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Summary: 
English:
Organizations that want to pursue Corporate Sustainability need to integrate their sustainability strategy in the organizational culture. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) can be an important tool in measuring and executing a Corporate Sustainability strategy. Existing research has not sufficiently identified how KPIs can contribute to the integration of a Corporate Sustainability strategy in the organizational culture. Therefore, this thesis identifies which factors can benefit the development of KPIs for a Corporate Sustainability strategy and how they relate to organizational culture. 
By systematically reviewing existing case studies on KPIs for Corporate Sustainability and linking the results to the three different levels of organizational culture, an argument is developed on how KPIs can benefit the integration of Corporate Sustainability and organizational culture. By setting relevant inclusion and exclusion factors, eight articles were collected and analyzed. The results revealed five factors that can contribute to the identification and development of appropriate KPIs for a Corporate Sustainability strategy. These factors are: ‘Stakeholder engagement’, ‘Use of standard sets of KPIs (e.g. GRI)’, ‘KPIs tailor made to strategy and stakeholders’, Breaking KPIs down to global and local level’ and ‘Involving employees in the process’. These five factors act on all of the three levels of organizational culture; artifacts, espoused values and basic assumption. Therefore, these factors can benefit the integration of Corporate Sustainability in the organizational culture. Furthermore, the review of the selected articles showed that very different research methods and definitions for KPIs were used. It indicates that the field of KPIs and Corporate Sustainability is still young and could be more institutionalized. More research is necessary on the use of KPIs for measuring and executing Corporate Sustainability, as the literature has not sufficiently investigated this relation. The major implication of this research is that it contributes to our understanding of how KPIs can be the key to open the door to achieve Corporate Sustainability and how this relates to the concept of organizational culture. 

