. “National legislators 

must adopt a transposing act or ‘national implementing measure’ to transpose directives and bring 

national law into line with their objectives” (European Parliament 2019). Thus, member states need to 

comply and apply EU legal acts. “‘Compliance’ within the EU context refers to the incorporation/ 

transposition of EU legislation into national. Determining whether the ends specified in the 

legislation/directive are achieved is referred to as ‘Application’” (Skjærseth and Wettestad 2002, p. 

102).  

2.3 Directive 2014/95/EU 
Directives that have been specifically aiming at sustainable development and tackling environmental 

issues are such as: “Water Framework Directive, Birds and Habitats Directive, Ambient Air Quality 

Directive, Flood Management Directive or several Environmental Impact Assessment Directives” (van 

der Knaap and and Beunen 2007, p. 1). This thesis is focusing on the EU Directive on Sustainability 

Reporting 2014/95/EU as one example of a supra-national instruction or framework with the purpose 

to achieve higher levels of transparency and sustainability, which needs to be adopted and translated 

into national legislation for all EU member states by 6th December 2016, producing the first on the 

financial year 2017-2018.  

This specific directive has been selected as the focus of this thesis due to the fact that this is a relatively 

recent one and has just been implemented and the first outcomes of it are to be published soon, compared 

to the other ones on which numerous researches have already been conducted. Thus, this thesis 

contributes to the scientific discussion on the implementation of environmental directives by examining 

a new directive and the national legislation on it. 

This Directive is supporting the SDG 12.6, which falls under the main category responsible 

consumption and production. SDG 12.6 specifically specialises on sustainable company practice, 

which “requires Member States to encourage companies, especially large and transnational companies, 

to adopt sustainable practices and to integrate sustainability information into their reporting cycle” (GRI 

2019).  

 

2.4 Country-Specific Information 
This comparative case study is covering two countries in the EU, Hungary and Sweden. The selection 

criteria will be detailed in the Methodology section of the thesis, but a brief overview of the countries’ 

sustainability index is presented below.  

The aim of the comparative case study if to find the differences between countries and to identify the 

leverage points in the implementation of the directives and the governance frameworks, for which the 

researcher decided to select two whose performances are ranging on the opposite sides of the scale. 

Thus, the highly performing country in terms of sustainability measures is Sweden; and the low 

performing country is selected to be Hungary (Greenmatch 2019; EU Commission 2019; Bertelsmann 

Stiftung and Sustainable Development Solutions Network 2018). Eco-costliness covers most of the 
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SDG goals in terms of environmental sustainability, hence Figure 1 provides a good overview on the 

environmentally-friendliness performance of the EU countries.  

 

Fig. 1. Eco-Costly Countries in the EU (Greenmatch, 2019). 

 

Hungary 

Hungary has only introduced voluntary sustainability 

reporting and CSR activities in general relatively “late” 

(Gaspar et al. 2012), thus their involvement and 

development in regards to sustainability measures and 

practices have a comparably shorter history, in relation to 

“countries adopted their sustainable development strategy in 

the years 2002 or 2003 as a result of the 2002 Johannesburg 

World Summit on Sustainable Development (European 

Parliament 2019). This is due to the fact that before the SDG 

and Agenda 2030 dedication and directives from the EU, the 

“external pressure from the civil society, public authorities 

and the media has so far been fairly low” (Karcagi-Kovats 

2012). “We show that most Hungarian companies are not 

willing to disclose voluntary reports about either their 

sustainability performance or their value creation” (Tirnitz 

2017, p. 1). 

Sweden 

Sweden, on the contrary to Hungary, is considered a 

pioneer in sustainable development. Just as the European 

Parliament Report (2019) states, “There are a few Member 

States that have a tradition of sustainable development 

strategies dating back even longer. Sweden, as the earliest 

example that we have, adopted a first sustainable 

development strategy in 1994” (European Parliament 

2019). Furthermore, SDG Index places Sweden as the 

number 1 country out of all OECD countries, also meaning 

that they are performing best and highest in all aspects of 

the SDGs (Bertelsmann Stiftung and Sustainable 

Development Solutions Network 2018). 

 

Fig. 2. SDG Index (Bertelsmann Stiftung and Sustainable 

Development Solutions Network, 2018). 

Fig. 3. SDG Index (Bertelsmann Stiftung and Sustainable 

Development Solutions Network, 2018). 
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3. Literature Review 
 
The below chapter summarizes and collects the main discussion points, highlight patterns, themes, gaps 

in the field of environmental policies and directives, with a special attention to the EU policy-making 

processes. 

As the European Union Directive 2014/95 on non-financial and diversity information is a relatively 

recent one, there has not been a great amount of research conducted on its discourse, effectiveness, 

outcome and overall performance, for which reason Torre et al (2018) started setting a basis out for 

future research in their paper. Even though this directive aims to achieve and mandate higher 

transparency and sustainability from the corporations in the EU member states, there has already been 

several barriers; “some of the forces involved in translating the Directive into actionable policies operate 

contra to the Directive’s goals and, instead, act as barriers to its grand theories” (Torre et al. 2018, p. 

598). Such early discoveries of possible barriers and problematic measures and differences in the 

implementation of the directive provide ground for future research and thus is a necessity for further 

research.  

A common recurring discussion point in the current academic literature is on the way of implementation 

and effectiveness of the directives. This issue arises due to the lack of a unified set of indicators and 

political preferences, as they tend to change by time (Maas et al. 2012). Furthermore, there is a 

widespread shortage of evaluation on the effectiveness of policies in the EU (European Environment 

Agency 2005), along with a lack of explanation of effectiveness of environmental policies, which is of 

utmost importance because “Understanding more about the causes linking policy to impact is a 

precondition for improving the policy itself” (Skjærseth and Wettestad 2002, p. 100). Even though 

directives are mandatory legislation to be implemented and followed by all actors that it addresses, the 

EU observed that in some cases member states have “failed to implement an EU Directive on time or 

has failed to implement it correctly and adequately (e.g. implementation did not satisfy the objectives 

and aims of the relevant EU legislation)” (ECRAN 216, p. 11). 

Furthermore, not only the overall effectiveness of the directives, but specifically environmental ones 

are being questioned. “There is evidence that implementation deficits in the environmental field are 

more pronounced than in other policy fields of the EU, and that the implementation effectiveness across 

member states does not fully correspond with the observed patterns of ‘leaders’ and ‘laggards’ during 

the stage of policy formulation” (Knill and Liefferink 2013).  

Several studies have shown that there is a significant difference between the environmental performance 

of the member states of the EU (Greenmatch 2019; Antonicelli et al 2015; Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002). 

