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Abstract: 

In April 2021, the European Commission introduced an updated version of their Non-
Financial Reporting Directive, called the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive. 
Applicable starting from the fiscal year 2024 onwards, the new directive makes sustainability 
reporting mandatory for around 49 000 companies in the EU and between 600-800 
companies in Finland.  

This thesis examines the effect of the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 
on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices. The aim of this thesis is to 
understand how the upcoming directive might affect Finnish companies’ sustainability 
reporting, which benefits and challenges the directive might bring, and how the challenges 
might be resolved. The empirical data for this study was gathered between November 2021 
and March 2022 by interviewing leading experts within the field of sustainability in Finland. 
Totally 8 reporting companies and 6 consultants and experts within sustainability reporting 
and assurance were interviewed. 

The results show that overall Finnish companies are positively oriented towards the 
upcoming directive, but simultaneously perceive challenges with it. Especially the tight 
schedule and lack of knowledge were perceived as a challenge. The interviewed companies 
did not perceive the upcoming directive as a too heavy burden and believed that they would 
meet the new requirements in time, but many raised their concern regarding medium- and 
small-sized companies. The need for additional resources was likewise raised as a concern 
and many wished to see the benefits of the new directive meet the additional required 
resources. Meeting stakeholder expectations and institutional pressures were raised as the 
biggest motivators for sustainability reporting. Comparability of sustainability reports was 
raised as the most important benefit of the upcoming directive. Equality, transparency, and 
a united definition of sustainability were as well raised as important matters. All interviewees 
perceived the upcoming, EU-developed, sustainability reporting standards as positive. 

This study provides entirely new knowledge on the possible effects of the upcoming CSRD 
on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices and the benefits and challenges 
perceived with the upcoming directive from both a reporting company’s point of view and an 
expert’s point of view. In addition, this study provides knowledge on the role of regulatory in 
promoting sustainability reporting. 
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Inverkan av den kommande Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive-direktivet på 
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Sammandrag: 

I april 2021 introducerade Europeiska kommissionen en uppdaterad version av sitt direktiv 
om icke-finansiell rapportering, kallat Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive. Det 
nya direktivet, som gäller från och med räkenskapsåret 2024, gör hållbarhetsrapportering 
obligatorisk för cirka 49 000 företag i EU och mellan 600–800 företag i Finland.  

I denna avhandling undersöks inverkan av det kommande CSRD-direktivet på finländska 
företags praxis för hållbarhetsrapportering. Syftet med avhandlingen är att förstå hur det 
kommande direktivet möjligtvis påverkar finländska företags hållbarhetsrapportering, 
vilka fördelar och utmaningar direktivet kan medföra, och hur utmaningarna kan lösas. 
Data för denna studie samlades in mellan november 2021 och mars 2022 genom att 
intervjua ledande experter inom hållbarhet i Finland. Totalt intervjuades 8 rapporterande 
företag och 6 konsulter och experter inom hållbarhetsrapportering och revision.  

Resultaten visar att finländska företag överlag är positivt inställda gentemot det kommande 
direktivet, men att de samtidigt upplever utmaningar med det. Särskilt den knappa 
tidtabellen och bristen på kunskap upplevs som utmaningar. De intervjuade företagen 
ansåg att det kommande direktivet inte är en alltför tung börda för dem och att de skulle 
uppfylla de nya kraven i tid. Däremot uttryckte många sin oro för medelstora och små 
företag. Behovet av ytterligare resurser togs också upp som ett bekymmer och många 
hoppades på att fördelarna med det nya direktivet skulle motsvara de ytterligare 
nödvändiga resurserna. Uppfyllelsen av intressenternas förväntningar och institutionella 
tryck lyftes fram som de största motivationerna för hållbarhetsrapportering. 
Hållbarhetsrapporternas jämförbarhet lyftes fram som den viktigaste fördelen med det nya 
direktivet. Jämlikhet, öppenhet, och en enhetlig definition av hållbarhet lyftes också fram 
som viktiga ärenden. Alla intervjuade ansåg de kommande, EFRAGs utvecklade standarder 
för hållbarhetrapportering som en positiv sak. 

Denna studie ger helt ny kunskap om möjliga inverkan av det kommande CSRD-direktivet 
på finländska företags hållbarhetsrapporteringspraxis och om fördelarna och 
utmaningarna som upplevs med det, både ur ett rapporterande företags synvinkel och ur 
en experts synvinkel. Dessutom ger den här studien kunskap om regleringens roll när det 
gäller att främja hållbarhetsrapportering. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Climate change, natural disasters, the Covid-19 pandemic: all these events remind us of 

how we all are a part of the nature and environment and how everything we do affects 

the environment around us. Furthermore, as we see how human activities are negatively 

influencing our surroundings, sustainability matters are becoming an important part of 

our daily lives. As the focus on sustainability issues has grown, concrete actions towards 

a more sustainable environment have followed. For example, in the year 2015, two 

important calls of action were set: The Paris Agreement and The 17 Sustainable 

Development Goals. While the Paris agreement aims to fight global warming by limiting 

the increase of the global temperature (United Nations n.d.a.), The 17 Sustainable 

Development Goals aim to promote a sustainable society by working towards ending 

poverty, protecting the planet, and overall improving the lives of people around the world 

(United Nations n.d.b.). As defined by the United Nations Brundtland Commission in 

1987, sustainability is “meeting the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” Therefore, actions toward a more 

sustainable future need to be set while it is still possible to make a difference (United 

Nations n.d.c.).   

As companies have a big impact on both the environment and society and with the 

increasing focus being directed towards sustainability issues, stakeholders have started 

to require companies to disclose their sustainability matters in the form of a 

sustainability report (Larrianga & Bebbington, 2021). Furthermore, stakeholders are 

requiring companies to provide more transparency into their sustainability matters and 

companies are facing stronger institutional pressures to report on their sustainability 

performance than ever before. While sustainability reporting has until recent years been 

mostly voluntary, the first sustainability reports were published already in the 1980s 

(Larrianga & Bebbington, 2021). Thereafter, the role of sustainability reporting has 

grown and evolved in both quality and quantity. According to a study made by the 

Governance & Accountability Institute (2021) approximately 92% of the S&P 500 

companies reported on their sustainability matters in 2020, while in 2011 the number 

was only 20 %. Furthermore, the study confirms the increased focus directed toward 

sustainability reporting. In addition, Bowers (2010) states that stakeholder pressure is 

not the only reason why companies choose to report on their sustainability matters. 

Moreover, companies have also identified the benefits of sustainability reporting, such 

as cost savings and greater efficiency in business operations. 
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As sustainability matters have become a norm in today’s society, the legislative 

framework surrounding sustainability has developed likewise. In 2014, the European 

Commission introduced Directive 2014/95/EU, their first directive regarding mandatory 

non-financial reporting. This directive made non-financial reporting mandatory for 

approximately 11, 600 companies across the EU. The directive aimed to encourage 

companies to develop their sustainability practices and to provide diverse stakeholders 

with more transparency into large companies’ sustainability matters (European 

Commission n.d.a.). In April 2021, the European Commission introduced an updated 

version of their Non-Financial Reporting Directive, called the Corporate Sustainability 

Reporting Directive, CSRD for short. As one may notice, the name of the updated 

directive has “sustainability reporting” in it, indicating an increased focus specifically 

on sustainability matters and reporting requirements regarding sustainability matters. 

Furthermore, this new directive will once more change the legislative scope of 

sustainability reporting for companies across the EU, but this time on a more extensive 

level affecting as many as 49 000 companies. The new directive will be applicable 

starting from the fiscal year 2024 and bring stricter reporting requirements with it 

(European Commission 2021). 

1.1 Problem statement 

For more than three decades ago sustainability reporting was a highly unfamiliar subject 

for many companies. However, over the last decades sustainability reporting has been 

evolving to become a norm in the business world (Larrianga & Bebbington, 2021). 

Furthermore, sustainability has grown to become a popular subject in today’s society 

which can, for instance, be recognized from numerous studies that have been conducted 

on sustainability reporting (Kolk, 2004; Hahn & Kühnen, 2013; Zrnić, Starčević & 

Crnković, 2020). The focus and interest directed towards research on sustainability 

topics signal likewise the growing importance of sustainability matters. 

Previous research on sustainability reporting has contributed to knowledge on 

sustainability matters in numerous ways. For example, Nazari, Herremans & Warsame 

(2015) and Bhimani, Silvola & Sivabalan (2016) found that companies’ biggest 

motivators for reporting on their sustainability matters are believed to be stakeholder 

and institutional pressures. In addition, findings from studies by Boodoo (2016) and 

Ioannou & Serafeim (2017) indicate that regulated sustainability reporting seems to 

positively affect socially responsible management practices and increase the reporting 

companies’ environmental, social, and governmental performances. Previous research 
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has likewise stated that mandatory sustainability reporting is needed to increase the level 

of sustainability reporting amongst reporting companies (Schadewitz & Niskala, 2010; 

Kuzey & Uyar, 2017) and that a standardized reporting framework is needed to increase 

the comparability of sustainability reports (Hamilton & Waters, 2022). As stated, 

sustainability reporting has been a popular objective for research. However, as with most 

objectives of research, even for sustainability reporting several questions are remaining 

to be unanswered and need additional research.  

Previous research on the current Non-Financial Reporting Directive, NFRD for short, 

has shown that the current directive did increase the quality and the quantity of produced 

sustainability reports throughout the EU (Mion & Loza Adaui, 2019; Korca, Costa & 

Farneti, 2021; Ottenstein et al., 2021). However, since the NFRD did not require 

reporting companies to follow any standardized reporting framework, the harmonization 

of sustainability reporting and comparability between reporting companies’ 

sustainability reports have remained to be a challenge (Fiandrino, Trana, Tonelli & 

Lucchese, 2021; Ottenstein et al., 2021). The upcoming Corporate Sustainability 

Reporting Directive does not only make sustainability reporting mandatory for a 

significantly larger number of reporting companies throughout the EU, but also requires 

companies falling under the upcoming directive to report on their sustainability matters 

by specific sustainability reporting standards (European Commission 2021). 

Furthermore, the aim of the upcoming directive is not only to promote sustainability and 

sustainable finance throughout the EU, but also to harmonize sustainability reporting 

within the EU. Since the upcoming directive has not yet been established there is limited 

information available on whether the upcoming directive will increase the comparability 

of sustainability reports between reporting companies, and thus the subject is relevant 

to investigate. 

This study investigates the effect of the upcoming CSRD on Finnish reporting companies’ 

sustainability reporting practices.  Furthermore, Finnish reporting companies are overall 

perceived to produce high-quality financial reports (Lindahl & Schadewitz, 2008). In 

addition, out of the 100 most sustainable companies in the world, 6 are Finnish 

companies (Forbes 2020). According to KPMG (2020), 90 % of Finnish N100 

companies1 reported on their sustainability matters in 2020. Moreover, due to Finnish 

reporting companies’ reputation for high-quality reporting, Finland is considered to be 

 
1 N100 companies = largest 100 companies by revenue in respective countries in the KPMG 
survey of Sustainability Reporting 2020 
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a suitable target for investigation in this study. Another factor that makes Finland an 

interesting target for investigation is that even though large Finnish reporting companies 

seem to perform well within sustainability reporting, the actual level of sustainability 

reporting amongst Finnish reporting companies remains unclear. Furthermore, 

information regarding the overall level of sustainability reporting in Finland is somewhat 

hard to find. No specific information regarding the number of produced sustainability 

reports in Finland seems to be available and even the specific number of Finnish 

reporting companies reporting under the current NFRD is hard to find anywhere. 

According to common knowledge, around 100 Finnish companies currently report under 

the NFRD. In other words, as the upcoming CSRD will require around 600-800 Finnish 

reporting companies to report under the upcoming directive it might have the power to 

change the whole culture surrounding sustainability reporting in Finland. Since the 

current level of sustainability reporting amongst Finnish reporting companies is 

somewhat uncertain it is relevant to investigate how the upcoming directive might affect 

Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices.  

Additionally, as previous research has highlighted the role of regulatory in promoting 

sustainability reporting (Schadewitz & Niskala, 2010; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017) it is relevant 

to study whether the upcoming CSRD in fact will be a driving force in the development 

of sustainability reporting amongst Finnish reporting companies, as well as the actual 

role of regulatory on the level of sustainability reporting in Finland. In addition, as 

sustainability reporting has been mostly voluntary and the reporting requirements of the 

current NFRD are relatively loose it is relevant to investigate how the stricter 

requirements might affect Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices.  

1.2 Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the possible effect of the upcoming Corporate 

Sustainability Reporting Directive on Finnish reporting companies’ sustainability 

reporting practices. Furthermore, this study aims to find how Finnish reporting 

companies are perceiving the upcoming directive and its new requirements, the possible 

benefits and challenges with the new requirements, preparations for the new 

requirements, and overall, how the upcoming directive and its requirements might 

change Finnish reporting companies’ sustainability reporting practices. Thus, the main 

research question for this study is stated as follows: 
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- How will the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive affect 

Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices? 

In addition, since the upcoming CSRD makes sustainability reporting mandatory by law 

for the reporting companies falling under the scope of the upcoming directive, this study 

aims to investigate the role of the regulatory in sustainability reporting. Furthermore, 

this study aims to investigate whether mandatory sustainability reporting increases the 

role of sustainability reporting in Finland. Therefore, the first sub-research question is 

presented as follows: 

o What role does the regulatory context have? 

Finally, this study aims to examine how Finnish reporting companies falling under the 

upcoming CSRD might resolve possible challenges arising from the new requirements of 

the CSRD. Thus, the second sub-research question is formulated as follows: 

o How will companies resolve the challenges that the new directive 

creates? 

1.3 Delimitations 

This study does have delimitations. Firstly, this study investigates only the Finnish 

market, and thus only Finnish reporting companies are included in this study. Secondly, 

the sample of this study includes only companies falling under the reporting 

requirements of the upcoming CSRD or experts that have an understanding of the 

upcoming directive and its possible effects on Finnish companies’ sustainability 

reporting. Thirdly, due to time restrict reasons the data for this study has been collected 

between the timeframe November 2021 to March 2022, and therefore this study will 

include Finnish reporting companies’ perceptions and preparations only from this time.  

1.4 Disposition 

This paper consists of eight chapters, including sup chapters. Chapters one through four 

build up the theoretical part of the study, while chapters five through eight build up the 

empirical part of this study. Following the introduction, chapter two discusses the 

regulatory context of sustainability reporting. Furthermore, this chapter discusses four 

relevant themes on sustainability reporting and sustainable finance within the EU: the 

sustainable finance action plan, Directive 2014/95/EU, the EU taxonomy, and the 

Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive. The third chapter presents the literature 
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review of this study, where corporate sustainability, the triple bottom line framework, 

and ESG are reviewed as well as current frameworks in sustainability reporting are 

discussed. In addition, the third chapter presents four relevant theories for this study: 

shareholder and stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and institutional theory. 

Thereafter, chapter four presents earlier research on sustainability reporting. Chapter 

five builds up the foundation for the empirical part of this study by presenting the 

methodology for this study where research philosophy, approach, design, strategy, 

sample and data collection, data analysis, and the quality of research are discussed. 

Chapter six presents the finding of this study, while chapter seven provides a discussion 

and analysis of the results. Finally, chapter eight wraps up this paper by presenting a 

research summary, contributions to existing literature, limitations of the study, and 

suggestions for future research.  
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2 THE REGULATORY CONTEXT 

This chapter will discuss the regulatory context of sustainability reporting in the EU. 

Firstly, the sustainability finance action plan will be discussed, whereafter the current 

Non-Financial Reporting Directive will be presented. Thirdly, EU taxonomy will be 

examined, upon which the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive is 

reviewed. Lastly, a comparison table between the current and the upcoming directive is 

presented.  

2.1 Sustainable Finance Action Plan 

In March 2018, the European Commission released one of its new policy objectives called 

the sustainable finance action plan. The new regulation aims to create a sustainable 

finance strategy and ensure the long-term competitiveness of the economy in the EU. 

The action plan consists of ten different reform areas that are set for implementation to 

meet the goals of the action plan. Furthermore, the action plan is a major policy objective 

in promoting sustainable investments and ensuring a sustainable future in the EU. 

(European Commission 2018) 

The sustainable finance action plan consists of three main goals. Each goal consists of 

different actions which promote the main goal and aims to ensure that the main goal will 

be met. The first goal in the action plan is to “reorient capital flows towards sustainable 

investment in order to achieve sustainable and inclusive growth”. In other words, this 

goal aims to promote and increase sustainable investments within the EU. The second 

goal is to “manage financial risks stemming from climate change, resource depletion, 

environmental degradation and social issues”. Furthermore, this goal aims to 

incorporate sustainability into risk management practices. Lastly, the third goal is to 

“foster transparency and long-termism in financial and economic activity”. In other 

words, this goal aims to promote sustainability disclosure and sustainability reporting in 

the EU. (European Commission 2018)    

The ninth action in the sustainable finance action plan discusses “strengthening 

sustainability disclosure and accounting rule-making”. Furthermore, this action plan is 

directly connected to sustainability reporting. The European Commission argues that 

sustainability reporting enables investors and stakeholders to better evaluate 

corporations’ long-term value creation and their sustainability risk exposure. In 

addition, they argue that an appropriate balance needs to be created between flexibility 

and the standardization of disclosure so that the information disclosed can be reliable 
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and comparable. One of the main goals of the ninth action plan is to create sustainability 

reporting requirements that support a sustainable and long-term economy in the EU. 

(European Commission 2018) 

2.2 Directive 2014/95/EU 

Directive 2014/95/EU, also called the Non-Financial Reporting Directive, was adopted 

in the European Union in December 2014. The aim of the directive is to increase the 

transparency of corporations’ social and environmental matters along with advancing 

the EU’s agenda for corporate social responsibility. In the EU, the directive is applicable 

for listed companies, banks, and insurance companies with more than 500 employees. 

The directive requires large public interest entities to publish reports on the following 

sustainability matters: (1) how they perform in regard to environmental matters, (2) how 

employee’s needs and social matters are managed, (3) whether human rights are being 

respected in a responsible manner, (4) actions regarding anti-corruption and bribery, 

and (5) how diversified the board of the company is in regard to age, gender, educational, 

and professional background. In other words, the directive requires companies to report 

on their business models, policies, outcomes, risks and risk management, and key 

performance indicators. The directive does not require independent 3rd party assurance 

of the sustainability report. However, the report should be included in the annual report 

of the reporting companies. The directive has been applicable since the fiscal year 2018. 

(Hahnkamper-Vandenbulcke, 2021)   

The Non-Financial Reporting Directive offers corporations the flexibility to decide which 

reporting guidelines they want to apply in their sustainability reporting. This 

consequently allows corporations to disclose relevant information in a way they believe 

is most useful for them and their stakeholders and enables the reporting companies to 

choose which reporting guidelines they wish to follow. Currently, some of the most used 

sustainability reporting guidelines are provided by the Global Reporting Initiative, the 

Sustainability Accounting Standards Board, the UN Global Compact, the Organization 

for Economic Co-Operation and Development, and the International Organization for 

Standardization. (Hahnkamper-Vandenbulcke, 2021) 

In Finland, the Non-Financial Reporting Directive was approved and integrated into the 

Finnish accounting act in December 2016. According to the Finnish accounting act, listed 

companies, banks, and insurance companies with more than 500 employees, a turnover 

over 40 million euros, and/or total assets over 20 million euros need to report according 
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to the Non-Financial Reporting Directive in Finland. (Ministry of Employment and the 

Economy of Finland n.d.) 

2.3 EU Taxonomy 

According to the European Commission (n.d.b.), the EU taxonomy is “a common 

classification system for sustainable economic activities”. The EU taxonomy was created 

to direct capital flows toward more sustainable investments and to ensure that the EU’s 

climate and energy targets for 2030 are met. The taxonomy regulation was released on 

22 June 2020 and came into effect on 12 July 2020. The taxonomy regulation aims to 

diminish greenwashing, support companies in becoming more environmentally 

sustainable, reduce market fragmentation, and direct capital flows towards more 

sustainable activities. In addition, the taxonomy regulation provides companies, 

investors, and policymakers in the EU with a common definition of what is considered 

sustainable economic activities and what is not.  (European Commission n.d.b.) 

2.4 Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

In December 2019, the European Commission identified a need for a renewed strategy 

for financing sustainable growth to ensure the reorientation of capital flows towards 

green investments. Simultaneously, stakeholders demanded better information from 

corporations of their social and environmental performance and impacts. Therefore, the 

renewed strategy on financing sustainable growth aimed e.g., to review and update the 

Non-Financial Reporting Directive. The revision of the NFRD sought to ensure 

stakeholders the access to sufficient sustainability information of corporations’ 

sustainability actions for them to take sustainability-related risks, opportunities-, and 

impacts better into consideration in their decision-making. (Hahnkamper-

Vandenbulcke, 2021) 

In April 2021, the European Commission released its proposal for the Corporate 

Sustainability Reporting Directive. According to the European Council (2022), the 

proposed directive would be applicable in three stages starting with the fiscal year 2024 

for reporting companies’ already reporting under the current NFRD. Secondly, larger 

companies that do not yet report under the current directive would need to report from 

the fiscal year 2025 onwards. Lastly, small, listed companies, small and non-complex 

credit institutions, and captive insurance undertakings would need to report from the 

fiscal year 2026 onwards. Initially, the upcoming directive was to be applied for the fiscal 

year 2023. However, later on, it was believed that additional time for implementation 
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would be required and the updated schedule for implementation was released in summer 

of 2022. Draft standards of the upcoming directive are developed by the European 

Financial Reporting Advisory Group and are expected to be adopted in late 2022. 

Reporting companies are required to report at the level of their subsidiaries. 

Additionally, European and Non-European companies that are listed and notably 

operating in the EU are also required to report under the directive from the fiscal year 

2028 onwards. According to KPMG (2021), the directive will apply for approximately 49 

000 companies across the EU. These companies cover over 75 % of total EU companies’ 

turnover. According to the European Commission (2021), the directive will be applicable 

for all listed companies, apart from micro-entities, and all large companies that fulfill at 

least two of the following three criteria:  

(1) more than 250 employees  

(2) a turnover over 40 million euros 

(3) total assets over 20 million euros 

The proposed reporting requirements in the directive are the following; (1) double 

materiality concept, that is reporting on how sustainability risk is affecting the company 

and how the company is making sustainability impacts, (2) description of the process 

regarding the selection of material topics for stakeholders, (3) more information 

regarding future goals, (4) additional disclosed information regarding social, human, 

and intellectual capital, and (5) Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) and 

the EU Taxonomy Regulation are taken into account in the reporting. (European 

Commission 2021)  

According to the European Commission (2021), the corporate sustainability reporting 

directive requires an independent 3rd party assurance of the reporting on a limited level. 

