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9 Abstract: The research investigates the role the environmental manager plays to ensure a successful
10 (or not) implementation of environmental performance within an organization. It is based on
11 interviews of 5-7 actors per company within a sample of 7 companies (42 interviews).

12 We build upon bias of perception of the various actors interviewed within each company to define
13 4 paradoxes related to the roles and mission of the environmental manager that hinder proper
14 efficiency of environmental management at company level. Paradox 1 is that no one takes
15 ownership of environmental performance within the organization. Paradox 2 is that the
16 environmental manager is in an awkward situation vis-a-vis his boss. Paradox 3 is that the role of
17 the environmental manager is ambiguous vis-a-vis employees. Paradox 4 is that corporate and
18 product approaches are decoupled.

19 We suggest that these paradoxes interact and form a vicious cycle that may in part be responsible
20 for the environmental decoupling phenomenon - the fact that companies often adopt a
21 sustainability policy symbolically without implementing it substantively. Our research suggests
22 that, by leveraging the leadership of the environmental manager through organizational and
23 motivational measures, the vicious cycle can be transformed into a virtuous cycle and the human
24 motivation can become a driver for green change within corporations. We proposed the SEA
25 (Shaping Environmental Action) model based of 4 pillars: information, motivation, organization

26 and strategy.

27 Keywords: environmental management, ecodesign, maturity, environmental decoupling

28

29  1.Introduction

30 Over the last 30 years, environmental management is slowly moving from a purely risk-driven
31  to a more opportunity-driven approach. In early stages, ensuring compliance with environmental
32 regulations and standards was the main concern of environmental managers (e.g. through the
33 1SO14001 standard). More recently, companies are moving towards a more pro-active and innovative
34 approach, driven by market competition and consumers. In parallel to their classical environmental
35  management systems, companies have developed voluntary strategies to improve and communicate
36  their environmental performance [1,2]. These approaches are often based on footprinting and
37  coupled with reporting initiatives [3].

38 However, in the excitement around green and the rush to keep up with the crowd, it is easy to
39  overlook small discrepancies in sustainability-related actions and messaging. Studies that scrutinize
40  the integration of environmental strategies show that while many companies communicate
41  proactively about their efforts [4], implementation lags behind - there is an implementation gap [5,6].
42 Most executives in practice treat the need to become sustainable as a Corporate Social Responsibility
43 (CSR) approach, divorced from core business objectives and the very essence of the company activity,
44 i.e. the products or services delivered. In this view, business firms often adopt a sustainability policy
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45  symbolically without implementing it substantively — the organization “decouples” formal structure
46  from actual work practices [7].

47 Obstacles to the implementation of sustainability are different, but interconnected, making this
48  a complex organisational, psychological/behavioural and environmental issue [8]. The contribution
49 of the environmental manager to this decoupling has not been studied extensively, with most
50  research being rather theoretical [9] and not practitioner/actor oriented. In this research we seek to
51  address this gap and open the “black box” of the organizational embedding of sustainability, with a
52 specific focus on the role of the environmental manager. We more specifically address the research
53 question: does the environmental manager constitute an alibi, a driver or an obstacle to
54 environmental performance in the corporate world?

55 By analysing the cross-perception of environmental management from 42 actors’ viewpoints
56  within 7 Swiss and French companies, this research brings a substantial and novel insight into the
57  form of 4 paradoxes that are strongly interconnected and generate a vicious cycle, hindering the
58  change towards more environmentally friendly companies and products. We further build on these
59 findings and discuss whether the environmental manager himself, given his status and role within
60  the company could play a significant role in unlocking these obstacles.

61

62 2. Literature Review

63 Our research project draws upon two main streams of literature:

64 ¢ The management and organization theory literature, with a focus on organizational
65 decoupling, looking towards the potential role of the environmental manager in this
66 decoupling.

67 o The sustainability practitioner-oriented literature, with a focus on the application of
68 environmental management systems and of ecodesign, looking towards the role of the
69 environmental manager in making these approaches a success both for environmental
70 performance and business performance.

71 2.1 Decoupling theory

72 Past research has revealed that firms have severe difficulties in translating broad sustainability
73 goals into concrete organizational practice (Olsen and Boxenbaum, 2009; Basu and Palazzo, 2008;
74 Weick, 1995), a phenomenon often referred to as “decoupling”. In a recent paper, Wijen (2014)
75  discussed discrepancies of decoupling in the context of socio- environmental governance, drawing
76  attention to the distinction between “policy—practice decoupling” and “means—ends decoupling”.
77  Policy—practice decoupling refers to the “classic” notion of decoupling (Meyer & Rowan, 1977),
78  according to which organizations adopt a policy symbolically without implementing it substantively.
79 In contrast, means—ends decoupling indicates that an organization complies with a policy, but fails
80  toachieve the envisaged goals that the policy is meant to serve [10].