The differences between the countries’ adaptation and effectiveness of EU environmental policies (thus 

institutional compliance) have been studied based on environmental directives by Knill and Lehmkuhl 

(2002), where they identify a two-step explanatory framework detailing the possible outcomes to such 

policies as “adjustment possible” or “persistence” (see figure 1). Furthermore, Antonicelli et al. (2015) 

identify that the positive or negative outcome of implementation can depend on “regulatory initiatives 

and national cultures”, as they have found that these “are significant in explaining the number of GRI 

A+ reports published in each country” (Antonicelli et al. 2015, p. 97). The issue seems to be that “Due 

to the supranational qualities of the EU there has been an understandable tendency in the study of EU 

environmental policy to focus more upon institutional aspects than problem-types and related actor 

interests and norms” (Skjærseth and Wettestad 2002, p. 101). Thus, interests, norms and national 

cultural differences can also influence the outcomes of environmental policies. An example for this 

could be the “greenwashing” activities of companies that produce the sustainability reports but in fact 

still practicing their business in an unsustainable way.  

In terms of sustainability in general, and sustainability reporting as well, the scientific literature seems 

to agree that there is an ambiguousness of the terms used in environmental policies (Corvellec 2016; 

Torre et al. 2018; Pesqueux 2009; Caradonna 2014; Mazi 2005). The characteristic of ambiguity in 

regulation makes the mandated activities and outcomes varying to a great extent, as neither the basic 

definition not the course of implementation of the directive to national legislation are delineated (Torre 
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et al. 2018). The lack of the basics in fact provide ground for own interpretations of the directive, from 

both the member states and the corporations aspects that need these to be applied in their national 

legislation and company policies. “This issue is even further emphasised in the context of a 

supranational Directive implemented through national regulations across a set of States with 

significantly different local practices and cultural contexts” (Torre et al. 2018, p. 600). Just as Corvellec 

(2016, pp. 8-9) further elaborated on the issue in regard to another EU environmental directive: it is 

“ambiguous, developed on arbitrary ground, with uncertain outcomes, with an indeterminate future”. 

Specifically, in relation to directive 2014/95/EU, “The term “non-financial information” is ambiguous 

because it specifically refers to disclosing information about society and the environment (Haller et al. 

2017, cited in Torre et al 2018, p. 599).  

The dilemma whether mandatory or sustainability reporting and CSR activities are more effective or 

better are contested amongst scholars (Japhet et al. 2015; Torre et al. 2018; Todorova 2011; Vomedal 

and Ruud 2009). Originally, the voluntary nature of such activities was considered to be more valuable 

from corporations and the companies in fact started applying such policies in order to meet consumer 

pressure. Furthermore, scientific deliberation goes on not only about the sustainability reporting, but 

also mandated CSR spending – as is the case in India, the first country to regulate such a policy (Deohar, 

2016; Balch 2016). Thus, further research on mandated environmental policies and their effectiveness 

are critical, for which “The Directive [2014/95/EU] represents an important regulatory move towards 

harmonising the non-financial reporting (NFR) practices of all European Member States and marks a 

shift in NFR from a voluntary exercise to one that is mandatory for the undertakings concerned” (Torre 

et al. 2018, p. 599). Furthermore, this issue takes another step further, as the regulative aspect of the 

problem is that even though the sustainability and CSR reporting system is mandatory, “the lack of 

punitive action or enforcement is likely to imply ample opportunities for evasion of compliance” (Jamali 

2010, p. 619). Skjærseth and Wettestad (2002, p. 104) further argue that “This is because the EU has 

strong policymaking powers but comparatively weak powers of implementation and enforcement”. 

Another recent increasing area of research covers the correlation between democracy, or the level of 

democracy and sustainability performance of a country (Povitkina 2018; Held and Hervey 2011; Di 

Paola and Jamieson 2017). The research on Quality of Governance (QoG) indentified a number of 

indicators that are connected to sustainability and environmental politics, namely: corruption, 

bureaucratic quality and rule of law (Povitkina 2018). Povitkina (2018) argues that democracies with 

high QoG are achieving better environmental performance compared to alternative political systems; 

and that democracies that perform low on state capacity can be outperformed by autocracies in terms 

of environmental performance and sustainability.  

In conclusion, the literature review highlighted the most common discussion points and debated topics 

within the field of environmental policy-making and the implementation of directives. In the end, six 

main recurring arguments and issues were identified that are closely connected to the research aim and 

questions of this research: 

1. Differences occur between the implementation methods of directives amongst EU countries 

2. Implementation deficit occurs especially within the environmental field than any other in the 

EU 

3. Ambiguity especially in legislation provides ground for non-compliance  

4. Interests, norms and national cultural differences can also influence the outcomes of 

environmental policies, not only legislation and the institutional capacity. 

5. Mandatory versus voluntary – does it work with a weak power of implementation and 

enforcement and lack of punitive power? 

6. QoG providing further indicators of democracies and their abilities to perform well in 

sustainability  
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4. Methodology 

 
The methodology of this thesis is qualitative using deductive reasoning and research strategy. Applying 

the Multilevel Governance approach and theoretical framework, the research is focusing on comparison 

of adaptation of an EU directive and is conducted using a comparative case study methodology. 

Furthermore, a holistic and systems thinking approach is applied throughout the content analysis and 

comparison, in order to be able to identify the leverage points and conduct the comparison between the 

countries and their implementation of the Directive 2014/95/EU.  

A comparative case study is conducted between EU member states, with the focus on the comparison 

between Sweden and Hungary, to find answers to the research questions and the leverage points in the 

implementation of the chosen EU directive. “Comparison is a fundamental tool of analysis” (Collier 

1993, p. 105) and a common method used in political science and international relations, especially for 

the reason that it is “particularly useful for understanding how the context influences the success of an 

intervention and how better to tailor the intervention to the specific context to achieve the intended 

outcomes”, especially in “how and why particular programmes or policies work or fail to work”, 

because “there is a need to explain how the context influences the success of programme or policy 

initiatives” (Goodrick 2014). 

There are “Two types of environmental policy evaluation can be distinguished: ex ante (forward 

looking) policy evaluations and ex-post (backward looking) evaluations” (Maas et al 2012, p. 67). This 

thesis is focusing on ex-post evaluations by comparing the legislation produced by both countries. The 

method of content analysis, a widely used qualitative research method is being applied to the collected 

empirical data with a directive approach, which means that analysis “starts with a theory or relevant 

research findings as guidance for initial codes” (Hsieh and Shannon 2005). Such initial codes for this 

research were identified from the EU, GRI and SDG indexes and databases.  

In addition, there is a distinction between the two most commonly used research strategies in 

comparative political research: “Most Similar Systems Design” (MSSD) and “Most Different Systems 

Design” (MDSD) (Anckar 2006). For the current paper, the method of Most Similar Systems Design 

(MSSD) is applied for the reason of the researcher to able to induce the divergence between the practical 

and performative approaches of adopting the EU Directive on Sustainability Reporting in EU member 

states. The basis to the MSSD is that a “number of theoretically significant differences will be found 

among similar systems and that these differences can be used in explanation”; leading to a most similar 

system with a different outcome (MSDO) where a comparison between a small-N cases is most 

applicable (Berg-Schlosser and De Meur 2009, pp. 21-22).  