Nederlands:
Organisaties die Corporate Sustainability nastreven moeten hun duurzaamheidstrategie integreren met de organisatiecultuur. Kritieke Prestatie Indicatoren (KPI’s) kunnen een belangrijk hulpmiddel zijn in het meten en uitvoeren van een Corporate Sustainability strategie. Bestaand onderzoek heeft nog niet voldoende geïdentificeerd hoe KPI’s de integratie van een Corporate Sustainability strategie in de organisatiecultuur kunnen bevorderen. 
Door een systematisch overzicht te geven van bestaande case studies over KPI’s voor Corporate Sustainability en deze te linken aan de drie niveaus van een organisatiecultuur, wordt er een argument ontwikkeld over hoe KPI’s de integratie van Corporate Sustainability in de organisatiecultuur kunnen bevorderen. Door relevante inclusie- en exclusiefactoren te gebruiken zijn er acht artikelen gevonden en geanalyseerd. Uit de resultaten kwamen vijf factoren naar voren die de identificatie en formulering van de juiste set KPI’s voor een Corporate Sustainability strategie kunnen bevorderen. Deze factoren zijn: ‘Betrokkenheid van stakeholders, ‘Gebruik van standaard rapporteringen (bijv. GRI)’, ‘Maatwerk op strategie en stakeholders’, ‘KPI’s afbreken op mondiaal en lokaal niveau’, en ‘medewerkers in het proces betrekken’. Deze vijf factoren acteren op alle drie de verschillende niveaus van organisatiecultuur; namelijk artefacten, omarmde waarden en de basis veronderstellingen. Daarom kunnen deze factoren de integratie van Corporate Sustainability in de organisatiecultuur bevorderen. Bovendien liet de review zien dat de artikelen uiteenlopende onderzoeksmethode en definities voor KPI’s gebruikten. Dit laat zien dat het onderzoeksveld van KPI’s en Corporate Sustainability nog jong is en verder geïnstitutionaliseerd kan worden. Vervolgonderzoek is nodig naar het verband tussen KPI’s en Corporate Sustainability, omdat er in de literatuur geen overeenstemming kan worden gevonden over deze relatie. De belangrijkste implicatie van dit onderzoek is dat het bijdraagt aan onze kennis over hoe de juiste set KPI’s de sleutel kan zijn in het openen van de deur naar Corporate Sustainability en hoe dit zich verhoudt tot het concept van organisatiecultuur. 
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1. Introduction
An increasing number of organizations is taking effort to make their operations more sustainable (Harris & Crane, 2002). The importance and benefits for organizations to formulate a strategy on Corporate Sustainability is substantially explained in the literature (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Sharma, 2003). However, there are still little or contradictory insights into how the adoption of Corporate Sustainability practices can be put into organizations (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010; Stoughton & Ludema, 2012). The concept of organizational culture has become more important in the field of sustainable development (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). It has become clear that organizations need to develop a sustainability-oriented culture in order to move towards sustainability in the daily business of corporations (Harris & Crane, 2002; Baumgartner, 2009). Organizations that want to become more sustainable have to be aware of their culture and have to reach a fit between their organizational culture and the sustainability activities (Baumgartner, 2009). Scholars have not sufficiently identified indicators for implementing a Corporate Sustainability strategy in an organizational culture. More research is needed for the proposed relationship between organizational culture and Corporate Sustainability (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). 
This thesis focuses on this gap in the literature. The appropriate use of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) can be an important tool in measuring Corporate Sustainability (Keeble et al., 2003; Perrini & Tencati, 2006). KPIs should reflect the business reality, values and organizational culture. International recognized standards - such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), World Business Counsel for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) and the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) – can play a role in providing appropriate indicators (Roca & Searcy, 2012; Perrini & Tencati, 2006; Keeble et al., 2003). But there are still concerns about these standards of measurement, because of the limitations in adoption, their completeness and credibility (Adams, 2004) and the motives of managers developing them (O’Dwyer, 2002, 2003). This study will review the current scientific research that has focused on the KPIs for a Corporate Sustainability strategy and will examine the relation with organizational culture. Especially focusing on which factors can benefit the development of KPIs that contribute to designing a strategy on Corporate Sustainability. The key findings of case studies that investigated the role of KPIs in the performance management of Corporate Sustainability will be analyzed and compared. With this review, the thesis aims to provide an answer to the research question: 
“How can Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) contribute to the integration of a Corporate Sustainability strategy in the organizational culture?” 
Consequently, this thesis will make both practical and theoretical contributions. For organizations, it will identify practical factors that affect the identification and development of Performance Indicators that are key for the performance of a sustainability-oriented organization culture; these can be a powerful tool in measuring Corporate Sustainability and helping to implement it (Keeble et al., 2003). Furthermore, it will provide new theoretical insights in three ways. First, it will review what the current scientific literature tells us about the development of KPIs for a Corporate Sustainability strategy. Secondly, it will provide more information on the relationship between a Corporate Sustainability strategy and organizational culture by investigating how performance management can be integrated with culture. Thirdly, it will identify the avenues for further research in the field of KPIs, Corporate Sustainability and organizational culture. 
The following outline will be used for answering the research question. First, the concepts of Corporate Sustainability, Key Performance Indicators and organizational culture will be defined by academic literature in the theoretical section. Secondly, the methodological choices for a systematic literature review will be explained in the method section. Thirdly, the results will be presented and analyzed. Lastly, the literature review and the results will be compared in the discussion and the answer to the research question and suggestions for further research will be provided in the conclusion. 
2. Theory
This section will provide the theoretical foundation for the answer that will be given to the problem described in the previous introduction. Three concepts that are deemed relevant to define can be derived from the research question, namely Corporate Sustainability, Key Performance Indicators and organizational culture. By defining the concepts it will be possible to show the connection between the concepts and later provide an integrated conclusion.
Corporate Sustainability
A large variety of concepts and approaches are introduced recently in the field of business environments that plead for a more sustainable, humane and ethical way of doing business (van Marrewijk, 2003). All the concepts imply for organizations to improve social and human welfare while reducing their ecological impact and ensuring the fulfillment of organizational objectives (Sharma, 2003; Montiel, 2008). Even within each definition, various levels, degrees and approaches can be distinguished (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). This variety has caused confusion and barriers for the implementation of Corporate Sustainability because organizations find it difficult to define sustainability and operate it into indicators; the indicator lists were often ill defined, incomplete or contradictory (Faber, Jorna & van Engelen, 2005).
The concept of Corporate Sustainability originates from the definition of sustainability that was introduced by the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) in 1987, also known as the Brundtland rapport, and became popular in business journals from the 1990s (Montiel, 2008). The WCED definition assumes that the development of companies is sustainable if the present needs can be met “without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED, 1987).
Several scholars (Montiel, 2008; Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010; Montiel & Delgado-Ceballos, 2014) identify very different constructs in the academic literature regarding the conceptualization of Corporate Sustainability. There is an environmental responsibility approach that focuses on ecological sustainability (e.g. Shrivastava & Hart, 1995; Starik & Rands, 1995) and an approach where scholars focus on the triple bottom line perspective, describing the principles of social equity, environmental integrity and economic responsibility (e.g., Bansal, 2005). This thesis will adopt the integrated approach on Corporate Sustainability that embodies all three dimensions, defined by the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) as ‘the adoption of business strategies and activities that meet the needs of the enterprise and its stakeholders today while protecting, sustaining and enhancing the human and natural resources that will be needed in the future’ (IISD et al., 1992). This definition accepts the interconnected character of the three pillars and takes the stakeholder perspective of the firm, which entails that a company can last over time if the corporation can adopt and maintain sustainable relations with all the members of the stakeholder’s network (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Clarkson, 1995). Some scholars see this view as essential for the implementation of sustainable activities in their strategy (Zink, 2005; Perrini & Tencati, 2006), because it includes the contextual integration of the environmental, economic and social aspects (Schaltegger & Burritt, 2005). 
A Corporate Sustainability strategy should therefore meet the needs of all its stakeholders without compromising the needs of future generations. The implementation of the sustainability strategy is often a challenge for organizations (Shah, 2013). Measuring a sustainability strategy is, according to Epstein and Roy (2001), challenging because of the fact that sustainability is often linked to a long time horizon and the level of uncertainty is high. A good set of Key Performance Indicators can be a valuable tool in measuring the execution of a sustainability strategy (Keeble et al., 2003).