The assurance should be integrated into the auditor’s report, involve the key audit 

partner, take into consideration the EU taxonomy, and include a process of recognizing 

key relevant information. The sustainability report should be included in the 

management report and the quality of reporting should be ensured either by an 

accredited independent auditor or certifier (European Council, 2022). 

The corporate sustainability reporting directive will be applicable for approximately 

600-800 Finnish companies (The Finnish Parliament, 2021). Currently, the proposal is 

in handling at the Finnish parliament (The Finnish Parliament, 2022). 
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Directive 2014/95/EU Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

Applicable since fiscal year 2018 Applicable starting from fiscal year 2024 

 

 

Applicable for large public interest entities with 

more than 500 employees 

Public interest entities are listed companies and 

banks and insurance companies 

Applicable for all large companies meeting two of 

the following three criteria: 

o Over 250 employees 

o Turnover over 40 million euros 

o Assets over 20 million euros 

And all listed companies (however small and 

medium size listed companies receive three 

additional years to comply) 

Applies for approximately 11 600 companies Will apply for approximately 49 000 companies 

Reporting requirements:  

- Environmental protection 

- Social responsibility and treatment of 
employees 

- Respect for human rights 

- Anti-corruption and bribery 

- Diversity on company boards (in terms 
of age, gender, educational and 
professional background) 

Reporting requirements: 

- Double materiality concept: 
Sustainability risk affecting the company 
+ Companies’ impact on society and 
environment 

- Process to select material topics for 
stakeholders 

- More forward-looking information, 
including targets and progress thereon 

- Disclose information relating to 
intangibles (social, human, and 
intellectual capital) 

- Reporting in line with Sustainable 
Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) 
and the EU Taxonomy Regulation 

Non-mandatory independent third-party 

assurance 

Mandatory independent third-party assurance on 

a limited level 

The report should be included in the company’s 

annual report 

The report should be included in the company’s 

management report 

The report should be presented in an online 

version or a PDF version 

The report should be submitted in electronic, 

XHTML format 

Figure 1 Comparison table between the NFRD and the CSRD (Source: KPMG, 2021) 
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3 LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature review will discuss the theoretical part of this study. Furthermore, the aim 

of this chapter is to provide an overall understanding of sustainability. Firstly, corporate 

social responsibility is explained, whereafter the triple bottom line framework and ESG 

are presented. Subsequently, the theoretical coherence behind CSR disclosure is 

discussed where the following theories are explained: shareholder and stakeholder 

theory, legitimacy theory, and institutional theory. 

3.1 Corporate Social Responsibility 

According to Carroll (1979) Corporate Social Responsibility, CSR for short, was allegedly 

introduced for the first time around 1930s. However, the father of modern CSR is by 

many believed to be Howard R. Bowen, who in 1953 released his publication discussing 

the social responsibilities of the businessman. Furthermore, his book formed the 

foundation for modern CSR and significantly influenced the development of the concept 

(Carroll, 1979). After the publication of Bowen’s book, numerous amounts of works 

produced by diverge researchers have developed the concept of CSR even further (Cheit, 

1964; Davis & Blomstrom, 1966).    

Perhaps the most commonly known description of CSR is given by Carroll (1979), who 

explains that a socially responsible company is expected to fulfill four elements of 

business performance. These different elements are economic, legal, ethical, and 

discretionary responsibilities. The main purpose of the economic responsibility is to 

produce goods and services that the consumers desire and sell those goods and services 

at a profit. For the legal responsibility it is to operate within the legal requirements of the 

society. The aim of the ethical responsibility is to act according to what is expected by 

society’s members, while for the discretionary responsibility it is to be as good of a 

corporate citizen as possible. (Carroll, 1979) 

In 1991, Carroll introduced the “CSR pyramid” in order to visualize the concept of 

corporate social responsibility for businesspersons. Economic responsibilities are placed 

at the bottom of the pyramid, since making a profit is seen as the primary motive for 

entrepreneurship, and therefore seen as the base for all else. The legal responsibilities 

are placed as the second level, since the law is society’s order on what is acceptable and 

what is not, and the corporation’s responsibility is to obey the law. The economic and 

legal responsibilities are required by society. Ethical responsibilities are placed on the 

third level, since acting according to what is right and fair, and minimizing the harm 
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caused to stakeholders, is expected by society. Lastly, philanthropic responsibilities are 

placed at the top of the pyramid, since being a good corporate citizen and contributing 

to the community in a positive matter is desired by society. (Carroll, 1991) 

Figure 2 Carroll’s (1991) CSR Pyramid 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nowadays, stakeholders have higher requirements regarding companies’ corporate 

social responsibilities. In addition, diverse organizations publish company ratings 

according to their CSR performance. These rankings often attract a significant amount 

of publicity. Therefore, businesses are under high pressure to succeed in these rankings. 

(Lin, Romero, Jeffers, DeGaetano & Aquilino, 2017). Consequently, corporate social 

responsibility has become a part of many companies’ core business and strategy 

(Rodriguez-Gomez, Arco-Castro, Lopez-Perez & Rodríguez-Ariza, 2020). 

The European Commission defines corporate social responsibility as organizations 

responsibility to make an impact on society. In other words, organizations can become 

socially responsible by including social, environmental, ethical, consumer, and human 

rights affairs into their business activities. (European Commission n.d.c.) 

3.2 Triple Bottom Line 

The term “Triple Bottom Line” was first introduced in 1994 by John Elkington. The 

framework explains how companies should review their performance from three 

different dimensions: economic, social, and environmental (Elkington, 2013).  
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Moreover, Triple Bottom Line has been referred to as the practical framework of 

sustainability and as one of the foundations of CSR (Żak, 2015). 

In the literature, the triple bottom line framework is also known as the 3 Ps of 

sustainability, referring to people, profit, and the planet. The notion “People” represent 

the social performance dimension and measures how socially responsible an 

organization has been in its business practices. Furthermore, it considers how beneficial 

and fair the organization has been towards the labor, the human capital, and the 

community. The notion “Profit” represents the economic performance dimension and 

measures how well an organization has succeeded in making a profit. Moreover, the 

dimension considers how well an organization performs in economic growth, research 

and development, and cost savings. The notion “Planet” represents the environmental 

performance dimension and measures how environmentally responsible an organization 

has been. Furthermore, it considers how well an organization succeeds in pollution 

prevention, the use of natural resources, and environmental management. (Żak, 2015)    

Figure 3 Three spheres of sustainability (adapted from Żak [2015]) 

 

 

In other words, the triple bottom line framework implies that an organization’s 

responsibilities go far beyond the economic responsibilities of producing goods and 

services that are within regulatory standards and selling them at a profit. However, 
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measuring social and environmental performance is not an easy task since these 

dimensions are often unique for at least each industry and in general hard to quantify 

(Żak, 2015). The widely used Sustainability Reporting Standards, provided by the Global 

Reporting Initiative, were built on the triple bottom line, thus it provides a benchmark 

for every dimension of the framework (Stenzel, 2010).   

3.3 ESG 

The term “ESG stands for environmental, social, and governance. ESG is often related to 

sustainability and is a widely used concept when talking about sustainability related 

matters. In addition, ESG is a valuable tool for investors trying to interpret companies’ 

sustainability performance. According to Deloitte (n.d.), “the goal of ESG is to capture 

all the non-financial risks and opportunities inherent to a company's day to day 

activities”. 

According to Mobius von Hardenberg & Konieczny (2019), in ESG the “E”, standing for 

environment, is partly based on the recognition of unsustainable human behavior; if we 

do not change our unsustainable habits, the health, well-being, and even the survival of 

all form of life will be threatened. In other words, this pillar examines how an 

organization performs within its environmental matters. The environmental pillar 

focuses on e.g., climate change, waste management, pollution, deforestation, greenhouse 

gas emissions, and resource depletion. 

The “S”, standing for social, examines how the organization treats people. Furthermore, 

this pillar demands organizations to act in a socially responsible way with respect for 

human rights and equality within the whole global supply chain. The social pillar focuses 

on matters related to working conditions, human rights, health and safety, employee 

engagement and diversity, data security, and customer safety. (Mobius von Hardenberg 

& Konieczny 2019) 

The “G”, standing for governance, focuses on the rules an organization sets on itself and 

subsequently to which extent these rules are obeyed. In other words, this pillar examines 

how well an organization is governed. Additionally, this pillar is directly addressed to the 

board of the organization. The governance pillar concentrates on matters related to 

corruption and bribery, business ethics, board diversity and management structure, 

executive compensation, political lobbying, internal controls, and tax strategy. (Mobius 

von Hardenberg & Konieczny 2019)  
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3.4 Current frameworks in sustainability reporting 

Since there is no standardized reporting framework for sustainability reporting, many 

organizations working with sustainability matters have released their own sustainability 

reporting guidelines to guide reporting companies in the process of reporting on their 

sustainability matters. Seven of the most known and used frameworks are presented in 

this subchapter.  

3.4.1 The Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development 
(OECD)  

Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development, OECD for short, was 

founded in 1960 by 18 European countries, plus the United States and Canada. It is an 

international organization with a goal to create policies that stimulate prosperity, 

equality, opportunity, and well-being. Their slogan “better policies for better lives” 

phrases concisely their main objective, which is to ensure a better future for all. Today 

the OECD consists of 37 member countries that together work on developing economic 

and social policies. (OECD n.d.) 

The OECD guidelines for multinational enterprises provide non-binding principles and 

standards for responsible business management. Their recommendations address issues 

related to, for example, human rights, labour rights, and the environment. The 

governments of the member countries are strongly involved in the promotion of the 

guidelines and the follow-up and implementation of the OECD guidelines fall under the 

governments’ responsibility. (OECDWatch n.d.) 

3.4.2 Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

Global Reporting Initiative, GRI for short, was founded in Boston, United States in 1997, 

after public complaint over the environmental damages caused by the Exxon Valdes oil 

spill. Two non-profit organizations, CERES and Tellus Institute, wanted to create an 

accountability mechanism to ensure that companies were acting upon their 

environmental responsibilities. Therefore, CERES and Tellus Institute with the help of 

the United Nations Environment Programme founded GRI to help companies, 

governments, and organizations be transparent in their operations and have an open 

dialog with their stakeholders regarding their sustainability impacts. The first version of 

GRI guidelines was published in 2000, and the following year GRI was established as an 

independent non-profit organization. Nowadays GRI sustainability reporting standards 
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are perceived as the world’s most widely used sustainability reporting standards. (GRI 

n.d.a.) 

The GRI sustainability reporting standards consist of topics related to environmental, 

social, and economic matters. Furthermore, the standards provide companies and other 

organizations extensive guidance on how to assess and evaluate material topics and 

report on different environmental, social, and economic matters such as emissions or 

child labor. The main idea of the GRI standards is that companies should only report on 

those topics that are considered material to them. In other words, companies can freely 

choose which standard they want to adapt in their own reporting. The GRI standards are 

freely available for everyone to use. (GRI n.d.b.) 

3.4.3 UN Global Compact 

UN Global Compact was launched in 2000 by the United Nations. Today it is the world’s 

largest corporate sustainability initiative, with over 15000 corporate participants in over 

160 different countries. Their goal is to encourage businesses to develop strategies and 

operations supporting sustainable growth. In addition, they want to inspire companies 

to take action regarding societal goals. The UN Global Compact is a principle-based 

framework consisting of ten universal principles on human rights, labour, environment, 

and anti-corruption. (UN Global Compact n.d.a.)  

UN Global Compact requires participating companies to annually produce a 

Communication on Progress (CoP) report to disclose on their work related to the ten 

principles. The minimum requirements for the Communication in Progress report are 

the following (UN Global Compact n.d.b.):  

1.)  A statement by the Chief Executive expressing continued support for the UN 

Global Compact and renewing the participant’s ongoing commitment to the 

initiative 

2.) A description of practical actions the company has taken or plans to take to 

implement the Ten Principles in each of the four areas (human rights, labour, 

environment, anti-corruption) 

3.) A measurement of outcomes 
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3.4.4 International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 

International Organization for Standardization, ISO for short, was founded in 1947 with 

the aim to establish international standardization. ISO is an independent non-

governmental international organization that develops and publishes internationally 

used standards. Currently, ISO has members from 167 different countries, and are the 

world’s largest developer of voluntary international standards with altogether 24165 

published standards. The aim of their standards is to support innovation and provide 

solutions to global issues. (ISO n.d.a.) 

ISO 26000 guidance on social responsibility was published in 2010 with the objective to 

support companies in operating their business in a socially responsible way. 

Furthermore, the guidance helps companies and other organizations to understand what 

social responsibility is and to convert principles of social responsibility into concrete 

actions. The ISO 26000 guidance consists of seven core subjects of social responsibility 

and is directed to all companies and organizations, regardless of size or industry. (ISO 

n.d.b.) 

3.4.5 Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB) 

Sustainability Accounting Standards Board, SASB for short, was founded in the United 

States in 2011 with the goal to provide companies and other organizations with a 

common language to communicate about their financially material sustainability 

matters, primary to their investors. SASB is a non-profit organization that provides 

standards on sustainability reporting for 77 different industries, in 11 different sectors. 

According to SASB, their standards are unique due to their industry-specificness, focus 

on financially material sustainability information, cost-effectiveness, decision-

usefulness, and process design. The standards cover environmental, social, and 

governance issues most relevant to the financial performance of the company. (SASB, 

n.d.) 

3.4.6  Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) 

Task force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures, TCFD for short, was founded in 

2015 by The Financial Stability Board. The aim of TCFD is to provide companies with 

clear guidance on how to disclose their climate-related matters. Their recommendations 

are built around four core themes: governance, strategy, risk management, and metrics 

and targets. In addition, TCFD climate-related financial disclosure recommendations 

help companies to be transparent in their operations and guide them to efficiently 
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incorporate climate-related risks and opportunities into their core strategy, and 

furthermore make them a more compelling investment opportunity to their investors. 

(TCFD, n.d.)  

3.4.7 International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) 

Formed on 3 November 2021, International Sustainability Standards Board, ISSB for 

short, is an independent, private-sector standard-setting board. The board was created 

by the IFRS Foundation Trustees as a response to international demand for more reliable 

and comparable information regarding companies’ social responsibility matters. 

According to the International Accounting Standards Board (2021), the aim of ISSB is to 

create “a comprehensive global baseline of high-quality sustainability disclosure 

standards to meet investors’ information needs”. Furthermore, ISSB is responsible for 

creating a coherent and comprehensive set of international standards for sustainability 

reporting (IFRS, n.d.)  

3.5 Theoretical coherence behind CSR disclosure  

This part of the thesis will discuss relevant theories within sustainability reporting and 

CSR studies. The aim of this chapter is to explain and interpret the concept of corporate 

social responsibility and sustainability reporting. Firstly, the shareholder and 

stakeholder theory are discussed, whereafter the legitimacy theory is explained. Lastly, 

the institutional theory is described. 

3.5.1 Shareholder vs. Stakeholder theory 

Shareholder and stakeholder theory are often perceived as opposite theories to each 

other’s. However, the two theories share similarities with each other too. Moreover, both 

theories are theories of corporate social responsibility and they both support value 

creation.  (Smith, 2003) 

Shareholder theory was established by Milton Friedman in the 1970s. In his paper, 

Friedman famously stated: “there is one and only one social responsibility of business—

to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it 

stays within the rules of the game, which is to say, engages in open and free competition 

without deception fraud.” To explain his viewpoint, Friedman argues that a business 

cannot be said to have responsibilities, since a corporation is an artificial person. 

Additionally, the same mindset applies to a corporation’s social responsibilities. 

Friedman continues by explaining that only people can have responsibilities and that the 



20 
  

 

social responsibilities of a corporation in fact falls on the individuals who are responsible 

for the corporation. Furthermore, he argues that the corporate executive, who is 

primarily responsible for the corporation’s operations, is an employee of the owners of 

the corporation, the shareholders. Therefore, his primary responsibility is to follow his 

employers’ desires, which will often be to maximize profits while obeying the law. 

Friedman explains that if the corporate executive decides to make a decision that will 

contribute to society but that will decrease the profits, he is acting according to his self-

interests and not to the owners’ interests. In other words, stakeholder theory explains 

that a corporation’s one and only responsibility is to maximize the profits to its 

shareholders, as long as the business practices are carried out by the law. (Friedman, 

1970)  

Stakeholder theory was introduced by Edward Freeman in 1984. The theory explains 

how corporations are not only responsible for fulfilling their shareholders’ interests but 

also their stakeholders’ interests, such as their suppliers and employees’ interests. The 

aim of the shareholder theory is to help corporations to better understand and develop 

their strategic management. Furthermore, Freeman explains how taking all 

stakeholders' interests into account will help corporations to create a better strategy, 

which consequently will lead to long-term success. In order to understand and meet the 

stakeholders’ expectations, corporations should pursue an active relationship with its 

stakeholders. Furthermore, stakeholder theory explains how stakeholders are a crucial 

part of a successful value creation process for organizations. (Freeman, 2010)  

When comparing the shareholder theory to the stakeholder theory it is easy to recognize 

the difference between the two. Shareholder theory suggests that corporations should 

only run their business operations according to the shareholders desires, while following 

the regulations of the law (Friedman, 1970), while shareholder theory suggests that 

corporations should take all their stakeholders’ desires into account in order to create a 

better strategy and long-term success (Freeman, 2010). In other words, one may say that 

shareholder theory proposes that corporations should only take mandatory 

responsibilities into account, while stakeholder theory proposes corporations to take 

even additional corporate responsibilities into account.   

3.5.2 Legitimacy theory 

Perhaps one of the most used theories within social and environmental reporting 

literature has been legitimacy theory (Spence, Husillos & Correa-Ruiz 2010). Numerous 
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studies have used legitimacy theory in order to explain and understand the scope of 

corporate social and environmental reporting (Brown & Deegan, 1998; Campbell, Craven 

& Shrives, 2003; Moerman & Vand Ser Laan, 2005).   

According to Deegan (2002), legitimacy theory is a system-oriented theory. 

Furthermore, within a system-oriented approach, the theory explains that an 

organization is assumed to be affected by and contrariwise have an effect on the society 

in which it operates. In other words, legitimacy theory states that an organization is a 

part of a wider social system and is not considered to have any direct right to resources, 

unless that right is earned by being legitimate in the eyes of society (Deegan, 2019). In 

comparison to stakeholder theory, which examines the role of different stakeholder 

groups, the legitimacy theory examines the role of society overall (Spence et al., 2010).   

According to Deegan (2019), legitimacy theory is sometimes explained by referring to 

the idea of a “social contract” between an organization and society. The social contract 

represents society’s expectations on how an organization should run its business 

operations. If an organization does not fulfill the expectations of the “social contract” the 

legitimacy of that organization may be compromised. A fundamental assumption of 

legitimacy theory is that if an organization’s values do not meet with the values of the 

society in which it operates, then the legitimacy of the organization may be jeopardized 

(Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). According to Spence et al. (2010), a legitimacy gap arises if the 

values between the organization and the society differ to the extent that the actions of 

the organization do not reflect the expectations of the society. A legitimacy gap can affect 

negatively the organization’s business by making it harder for the organization to attract 

talent, investors, and customers, and by facing possible legal difficulties. Therefore, it is 

in the organization’s best interest to be perceived as legitimate.  

3.5.3 Institutional theory 

Institutional theory has already for decades served as a theoretical framework in 

organization and management studies. The theory originates from the beginning of the 

20th century but gained more popularity in the 1970s (Scott, 2013). Numerous 

researchers have used institutional theory in order to understand the connection 

between corporate social responsibility disclosure and societal structures (Aguilera, 

Rupp, Williams & Ganapathi, 2007; Campbell, 2007; Matten & Moon, 2008). 

Nevertheless, considering that CSR includes the aspect of “society” already in its name, 

it is understandable that institutional theory would suit well as a fundamental theory to 



22 
  

 

explain the “social” responsibilities of an organization and consequently be perceived as 

a valuable theory in CSR studies (Brammer, Jackson & Matten, 2012).  

Institutional theory aims to explain how organizational decision-making practices are 

influenced by social pressures (Tolbert & Zucker, 1999). Furthermore, the theory helps 

to understand organizational actions (Tina Dacin, Goodstein, & Richard Scott, 2002). 

Brammer et al. (2012) state that organizations are not just passive players in a global 

economy with the main purpose to create profit from their operations, but rather that 

they in fact have a much bigger social impact. Contrastingly, Roy (1997) argues that 

organizations have always been strongly influenced by politics since corporations have 

been granted limited liability by the state to ease the accumulation of money. Therefore, 

for organizations to obtain the privilege of limited liability, society places responsibilities 

on the organizations to meet (Brammer et al., 2012). 

Matten & Moon’s (2008) view on institutional framework explains how CSR policies can 

be divided into “explicit” and “implicit” types. According to the authors, organizations 

that operate in a liberal market economy are often more likely to disclose their CSR 

policies according to the explicit type, while organizations that operate in a coordinated 

market economy are often more likely to disclose their CSR policies according to the 

implicit type. The “explicit” type mainly includes voluntary initiatives by organizations, 

while the “implicit” type includes mandatory and customary requirements for 

organizations and where representative business associations would often be involved in 

defining these requirements. 

Numerous studies have used institutional theory to explain the effects of legal systems 

on CSR (Amor-Esteban, García-Sánchez & Galindo-Villardón, 2018; Burdon & Sorour, 

2020). Brammer et al. (2012) argue that applying institutional theory in CSR studies 

helps to better understand the diversity and dynamics of CSR. Furthermore, institutional 

theory helps to understand and explain why CSR practices differ in different countries. 

Since different countries have different societal institutions and national legislations, 

consequently their definition and understanding of CSR differ from each other’s as well 

(Brammer et al., 2012). Hoffman (2001) argues that organizations face three levels of 

institutional pressures that pinpoint what is and what is not acceptable behavior in the 

eyes of the society in which the organization operates. These institutional pressures are: 

1.) regulative, 2.) normative, and 3.) cognitive. In addition, he states that organizations’ 

reactions to these pressures are affected by both the external environment as well as their 

own internal processes.  
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DiMaggio & Powell (1983) presents an extended dimension of institutional theory. They 

argue that organizations face pressures from institutions to operate in a way that is 

accepted by the society it is active in. The authors identify three different isomorphic 

institutional pressures: 1.) coercive isomorphism, 2.) mimetic isomorphism, and 3.) 

normative isomorphism (see figure 3). Furthermore, Hawley (1968) defines 

isomorphism as “a constraining process that forces one unit in a population to resemble 

other units that face the same set of environmental conditions”. In other words, 

institutional isomorphism can be seen as a notion at the core of institutional theory 

which helps to understand the political agenda of modern organizations (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983). 

