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Abstract 

Limited knowledge exists regarding how report preparers operationalize new standards 
in contexts characterized by the absence of consolidated models to imitate. To address this gap, 
this study draws on Institutional Theory to examine the implementation of IFRS S1 and S2 in 
Brazil, the first jurisdiction to mandate their adoption. By focusing on practitioners' challenges 
and the exercise of agency, this study investigates the institutional work required to 
operationalize IFRS S1 and S2, and their implications for the evolution of professional 
accounting identity. Drawing on in-depth semi-structured interviews with a diverse group of 
elite informants – including senior executive, controller, PMO, and technical specialists across 
private and mixed-economy organizations – this study provides an analysis of the "gaseous 
state" of implementation. Our research indicates that the primary challenges are rooted in 
epistemological conflicts between traditional accounting logic and sustainability and in the 
evolving ontological stance of accountants. We observe that preparers engage in institutional 
work by sensitizing senior management and theorizing and educating their peers and other 
professionals. This capacity for theorization is supported by the preparers' professional profiles 
and advanced academic trajectories. We demonstrate that achieving the solidified stage of S1 
and S2 standards necessitates the (re)definition of professional identity, signaling a broader 
shift in accountants’ roles and profiles, which relies on normative and regulatory support 
through investment in technical literacy. These insights contribute to the literature on 
institutional work by illustrating the role of agency under conditions of uncertainty and 
foregrounding the implications for the future of accounting practice and the evolving 
professional scenario.  

Keywords: IFRS S1 and IFRS S2; institutional theory; institutional work; sustainability-related 
disclosure; report preparers. 

1. Introduction  

Over the last decades, the discourse on sustainability-related issues has intensified, 
influencing private and public practices across various economic sectors. Within this context, 
the proliferation of diverse reporting frameworks has introduced challenges regarding the 
comparability of disclosed information, leading to the establishment of the International 
Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) in 2021 and the subsequent release of IFRS S1 and IFRS 
S2 standards. 

Adopted by over 30 countries worldwide, S1 and S2 have redefined the global 
regulatory agenda, with Brazil emerging as the pioneer at the forefront of this movement. The 
Brazilian Securities and Exchange Commission (CVM), through Resolution No. 193/2023, 
established a roadmap for voluntary adoption during the 2024 and 2025 fiscal years, 
transitioning to mandatory compliance for publicly traded companies starting in 2026. Far from 
being only a technical milestone, the adoption of ISSB standards represents a paradigm shift 
that incorporates the social dimension into accounting practices (Carnegie, 2021), posing 
challenges for practitioners.  
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To grasp the magnitude of this challenge, revisiting the ontological assumptions 
underpinning accounting is a prerequisite. Traditionally described as the "language of business" 
(Horngren, 1974), accounting has been defined primarily through a functionalist lens as a 
mechanism to "identify, measure, and communicate economic information" for informed 
decision-making (AAA, 1966; AIA, 1953). While relevant, this perspective reduces accounting 
to a technical, neutral, and objective apparatus.  

However, this instrumental view has been contested in recent decades by scholars who 
have redefined accounting as a social and moral practice (Jones, 1992; Carnegie, 2021; Power, 
1997). Viewed through this lens, accounting practices are not seen as a neutral and passive 
mirror reflecting economic reality; rather, they are a constitutive force that actively influences 
human behavior, moral order, and the structures of organizations and society (Hopwood & 
Miller, 1994; Carnegie, 2021). 

The perspective of accounting as a social system, constituted by rules, actors, and power 
dynamics, is supported by Institutional Theory (IT), which suggests that accounting functions 
as an institution whose practices are employed to create and maintain legitimacy (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977; Dimaggio & Powell, 1983; Dillard et al., 2004). In this context, even scholars 
with a more traditional financial orientation (Wagenhofer, 2024) recognize the non-neutrality 
of accounting and its influence on decision-making. In alignment with this vision, the IFRS S1 
and S2 Standards do not operate within an institutional vacuum. Their implementation should 
be perceived as a phenomenon that reconfigures organizational routines and meanings and 
imposes challenges on daily practice. Thus, this study examines the institutionalization 
processes of IFRS S1 and S2. 

To investigate this process, this study mobilizes Institutional Theory (IT), the 
predominant lens in corporate reporting research (Songini et al., 2023). However, the traditional 
neo-institutional perspective, centered primarily on isomorphism mechanisms and the pursuit 
of legitimacy, proves insufficient to explain the specific nuances of this phenomenon. The 
implementation of IFRS S1 and S2 in Brazil is not a dichotomous choice of adoption, as 
adoption is mandated for public companies under the CVM Resolution No. 193. In this context, 
Brazil’s pioneering role creates a unique and complex scenario: unlike the prior convergence 
to financial IFRS, organizations now contend with a mimetic vacuum and a dearth of 
consolidated models for mimicry. This condition, which we characterize as the ‘gaseous state’ 
of implementation – a code that emerges from interviews – effectively challenges the 
conventional logic in which Global South nations mirror Global North practices (Alon & 
Dwyer, 2014;Albu et al., 2014). 

In this context, relying exclusively on the classical IT perspective would limit the 
analysis, reducing organizations and individuals to passive recipients while neglecting the 
intrinsic tensions and challenges of the process. Consequently, this study advances 
contemporary strands of Institutional Theory that conceptualize institutionalization as a 
recursive, multi-level process driven by the active participation of organizations and individual 
actors (Oliver, 1991; Dillard et al., 2004). From this perspective, the implementation of S1 and 
S2 must be understood not as a passive and static event but as the outcome of strategic 
organizational responses and individual agency in creating, maintaining, and adapting new rules 
to the local reality (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006).  