Key Performance Indicators
Several scholars highlight the importance of using Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) in Corporate Sustainability reporting (Blackburn, 2012; Adam & Frost, 2008). In order to assess whether organizations are responding to stakeholder concerns in an effective way, they need to have appropriate systems to measure and control their behavior. This is also necessary in order to communicate and demonstrate the results they have achieved (Perrini & Tencati, 2006). The appropriate use of performance indicators can be an important tool in measuring Corporate Sustainability. This final set of indicators should be a balanced set reflecting the concerns of various stakeholders (Keeble et al., 2003). 
A performance indicator can be defined as ‘an item of information that is collected at regular intervals to track the performance of an organization in relationship with the information requirements of the organization’ (Fitz-Gibbon, 1990). The aim of these indicators is to continually monitor an organization’s performance trends (Perrini & Tencati, 2006). What differentiates a Performance Indicator (PI) from a Key Performance Indicator (KPI) is the adjective ‘key’. A company only has limited resources, time and energy. Hence, they have to focus their energy on what is of key essence for the strategy and governance of the company (Shah, 2013). It highlights those aspects of performance that are integral above all others in providing insights on performance and how it can be improved (Barbuio, 2007). Therefore the KPIs should be derived from the executive’s strategic objectives and plans. According to the frequently cited Parmenter (2012) the different characteristics of KPIs are:
1. KPIs are non-financial measures
2. KPIs are measured frequently 
3. KPIs are acted on by the CEO and senior management team (e.g.)
4. KPIs indicate what action is required by the staff
5. KPIs are measures that tie responsibility down to a team or individual 
6. KPIs have significant impact (e.g. affect one or more of the critical success factors [CSFs] and more than one BSC perspective)
7. KPIs encourage appropriate action (e.g. have been tested to ensure they have a positive impact on.
 KPIs are the evidence that cultural change and process improvement are leading towards positive change (Swan & Kyng, 2004). The essence of a KPI is that it is focusing on a strategic objective of the organization. Therefore KPIs are an appropriate means of analyzing the implementation of a Corporate Sustainability strategy (Keeble et al., 2003). 
If the number and types of measures is defined on the basis of real corporate needs, the KPIs represent a dashboard of sustainability that can support the management in the decision-making processes (IISD, 2001). Different sets of indicators that are designed by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) and the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) can be used to construct an organization’s specific way of Corporate Sustainability measurement (Perrini & Tencati, 2006). These Performance Indicators can focus on the financial, operating, marketing, environmental and social aspects of the business management (Warhurst, 2002). But these standards for measurements have their limitations in adoption, completeness, credibility and the motives of managers implementing them (Adams, 2004; O’ Dwyer, 2003; Adams & Frost, 2008). This multiplicity of different standards and acronyms in combinations with their complexity generates confusion for companies and their stakeholders in the assessment of the sustainability performance (Perrini & Tencati, 2006). Furthermore, the standard sets of KPIs are defined more as products for public relations than as an effective methodology to manage and assess corporate performance (Cerin, 2002).
Thus, KPIs are a means for measuring the progress of achieving Corporate Sustainability. They should embody quantitative and qualitative information of the company’s performance (Perrini & Tencati, 2006). Organizations can use Performance Indicators developed by international sustainability organizations such as GRI, WBCSD and IISD as a reference point, but the KPIs should be focused on the strategic objectives of the organization and their stakeholders. KPIs have rarely been designed by an individual working behind closed doors (Kapland and Norton, 1996), therefore consultation and dialogue with staff, customers and stakeholders should ensure that the final KPIs are a balanced set reflecting the concerns of various stakeholders. Also the behavioral side is very important in the formulation of KPIs because the people practices lie at the center of all organizations (Shah, 2013), therefore the KPIs should be a reflection of the organizational culture, values and business reality (Keeble et al., 2003). 
Organizational culture
There is a lack of consensus regarding a common definition of the term of organizational culture (Ashkanasy, Broadfoot, & Falkus, 2000). Wilson (2001) identifies three definitions that are more all-embracing and useful than the basic definitions that try to understand the concept, namely Schneider (1988), Schein (1997) and Kotter & Heskett (1992). The majority of authors believe there are two levels of culture, a visible and a deeper level. Except for Schein, who identifies three levels of culture and emphasizes the basic assumptions of a culture in his definition: “a pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be thought to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems’ (Schein, 1997). This definition entails a three-level dimension of organizational culture (see figure 1), namely on a shallow level the artifacts of observable culture such as structures, processes and hierarchy; on a deeper level the values that are espoused such as strategies, governance and goals; and on the deepest level the basic assumptions that are the beliefs, thoughts and perception which are the source of values and action (Schein, 1997). This definition includes and extends through various cultural dimensions and concepts (Crane, 1995), and is frequently cited in Corporate Sustainability articles that examine organizational culture (Baumgartner, 2009; Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010; Stoughton & Ludema, 2012). [image: ]
Figure 1: Different levels and attributes of organizational culture (Created based on Schein, 1997) 
Organizations need to develop a sustainability-oriented organizational culture when they want to move towards Corporate Sustainability (Crane, 1995; Baumgartner, 2009; Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). There is mainly only generic information about the cultural change that is necessary to realize Corporate Sustainability and how to implement it in organizational culture (Halme, 1997; Dunphy et al., 2007; Doppelt, 2010). 