Coercive isomorphism occurs when an organization experiences both formal and 

informal pressures from another organization that it is dependent on. Consequences for 

non-compliance include sanctions of different kinds. Some examples of coercive 

isomorphism pressure are financial reporting requirements and government mandates. 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) 

Mimetic isomorphism occurs when an organization feels the pressure of uncertainty and 

decides to mimic another organization that is perceived as successful and legitimate 

within its field. Mimetic isomorphism pressures can be caused by many different 

reasons, such as uncertainty created by the environment, ambitious goals, and unclear 

organizational objectives. In addition, mimicking can happen unnoticed and 

unintentionally through employee turnover or intentionally through, for example, 

consulting firms. (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983)  

Normative isomorphism originates primarily from professionalization. It is caused by 

pressures on different professions. Furthermore, organizations can be influenced by 

their employees’ previous experience as well as their educational background. DiMaggio 

& Powell (1983) describe professionalization “as the collective struggle of members of 

an occupation to define the conditions and methods of their work, to control ‘the 

production of producers’, and to establish a cognitive base and legitimation for their 

occupational autonomy”. Like organizations, professions can likewise face pressures of 

coercive and mimetic change. Moreover, universities and educational institutions have a 

large role in shaping organizational norms for members of an occupation, while 

professional associations help to define normative rules among an occupation. 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983)  
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Figure 4 Isomorphic pressures (adapted from DiMaggio & Powell [1983]) 

 

In his research, Campbell (2007) argues that institutions are critical to succeed in 

making organizations behave in a socially responsible way. With the help of institutional 

theory, the author explains that organizations that face strong institutional pressure to 

act in a socially responsible way are more socially responsible than those who do not face 

the same pressure. Furthermore, he states that the social responsibility of organizations 

strongly correlates with the regulative nature of social responsibility – “Corporations are 

more likely to act in socially responsible ways the more they encounter strong state 

regulation, collective industrial self-regulation, NGOs and other independent 

organizations that monitor them, and a normative institutional environment that 

encourages socially responsible behavior”. The statement is confirmed by studies made 

by Boodoo (2016) and Ioannou & Serafeim (2017). A study by Pedersen, Neergaard, 

Pedersen & Gwozdz (2013) investigates how large Danish companies are responding to 

regulated CSR reporting. The findings confirm mimetic and coercive isomorphic 

pressures presented by DiMaggio & Powell (1983) by finding elements of mimetic 

isomorphism in the companies’ behavior and showing that coercive pressures from the 

government influence companies organizational CSR reporting practices.  
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4 PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

This chapter discusses previous research on sustainability reporting. The chapter is 

divided into four sections. The first section considers the relationship between 

sustainability reporting and company value. Thereafter, the second section discusses the 

effect of regulation on sustainability reporting. Following, the third section presents 

earlier research on motivators for sustainability reporting. Lastly, the fourth section 

examines the effect of EU Directive 2014/95/EU on companies’ sustainability reporting. 

4.1 Sustainability reporting and company value 

Numerous studies have investigated the connection between sustainability reporting and 

company value. For instance, Schadewitz & Niskla (2010), Kuzey & Uyar (2017), and 

Nguyen (2020) have researched how sustainability reporting affects company value. On 

the other hand, Bachoo, Tan, & Wilson (2013) have researched the connection between 

company value and the quality of sustainability reports. 

In their research, Schadewitz & Niskala (2010) studied how communication via 

responsibility reporting affects firm value. Their sample included all OMX-Helsinki 

listed firms that had published GRI-based reports during the years 2002-2005. In their 

analysis, they used a conventional valuation method combined with responsibility 

reporting. The study was executed using regression analysis. They found that 

responsibility reporting decreases information asymmetry between managers and 

investors. In addition, the results indicate that responsibility reporting has an effect on 

firm value when producing market valuations of a firm. The authors underline that 

responsibility reporting is mostly voluntary in Finland, and therefore the amount of 

responsibility reports published by firms in Finland is not that high. Consequently, the 

authors highlight the importance of regulation in order to increase the number of 

responsibility reports in Finland. 

The aim of Kuzey & Uyar’s (2017) study is to investigate whether sustainability reporting 

is value relevant. Their sample includes 297 firm-year observations of Turkish publicly 

traded companies between the years 2011-2013. Regression analysis is used to test the 

hypothesis. The authors find that the biggest drivers behind sustainability reporting are 

industry and firm-size. Furthermore, the results from the study show that sustainability 

reporting is value relevant. In addition, the authors argue that sustainability reporting is 

not yet at a satisfactory level, and that the board of directors, the regulatory bodies, and 
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the creditors are in a key role to improve the overall sustainability reporting culture in 

Turkey.  

Nguyen (2020) investigates the connection between sustainability reporting and firm 

value to obtain an awareness of the value relevance of sustainability disclosure. The 

author uses a sample of 485 firm-year observations of 97 large, listed German firms 

between the years 2013-2017. Only companies that report according to the GRI 

guidelines have been included in the sample. The hypothesis was tested by Multiple 

Regression. The results find a negative significant connection between firm value and 

sustainability reports produced according to the GRI guidelines. Furthermore, the 

author states that firms should consider how to appropriately apply the available 

guidelines to be both beneficial regarding the firm value, while meeting sustainability 

goals. 

Bachoo et al., (2013) have studied the relationship between firm value and the quality of 

sustainability reporting of Australian listed companies. Furthermore, they examine 

whether firms that produce high-quality sustainability reports show systematically 

higher equity prices through the cost of capital and/or expected future performance 

effects. Their sample consists of companies included in the ASX 200 on 30 June each 

year between the years 2003-2005. Ordinary least square regressions have been used to 

test the hypothesis. The authors find a significant negative connection between the cost 

of equity capital and the quality of sustainability reporting, and a significant positive 

connection between expected future performance and the quality of sustainability 

reporting. In addition, the authors find that firms in environmentally sensitive industries 

have a stronger connection between firm value and the quality of sustainability reporting 

and that markets appear to reward higher quality sustainability disclosure.   

4.2 The effect of regulation on companies’ sustainability reporting 
practices 

Boodoo (2016) studied whether mandatory CSR reporting leads to improved corporate 

social responsibility performance in Indian companies. The study uses a sample of over 

16000 entities between the years 2010-2013. The sample is collected from companies 

listed on the Bombay Stock Exchange. A quasi-natural experiment is used to test the 

hypothesis. The results indicate that mandatory CSR reporting increases environmental, 

social, and governmental performances of the companies. However, the environmental 

performance of the companies increased less than the social and governmental 

performances. The author explained the results with the help of the stakeholder salience 
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typology – the management of the companies focused more on dominant and dangerous 

stakeholders which consequently led to a bigger effect on the social, and governmental 

performances. 

In their research paper, Ioannou & Serafeim (2017) studied the consequences of 

mandatory corporate sustainability reporting. The aim of the study is to examine the 

effect of mandatory sustainability reporting on managerial practices from 

environmental, social, and governance viewpoints. The sample in the study consists of 

panel data from 58 countries between the years 1995-2008. The hypothesis has been 

tested through ordinary least square regressions. The results show that mandatory 

sustainability reporting has a positive impact on numerous socially responsible 

management practices. Furthermore, the results show that mandatory sustainability 

disclosure leads to a growth in the social responsibility of corporate executives, a 

prioritization of sustainable development, a prioritization of staff training, better 

supervision of managers by the board of directors, a decrease in bribery and corruption, 

increased focus on ethical practices by firms, and advancement of managerial 

trustworthiness within society. In addition, the authors state that mandatory 

sustainability reporting does not only lead to better transparency, but can also change 

corporate behaviour.     

4.3 Motivators for sustainability reporting 

In their research, Nazari et al., (2015) have studied internal facilitators and external 

motivators for sustainability reporting. In order to answer the research question, the 

authors have developed a model to integrate internal facilitators and external motivators 

for sustainability reporting to discover their impact on the reporting. Data has been 

collected through several different sources e.g., secondary archival databases, 

newspapers, internet sites and annual reports. The study uses a sample of companies in 

high-polluting industries between the years 2004-2008 provided by the Government of 

Canada. The hypothesis is tested through multiple regressions. The findings show that 

external pressures e.g., stakeholder and institutional pressures and media visibility are 

the biggest external motivators for sustainability reporting. On the other hand, internal 

controls are the biggest internal facilitators for sustainability reporting. 

Bhimani et al., (2016) have researched motivators for voluntary corporate social 

responsibility reporting for both early and late adaptors of the reporting. They conducted 

their study through a mixed method approach using survey data from eighty Finnish 
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organizations and field evidence from five Finnish organizations. The results are 

analyzed with the help of neo-institutionalism and isomorphism. The findings show that 

reasons for early reporting require a financial pragmatism. In addition, the researchers 

find elements of normative and coercive isomorphism amongst early adaptors of the 

reporting. The findings indicate that reasons for later adaption of the reporting is the 

lack of demand for reporting from stakeholders. Additionally, the findings show that 

larger sized companies are more likely to engage in corporate social responsibility 

reporting, which was explained due to the greater institutional pressures they face. 

Overall, the biggest motivators for voluntary corporate social responsibility reporting 

appeared to be to meet stakeholder expectations, to meet the expectations of civil 

societies and associations, the accessibility of finance and lower cost of capital, to support 

the internationalization of the organization, and to act in accordance with markets and 

competitors. 

4.4 The effect of Directive 2014/95/EU on companies’ sustainability 
reporting 

Several previous studies have investigated how Directive 2014/95/EU has affected 

companies’ sustainability reporting in the EU. Furthermore, Mion & Loza Adaui (2019) 

and Korca et al., (2021) have studied the effect of the non-financial reporting directive 

on the quality of companies’ sustainability reporting, while Ottenstein, Erben, Jost, 

Weuster, & Zülch (2021) have investigated the effect of the directive on the quality and 

quantity of companies’ sustainability reporting. On the other hand, Viljaranta (2017) has 

studied Finnish companies’ preparation and perceptions regarding Directive 

2014/95/EU, while Krasodomska, Michalak, & Świetla (2020) have researched 

accountants’ perceptions of the non-financial reporting directive. 

In their research, Mion & Loza Adaui (2019) studied the effect of introducing the 

mandatory non-financial reporting directive on Italian and German companies. They 

used a sample of 132 observations from one year before (2016) and one year after (2017) 

the implementation of the new directive. The sample included 36 Italian companies and 

30 German companies from the Italian and German stock exchanges. The analysis was 

conducted through qualitative content examination.  The results show that the quality of 

the sustainability reports increased after the implementation of the Non-Financial 

Reporting Directive. Furthermore, differences in sustainability reporting between Italian 

and German companies had decreased.  
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Korca et al., (2021) have researched how Directive 2014/95/EU has affected the quality 

of sustainability reporting for Italian banks. They have implemented their study through 

primary and secondary data sources. Furthermore, they have adopted a content analysis 

of non-financial reports, as well as performed semi-structured interviews, and attended 

seminars. The authors included the reporting period from 2013 to 2017 (before the 

implementation of the directive) and the reporting period from 2018 to 2020 (after the 

implementation of the directive) in their study. The results show that non-financial 

disclosure significantly increased in quantity after the adoption of the directive. 

However, the improvement in the quality of the disclosed information was fairly low.     

Ottenstein et al., (2021) have studied the effect of Directive 2014/95/EU on a firm’s 

sustainability reporting practices with a focus on reporting quality and quantity. In their 

study, they used a sample of 905 companies from the EU 28 + 2 countries. The data has 

been collected from the Refinitiv ESG database between the years 2012-2018. The 

ordinary least square regression analysis has been used to test the hypothesis. The 

findings suggest that Directive 2014/95/EU does influence the quality and quantity of 

European companies’ sustainability reporting. According to the findings European 

companies provide approximately 4 percentage points more sustainability information 

and are 19 percent more likely to acquire external assurance in comparison to the control 

firms.  

In her master’s thesis, Viljaranta (2017) studied the impact of Directive 2014/95/EU on 

Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting, how Finnish companies have prepared for 

the new directive, and how the directive is perceived by Finnish companies. The data for 

the study has been collected in 2016 through 11 interviews, of which 7 have been 

conducted with Finnish companies and the remaining 4 with consulting companies. The 

findings show that overall Finnish companies do have a positive attitude towards the 

Directive 2014/95/EU and that the new requirements are not perceived as a heavy 

burden due to their flexible nature. In addition, the results show that the new directive 

is seen as a notable driver for the development of sustainability reporting in Finnish 

reporting companies and that mandatory sustainability reporting does increase the 

quality of the sustainability reports.  

Krasodomska et al., (2020) have investigated accountants’ perceptions of the directive 

2014/95/EU, with a focus on the three following factors: a general understanding of non-

financial disclosures, gender, and previous work experience. In their study, they used the 

social identity theory as the theoretical framework. The data has been collected through 
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surveys conducted among 73 accountants in Poland in 2018. The results indicate that the 

general knowledge of sustainability reporting among accounting specialists is 

insufficient. In addition, the attitude towards mandatory non-financial reporting 

remarkably differed between accountants who participated in training related to non-

financial reporting in comparison to those who did not. The results did not show any 

remarkable differences between gender or previous work experience. Furthermore, the 

study emphasizes the role of professional associations, governments, and big accounting 

firms in shaping accountants’ attitudes toward mandatory non-financial reporting. 
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5 METHODOLOGY 

This chapter will introduce the research process and methodology for this thesis. First 

and foremost, the research philosophy and the research approach are presented. 

Thereafter, the research design, research strategy, together with the time horizon used 

in this thesis are explained. Following, the sample and data collection method are 

discussed along with the data analysis. The chapter is concluded with a discussion related 

to the quality of the research. 

The methodology for this thesis has been designed in accordance with the research onion 

model developed by Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill (2016). The research onion illustrates 

the different stages a researcher must make when developing a research methodology. A 

summary of the choices made for the research methodology used in this thesis can be 

seen in table 1 below. In addition, this study uses a qualitative set of data, as 8 Finnish 

reporting companies and 6 leading consultants and experts in the field of sustainability 

reporting and assurance in Finland were interviewed for this study. General information 

on the interviewees can be found in table 2, on page 40. 

Table 1 Summary of the research methodology 

Division Chosen method 

Research philosophy Interpretivism and constructivism. 

Research approach Abductive approach. 

Research design Mono-method qualitative research 

design. 

Research strategy Multiple case strategy, holistic view. 

Time horizon Cross-sectional time horizon. 

Techniques and procedures Semi-structured interviews, criterion 

sampling strategy, and thematic analysis. 
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5.1 Research philosophy 

Research philosophy creates the basis for the research method. Saunders et al. (2016: 

124) describes research philosophy as “a system of beliefs and assumptions about the 

development of knowledge”. Furthermore, the authors explain that a researcher makes 

different kinds of assumptions throughout the entire process of conducting his or her 

research. These assumptions consist mainly of epistemological, ontological, and 

axiological assumptions. Consequently, these assumptions shape the researcher’s 

understanding of his or her research question, the methods used in the study, and the 

process of interpreting the findings (Saunders et al. 2016:124).  

Epistemology relates to assumptions about human knowledge (Saunders et al. 

2016:124). Two of the most commonly discussed epistemologies in research are 

positivism and interpretivism (Bryman & Bell, 2015: 26-28). According to Bryman & Bell 

(2015: 28), the positivism position focuses on explaining human behavior, while the 

interpretivism position focuses on understanding human behavior. Furthermore, the 

positivism position is perceived to follow a natural science approach, while the 

interpretivism position is perceived to follow a social scientific approach (Bryman & Bell, 

2015: 27-30). The aim of this study is to investigate how the upcoming CSRD might affect 

Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices. Since this study aims to 

understand how the upcoming directive might affect Finnish companies, I believe that 

interpretivism is the most suitable epistemological position for this study.   

Ontology relates to assumptions about the realities a researcher encounters when 

conducting his or her study (Saunders et al. 2016:124). According to Bryman & Bell 

(2015: 32), social ontology is generally divided into two different positions: objectivism 

and constructionism. Objectivism assumes that social phenomena, such as culture, is 

independent from social actors, while constructionism assumes that social phenomena 

is constantly being influenced by social actors (Bryman & Bell, 2015: 32-34). As 

mentioned previously, this study aims to understand how the upcoming CSRD might 

affect Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices and how different companies 

perceive the upcoming directive. Therefore, this study will use constructivism as its 

essential ontological position. Since constructivism enables different views of a social 

phenomenon to create a mutual reality, I believe that constructivism is the most suitable 

ontological position for this study.  
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According to Saunders et al. (2016: 124), axiology relates to assumptions of how a 

researcher’s own values and the research participants’ values affect the research process. 

Furthermore, the values of the researchers might, for example, affect which topics the 

researcher decides to include in his or her interview guide (Saunders et al. 2016: 128).  

Therefore, it is good to mention that my values and the values of the research participants 

might affect the process of conducting this study and consequently the results and 

analysis of the results in this thesis.  

5.2 Research approach 

Saunders et al. (2016: 144) state that the use of theory is an essential part of the research 

process. There are three fundamental research approaches to theory development: 

deduction, induction, and abduction. Deduction is perhaps the most commonly used 

approach. It starts with a theoretical basis by referring to earlier research. Furthermore, 

the research question in the deductive approach is based on earlier theory and it is later 

tested in the empirical study. Induction is practically the opposite of deduction. The 

inductive approach starts with data collection to explore a phenomenon and it aims to 

build the theory as an outcome of the study. Abduction is considered a mix of both 

deduction and induction. Furthermore, the abductive approach alternates between the 

theoretical and the empirical framework throughout the entire research process. 

(Saunders et al. 2016: 145-148) 

This study is based on the abductive approach, since the theoretical framework and the 

empirical framework in this thesis have actively been developed and modified 

throughout the research process. This thesis studies an upcoming directive, which means 

that the directive has not yet been established. Therefore, there is no earlier knowledge 

on how the directive will affect Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices. 

Consequently, an active alternation between the development of the theoretical and the 

empirical framework is required in order to generate new theory and correctly refer to 

current theories. 

5.3 Research design 

Saunders et al. (2016: 163) describe research design as an overall plan of how the 

research question is going to be answered. Furthermore, research design refers to how 

data is going to be collected, analyzed, and discussed in the study. A study can be based 

on three different research designs: quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods research 

design. Quantitative research design is used in studies that contain numeric data and 
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statistical process methods. Qualitative research design is used in studies that contain 

non-numeric data, such as words and video clips. A mixed methods research design is 

used in studies that contain both numeric and non-numeric data (Saunders et al., 2016: 

163-165).  

This study is going to use a qualitative research design to answer the research questions, 

and furthermore to collect, analyze, and discuss the data. The choice of the research 

design is based on the research philosophy used in this study as well as the characteristics 

of this study. Qualitative research is often connected with an interpretive philosophy, 

since in qualitative research the researcher needs to understand and explain the 

subjective opinions and social environments about the social phenomenon being studied 

(Saundlers et al., 2016: 168). Since this study investigates a directive that has not yet 

been established, there is no earlier numeric data on the subject. In addition, this study 

aims to understand the possible effect of the upcoming directive on Finnish companies’ 

sustainability reporting through the thoughts of company representatives, consultants, 

and experts within the field of sustainability reporting. As qualitative research design 

puts more emphasis on words than numbers, it is in my opinion the most suitable 

research design for this study.  

5.4 Research strategy 

As research design, research strategy aims to explain how the researcher is going to go 

about answering his or her research question. Furthermore, research strategy relates to 

the researcher’s plan on how he or she will carry out the empirical study. In addition, it 

can be seen as the methodological link between the philosophy and choice of methods to 

gather and analyze data. There are several types of research strategies that can be used 

when conducting a study, such as experiment, survey, and case study. The research 

strategy can be based either on a mono-method, which uses only one data collection 

technique, or a multi-method, which uses two or more data collection techniques. This 

study is based on a mono-method qualitative study, where the data is collected through 

semi-structured interviews. A mono-method research strategy has been chosen due to 

the characteristic of this study, as well as due to time restrain reasons. (Saunders et al., 

2016: 177-178). 

This study is conducted through a case study research strategy. According to Yin (2014), 

a case study is a comprehensive investigation into a subject or phenomenon occurring in 

its real-life setting. A case study research strategy can be used for investigating many 



35 
  

 

different subjects such as, a person, a group, or a nationality. A case study enables the 

researcher to obtain an understanding of the dynamics of the topic being investigated 

within its real-life setting (Eisenhardt 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner 2007; Saunders et 

al., 2016). Numerous researchers have criticized the case study strategy due to its 

inability to produce generalizable, reliable, and theoretical contributions to research 

(Buchanan 2012; Denzin and Lincoln 2011). The critique is most often based on the small 

sample size used in qualitative case study research (Saunders et al., 2016; 185). However, 

even though qualitative case study research cannot produce generalizable contributions 

to knowledge, it does produce rich and in-depth insights into a topic within its real-life 

setting (Saunders et al., 2016; 185).  

Yin (2014) presents four different types of case study strategies based on two separate 

aspects: 

• Single case versus multiple cases; 

• Holistic case versus embedded case. 

The choice between a single case versus a multiple case strategy is most often based on 

the characteristics of the study. Moreover, a single case strategy is used in studies that 

examine a critical case or a unique case, whereas a multiple case strategy is used in 

studies that aim to find out whether the results can be replicated across cases. The second 

aspect concerning a holistic case versus an embedded case strategy refers to the unit of 

analysis. Furthermore, a holistic case strategy is examining, for example, an organization 

as a whole, whereas an embedded case strategy is examining different units of, for 

example, an organization. This study is conducted by using multiple cases with a holistic 

view. The choice of using multiple cases is based on the aim of the study, which is to 

examine how the upcoming CSRD might affect Finnish companies’ sustainability 

reporting. In addition, as the study aims to understand how the upcoming directive is 

overall perceived amongst Finnish companies, the study is seen as holistic. (Saunders et 

al., 2016; 186-187) 

Generally, the research strategy can be based on two different types of time horizons: 

cross-sectional or longitudinal. Cross-sectional studies are based on a shorter timeline, 

while longitudinal studies are conducted through using a longer timeframe (Saunders et 

al., 2016; 200). This study is using a cross-sectional time horizon due to time restrain 

reasons. 
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5.5 Sample and data collection 

Data in this study is collected through a qualitative research method, by using semi-

structured interviews. As mentioned in the previous chapter, this study is based on a 

mono-method study. The data collection process started in October 2021, when the first 

interview candidates were contacted. The data for this study has been collected in the 

timeframe of November-December of 2021 and January-March of 2022, when the 

interviews were conducted.  

5.5.1 Interviews and the interview guide 

According to Saunders et al., (2016; 388), a research interview is a discussion between 

two or more people, where the interviewer asks purposeful questions and listens 

carefully to the interviewee. Furthermore, the use of interviews enables the researcher to 

collect reliable and valid data on the research topic as well as helps to refine objectives 

that are not yet completely formed. Two different approaches can be applied when using 

interviews as a data collection method: an objective approach and a subjective approach. 