However, the existing literature is limited to studies that capture institutionalization 
processes as they occur (Higgins et al., 2014); especially in the context of early adoption. Most 
studies have focused on the determinants of adoption or its ex-post economic consequences, 
such as changes in accounting quality (Ahmed et al., 2013; Barth et al., 2008)or reductions in 
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the cost of capital (de Moura et al., 2020). Even within the qualitative tradition that examines 
the institutionalization of financial (IFRS) and non-financial (GRI/IR) standards, scholars have 
neglected the micro-processes of translation and the day-to-day operationalization of new 
practices (Aburous, 2019). Nevertheless, the operationalization of a nascent institution hinges 
on institutional work by individual agents (Guerreiro et al., 2020) a level of analysis that 
remains underexplored, representing only 7% of research at the intersection of institutional 
theory and sustainability-related disclosures (Galleli & Amaral, 2025). 

Thus, addressing this gap calls for an examination of the micro-level interactions and 
agency of actors within the institutionalization process. Accordingly, this study aims to 
understand the primary challenges in this process and how individuals perform institutional 
work to operationalize the standards, answering the following research question: How is the 
institutionalization of IFRS S1 and S2 standards configured from the perspective of report 
preparers?  

From an academic perspective, this study contributes to Institutional Theory by 
exploring the mechanisms through which institutionalization unfolds within a mimetic vacuum, 
emphasizing the active role of agency, and addressing a gap in a field where individual-level 
analysis remains scarce (Galleli & Amaral, 2025). As a social and practical contribution, this 
study provides valuable insights for market practitioners, regulatory bodies, and professional 
associations regarding technical literacy gaps and the specific support mechanisms required by 
preparers during this transitional phase. In a related vein, we advocate strengthening the 
accountant's professional identity.  

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 outlines the theoretical 
framework integrating the literature on sustainability disclosure and Institutional Theory. 
Section 3 details the methodological approach, including the research context and the data 
collection procedures. Section 4 discusses empirical findings. Finally, Section 5 offers 
concluding remarks and suggestions for future research. 

2. Literature Review  
2.1.Sustainability-Related Disclosures 

Over recent decades, concerns related to sustainability have evolved from a macro-level 
focus on "sustainable development" to a more structured corporate mandate. Initially motivated 
by environmental crises and the pursuit of legitimacy, organizations began adopting the Triple 
Bottom Line approach (Elkington, 1998) and frameworks such as the Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI). Although the GRI has established a universal language for assessing multi-
stakeho lder impact (de Villiers, La Torre, et al., 2022), the field remains fragmented, a situation 
often referred to as the "alphabet soup" of corporate reporting (Adams & Abhayawansa, 2022). 

The fragmented sustainability reporting scenario gave rise to the development of 
investor-centric initiatives such as Integrated Reporting (IR), the Task Force on Climate-related 
Financial Disclosures (TCFD), and the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB). 
These initiatives redirected the focus from the impact of organizations on the environment to 
the financial consequences of climate risks on entities (O’Dwyer et al., 2024), reaching a 
theoretical zenith with the introduction of the Integrated Reporting (IR) Framework. Critics like 
Flower (2015) argued that it was a "story of failure", prioritizing investor value over 
environmental conservation, whereas Adams (2015) argued that aligning sustainability with 
financial logic was a pragmatic necessity to engage senior management and catalyze "integrated 
thinking." Despite these efforts, the persistence of competing frameworks accentuates the need 
for definitive regulatory consolidation. In this context, the establishment of the International 
Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) in 2021 represented an institutional response to diverse 
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reporting (Hummel & Jobst, 2024). By absorbing the VRF (IIRC and SASB), the IFRS 
Foundation aimed to establish a "global baseline" for sustainability-related financial 
disclosures. However, this convergence is noted by some scholars as a "domain of symbolic 
contestation" (Ali et al., 2023) centered on the concept of materiality.  

At the core of this debate are two competing institutional logics. On the one hand, the 
ISSB adopts single materiality (outside-in), emphasizing an investor-centric approach 
(Christensen et al., 2021) that focuses strictly on how sustainability issues affect an entity’s 
cash flow and enterprise value (Krivogorsky, 2024). In contrast, the GRI and the European 
Union (through the CSRD/EFRAG) advocate a double materiality approach, which is 
bidirectional and mandates reporting not only on the financial risks sustainability poses to the 
firm (outside-in), but also on the broader socio-environmental externalities that the firm's 
operations impose on the world (inside-out) (Hummel & Jobst, 2024). By embracing this 
broader perspective, double materiality actively considers the diverse interests of multiple 
stakeholders, including local communities and suppliers, resisting the financial capture of 
sustainability reporting (Stocker et al., 2020; de Villiers, La Torre, & Molinari, 2022). Despite 
their differing emphases, the standard-setting bodies behind these frameworks have recognized 
that their methodologies may be complementary rather than mutually exclusive (Pizzi et al., 
2023; Hummel & Jobst, 2024).  

Recent academic literature and practitioners have increasingly sought to reconcile 
competing institutional logics through the concept of dynamic materiality. This perspective 
suggests that the distinction between impact and financial materiality is not static, but rather 
fluid and evolutionary (Krivogorsky, 2024). A theme currently regarded only as material from 
an impact perspective, such as the environmental harm caused by plastic packaging 
(Christensen et al., 2021), may shift into the domain of financial materiality due to changing 
social pressures, evolving consumer behavior (Arvidsson & Dumay, 2022), emerging 
regulations, or other external catalysts.  

In the long term, a substantial portion of sustainability-related externalities will 
inevitably have financial implications through reputational risks, transition costs, or the erosion 
of the social license to operate (Baumüller & Sopp, 2022). However, caution must be exercised 
when assuming that this process occurs naturally, as a strict focus on financial materiality may 
neglect irreversible socio-environmental degradation that occurs while a particular issue has 
not yet reached the threshold of financial significance (Adams and Abhayawansa, 2022).  