81 Regarding “means—ends decoupling”, major problems are particularly related to cognitive and
82  behavioural barriers to organizational change, such as “locked-in” mental schemes and occupational
83  habits that are largely incongruent with novel and unfamiliar practices (Battilana and Dorado, 2010).
84  In this view, a fundamental barrier to sustainability implementation relates to the dominant mind-
85  sets of organizational actors, which deters them from embracing novel practices, especially when
86  they are perceived as misaligned with existing business practice. Research on the integration of
87  organizational practices (e.g. Fiss and Zajac, 2004) likewise supports the notion that the alignment
88  with novel bodies of thought and practices is challenging if they don’t “make sense”, that is, if they
89  lack cultural and political alignment with the already existing routines and accepted notions of “how
90  things are done” (Ansari et al., 2010).

91 Research on policy—practice decoupling (MacLean and Behnam, 2010; Schneider et al., 2017) has
92  shown that organizations often adopt policies symbolically without implementing them
93  substantively. Decoupling policy from practice enables organizations to maintain their legitimacy in
94 the face of conflicting institutional demands. For instance, an organization may try to please both
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95  investors and environmental groups by being profitable, cutting costs, thus being legitimate for the

96 first, and by reducing emissions or addressing other environmental concerns, thus being legitimate

97  for the second

98 This decoupling is used to explain the gap between company environmental promises and real

99 actions yielding real environmental impact savings. As reported in the literature, this decoupling
100 may have different causes, but the role of the environmental manager in explaining this decoupling
101 has not yet been specifically investigated.

102 2.2. Environmental management systems and ecodesign

103 Since the 1970’s, environmental approaches have penetrated most companies at different depths
104 and grounded on different motivations. State regulations were the first driver in the 1980s, leading
105  to the deployment of rather expensive “end of pipe” solutions like filters, waste water treatment, and
106  so on.In the 1990s, the focus switched to normative and industry-driven instruments like resource or
107  energy efficiency and the development of Environmental Management Systems (EMS) based on a
108  voluntary participation (ISO 14’001 in 1996). More recently, the market driver has become important,
109 resulting from the consumer demand for more green companies and products. This has led to the
110 widespread adoption of tools to measure environmental performance, such as footprinting
111 companies, sites, products and technologies based on the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) approach.
112 Footprinting approaches are currently used for (a) providing a factual basis for the discussion
113 between actors of the same supply chain, (b) reporting on products (e.g. environmental labelling) or
114 corporations (e.g. carbon footprint or GHG protocol), (¢) comparing the environmental performance
115 of different products and (d) comparing alternatives during the design process (eco-design). On top
116  of that, companies have increasingly disclosed their Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) strategies
117 and achievements.

118 The 15014001 standard is one of the major tools used by companies to manage environmental
119  issues, and its implementation is the prevalent task of most environmental managers worldwide.
120 Until recently, ISO14001 was mostly a compliance and risk-management tool, as well as a system to
121 manage environmental objectives at the company or industrial site level. As such, ISO14001 was often
122 perceived by company actors as an administrative burden, not necessarily correlated with an increase
123 of environmental performance, nor with economic performance for the firm [11-13]. Indeed, the
124 literature on the benefits of such a standard is contrasting, some arguing that it is efficient in
125  enhancing the environmental improvement of companies [14] and some not [15,16]. This probably
126  reflects different interpretations of what is environmental improvement and different interpretations
127  and implementation of the standard yielding different results [17]. Often adopting this standard leads
128  to a ceremonial behaviour intended to superficially demonstrate that the certified organizations are
129 compliant. Although rigorous compliance with the standard often results in real improvements, these
130 improvements are primarily superficial and/or administrative in nature [18].

131 ISO14001 was fundamentally re-shaped in 2015, introducing major changes and closer
132 alignment with ecodesign approaches. Not only did it introduce new key concepts, such as the “life
133 cycle approach” and “performance” [19], but it also adopted the same high-level structure and
134 wording as the quality management system ISO 9001:2015. This new feature offers a strategic
135  opportunity to better integrate life cycle thinking, environmental management and quality
136  management for companies and products, thus setting the basis for real progress of the company
137  environmental performance, i.e. a reduction of environmental impacts generated throughout the life
138  cycle of its operation and products. However, if this breakthrough in the philosophy of
139 environmental management is a stepping stone for launching innovation and ecodesign projects, it
140  may also radically change expected missions and roles of the environmental manager. Indeed, the
141  job may switch from a rather peripheral monitoring activity to more strategic and change
142 management-oriented missions.