There is little accordance on the process through which organizations should embrace change for Corporate Sustainability (Halme, 1997; Stoughton & Ludema, 2012). Some researchers argue for incremental adjustments to processes, procedures and rewarding to catalyze moderate behavioral change towards sustainability (Dunphy et al., 2007; Harris & Crane, 2002). This can be seen as the artifact level of Schein’s definition of organizational culture. Doppelt (2010) suggest that changes in the governance provides the greatest overall leverage for transformation organizational culture towards sustainability, which can be seen as the espoused values of Schein’s dimensions. Other scholars argue for a paradigm shift to change towards a more sustainable way of thinking and behaving (Azapagic, 2003; Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). This can be seen as change on the basic assumptions in the definition of organizational culture. 
Literature shows that there are two clear factors which are related with change of organizational cultures towards sustainability. First of all, the role that leadership can play on the implementation of organizational culture is identified (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). The organizational leaders can create and change the culture and is considered to be one of the main internal drivers for Corporate Sustainability (Szekely & Knirsch, 2005). The other factor is stakeholder engagement. Eccles and Serafeim (2012) indicate that there is a lot of documented commitment of High Sustainability companies to stakeholder engagement. They predict that it is more likely for those companies to adopt a long-term approach, and this will be reflected in the type of investors that invest in their stock.

3. Method
This section will give an overview of the methods that are being used to collect the information that will be linked to the research question.  It will first explain the research design and methods, then discuss the data collection and selection and lastly clarify how the retrieved citations will be analyzed.
Research design and method
To give a thorough summary and critical analysis of the relevant literature on the topic being studied, a literature review is an appropriate design for reviewing the main ideas and research relating to the chosen field (Hart, 1998; Bryman, 2008). In order to generate unbiased and comprehensive results, a systematic review will be conducted (Millar, 2004; Bryman, 2008). A systematic review has advantages over the use of a narrative review because these tend to lack thoroughness and reflect the biases of the researcher (Tranfield et al., 2003). By routinisation of processes of review through the use of systematic techniques, the external scrutiny will be guaranteed (Becker et al., 2010). 
The review will be executed by systematically searching for articles that conducted case studies on KPIs for implementing a Corporate Sustainability strategy. The collected case studies will be selected according to inclusion and exclusion criteria (Cronin et al., 2008; Becker et al., 2010). 
To ensure that the decision about the data collection and selection can be justified, it is important for a literature review to well define the purpose of the research (Millar, 2004). The goal of this literature review is to use the literature as evidence to develop an argument on which factors help the identification and development of KPIs for implementing Corporate Sustainability in organizational culture.
Data collection
Information is gathered by electronic database searches for published articles in search engines Scopus (http://www.scopus.com) and Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com) in May 2014. The following key words on abstract level were used to collect data: 	Corporate Sustainability, performance indicators, KPI, organizational culture, corporate culture, sustainability reporting and case study. ‘Corporate’ and ‘organizational’ key words are used alternately because both concepts are used in the literature. Forward and backward snowballing is used to find useful data that did not include the key words. Parahoo (2006) suggests that a time frame should be detailed in a systematic review to assure the reliability. Corporate Sustainability gained its popularity since the publication of the Brundtland rapport (Montiel, 2008), therefore the results will be limited from 1987 till now. The articles from Bansal & Gao (2006) and Montiel (2008) provide a comprehensive set of quality criteria for a literature search approach in the field of Corporate Sustainability, these criteria will be used in this research to ensure the data quality. 
Data selection
Systematic reviews use explicit and rigorous criteria for inclusion and exclusion of all the literature on a particular topic to identify, critically evaluate and synthesize them (Cronin et al., 2008; Bryman, 2008; Becker et al., 2010). Therefore the retrieved data is screened based on title and abstract level and accepted based on the following selection criteria:
Inclusion factors: 
· Case studies on the development of KPIs for measuring Corporate Sustainability;
· A clear definition of what a KPI is.
There will be focused on published case studies because we want to identify KPIs that are being used by the tactical management level to manage the operational settings of an organization. Lewis (1998) calls this method iterative triangulations and argues: “Reviewing existing case studies offers a potentially effective and efficient means for comparing complex and disparate operations settings.” 
Exclusion factors: 	
· No articles are analyzed that include environmental performance as a single dimension of a composite measure of corporate social responsibility (CSR).
This exclusion factor is set because it can be argued that the paradigms underlying CSR are significantly different (van Marrewijk, 2003; Bansal & Gao, 2006). 
By the application of the aforementioned criteria it is common for a systematic review to end up being based on a small number of articles, because the combination of the quality criteria with the inclusion factors represent a standard that few studies can meet (Bryman, 2008). The articles that were found by the literature search and met the inclusion factors and quality criteria are presented in table 1.
	Author and Year
	Year
	Title
	Journal