An objective approach perceives the interviewee as a witness to a reality that exists 

separately from them. The approach enables the researcher to obtain answers to 

questions that are mostly treated as being factual. Yet, this approach has been criticized, 

since it aims to only gather data rather than really understand the interviewee. A 

subjective approach perceives interview data as being socially constructed. Furthermore, 

this approach considers the interviewer and the interviewee as co-producers of the 

interview data - the interviewer presents questions, reacts to the interviewee’s answers, 

and interprets the collected data, while the interviewee presents his or her views on the 

topic. The chosen interview approach is most often based on the purpose of the research 

along with the research philosophy of the study (Saunders et al., 2016; 388-390). Since 

this study applies the interpretivism research philosophy in order to understand the 

interviewees views on the upcoming CSRD, the subjective interview approach is in my 

opinion the most suitable approach for this study.  

Three of the most commonly used interview styles are structured, semi-structured, and 

unstructured interviews. Structured interviews use a fixed set of questions and are often 

used for quantitative studies where the researcher desires generalizable results. Semi-

structured interviews use a list of themes and key interview questions to guide the 

interview. This interview style enables the interviewer to conduct the interview more 

freely and raise some additional questions for discussion during the interview. 

Unstructured interviews, also called “in-debt-interviews”, are informal interviews where 
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no predetermined questions are used. Only aspects desired to explore are decided in 

beforehand. In this interview style, the interviewees perceptions will guide the flow of 

the interview. (Saunders et al., 2016; 390-391) 

The semi-structured interview style is used in this study. The choice behind the interview 

style is motivated by the fact that this style enables a flexible and open interview 

experience, while at the same time maintaining a clear theme and guidance throughout 

the entire interview. An interview guide has been used to lead the interviews. Patton 

(2015; 439) explains that an interview guide “lists the questions or issues that are to be 

explored in the course of an interview”. In other words, an interview guide helps the 

interviewer to maintain a clear scheme throughout every interview performed. Four 

different interview guides were prepared for this study: one for company representatives, 

one for consultants, one for experts, and one for assurance experts. The interview guides 

used in this study are presented in Appendix 1, Appendix 2, Appendix 3, and Appendix 

4. All the interview guides follow a similar theme by being divided into three sections: 

background information, current position and characteristics of Finnish companies’ 

sustainability reporting, and the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive. 

As an exception, the second section in the interview guide for assurance experts discusses 

the current position of auditors’ knowledge in sustainability reporting. In addition, the 

interview guide for company representatives discusses even the current Non-Financial 

Reporting Directive in its own section. As the semi-structured interview style enables a 

free discussion with additional questions to be raised during the interview, the 

interviewer did occasionally deviate from the interview guide by leaving out some 

inaccurate questions or raising some additional questions. This was done in order to 

make the interview as valuable as possible for both the interviewer and the interviewee.   

The interview guide was designed according to recommendations presented by Patton 

(2015). Furthermore, he states that the first question raised in the interview should be 

clear and simple to make the interviewee comfortable in the interview situation. 

Therefore, the first questions in the interview guides are related to the interviewees 

career. Most of the questions in the interview guides have been designed to be open-

ended so that the interviewee could talk about his or her thoughts and experiences in his 

or her own words. Some questions have been designed to be fixed-response questions to 

save time during the interview. Depending on the interview guide in question, the second 

section discusses either the current position and characteristics of Finnish companies’ 

sustainability reporting or auditors’ current knowledge in sustainability reporting. The 
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aim of the questions in this section was to obtain an overall picture of the current position 

of sustainability reporting in Finland and knowledge of the subject. The third section in 

the interview guide for reporting companies considers the current NFRD and the aim of 

these questions was to understand companies’ overall opinion on the current directive. 

The final section can be perceived as the main section of the interview guides, as it 

discussed the upcoming CSRD. The aim of these questions was to obtain an 

understanding of how the upcoming directive might affect Finnish companies’ 

sustainability reporting practices.  

At the beginning of each interview, two forms were presented and discussed: consent to 

the use of citations and consent to participate in scientific research, and consent to 

processing of personal data. The forms were sent to the interviewees for reviewing before 

the interview. The interviewees were assured that they and their companies would stay 

completely anonymous in the study and that processed information would be completely 

confidential. All the interviewees agreed to the interview being recorded.   

5.5.2 Interview sample 

Purposeful sampling is perceived as one of the most common ways to sample qualitative 

inquiries. Patton (2015; 264) describes purposeful sampling as “selecting information-

rich cases to study, cases that by their nature and substance will illuminate the inquiry 

question being investigated”. Furthermore, purposeful sampling aims to select 

information-rich cases for an intensive study on a specific subject. There are several 

different purposeful sampling strategies a researcher can choose to use when sampling 

his or her qualitative inquiries, such as intensity sampling, matched comparisons, and 

criterion sampling. 

This study uses the criterion sampling strategy to sample the participants. This strategy 

implies that all cases included in the study must meet specific criterion. These criterions 

ensure that the sampled participants have the required knowledge of the subject and fit 

the purpose of the study. (Patton, 2015) This study used the following criterion when 

sampling the participants: 

1. Finnish companies 

The participants needed to be representatives of either Finnish companies or Finnish 

subsidiary companies, since this study investigates the effect of the upcoming CSRD on 

specifically Finnish reporting companies.  
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2. Companies falling under the scope of the CSRD 

The participants needed to be representatives of companies that would fall under the 

scope of the upcoming CSRD or have an understanding of the upcoming directive and its 

possible effects on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting. Moreover, the 

participants needed to be working at either a publicly listed entity, work as a consultant, 

an expert, or be working at a company that met at least two of the following three criteria: 

• Over 250 employees 

• Turnover of more than 40 million euros 

• Assets of more than 20 million euros 

Talouselämä 500-listing of Finnish companies for 2020 was used to create a list of 

companies meeting the criterion listed above, and consequently for selecting the sample 

for the study. Once the list of companies that met the criterion was completed, a sample 

of companies were contacted with an interview inquiry. In the selection process company 

size, industry, and overall characteristics were taken into consideration to reach variety 

within the empirical research. The contacted persons needed to have an understanding 

of the company’s sustainability reporting, and therefore the majority of the contacted 

persons were in the role of head of sustainability, sustainability manager, and head of 

finance within their respective companies. In total twenty-one Finnish companies or 

Finnish subsidiary companies were contacted with an interview inquiry. Eight 

companies agreed for an interview. The majority of the interviews were conducted 

through a video call due to the Covid-19 pandemic. The initial plan was to interview 

approximately 10 reporting companies. All participants were not contacted at the same 

time. According to Bryman (2012), the required sample size cannot be known before the 

theoretical saturation has been fulfilled. Furthermore, the sample size was decided once 

additional interviews did not provide any new views or themes.  

In addition, consulting companies and experts within sustainability reporting and 

auditing were interviewed to obtain an understanding from a consultant’s perspective. 

Since consultants within sustainability reporting might have a broader understanding of 

the current situation of sustainability reporting within Finnish companies, it was 

believed that conducting interviews with consultants and experts would bring additional 

value for the empirical research. Furthermore, five consulting companies and four 

experts were contacted with an interview inquiry. As a result, three consulting companies 
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and three experts agreed to conduct the interview. In one of the interviews, two 

participants were interviewed at the same time. All interviews were conducted through 

a video call due to the Covid-19 pandemic.   

Table 2 General information on the interviewees 

Acronym Date Type of company / 

interviewee 

Record length Reports under 

the NFRD 

A 24.11.2021 Reporting company 58:14 Yes 

B 25.11.2021 Reporting company 48:52 Yes 

C 26.11.2021 Reporting company 51:20 Yes 

D 2.12.2021 Reporting company 36:23 Yes 

E 3.12.2021 Reporting company 32:49 No 

F 29.12.2021 Reporting company 49:58 Yes 

G 10.2.2022 Reporting company 70:21 No 

H 15.3.2022 Reporting company 40:24 No 

I 30.11.2021 Consulting company 47:43 - 

J 17.12.2021 Consulting company 56:05 - 

K 7.2.2022 Consulting company 61:16 - 

L 24.11.2021 Expert 45:34 - 

M 15.3.2022 Assurance expert 64:59 - 

N 15.3.2022 Assurance expert 64:59 - 
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5.6 Data analysis 

Saunders et al. (2016; 568-569) states that in qualitative research, the data collection 

process often results in a large volume of information. In addition, there is not really any 

common set of rules on how qualitative data should be analyzed. According to Bryman 

& Bell (2015; 599) thematic analysis is one of the most used approaches to qualitative 

data analysis. Thematic analysis implies that data is systematically being identified and 

organized. Furthermore, this method aims to find patterns and common themes in the 

data. 

Bryman & Bell (2015; 599) state that the popularity of thematic analysis as a data analysis 

method might be explained due to its flexibility - it enables the researcher to analyze the 

data in several different ways. Moreover, since thematic analysis does not follow any 

clearly specified plan of action, the researcher has the ability to adopt several different 

qualitative data analysis methods in the analysis process. However, Ryan and Bernard 

(2003) suggest eight different ways how a researcher can start with searching for themes 

in the data set: “(1) repetition, (2) indigenous typologies or categories, (3) metaphors or 

analogies, (4) transitions, (5) similarities and differences, (6) linguistic connectors, (7) 

missing data, and (8) theory-related material”. Bryman & Bell (2015; 599) mentions 

that another approach for thematic analysis is the so-called “framework approach”, in 

which the researcher organizes the data in an index of key themes and subthemes, which 

are then represented in a matrix. The themes and the subthemes represented in the 

matrix are the result of thorough reading and analysis of the data.   

The data in this study is analyzed through thematic analysis. As mentioned previously, 

all the interviews were recorded and thereafter transcribed. One interview was held in 

English, while the rest were held in Finnish. All in all, the transcriptions added up to 107 

pages of data. Microsoft Word and Excel were used as tools in the data analysis process. 

The transcriptions were manually coded. The data of each transcribed interview was first 

divided into key themes using Microsoft Word. Thereafter, the themes were organized 

into an index with the help of Microsoft Excel. Once all the themes were collected into 

the matrix, the data was once again carefully analyzed by following the eight ways 

suggested by Ryan and Bernard (2003). Since most of the interviews were held in 

Finnish, all quotes used in this study were translated by the researcher.  
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5.7 Quality of research 

Establishing research quality is important within qualitative research. When referring to 

research quality, two concepts are most often recognized – reliability and validity. 

Reliability refers to the consistency and replication of the study. Furthermore, reliability 

measures how well another researcher could find similar results if he or she would 

recreate the study using the same method. Validity refers to the suitability of the 

measures used in the study, the accuracy of the analysis, and whether the findings are 

generalizable. (Saunders et al., 2016: 201-202). 

Reliability in this study has been ensured by carefully describing the method used for the 

qualitative research. In addition, the interview guides used in this study are provided in 

the appendices. In other words, another researcher could recreate this study by using the 

same method and find similar results to the findings presented in this study.  

Validity in this study has been ensured by the recordings of the interviews and by 

carefully reflecting on the method used for the qualitative research. Furthermore, the 

recordings have enabled alternation between the recordings and the analysis to verify 

the statements. On the other hand, the method used in this study is carefully explained 

to justify its suitability for the empirical research.  



43 
  

 

6 EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

This chapter will present the empirical findings of this study. The chapter is divided into 

four different sections: the current state of sustainability reporting in Finnish companies, 

the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive, perceptions regarding 

regulatory sustainability reporting, and assurance.  

6.1 Current state of sustainability reporting in Finnish companies 

To get an overall understanding of the current state of sustainability reporting in Finnish 

companies, the interviewees were asked to reflect on their current sustainability 

reporting. All the reporting companies except for one had already been reporting on their 

sustainability matters. The company that had been reporting for the longest period of 

time had been reporting on their sustainability matters for over twenty years, while the 

company that had been reporting for the shortest period of time had been reporting on 

their sustainability matters for four years. Overall, sustainability reporting within the 

reporting companies seemed to be in a good shape. All the reporting companies used 

GRI as their main framework for their sustainability report. Additionally, TCFD, 

AA1000, CDP, and Global Compact were additional frameworks used by some of the 

interviewees. 

In a good shape, I would say. I think we are up to date with the requirements and also, with more 
expectations than just the legal requirements we have to fulfill so we really see the sustainability 
reporting also as a tool to go ahead and really, be transparent for all the stakeholders. Also, I think 
the basis is good at the moment, of course there are always development options to get it easier 
and better. (Interviewee D) 

The reporting company that had not yet started to report on their sustainability matters 

explained that they had not started producing a sustainability report since they did not 

perceive it to be such a core focus in their business. Therefore, they had not felt the need 

nor the pressure to start reporting on their sustainability matters, but rather invest their 

resources in matters that were closer to their core business. However, they strongly 

believed that when sustainability reporting would become mandatory for them, they 

would be producing the report with real focus and care. 

We have not really done any sustainability reporting. Now and then we have discussed about it, 
and in fact for the first time sometime around five years ago, six to seven years ago. But we have 
come to a conclusion that while it has not been in the corporation nor for us in Finland in such a 
focus matter, on the other hand, it did not make sense to make this kind of greenwashing so that 
we could look better, so through that, we have also noted that, cleverly in my opinion, noted that 
it is not our thing. The starting point is that this type of reporting would be made A) either because 
it would be such a core issue for us that we would like to be such a strong player in the doctrine, or 
B) what now is going to happen, society’s and the EU’s mutual rules will be so strict that it must 
be done. I think we will at company E, while we will be doing this through this latter option, it is 
going to be done with real care, even though we are using the latter option. (Interviewee E) 
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In addition, the interviewees were asked about their overall perception of the current 

state of sustainability reporting in Finland. The answers varied somewhat between the 

interviewees. However, most of the interviewees mentioned that sustainability reporting 

is on a good level amongst large companies in Finland, but that it is overall hard to 

evaluate the situation, since the state of sustainability reporting between different 

companies varies to a great extent. In other words, there are many large companies that 

are frontrunners within sustainability reporting, but there are also numerous companies 

that are not reporting on their sustainability matters at all. 

Well, I think we may be a bit of a reporting-oriented nation, so I would say that our companies 
report quite reliably, especially the best front that is really top-notch on a global scale. Admittedly, 
companies are a rather broad concept, so if we talk about listed companies, and those big, listed 
companies, their reporting is already really good, but then if we talk about small companies, they 
do not even report. So, it depends on which companies we are talking about, if we are talking about 
big, listed companies then reporting is more or less a must for them. (Interviewee H) 

Three of the interviewees mentioned that since sustainability reporting is currently 

mostly voluntary, it cannot be in as good of a state as it would be if it would be mandatory. 

Furthermore, one of the interviewees believed that sustainability reporting should be 

standardized in order for sustainability reporting to be as good as, for example, financial 

reporting in Finland.   

There is no standardized reporting, and it is so random how it is done, and on the other hand, I 
personally consider it to be an important area. It is not in proportion to how good financial 
reporting is, so this type of reporting, this cannot be considered good in any way. (Interviewee E) 

The interviewees were asked to rate the current level of sustainability reporting in 

Finland on a scale between one to four, one being not at all good and four being very 

good. The results can be found in table three below.  

Table 3 Current state of sustainability reporting in Finnish companies 

1 – Not at all good 1 

2 – Somewhat good 2 

3 – Fairly good 4 

4 – Very good 1 

  

The consultants and experts were also asked to reflect on the current state of 

sustainability reporting in Finnish companies. All the interviewees stated that the level 
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of sustainability reporting varies to a great extent within Finnish companies. 

Furthermore, the interviewees stated that frontrunner companies in sustainability 

reporting are extremely good at reporting on their sustainability matters and these 

companies are even world known for their sustainability reports, but on the other hand 

there are also a lot of companies that do not report on their sustainability matters at all. 

However, the experts expressed that the number of reporting companies is increasing 

constantly and that more and more companies have started to realize the value of having 

a sustainability report. Simultaneously, regulation is also affecting the amount of 

reporting companies. Therefore, the importance of sustainability reporting is constantly 

growing in Finland.    

I think the situation currently is that there is a lot of talk about it and more companies are now 
reflecting over their sustainability reporting and have identified it as a value creator and value 
driver and have recognized that it is possible to gain a competitive advantage through corporate 
responsibility as well. So that is maybe what I could say about it now, at least. That its importance 
has grown in many ways. And the number of reporting companies is growing all the time. And 
then maybe the regulation that is coming from there now, of course, will have a very significant 
impact on this in the future. But a lot is happening right now, and its importance and value is 
growing all the time. (Interviewee I) 

Interviewee J mentioned that even though there are companies in Finland that are 

extremely good at sustainability reporting, the amount of these companies is quite low. 

Moreover, the interviewee raised his concern regarding smaller listed companies and 

larger unlisted companies who have not been obligated to report under the current 

NFRD and will now fall under the obligation of mandatory sustainability reporting. 

However, he mentioned that there is a good overall knowledge of sustainability reporting 

in Finland and that this knowledge can be well disseminated to other organizations and 

companies in the country.  

Well, sustainability reporting has gradually evolved over the last few years or decades on a 
voluntary basis, and then 2017 came this Article 3A of the Accounting Act, a reporting obligation 
for these major public interest entities, so this can of course be seen from the increase of quality 
assurance of the quality of information and data collection processes. But in general, it could be 
said that the best companies in Finland have internationally a really good level of reporting. So, 
there is a long experience about it, but then that tip is pretty narrow. When you go outside the 
500th NFI accounting obligation then you will come to the individual companies. So, the challenge 
will most likely be smaller listed companies and unlisted large companies that are just starting to 
report. And if you compare it to the scope of the directive, there are quite a few companies that do 
not yet have the experience and the basis for this reporting. But then these companies who have 
done sustainability reporting for years, so they have good procedures and systematic processes to 
collect data and not only for external reporting, but it is also used quite normally for accounting 
and management and monthly quarterly reporting. The range is quite wide, and the best have a 
really high-quality reporting, but after that there are a lot of those who still have a lot to do, but on 
the other hand, there is a good perception of sustainability reporting here and that practice can be 
well disseminated to other organizations. (Interviewee J) 

Interviewee L stated that he believes Finnish companies are trying to do their best when 

it comes to sustainability reporting, but that some of the key issues with it are that there 



46 
  

 

is no coherent model for sustainability reporting available and secondly, that the 

assurance of the sustainability data is not on as a good level as it could be. 

I perceive it a bit like that everyone is doing their best but here is constantly the problem that there 
is no coherent model available and secondly the verifiability of the data is perhaps another key 
question. (Interviewee L) 

6.1.1 Strengths and targets of development in Finnish companies’ 
sustainability reporting 

While being asked regarding the strengths of their current sustainability reporting, the 

interviewees mentioned openness, transparency, compactivity, great cooperation 

between different departments, and comprehensiveness as some of the biggest strengths.  

I would say that perhaps the strength is that we are quite openly communicating about everything 
that we do, and I would say that our work also covers quite well all the divisions of ESG. 
(Interviewee F) 

Well, the fact that we do have a fairly comprehensive report, and that we have goals and indicators, 
and very openly report and talk about our activities. (Interviewee H) 

Interviewee A stated that due to their position and industry they are expected to be as 

transparent as possible, and that they therefore try to do the best they can to produce as 

a transparent sustainability report as possible on those themes that are the most relevant 

to them and their stakeholders.  

We tackle those things that are expected of us and on relatively extensive subjects as broadly as 
possible, for the sake of our position and industry, we are also expected to be more transparent, 
and I think that we have reported well on those responsibility themes that are relevant to us, and 
constantly, hopefully, more transparently, specifically, so far it has been good that as well 
regarding our targets of development, and also that there are always weaknesses that need to be 
developed. (Interviewee A) 

Interviewee D mentioned their long-term experience in sustainability reporting as one 

of their biggest strengths, and that sustainability reporting is therefore well known 

throughout the entire company and that cooperation between different departments 

work well when gathering and assembling the data for the report.  

I think the strengths is at the one side, that we have the long-term experience in doing it, so it helps 
to change this somehow, so we do not start from the beginning but we just need to modify or add 
certain things to the reporting, and then, maybe due to this it is already well-known throughout 
the company, so, I guess it is not only our responsibility team taking care of the reporting, it is 
really, there is really great co-operation with the different functions like sourcing or human 
resourcing, investor relations, and also with all the business areas inside as well, so, we get what 
we need and we also get feedback so that we can develop. And recently I think, as things are 
evolving, also the connection to finance is getting more and more strong nowadays with reporting. 
(Interviewee D) 

While being asked regarding their targets of development, the answers of the 

interviewees did somewhat vary. Meeting the regulatory requirements was mentioned as 



47 
  

 

a target of development by three of the interviewees. Two of the interviewees mentioned 

digitalization as one of their biggest targets of development. Furthermore, they worked 

towards making their sustainability report machine readable. One of the interviewees 

mentioned that their data is not completely assured and that they are working on getting 

their whole data assured in order to provide more credibility and transparency for their 

stakeholders. 

At the moment, our target is to cope with the development so with the EU regulations which are 
developing over time, so, getting ahead or getting to know the taxonomy things and then getting 
prepared for next year the sustainability reporting standard, and see what the international world 
is doing, so, I think consolidation for this year and getting prepared for the next year. (Interviewee 
D) 

The fact that that data, for example, cannot be downloaded from us. I know that many companies 
have both in financial reporting and in sustainability reporting transferred to a system where one 
can, for example, analysts, when they are analyzing this data, ESG analysts, can upload that data 
to Excel or somewhere, if necessary. Of course, this will also change as this legislation progresses. 
I would probably say that within a three-year period of time sustainability data must be machine 
readable. That is certainly one aspect. Of course, one is that our whole data is not assured, this is 
also a target of development in my opinion, because it does not only give credibility for the 
outsiders since the data has been assured, but it also gives us the certainty that someone has 
actually reviewed, an outside expert has reviewed that we have reported the figures correctly and 
possibly noticed in the data collection or reporting process something that is worth developing. 
(Interviewee B)  

Interviewee A mentioned the limited amount of space in the report as one of their 

challenges, since they would have a great amount of data they would want to present, but 

only so much can fit into one report. Therefore, one of their targets of development was 

to identify how they could communicate the most relevant information to the widest 

possible audience in the most suitable way. 

