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This study analyses the extent to which the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) have entered the management control system of Universitas
Padjadjaran, a legal-entity state university in Indonesia, by tracing the
agenda through the internal instruments that govern the institution rather
than through the external reports by which university sustainability is
ordinarily judged. Using a qualitative single-case design, the study
examined the strategic plans for 2020-2024 and 2025-2029, the
performance agreements and performance reports for 2023-2025, the
2023 and 2024 SDGs Reports, and Rector Regulation No. 20 of 2024,
supported by in-depth interviews with an internal informant and an
academic informant. Presence of the agenda was assessed at four control
stages against criteria derived from the management control package of
Malmi and Brown, and the resulting pattern was interpreted through the
concept of decoupling, with data analysed following Miles and
Huberman. The integration criteria are satisfied only at the strategic
planning stage. Sustainability appears in the vision statement, in a
strategic objective, in three priority programmes, and in two of the ten
strategic-plan indicators, whose targets extend to 2029. Neither indicator
enters the annual performance agreement in any of the three years
examined, neither is measured, and the achievements reported for them
appear in the list of awards rather than in the table of indicator
achievements. The control chain therefore breaks at a single identifiable
point, the transition from the five-year plan to the annual performance
contract, while the agenda continues on a disclosure track that does not
intersect the internal control sequence. The finding locates policy—
practice decoupling at a specific joint within the control package and
indicates that the remedy lies in a mapping device between plan and
contract rather than in further statements of commitment.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A decade into the 2030 Agenda, progress towards the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) remains uneven. Of the 139 targets for which trend data exist, only 36 per cent are
on track or making moderate progress, 49 per cent are advancing too slowly, and 15 per cent
have regressed below their 2015 baselines (United Nations, 2026). The constraint no longer
lies in securing commitment but in converting it into programmes, resource allocation, and
results that can be measured. Universities occupy a distinctive position in that conversion,
both as producers of the knowledge sustainable development depends on and as organisations
that can demonstrate the agenda in their own operations (SDSN Australia/Pacific, 2017).
Recognition of that role has been formalised through international rankings and through the
SDG reports many universities now publish.
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None of these signals establishes that the agenda has entered the way a university is
managed. Surveying 128 members of higher education institutions across 28 countries, Leal
Filho et al. (2023) found awareness of sustainable development widespread while the
emphasis placed specifically on the SDGs remained limited. A commitment shapes an
organisation only when it occupies a place in the system that determines where resources are
allocated, whose performance is measured, and which achievements are evaluated. Malmi
and Brown (2008) conceive of that system as a package of five elements — planning,
cybernetic, reward and compensation, administrative, and cultural controls — no one of
which can be understood in isolation, so that an agenda may be stated in a strategic plan and
never reach the budget or the performance measure. Merchant and Van der Stede (2017)
specify what must happen for an agenda to be controlled through results: a performance
dimension is defined, performance is measured, targets are set, and consequences follow. An
agenda completing the first two steps but not the last two has an account of itself without a
mechanism to direct behaviour.

The relationship between sustainability and management control has been theorised
principally in corporate settings. Gond et al. (2012) map the several paths by which a
sustainability control system becomes integrated into strategy or is marginalised, while
Crutzen et al. (2017), applying the Malmi and Brown framework empirically to large
European firms, found that all the firms studied deploy sustainability management controls
but differ in pattern, and Traxler et al. (2020) showed that sustainability reporting and
management control ordinarily influence one another reciprocally. Closest to this study,
Floréncio et al. (2023) applied the Malmi and Brown package to SDG integration at a
Brazilian company and found all five elements in use. In higher education the picture is
thinner: Roos and Guenther (2020) identified a major weakness in the environmental
sustainability management of universities and argued for a shift from measurement to
management, while de Villiers et al. (2025) noted constraints of data, resources, coordination,
and competing priorities in university SDG reporting. Bebbington and Unerman (2018) argue
that accounting has an enabling role in achieving the SDGs, since attainment depends on
translating global goals into organisational measures and accountability.