The selection criteria provide a framework and justification for setting up the MSSD for the selected 

countries for the small-N case comparison in this study. The criteria are as follows: 

 

 
Selection Criteria Justification 

a)  

EU member states and developed 

countries 

 

Point a, ensures that the basic background of the countries is 

similar in a sense that they belong geographically, ideologically, 

politically to the same continent and supra-national union, which 

legally binds them to follow the published directives; with similar 

economic set-up being developed countries 

b)  

Similar size of the country 

(population) 

 

Point b, serves as another indicator to justify the similarities 

between the countries 
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Fig. 4. Selection Criteria. Created by author. 

 

 Thus, the selected cases are Sweden and Hungary that can be categorized as below:  

Fig. 5. Selection Criteria per Country. Created by author. 

 

 

 

c)  

Different ranking in sustainability 

(one high and one low) 

 

However, another prerequisite for the countries is to differ in the 

level of overall sustainability performance, for the researcher to 

be able to show the outcomes of different country legislations and 

adaptation methods and to draw conclusions about the practical 

and performative deviations and discrepancies between the 

countries 

d)  GDP of the countries 
This information can provide further explanation for discovering 

the differences and/or similarities between the countries  

e)  
HDI – Environmental and 

Socioeconomic sustainability 

The Human Development Index (HDI) produced by several 

reports in order to provide not only GDP development indexes 

but other essential ones too that cover overall aspects of human 

developments. For this reason, their Environmental and 

Socioeconomic sustainability indicators for Hungary and Sweden 

are presented providing their overall ranking and whether their 

performance belongs to the top/middle/bottom third tercile. 

Selection Criteria Sweden Hungary 

EU and developed countries 

(sources: European Union 2019; 

UN 2019) 

EU member since 1995; 

Developed economy 

EU member since 2004; 

Developed economy 

Population size 

(source: The World Bank 2019 – 

data from 2017) 

10,057,698 9,787,966 

Ranking of overall sustainability 

performance 

(source:  SDG Index. Source: 

Bertelsmann Stiftung and 

Sustainable Development 

Solutions Network, 2018) 

1st amongst OECD countries  26th amongst OECD countries 

GDP of the countries (Source: 

World Data Bank 2017) 
535,607 billion US$ 139,761 billion US$ 

HDI – Environmental 

Sustainability (Source: UNDP 

2019) Rank 7; Top-third tercile  Rank 45; Middle-third tercile 

HDI - Socioeconomic 

Sustainability (Source: UNDP 

2019) Rank 7; Top-third tercile  Rank 45; Middle-third tercile 
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4.1 Empirical data 
The data collection for this qualitative comparative case study is based on secondary sources and 

databases that provide sufficient data and research on the topic, which will be presented in detail in the 

Results section of the thesis. As the Directive 2014/95/EU was issued by the EU with a cooperation of 

the GRI, for the most credible sources, the databases and reports of these two were selected based on 

their relevance to sustainability reporting, country performance, governance frameworks and 

legislation. All the EC, the EP and the GRI have official data and overview on the Directive. 

Furthermore, in order to provide the research with data collected from other official and third-party 

sources, the findings from Sustainable Governance Indicators country reports by Bertelsmann Stiftung 

and the country legislations were also included in the Results. 

The objects of the study are a) national and international law and policy databases, including country 

and EU research and b) data sheets on the Sustainability Reporting Directive 2014/95/EU, and c) the 

overall performance of the EU member states in terms of sustainability and the implementation of the 

Directive. These country reports and data sheets evaluating the performance and implementation of the 

Directive 2014/95/EU to national policies will be systematically analysed and compared applying the 

method of content analysis, in order to explain differences between the country performances and to 

identify leverage points for policy makers and for future research on the best practices of achieving a 

higher level of sustainability within a country and in the EU in general. 

The country-specific data and information about the reporting initiative is gathered from the following 

sources: 

Global Reporting Initiative 

GRI. 2018. Measuring impact: private sector sustainability data for achieving the SDGs. Global 

Reporting Initiative.  

This paper summarizes all the EU member states’ actions on implementing the Directive 2014/95/EU 

and provides country specific legislation initiatives, such as the definition of corporate scope; report 

features, additional aspects and links with sources of supporting documentation to country laws. 

European Parliament  

European Parliament. 2019. Europe's approach to implementing the Sustainable Development Goals: 

Good Practices and The Way Forward. Directorate-General for External Policies. Policy Department. 

EP/EXPO/B/DEVE/2018/01.  

The EP conducted a study to examine the governance frameworks on implementing Agenda 2030 on a 

national level. It “identifies some nuances and challenges, as well as exemplifies some good practice in 

Member States' national governance systems” and “it focusses on the architecture of governance for 

implementing and integrating the SDGs into national governance and on analysing the degree of 

institutionalisation of the SDGs”. This provides a complex overview on the countries’ performances in 

terms of sustainability and their sustainability-related institutionalisation activities, which supports the 

thesis with the identification of the leverage points in national legislation and common practices.  

The report consists of country data sheets that detail several aspects and indicators, such as: political 

commitments and strategy; lead and horizontal coordination; stakeholder participation; monitoring and 

review; knowledge input and tools; institutions for the long-term; activities of parliaments.  

Environmental Implementation Review by the European Commission and Sustainable 

Governance Index  

The European Commission launched the Environmental Implementation Review on all member states 

which has been published in 2017 and 2019, in order to assess and review the way environmental 

policies and laws are implemented and applied in the countries. The motivation is that “Full 

implementation of EU environmental legislation could save the EU economy around €55 billion every 
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year in health costs and direct costs to the environment”, however, member states are falling back on 

the performance (European Commission 2019).  

In the report, the EC refers to the Sustainable Governance Index (SGI) produced by the Bertelsmann 

Stiftung organization, which provides an overall assessment of the countries in terms of their 

governance frameworks, political stability and environmental sustainability. Thus, these two reports 

presented and interpreted in relation to each other in this thesis, because they refer and build on to each 

other’s findings in their publications.  

National law, third party reports and other publications 

National law  

Deriving from nature of EU directives, the member states are mandated to implement these initiatives. 

Hence, both Hungarian and Swedish law integrated the Directive 2014/95/EU into their national 

legislation. In Hungary, the Magyar Közlöny publishes legislations and supporting documentation, 

including chapters on the constitution, edictes, directives and rules (Magyar Közlöny 2019). Volume 

87 from 2016 introduces the Directive 2014/95/EU in passages 219. § and 266.§ in sustainability and 

diversity policy (Magyar Közlöny 2016). In Sweden, Riksdagen published Civilutskottets betänkande 

2016/17:CU2 which is a 44-page long document on the implementation of sustainability reporting and 

diversity.  

Sustainability Governance Indicators - Country Reports 

In order to gather more thorough background information about the governmental and political setup 

for the transition towards sustainability, the Sustainability Governance Indictors (SGI) report provide 

an overall overview on the counties’ governance structures and recent happenings, covering the areas 

of sustainability and sustainable development. 