143 Ecodesign is already implemented by pioneer companies in some pilot projects or, more rarely,
144 fully embedded in the company processes and culture, most of the time tied to economic success [20].
145  The term ecodesign refers to a pro-active and anticipative approach embedded in the company
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146  operation and strategy, to continuously improve its core environmental performance throughout the
147 life cycle of its activities and products [19]. To be of benefit to the organization and to ensure that the
148  organization achieves its environmental objectives, it is intended that ecodesign be carried out as an
149  integral part of the business operations of the organization. Ecodesign might have implications for
150  all functions of an organization. Current barriers and obstacles to the implementation of ecodesign
151 stress the need for more structured processes and integration with management systems [21], and
152 requires motivation of employees to be scalable [22].

153 Some of the decoupling described earlier may be related to the weak junction between
154  management systems and product-oriented approaches such as ecodesign, which the new version of
155  the ISO14001 norm may improve if properly implemented. The role of the environmental manager
156  in this implementation is not specifically described in current scientific literature and will be further
157  studied in the present research.

158 3. Materials and Methods

159 The research presented in this paper followed a hypothetic-deductive approach [23], which
160  aimed to develop a conceptual and theoretical structure prior to its testing through empirical
161  observation, i.e. falsifying hypotheses or finding new evidence to improve theory. In this context, the
162  research was carried out in three main phases: theory development, theory testing and theory
163 improvement.

164 3.1. Theory development through desktop research and conducting convergent interviews

165 Preliminary desktop research was carried out and complemented with interviews using a
166  convergent interviewing technique [24,25]. Convergent interviewing is data-driven: the respondent
167  does the talking and the interviewer lets the data guide the interview. Data analysis occurred after
168  each interview and this data guided subsequent interviews. Over several interviews a few common
169  themes emerged that the interviewer probed for disconfirming or confirming views. If there was
170  disagreement, the interviewer asked for an explanation. From this first round of interviewing we
171  derived ideal-types [26] and a theoretical model that was further tested in subsequent more
172 structured interviews (#4.2). The interviews were conducted with 20 environmental managers from
173 alist of companies that the research partners had had previous contact with regarding environmental
174  management practice. These companies were Swiss or French based companies. The average face-to-
175  face interviews lasted about 45 minutes.

176 3.2. Theory testing through conducting structured interviews with 42 employees in 7 companies

177 Seven companies were selected from the list of the 20 environmental managers interviewed. In
178  these 7 companies, we performed multiple interviews with different actors within the company to
179  investigate cross-perceptions and test our theory. The criteria for selection of companies were (i) the
180  presence of at least one employee with formal responsibilities for supporting environmental
181  management, (ii) the environmental management approach having been in place for at least two
182  years in the company, and (iii) the environmental manager declaring facing difficulties during
183  implementation.

184 Interviews were further conducted with the 7 environmental managers plus 35 employees or
185  managers from the 7 selected companies (6 in Switzerland and 1 France, close to the Swiss border)
186  (Table 1). These companies were different sizes and from very different fields of activities. Each
187  company had 5 to 7 interviewees, including the environmental manager, the top manager, other
188  intermediary managers and employees. The average face-to-face interview lasted about 90 minutes.
189

190

191

192

193
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194 Table 1. Detailed description of the companies (anonymized) included in the study.
Sector Number of FTE % FTE 14001
employees  dedicated to  dedicated to certified
(FTE) EM EM
Company A Food 35 2 0.57% no
Company B Health 10000 0.4 0.004% yes
Company C Construction 790 2 0.25% yes
Company D Tools 142 1.5 1.1% yes
manufacturing
Company E Services / 1000 8 0.8% yes
logistics
Company F Services / 800 0.4 0.05% no
transport
Company G Electronics / 400 0.25 0.06% yes
Manufacturing
195
196 For the Information gathering step, a structured interview technique [27] was adopted by pre-

197  establishing a set of specific questions in an interview guide: the pre-determined interview
198  presupposes that the researcher knows what information will be relevant to the informant and there
199  islittle opportunity for the interviewer to improvise or exercise independent judgment. An observer
200  would probably note that this is not unlike a survey except that the sample is smaller and purposive
201  [24]. The interviews were structured as follows:

202 1. Introductory questions (Role and missions in the company, contribution to the environmental

203 approach, personal motivations)

204 2. A first set of questions based on a limited number of answers or a 1 to 10 cursor

205 a. Do you think environmental management is important for our company? (position a
206 cursor from 1 to 10 and explain)

207 b. Do you think your company is mature in term of environmental management? (position
208 a cursor from 1 to 10 and explain)

209 c.  What represents environmental performance to you?