	Adams and Frost 
	2008
	Integrating sustainability reporting into management practices
	Accounting Forum

	Keeble et al.
	2003
	Using indicators to measure sustainability performance at a corporate and project level

	Journal of Business Ethics

	Shah 
	2013
	Development and Implementation of Environmental Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) in Swedish Manufacturing Industry
	-

	Roca and Searcy 
	2012
	An analysis of indicators disclosed in corporate sustainability reports

	Journal of Cleaner Production

	Warhurst 
	2002
	Sustainability Indicators and Sustainability Performance Management
	Mining, Minerals and Sustainable Development 

	Von Geibler et al. 
	2006
	Accounting for the Social Dimension of Sustainability : Experiences from the Biotechnology industry
	Business Strategy and the Environment

	Hřebiček et al. 
	2012
	Sustainability Indicators Evaluation and Reporting : Case Study for Building and Construction Sector
	Recent Researches in Environmental and Geological Sciences.

	Weber
	2008
	The business case for corporate social responsibility: A company-level measurement approach for CSR
	European Management Journal


Table 1

Data analysis
In order to integrate the findings of the articles and provide results that can be used to answer to the research question, the selected data is analyzed. This analysis can be done in a systematic review by determining the key features of each article and synthesize them by creating a summary table (Bryman, 2008). 
Firstly the research design of the studies will be analyzed to examine if there is a difference in the research strategies that are used to explore the use of KPIs. Next, the definitions used to characterize KPIs are summarized to assess if there is conceptual agreement in the literature. Lastly, the factors for identifying and developing KPIs that were found in the literature are compared to develop an argument on how KPIs can benefit the integration of Corporate Sustainability in organizational culture. The factors are included in the findings if they benefit the function of KPIs that are of key essence for achieving the strategic objectives of the company (Eckerson, 2009).
Data quality
The validity of a systematic review is higher than a narrative review because of its transparency, its use of comprehensive understanding and it is more reliable (Bryman, 2008). The reliability of the research is concerned with the question whether this study is replicable. By clearly describing the search strategy and selection criteria for the collection of data, this study can be replicated by other researchers. Because the analyzing of the results is systematically done by using rigorous selection and quality, the reliability is ensured.
The generalization of case studies is often debated and denounced by scholars, as it is difficult to draw conclusions from a single case (Flyvbjerg, 2006). But by reviewing multiple case studies on companies in different sectors and countries, the external validity and the generalizability of the results is increased (Lewis, 1998). Therefore the results that will be found can be applied on other companies as well (Yin, 2009). 
The limitation of using a systematic review is that by setting the inclusion criteria, literature that can also provide valuable insights for the development of an answer to the research question can be excluded. Besides, in the young field of Corporate Sustainability and KPIs not much is already written about this relation, thus it might be too early to draw conclusions from a systematic review. But, as can be argued, especially in this young field it is important to assess whether there is agreement on the conceptual foundations of the literature and provide a reference for avenues of further research. 

4. Results
Table 1 in the methods section contains an overview of the articles that were found with the systematic search. They are summarized and displayed by author, year of publication, title and journal. A first observation shows that all articles are published after the year 2000, which indicates that the interest for KPIs as a means of sustainability performance measurement is new in the field of Corporate Sustainability. It is worthy to mention that, following Montiel’s (2008; 2014) Corporate Sustainability literature review approach, only two articles are published in the top academic sustainability and environmental management (SEM) journals, namely Von Geibler et al. (2006) in Business Strategy and the Environment and Keeble et al. (2003) in Journal of Business Ethics. This shows that the top academic SEM journals do not seem to pay that much of attention yet to KPIs and Corporate Sustainability. Outside the sustainability field there also is some interest in KPIs for Corporate Sustainability as the publications in the European Management Journal (Weber, 2008) and Accounting forum (Adams & Frost, 2008) reveal. 
Definitions of Key Performance Indicators
An analysis of the literature on KPIs for Corporate Sustainability provides insight into the diversity observed in the definitions of KPIs. As can be seen in table 2, all the selected articles use different definitions for Key Performance Indicators and they differentiate in the interpretation of the concept. The first distinction that can be made between the used definitions is that some authors refer to KPIs as quantitative information about corporate performance (Roca & Searcy, 2012; Hřebiček et al., 2012; Weber, 2008) and others see KPIs as a qualitative measurement used to inform internal and external stakeholders (Von Geibler et al., 2006). Different interpretations of KPIs will naturally lead to differences in the perception of what is ‘key’ for an organization. 
The definitions agree that KPIs can be used for multiple ends, such as measuring, communicating, describing and evaluating. Adams and Frost (2008) and Shah (2013) describe that KPIs should not only be used as measures of performance but also as indicators for progress and future plans that are required. The definitions of Von Geibler et al. (2006) and Hřebiček et al. (2012) stress the function of KPIs as a way of communicating Corporate Sustainability performance to internal and external stakeholders. Another definition, used by Keeble et al. (2003), indicates that the KPIs should reflect the organizational culture and thus should not be limited to prescribed standards. The synthesis of the definitions of KPIs used in the selected literature shows that there is a plethora of explanations of the concept. It is worthy to mention that none of the articles refers to an external publication for a definition of KPIs, except for Shah (2013) who cites Parmenter (2012). 
	Reference
	Definition of Key Performance Indicators

	Adams and Frost (2008)

	“In order to assist decision-making and improve sustainability performance, KPIs measuring financial, physical and even attitudinal aspects of performance, must be used, not only as a record of past performance, but also as a means of evaluating risk, developing plans and determining performance-based rewards.”