That translation is codified in the Indonesian public sector. Article 5 of Presidential
Regulation No. 29 of 2014 names the strategic plan and the performance agreement as the
first two of six components of the government performance accountability system, followed
by measurement, data management, reporting, and review. Those provisions address
ministries, agencies, and regional working units, so a legal-entity state university (perguruan
tinggi negeri badan hukum, PTN-BH) is not their direct addressee; Universitas Padjadjaran
nonetheless lists the regulation among the legal bases of its own performance report, so the
framework applies because the university adopted it. Its technical guidance requires that
performance indicators be aligned across organisational tiers, and prescribes that a
performance report compare realised performance with the medium-term targets set in the
organisation’s strategic planning document. Yet the content of a PTN-BH performance
agreement is drawn from key performance indicators set by the ministry, so the university
writes its five-year plan itself while receiving the indicators of its annual contract from
outside, and the continuity the regulation assumes must be constructed by the university.
Salomo and Rahmayanti (2023) document the institutional difficulties accompanying reform
of this accountability system.

Three gaps follow. Work on management control and sustainability is largely corporate
and, where the package framework has been applied to the SDGs, has been applied to a firm
that writes its own performance measures. Work on higher education establishes that internal
management is weak without showing at which point in the control chain it fails. And
Indonesian research treats the two subjects separately. This study addresses all three by
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tracing the SDG agenda through the internal control instruments of Universitas Padjadjaran,
a PTN-BH whose Statute names continuing development (pengembangan yang
berkelanjutan) among the six foundational values of the Tri Dharma in Article 3(2) — a
provision cited in the preamble of Rector Regulation No. 20 of 2024, issued specifically to
govern SDG achievement — and by supplying a staged criterion that identifies where an
agenda stops rather than whether it is mentioned. The study pursues three objectives: to
analyse how far the SDGs are integrated into the process of management control; to analyse
how the position of the SDGs shifted between the 2020-2024 and 2025-2029 strategic plans;
and to identify the factors supporting and constraining that integration.

2. METHOD
Research Approach

The study adopts a descriptive qualitative design with a single-case study strategy (Yin,
2018), because the object of study is the position an agenda occupies within an
organisational process, expressed in the wording and structure of documents and in the
accounts of those who work with them. The unit of analysis is the integration of the SDG
agenda into the management control system at university level, with the SDGs treated as a
single organisational agenda covering all seventeen goals. Following Malmi and Brown
(2008), the analysis concentrates on planning and cybernetic controls, the elements
expressed in the university’s formal instruments, while the remaining three are examined
where the findings bear on them.

Type and Sources of Data

Secondary data consist of five official documents representing each stage of the control
process: the strategic plans for 2020-2024 and 2025-2029; the performance agreements for
2023, 2024, and 2025; the performance reports for the same years; the 2023 and 2024 SDGs
Reports as a comparator representing external disclosure; and Rector Regulation No. 20 of
2024. The performance agreement is not published separately but reproduced within the
performance report for the corresponding year. Annual documents were examined to 2025
because the 2026 performance report had not been issued. Primary data consist of in-depth
interviews. Four informants were intended; two were interviewed, namely the Head of the
Centre for Sustainable Campus Development, Environmental Safety and Security as the
internal informant and a management accounting lecturer as the triangulating informant.
Because no account was obtained from those who draft the plan, set annual targets, or
conduct measurement, the interviews explain and interpret patterns established in the
documents rather than serving as the primary basis of proof.

Data Analysis Techniques

Analysis followed the interactive model of Miles and Huberman (1994). Material was
coded against categories derived from the planning and cybernetic elements of the control
package and from the concept of decoupling. Presence of the agenda was recorded on two
layers: explicit presence, where the terms SDGs or sustainable development appeared
directly within an objective, indicator, target, or statement of achievement; and substantive
alignment, where a formulation did not name the SDGs but corresponded in content to one
of the goals. Keyword tracing served as a locator rather than a measure, because the
university uses the word berkelanjutan in at least three distinct senses, so every occurrence
was read in context and classified by meaning.