Over the decades, academic literature has developed the field concerning the 
determinants and consequences of disclosure; however, it remains nascent regarding internal 
processes and individual-level dynamics within the preparation of these reports (Adams & 
McNicholas, 2007; Galleli & Amaral, 2025). Systematic reviews reveal a concentration of 
studies along two primary axes: the determinants of disclosure (Dienes et al., 2016; Hahn & 
Kühnen, 2013) and its subsequent economic effects (Christensen et al., 2021). 

The decision to disclose socio-environmental data has historically been analyzed 
through economic and sociopolitical lenses. These perspectives aim to address information 
asymmetries and function as a mechanism for achieving legitimacy (Deegan, 2002). In addition 
to these motivations, the literature identifies organizational size (Dienes et al., 2016; Baldini et 
al., 2018;Christensen et al., 2021) and industry sector (Hahn & Kühnen, 2013; Diwan & 
Amarayil Sreeraman, 2024) as determinants of sustainability-related disclosure. However, 
critical accounting scholars warn that these structural determinants often lead to symbolic 
management rather than substantive change, with disclosures serving as tools for "impression 
management" to secure legitimacy without altering the core operations of the organization 
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(Michelon et al., 2015).  Beyond the determinants of disclosure, academic literature has 
explored the second axis: capital market consequences (Christensen et al., 2021). Empirical 
evidence points to positive associations with a reduction in the cost of equity capital (de Moura 
et al., 2020). From a critical perspective, this focus on market reactions exposes how 
sustainability discourse has been captured by financial logic, prioritizing investors' interests 
over broader ecological and social accountability (Adams & Abhayawansa, 2022; O'Dwyer et 
al., 2024). 

Another critical factor for early adoption is the organizational capacity to manage such 
transitions, which involves addressing the scarcity of human capital and the multiplicity of 
exigencies competing for managerial attention (Aburous, 2019; Schaltegger & Zvezdov, 2015; 
Galleli & Amaral, 2025). Beyond the technical challenge, integrating sustainability into 
corporate reporting necessitates redefining professional boundaries and jurisdictions within 
organizations (Lai & Stacchezzini, 2021).  

Despite contributions regarding the motivations and effects of sustainability-related 
disclosures, the extant literature still pays limited attention to the internal processes of report 
preparation, particularly at the micro-level and regarding individual agencies (Galleli & 
Amaral, 2025). There is a notable lack of qualitative research investigating how individuals 
engage in sense-making regarding reporting practices before they become mandatory (Higgins 
et al., 2014) or exploring the perceptions of those responsible for report preparation (Chaidali 
& Jones, 2017). Further inquiry is needed into the role of accountants in filtering and shaping 
sustainability information within organizations (Schaltegger & Zvezdov, 2015).  

2.2.Institutional Theory  
Institutional Theory (IT) remains a predominant framework in organizational research, 

offering a lens to examine shifts associated with the implementation of accounting standards 
(Aburous, 2019; Albu et al., 2014; Guerreiro et al., 2012, 2015, 2020) and sustainability-related 
reporting frameworks (Higgins et al., 2014; Songini et al., 2023). Neo-institutionalism extends 
this perspective beyond individual firms to the field level, comprising regulatory bodies, 
corporations and key stakeholders. In the sustainability domain, the organizational field 
transcends traditional industry boundaries, converging around specific societal issues, a 
phenomenon defined as issue-based fields (Hoffman, 1999). Within this context, a diverse array 
of actors, including universities, NGOs, and professional associations, engage in ongoing 
interactions to collectively negotiate and legitimize the meanings attributed to acceptable 
reporting practices (Higgins et al., 2014).  

The classical neo-institutional perspective suggests that, although organizational fields 
exhibit considerable diversity in their nascent stages, their progression towards maturity 
typically leads to the homogenization of practices, a phenomenon described as isomorphism 
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). This isomorphic process is influenced by coercive pressures 
(regulatory and legal obligations), normative pressures (academic and professional networks), 
and mimetic pressures (imitation of peers perceived as successful in times of uncertainty). 
However, this traditional view is rooted in structural determinism, casting organizations as 
passive recipients and failing to explain early adoption contexts in which the dearth of 
legitimized templates for mimicry precludes traditional isomorphism. 

Examining institutional change within a mimetic vacuum calls for a shift in focus from 
static outcomes to the fluidity of practice. While the existing literature demonstrates the 
influence of social and environmental contexts on accounting practices (Guerreiro et al., 2012), 
the micro-processes through which these practices are established, adapted, or dismantled 
remain insufficiently theorized (Dillard et al., 2004). Treating institutions as static actors limits 



Theme: Accounting, Technology and Sustainability: shaping the future 
research and practice 

www.congressousp.fipecafi.org 

the understanding of organizational constitution, neglecting the role of human agency 
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). To address this gap, Dillard et al. (2004) proposed a multi-level 
framework that expands Institutional Theory by situating the evolution of accounting practices 
within recursive socio-economic and political contexts, a perspective aligned with the 
implementation of IFRS S1 and S2.  

The core of Dillard et al.’s (2004) model is recursivity, which conceptualizes 
institutionalization as a continuous process in which the macro-level (political and economic 
systems) influences the meso-level (organizational field), which in turn provides the context for 
the micro-level (individual organizations). Owing to the duality of the structure, this cascade 
can be reversed. In scenarios of high uncertainty and rhetorical void, nascent mandates operate 
as ‘proto institutions’ (Lawrence et al., 2002) rather than fully formed practices. In this pre-
institutionalization stage (Tolbert & Zucker, 1996), where models for imitation are absent, the 
micro-level actions of reflexive agents can reshape the meso-level field. 