	Keeble et al. (2003)
	“The indicators [KPIs] should reflect the business realities, values and culture of the organisation, and as such their development should not be constrained to prescribed methodologies or standards.”

	 Shah (2013)
	“The adjective key of a KPI is the operative term. An organization has only so many resources and so much energy to focus. KPIs are the measures of progress toward strategy execution.”

	Roca and Searcy (2012)
	“Little research has been conducted on the indicators used to convey quantitative information in sustainability reports. They [KPIs] represent the concrete data on the corporation’s performance with respect to sustainability and thus are considered at least as important as the qualitative part of sustainability reporting.”

	Warhurst (2002)
	“A set of key performance indicators (KPIs) help to categorise, evaluate and describe performance across a consistent set of social sustainability issues.”

	Von Geibler et al. (2006)
	“Key performance indicators (KPIs) make the qualitative performance of companies observable for internal as well as external stakeholders.” 

	Hřebiček et al. (2012)
	“Proposed environmental KPIs will be able commonly used by businesses, governments and non- governmental organizations to monitor, track and present to interested parties and the public overall progress on stated goals and benchmarks.”

	Weber (2008)
	“As quantitative KPIs are only measurable after a certain time, companies should develop and measure relevant KPIs as a next step of the assessment (…) companies should develop and measure relevant KPIs that indicate an improvement of company competitiveness due to CS.”


Table 2
Research strategies
Table 3 shows the study design of the selected articles. Most literature has investigated multiple firms to collect information on the sustainability KPIs. The selected articles collected most of their data qualitatively by interviews with employees and managers of the companies, other forms of data collection are the analysis of documents such as sustainability reports and conducting surveys. Most of the research is done in European countries.
When comparing table 2 with table 3 it becomes clear that the articles that define KPIs as solely quantitative measures (i.e. Roca & Searcy, 2012; Hřebiček et al., 2012; Weber, 2008), mainly analyze internal and public documents on sustainability reporting. While the other six articles who do not define KPIs as quantitative measures predominantly conducted interviews. 
	Reference
	Design
	Data collection
	Sample location

	Adams and Frost (2008)
	Multiple case study
	Interviews
	Three Australian and four British companies

	Keeble et al. (2003)
	Two case study
	Interviews
	United Kingdom

	Shah (2013)
	Multiple case study
	Interviews
	Sweden

	Roca and Searcy (2012)
	Single case study
	Documents 
	Canada

	Warhurst (2002)
	Multiple case study
	Mixed methods (e.g. Survey, Interviews, Documents)
	United Kingdom

	Von Geibler et al. (2006)
	Multiple case study
	Interviews
	Germany

	Hřebiček et al. (2012)
	Multiple case study
	Documents
	Czech Republic

	Weber (2008)
	Single case study
	Documents and interviews
	Austria


Table 3
Overview of the factors for development of KPIs 
Table 4 contains an overview of the factors in the selected articles that have a positive effect on the development of KPIs for a Corporate Sustainability strategy. The characteristics of these factors will be mentioned accordingly after the overview.

	Factors for the development of KPIs
	Reference

	Internal and external stakeholders engagement
	Adams and Frost, 2008; Keeble et al., 2003; Shah, 2013; Roca and Searcy, 2012; Warhurst, 2002; Von Geibler et al., 2006; Hřebiček et al., 2012; Weber, 2008

	Adopt from standard sets of KPIs (e.g. GRI)
	Roca and Searcy, 2012; Hřebiček et al., 2012

	KPIs tailor made to company strategy and stakeholders
	Adams and Frost, 2008; Keeble et al., 2003; Shah 2013; Warhurst, 2002; Von Geibler et al., 2006; Weber 2008

	Corporate sustainability strategy broken down in global and local
	Adams and Frost, 2008; Shah, 2013

	Involving employees’ values and dialogue
	Adams and Frost, 2008; Keeble et al., 2003; Shah 2013