The fact that we have a certain limited space and how we will be able communicate all the 
information, it is a challenge that we are tackling even at this moment. (Interviewee A) 

To get a more overall understanding of the situation, consultants and experts were also 

asked regarding their perceptions of strengths and targets of development in Finnish 

companies’ sustainability reporting. The interviewees mentioned some strengths being 

that Finnish companies overall are committed to following the regulation, they have a 

positive attitude towards sustainability reporting and are motivated to improve their 

reporting, and that the reporting is done systematically with care. Some perceived targets 

of development were that Finnish companies are not that creative in their sustainability 

reporting and often do only what the requirements require them to do, they report only 

on those sustainability matters that they believe benefit them the most and leave the 

remaining information untold, include more pictures than actual data in their reporting, 

and that the practice of sustainability reporting is still quite thin amongst Finnish 

companies.   
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The strengths are certainly that this is done in a very systematic and serious way. When the work 
is being started, there are also systematic processes to collect and analyze data and there are 
competent people doing it. That is the strength and then the weakness is perhaps the thinness. 
Since the practice is still quite thin. There are not yet very many companies and there is certainly 
a shortage of talent at the moment, so how this wider practice will then emerge. And then again, if 
we go to any of the subject areas so there are certainly themes where we are further along. Like 
safety at work, the measurement and monitoring of things is mainly in good shape in the 
companies. It is done on a daily basis and reported on a monthly basis. And again, calculating 
carbon footprints or greenhouse gas emissions is taking great strides forward. Then there are new 
areas, such as biodiversity-related risks and opportunities, which are still in the early stages of 
measurement and reporting. (Interviewee J) 

6.1.2 Perceptions regarding the most important features in a well 
assembled sustainability report 

To get an overall understanding of what is considered as a good sustainability report 

within Finnish companies, the interviewees were asked about their perceptions 

regarding the most important features in a well assembled sustainability report. The 

answers varied somewhat between the interviewees, yet most believed that clarity, 

transparency, structuring, and a well-made materiality analysis are some of the most 

important features. 

Clarity, unambiguity, authenticity, it must not be superimposed, there must be real concrete 
actions that are a part of everyday operations, integrated into it all, clearly and openly told. I think 
popularity is very important too. (Interviewee F) 

Interviewee A stated that in a well assembled sustainability report it is important to not 

only address different topics in a balanced way, but also to transparently communicate 

about both the strengths and targets of development in ones’ sustainability topics. 

Furthermore, the aim of the report is to address even the challenges and so forth tackle 

those challenges over the years.  

Well, the structuring is really important so that you address the different topics in a balanced way. 
Then consistency, so the fact that yes, reporting is looking to the past, that is true, but it is about 
reporting what is been done and what has happened, so that you do not every year solely address 
the things that you did really well, but specifically that you transparently discuss different topics 
[…] in the worst case sustainability reporting is just a green advertising speech but in the best case 
there is a story about how challenging responsibility themes are then taken forward over the years. 
(Interviewee A) 

Interviewee D explained that it is important to invest in a well-made materiality analysis 

to understand the company’s core focus areas. Furthermore, with a well-made 

materiality analysis the company will be able to recognize the most material things for 

them and understand their stakeholders’ expectations. 

I think the stakeholder and materiality analysis is, when facing the first you think that it is a bit 
artificial, but I think they really are crucial for a company to focus on the right things. And of 
course, there are other things you have to report on as well, but at least you know where the focus 
should be, what are the most material things and also what are the expectations from different 
stakeholder groups and how you can tackle them. You need to know what is expected and what is 
crucial for you. (Interviewee D) 
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The interviewees were asked to evaluate between one to four the importance of a well-

structured sustainability report for the long-term success of a company, one being not at 

all important and four being very important. The results can be seen in table four below.   

Table 4 The importance of a well-structured sustainability report for the long-term success 
of a company 

1 – Not at all important - 

2 – Somewhat important - 

3 – Fairly important 4 

4 – Very important 3 

 

While being asked regarding their perceptions on the most important feature in a well 

assembled sustainability report, the consultants and experts mentioned a well-made 

materiality analysis, clarity, and coherency as some of the most important features. 

Interviewee K stated that sustainability reporting is in her opinion good when it is 

measurable, clear, and part of the coherent communication that exists within a company. 

I have always believed that sustainability reporting is good when it is measurable, clear and part 
of the coherent communication that exists within a company. And in my opinion, it is becoming 
more and more important that it is not done in a vacuum. But it is part of it, a fully integrated part 
of the overall story that the company tells its stakeholders. (Interviewee K) 

Interviewee I explained the most important features in a well assembled sustainability 

report being that it starts from the company’s core business and includes a stakeholder 

analysis which is done in a way that meets the needs of the stakeholders. Secondly, the 

reporting must be in line with the financial reporting. In addition, interviewee I believed 

that a well assembled sustainability report is transparent and honestly discloses the 

targets of development in the reporting and that it is assured to provide additional 

transparency to the stakeholders.   

First of all, it has to start from the company's own business. In a way, that it comes from the core 
business and strategy, and the starting point is to identify the risks in the business and the risks 
that arise from it. And, of course, the stakeholder analyses must be well done, so that they meet 
the needs of the stakeholders and provide a link to the company's business and risks. That is 
probably the first thing that good reporting should be based on. And of course, it must also be in 
line with the financial reporting, there must be no contradictions. And then I would hope that there 
would be more transparent reporting on where we may not have succeeded so well, and that we 
would also be open about the fact that some things are still in flux, that not everything is ready yet. 
So, it would show a pioneering spirit and the ability to look in the mirror and acknowledge own 
weaknesses. And of course, once that report is verified. Of course, I may be biased to say that, but 
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it does send a certain message to an outsider about how you value that information and how 
reliable information you want to provide to your stakeholders. (Interviewee I) 

6.1.3 Biggest motivators for sustainability reporting 

While being asked the biggest motivators for reporting on sustainability matters, all 

interviewees mentioned stakeholder expectations as their biggest motivator. Many 

interviewees explained that their stakeholders require them to be transparent in their 

sustainability matters and to earn their stakeholders trust they need to report on their 

sustainability matters as clearly, comprehensively, and transparently as possible. In 

addition, own state of mind and legal requirements were brought up by most of the 

interviewees. Furthermore, some of the interviewees stated that they wanted to do their 

reporting as good as possible and simultaneously serve all their stakeholders the best 

they could. In addition, meeting legal requirements in time were mentioned as a big 

motivator since the interviewees wanted to give their stakeholders a trustworthy and 

transparent image. 

If you have to choose one, then I think it is meeting the expectations of the stakeholders, of which 
the most important one is investors. (Interviewee B) 

Probably the biggest motivator is our own state of mind and desire to communicate openly, and 
by serving all stakeholders about what we do. (Interviewee F) 

Firstly, what is expected of us, what the owner expects, and then secondly, what the external 
stakeholders expect, how we are evaluated, and the demand for transparency. I would say that the 
need for transparency from our stakeholders is certainly one of the biggest motivators, that we are 
able to genuinely address what we have been striving for and what we have accomplished. 
(Interviewee H) 

6.1.4 Perceptions regarding the current Non-Financial Reporting 
Directive 

Out of the eight reporting companies, five were already reporting under the current Non-

Financial Reporting Directive. All five reporting companies believed that they had met 

well the requirements of the current directive. While being asked for their perceptions 

regarding the current directive, all interviewees believed that it is good that it exists, but 

most believed that the current directive is a bit too loose. The interviewees believed that 

the current directive was only the first step towards mandatory sustainability reporting 

and that the requirements would be updated and become stricter with time. In addition, 

most of the interviewees stated that the requirements should be stricter and clearer so 

that everyone would be put on an equal footing regarding the requirements and so that 

it would be easier to compare different companies’ sustainability reports with each other. 

Actually, it is a little too loose right now. Now, in my opinion, it was only such a first step in the 
direction we are going. I think it was clear from the start that it would be refined over time. I think 
it is too, how would I say, too loose, so in a sense there should be a little more definition out there 
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about what is expected of a company, what should be potentially included. But this kind of change 
is coming here as well. (Interviewee B) 

It works, but I know that there is no comparability between companies, with this directive, so, it 
was a good start that all the topics are addressed in the report, but there is quite variety how 
companies can fulfil it. (Interviewee D) 

The interviewed consultants and experts believed that Finnish companies had overall 

met well the requirements of the current directive, yet they believed that the reporting 

could also be on an even better level. In addition, none of the interviewees had witnessed 

that any reporting companies would have met any negative consequences for not meeting 

the reporting requirements of the current directive in time. 

I would say that is very company specific. We do sometimes also make NFI-checks for customers, 
to see if everything that needs to be there is there. And we do sometimes challenge it as to whether 
everything that needs to be there is there. But for the most part certainly well, but yes there is room 
for improvement. And I think Fiva said a year ago that it is not quite at the level they would hope 
and that they would like to see an improvement in it. (Interviewee I) 

6.2 The upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

All interviewees had heard about the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting 

Directive. The interviewees have heard about the upcoming directive from numerous 

different sources, such as from their auditor, EU newsletters, and different events and 

webinars. All interviewees were positively related to the upcoming directive and believed 

that it was good that the current directive is being updated. Furthermore, three of the 

interviewees mentioned that it is a good thing that sustainability reporting is being 

standardized and it is becoming clearer what needs to be reported for. Additionally, 

standardization makes the comparability between companies reporting much easier.  

I think it is good that it is updated, this is again subjective since in my opinion it is good that 
sustainability matters are becoming more important. It will be interesting to see how it will be 
executed in practice. We think it is good especially for the sake of comparability and really hope 
that this will happen. After all, it is a jungle what is reported, and from the perspective of the 
investor or anyone it is currently challenging to compare companies, since everyone is, for the time 
being, reporting in their own way. (Interviewee A) 

Interviewee E stated that it is good that the EU is setting requirements for mandatory 

sustainability reporting so that the significance of sustainability reporting with a 

certainty increases within the EU. Furthermore, regulatory pressure is needed in order 

to meet the desired quality of sustainability reporting and subsequently to meet certain 

goals within sustainable finance.   

Yes, good. It is a good thing. The EU is precisely the right organization to do this. In a way, if these 
did not come through the EU, then what alternatives could there be, the only option would be 
somehow through IFRS, but that is also a global organization, so these requirements are surely 
coming from Europe if they are coming from somewhere. So, it is good that the EU is doing this. 
(Interviewee E) 
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Some of the interviewees did also mention their concerns with the upcoming directive. 

Moreover, even though the upcoming directive was perceived as a positive matter, the 

dubiety regarding the upcoming sustainability reporting standards caused some concern 

within the interviewees. The requirement for digital tagging was also mentioned as a 

concern since, according to the interviewees, it is not an easy task to create digital tagging 

for sustainability information. In addition, managing to keep all reporting companies 

that fall under the upcoming requirements along during the process of change was 

mentioned as a possible challenge.   

In general, I think it is good, but I see certain challenges with it as well. And I think at the moment 
it is also difficult to really judge, because this sustainability accounting standard is under 
development still and I think this will be the crucial point, so then we will see how difficult it will 
be. I think for now, I think in the long term to go to this, what is it, not the limited but is it full 
assurance, what is the next step, so I think this will be a big step and a big challenge as well for this 
kind of information, so there I am a bit questionable and also this digital tagging, it is already 
difficult for our finance part so it is not an easy part to have it also for the sustainability information 
which might be also not always quantitative, it is, I am not sure how it works. So, a lot of obstacles, 
but I think, it is going to the right direction for comparability and getting closer to the financial 
accounting, so in that sense, good way. (Interviewee D) 

I believe that it is very justifiable and, of course, it is going towards the right direction when it 
requires the digital tagging but managing to keep all the actors along during the progress of change 
is perhaps the bigger question. (Interviewee F) 

The consultants and experts believed that many, but not all of the Finnish companies 

that will fall under the reporting requirements of the upcoming directive have heard 

about the directive. In addition, they believed that there are many companies that do not 

really know what the upcoming directive will mean for them and how it exactly will affect 

them.  Furthermore, interviewee I stated that in her opinion Finnish companies have not 

yet heard well enough about the upcoming directive and its requirements.  

We held a webinar of this sort for our family-owned businesses last week, I think, where we talked 
about this. And there were also such reactions as aha, that wait a minute. The limits are so brutally 
small. And then as well many mentioned that they are not listed companies. It seems to me that 
many people may have heard about it but have not registered the fact that it affects them too. That 
many people have perhaps not yet internalized that it affects them. Maybe the answer is that they 
have not heard well enough. (Interviewee I) 

While being asked whether many companies had already approached them regarding the 

upcoming directive, the consultants said that they had been approached to some extent 

by the reporting companies and that there surely is interest amongst the reporting 

companies towards the upcoming directive. Interviewee I mentioned that in their 

discussions with the reporting companies regarding the upcoming directive the finance 

team of the company is often hearing about the upcoming directive for the first time. 

And these discussions also reflect the fact that the financial side is hearing about these things for 
the first time and is a bit half-horrified about what to do now. (Interviewee I) 



53 
  

 

6.2.1 Possible effects of the upcoming directive 

While being asked regarding the possible effects of the upcoming directive, all 

interviewees believed that the directive would at least somehow have an effect on their 

current sustainability reporting. The most experienced reporting companies believed 

that they would only need to modify some of their focus areas and develop some of their 

ways of how they present their data in their sustainability report to meet the upcoming 

reporting requirements. Most of the interviewees mentioned that the upcoming directive 

would in some ways affect the structure and outlook of their sustainability reporting. 

Furthermore, the upcoming directive will reduce the degrees of freedom in the reporting. 

In other words, companies are required to assemble their report by a more specific 

structure.  

Yeah, it does not add much to our current reporting, but it does in a way bring, it will probably 
bring a recommendation or an order of the framework, on how the reporting needs to be done. So 
then, of course, we need to look through our own reporting processes. All of them are in some way 
affected but these in themselves are by no means terribly new stuff to us. (Interviewee C)  

We probably will be reporting according to its structure in one way or another. Our main focus 
areas will remain the same as they have been so far, but it will certainly create parallelity to what 
many other companies do, and hopefully make it easier for their readers to read more about the 
results. But, of course, it is still quite difficult and early to say when it has not yet been 
implemented, but time will tell, but it is very likely that it will be utilized in some way in our 
reporting. (Interviewee F) 

Interviewee G explained that the upcoming directive will require more resources from 

them, since they are lacking some of the objects that the upcoming directive will require. 

In addition, interviewee G mentioned that the new directive will require them to increase 

their automatization in their sustainability reporting and collaboration with other 

reporting.   

I think that it will have an impact. In a sense we do have a lot of those objects, but we are also 
lacking some objects, so it will require more resources. And then another thing that comes as a 
clear requirement is, we have already done a lot about it, but we still have manual steps and maybe 
a little too much, so somehow, we need to be able to increase the automation in it and on the other 
hand collaborate even better with other reporting so that we can make it visible on its own 
platform. (Interviewee G) 

The interviewees were also asked about their perception regarding the most challenging 

requirement of the upcoming directive. The two most challenging requirements were 

believed to be the double materiality concept and reporting in line with the EU taxonomy 

regulation. Interviewee B stated that while double materiality is already challenging as a 

concept, it will also be difficult to execute, since there is no benchmark to look at as the 

requirement becomes obligatory for everyone at the same time.  
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I think that the most challenging requirement for us will be is the double materiality concept 
because it is already challenging as a concept, and then, of course, that when this comes as a 
reporting obligation for everyone at the same time, there is no benchmark to look at. (Interviewee 
B) 

The interviewees were asked to evaluate between one to four the effect of the upcoming 

directive on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting, one being not at all good while 

four being very good. Most of the companies believed that the upcoming directive would 

increase the quality of sustainability reporting within Finnish reporting companies. Yet 

the effects were not perceived to be enormous. The results can be seen in table four 

below.    

Table 5 The effect of the CSRD on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting 

1 – Not at all good - 

2 – Somewhat good 1 

3 – Fairly good 5 

4 – Very good 2 

 

Overall, consultants and experts believed that the upcoming directive would have 

substantial effects on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting. Since the upcoming 

directive will be applicable for a significantly larger group of companies that the current 

directive, the upcoming directive will most likely drastically increase the amount of 

produced sustainability reports in Finland and consequently need more know-how and 

resources. Interviewee J explained that he believes there will be a transition period from 

the legislative side on the reporting requirement. In addition, he stated that upcoming 

directive will significantly affect the digital nature of the reporting since companies will 

need to report their sustainability data to the European ESG register.  

Well, it certainly makes it more quantitative and brings new ones into the reporting. Then probably 
a certain kind of minimum level will be determined more broadly, and it will be mainstreaming 
this. Comes closer to the financial statements. Becomes part of the audit processes. It is a pretty 
big change and it will come quickly. Then whether there is a readiness for it, or I personally think 
that there will be some kind of steps and gradual development. Not everything will be ready in the 
spring of 2024, but there may also be a transition period from the legislative side and in 5-10 years 
we will see the effects of the real impact on reporting practices. But it is a huge change if you think 
that this electronic reporting model will also come to this. Then the data will be reported to the 
European ESG register and they will be there then, for example, for banks and investors, financiers 
and investors available and they will be able from one place to look at the data and it opens up 
opportunities for this kind of data analysis. (Interviewee J) 
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While being asked what kind of changes the upcoming directive might require Finnish 

companies to do to their sustainability reporting, the consultants and experts mentioned 

that all companies will either way need to reflect upon their current sustainability 

reporting, and according to their reflections modify their reporting to be suitable for the 

upcoming requirements. While being asked regarding the requirement with the biggest 

effect on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting, the consultants and experts 

mentioned the double materiality concept, taxonomy, digitalization, the upcoming 

reporting standards, and mandatory assurance as some of the most challenging 

requirements.  

6.2.2 Schedule of the upcoming directive 

When the interviews were conducted the initial understanding was that the upcoming 

directive would be applicable for the fiscal year 2023. As earlier mentioned, the 

European Council informed about the change in the implementation schedule in 

summer of 2022. Therefore, during the interviews the implementation schedule for the 

fiscal year 2023 was discussed with the interviewees. Most of the interviewees believed 

that the implementation of the upcoming directive for the fiscal year 2023 would be 

possible, however the schedule was also perceived to be challenging to meet. In addition, 

the ability for small and medium sized companies to meet the timetable was brought up 

as a concern amongst the interviewees since they might not have enough resources to 

meet all requirements in time. The ability for the monitoring to keep up with the schedule 

was also brought up as a concern since some of the interviewees speculated weather there 

is enough know-how for monitoring. 

I would say that it is challenging to fulfil in its entirety. I believe that it is possible, but it will not 
be easy. (Interviewee F) 

For us, yes, but I do not know how the monitoring will keep up. It is challenging. And then how 
those for whom this reporting obligation will come as a new thing, how they will keep up, they 
might have challenges. (Interviewee C) 

Interviewee D stated that the schedule for the implementation for the upcoming directive 

would be dependent on whether the reporting standards are released in time. 

Furthermore, if the standards would be released in time, then there would also be enough 

of time to prepare for the new requirements, but if the standards would be delayed the 

timetable would also become much more challenging.   

If they really manage to get the standard out in October next year, I think still one year to 
implement it, so. It all depends on the timeline if they really are able to stick to the timeline. 
(Interviewee D) 
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The consultants and experts believed likewise that the timetable would be challenging, 

but doable. Furthermore, they were most concerned about whether companies that do 

not yet have any kind of sustainability reporting will meet the reporting requirements in 

time.  

All the customers are always hoping and asking whether it will move. I feel that the pressure. And 
I do not know whether it is political pressure or pressure from other stakeholders or media 
pressure or what it is. But somehow, I feel that there must be a lot of pressure to get it through by 
the year -23. Of course, there are still many pieces that will happen before then. But I do believe 
that in some form it will be passed by then for the year -23. (Interviewee I) 

6.2.3 Benefits and challenges of the upcoming directive 

While being asked for the possible benefits of the upcoming directive, the interviewees 

had somewhat varying opinions. Some of the biggest benefits that were mentioned were 

the commensuration of the reporting, a better and more united understanding of what is 

sustainability and sustainable business, more know-how regarding sustainability 

matters, and less free riders. Interviewee A mentioned that they hoped that one benefit 

would be that investors would get a better clarity of where sustainability information can 

be found.  

Well, perhaps when it puts pressure on the commensuration, we see it as an advantage and we 
hope that it will give investors, for example, clarity about what information can be found and so. 
(Interviewee A) 

Interviewee B on the other hand believed that the upcoming directive would affect the 

know-how and understanding of what responsibility is for a wider public within the 

company and further support the understanding of what potential impacts sustainability 

reporting might have for the company. 

What I believe is that for the wider public, since at the moment the NFRD has been so free-formed 
and there has been so many, it is been really loose. And now that it is been tightened up a bit in a 
certain way, then it is the know-how and understanding of what responsibility is plus what its 
potential impact on business can be are growing within the company for an even wider public. 
That is a good thing in my opinion. (Interviewee B) 

Interviewee E stated that pursuing sustainable business is beneficial also form the 

company’s point of view since by pursuing sustainable business a company can 

simultaneously become more efficient in its own operations. Furthermore, the upcoming 

directive might help companies to realize the value of sustainability and how 

sustainability reporting can be used as a value creating tool. In addition, a sustainability 

report might help companies to concretely see the developments, cost savings, and 

targets for development for the company. 
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I think it is good despite of these risks or problems, so yes, this is the right direction to go. On the 
other hand, I believe that for the sake of the environment, sustainable business is also efficient in 
other ways, and from the company’s point of view it is also sensible to pursue sustainable business. 
Perhaps in the same way, what comes to my mind is that when there are companies with few 
accidents at work, it means that those companies have invested in reducing accidents at work, but 
at the same time they have managed to increase their own efficiency and work atmosphere and 
more. I believe that we have the same case here that by reducing the carbon footprint or the 
environmental footprint, the company will at the same time become more efficient. (Interviewee 
E) 

While being asked whether the upcoming requirements should be stricter or looser, the 

interviewees gave somewhat mixed responds. Yet, most of the interviewees would not 

make the requirements any stricter at the moment. One of the interviewees explained 

that while she could see the requirements being stricter, it is on the other hand more 

difficult to report on sustainability matters than financial matters since sustainability 

matters are not as easy to be measured in numbers. Furthermore, since sustainability 

reporting is mainly based on what is material for the reporting company and because 

every company decides themselves what is material for them it is difficult to set strict 

requirements on sustainability reporting. In addition, the interviewees were asked 

regarding the biggest challenges with the upcoming directive, to which the interviewees 

named additional required resources, too burdensome requirements, requirement for 

digital tagging, requirement for assurance, and the upcoming sustainability reporting 

standards as some of the biggest challenges.       

I would like that it did not include the digital tagging and that it is at limited assurance, not going 
further, and I am really a bit concerned about the sustainability accounting standard, so, difficult 
to say at the moment. (Interviewee D) 

Interviewee F mentioned that the upcoming requirements will most likely need a great 

deal of resources to meet the requirements in expected time. Even though the need for 

additional resources would be met, interviewee F explained that the tight schedule of the 

directive might cause the biggest challenges, since companies are not only dependent on 

their own knowledge, but also need information from other sources. Furthermore, if that 

information is not available on time, companies might face difficulties with meeting the 

new requirements in time.  