The upward influence of micro-level agents can be explained through institutional and 
instrumental rationality (Lounsbury, 2008). The latter has been widely explored in accounting 
harmonization research (Guerreiro et al. 2020). Instrumental rationality adopts an actor-centric 
perspective, wherein agency is characterized by the ability of relatively autonomous individuals 
to make strategic decisions in response to institutional pressures (Lounsbury 2008). Drawing 
on this tradition, the concept of institutional work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006) offers a lens 
for understanding how individuals create institutions through micro-practices (Aburous, 2019) 
such as education, theorizing, and advocacy. This shift in focus moves beyond structural 
determinism to the lived experiences and actions of individuals responsible for implementing 
innovation. In the absence of established routines, actors engage in sensemaking by employing 
analogies to legitimize innovation (Etzion & Ferraro, 2010). By contrast, institutional 
rationality operates through logic. From this perspective, agency is an institutionally embedded 
phenomenon in which actors’ interests and repertoires of action are simultaneously enabled and 
constrained by the prevailing logics of the field (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999, 2008). 

Within the accounting literature, research on institutional work examines how 
practitioners manage regulatory ambiguity and operationalize innovation. Aburous (2019) 
illustrates how Jordanian corporate accountants, faced with technical uncertainty during IFRS 
implementation, engaged in institutional work by delegating their routines to professionals who 
subsequently expanded their jurisdictions to ensure standard operability. Higgins et al. (2014) 
explored the emergence of voluntary integrated reporting among early adopters in Australia and 
the sense-making efforts to legitimize the framework. Fontes et al. (2023) delineated the role 
of Portuguese auditors as “institutional workers” acting as educators and translators and 
facilitating the institutionalization of a new accounting logic. As argued by Guerreiro et al. 
(2015, 2020), the effective translation of global standards into local settings is contingent upon 
continuous institutional work and the agency of professionals in mediating conflicting 
institutional pressures. 

3. Methodology 
This study adopts a constructionist epistemology and interpretivist theoretical 

perspective (Crotty, 1998; Creswell, 2013), recognizing that the implementation of IFRS S1 
and S2 is not a neutral technical event but rather a socially constructed phenomenon. We argue 
that meaning is not revealed but constructed through the interaction between actors and their 
context; therefore, the emphasis is on the experiences of report preparers as they operationalize 
these standards (Imoniana et al., 2022). Consequently, we adopted a localist perspective for the 
interviews (Qu & Dumay, 2011).  
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The research was conducted within the Brazilian market, focusing on publicly held 
companies registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission (CVM), which are bound 
to adopt S1 and S2 from 2026 onwards. We employed in-depth semi-structured interviews 
(Creswell, 2013; Qu & Dumay, 2011) with seven elite informants to capture the complexity of 
report preparers' experiences at the micro-level (Higgins et al., 2014).  This group represents 
eight units of analysis and one field-level perspective, as it includes a participant with oversight 
across three distinct companies and an ESG consultant. The inclusion of the consultant is 
justified by the role that consultants play in mediating and disseminating practices during 
periods of uncertainty (Chaidali & Jones, 2017), such as with S1 and S2. These actors engage 
in activities that have not yet been embedded into organizational routines, mediating meanings 
and disseminating provisional practices (Aburous, 2019). Table 1 presents the organizational 
contexts of the companies. 

Table 1 – Organizational Contexts 

COMPANY SECTOR SUB-SECTOR OWNERSHIP TYPE 

Company A Basic Materials Forestry and Paper Private Capital 

Company B Basic Materials Steel & Metallurgy Private Capital 

Company C Industrial Goods Transportation State-Owned 

Company D Cyclical Consumer Health Private Capital 

Company E Public Utility Electric Power Publicly Traded (Recently 
Privatized) 

Company F Basic Materials Forestry and Paper Private Capital 

Company G Public Utility Water & Sanitation Mixed-Economy 

Company H Non-Cyclical 
Consumer Personal Care Private Capital 

Source: Developed by Authors   

Interviews were conducted primarily via synchronous video platforms (Google 
Meet/Microsoft Teams) (de Villiers, Farooq, et al., 2022). To ensure ethical compliance and 
participant anonymity, pseudonyms were assigned to all the interviewees. Despite the 
challenges of accessing professionals in a nascent field, saturation of meanings was achieved 
by triangulating these narratives with other data sources. Table 2 summarizes the interviewees’ 
profiles, including their academic backgrounds and professional experiences. To preserve 
participant anonymity, pseudonyms inspired by personalities who have contributed to art and 
science globally and in Brazil were assigned.  

Table 2 – Interviewees’ Profiles 

Interviewee Position Educational 
Background Professional Experience 

Adoniran Controller B.Sc. and M.Sc. in 
Accounting 

Experience exceeding 20 years. Expertise in 
IFRS implementation in multinational 
companies across diverse sectors. A hybrid 
professional operating at the intersection of 
academia and the market. 
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Marie Accounting 
Analyst 

B.Sc., M.Sc., MBA, and 
Ph.D. in Accounting 

Over a decade of experience in the accounting 
field. A hybrid professional combines market 
knowledge with academic immersion in 
sustainability research. 

 

Florence ESG 
Committee 
Coordinator 

B.Sc., M.Sc., and Ph.D. 
in Accounting 

Over 20 years of accounting expertise, with 
approximately 15 years dedicated to 
sustainability. Specialist in integrated 
reporting, accounting, and sustainability; 
active speaker on ESG and finance. University 
professor and invited member of the CBPS 
Working Group. A hybrid professional 
operating at the intersection of academia and 
the market. 