Table 4
Stakeholder engagement
All articles indicate that internal as well as external stakeholders should be involved with the development of KPIs for Corporate Sustainability. Adams and Frost (2008) argue that if the needs of direct and indirect stakeholders are equally met, the company fulfils its obligation towards the individuals and groups that affect and are affected by the organization. These include customers, employees and shareholders amongst others (Roca and Searcy, 2012). By dialogue with internal and external stakeholders their needs and expectations can be identified and help developing the right set of KPIs (Warhurst, 2002). Only Weber (2008) has a critical note on stakeholder evaluation as she argues that this approach is not sufficient and proposes a new systematic model to evaluate the company- and project-specific business impact of Corporate Sustainability.
Standard sets versus tailor made
There are six articles that propose some sort of use of standard sets of KPIs for Corporate Sustainability reporting. These articles have different opinions about the use of these ‘off the shelf’ indicators, proposed by for example the GRI and IISD. Roca and Searcy (2012) and Hřebiček et al., (2012) see the standard Performance Indicators (PI) disclosed in amongst others the GRI as Key Performance Indicators for companies that want to become sustainable. They investigated which indicators of the standard reporting systems are used by companies and they see KPIs as a part of the quantitative performance management reporting. 
Other articles such as Keeble et al. (2003) and Adams & Frost (2008) mention that standard reporting indicators can be used as a point of reference for companies, but argue that KPIs should be different for each organization because they all have different stakeholders and different strategies. Together with Warhurst (2002), Von Geibler et al. (2006), Shah (2013) and Weber (2008) they emphasize that a set of KPIs should be tailor made by the organization with consultation of internal and external stakeholders.


Breaking Corporate Sustainability strategy and KPIs down in a global and local strategy
Adam and Frost (2008) and Shah (2013) discovered in their case studies that the organizations were dealing with the issue of adaptation of KPIs in different geographical regions with different cultures. They say that it is important that the culture, targets and objectives are linked in developing KPIs because the country culture and competitive conditions change over different locations. Shah (2013) argues that a global strategy, broken down on regional and local levels can solve the challenge of implementing a global strategy which addresses local targets. Therefore a better integration in the organizational culture can be established and it also incorporates more the needs of local stakeholders.
Involving employees’ values and dialogue
Different authors recommend taking the values within the organization into account when identifying the right set of KPIs for Corporate Sustainability. The research of Adams and Frost (2008) shows that for incorporating sustainability the strategic and operational planning should be linked to the company’s values. Keeble et al. (2003) recommend to “Encourage debate across the organization on what the best indicators might be. But don’t let this debate stall progress; once you have a good set of balanced measures, concentrate on developing the review processes that will put them to use in delivering results.” Also the behavioral side should be given importance to during the development of KPIs. A project team consisting of two to four people with consultation of staff and employees is critical, according to Shah (2013). 
Summary
The systematic literature review shows that not many case studies have been conducted on KPIs and Corporate Sustainability, and that they are all published in the last two decades of this century. The reviewed companies in the literature were mostly situated in Europe and primarily interviews were held to collect data. The definitions of Key Performance Indicators varied amongst the articles and the conceptual foundation of the studies were all different. The review identified various factors that are beneficial for the development of KPIs for measuring Corporate Sustainability strategies. The factors are stakeholder engagement, use of sets of KPIs (e.g. GRI), KPIs tailor made to strategy and stakeholders, breaking the KPIs down to global and local level and involving employees in the process. 


5. Discussion
In this section, the results will be compared with the theoretical section. The found factors will be linked to the different levels of organizational culture and compared with the standard measurement tools developed by the GRI, WCSD and IISD. Also the limitations of the research will be discussed in this section. 
In the findings we saw that most of the research is done in European countries; this could indicate that there is more attention for the identification of KPIs for Corporate Sustainability in Europe than in the rest of the world. Another observation was the difference in defining KPIs. The studies that defined KPIs as quantitative measures examined primarily sustainability reports and the studies that had a different definition conducted interviews. This could indicate that there is a difference in what companies report in documents on KPIs and what they say in interviews. A different explanation could be that the researchers who define KPIs as quantitative investigate different data than the articles that do not define KPIs as solely quantitative information.
The results show that there is a wide differentiation in the definition of Key Performance Indicators disclosed in the articles discussing Corporate Sustainability performance management. Roca and Searcy (2012) and Hřebiček et al., (2012) define the performance indicators enclosed in the standard sustainability reports such as proposed by the GRI and IISD as KPIs. However, these indicators cannot all be of ‘key’ importance for the organization as they only have limited time, resources and energy to focus on their strategic objectives. KPIs should be acted on by the CEO and senior management, indicate what action is required by the staff and tie responsibility down to a team or individual (Parmenter, 2012, Shah, 2013). Also the indicators enclosed in the standard sets of KPIs are only measured quantitatively while KPIs should be a combination of qualitative and quantitative indicators (Perrini & Tencati, 2006, Parmenter 2012). Thus, standard sets of indicators for sustainability measurement cannot substitute or be classified as KPIs, because they only focus on the quantitative side of sustainability and are not specified to the strategic objectives of the organization.
Furthermore, different factors that can benefit the identification and development of the right set of KPIs are found by the systematic review. These factors are: 
· Stakeholder engagement; 
· Use of standard sets of KPIs (e.g. GRI);
· KPIs tailor made to strategy and stakeholders; 
· Breaking the KPIs down to global and local level; 
· Involving employees in the process.
 As we compare these factors with the different levels of organizational culture, i.e. artifacts, espoused values and basic assumptions, proposed by Schein (1997), we can discuss the integration of a Corporate Sustainability strategy in organizational culture. The found factors compared with the levels of organizational culture can be seen in table 5:
	Levels of organizational culture (Schein, 1997)
	Factors for the development of KPIs