 

4.2 Data analysis procedure  
The conducted qualitative content analysis takes various typology of sustainability reporting into 

consideration, “concepts such as sustainable development, corporate citizenship, corporate 

sustainability (CS), sustainable entrepreneurship, business ethics, and corporate social responsibility 

(CSR)” (Silvestre et al 2018). In addition, the different languages and the variations of the interpretation 

of the word sustainability are taken into account, as follows:  

• Hållbarhet; hållbar utveckling 

• Fenntarthatóság; fenntartható fejlődés 

The content analysis focuses on the original setup of the selected countries in terms of sustainability 

and corporate social responsibility and reporting, and then the implementation of the Directive 

2017/95/EU into their national legislation. The key analytical question is “what measures have been 

already applied in these countries to achieve sustainability and comply with the Agenda 2020 goals, 

and what has been done to accommodate the Directive 2014/95/EU”, to identify the differences 

wherever possible and to locate the leverage points to successfully implement the EU directives. The 

holistic and system thinking approach (Meadows 2008) is applied to the analysis due to the nature of 

the studied subject and the high level of interconnectedness of elements and actors in the system. This 

means that the researcher aspires to keep the holistic nature of the subject sustainability in mind and 

also aims to identify how systems thinking and the holistic approach may contribute to the success of 

policy-making.  

 

4.3 Limitations of the methodology 
 

The limitations of the methodology in this thesis encompass several perspectives. The method of 
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content analysis is a time-consuming research activity and does not guarantee that all the best fitting 

information, secondary data or databases have been discovered and used by the researcher. Thus, it is 

subject to error because of researcher and language bias, and due to the confidential and difficult-to-

reach information in certain aspects. It tends to be also “reductive, particularly when dealing with 

complex texts” (Columbia University, 2018).  

 

5. Results 

 
The results section presents the findings of empirical, secondary data retrieved from the European 

Parliament report and country data sheets; the GRI report and country specific information; the 

European Law database; the national law documents; and other country- and directive-specific reports. 

These documents serve the basis for the comparative study to answer the research question Why do 

countries perform in significantly different ways within the field of sustainability, given they are all 

following the same directives issued by the EU? And sub-questions: How do the governance 

frameworks work in these countries to reach the SDGs? How do these countries implement the Directive 

2014/95/EU into their national legislation? 

The key findings can be divided into two main types of categories:  

1. Comparison of governance frameworks to achieve the SDGs 

2. Comparison of the implementation of the Directive 2014/95/EU into national legislation 

 

5.1 Comparison of governance frameworks to achieve the 

SDGs 
 

European Parliament Report 

The country data sheets on sustainability produced by the European Parliament evaluate the governance 

architecture, thus the performance of the member states and governments to achieve overall 

sustainability and the SDGs. Policies, institutional arrangements, integration of the SDGs and 

environmental policies into national legislation were studied through a unique analytical framework, 

desktop research, surveys, reports and interviews; applying the principle of interconnectedness and 

indivisibility (European Parliament 2019).  These evaluations also serve the purpose to assess the 

capabilities and background checks of the countries for implementing supranational directives, such as 

the 2014/95/EU on Non-financial and Diversity Information, including Sustainability Reporting.  

The country data sheets are produced following certain indicators that form the basis of comparison 

between the countries. These indicators are the following:  

1) Political commitment and strategy 

2) Lead and horizontal coordination 

3) Stakeholder participation 

4) Monitoring and review 

5) Knowledge input and tools 

6) Institutions for the long-term  

7) Activities of parliaments 

The report assesses the above-mentioned indicators combined with the institutional responses in general 

to the SDGs in the EU and national parliaments. The national parliaments and governance frameworks 

have been assessed based on their policy-making and legislation; scrutiny and monitoring role; and 

budgetary powers (European Parliament 2019). “The assessment scheme for this is based on the 

assumption that a higher degree of institutionalisation is positive for the implementation of the SDGs” 
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(European Parliament 2019, p. 19). The assessment scheme for the country data sheets range from 0-4, 

0 being “no strategy” to 4, “full commitment” (see figure x).  

The report states that “We see that there are great discrepancies between the countries”, which is 

dedicated to “limited political weight of sustainable development strategies” (EP 2019, p. 23). The 

absolute “winner” is Finland, scoring close to maximum in all the indicators – however, countries like 

Sweden with a high reputation in sustainability, lack behind on some of them.  

Assessment of the indicators in Hungary and Sweden 

The overall assessment of the indicators fort these two countries as depicted as follows:  

 

                                   

 

 

 

 

Fig. 6. Country Data Sheets (EP, 2009). 

The report summarizes the achievements and shortcomings of each member states in relation to the 

indicators. For the case of Hungary and Sweden, the below are concluded:  

i. In the category “political commitment and strategy”, Sweden scores maximum 4 while 

Hungary scores 1 out of 4 points. The historical comparison of the two countries’ involvement 

with sustainability highlights the main differences, given the fact that Sweden is committed to 

implementing sustainability into the policy goals since 1994, while Hungary starts including 

national frameworks for sustainable development since 2007. They both produced the 

Voluntary National Report (VNR) in 2018, however, it was the first time for Hungary to do so. 

Furthermore, while Hungary only states “the human, social, environmental and economic 

resources are in compliance with the 17 SGDs”; Sweden presents “Priority areas (six cross-

sectional themes): reduced inequalities and improved gender equality; sustainable societies; 

circular and green economy; strong industrial life and sustainable business; sustainable and 

healthy grocery chain; improved knowledge and innovation.” And “Key factors: governance 

and follow-up; implementation at local and regional level; partnership and dialogue; 

international leadership” (European Parliament 2019, p. 158).  

ii. Lead and horizontal coordination depict Sweden as scoring 3 but planning to achieve 4; and 

Hungary achieves 3 points. The differences here can be observed between the amount of 
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connection and depth of coordination. Hungary appointed a Directorate for Environmental 

Sustainability under the President, National SD council (NFFT, since 2008, linked to 

Parliament) and National Economic and Social Council of Hungary (NGTT) and all ministries 

are supposed to be def to the Strategy; however, there is a lack in mechanisms that link the 

external and domestic policy making and specific development coordination. Sweden on the 

other hand emphasizes the importance that all ministries are responsible for the implementation 

of the Agenda 2030, and a National Committee  for the 2030 Agenda; and they need to include 

all international and national perspectives and commitments into the action plans; plus the royal 

family takes part in an international SDG Advocacy Group. Furthermore, in 2018 the 

government presented five new global strategies to reach the goals.  

iii. Stakeholder participation scores 2 in Sweden while 4 in Hungary. The reason being is that the 

European Parliament concluded that “National Council for SD (NFFT) has about 30 members 

representing including political parties, representatives of the academia, the private sector, 

CSOs, and church organizations” in Hungary and also has conducted SDG roundtables. On the 

other hand, Sweden might “have independent bodies, but no institution that is integrated within 

the government setting”, even though they are assessed to include multi-stakeholders in their 

discussions.  

iv. For Monitoring and review, both score relatively low, while the ranking is slightly lower in 

Hungary (1) than in Sweden (2). Both of them are reported to have a monitoring and reviewing 

process in place, by which reports are produced every second year. The difference in scores is 

attributed to the content of the monitoring & assessment systems, because Sweden has 

“Statistics Sweden (SCB) produced assessment on where Sweden stands - more than 120 

indicators, of which around 100 correspond with global indicators. It assessed that 49 

indicators, that is 20 per cent of the total number of global indicators, have already been met by 

Sweden” (European Parliament 2018, p. 159). On the other hand, even though Hungary also 

set up some indicators following the SD framework, but without any proper targets to reach or 

timeline for it.  3 and 4 points were only allocated to countries that not only set these targets 

but also quantified and time bound them, plus have also conducted independent peer review 

strategies against these (European Parliament 2018, p. 22).  

v. Knowledge inputs and tools of Sweden are prognosed to reach 3 points due to their budget and 

the establishment of the Scientific Council for Sustainable Development to promote dialogues 

between scientists and politicians. Hungary receives 1 point due to the fact that there are neither 

budget checks nor any system fully operational and in place for this. However, “the National 

SD council (NFFT) includes representatives from academia” (European Parliament 2018, p. 