 

Oscar Internal 
Controls 
Specialist 

B.Sc. in Economics, 
Postgraduate in 

Sustainability, M.Sc. in 
Controllership and 

Finance 

Over 20 years of experience in internal audit, 
risk management, forensic audit, corporate 
governance, and internal controls. Recent 
engagement involved mapping internal 
controls for IFRS S1 and S2 in three distinct 
organizations. A hybrid professional operating 
at the intersection of academia and the market. 

 

Tarsila Controllership 
Director 

B.Sc. in Business 
Administration and 

Accounting, MBA in 
Economic Management, 

Executive Education 

Approximately 30 years of experience 
encompassing controllership, FP&A, internal 
controls, and compliance. Extensive 
background in leadership roles in multinational 
corporations. A hybrid professional operating 
at the intersection of academia and the market. 

 

Heitor Consultant B.Sc., M.Sc., Ph.D., and 
Post-doc in Accounting 

Approximately 15 years of experience. 
Focuses on consulting, corporate training, and 
financial reporting. His expertise includes 
sustainability, internal control, and governance. 
He also provides corporate training and 
implementation consulting, specifically for 
IFRS S1 and S2. University professor and 
hybrid professional operating at the 
intersection of academia and the market. 

 

Lina Project 
Management 

Officer 
(PMO) 

B.Sc. in Business 
Economics and 

Accounting. Postgraduate 
in International 

Accounting (IFRS) and 
Controllership. 

Over 8 years of experience in external 
auditing and corporate finance. Currently, it is 
leading the IFRS S1 and S2 implementations. 

Expert in CVM/SEC reporting, internal 
controls (COSO), and M&A accounting.  

Source: Developed by the authors. 
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The primary dataset comprised approximately five hours of semi-structured interviews, 
resulting in 88 pages of manually verified transcripts. Our participant selection eschewed 
predefined quantitative quotas, instead adhering to the data sufficiency criterion, which 
prioritizes the richness and depth of the preparers' lived experiences (Dai et al., 2019). To situate 
these narratives within the organizational field, we engaged in a twelve-month immersion, 
which included over 12 hours of non-participant observation across ten key events and 55 
minutes of reflexive recorded field notes. To sensitize the researchers to the regulatory field, 
this immersion was supplemented by readings of CVM Resolution No. 193 and IFRS S1 and 
S2.  

Data were analyzed through Thematic Analysis, following the six-phase framework 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). The analytical process integrated inductive and deductive coding, 
generating 85 codes that captured latent patterns related to the institutionalization of IFRS S1 
and S2. The codes were systematized into an analytical matrix to identify semantic proximities 
and construct meaningful subthemes. Through a continuous process of researchers reflexivity, 
these sub-themes and codes were consolidated into three interpretive themes (Creswell, 2013). 
This study was conducted in accordance with the Brazilian ethical guidelines for research 
approved by the Research Ethics Committee under protocol code 8.041.898.  

4. Findings and Discussion  
This study analyzes the institutionalization process of IFRS S1 and S2 in Brazil within 

an early adoption setting characterized by the absence of a consolidated model. Our findings 
suggest that this process is not a linear outcome of coercive pressures; rather, it traverses an 
initial phase termed by practitioners as a 'gaseous state', a moment defined by the gap between 
know-what and know-how. Theoretically, this captures the habitualization and pre-
objectification phases of institutionalization (Tolbert & Zucker, 1996), where practices lack a 
structural consensus. Competing regulatory agendas in Brazil (e.g., Tax Reform and IFRS 18) 
and epistemological barriers intensify this challenge. 

In this context, our analysis shows that solidification of this 'gaseous state' unfolds 
through three intertwined mechanisms, relying on the agency of practitioners. Theme 1 explores 
the primary challenges in implementing the standard, bringing to light the epistemological 
conflicts involved in this process. Theme 2 details the agency of preparers, who act as educators, 
theorizers, and advocates within their organizations to bridge the mimetic void. Finally, Theme 
3 discusses how the operationalization of these standards points to the need for an ontological 
redefinition of the identity and role of accountants in contemporary practice.  

4.1.Challenges in the Implementation of IFRS S1 and S2 in Brazil 

The analysis of the implementation process of IFRS S1 and S2 in Brazil reveals an initial 
scenario characterized by uncertainty. The mandatory adoption of IFRS S1 and S2 does not 
proceed in a linear trajectory; instead, regulatory pressure precedes the establishment of 
consolidated models within the organizational field, thereby challenging traditional 
isomorphism dynamics. Unlike previous events, such as the convergence with IFRS, where 
Brazil could replicate established practices from other countries, the implementation of S1 and 
S2 places Brazil at the forefront of adoption. This circumstance necessitates that practitioners 
involved in implementation act as creators of new routines rather than as imitators. The primary 
tension does not lie in understanding the standards' requirements (know-what) but in how to 
operationalize these concepts in daily routines in the absence of a consolidated model (know-
how). This dynamic is exemplified by Adoniran, who described the feeling of insecurity arising 
from the lack of benchmarks: 
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“There is nowhere to look, in fact. This still generates insecurity. I can tell you that. It's 
a concern of the people to say, 'wow, but what am I going to do?'” [Adoniran] 
The narratives reveal a breakdown in the traditional mechanism of mimetic 

isomorphism, wherein organizations typically model themselves after successful counterparts 
to buffer against uncertainty (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). In this context, early adopter 
organizations emerge as "role models" that shape the field (Higgins et al., 2014). Consequently, 
the anguish reported by the interviewees reveals the burden of responsibility associated with 
developing a model from the ground up. Chaidali and Jones (2017) argue that implementing a 
new reporting regime without established models heightens organizations' exposure to 
reputational risks and public scrutiny. This scenario fosters insecurity among professionals, who 
fear that both the reports’ credibility and their own professional legitimacy might be 
compromised.  