Presence was then assessed at four stages of the control process. Integration at the
strategic planning stage requires that the SDGs be reflected in the vision, mission, strategic
objectives, or policy direction of the university; at the stage of translating strategy, that
objectives related to the SDGs be carried down into annual objectives and performance
targets; at the measurement stage, that an indicator directly measure an SDG-related
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achievement together with its target; and at the evaluation stage, that indicator achievements
be discussed, evaluated, and followed up as feedback into the subsequent planning cycle.
Each stage also carries a sign of non-integration, so that presence without effect can be
distinguished from integration. The resulting pattern was interpreted through institutional
theory and the concept of decoupling, and verified by triangulation of sources and of
techniques.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The findings are presented as three themes. The first concerns the layer at which the
sustainability agenda is secured, the second the point at which it stops, and the third the track
on which it continues to live once it has stopped. Each theme reports what the documents
contain and interprets that content against the theoretical framework, in the order in which
the agenda would have to travel through the control process.

Sustainability Secured at the Planning Layer

At the strategic planning stage the criterion is satisfied at four levels of the same
document. In the Strategic Plan 20252029 the word sustainable enters the vision statement,
the plan contains the strategic objective of increasing active participation in maintaining
ecological sustainability, that objective carries three priority programmes including the
education and empowerment of communities in SDG achievement, and two of the ten
strategic-plan indicators carry sustainability content: the university’s rank in SDG
achievement measured by the THE Impact Rankings, with a baseline of 201-300 and a target
of the world’s top 100 by 2029, and the Green Campus rank measured by Ul GreenMetric,
with a baseline of 81 and a target of 71. Judged on this document alone the agenda would
appear well integrated — the inference Malmi and Brown (2008) warn against when one
control element is examined in isolation.

Four features qualify that appearance. Both indicators are ranks awarded by outside
bodies rather than measures the university constructs of its own activity, and in 2026 the
THE Impact Rankings were renamed and participation became membership-based, so the
comparative basis of the indicator shifted in the middle of a plan period whose targets are
set year by year to 2029 (Times Higher Education, 2026). Neither indicator attaches to the
ecological objective: one sits under the goal of being Impactful and the other under Human
Resources and Infrastructure, while the objective most directly concerned with sustainability
carries no indicator at all — part of a wider pattern in which none of the twenty-three
strategic objectives has an indicator, because every indicator attaches at the level of goals.
The indicator table records no baseline year, data source, or responsible unit, so an
achievement cannot be fully compared with its starting position. And the plan refers only to
Government Regulation No. 51 of 2015 and the Statute, not to Rector Regulation No. 20 of
2024, although that regulation preceded its drafting.

Keyword tracing shows where sustainability vocabulary accumulates. The terms
berkelanjutan and keberlanjutan occur 64 times in the plan, fewer than half in the sense of
sustainable development, and those concentrate in the passages setting out priority
programmes. In the table carrying the indicators the word appears once, in the name of the
goal Sustainable Business and Financial Development, where it denotes financial continuity.
The abbreviation SDGs occurs four times, only one inside an indicator. Comparison with
the preceding plan shows redistribution rather than uniform advance: sustainability entered
the vision statement and acquired measures where previously none of forty-three indicators
carried them, while the Pola Ilmiah Pokok gave way to seven Core Values carrying no
sustainability content, the responsible unit ceased to be named, and the funding framework
disappeared. Notably the number of occurrences of SDGs did not change between the plans;
what changed was that one moved from narrative into an indicator. The limitation is
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therefore structural rather than one of emphasis: the level at which the agenda is stated and
the level at which indicators attach are different levels, and the objective carrying the agenda
is the one left without a measure — a pattern consistent with what Leal Filho et al. (2023)
report across institutions.