210 d. Who takes ownership of the environmental performance?

211 e. How do you consider the environmental manager?

212 3. A second set of questions consisted of collecting 3 keywords relative to the interviewee
213 perception on (i) environmental management in general and more specifically on (ii) the
214 environmental manager.

215 4. Some open-ended questions aiming at identifying the perceived drivers and obstacles for
216 change.

217 3.3. Theory improvement through presentation and unstructured interviews

218 Once the data for each company was gathered and analysed, findings were presented in an
219  anonymous way to the respondent representative for each company (environmental manager and/or
220  top manager), asking for confirmation or rejection of our theory. The presentation was followed by a
221 45 min interview using unstructured interview techniques [27]. The use of unstructured interviews
222 without a predetermined line of questioning enables collection of broad information and provides a
223 greater depth of data than other types of interviews, as the attempt is to gain insight into the
224 informant’s understanding of a situation or process. The opening question targeted the identification
225  of a set of possible actions and remediations in favour of better integration of environmental
226  management and of the environmental manager within the company.

227

228

229
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230  4.Results
231 4.1. Environmental managers feel like they are in a “silo”
232 The first series of convergent interviewing enabled us to highlight three ideal-types [26] amongst

233 environmental managers. The first ideal type was named the “norm-driven environmental manager”,
234 who is mainly dedicated to ensuring compliance with given standards or regulations. Often in this
235 case the environmental manager is also in charge of the compliance with other standards within the
236  company e.g. quality management or health and safety. He is reluctant to change. We named the
237  second ideal type the “innovation-driven environmental manager”; he/she is struggling to interact
238  pro-actively with employees and managers in order to implement or trigger a change outside of any
239 normative framework, most of the time based on a company commitment for sustainability. He/she
240  ismotivated to make a change. The third ideal type was named the “institution-driven environmental
241  manager”, who is in a questioning phase and in the process of proposing a strategy to the direction.
242 He/she has in general not been in place for a long time, feels insecure and/or is looking for advice or
243 consultants to support him/her in finding the appropriate course. These different ideal types are
244 representative of the current evolution of environmental management from risk-driven to
245  opportunity-driven behaviours, as described earlier with different environmental managers and
246  companies having different levels of maturity in this respect.

247 Similar themes emerged for these three ideal types: all the environmental managers interviewed
248  agreed to state that they feel like they are in a “Silo” within their company - somehow disconnected
249  from core business activities and strategies. They report having difficulties connecting and mobilizing
250  alarge group of employees in the environmental approach. They most specifically struggle to interact
251  withintermediary managers, who are driven by other corporate priorities, and with whom they have
252 no legitimacy and even less authority to interact with. They must therefore convince others to act
253  without having a clear mandate to do so.

254 4.2. A stong bias of perception amongst company actors

255 The next round of structured interviews allowed a cross analysis of the perception of different
256  actors within each company and thus to step back from the sole vision of the environmental manager.
257  In all companies we observed a strong bias in the perception of the importance of environmental
258  management. The answers to the question “According to you, how important is the environmental
259 approach for your company in term of competitiveness _ place a cursor from 1 to 10?” were contrasting, as
260  shown on figure 1. Similar contrast of answers was observed when asking the question of the
261 maturity: “According to you, how mature is the environmental approach for your company _ place a cursor
262 from 1 to 10?”. These results suggest that environmental performance has not been objectivised and
263  communicated at company level. The perception of actors is more based on personal mindset and
264  beliefs than results from any corporate vision or communication. This contrasted perception of the
265  environmental approach by company actors is further confirmed by the analysis of keywords as
266  presented in figure 2, showing two distinctive and opposed opinions: on one hand some actors are
267  positive and envision environmental management as bringing value. On the other hand, other actors
268  are negative and envision environmental management as a constraint.

269 These findings also reflect the evolution of environmental management over the last decade
270 from risk to opportunity driven, and with the two views coexisting in a somehow conflicting manner.
271 From these structured interviews, we broke down these biases of perception in the form of four
272 paradoxes as described in the next sub-sections of this article.