Another structural challenge we identified is the overlap of regulatory agendas, which 
reveals the field’s institutional complexity. In addition to the pressures of adopting IFRS S1 and 
S2 standards, organizations in Brazil are contending with National Tax Reform and IFRS 18. 
These agendas compete not only for top management’s attention and financial resources but 
also for the interest of accounting professionals, as noted by Heitor.  

“I cannot say that it does not interfere. There are many demands […] IFRS 18 will 
change the whole context of performance presentation […] the staff is very concerned 
with IFRS 18, the tax reform... From what I see, I realize that the staff is more open to 
the literacy of the reform.” [Heitor] 
This simultaneity reflects institutional complexity, wherein organizations confront 

multiple exigencies stemming from diverse regulatory constituents (Guerreiro et al., 2020). The 
accountants' engagement with "tax reform literacy" attests to the dominance of fiscal and 
financial logic, supporting the findings of Carneiro et al. (2017), who observed that, within 
Latin American institutional contexts, logics based on taxation and traditional legal compliance 
tend to dominate.  

Despite the absence of consolidated models and an increasingly complex regulatory setting, the 
findings indicate that the most profound challenges are epistemological. The implementation 
of the S1 and S2 standards reveals a friction between the logics of accounting and sustainability, 
evident in debates over materiality and temporal tensions, such as prospective and retrospective 
orientations. The narratives shared by the interviewees point to the challenge of ‘learning’ this 
new "language." For instance, Lina compares deciphering sustainability discourse to 
interpreting legal codes, effectively positioning sustainability as external to the established 
accounting jurisdiction. 

“It is the same thing for us to get a CPC code, an OAB […] For us, it is also difficult, 
you know?  Because we don't know how to speak that language […] While I'm talking 
about ABC to an accountant, and you're talking about ABC to someone from the 
sustainability area, man, each one goes to their own side.” [Lina] 
The narrative exemplifies the phenomenon identified in the literature as “colliding 

worlds” (Evans et al., 2015). Over time, the accounting field has established rigid professional 
boundaries and specialized lexicons (Lai & Stacchezzini, 2021). As Lina’s analogy illustrates, 
the "ABC" of the accountant is not the "ABC" of sustainability; because each domain possesses 
its own vocabular, a process of "translation" between these fields becomes a prerequisite to 
reach a consensus or shared understanding. Another point of divergence lies in the 
conceptualization of materiality, characterizing a conflict of institutional logics (Thornton & 
Ocasio, 1999), as noted by Marie:  
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“The part of sustainability has already been spoken of many times in dual materiality. When we talk about 
S1 and S2, we don't talk about dual materiality.” [Marie] 
Historically, sustainability operates under the logic of double materiality, considering 

the socio-environmental impacts of an organization. In contrast, S1 and S2 standards are 
oriented by financial logic, where the focus is narrowed to information that affects firm value 
and investor decision-making (Adams & Abhayawansa, 2022). However, even as the ISSB 
adopts financial materiality, companies are tasked with measuring sustainability-related risks 
and opportunities, triggering another conflict: temporal tensions. While accounting is 
ontologically anchored in a retrospective view based on recording past events, sustainability is 
prospective. Lina notes that: 

“[sustainability] it's totally focused on externality. So it's very difficult to think about a distortion that 
has already happened, because I think it's a science that looks a lot at the future”. [Lina] 
As noted by Etzion and Ferraro (2010), this temporal friction manifests as a dichotomy 

between retrospective and future-oriented perspective. Cerbone & Maroun (2020) demonstrate 
that practitioners operating within a dominant market logic often perceive prospective 
information as abstract when it lacks immediate monetization potential. This perspective is 
supported by Wagenhofer’s (2024) assertion that sustainability reporting diverges from 
traditional accounting, which is catalyzed by the necessity for forward-looking assumptions, 
the setting of long-term targets, and scenario modeling. 

The analysis indicates that addressing challenges to operationalize the standards this 
friction is contingent upon the active engagement of preparers to operationalize the standards. 
At its core, the data suggest the need for a redefinition of the accountant’s ontological identity, 
which constitutes the focus of the subsequent sections of this analysis. 

4.2.Agency and Instititutional Work 

Our findings suggest that, in the absence of established market benchmarks for 
imitation, practitioners involved in implementation engage in intensive institutional work 
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006) to materialize normative requirements and embed them within 
internal routines. The analysis reveals that professionals with a "hybrid" profile, embodying 
practical market experience with advanced academic training, mobilize their intellectual capital 
to operationalize the standards. To overcome epistemological barriers across different areas, 
one of the roles assumed by these professionals is that of advocates in sensitizing top 
management, as evidenced by the following account: 

“High management… Of course, they want to know about the profit, right? Shareholders want to know 
about profits. But if you say, ‘Look, if I do not take care of the waterfront now, I will not have water in 
five years.’ They will understand that we will have to invest in taking care of the waterfront. That we will 
not have water in five years. And they want to keep having dividends.” [Florence] 
This persuasion effort hinges on continuous engagement with top management to secure 

resources and legitimacy, an interplay reflected in Adoniran’s words. 