131). 

vi. Long-term perspective is assessed to reach maximum points in Hungary because of the 

Parliamentary Commissioner for Future Generations and the Directorate Environmental 

Sustainability in President's office that is responsible for flong-term SD issues. On the contrary, 

Sweden receives 0 points, indicating that this aspect is not a priority, even though they have 

Parliamentary Committee for environmental objectives.  

vii. Activities of parliaments: Sweden received 2 points and is also concluded that their “Parliament 

has no institutional measures (yet)” (European Parliament 2018, p. 131).  

Hungary scores 3 points, again, because of the The National SD Council (NFFT).  

In conclusion, the results of Hungary and Sweden are not drastically different, nor present that one 

would be in absolute terms better than the other. There are differences in some categories, such as 

Institutions for the long-term (4-1), Knowledge inputs and tools (1-3) and Political commitment and 

strategy (4-1). However, for the rest of the categories, the scores are insignificantly different. Moreover, 

in the end, both Hungary and Sweden score 17 points in total. This outcome suggests that the two 

countries are performing fairly similarly in the course of reaching the SDGs. However, this is not the 

case, as I will further discuss and elaborate upon in the Discussion chapter. This finding suggests that 

the indicators and the basic assumption used in the EP paper are not correlated with the sustainability 

or SDG performances of the countries; or that only some of the indicators have in fact a positive 

correlation to a country’s achievement. 
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 As for the evaluation of the country data sheets produced by the European Parliament, some criticism 

needs to be taken into consideration while using the data. In terms of both Hungary and Sweden, the 

scores seem to be slightly over- and underestimated. Nevertheless, the infographics provide valuable 

data and details for the comparison of the two countries. An interesting finding in these country data 

sheets was that while Finland scores almost maximum on all the indicators, Sweden, the country that is 

considered to be one of the highest achievers of sustainability not only in the EU but also worldwide, 

is scoring lower on several categories.  

 

Environmental Implementation Review by the European Commission and Sustainable 

Governance Index  

Hungary 

“Sustainability Check Score: 2” (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2018) 

For the administrative capacity and quality of Hungary, the EC report emphasizes that “It scored 5.0 on 

the Bertelsmann Sustainable Governance Index for executive capacity and 4.8 for executive 

accountability (both are below the EU-28 averages of 6.1 and 6.3, respectively)” (EC 2019, p. 34). 

Furthermore, in terms of stakeholder participation, especially in regards to NGOs, the EC report 

critically assesses the recent happenings in Hungary and concludes that there has been “A sharp 

decrease in NGOs’ participation (both the extent and quality) in decision-making in the national meeting 

of environmental and nature conservation organizations and in the Coordination Council”; along with 

“Lack of cooperation by the decision-makers which makes any meaningful discussion impossible” (EC 

2019, pp. 34-35).  

The NFFT (National SD Council) with the members being from different policy fields serves as the 

environmental committee together with the Committee of Sustainable Development since March 2013 

in Hungary. However, “the Sustainability Strategy and RIA (regulatory impact analysis) processes have 

not yet been coordinated because sustainability checks are not an integral part of RIA” (EC 2019, p. 26)  

Sweden 

“Sustainability Check Score: 7” (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2018) 

According to the Bertelsmann Stiftung study on Sustainable Governance Indicators, Sweden scores 7 

on the Sustainability Check. This relatively high score has been assigned to Sweden based on the fact 

that sustainability, with a special regard to environmental sustainability are “one of several 

mainstreamed goals in the policy process” (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2018, p. 40). This means that all 

government bills, laws, directives need to have been assessed about their impact on environmental 

sustainability. The report also emphasizes that the other types of sustainability measures are in fact 

harder to identify in the policy-making process.  

Further elaborating on the above, the administrative capacity and quality section of the EC report details 

that “Central, regional and local administrations must have the ability to carry out their own tasks and 

work effectively with each other, within a system of multi-level governance” (EC 2019, p. 32).  

In comparison, these brief summaries from the reports show the differences, especially in terms of the 

overall sustainability/environmental sustainability score of the countries, where Sweden is significantly 

higher achieving than Hungary (7:2).  
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5.2 Comparison of the implementation of the Directive 

2014/95/EU into national legislation 
 

Global Reporting Initiative Report 

A report produced by the GRI is summarizing the acts and efforts of all the EU member states about 

the implementation of the Directive 2014/95/EU. GRI, being a major actor in the sustainability reporting 

initiative, conducted a comprehensive report presenting all the EU member states and several aspects 

that they are required to adapt to, and their national legislative changes following the Directive. This 

member state summary is based on the following main questions:  

• “What are the main requirements of the transposed national laws concerning the Directive 

2014/95/EU in each of the Member States (in terms of scope, reporting topics, reporting 

features, and additional aspects such as assurance obligations and the application of fines)? 

• What are the similarities and differences between the national-level transpositions of the 

Directive across Member States?” (GRI 2017, p. 5) 

The main aspects that are studied in all member states for the evaluation and comparison are the 

following:  

1) corporate scope, 

2) report features,  

3) additional aspects, 

4) links with sources of supporting documentation to country laws. 

The country summaries and the comparison between Hungary and Sweden conclude that in most of the 

investigated categories Sweden has published or implemented a stricter version of the recommended 

requirements to the member stated from the Directive, than any other EU or EEA country. A clear 

improvement that Sweden implemented compared to the requirements presented in the Directive is the 

given definition for the corporate scope, as they require all corporations over 250 employees to produce 

a sustainability report, compared to the 500 otherwise defined by the EU. Another obvious difference 

which is very practical in terms of comparisons is the amount of links to sources, as Sweden does not 

only provide the link to the Law, but also a several others to supportive documents, while other countries 

usually include 0-1 additional ones. Sweden’s supportive documents cover the Annual Reporting Law, 

Law on Economic Associations, Foundation Act and Companies Act.  