273
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274 Company A Company B Company C  Company D Company E  Company F  Company G
275 Figure 1. Contrasted perceptions of the importance of environmental management for 42 interviewees
276 within 6 companies.
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277 Company A Company B Company C Company D Company E Company F Company G
278 Figure 2. Keywords from the 42 interviewees related to environmental management within their
279 company, classified between the positive and the negative perceptions.
280  4.3. Paradox 1: no one takes ownership of environmental performance
281 Many companies have sustainability teams, but not all employees know who is empowered to

282 make decisions about sustainability and enforce them. Is it the CEO, the CMO, a strategy officer, the
283  EH&S department, or perhaps the sustainability team itself? In the 7 companies of our panel we asked
284  the following question to all interviewees: “According to you, who takes ownership of the environmental
285  performance within your company?”.
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286 The answers to this one simple question were very contrasting, as illustrated in figure 3. On one
287  side, all environmental managers in our panel gave similar answers, saying unanimously that they
288  do not hold this responsibility, arguing that ownership is taken by top management in most
289  companies, or by a product manager in more product design-oriented companies. However, all other
290  interviewees answered differently: about 2/3 said that the environmental manager obviously owns
291  the responsibility of environmental performance, while the rest believed that this responsibility is
292 owned by each employee. The answers from environmental managers versus other employees are
293 thus paradoxical and denote a lack of organisation of responsibilities within the companies in our
294 panel. Most actors don’t have a vision of how the company is organised in terms of environmental
295  performance, and no one takes ownership of it. Obviously, this misunderstanding in the company
296  hinders action. Many actors have admitted that they do not act spontaneously for the very reason
297  that the company already has an environmental manager in place, and that he/she is the one
298  supposed to take action. This paradox is well illustrated by the following verbatim picked up through
299  our interviews «I am the owner of the project, I can support my colleagues, but I do not have ownership of the
300  results». One could question whether this lack of ownership results from a lack of
301 organisation/formalization in itself or from a lack of internal communication.

302
303
A majority of environmental managers
believe they do not have ownership of
the environmental performance
A majority of employees believe the
environmental manager has ownership
of the environmental performance
304
305 Figure 3. Environmental manager is in bold (other actors drawn with thinner line) answering the
306 question of who takes ownership of environmental performance within the company.
307 If communication is lacking in the majority of cases, the lack of organisation and formalization

308  of responsibilities is also obvious: none of the interviewed companies had environmental clauses.
309  According to one employee « there is a clear will from management, but we are not rewarded and assessed
310  on these environmental aspects ». Besides, the environmental manager has no responsibilities in core
311  business or product related activities. They are laying in a metaphorical silo, disconnected from
312  decision-making. One environmental manager even reported: “I do not exist in the organigram”,
313 meaning that only his role of quality manager was recognised and not the environmental side of his
314 duties.

315 Finally, another signal of this “silo effect” is that the embedding of the environmental
316  management within the organization was very different and mostly resulted from non-rational
317  historical reasons. Indeed, in our panel we had very different anchoring of environmental
318  management: attached to the direction, to R&D or innovation, to quality management, or to the legal
319  department.

320
321 4.4. Paradox 2: the environmental manager is in an awkward situation vis-a-vis his boss

322 The next paradox that was evidenced is related to the way companies define sustainability and
323 sustainability objectives. The following question was raised to the 7 environmental managers “Do you
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324 haveaclear term of references and objectives?” . To this question also, the environmental managers replied
325  unanimously “No” (figure 4).

326
Do you have clear objectives from o
your direction ? 100/’ NO
327
328 Figure 4. Environmental manager answering the question “Do you have a clear term of references
329 and objectives?”
330 Not being a business-driven priority relayed by marketing departments, the senior management

331  usually expects the environmental manager to propose their own roadmap. This obviously places the
332 environmental manager in an awkward situation where he is the one who should “raise the bar” and
333 make the effort to meet it. Some environmental managers confessed that they did not want to propose
334 too ambitious plans for fear of not achieving expected results. “I cannot be too ambitious, I do not want
335 to shoot myself in the foot”.

336 The ambition and effectiveness of the environmental approach thus relies on the motivation and
337  beliefs of the environmental manager more than on targets set by top management. In two companies,
338  we witnessed strong motivation from environmental managers. This remarkable engagement was
339  key to the success of the environmental approach and congratulated by top management and other
340  employees: « He is clearly the one who sowed the seeds of the approach and made it alive in the company. He
341  was a support and a motivation for all of us» «Thanks to our environmental manager, the CEO could himself
342 understand and support the approach; he tried to turn it into a competitive advantage » . In other cases, the
343 environmental manager adopts a low-risk attitude without launching ambitious plans, and in doing
344 so pleases the top management.