“I've already reported the need and the difficulty to the director of finance […] And now we're going to 
expand with a presentation to the board, bringing them to this... to importance, and leaving them all on 
the same page” [Adoniran] 
The dynamics of standard implementation brings to the fore the role of these 

practitioners as information brokers, bridging the gap between top management and the 
expectations of primary information users (Schaltegger & Zvezdov, 2015). This process is 
facilitated through discursive framing (Etzion & Ferraro, 2010), which is employed as a 
persuasion technique to reconcile sustainability issues with investor interests (Adams, 2015). 
Mobilizing top management support is essential for dissipating tensions and securing the 
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institutional legitimacy (Higgins et al., 2014) to allocate resources.  A key strategy for achieving 
this persuasion is through the institutional work of theorization (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006), 
whereby practitioners establish causal chains that justify why top management should allocate 
resources and attention to the implementation process. Heitor reports: 

“There is a river that the company polluted back then [...] it had to change the course of that river. Then, 
what happens? With the change in the course of the river, there was the discharge of pollutants [...] and 
that already interferes with the company's potential customers, which will drive away potential investors 
[...] this is purely accounting. Accounting, recognizing, measuring the probability of a loss of X result 
occurring from that action there, from the impact on the river.” [Heitor] 
By engaging in theorization work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006) as a strategy for 

sensitizing top management, practitioners can concurrently apply the informational 
connectivity required by ISSB standards and materialize integrated thinking (Maroun et al., 
2022).These causal relationships illustrate the direct impact of socio-environmental 
externalities on business operations. The assertion that measuring these externalities is a purely 
accounting task demonstrates how the interviewees actively engage in the expansion of 
professional jurisdiction (Lai & Stacchezzini, 2021). Another role undertaken by practitioners 
is that of vernacular translators, adapting global terminology to local realities. The translation 
of terms such as "ESG" and "stakeholders" into "ASG" (the Portuguese acronym) and 
"interested parties" facilitated internal understanding, as evidenced in the following quote:  

“We managed to change the name to a Brazilian name, in Portuguese, ASG […] It was called ESG, but 
then, when we were going to talk to people, with the employees, they said: ‘I do not know what this ASG 
is’.”’ ESG is for the outside, for the market, for large companies […] here, with our people, we have to 
speak their language. It's no use saying stakeholders. We must discuss interested parties. So we have to 
simplify this.” [Florence] 
The translation of these terms goes beyond a simple linguistic modification; it signifies 

the internalization of external practices at the intra-organizational level (Hopper & Major, 
2007). While practitioners communicate using the "language of capital markets" to external 
audiences, they adjust these terms internally to align local reality and operational cognition, 
which reinforces the findings of Albu et al. (2014) regarding the practical meaning of global 
standards as a social and local construct. The preference for vernacular language over 
standardized corporate jargon is consistent with Evans et al.’s (2015) argument of the 
necessitation of the translation of principle-based accounting innovations.  

The practitioner's role as a translator reveals that constructive behavior (Schaltegger & 
Zvezdov, 2015) and communicative agency are essential to the implementation of these 
standards, thereby positioning these professionals as institutional educators within their 
organizations. The following excerpt highlights this effort, characterized by the endeavor to 
enhance the accounting literacy of other organizational domains and effectively integrate 
diverse functions into the specialized lexicon of the field. 

“I needed to give them a makeover in the sense of accounting, you know? Because the interpretation is 
different, right?” [Lina] 
Enhancing accounting literacy among cross-functional teams (Lai & Stacchezzini, 

2021) is one of the strategies employed by preparers to establish a shared understanding of the 
data underpinning regulatory compliance (Cerbone & Maroun, 2020). This mediation also 
alleviates epistemological barriers, particularly conflicts between divergent materiality logics 
(Cerbone & Maroun, 2020; Pizzi et al., 2023). However, the influence of these practitioners 
extends beyond the boundaries of the organization. In the absence of a unified model, preparers 
actively engage with their academic and corporate networks to collaboratively construct an 
understanding of how to implement the standards. This dynamic is exemplified in Lina’s 
account. 
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“It is a very challenging thing, and I think we are well advised. The professors […] they support us a lot 
[…] although it is something totally new, there are many people who are supporting [...] it is interesting 
for both the academic environment and the companies that we help each other at this moment […] we 
have support from other companies. Therefore, we are conducting a lot of benchmarking and talking to 
each other to understand what is going on and what they are doing. There are people from other 
companies who have already participated in other implementations of standards. So, they already have 
a larger baggage”. [Lina] 
This interaction shows how, in the absence of consolidated models for imitation 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), preparers engage in inter-organizational sensemaking to 
collaboratively establish what will become an accepted practice (Higgins et al., 2014). The 
mobilization of academia brings into focus the role of universities and researchers as social 
influencers (Hoffman, 1999) who provide the cognitive and theoretical scaffolding to structure 
standards. The support of these scholars acts as an uncertainty-reducing mechanism, conferring 
technical and moral legitimacy (Albu et al., 2014) on emerging practices and alleviating 
practitioners' insecurities. This finding not only corroborates Fontes et al. (2023), who identify 
academics and educational institutions as fundamentals "institutional workers" in diffusing new 
accounting logics, but it also substantiates Adams & Mueller (2022) argument for the necessity 
of a collaborative research-policy-practice triad. Within state-owned and mixed-economy 
enterprises, our findings revealed a distinct particularity: the internalization of professional 
expertise.  

“As I said, I don't think it's fair for us to hire outside consultants without having explored every single 
detail.” [Adoniran] 
The extant literature suggests that in contexts of high regulatory complexity, 

organizations frequently resort to external expertise, typically by contracting consultancies (Lai 
& Stacchezzini, 2021; Power, 1997) as a legitimation mechanism and a means of outsourcing 
ambiguity resolution (Chaidali & Jones, 2017; Aburous, 2019). Conversely, our data show a 
countervailing trend within these state-affiliated entities. In such environments, bureaucratic 
constraints, particularly protracted public procurement processes, impede third-party 
contracting. Paradoxically, this structural friction catalyzes the mobilization of in-house 
expertise. Consequently, preparers assume a form of endogenous agency, engaging in the 
institutional work of educating themselves and building capacity within their teams (Lawrence 
& Suddaby, 2006). 