It will require resources before we can get it up and running, I do not know if it can be said to be a 
negative thing, but it will be very resource-intensive, and what is negative here is this extremely 
short time to prepare for it, so of course it will be a challenge how we are going to be able to do all 
these things. And when this time span is so short, then from all parts we are not only dependent 
on our own knowledge, but we will also need other information, and how we make that other 
information available for us is perhaps the downside here, since all this comes with such a rumble 
and fast phase. (Interviewee F) 

The consultants and experts were as well asked regarding possible benefits and 

challenges with the upcoming directive. All interviewees believed that the upcoming 
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directive is justifiable since sustainability related information is constantly needed more 

and more. In addition, the directive is needed to sustain sustainable finance and growth 

in sustainable business. Transparency, coherency, and the ability for stakeholders to 

better use companies’ sustainability data in their decision making was mentioned as 

some of the biggest benefits. On the other hand, additional costs, needed resources, 

needed know-how, and digitalization were mentioned as some of the biggest challenges. 

Interviewee J explained that while he cannot think that the upcoming directive would 

cause any drastic negative consequences, yet it might in the worst-case scenario cause 

companies to face bigger costs than benefits if the reporting companies do not succeed 

in inventing ways to use the reporting in a beneficial way.    

The aim is to increase the transparency of companies and their impact on new issues. I do not 
really see, or of course it can reveal some negative things, but then it is only good that they are then 
corrected so that this will proceed. The negative things can perhaps be related to the fact that this 
can be experienced as this kind of additional bureaucracy when the administrative resources are 
increased. It is perhaps a bad thing then that if it were to happen that this becomes a burden for 
companies to do and then on top of the load it puts the cost of mandatory assurance, so the 
company may feel that this is an additional administrative burden where they must use the 
resources to collect data and then pay for this kind of assurance. Then if the information is not in 
the end so relevant that it would generate a benefit. The benefit does not meet the cost of 
developing the reporting process. (Interviewee J) 

Interviewee L explained that he believed that the EU is with the upcoming directive 

putting European companies to require different matters from other countries, which 

are politically difficult for the EU to require themselves. Furthermore, he believed that it 

should be considered it this really is the right thing to do in political terms.  

We say to European companies that you must demand things that we, as part of the global world 
order, the EU, do not demand from Russia, for example, we do not demand from Latin America, 
we do not demand from India, but then we say to our companies that you should demand. If I may 
exaggerate a little. This is something that we should consider whether this is the right thing to do 
in political terms. Of course, it is a handy trick to turn a blind eye and make companies do things 
that are politically difficult for the EU. (Interviewee L) 

6.2.4 Data collection 

Data collection was also discussed during the interviews. Reporting companies that had 

been reporting on their sustainability matters already for a long period of time had clear 

and well-developed processes for their data collection. Reporting companies that had 

been reporting for a shorter period of time said that they were constantly working on 

developing their data collection processes. Interviewee C stated that they are working 

towards making their sustainability data as traceable as their financial reporting.  

At the moment, it is constantly being developed in the direction that the information in the 
sustainability reporting is as traceable as in, for example, the financial reporting. We currently 
have a web-based collection tool from an external service provider, which means that it collects 
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information of the time stamps and the people who have provided information and when. 
(Interviewee C) 

Data for sustainability reports were gathered from numerous sources. One reporting 

company used a web-based collection tool provided by an external service provider to 

collect their data. Excel was also used as a tool to gather and process the data. The bigger 

reporting companies used their own data collecting tools. Data was collected from 

different questioners, stakeholder surveys, materiality surveys, business partners, 

suppliers, customers, and others.  

That is a very broad question. Depending on the business units and the financial reporting, and by 
sort of combining data and calculating emission factors and everything else. Through surveys, 
stakeholder surveys, thought these materiality surveys and others, and of course from customers 
and others. (Interviewee G) 

While being asked whether the upcoming directive will require additional data, the 

interviewees had somewhat varying responds. The most experienced reporting 

companies did not believe that the upcoming directive would require them to collect 

additional data since their current data collection was already rather comprehensive. 

Although, all reporting companies believed that the upcoming directive would require 

them to somewhat modify their data collection processes. Two of the reporting 

companies believed that the upcoming directive would require them to extend the 

collection of their sustainability data. In addition, a stronger focus on data collection 

from the supply chain and human rights were also mentioned by some of the 

interviewees. Interviewee C stated that they will not rush with developing their data 

collection before the final requirements and standards are released. Moreover, before the 

final requirements are published it might be hard for companies to know which changes 

they are obligated to do to meet the new requirements. 

When we see how it is supposed to be like, then we just shape the reporting into that model. But 
now we have not started to hasten with it yet. (Interviewee C)  

6.2.5 Digitalization 

The upcoming directive will also require reporting companies applicable for the directive 

to submit their sustainability report in electronic, XHTML format. Furthermore, 

XHTML tagging is required in the reporting. The interviewees were asked whether they 

believed that the upcoming directive would change the digitalization of their reporting. 

Most of the interviewees believed that it would change the digitalization of their 

sustainability reporting. Two of the interviewees stated that the digitalization of their 

sustainability reporting would not be caused due to the upcoming directive since they 

would either way develop their reporting to become machine readable. Most 



60 
  

 

interviewees mentioned that the XHTML tagging requirement would at least in some 

ways affect the digitalization of their sustainability reporting. Interviewee B stated that 

she thinks the tagging requirement is the right direction to go since it will make it easier 

for, for example, analysts to compare and work with sustainability data.   

I do believe so. Or let’s say that, at that point when it will include the mandatory technicality of the 
data or the readability of the report, so for sure. I also think that is the right direction to go because, 
then genuinely that information is available, for example, to analysts so that they can compare and 
rotate that data. (Interviewee B) 

Interviewee F explained that even though they are already working towards the 

digitalization of their sustainability reporting, the upcoming directive will definitely be a 

big boost in the process.   

Definitely. We have a very strong digital work going on right now and we are working to digitize 
information as much as possible and otherwise develop information management. But of course, 
this is one big boost to that we must do it digitally, so it is definitely there to take it further. 
(Interviewee F) 

6.2.6 Sanctions 

Out of the eight interviewed reporting companies, seven supported sanctions for non-

compliance with the reporting obligation. One of the interviewees explained that she 

does not support sanctions since she believes that the market will anyhow create the 

pressure for companies to report on their sustainability matters. The remaining 

interviewees believed that sanctions would be needed to force everyone to report on their 

sustainability matters in accordance with the upcoming requirements. In addition, some 

of the interviewees stated that it would be fairer for all the reporting companies falling 

under the reporting obligation that there would be sanctions for non-compliance so that 

no company could benefit from non-compliance. However, interviewee G wished that 

there would be sufficient transition periods for the sanctions so that the companies that 

are facing the requirement for mandatory sustainability reporting for the first time would 

have enough time to meet the new requirements. Therefore, interviewee G proposed that 

there would first be a minimum level, whereafter the levels would increase.  

I hope for the sake of other companies that there will be sufficient transition periods or that the 
levels will increase according to the transition periods, that there will first be a minimum, 
whereafter the levels increase. So that it would remain reasonable, since it does require more work 
and resources, especially in those companies that have not been doing their reporting in such way. 
(Interviewee G) 

Interviewee H stated that since the reporting obligation is forced by law, it would be 

logical that there would even be some kind of sanctions for non-compliance.  
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Well, I guess the fact that if it is once forced by the law, then yes, it is probably a good thing to have 
some kind of a sanction if you do not comply. Somehow it would seem quite sensible, in terms of 
law enforcement. (Interviewee H) 

While being asked regarding their perceptions on sanctions for non-compliance with the 

reporting obligation, the consultants and experts did support sanctions. Yet, most of the 

interviewees believed that the sanctions should not be implemented right away, but 

rather that reporting companies should be given a few years to first learn how to do the 

reporting, whereafter the sanctions could be applied. In addition, it was mentioned that 

it is still unclear who will be responsible for monitoring the reporting, and that it is 

therefore challenging to apply sanctions before the responsible inspector is known.    

Of course, there must be such things and they are part of the process, part of the big picture. As 
such, they must be there. But what that means in practice, time will tell. (Interviewee K) 

Well, not at first. But some kind of monitoring yes. I would say that gradually, when first there is 
the reporting capability there. Then the one responsible for the monitoring. That is also still a bit 
open. (Interviewee J) 

Well, I guess it depends on what the sanctions are. And maybe, probably in some time frame, yes. 
But probably to begin with, because I do not believe that, for example, in Finland, since companies 
are mainly relatively honest and want to act responsibly. So that they are not sanctioned for not 
being able to do things as the reporting requirement demands. (Interviewee I) 

6.2.7 Recommendations from experts 

The consultants and experts were asked about their recommendations for companies 

whose sustainability reporting is in the early stages and for whom the new directive will 

be the first mandatory sustainability reporting directive. Consequently, they 

recommended companies first familiarize themselves with the upcoming directive, its 

requirements, and sustainability reporting overall. Secondly, assemble a suitable team 

responsible for the reporting and within the company discuss regarding required 

resources, own state of knowledge within the subject, and own level of ambition to do 

sustainability reporting. Thereafter decide whether external help is needed. In addition, 

the interviewees mentioned that allocating resources and adding the development of the 

reporting to the company’s planning calendar are important matters to do.  

I would probably do so that I would recommend to first get acquainted, probably that the 
responsibility team if there is one, so get acquainted with it. And then gather all the relevant parties 
from the organization. And discuss within the company that which are our own possibilities to do, 
competence, ambition level. And then at that point also decide whether you need outside help or 
not. (Interviewee I) 

I would start with allocating resources and adding it to my planning calendar on a purely scheduled 
basis. Without exception, companies have some kind of annual plan of how to do things and how 
to prepare for it. It can even mean that holidays are being transferred. Really. It must be taken to 
this level, that it is then clear who will be responsible and for what. The responsibility allocation is 
a big thing and the other is perhaps even so far, which we do not talk about, so this is such a thing 
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that there must be a clear state of mind at the board so that something will come out of it 
(Interviewee L) 

While being asked for the most important matters that reporting companies should take 

into consideration with the new directive, the consultants and experts mentioned the 

reporting infrastructure, timetable, a well-made materiality analysis, and one’s own 

ability to report according to the requirements as the most important matters.  

I would say building the reporting infrastructure to a sufficient level is the first task. (Interviewee 
J) 

Probably the most important thing is to look through it and maybe think about what the stumbling 
blocks are for yourself, for your company. Being able to invest in them all. That in a way to ensure 
that you can report everything as required. (Interviewee I) 

6.3 Perceptions regarding regulatory sustainability reporting 

Perceptions of regulatory sustainability reporting were also discussed during the 

interviews. Most of the interviewees supported regulatory sustainability reporting. 

Furthermore, two of the interviewees mentioned that regulatory sustainability reporting 

supports the commensuration between different companies’ sustainability reports, 

which on the other hand supports investors in their decision making. Since investors 

were perceived as extremely important stakeholders, this was considered to be a positive 

matter.    

It is seen as an significant part and an important part, but whether we have an official position on 
it, I cannot say, but according to what has been discussed internally and to our statements 
externally we do perceive it as important and want to be in the forefront of it per se, in the sense 
that for us, for example, investors are an extremely important stakeholder group, because they 
also ask us a lot about our sustainability matters, so it makes the commensuration easier, which 
we perceive as important. I have not heard any objections, at least but this is not ours, I do not 
know what our official position is. (Interviewee A) 

Interviewee C explained that regulatory sustainability reporting might cause mixed 

feelings since it raises an expectation that companies should be able to numericize 

sustainability, which is not an easy task to do.   

Depends on who you ask. We see challenges in the fact that it brings this type of a mindset that we 
should be able to numericize sustainability too, to estimate the impact of different sustainability 
matters on the company's finances. Since financial reporting reflects the prospects of the future, 
in euro terms how these things effect on the euros. So, it is really hard to judge. Maybe that is why 
it is perceived a bit like if this really is a good thing. But we will figure this out, most likely. 
(Interviewee C) 

Interviewee E believed that once the reporting requirement comes as a legislative claim, 

companies might not even think about how they perceive the regulatory sustainability 

reporting requirement, but rather perceive it as something that just needs to be done. 
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Furthermore, once a new reporting requirement comes, the next step is to figure out how 

the requirements will be met. 

I think that what is going to happen is that in the company— when this comes as an authority-type 
claim, you do not even think about how you perceive it. When this type of a claim comes, it just 
has to be done, and then we will start to think about how we will do it. (Interviewee E) 

6.3.1 Driving reasons for regulatory sustainability reporting 

While being asked regarding driving reasons for regulatory sustainability reporting, the 

interviewees mentioned politics, transparency, comparability, increased importance of 

sustainability matters, need for sustainability data, and the changing world as some of 

the biggest drivers. The political agenda was mentioned by four of the interviewees of 

whom three expressed that it was the right direction to go in their opinion, since the 

reporting requirement increases transparency and comparability between companies. 

One of the interviewees stated that she wished that the new requirements would not 

decrease the competitiveness of European companies. In addition, she wished to see not 

only Europe, but also other parts of the world to politically engage in sustainability 

matters. Additionally, five of the interviewees mentioned climate change and climate 

related matters as one of the biggest drivers. Climate related risks are now a days being 

better identified and therefore, also preventive actions towards these risks are being 

improved. Comparability and the ability for investors and other stakeholders to use 

sustainability information more extensively was likewise brought up by four of the 

interviewees. Furthermore, the ability to better compare different companies’ 

sustainability reporting helps investors to better evaluate companies’ performance and 

further supports sustainable finance.    

Probably politics. They are probably coming from there different political wills, the obligation for 
this. But it does not stress, frighten or bother us, contrariwise it will be a good thing that a certain 
kind of transparency will be mandatory for everyone. (Interviewee C) 

I would say the changing world, so I think you cannot look at the financial sector only, so you have 
to look at the environment and you have to look at the society and I think this is more and more 
recognized. And the reporting is one way of showing the importance and to getting the information 
needed to evaluate companies. (Interviewee D) 

It increases transparency and comparability, and especially if you think, for example, about the 
investors and others, then there is a completely different opportunity for them to compare 
companies. (Interviewee G) 

6.3.2 Opposing reasons for regulatory sustainability reporting 

While being asked regarding opposing reasons for regulatory sustainability reporting, 

the interviewees mentioned additional required resources, know-how, excessively 

extensive requirements, and challenges to numericize sustainability as some of the 
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biggest opposing reasons. Interviewee B stated that it is good that big companies are the 

first ones to face the new requirements since they most likely have more resources to 

invest in new requirements. In addition, she stated that it might be difficult for smaller 

sized companies to invest additional resources to the new requirements, since their 

resources are already limited to begin with.  

It needs know-how and resources, and of course the big companies are the first ones to face the 
new requirements. There are quite reasonable reasons for that because usually they also have more 
resources to do these things. But especially, as it will become mandatory in a few years, it will be 
interesting to see who really monitors the compulsoriness of the reporting in a way. And it is going 
to affect a significant number of companies. Especially in small companies it needs resources and 
whether they have them, that is one of the biggest challenges here. (Interviewee B) 

Interviewee G explained that one opposing reason might be that too much of companies’ 

resources are being spent on the reporting rather than on promoting corporate 

responsibility. Furthermore, the benefits of the reporting requirements should in the 

long run exceed the costs for the requirements to be beneficial. 

Resources are spent on reporting rather than on promoting corporate responsibility, or on 
developing and taking things forward, since all the resources go into getting all the reports done 
for that specific year. (Interviewee G) 

Interviewee A mentioned that while the upcoming requirements does pose challenges, 

everyone affected by the upcoming directive might not even realize how much it will 

create demands for companies and others involved. Furthermore, responsibility matters 

might even become a matter affecting everyone within the company to some extent. 

Additionally, extensive requirements might be an opposing reason because if too 

extensive requirements are being set it might cause the know-how not to keep up with 

the new requirements. 

It does pose challenges, and I was at an event where they just said that everyone should realize 
how much this will bring demands on companies and everyone else, that it is no longer just one 
responsibility person somewhere who can answer for everything, that it will soon be on everyone's 
desk. For example, it was our auditor who said that it is quite interesting whether everyone is 
prepared for the fact that, for example, educational institutions, that the training of auditors 
should already include mandatory responsibility and things like this, terribly big structural 
changes. (Interviewee A) 

6.3.3 Perceptions regarding the upcoming sustainability reporting 
standards 

The upcoming directive will require all companies falling under the reporting obligation 

to report on their sustainability matters in accordance with the EFRAG-developed 

sustainability reporting standards. All interviewed reporting companies perceived the 

upcoming standards as a positive thing. Furthermore, four of the interviewees 

mentioned that the standards make the requirement for sustainability reporting fairer 
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amongst reporting companies, since everyone will be required to follow the same rules. 

With other words, it promotes comparability between companies.  

We definitely think that it is positive because it helps to commensurate and promotes 
comparability and in a way puts everyone on the same line. (Interviewee A) 

Interviewee F stated that it is hard to determine whether the standards are a positive or 

a negative thing before they are published, although their baseline is that it is positive, 

since harmonizes the reporting. In addition, she expressed that the upcoming standards 

might even be in some respect open to interpretation or more challenging to some 

industries than others. Consequently, only time will tell how the reporting will develop 

over time in such case.  

Of course, it will be interesting to see what there will finally be in the standards, that will probably 
then determine whether it is positive or negative. But of course, the baseline is that it is positive 
that it is going towards a more codirectional and more harmonized direction. If there then will be 
things that may be very open to interpretation or are said to be inherently more challenging for 
other industries, then of course it is interesting to see how they will look like over time. 
(Interviewee F) 

The reporting companies were also asked regarding their thought on the content of the 

new standards and whether they believe that the upcoming standards would resemble 

the widely used GRI reporting guidelines. Most of the interviewees believed that the 

upcoming standards would resemble existing standards. In addition, the upcoming 

standards were strongly believed to be based on the GRI reporting guidelines. 

Interviewee A stated that GRI has recently updated their reporting standards and that 

she does believe that the European Commission has cooperated with GRI while 

preparing for the upcoming standards. In addition, she believed that climate related 

issues would be based on the TCFD guidelines.  

Yes, I do believe, GRI has recently updated their reporting standards and there has been a focus 
especially on the human rights and others, so yes, I believe that these have cooperated, and I hope 
so too. The fact that climate issues will probably be in line with the TCFD, I expect and hope that 
there will be some of these well-established elements to be found there. I do believe so. Then, of 
course, at what level of precision, I await with great interest at what level of precision these 
requirements will be. (Interviewee A)         

While being asked about their perceptions regarding the upcoming sustainability 

reporting standards, the consultants and experts believed that its principally positive 

that that a united framework for sustainability reporting is being set. However, 

interviewee K wished that the EU standards would become unnecessary at some point 

and that a global sustainability reporting standard would take over. 

Up to a certain point it is positive that there are common standards for everyone. Then comes the 
global aspect of the EU, which we have to monitor very closely. And I myself would really hope 
that the EU standards would become obsolete at some point. When we have reflected this from 
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EFRAGs perspective and thought about why we need to be here as a standard setter, why cannot 
there play a similar role here as there is on the financial reporting side that we only have to 
strengthen the global future standards. That will be reached when the global standards have a 
sufficient level of precision and are sufficiently stringent. And the question is whether we can 
achieve this in such an area. So, yes, as such, I like the fact that they come from the EU level, which 
is needed at this point. (Interviewee K) 

While being asked whether they believed that the upcoming standards would resemble 

the widely used GRI reporting guidelines, the consultants and experts believed that 

matters related to the impact materiality world would resemble the GRI reporting 

guidelines. However, matters related to double materiality and financial materiality 

would most likely resemble the TCFD guidelines and SASB standards.   

Yes, they will be resembled and now GRI is involved in this EFRAG work. There are clearly GRI 
elements there but then what is missing from GRI are the things that are not defined in the EU 
sustainable finance regulation. It does not have the indicators set or defined by the taxonomy and 
it does not have the indicators defined by this Financial Market Participants Disclosure 
Regulation. So, there is a lack of harmonization. But then again, this GRI process and these GRI-
defined data and ways to report so they are there for sure. But yes, there will also be involved then 
the financial world and this. Well at the moment it now seems that it is the ISSP prototype 
standards. There will be the EU reporting, when we talk about double materiality, financial 
materiality and then impact materiality, so GRI is now there in the impact materiality world and 
then these TCFDs and SASBs and IFRS are there in the financial materiality world. And now the 
EU standards are supposed to cover both. So, there will be elements of GRI and then there will be 
additional elements of those more financial or investor-led initiatives. (Interviewee J)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

6.4 Assurance  

The upcoming directive will make the assurance of the sustainability reports mandatory 

on a limited level. This requirement will not only affect the reporting companies, but also 

the ones responsible for performing the assurance of the reports. According to the 

interviewees, auditors will most likely be responsible for the assurance of the 

sustainability reports. Therefore, the upcoming directive will require extended 

knowledge from both the reporting companies, consultants, and auditors.  

6.4.1 Perceptions from reporting companies on mandatory assurance 

Four out of the eight reporting companies interviewed for this study assured their 

sustainability reporting with limited assurance. In addition, one of these companies 

assured their sustainability report only partly. Six out of eight companies had not really 

discussed about the upcoming directive with their auditor. Furthermore, the 

interviewees mentioned that the discussion with their auditor most likely will increase 

once the details of the upcoming directive are published. The mandatory assurance 

requirement did also raise mixed opinions amongst the interviewees on whether it was a 

positive or a negative matter. Interviewee B stated that the know-how amongst auditors 

is not in her opinion on as good of a level as it could be.  
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There has not been any talk yet about what kind of role they might take, but I do notice that the 
company verifying our data, for example, has not been the same as the one that performs the audit 
of our financial reporting. I notice that they have always tried to come to that territory, so to speak. 
But honestly, I do not think there is that know-how yet, well of course there is, but the price tag is 
quite different when we have another certifier. Let's see what the future holds in terms of whether 
auditing will have a clear expansion. Now, many companies have the data verification and then 
auditing of financial reporting separately and whether this will change remains to be seen. They 
also have those assurance reports separately from financial assurance reports. But will it somehow 
reunite at some point, that remains to be seen. (Interviewee B) 

6.4.2 Perceptions from consulting companies on mandatory assurance  

While being asked regarding their overall perception of the amount of reporting 

companies that currently assure their sustainability reporting in Finland, consulting 

companies stated that to their knowledge relatively many companies in Finland does 

currently assure their sustainability reporting. In addition, nearly all sustainability 

reports in Finland are assured with limited assurance. The interviewees also believed 

that the assurance of sustainability reporting would most likely fall within the remit of 

the auditors. Interviewee J stated that according to his knowledge, around half of the 

companies that are obligated to report under the current NFRD assure their 

sustainability reporting. Yet, he noted that once you go outside of the NFRD reporting 

obligation there are only a few companies that assure their sustainability reporting.  