345 Integration of business strategy with environmental strategy is key to overcome this obstacle but
346  implies strengthening role and leadership of the environmental manager to be part of a coherent
347  strategy setting.

348  4.5. Paradox 3: the role of the environmental manager is ambiguous vis-a-vis employees

349 The next question asked to all interviewees except for the environmental mangers themselves
350  was: “Do you envision the environmental manager as a coach for you or someone who is controlling what you
351  aredoing?”. Again, as shown on figure 5, answers to this question were very contentious. About half
352 of the interviewees (52%) perceived the environmental manager positively as a coach that adds value,
353  while the remaining interviewees had a rather negative vision. 24% declared not perceiving the
354  environmental manager at all and 24% had the image of a controller or a “pain in the neck” being more
355  aburden in their work than a support.

Half of employees believe the

environmental manager brings

value in the company and is a @
% % % % % support in their daily work

The other half of employees either
have no contact with the @
environmental manager or

consider them as a constraint

356

357 Figure 5. Responses to the question “Do you envision the environmental manager as a coach for
358 you or someone who is controlling what you are doing?”
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359 This is well illustrated by the keywords from all interviewees as presented in figure 2. A
360  dichotomy clearly exists. We can question whether this dichotomy is the result of interviewees’
361  perception (considering the environment as something important or not), or if this is something
362  related to the role of the environmental manager within the company.

363 « Someone should motivate others, otherwise no one acts », but this is made difficult for
364  environmental managers to take leadership if they are perceived as a controller within the company.
365 “We do not have enough resources in terms of coordination”.

366 From the perspective of the environmental manager this double role is a cause of difficulties and
367  frustration at a personal level. Indeed, they have to constantly jump from the one role (“controller”)
368  to the other (“coach”). In one company, these roles where split and the environmental manager, who
369  in this case was in charge of innovation, was much better perceived by other employees. This
370  obviously requires more people involved. One striking fact is that the FTE ratio is varying greatly,
371  from 0.05% to 1.1% within the sample of companies surveyed.

372 4.6. Paradox 4: corporate and product approaches are decoupled

373 Companies in our panel are currently lacking a system that incorporates sustainability into
374  decision-making and a project gating system from marketing R&D, production, sales and purchasing.
375  There is a gap between the corporate approach of environmental management and the product
376  approach, meaning that most actors (including most environmental managers) envision the
377  environmental approach as a primarily corporate approach. This is especially true for the norm-
378  driven type of environmental manager who does not step aside from his industrial site management
379  vision and pains to integrate a life cycle mindset or any type of ecodesign thinking. For the most
380  mature environmental managers, corresponding to innovation-driven types of environmental
381  managers (two in our panel), their action is hindered by a lack of adequate structure and connection
382  with intermediary managers (e.g. marketing or innovation). These environmental managers lay in a
383  silo and fail to significantly act at product level, while others do not even have these perspectives in
384  their radar.

385 This decoupling between the corporate approach and the currently-lacking product approach is
386  also visible at the level of other employees. Most employees envision environmental performance as
387  related to employee behaviours, commuting or waste management. Most actors do not perceive that
388  their daily work or decisions can have an impact on the environmental performance of company
389  products or services. A reason for this is that even in project-based companies, the environmental
390  manager is not integrated in the gating system of the project management. One direct consequence
391  of this decoupling between the corporate approach and the product approach is that both employees
392  and environmental managers lay discouraged as they feel that the environmental performance of
393 products is a status-quo that cannot be influenced. Actors are not able to identify decisions or actions
394  that they can take to enhance environmental performance. Even the environmental manager
395  struggles to identify key actions to reduce the company footprint, and thus is discouraged because of
396  lack of hope and action. Without clear action in mind, the project management does not evolve
397  towards improved systematic integration of the environmental thinking. These two sentences picked
398  up from the interviews illustrate the above analysis: « I do not really see what could be done for the
399 environment from here; there is not much room for innovation in our business » « If we had 10 obvious possible
400  improvements, then I would set up a committee to have them implemented »

401  4.7. Possible driver: the motication of employees

402  The interviews with all actors (except environmental managers) showed that most do not act because
403  they are not incentivized and/or feel that someone else (the environmental manager) is in charge.