Fig. 7.  Sweden and Hungary implementation of Directive 2014/95/EU 

(GRI, 2017).  
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The above-mentioned evident differences between the Swedish and all the other countries apply to the 

comparison between Sweden and Hungary as well. Furthermore, as can be seen already in the titles, 

Sweden introduced a separate policy document on “Corporate Reporting on Sustainability and Diversity 

Policy CU2”, while Hungary implemented the changes through “Amendments to Act C of 2000 on 

Accounting” (the actual legislation will be detailed below in the next sub-chapter).  Apart from the 

difference in the company scope 250 versus 500, another one can be observed in the report features 

section describing what the reports shall contain. Sweden requires an “explanation of the sums indicated 

in the financial statement with are relevant to corporate social responsibility”, which can be interpreted 

as a one step further towards reporting on CSR spending as well; while Hungary does not necessitate 

such a detail in the report. Sweden also accepts separate sustainability reports while Hungary 

acknowledges this information if they are presented in the annual report. Furthermore, Sweden has 

produced not only the policy document, but also several additional supporting documents, while 

Hungary only made the amendments to an existing law, without any further elaboration and precision 

on the topic.  

To sum up the GRI report countries’ adaptation of the Directive 2014/95/EU, a significant difference 

can be concluded from the comparison of the legislation of Sweden and Hungary. These differences are 

already deriving from the fact that Sweden introduced their own policy document while Hungary 

adopted the directive by adding amendments to an existing legislation; the company scope that is 

stricter, thus mandates more companies in Sweden to report than in Hungary; and the amount and 

number of documentation and specialisation produced by Sweden are more extensive and 

comprehensive than that of in Hungary.  Furthermore, not only these two countries differ a lot, but 

Sweden in fact outperforms all the other EU member states and apply stricter measures than required.  

National Legislations 

The national legislative documents that implement the Directive 2014/95/EU differ in each country, 

due to the nature of the directives. Even though their implementation is mandatory, the way of it is not 

detailed by the EU, thus differences may arise. The below section details the policy documents including 

the implementation of the Directive on non-financial and diversity reporting in Hungary and Sweden.  

The Directive is translated as follows to the languages:  

• Hungarian: 2014/56/EU európai parlamenti és tanácsi irányelv nem pénzügyi és a 

sokszínűséggel kapcsolatos információ; nem pénzügyi kimutatás 

• Swedish: Företagens rapportering om hållbarhet och mångfaldspolicy; icke-finansiell 

information och upplysningar om mångfaldspolicy 

Hungary 

In the case of Hungary, the Directive 2014/95/EU has been implemented to national legislation as an 

amendment to the law publication of Magyar Közlöny 2016. évi 87. Szám (Hungarian Gazette 

volume/number 87 of 2016). The policy document is 126-page long, covering several laws, government 

regulations and orders with a wide range of topics. As mentioned already in the GRI report, the 

Hungarian legislation includes the implementation of the directive as an amendment to Act C of 2000 

on Accounting.  

The Directive 2014/95/EU appears in the main chapter “VIII. Fejezet Számvitelt Érintő Módosítások” 

(Chapter VIII. Amendments to Accounting), in the passages 219. §, under sub-chapter 21. A 

számvitelről szóló 2000. évi C. törvény módosítása (Amendment of Act C of 2000 on Accounting); 

passage 266. § under the sub-chapter 29. Az Európai Unió jogának való megfelelés (Compliance with 

the European Union Law); passage 212. § “Az Szt. III. Fejezete a következő alcímmel és 95/C. §-sal 

egészül ki: Nem pénzügyi kimutatás” (amendment adding the following sub-title: Non-financial 

reporting).  

These passages cover the requirements for the non-financial disclosure or reporting and the main points 

that it needs to include. It states in a point that the report should detail the “environmental, social, labor 

and human rights, anti-corruption and bribery” information of the corporation. However, a remarkable 



20 
 

finding is that the legislation does not mention nor call the reporting initiative “sustainability” or 

“sustainability reporting” at all throughout the whole document, rather commonly referred to as “non-

financial” indicators, report, etc.  

Sweden 

Sweden’s Riksdagen (parliament) published a separate policy document called “Civilutskottets 

betänkande 2016/17:CU2 Företagens rapportering om hållbarhet och mångfaldspolicy” (Report of the 

Civil Committee 2016/17: CU2 Corporate reporting on sustainability and diversity policy). This is the 

document linked in the GRI report on country practices provided for Sweden along with numerous 

supporting documents. The provided link is a 44-page long policy document including all the aspects 

of the Directive 2014/95/EU, and the whole decision-making process about this specific law can be 

reached on their website1 up until the point of the final decision on 26 October 2016.  

The policy document includes several chapters and sub-chapters exclusively about the Directive, 

providing a detailed description on the suggestions, considerations, propositions, motions and 

resolutions, the future design of the legislation, reservations, a list of considered proposals, and the 

government’s bill. The document describes the aims of the Directive, thus sustainability and diversity 

reporting in detail, referring to it as “hållbarhetsrapportering” (sustainability reporting) several times 

throughout the whole policy document.   

Apart from the main policy document, Sweden published several supporting documents for the 

legislation, such as: Annual Reporting Law, Law on Economic Associations, Foundation Act and 

Companies Act (GRI 2017, p. 29).  

In summary, Hungary and Sweden have implemented the Directive 2014/95/EU in different ways into 

their national legislation. Even though the basis and the basic requirements that the corporations need 

to do are following the same outline from the Directive, the ways of implementation and presentation 

are different to a great extent. The major differences are as listed below:  

 Hungary Sweden 

Implementation method 

Amendment of Act C of 2000 

on Accounting (3 paragraphs 

and subpoints detailing the 

requirements) 

Corporate Reporting on 

Sustainability and Diversity 

Policy CU2 (44-page long 

policy document) 

Number of documents 

produced 

Amendment to existing 

legislation 

1 Policy document and 4 

supporting documents: Annual 

Reporting Law, Law on 

Economic Associations, 

Foundation Act and 

Companies Act 

Size of corporations required to 

report 
500 250 

  Additional requirements -  

explanation of the sums 

indicated in the financial 

statement with are relevant to 

corporate social responsibility 

Wording of the report “Non-financial and diversity 

report” 

“Sustainability and diversity 

report” 
Fig. 8.  Summary of the implementation of the Directive for both countries. Created by author.  

 

 

                                                           
1 Sveriges Riksdag. 2016. Företagens rapportering om hållbarhet och mångfaldspolicy 
Civilutskottets betänkande 2016/17:CU2. Retrieved from: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-
lagar/arende/betankande/foretagens-rapportering-om-hallbarhet-och_H401CU2, on 01. 05. 2019.  

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/arende/betankande/foretagens-rapportering-om-hallbarhet-och_H401CU2
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/arende/betankande/foretagens-rapportering-om-hallbarhet-och_H401CU2
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5.3 Absentees from the results  
There are some identified absentees from the results. First, as the Directive is a relatively recent one, 

and the reporting activities are required to start in 2018, incorporating the sustainability and diversity 

information on the financial year 2017-2018, there are no country summaries available up to the 

publication of this thesis on the number of reports produced, and thus the information on how many 

companies actually comply with the legislation are unavailable. Furthermore, there seems to be a lack 

of a unified definition of sustainability and sustainability reporting, as apart from saying that 

corporations need to include their “environmental, economic and social contributions”, no further 

elaboration is provided in neither the EU nor the national legislation.  