	Artefacts (i.e. structures, processes and management)
	· Stakeholder engagement 
· Use of standard sets of KPIs(e.g. GRI)

	Espoused values (i.e. strategies, governance and goals)
	· KPIs tailor made to strategy and stakeholders
· Involving employees in the process

	Basic assumptions (i.e. beliefs, thoughts and perception)
	· Breaking the KPIs down to global and local level 


Table 5
 The factors ‘stakeholder engagement’ and ‘use of standard sets’ can been classified  on the artifacts level because they focus on visible processes, documents and management (Baumgartner, 2009). On the level of espoused values we can identify the factors ‘tailor made’ and ‘involving employees’ as these are based on the goals, strategy and values of the organization. Lastly, breaking KPIs and strategy down in a global and local level can be identified as the level of basic assumptions because they recognize that different geographical locations have other cultural beliefs, thoughts and perception (Adams and Frost, 2008). 
The found factors that benefit the development of KPIs are thus on all the three levels of organizational culture. There is little accordance on the process through which organizations should embrace change for Corporate Sustainability (Halme, 1997; Stoughton & Ludema, 2012). While some propose incremental changes on the surface level (e.g. Dunphy et al., 2007) others suggest radical paradigm shifts in the basic assumptions (Azapagic, 2003). This explains why the factors for developing KPIs are on all the three levels of organizational culture. 
A possible limitation of examining KPIs as a means of integrating Corporate Sustainability with organizational culture is that changes in KPIs always will be on the artifacts level because they are only visible indicators used for measuring, communicating and evaluating performance. But as Linnenluecke and Griffiths (2010) suggest: “changes on the surface level, for example through the publication of Corporate Sustainability reports, the integration of sustainability measures in employee performance evaluation or employee training, can provide a conducive context for changes in employees’ values and beliefs or even in core assumptions.” Furthermore the KPIs should reflect the business realities, values and culture of the organization (Keeble et al., 2003). Therefore change in the KPIs can have a very deep impact on the organizational culture.
Another limitation of the research is the fact the results of this research are found through a literature review. An empirical research would have a larger validation because it is testable and can be readily measured (Eisenhardt, 1989). However, especially in the relative young field of KPIs and Corporate Sustainability it is important to review the existing literature so that the field can become institutionalized and avenues for further research can be provided (Montiel & Delgado-Ceballos, 2014).

6. Conclusion
The conclusion will link the initial research question from the introduction to the results that were found in the research and will summarize the main findings. Also suggestions and guidance for further research will be provided. The research question is:
“How can Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) contribute to the integration of a Corporate Sustainability strategy in the organizational culture?” 
By using the following factors in the identification and development of the right set of KPIs that embody the needs of various stakeholders, KPIs can contribute to the integration of a Corporate Sustainability strategy in the organizational culture. These factors are: 
· Stakeholder engagement; 
· Use of standard sets of KPIs (e.g. GRI);
· KPIs tailor made to strategy and stakeholders; 
· Breaking the KPIs down to global and local level; 
· Involving employees in the process.
The various factors are categorized on the different levels of organizational culture, as defined by Schein (1997). This analysis showed that the factors act on all three levels of organizational culture. Therefore the factors that have been found can benefit the integration of a Corporate Sustainability strategy on all the levels of organizational culture. Furthermore, it can be concluded that KPIs are visible on the artefacts level of organizational culture, because they are observable indicators used for measuring, communicating and evaluating sustainability performance. However, they can have a deep impact on the culture, as they can provide a conducive context for changes in employees’ values and beliefs or even in core assumptions.
Two avenues for further research are proposed to find the key for the door to Corporate Sustainability. Firstly, we have seen a differentiation in the definitions used for Key Performance Indicators. Therefore, the concept of Key Performance Indicators for measuring Corporate Sustainability performance should be defined and more explored. This will result in conceptual congruence and institutionalization in future literature and the field of Corporate Sustainability. 
Secondly, to better understand the relationship between Corporate Sustainability and organizational culture, it should be examined to which extent the sustainability performance measurement of an organization can change the culture. As stated in the introduction, there is only generic information about the cultural change that is necessary to realize Corporate Sustainability and how to implement it in organizational culture. By examining the use of KPIs and identifying factors that can benefit their development, we have provided more insights on the function of performance measurement for cultural change towards sustainability. If this relation becomes clearer, there will be more accordance on the process through which organizations should embrace change for Corporate Sustainability. A guiding question could be: ‘To what extent can sustainability performance measurement benefit cultural change towards Corporate Sustainability?’ Furthermore, it is recommended to conduct empirical research on the found factors for developing KPIs, to test and measure the validity of the conclusion of this thesis. 
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