4.3. “We need to get out of accounting”: (Re)defining the accountant’s identity 

The implementation of IFRS S1 and S2 standards compels an ontological shift in 
accountants’ professional identity. Our findings point toward a necessary expansion of 
accounting’s professional jurisdiction, achieved by weaving the discipline’s social dimension 
into routine professional practice. In this context, Adoniran, an expert in standard 
implementation, notes that even extensive expertise provides limited advantage when engaging 
with S1 and S2: 

“I think it helps very little, because for the accountant, the accounting themes end up being much easier. 
And now we need to get out of accounting, join the environmental area and get to the consensus […] it's 
very challenging”. [Adoniran] 
Nonetheless, the attempt to 'get out of accounting' in pursuit of consensus with other 

domains is riddled with friction. The narratives evidence that broadening professional 
boundaries to include socio-environmental issues faces resistance from within the accounting 
profession itself, as evidenced below:  

“The standard, it demands a holistic view. Many times, the accountant does not arrive at this holistic 
view that the standard requires […]it will require, yes, a technical literacy, but before that, a holistic 
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capability of the accountant to see the impact of something in the environmental context, there in the 
account, of Accounts Receivable. There is a path behind to be built”. [Heitor] 
The accountant’s development of a holistic perspective embodies the concept of 

integrated thinking, which connects socio-environmental performance with value creation 
(Higgins et al., 2014), thereby addressing the connectivity requirements of the new standards. 
Acquiring the "language of sustainability" does not imply that accountants must become 
technical specialists in fields such as climate change (Power, 1997). Instead, it calls for a 
departure from siloed thinking (Giovannoni & Fabietti, 2013) and embracing constructive, 
cross-departmental collaboration. As practitioners’ institutional work advances and the field 
solidifies, the assessment of sustainability-related risks and opportunities is expected to become 
embedded in accounting routines. Lina’s narrative exemplifies this dynamic through an analogy 
with legal department provisions: 

“I think that, over time, we will have more integration, right? The idea is that the sustainability team 
continues doing their work and we do the disclosure. Just like today, for example, we account for a 
contingency note, right? According to the lawyers' know-how, we need to have an understanding in 
relation to that, but who does all this part of classification of processes, etc., are the lawyers. Here it will 
be the same thing with sustainability […] we will stay ahead only of the emission and the identification 
of expenses and the financial position”. [Lina] 
An analogy with contingency notes illustrates the delimitation of jurisdictional 

boundaries in the redefinition of accounting. Just as accounting relies on legal opinions to 
classify judicial risks, it will increasingly depend on sustainability teams (knowledge experts) 
to define climate metrics. Therefore, the accountant acts as an information mediator and 
methodological specialist (method expert) in recording this data (Schaltegger & Zvezdov, 
2015). This dynamic aligns with what Power (1997) terms the 'orchestration of work,' in which 
the accountant maintains leadership by structuring the information flow and ensuring the 
verification of the final report. 

 
5. Conclusion 

This study investigated the institutionalization of IFRS S1 and S2 from the perspective 
of report preparers in an early adoption context characterized by uncertainty. Drawing on the 
works of Dillard et al. (2004), Guerreiro et al. (2020), and Lawrence and Suddaby (2006), we 
argue that the translation of S1 and S2 into local practice is not a straightforward technical 
output of regulatory mandates but rather a complex process of institutional work performed by 
individual agents. We connect micro-level experiences to the meso-level to elucidate how 
organizations manage the absence of consolidated global models.  

Our findings indicate that in the absence of established models to imitate, a condition 
we characterize as a mimetic vacuum, the institutionalization of IFRS S1 and S2 in Brazil relies 
heavily on the agency of hybrid professionals. These practitioners mobilize their advanced 
academic backgrounds to engage with top management through advocacy and theorization, 
establishing causal relationships between socio-environmental externalities and financial 
performance. Communication skills lies at the heart of this process, as the interviewed 
professionals serve as translators and as institutional educators. These practitioners further 
mobilize academic and corporate networks to construct the collective sense-making requisite 
to solidify 'gaseous' regulatory precepts into routine practice. Consequently, this study 
illuminates how solidifying the S1 and S2 standards necessitates an ontological (re)definition 
of professional identity, aligning with Carnegie’s (2021) call to reclaim accounting as a social 
and moral practice.  

Theoretically, we demonstrate how agency is exercised when mimetic mechanisms 
break down: instead of acting as imitators, practitioners become creators of routines. Practically, 
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the study indicates that (re)defining an accountant's identity relies on normative and regulatory 
support through investment in technical literacy. Despite its contributions, this study is limited 
by its empirical scope and the nascent nature of the phenomenon. First, the analysis captures 
the implementation process in its 'gaseous state'; therefore, the findings reflect the initial sense-
making and cannot be taken as granted for the subsequent ex-post solidification phase. 
Additionally, the research was conducted within a specific early adoption jurisdiction and might 
be influenced by Brazil's unique regulatory and economic scenarios.  

Future research should explore the longitudinal evolution of this process by comparing 
the institutional work performed during the early adoption phase with that in the mandatory 
phase to analyze the maintenance of institutions. Additionally, given the role of enforcement in 
institutionalization (Fontes et al., 2023), we suggest replicating this study to investigate the 
perspectives of independent auditors during the transition to reasonable assurance. Key 
questions include analyzing the specific challenges they face and how their agency influences 
(or is influenced by) organizational preparers. Beyond this, cross-country comparative studies 
would be valuable to understand whether the agency’s institutional work in Brazil is a 
peculiarity of the Brazilian early adopter context or a broader phenomenon in other 
jurisdictions. Finally, we advocate for debate on reconstructing professional identity. It is urgent 
to evaluate whether accounting curricula and continuous education programs are effectively 
preparing new professionals to speak not only the 'language of business' but also the 
increasingly necessary languages of society and nature. 
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