Well, assures yes. Of these that are obligated to report under the NFI if they are in Finland a 
hundred or so or just under a hundred so maybe half of them assure. But then outside this there 
are no longer that many. (Interviewee J) 

In addition, the consultants were asked whether they believed that the upcoming 

directive would affect their job description. All the interviewees believed that the 

upcoming directive would affect their job to some extent. Furthermore, the interviewees 

mentioned that the upcoming directive would require more know-how, increase the 

workload, increase the valuation of experts within sustainability reporting, and increase 

the need for specialization within sustainability reporting.  

By all means, yes. I would say that the workload should increase. I do not know how the level of 
assurance, at what point it changes. But the workload will increase. And then perhaps in a certain 
way, I would not like to say this, but I would still say that the respect for the responsibility work 
will certainly grow within companies and the seriousness with which it is taken, so I believe that it 
will also be reflected in our work. And even if there is limited assurance, there will probably be 
more research into the processes themselves and the reliability and quality of the data. Of course, 
this is already part of the job description, but it will probably become even more important. 
(Interviewee I) 

Interviewee K mentioned that the upcoming directive will most likely force experts 

within financial auditing to also become competent in sustainability reporting related 

matters and vice versa.  
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For experts, yes. And this is a necessary change that has been going on for a long time. That is, you 
can no longer be an expert in, for example, financial reporting without knowing this other 
reporting in some sense. And perhaps an even more difficult area is whether you can still be an 
expert in sustainability reporting without understanding more about the financial reporting 
aspects. Because the connection starts to be so strong there. (Interviewee K) 

6.4.3 Perceptions from assurance experts on mandatory assurance 

To get an overall understanding of the effect of mandatory assurance on auditors, two 

assurance experts were interviewed regarding their perception of the upcoming 

Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive and its effect on the auditors. While being 

asked regarding auditors’ current knowledge related to sustainability reporting and the 

assurance process, the interviewees stated that the auditor’s knowledge in sustainability 

matters depends on the size of the company the auditor is working at. Furthermore, if 

the auditor is working for a larger company and has had more contact with sustainability 

matters, then his or her knowledge in sustainability matters and the assurance of 

sustainability reporting is also better. Interviewee M stated that it is good to recognize 

that the upcoming directive requires the assurance only on a limited level. Furthermore, 

she explained that it is been recognized that there is a lack of experience in assurance of 

sustainability reporting not only in Finland, but also throughout Europe. Therefore, the 

assurance is required only on a limited level so that auditors would also have time to 

gather experience of the assurance practices.    

We also need to take into account now that it will be EU-wide, the assurance it will also be on 
limited assurance. That is where we start to gain experience, but the purpose is that then at some 
point we will move to the reasonable assurance level. But now it has certainly been recognized, not 
only in Finland but also throughout Europe, that there is not enough experience in this area, and 
it is therefore better to start with a lower level of assurance and gather experience. (Interviewee 
M) 

While being asked regarding auditors’ strengths and targets of development in the 

assurance of sustainability reports, the interviewees mentioned knowledge of the 

customers’ business operations, knowledge of processes used for the assurance of 

financial reporting, and knowledge of risk management as some of their strengths. On 

the other hand, the interviewees mentioned the need for additional training and 

instability on the subject of assurance in sustainability reports as some of their targets of 

development.   

I guess the strengths are that if you think that auditors use the same auditing method that they 
have used there on the financial statements, so they are able to use the same also for this 
sustainability reporting, that they have the background so strong that they are able to perceive the 
whole situation of the company. (Interviewee N) 

In a way, the subject of assurance is not as well-established as financial reporting has been, and 
that is certainly a challenge for reporters just as much as it is for auditors. (Interviewee M) 
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While being asked whether assurance of sustainability reports is currently a part of the 

auditors training program, the interviewees replied that while sustainability themes are 

already a part of their training, they are also currently developing a comprehensive ESG 

training program for both companies and auditors.  

Now the whole winter and spring has been spent on this, preparing a careful ESG training program 
so that we have the knowledge and skills and have top-class speakers at these training sessions, 
and that this knowledge will then go to companies and accountants. Let's also say that it also 
depends on Finland's reputation a little on how well we are able to bring this kind of training to 
the business world in particular, but also to auditors. (Interviewee N) 

The interviewees believed that the upcoming directive would expand the role of the 

auditors within the reporting process. In addition, they believed that the significance of 

sustainability matters will increase among the auditors and that it would open a new 

business opportunity for them.   

The timetable for the upcoming CSRD was also discussed with the assurance experts. 

The interviewees expressed that they believed that the timetable for the new 

requirements would be tight but double. Furthermore, they believed that auditors would 

have enough knowledge to be able to assure sustainability reports for the fiscal year 2023 

if they participated in training regarding the assurance process of sustainability reports. 

In addition, they recommended auditors to participate in training sessions organized by 

assurance associations.  

After all, this is very exceptional as it was stated that the standards have not yet been released, and 
we are living in the year before and then in a few months we should already be able to report, so it 
is challenging but, yes, we are prepared to go according to the timetable given. (Interviewee M) 

When being asked about the biggest challenges with the upcoming directive for the 

auditors, the interviewees mentioned that since the new requirements come on such a 

fast schedule, there will not be as much time to prepare and familiarize with the new 

requirements. Furthermore, interviewee M stated that there will probably be much 

interpretation and difficulties in applying the new rules.  

There is a rapid pace of regulation that you do not know about in advance, that you can only get to 
know at that moment, and then there is probably a lot of ambiguity in interpretation, or difficulties 
in applying the new rules. I think it is certain that many of them are not so clear, they have not 
been able to think about everything in advance. (Interviewee M) 

The assurance experts were also asked regarding their recommendations for auditors to 

take into consideration in the assurance of sustainability reports. The interviewees stated 

that auditors should start to prepare for the upcoming directive in advance and properly 

study the framework of the assurance of sustainability reporting. In addition, the 
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interviewees mentioned that auditors should be able to accept that there is a lot of 

uncertainty about the reporting framework and be able to adapt to the situation.  

This is a large entirety for which you need to start preparing in advance and study this whole thing 
properly, and then on the other hand you have to accept the uncertainty about this reporting 
framework and other things, that this is not so clear, and you have to accept it. (Interviewee M) 



71 
  

 

7 DISCUSSION 

This chapter will analyse the findings of this study and reflect upon them by using 

previous research and theories surrounding sustainability reporting. The aim of this 

chapter is to provide answers to the objective of this thesis, which is to interpret the 

effects of the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive on Finnish 

companies’ sustainability reporting practices. Firstly, the current situation of 

sustainability reporting in Finland will be discussed, whereafter Finnish companies’ 

perceptions towards the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive will be 

considered. Thirdly, Finnish companies’ preparations towards the upcoming directive 

will be presented, whereafter the role of regulatory in sustainability reporting will be 

examined. Lastly, assurance surrounding sustainability reporting will be discussed. 

7.1 Outlining the current landscape of sustainability reporting in Finland 

In order to understand how the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

might affect Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices, it is first and foremost 

important to recognize the current state of sustainability reporting in Finland. The 

results from this study indicate that sustainability reporting overall is on a good level, yet 

not on a desirable level – large, listed companies seem to produce comprehensive, high 

quality sustainability reports which are even internationally considered to be on a 

frontrunner level, however medium sized and small companies might not produce a 

sustainability report at all. In other words, there seems to be a lot of fluctuation regarding 

the level of sustainability reporting in Finland as companies seem to value sustainability 

reporting differently depending on e.g., their size and their field of business, which is in 

line with findings made by Kuzey & Uyar (2017). Previous research indicates that some 

of the biggest drivers for sustainability reporting are stakeholder and institutional 

pressures (Nazari et al., 2015; Bhimani et al., 2016). The findings of this study are in line 

with previous research as most of the interviewees mentioned stakeholder and 

institutional pressures as their biggest motivators for reporting on their sustainability 

matters. In addition, the more the companies faced stakeholder and institutional 

pressures, the more they prioritized sustainability reporting. As an illustration, one of 

the interviewees mentioned that due to their field of business they are expected to be as 

transparent as possible, and therefore strive towards creating as a transparent 

sustainability report as possible. On the other hand, one of the interviewees mentioned 

that they had not seen the need to report on their sustainability matters as it was not part 
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of their core business nor mandatory for them. In other words, the company did not face 

strong stakeholder or institutional pressures. 

Campbell (2007) argues that social responsibility of organizations strongly correlates 

with the regulative nature of social responsibility. The statement is in line with the 

findings of this study as many of the interviewees’ state that since sustainability reporting 

is currently mostly voluntary, it cannot be in as good of a state as it would be if it would 

be mandatory. In addition, previous studies have shown that mandatory sustainability 

reporting increase the level of social responsibility in companies (Boodoo, 2016; Ioannou 

& Serafeim, 2017). This might be due to companies in practice being able to recognize 

their standing on sustainability matters.  

As a conclusion, the current situation of sustainability reporting within Finnish 

companies is complex. There is a lot of variation in the level of sustainability reporting 

between different companies as some companies are frontrunners within the subject on 

an international scale, while other companies might not even recognize the context of 

sustainability reporting. The reasons for the current situation are challenging to interpret 

in a simple manner due to the complexity of the subject. However, stakeholder theory 

and institutional theory might be the closest sources to find an answer in. Freeman’s 

(2010) stakeholder theory implies that good stakeholder relations are crucial for 

companies’ long-term success and value creation. The findings from this study show that 

most of the interviewees pinpoint the importance of their stakeholders. While 

institutional theory explains how organizational decision-making practices are 

influenced by social pressures (Tolbert & Zucker, 1999) and Hoffman (2001) argues that 

organizations face regulative, normative, and cognitive institutional pressures on what 

is and is not acceptable behavior in the eyes of the society, the findings of this study show 

that companies which faced strong pressures from their stakeholders or to whom 

sustainability reporting was on some level mandatory were more advanced in their 

sustainability reporting than those who did not face the same pressures. Furthermore, 

these findings indicate that institutional pressures do have a significant role in the 

current state of sustainability reporting in Finnish reporting companies.  

7.2 Finnish companies’ perceptions of the upcoming Corporate 
Sustainability Reporting Directive 

All of the interviewees interviewed for this study had heard about the upcoming directive, 

yet some of the interviewees believed that all companies falling under the CSRD have 

necessarily not yet acknowledged that they will be obligated to report under the directive 
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or even heard about the directive. The upcoming directive was perceived positively by 

the interviewees and most of the interviewees believed that an update to the current 

directive is needed. Furthermore, one of the interviewees explained that regulatory 

pressure is needed in order to meet the desired quality of sustainability reporting and 

subsequently to meet certain goals within sustainable finance. The interviewees’ positive 

attitude towards the upcoming directive may partly be explained due to their 

backgrounds, as most of the interviewees worked within sustainability related matters. 

Previous research on the current NFRD has shown that the current directive did increase 

the quality and quantity of sustainability reports throughout the EU (Viljaranta, 2017; 

Mion & Loza Adaui, 2019; Korca et al., 2021; Ottenstein et al., 2021) All the interviewed 

reporting companies believed that the upcoming directive would at least somehow affect 

their current sustainability reporting practices. The interviewees stated that the 

upcoming directive would to an extent reduce the degrees of freedom in the reporting. 

In addition, all of the interviewed consulting companies believed that the upcoming 

directive would have significant effects on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting 

practices. Since the upcoming directive will be applicable for such a significant number 

of Finnish companies, the CSRD would with all sense increase the amount of produced 

sustainability reports in Finland and consequently need more know-how and resources.  

Previous research indicates that mandatory sustainability reporting does improve the 

comparability of sustainability reports between companies (Mion & Loza Adaui, 2019). 

The current NFRD enables companies to more or less freely decide how they wish to 

report on their sustainability matters. The upcoming CSRD takes this advantage away 

from the reporting companies. The findings of this study indicate a need of a harmonized 

sustainability reporting structure to ease the comparability of sustainability reporting 

between companies. Furthermore, the interviewees stated that the upcoming CSRD is 

good for the sake of comparability, since currently there is really no specific structure on 

how sustainability related matters should be reported for. From the perspective of 

investors and other stakeholders it would be a huge benefit that sustainability reporting 

would be standardized, since this would ease the comparability between companies’ 

sustainability performance and consequently influence investment decisions.  

The findings from this study show that some of the biggest benefits of the upcoming 

CSRD for Finnish companies are perceived to be the commensuration of the reporting, 

a better and more united understanding of what is sustainability and sustainable 

business, more know-how regarding sustainability matters, and fewer free riders. 
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Furthermore, the upcoming directive is believed to not only benefit the society overall, 

but also the company itself. In other words, the upcoming directive might help a larger 

number of companies to realize how sustainability reporting can be used in a beneficial 

way e.g., in cost savings, employee satisfaction, and improvement in efficiency. Nguyen 

(2020) stated in his research how companies should consider how to appropriately apply 

the available guidelines to be both beneficial regarding firm value, while meeting 

sustainability goals. A similar mentality might be good for companies to apply with the 

upcoming directive in order to fully benefit from the directive and its new requirements. 

According to Żak (2015) one of the fundamental challenges with sustainability reporting 

is to quantify sustainability since these dimensions are often unique for at least each 

industry and in general hard to quantify. The findings from this study indicate similar 

difficulties as some of the interviewees highlight the complexity of quantifying 

sustainability. In addition, the findings reveal that some of the biggest challenges with 

the upcoming CSRD for Finnish companies are perceived to be additional required 

resources, too burdensome requirements, requirement for digital tagging, the 

requirement for assurance, and the upcoming sustainability reporting standards. In 

other words, most of the perceived challenges can be connected with the concern related 

to additional costs and know-how within sustainability reporting.    

As a conclusion, overall Finnish companies seem to be positively related to the upcoming 

CSRD and recognize the need and benefits of the directive on a both societal and personal 

level. This might be explained due to the interviewees’ knowledge of sustainability-

related matters as well as their profession, but also due to Finnish companies’ willingness 

to sincerely be responsible in their business operations as well as the overall high level of 

education and understanding of global matters in Finland. The results from this study 

indicate that the upcoming CSRD will in all sense increase the quality and quantity of 

produced sustainability reports in Finland. At this moment, the expected benefits of the 

upcoming directive seem to exceed the disadvantages, as long as the transition times are 

reasonable, and the headed direction of sustainability reporting is perceived as justifiable 

and correct.  

7.3 Finnish companies’ preparations for the upcoming Corporate 
Sustainability Reporting Directive 

One of the main objectives of this study was to find out possible effects and solutions of 

the upcoming CSRD on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting practices. More in 

detail, the results from this study provide evidence on how the upcoming directive might 
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affect Finnish companies’ reporting practices and how the companies are preparing 

towards the CSRD in the following subjects: benefits, challenges, schedule for 

implementation, data collection, digitalization, sanctions, reporting framework, and 

assurance. A summary of the interviewees’ perceptions and preparations regarding these 

themes can be seen in table 6 below. 

Table 6 Summary of the interviewees’ perceptions and preparations regarding the CSRD 

Theme Perceptions / Preparations 

Perceived 

benefits 

o Increased coherency and transparency in sustainability matters, a united 
understanding of what is sustainability and sustainable business, increased know-
how in sustainability matters, less free riders, and increased use of sustainability 
related data. 

Perceived 

challenges 

o Additional required resources, burdensome requirements, requirement for digital 
tagging, requirement for assurance, the upcoming sustainability reporting standards, 
and needed know-how. 

Most 

challenging 

requirements 

of the CSRD 

o The double materiality concept and reporting in line with the EU taxonomy regulation 
were perceived as the most challenging requirements. 

o Digital XHTML tagging, the upcoming reporting standards, and mandatory assurance 
were also perceived as challenging requirements. 

Schedule for 

publishing 

the CSRD 

report  

o The schedule for publishing the sustainability report is perceived as challenging, but 
doable. 

o The biggest concerns are directed towards unlisted companies and medium and small-
sized listed companies that have not been required to report under the current NFRD. 

o Reasonable transition times are desired and expected. 

o Uncertainty whether monitoring and know-how will keep up. 

Data 

collection 

o Reporting companies that had been reporting on their sustainability matters for a long 
period of time had clear and well-developed processes while reporting companies that 
had been reporting for a shorter period were constantly working on developing their 
data collection processes. 

o Data was collected from e.g., different questioners, stakeholder surveys, materiality 
surveys, business partners, suppliers, customers, and others. 

o The upcoming directive would at least require some modifying to the data collection 
processes. 

Digitalization o In general, the upcoming CSRD seems to affect the digitalization of Finnish companies’ 
sustainability reporting to some extent. 
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o To some Finnish companies the digital XHTML tagging requirement will be a big boost 
to the digitalization of their sustainability reporting. 

Sanctions o Overall, sanctions for noncompliance were supported and believed to be needed to 
make everyone report in accordance with the upcoming requirements. 

o Sufficient transition periods for sanctions were supported so that all companies would 
have enough of time to meet the new requirements. 

Reporting 

framework 

o Overall, the upcoming standards are perceived as a positive thing since it promotes 
comparability between companies. 

o For the moment, it is hard to determine whether the standards are a positive or a 
negative thing since they are not yet published. 

o It was believed that matters related to impact materiality would resemble the GRI 
reporting guidelines, while matters related to double materiality and financial 
materiality would most likely resemble the TCFD guidelines and SASB standards 

Assurance o Four out of the eight reporting companies interviewed for the study assured their 
sustainability reporting with limited assurance and one of these companies assured 
their sustainability report only partly. 

o There had not been that much discussion between the reporting companies and the 
auditors regarding the upcoming directive. However, the interviewees believed that the 
discussion would increase once the standards would be released. 

o The assurance of the sustainability reports under the CSRD will fall under the auditors’ 
responsibility.  

o The requirement for mandatory assurance would with all sense require additional 
knowledge in the assurance of sustainability reports from auditors. 

 

Overall, Finnish reporting companies’ perceptions and preparations for the upcoming 

CSRD are currently in a somewhat early stage, which might be explained due to all the 

details regarding the upcoming directive not being confirmed yet. Therefore, the 

interviewees had not seen the need to start preparing for the upcoming requirements of 

the CSRD. The interviewees believed that all the requirements in the upcoming directive 

could be well met and that the requirements would evoke most challenges for companies 

that had not yet reported on their sustainability matters. In addition, several aspects 

regarding the upcoming directive raised questions amongst the interviewees such as the 

timetable, digitalization of the reporting, and assurance. Perhaps most questions were 

raised regarding the upcoming sustainability reporting standards, which during the 

interviews were expected to be released in late 2022. Concerns were raised about 

whether the standards would be released in time and whether the new standards would 

resemble any of the currently used sustainability reporting guidelines. However, it is 
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good to note that the interviewees’ perceptions and preparations may have changed 

during the time after the interviews were held.  

7.4 The role of regulatory in sustainability reporting 

It is evident that the regulatory has a big role in regard to the upcoming CSRD, but what 

is the role of regulatory when it comes to promoting sustainability reporting and how big 

of a role does the regulatory have in this matter. The findings from this study show that 

Finnish reporting companies on average are positively related to regulatory 

sustainability reporting. One of the biggest benefits of regulated sustainability reporting 

was perceived to be the improvement in comparability, since it supports investors and 

other stakeholders in their decision making. Driving reasons for regulated sustainability 

reporting were perceived to be politics, transparency, comparability, the increased 

importance of sustainability matters, the need for sustainability data, and the changing 

world. On the other hand, opposing reasons for regulated sustainability reporting were 

perceived to be additional required resources, know-how, excessively extensive 

requirements, and challenges to numericize sustainability.  

For the reporting companies interviewed for this study, the upcoming CSRD did not 

seem to cause any enormous changes in most of the reporting companies’ sustainability 

reporting practices. Yet, most of the reporting companies interviewed for this study had 

been reporting on their sustainability matters already for years, and therefore these 

findings may give a biased picture of the actual situation amongst Finnish reporting 

companies falling under the upcoming directive. Furthermore, both reporting 

companies, consultants, and experts expressed during the interviews that the upcoming 

CSRD will with all certainty have an enormous effect on Finnish reporting companies’ 

sustainability reporting practices on a general level, since the upcoming directive will 

force such a large number of Finnish companies to start reporting on their sustainability 

matters. In addition, some of the interviewees expressed that the upcoming directive will 

with no doubt increase the number of produced sustainability reports in Finland.  

The role of the regulatory in sustainability reporting might be explained with the help of 

institutional theory. DiMaggio & Powell (1983) argue that organizations face pressures 

from institutions to operate in a way that is accepted by the society it is active in. Out of 

the three isomorphic pressures presented by the authors, the findings from this study 

can be connected with coercive isomorphic pressure, as the findings indicate that the 

upcoming CSRD will have large effects on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting 
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practices on a general level. Furthermore, as more or less all Finnish reporting 

companies falling under the CSRD reporting obligation are dependent of the government 

to be able to pursue their business operations, they therefore will face regulative 

pressures to start reporting on their sustainability matters in accordance with the 

upcoming directive. In addition, as legitimacy theory explains that it is for the company’s 

best interest to be perceived as legitimate in the eyes of the society and consequently earn 

the trust and support of the society and as reporting companies are dependent of the 

government, hence it is for companies’ best interest to act in accordance with the law.  

According to Matten & Moon’s (2008) organizations that operate in a coordinated 

market economy are often more likely to disclose their CSR policies according to the 

implicit type, which includes mandatory and customary requirements for organizations. 

Furthermore, as Finland is considered to be a coordinated market economy, according 

to Matten & Moon’s (2008) statement Finnish reporting companies would be reporting 

on their sustainability matters in accordance with mandatory requirements. The findings 

of this study do imply similar behavior as the results indicate that the level of 

sustainability reporting amongst Finnish reporting companies would be higher if there 

would be a mandatory, standardized reporting framework. In other words, to increase 

the level of sustainability reporting among Finnish reporting companies there seem to 

be a need for some type of regulative pressure to boost the reporting culture, which 

contrariwise reflects the role of regulatory in promoting sustainability reporting.  