404 If at a personal level they are motivated to achieve sustainability, in the corporate context they
405  are not mobilized. Being on the side of profit-driven routines, actors at many levels of the company
406  implicitly receive the information that sustainability is not a key question to management and
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407  sustainability does not easily become part of the corporate culture of companies, but rather is
408  perceived as a burden.

409 However, all but one of the 42 people interviewed admitted an interest in better integrating
410  environmental aspects into their jobs and a large proportion felt frustrated for not doing so. Indeed,
411 all actors declared that environmental protection is part of their personal values, and they feel they
412 behave better in their personal life than in their professional life. They currently do not act because
413 they are not incentivized to do so, or feel they have no legitimacy for action. Most actors would
414  happily be assessed for their contribution to environmental performance. Most are motivated but
415  need to also be rewarded for taking decisions. The lack of communication has also been stressed by
416  most employees; most do not know how to act in accordance with a company strategy if any
417  « communication towards employee is still missing to really raise awareness about sustainability»

418 We conclude that there is room for bottom-up, employee-driven force to generate environmental
419  change and leverage environmental management within companies. This driving force could
420  complement or palliate the legal and market driving force for environmental change. « What is really
421 missing is listening to employees; having a sustainability committee would be positive ».

422 5. Discussion

423 5.1. The silo effect as a consequence of a vicious circle

424 Our research highlights 4 paradoxes related to the way environmental managers do their job
425  and interact with other employees. We can question whether these 4 paradoxes are consequentially
426 connected with one another e.g. if the lack of responsibility setting could explain the lack of objective,
427  which in turn could explain the lack of clarity of roles, etc. We advocate here that these 4 paradoxes
428  are strongly interconnected, as illustrated in figure 6. The lack of responsibility-setting yields a
429  situation where no one sets objectives. The absence of objectives creates a situation where no one
430  takes ownership of the issue. For the employees the role of the environmental manager is not clear,
431  and as such the environmental manager is not considered as having the legitimacy to set objectives.
432 Because there is a decoupling between the corporate and the product approach, objectives are not set
433 for products, which makes the approach a side-approach and reduces the legitimacy of the
434  environmental manager to generate change.

435
Paradox 1 :no clear
responsibility setting
Paradox 4 : decouplin / \
piing Paradox 2 : no clear
of corporateand . ;
objective setting
product approach \ /
Paradox 3 :noclear role
436
437 Figure 6. The 4 paradoxes throughout our research create a vicious circle that hinders actions towards
438 more environmental performance.
439 This strong interconnection between the four paradoxes results in a vicious cycle, with each

440  paradox reinforcing the other and the environmental manager laying in a “silo” on the side of core
441  business routines, and most of the company actors not being mobilised for any sustainability action.
442  We believe that these facts partly explain the decoupling described in literature as this vicious cycle
443 yields an implementation gap between promises from the company and action on the field. To bring
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444  environmental management to the next level and allow the environmental manager to gain back
445  leadership and contribute to value creation in a more sustainable company, this vicious cycle must
446  be interrupted and ideally converted into a virtuous cycle. This is required to ensure that all relevant
447  decisions made across their business align with their green intentions.

448  5.2. Moving towards a virtuous cycle?

449 Moving towards a virtuous cycle, where each actor of the company would have ecodesign as a
450  mindset requires each actor to have the right conditions as described in figure 7. If an actor has a
451  clear and convincing answer to the 4 questions related to information, motivation, organisation and
452  strategy, conditions are set for them to improve their own environmental performance as well as that
453 of the company as a whole.

454
Is my actions coherent
with the company
strategy ?
Do | have the right
information to make
decisions ?
Is there a framework or
ESthabl'Sl}Ed decmonalv What are the incentives
pathway formetoact? | = Ttseee- for me to take
environmental actions ?
455
456 Figure 7: the 4 conditions for shaping environmental action. The SEA (Shaping Environmental Action)
457 model
458 We have evidenced throughout interviews that if most employees are not mobilised, they would

459  happily change their work practice towards a more sustainable model if they could or knew how to
460  doiti.e. have an answer to the 4 questions of our model. The challenge of the environmental manager
461  is thus to build capacity of employees so that each employee has these questions in mind as well as
462  to support them in providing the specific answers.

463 The last series of unstructured interviews followed the presentation of the results of the survey
464  aswell as the propose SEA model to each company of the panel. It enabled the identification of a few
465  tracks for change and ideas on how to support the environmental manager in his effort. These ideas
466  are discussed below.

467

468 1. Setup a sustainability committee (organizational approach)

469 In most companies, environmental aspects are not part of the core business and they are not
470 considered in the same way as core business issues with respect to business processes,
471 information management, capacity building and motivation drivers. The environmental
472 manager alone is in a Silo (result from the vicious circle) and fails to permeate these processes.
473 An adapted structure is obviously necessary in this case.