6. Discussion  

 
The Discussion chapter follows the structure of the sub-questions, with reference to the background, 

overview on similar research, and the main discussion points that were identified in the scientific 

literature review on the topic. After answering the sub-questions, the conclusion and the answer to the 

main research question is answered at the end of the Discussion chapter. 

The research question and the corresponding sub-questions are the follows: 

• Why do countries perform in significantly different ways within the field of sustainability, 

given they are all following the same directives issued by the EU? 

o How do the governance frameworks work in these countries to reach the SDGs? 

o How do these countries implement the Directive 2014/95/EU into their national 

legislation? 

 

6.1 How do the governance frameworks work in these 

countries to reach the SDGs? 
The governance framework was studied by applying a number of indicators. These indicators were 

predefined by the study produced by the EP, which are: Political commitment and strategy; Lead and 

horizontal coordination; Stakeholder participation; Monitoring and review; Institutions for the long-

term; Activities of parliaments. In combination with these, the Bertelsmann Stiftung study and the EC 

environmental sustainability implementation report provided further ground for the evaluation and 

comparison of the two countries. 

First of all, the overall sustainability performance check provided by the Bertelsmann Stiftung 

highlights the difference between the performance of the two countries by setting Sweden to 7, while 

Hungary to 2 points in this category. Thus, the outcome and performance of the two countries are 

confirmed and the comparison in their governance framework leads to identifying the key areas which 

lead to different sustainability outcomes while following the same environmental policies and 

directives. 

First of all, the EP country data sheets are based on the “assumption that a higher degree of 

institutionalisation is positive for the implementation of the SDGs” (European Parliament 2019, p. 19). 

In that case, Hungary and Sweden are supposed to be somewhat similarly performing in terms of the 

implementation of the SDGs and in overall sustainability performance, as they were scoring in total the 

same points, and both performed both well and below expectations in certain categories. However, 

Sweden is the number one country in the OECD countries and in numerous other reports in terms of 

sustainability performance. Especially based on a separate report on how well countries are performing 

on the SDGs, Sweden is number one, while Hungary is placed 26. Furthermore, the two countries again 

score on the two extremities (Sweden – best; Hungary – worst practices) in terms of environmental 

friendliness (Greenmatch 2019). Thus, the results provided in the EP report raise interesting questions 
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about their basic assumption, or the relevance of their governance framework indicators in terms of 

sustainability performance. On the other hand, the case might be that only the indicators where Sweden 

scores high are the ones that have a causal relationship with the sustainability performance, which then 

are: political commitment and strategy; lead and horizontal coordination; and knowledge input and 

tools.  

However, elaborating on this, the Bertelsmann Stiftung report concludes that one of the biggest 

differences identified between the countries is that while Sweden considers sustainability “one of 

several mainstreamed goals in the policy process” (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2018, p. 40), Hungary 

apparently is lacking behind in applying such a holistic and integrated approach. This might explain the 

differences between the two countries in terms of “Institutions for the long-term (Hungary: maximum 

points; Sweden: minimum points). Thus, even though Hungary set up a separate council to deal with 

the SDGs, it does not imply that they are a major player in decision-making. On the other hand, they 

might have not identified a separate council specifically dedicated to the SDGs in Sweden, but the 

Swedish legislation goes a step further and states that sustainability is an integrated part of the decision-

making processes and must be applied through all the ministries through all levels (EP 2019); especially 

if the fact the “sustainability is a relatively new phenomenon in Hungary” (Gaspar et al. 2012; Karcagi-

Kovats 2012), while Sweden is a “pioneer” in this field, “as the earliest example that we have, adopted 

a first sustainable development strategy in 1994” (European Parliament 2019). Furthermore, the 

stakeholder participation in special regards to the NGOs have been criticized heavily in Hungary, 

especially in the Bertelsmann Stiftung and EC country reports, which is in sharp opposition to the EP 

scoring system (EP: maximum points; BS and EC: stakeholder participation discouraged, NGO opinion 

not considered in decision-making, etc. (EC 2019, pp. 34-35)). Monitoring and review (Sweden: 2, 

Hungary: 1), and Activities of parliaments (Sweden: 2, Hungary: 3) do now show significant difference 

between the two countries’ performances, which does not explain the differences in the overall 

sustainability performance.  

To sum up, there are significant differences between the countries’ performances in governance 

frameworks to adopt to the SDGs in Political commitment and strategy; Knowledge input and tools, 

Institutions for the long-term; and Stakeholder participation. However, further and more elaborated 

research is needed in these areas to identify the proper scoring of these countries in these categories, as 

there have been contradictory information found in different documents about for example the level of 

stakeholder participation, institutions, etc. Thus, as the aim of the thesis is to provide ground for future 

research and policy-making, the results from the EP country data sheets raise compelling questions. 

First, as the assumption of the EP research paper appears to not match with the outcomes of 

sustainability, especially SDG performance of the EU member states, the indicators of governance 

framework or the method of data collection might need to be revised. For this reason, the QoG institute 

and research have identified three indicators that have a correlation with environmental and 

sustainability performance of a country: corruption, bureaucratic quality and rule of law (Povitkina 

2018), which was identified as discussion point 6 in the literature review. These indicators might 

provide answers to, for example, even if Hungary sets up “Institutions for the long-term”, the lack of 

their decision-making power and bureaucratic quality of these institutions end up not performing 

accordingly.  

However, in conclusion, the results still highlight the fact that political will, along with the holistic and 

integrated approach in policy-making and governance framework are crucial to adopt environmental 

directives and to reach sustainability goals. Furthermore, for future research and to tackle the 

compelling results presented by the EP, corruption, bureaucratic quality and rule of law could also form 

the bases of comparison or evaluation.  

 



23 
 

6.2 How do these countries implement the Directive 

2014/95/EU into their national legislation? 
As for the national legislation, Sweden is going beyond the minimum requirements from the EU and 

apply stricter measures in their national legislation for corporations to report, all published in a separate 

44-page long policy documents detailing all aspects of non-financial and diversity reporting, where the 

word sustainability occurs at a high frequency – showing dedication and going the extra mile even when 

it comes to legislation. On the other hand, Hungary does adopt the requirements set out by the EU, 

however, implements the regulation into their national legislation as an amendment to an already 

existing law on accounting, and does not mention the word sustainability a single time in the whole 

document.  