7.5 The role of assurance in sustainability reporting 

The current NFRD has not required reporting companies to assure their sustainability 

reporting. However, the upcoming CSRD will change this policy as the new directive 

requires mandatory third-party assurance on a limited level. This means that all 

reporting companies falling under the upcoming directive are obligated to assure their 

sustainability reporting, which will consequently require additional resources and know-

how from both reporting companies, and from auditors who will be responsible for the 

assurance of the sustainability reports. According to consultants interviewed for this 

study, currently, approximately half of the companies that are obligated to report under 

the NFRD assure their sustainability reporting, which means that around 50 Finnish 

reporting companies are currently assuring their sustainability reporting. The upcoming 

directive will require around 600-800 Finnish reporting companies to assure their 

sustainability reporting, which indicates an increase of assurance for around 550-750 

sustainability reports. With these numbers presented, one may recognize a huge 
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transition upcoming in regard to the assurance culture of sustainability reports in 

Finland.  

The requirement for mandatory assurance awakened somewhat mixed opinions 

amongst the interviewees in regard to whether it was a positive or a negative matter. 

Nevertheless, the results from this study indicate a need for additional knowledge in the 

assurance of sustainability reports from both reporting companies, consultants’, and 

auditors’ points of view. During the interviews, some of the interviewees raised their 

concerns about whether the monitoring for the assurance of sustainability reporting will 

keep up with the tight schedule of the upcoming directive. In addition, speculations were 

raised on whether auditors currently have enough knowledge in sustainability reporting 

to be able to assure sustainability reports for the fiscal year 2023. Therefore, assurance 

experts were interviewed to gain answers to these speculations. Moreover, the assurance 

experts strongly believed that auditors would have enough knowledge in sustainability 

reporting to assure the sustainability reports of the fiscal year 2023 as long as they had 

carried out sufficient training regarding the matter. In addition, they pinpointed that the 

situation will be the same for all countries in the EU and therefore, the EU needs to take 

into consideration that both companies and auditors need to be given adequate time to 

learn how to report and assure sustainability-related matters.   

Since the new sustainability reporting standards had not been released when the 

interviews were conducted, it restricted both the reporting companies’ and auditors’ 

ability to prepare for the upcoming CSRD. With no specified framework or clear 

reporting guidelines, it makes it somewhat difficult to know what to expect. Moreover, 

something in common for both reporting companies and auditors is that the upcoming 

directive will at least in some sense change how they view sustainability reporting in their 

respective companies. In other words, the upcoming directive will increase the 

importance of sustainability reporting and require both reporting companies and 

auditors to prioritize sustainability reporting in a different way. The role of sustainability 

reporting within companies will change for good. Furthermore, Krasodomska et al., 

(2020) emphasize the role of professional associations, governments, and big accounting 

firms in shaping accountants’ attitudes toward mandatory non-financial reporting. The 

role of professional associations, governments, and big accounting firms might be good 

to recognize also with promoting the upcoming CSRD. Furthermore, the transition 

period might be easier for both reporting companies and auditors if adequate support, 

stimulation, and guidance are provided by these actors.  
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8 CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter will present the research summary and conclusion for this study. 

Additionally, contributions to existing literature, limitations of the study, and 

recommendations for future research will be discussed.  

8.1 Research summary 

As discussed in the introduction, sustainability matters are becoming a norm in our daily 

lives. In the business world this can be recognized from the institutionalization of 

sustainability reporting, as stakeholders are demanding more transparency from 

reporting companies in their sustainability matters. Our environment is transforming, 

and therefore sustainability matters are here to stay. In order to succeed with a desired 

change, concrete actions need to be set. While the EU pursues to be carbon neutral by 

2050, they have introduced several actions to meet this goal. The Corporate 

Sustainability Reporting Directive is one of these actions. The upcoming directive makes 

sustainability reporting mandatory for approximately 49, 000 companies throughout the 

EU and its goal is to promote sustainable finance and support sustainability within the 

EU. In Finland the directive will be applicable for around 600-800 reporting companies. 

The application of the upcoming directive will happen in three stages starting with the 

fiscal year 2024. The aim of this study was to examine how the upcoming CSRD will 

affect Finnish companies reporting practices. To answer the objective of this study, an 

empirical research based on interviews with eight Finnish reporting companies, three 

consulting companies, one expert, and two assurance experts was performed.  

The findings of this study indicate that overall Finnish reporting companies are 

positively related to the upcoming directive and its requirements. The upcoming 

directive was believed to harmonize the reporting framework and subsequently improve 

the comparability of sustainability reports in Finland. The reporting companies were in 

different stages with their sustainability reporting, which might be explained with the 

help of stakeholder- and institutional theory. Consistent with the stakeholder theory, 

stakeholder pressures were perceived as one of the biggest driving forces for 

sustainability reporting. Meanwhile, consistent with the institutional theory, reporting 

companies that had faced stronger institutional pressures were more advanced in their 

sustainability reporting than those who had not faced the same pressures. The benefits 

of the CSRD seemed to exceed the challenges as long as the new requirements would be 

applied in reasonable transition periods. Furthermore, the upcoming directive was 

initially supposed to be applicable for the fiscal year 2023. However, additional 
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transition time was perceived as necessary, and therefore the reporting companies were 

given minimum one additional year to comply with the new requirements. In other 

words, reporting companies wishes were answered. The upcoming directive was 

perceived to benefit both companies at an individual level, and the society overall. 

However, the new requirements were believed to require more resources and know-how, 

which on the other hand was considered to create challenges for the reporting 

companies. The double materiality concept and reporting in line with the EU taxonomy 

regulation were perceived as the most challenging requirements. The upcoming directive 

was also believed to boost the digitalization of sustainability reports within Finnish 

reporting companies. 

What comes to the role of regulatory in sustainability reporting, the findings indicate 

that the regulatory does have a significant role in promoting sustainability reporting 

within Finnish reporting companies. The findings from this study suggests that the level 

of sustainability reporting would be higher if the reporting would be mandatory and 

standardized. In addition, consistent with the institutional theory, the results highlight 

the role of institutional pressures in sustainability reporting and how institutional 

pressures influence the importance of sustainability reporting for companies. 

Furthermore, the results indicate that the upcoming directive will boost the importance 

of sustainability reporting for reporting companies in Finland, which reflects the role of 

institutional pressures in sustainability reporting. 

Additionally, the findings indicates that the role of assurance of sustainability repots in 

Finland will expand due to the upcoming CSRD. The amount of assured sustainability 

reports will remarkably increase, and consequently need more resources and know-how. 

In other words, the culture surrounding the assurance of sustainability reports might 

experience a transition period due to the upcoming CSRD.  

In conclusion, the findings suggest that the upcoming CSRD will at least in some way 

affect all Finnish reporting companies’ sustainability reporting practices that are falling 

under the reporting requirements of the new directive. Even though the upcoming 

directive was perceived to create some challenges, which of biggest being additional 

resources and know-how, the directive was considered justifiable and important. 

Furthermore, the upcoming directive was perceived to influence and increase the quality 

and quantity of sustainability reports in Finland, which is in line with previous research 

on the current NFRD (Viljaranta, 2017; Mion & Loza Adaui, 2019; Korca et al., 2021; 

Ottenstein et al., 2021).  
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8.2 Contribution to existing literature 

This study contributes to existing literature in numerous ways. Firstly, since this study 

examined a directive that has not yet been established, there is not much earlier research 

available on the subject. Therefore, this study provides fresh knowledge on the possible 

effects of the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive on the Finnish 

reporting companies sustainability reporting practices. Furthermore, the study presents 

specific insights on possible benefits, challenges, preparations, plans, strategies, trends, 

strengths, drivers, recommendations, and overall knowledge and perceptions of the 

upcoming CSRD on the Finnish market. In addition, there does not seem to be much 

earlier research on the level of sustainability reporting in Finland, and therefore this 

study fills an existing research gap by providing fresh insights of the current situation of 

sustainability reporting in Finland as well as possible effects of the upcoming directive 

on Finnish reporting companies.  

In addition, this study provides knowledge and guidance concerning the new reporting 

requirements of the upcoming CSRD for Finnish reporting companies falling under the 

upcoming directive. Currently, the landscape of sustainability reporting is complex and 

there is no unified reporting framework for reporting companies to follow. Consistent 

with institutional theory, the findings from this study indicate a need for a standardized 

reporting framework. Furthermore, this study provides insights into what the upcoming 

standardized reporting framework might include and resemble. Additionally, the 

findings from this study do indicate that the upcoming sustainability reporting standards 

are perceived to increase the comparability between Finnish reporting companies’ 

sustainability reports.  

This study also provides insight into how the upcoming directive might change the scope 

of sustainability reporting practices in Finland. Furthermore, as the upcoming directive 

transforms sustainability reporting into a more general practice action amongst 

reporting companies in Finland, companies in environmentally sensitive industries that 

have pursued justification for their operations might lose this justification once 

sustainability reporting becomes mandatory for a larger group of companies. 

Consequently, this might force companies in environmentally sensitive industries to 

develop their operations to be more sustainable or identify new ways to justify their 

operations. In other words, this study raises awareness of how the upcoming directive 

might not only increase the quality and quantity of produced sustainability reports in 

Finland, but also affect the development of sustainable solutions.  
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Lastly, this study contributes to existing literature by suggesting how the upcoming 

CSRD might change the role of sustainability reporting in Finland. Previous research has 

emphasized the role of regulatory in improving the quality and quantity of sustainability 

reports (Schadewitz & Niskala, 2010; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017) and how regulated 

sustainability reporting increases transparency and corporate behavior (Boodoo, 2016; 

Ioannou & Serafeim, 2017). Furthermore, this study supports previous research by 

suggesting that the upcoming directive will have similar effect on Finnish reporting 

companies’ sustainability reporting practices. In addition, since the CSRD has nearly 

been released and has not been established yet, previous research has mostly 

concentrated to investigate the current NFRD. As this study has examined the possible 

effects of the upcoming CSRD, it supports existing literature by displaying how the 

effects of the upcoming directive might differ from the effects of the current directive. 

Additionally, this study provides information regarding how the upcoming CSRD affects 

reporting companies’ sustainability reporting practices in comparison to the current 

NFRD.   

8.3 Limitations of the study 

This study does have limitations that might have an effect on the findings. Firstly, the 

number of participants in this study is fairly low, and therefore the results cannot be 

generalizable. Since the sample size used in this study is small, the findings cannot be 

considered to predict the overall effect of the upcoming Corporate Sustainability 

Reporting Directive on Finnish reporting companies. Therefore, to gain generalizable 

results of the possible effects, the sample size used for the study should be larger.  

Secondly, the job description of the interviewees might have had an effect on the results 

of this study. Furthermore, almost all the participants worked with sustainability-related 

matters, which consequently might influence their perception of the upcoming directive 

and its requirements. In other words, the findings of this study might differ if the 

interviewees would not have been working as closely with sustainability-related matters.  

Thirdly, the diversification of participants used in this study is not at the desired level. 

Furthermore, the sample includes more larger-sized companies and listed companies 

than medium-and smaller sized companies and unlisted companies. In addition, the 

sample does not include many reporting companies that are not reporting on their 

sustainability matters, which arguably does affect the results. Companies that did not yet 

report on their sustainability matters were not as willing to participate in this study as 
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reporting companies who did already report on their sustainability matter, which should 

be taken into consideration when interpreting the results.  

Also, the findings of this study do not enable a comparison in differences between 

different field of businesses or sector-specific effects. In addition, since this study covers 

many topics there has not been a possibility to dig as deep to every specific topic 

discussed in this study.  

8.4 Suggestions for future research  

As one may notice from the limitations of this study, there are several possible research 

opportunities available for future research within the subject. Firstly, one interesting 

approach would be to investigate the actual effect of the Corporate Sustainability 

Reporting Directive on Finnish reporting companies after the directive has been 

established, and to compare sustainability reports before and after the implementation 

of the CSRD. In addition, it might be interesting to investigate differences in the effects 

of the directive between countries within the EU. Another approach would be to examine 

a specific topic more in detail, such as the effect of mandatory assurance or digital 

tagging. Also, the study could be conducted with a larger sample size to obtain more 

generalizable results. Finally, future research could also investigate sector-specific 

effects and compare the different fields of businesses with each other.  
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APPENDIX 1 INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR REPORTING COMPANIES 

 

1. Background information 

o Your current position and job description? 

o Your relation and/or tasks related to sustainability reporting? 

 
2. Current position and characteristics of the company’s sustainability 

reporting 

o How would you describe the current state of your company’s sustainability 

reporting? 

o What has affected your company's current sustainability reporting? 

o How long have you been reporting on your sustainability matters? 

o Are you currently assuring your sustainability reporting? Do you assure your 

sustainability reporting with limited or moderate certainty? 

o What reporting guidelines do you follow in your sustainability reporting? 

o In your opinion, which are your strengths in your current sustainability 

reporting? Which are your targets for development? 

o On a scale of one to four, how important do you consider well-structured 

sustainability reporting for the long-term success of your company? The weights 

of the scale are; one: not at all important, two: somewhat important, three: 

quite important, four: very important. 

o What is your biggest motivator for creating your sustainability report? 

o Which in your opinion are the key features for a well assembled sustainability 

report? 

o On a scale of one to four, how good do you feel the current situation of 

sustainability reporting is in Finland? The weights of the scales are; one: not at 

all good, two: somewhat good, three: fairly good, four: very good. 

 

3. The current Non-Financial Reporting Directive 

o Does your company report under the current EU Non-Financial Reporting 

Directive? 

o Do you think that your company met well the reporting requirements of the 

current directive? 

o What is your opinion on the current Non-Financial Reporting Directive? 
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4. The upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

o Have you heard of the new Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

proposed by the European Commission?  

o Where and how have you heard about the directive / the new requirements? 

o What is your opinion on the upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting 

Directive? 

o Do you think that the new directive will affect your current sustainability 

reporting? How? 

o Which new requirement of the upcoming directive do you believe will have the 

greatest impact on your current sustainability reporting? 

o How does your company relate to sustainability reporting being gradually put 

on an equal footing with financial reporting? 

o What do you see as the driving reasons for regulatory reporting? What about 

the opposing reasons? 

o Do you think that the new directive will change the digital nature of your 

sustainability reporting? 

o Do you think that the upcoming directive is justifiable? Do you think the 

requirements should be stricter or looser and why? 

o Do you think that the application of the upcoming directive for the financial 

year 2023 is realistic? 

o Do you think it is positive or negative that the new directive requires all 

companies to apply the same sustainability reporting standards developed by 

the EU? Why? 

o How do you collect data for your sustainability reporting? Do you think that the 

upcoming directive will require you to collect additional data? 

o The first draft standards for the new directive are expected to be published in 

late 2022. Based on your experience, what do you think the new standards will 

include? For example, do you believe that the upcoming standards will resemble 

the widely used GRI reporting guidelines? 

o What is your opinion on sanctions for non-compliance with the reporting 

obligation required by the new directive? 

o Have you already discussed the upcoming directive with your auditor? Have 

they told you how your / their job description might change due to the 

directive? 
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o On a scale of one to four, how do you think the upcoming directive will change 

sustainability reporting in Finland? The weights of the scales are; one: it will not 

change it at all, two: to somewhat good, three: to fairly good, four: to very good. 

o Do you think your company will benefit from the upcoming directive? Do you 

think anyone else will benefit from the upcoming directive? 

o Do you think that the upcoming directive could have any negative 

consequences? 

o Is there anything else you would like to say? 
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APPENDIX 2 INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR CONSULTANTS 

 

1. Background information 

o Your current position and job description? 

o Your relation and/or tasks related to sustainability reporting? 

 

2. Current position and characteristics of Finnish companies’ 
sustainability reporting 

o How would you describe the current state of sustainability reporting in Finland? 

o In your opinion, which are Finnish companies’ strengths in their current 

sustainability reporting? Which are their targets for development? 

o In your opinion, did Finnish companies meet well the reporting requirements of 

the current Non-Financial Reporting Directive? 

o Were there any negative impacts on companies whose sustainability reporting 

did not meet the obligations of the EU Directive in a timely manner? 

o Which in your opinion are the key features in a well assembled sustainability 

report? 

3. The upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

o Have Finnish companies that will be affected by the upcoming Corporate 

Sustainability Reporting Directive already heard about the upcoming directive? 

o Have many Finnish companies already approached you about the upcoming 

directive? In what way? 

o What is the general attitude of Finnish companies towards the upcoming 

directive? 

o How do you think the new directive will affect the sustainability reporting of 

Finnish companies?  

o What changes do you think the new directive would require companies to make 

to their sustainability reporting? How might these changes vary from company 

to company? 

o Which of the requirements of the upcoming directive do you think will have the 

greatest impact on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting? 

o Who within the company is generally responsible for creating sustainability 

reporting? 
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o Do you know whether many Finnish companies currently assure their 

sustainability reporting?  

o Do you know whether companies assure their sustainability reporting more on a 

limited or moderate assurance basis? 

o What is the most common reporting guideline followed by most Finnish 

companies? 

o Do you think that the new directive will affect your job description? In what 

way? 

o Have you already prepared in any way for the upcoming directive?  

o Do you think that the assurance of sustainability reporting will fall within the 

remit of auditors? 

o Do you think that the upcoming directive is justifiable? Do you think the 

requirements should be stricter or looser and why? 

o Do you think that the application of the upcoming directive for the financial 

year 2023 is realistic? 

o Do you think it is positive or negative that the new directive requires all 

companies to apply the same sustainability reporting standards developed by 

the EU? Why? 

o The first draft standards for the new directive are expected to be published in 

late-2022. Based on your experience, what do you think the new standards will 

include? For example, do you believe that the upcoming standards will resemble 

the widely used GRI reporting guidelines? 

o Do you think it is appropriate to impose sanctions on companies that do not 

meet the reporting obligations required by the upcoming directive? 

o What would you recommend companies to take into account that are in the 

early stages of sustainability reporting and for whom the new directive will be 

the first mandatory sustainability reporting directive? 

o What do you think is the most important thing that companies should take into 

account with regard to the upcoming directive? 

o In your opinion, when should companies start thinking about and developing 

their sustainability reporting in order to meet the reporting obligations required 

by the upcoming directive in a timely manner? 

o Do you think that the upcoming directive could have any negative 

consequences? 

o Is there anything else you would like to say? 
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APPENDIX 3 INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR EXPERTS 

 

1. Background information 

o Your current position and job description? 

o Your relation and/or tasks related to sustainability reporting? 

 

2. Current position and characteristics of Finnish companies’ 
sustainability reporting 

o How would you describe the current state of sustainability reporting in Finland? 

o In your opinion, which are Finnish companies’ strengths in their current 

sustainability reporting? Which are their targets for development? 

o In your opinion, did Finnish companies meet well the reporting requirements of 

the current Non-Financial Reporting Directive? 

o Were there any negative impacts on companies whose sustainability reporting 

did not meet the obligations of the EU Directive in a timely manner? 

o Which in your opinion are the key features in a well assembled sustainability 

report? 

 

3. The upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

o What is the Finland’s perspective on the upcoming Corporate Sustainability 

Reporting Directive? 

o Do you believe that some changes will be made to the proposed directive, if so, 

what changes? 

o Do you think that the new directive is suitable for application to Finnish law as 

such? What should be changed in the new directive to make it more suitable for 

Finnish law? 

o Do you think that the new directive will be applied for the financial year 2023 or 

will it possibly be applied later? 

o In your opinion, how should companies start preparing for the new directive? 

o Do you think that the new directive could be applied to Finnish law in a way 

that would require stricter reporting requirements than the European 

Commission's proposed directive? 

o What do you see as the biggest challenge of the new directive? 
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o When do you think we can expect more information on the new directive? 

o What do you see as the driving reasons for regulatory reporting? What about 

the opposing reasons? 

o Do you think that the new directive will change the digital nature of 

sustainability reporting? 

o Do you believe that companies that do not meet the reporting obligations 

required by the new directive will face sanctions? 

o What changes do you think the upcoming directive would require companies to 

make to their sustainability reporting? How might these changes vary from 

company to company? 

o Which of the upcoming requirements do you believe will have the greatest 

impact on Finnish companies’ sustainability reporting? 

o Do you think it is positive or negative that the new directive requires all 

companies to apply the same sustainability reporting standards developed by 

the EU? Why? 

o The first draft standards for the new directive are expected to be published in 

late-2022. Based on your experience, what do you think the new standards will 

include? For example, do you believe that the upcoming standards will resemble 

the widely used GRI reporting guidelines? 

o What would you recommend companies to take into account that are in the 

early stages of sustainability reporting and for whom the new directive will be 

the first mandatory sustainability reporting directive? 

o What do you think is the most important thing that companies should take into 

account with regard to the upcoming directive? 

o In your opinion, when should companies start thinking about and developing 

their sustainability reporting in order to meet the reporting obligations required 

by the upcoming directive in a timely manner? 

o Do you think that the upcoming directive could have any negative 

consequences? 

o Is there anything else you would like to say? 
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APPENDIX 4 INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR ASSURANCE EXPERTS 

 

1. Background information 

o Your current position and job description? 

 

2. Current position 

o Based on your own experience, what is the current state of assurance of 

sustainability reporting in Finland? 

o In your opinion, what is the current level of competence of auditors in relation 

to sustainability reporting and assurance in Finland? 

o In your opinion, what are the strengths and targets for development of Finnish 

auditors in relation to sustainability reporting and assurance? 

o Is sustainability reporting currently part of auditors training? 

o In your opinion, did the current EU Non-Financial Reporting Directive affect 

auditors' knowledge of sustainability reporting? 

o Based on your own experience, what experience do auditors have in assuring 

sustainability reporting in Finland? 

 

3. The upcoming Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

o Have many Finnish auditors already heard about the upcoming Corporate 

Sustainability Reporting Directive and its requirements? 

o According to your knowledge, what is the general attitude of auditors towards 

the upcoming directive? 

o How do you think the upcoming directive will affect the work of auditors?  

o What changes do you think the upcoming directive would require auditors to 

make to their practices? 

o Do you know whether auditors have already prepared in any way for the 

upcoming directive?  

o Have you already prepared in any way for the upcoming directive?  

o Have you already thought about how the new directive might affect the training 

of auditors? 

o Do you believe that the upcoming directive is justifiable? Do you think the 

requirements should be stricter or looser and why? 
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o Do you think that the application of the upcoming directive for the financial 

year 2023 is realistic? 

o Do you think that auditors have, or will have, sufficient skills to be able to 

assure the 2023 sustainability reports?   

o Do you think it is positive or negative that the upcoming directive will require 

all companies to apply the standards for sustainability reporting created by the 

EU? Why? 

o Do you think the new directive will change the standards used for assurance? 

o How will the upcoming directive affect your recommendation on the assurance 

of sustainability reporting? 

o Do you think it is appropriate to impose sanctions on companies that do not 

meet the reporting obligations required by the new directive in time? 

o From an auditor's perspective, what do you think will be the most challenging 

aspects of the upcoming directive? 

o What do you think is the most important thing that auditors should consider in 

relation to the upcoming directive? 

o Do you think there could be negative consequences of the upcoming directive? 

o Is there anything else you would like to say? 

 

 