474 In two of the companies of our panel, a sustainability committee was in place (or has been created
475 after our survey) and has shown many benefits. The purpose of the committee is to link the
476 different actors in a horizontal and vertical way i.e. actors from different departments both

477 employees and managers are involved. The environmental manager becomes the manager of this
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478 group and can provide some leadership. This group is then in charge of defining the strategy and
479 monitoring the progress of sustainability projects. This way, responsibilities, objectives and roles
480 of the different actors are better defined and the vicious cycle is interrupted. Amongst our panel,
481 the most mature company was the one having experienced this type of committee for several
482 years.
483
484 2. The new (2015) version of the ISO14001 standard (normative approach)
485 The 2015 version of the ISO14001 standard brings a significant change. In its previous version,
486 ISO14001 primarily sought to manage risks, accidents and waste, rather than to improve the
487 environmental performance of core activities or products. These systems are not substantively
488 integrated within the rest of business and innovation processes and generally remain the
489 prerogative of only one environmental manager who ends up being in a silo, loosely bound to
490 some department or other. As a consequence, the environmental role is symbolical, mostly
491 limited to monitoring activities, and very often not even visible to most employees in the firm.
492 This lack of adapted structure, processes and clear responsibilities hinders implementation of
493 any sustainability strategy or environmental innovation by top-down management approaches,
494 as well as bottom-up innovations. The new version of the norm integrates drastic changes
495 through the life-cycle approach, the requirement of a leadership from the top management and
496 the notion of environmental performance replacing the improvement of the system.
497
498 3. Bottom up innovation and gamification (motivational approach)
499 Motivation of employees to get engaged in sustainability can come from organizational
500 measures but also from motivational measures [28]. Gamification of sustainability would be in
501 this respect an interesting way to explore as proposed by several interviewees: « taking care of the
502 environment should be more fun ». Gamification, i.e. using game elements in non-game context,
503 has proven successful to mobilize employees [29]. Outside the sustainability arena, gamification
504 has been used for different objectives such as learning [30], crowdsourcing [31] and change
505 management [32]. Gamification increases the motivation of employees, especially in bottom-up
506 creative activities, collective tasks as well as for monotonous tasks and implementation [33].
507 Different game mechanics and dynamics may trigger different psychological intrinsic
508 motivators (e.g. social connection, spirit of competition, feeling of achievement) and may be
509 complemented by extrinsic rewards [34]. Whether the positive effects on motivation are durable
510 over time, and more precisely whether intrinsic motivators are a sufficient driver of long-term
511 participation in (even idealistic) projects are still in question. The scientific literature on the
512 benefits of gamification for sustainability is still extremely limited but is attracting more and
513 more attention. The gamification approach is described as a more promising approach than
514 approaches based on more formalised job descriptions. The very nature of environmental
515 challenges requires the company to innovate and change from usual operation and business
516 processes. Unless clear disruptive technological innovation is available, the change requires
517 incremental implementation of solutions that do not necessarily readily exist and most of the
518 time need to be invented along the way. This requires a shift from environmental information
519 (LCA) to environmental improvement which most of the time requires a bottom-up innovation
520 approach i.e. capturing practical solutions from the field. Some authors argue that more
521 initiative and self-organisation is better than rules : the laissez-faire context i.e. featuring a
522 combination of a weak compliance HR configuration and a strong market and self-initiative
523 drivers is better suited for fostering employee proactive behaviour than the nurturing context
524 [35].
525
526 6. Conclusions
527 We have shown that current environmental management approach ends up as being in a silo,

528  aside from core business processes and routines. This results in a gap between the company
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529  environmental promises and the effective environmental improvements, a phenomenon often
530  referred to as decoupling. We have demonstrated that organizational paradoxes exist within most
531  companies and hinder effective action of the environmental manager. We discuss and exemplify that
532 by overcoming theses paradoxes the vicious circle can become a virtuous circle thus enabling for a
533 more efficient and human-based integration of sustainability within companies. Obviously, all actors
534 must take ownership of their environmental responsibilities, but the leadership of the environmental
535  manager certainly is a good catalyst and guidance for the success of the approach over time. We
536  therefore conclude that providing more leadership to the environmental manager should allow for a
537  better integration of environmental management within the core business of companies and a better
538  understanding of its role and missions by other company actors, thus overcoming some of the
539  decoupling situation described in the literature.
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