Thus, combined with the other findings, the lack of proper formulation and definition of “sustainability” 

can be – as other research have also pointed out in terms of EU Directives -   “ambiguous, developed 

on arbitrary ground, with uncertain outcomes, with an indeterminate future”, and “By mixing the 

promotion of eco-designs with awareness campaigns or voluntary agreements among producers, they 

produce a realistic, albeit not complete, picture of the multisided of” sustainability reporting (Corvellec, 

2016). This point is further justified by the literature (Corvellec 2016; Torre et al. 2018; Pesqueux 2009; 

Caradonna 2014; Mazi 2005) as this problematic nature of the term was also identified in the current 

scientific findings. This can cause problems and deviations especially in countries where the interests, 

norms and national cultural differences can also influence the outcomes of environmental policies, not 

only legislation and the institutional capacity - “This issue is even further emphasised in the context of 

a supranational Directive implemented through national regulations across a set of States with 

significantly different local practices and cultural contexts” (Torre et al. 2018, p. 600), just as identified 

in discussion points 1 and 2 in the literature review. Especially in the case of Hungary, where 

sustainability practices and reporting are not widely-accepted or practiced, research “show that most 

Hungarian companies are not willing to disclose voluntary reports about either their sustainability 

performance or their value creation” (Tirnitz 2017, p. 1). This finding tends to support the debate on 

whether sustainability reporting and CSR activities should be mandatory or voluntary in a way that in 

case sustainability is not an integrated part of everyday practices, then regulating it can in fact lead to 

better outcomes and higher compliance. Further elaborating on this point, the norm of not having 

sustainability as an integrated part of everyday practices and just the word itself is not used in the 

everyday language can lead to lower performances, as “external pressure from the civil society, public 

authorities and the media has so far been fairly low” (Karcagi-Kovats 2012). On the other hand, in a 

society where Sweden is the “pioneer” and number one in reaching the SDGs (European Parliament 

2019; Bertelsmann Stiftung 2018), sustainability already managed to be translated and integrated into 

several aspects, decision-making and legislation over the years. This finding also confirms discussion 

point 4 identified in the literature review, proving that cultural differences and norms indeed have a 

great influence on the outcomes of environmental policies (Antonicelli et al. 2015; Skjærseth and 

Wettestad 2002), plus, also on the implementation and enforcement of these. 

 

6.3 Why do countries perform in significantly different ways 

within the field of sustainability, given they are all following 

the same directives issued by the EU? 
The aim of the comparative case study is to identify the differences and similarities between the 

researched countries, and thus highlight the leverage points that are essential to improve the 

sustainability performance and provide basis for future research on the topic.  

“We see that there are great discrepancies between the countries” (EP 2019) – which is supported by 

both the current research and literature on the topic and the findings in the results. These differences 

are mainly dedicated to “limited political weight of sustainable development strategies” (European 

Parliament 2019, p. 23) and the level of importance assigned to the initiative, just as in terms of the 

degree of involvement of the directive into the national legislation.  
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Hungary scores significantly lower than Sweden in both the EP and Bertelsmann Stiftung reports, which 

indicates a clear deviation in the governance frameworks that have an effect on the outcome of 

sustainability performance of the country. Furthermore, the implementation of a holistic and integrated 

approach when it comes to sustainability and policy-making along with high political will proves to be 

essential, which was also mentioned in other environmental sustainability directive research (Corvellec 

2016).  

Furthermore, it can be concluded that other indicators might be beneficial to include in future research 

on comparison of the governance framework and legislative differences between the EU member states 

following Directives, such as corruption, bureaucratic quality and rule of law.  

In conclusion, the leverage points identified are that sustainability measures need to be taken into a 

holistic and integrated approach in the policy-making decision of a country in order to reach overall 

higher-level sustainability performance, along with political will and dedication, lead and horizontal 

coordination; and knowledge input and tools. These attributes are the ones that showed the greatest 

differences between the two countries, and thus explain the differences of their overall sustainability 

performance.  

 

7. Conclusion 
 

This research contributes to the understanding of the implementation of environmental EU directives 

with the goal of achieving sustainable development within the EU member states. Throughout a 

multilevel governance and deductive approach, the comparative case study highlighted the differences 

and identifies leverage points for policy makers and future research to develop common best practices 

for such purposes.  

In order to answer the research question Why do countries perform in significantly different ways within 

the field of sustainability, given they are all following the same directives issued by the EU?,  the 

comparison of the two selected countries, Hungary and Sweden were conducted through two sub-

questions, which aimed at identifying the differences and similarities in their governance framework to 

reach the SDGs and legislation following the Directive 2014/94/EU.  

The process of the implementation of sustainability reporting and CSR initiatives and the achievement 

of the SDGs require a multilevel governance paradigm-shift, which enables actors to act and perform 

accordingly. The Directive 2014/95/EU is such an initiative which lays down a fundamental framework 

or suggestion on how the overall legislation needs to meet certain requirements. However, deriving 

from the nature of a directive, it does not offer a clear guideline to follow nor actual legislative guidance. 

Even though directives are mandatory to be implemented in national legislation, the way and form of it 

may vary to a great extent due to the fact that it is sufficient for the EU if the directive is translated into 

the countries’ law. This, however, results in different levels of efficiency and performance in different 

countries.  

As Sweden is the number one performer in sustainability and the SDGs while Hungary ranks 26, 

identifying the differences in their governance framework to adopt the SDGs and to implement 

Directives into their national legislation can provide leverage points for policy-making and future 

research on the adaptation of environmental policies in the EU.  

In conclusion, clear differences can be identified between the countries’ political commitment, 

integrational and holistic approach of sustainability into policy-making and everyday life, the “extra 

mile” and showing commitment to improving the sustainability and transparency level of corporations 

in applying stricter measures in national legislation following the Directive 2014/95/EU and handling 

sustainability as a concept as a crucial, essential and integrated part of life. For the rest of the indicators, 

this research acknowledges the differences, however, proposes additional indicators for future research 
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(corruption, bureaucratic quality and rule of law) and the reconsideration of scores for some of the 

indicators provided by the EP (eg. stakeholder participation, institutions for the long-term). 

The policy instruments of the EU are one of the widely-reaching tools for environmental sustainability 

measures to be implemented for over 500 million people. The thesis shows that policy-makers and 

society can benefit from these results, as the integration of sustainability into all aspects of life does in 

fact ameliorate the overall sustainability performance of a country; and thus, public pressure can also 

influence the attitude of companies too, along with legislative initiatives. Furthermore, this thesis 

contributes to the future research by providing ground for further improvements in this study field. 

 

8. Limitations and Future Research  
 

Limitation of this thesis include time restrictions and the usage of mostly secondary sources. 

Furthermore, as a comparative study of two countries was conducted, the methodological issue of small 

number of cases arises, however, the inclusion of more cases was out of scope for this thesis. Also, 

sustainability reporting “does not necessarily translate into better sustainability performance” 

(Sustainabilityreporting.com) due to companies “greenwashing” or “tick off” activities which needs to 

be taken into consideration. 

For future research, the inclusion of additional theories such as Quality of Government (QoG) to build 

on the existing literature could lead the way to new findings. Furthermore, deriving from the limitations, 

a meta-study of all EU member states could be conducted in order to gather a more comprehensive 

picture of the problematic and leverage points in the implementation and integration of EU directives. 

Starting off from a supranational legislation on sustainability reporting, further research on the 

realisation of a global mandatory framework would also contribute to the ongoing academic debate on 

the effectiveness of such legislation. 

 

Due to the limited scope of the thesis, the whole political, governmental and legal capabilities and 

evaluations could not be executed, however, might provide compelling insights and more detailed 

ground for comparison in future research.  
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