The Break at the Performance Contract

At the stage where strategy becomes annual commitment the criterion is not satisfied.
The performance agreements for 2023, 2024, and 2025 contain four objectives with ten,
eleven, and eleven indicators, none carrying sustainability content; they concern graduate
outcomes, lecturer quality, curriculum, and governance. Nine of the ten strategic-plan
indicators have no counterpart at all. One, concerning graduates in decent employment,
resembles a ministerial indicator, but that indicator’s operational definition fixes decency at
earnings of at least 1.2 times the provincial minimum wage with a waiting period of no more
than twelve months, so what it measures is wage level and speed of entry into work rather
than decent work as understood within the SDG framework. Substantive alignment therefore
fails as well as explicit presence.

The break is most visible in the 2025 performance report. Chapter II reproduces all ten
strategic-plan indicators with their baselines and five-year targets, including both
sustainability indicators. Not one reappears in the performance agreement, in the table
comparing targets with realisation, in the appendix of quarterly measurement, or in the
follow-up plan. Within a single document the two indicators are quoted in the chapter on
planning and abandoned in the chapter on accountability. The absence is not the result of a
weak measurement system: the report compares target with realisation for every contracted
indicator, complete with percentages calculated to two decimal places, and the 2025 edition
adds a substantial appendix of quarterly measurement covering the eleven ministerial
indicators alone, containing none of the terms SDGs, sustainability, green, or GreenMetric.
The university can measure and compare achievement with precision; that capability has
simply never been applied to sustainability.

At the evaluation stage the criterion is likewise unsatisfied, and instructively so.
Sustainability achievements are reported every year but always outside the measurement
system. In 2025 the THE Impact position of 201-300 and the UI GreenMetric position of
56 appear in the table of awards in Chapter III while their targets sit in Chapter II. The THE
Impact achievement equals that year’s target and the UI GreenMetric achievement is better
than its target of 79, yet because the two are never brought together neither is ever declared
met or unmet, and neither produces feedback into the following cycle. Tracing all ten
strategic-plan indicators through the 2025 report shows that only two have achievements
stated numerically, both in the list of awards, and not one is compared with its target. The
discontinuity affects every indicator the university sets for itself.

One device did once join the two layers. Table 2.7, the Performance Agreement and
Strategic Plan Matrix of Universitas Padjadjaran 2020-2024, in the 2024 performance
report, with columns for objective, strategic objective performance indicator, 2020—-2024
strategic plan target, and 2024 performance agreement target, maps twelve of the forty-three
indicators of the expiring plan onto ministerial key performance indicators. No comparable
device has yet been produced for the 2025-2029 plan, even though that plan is quoted down
to indicator level in the 2025 report. The university has therefore built the instrument that
transfers indicators from a five-year plan into an annual contract, but built it only for the
plan period that was ending. Read against Merchant and Van der Stede (2017), results
control over the agenda does not operate: the performance dimension is defined and the
capability to measure exists, but no binding annual target is set and no consequence follows.
Roos and Guenther (2020) called for a shift from measurement to management; this case
supplies the missing location, showing that the failure occurs at the transition from the five-
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year plan to the annual contract rather than being distributed across the process. Table 1
summarises the outcome across the four stages.
Table 1. Fulfilment of the Integration Criteria at Universitas Padjadjaran, 2023-2025

Control stage | Instrument Fulfilment | Basis of assessment
Strategic Strategic Plan | Satisfied Sustainability appears in the vision statement, in a
planning strategic objective, in three priority programmes,
and in two of ten strategic-plan indicators with
targets running to 2029
Translation of | Performance | Not satisfied | No sustainability indicator in any of the three years;
strategy Agreement none of the ten strategic-plan indicators enters the
agreement; the ecological objective is absent from
the annual priority programme list
Performance Key Not satisfied | No measure assesses sustainability achievement,
measurement performance while eleven ministerial indicators are measured in
indicators full with targets, realisation, and percentage
achieved, including in the quarterly measurement
appendix
Evaluation Performance | Not satisfied | Achievements are reported in the awards section
Report without discussion, without comparison against
targets stated in the same document, and without
follow-up in the subsequent planning cycle

Source: processed by the researcher (2026) using the criteria in Table 1
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Figure 1. Point at Which the Control Chain Over the SDG Agenda Breaks at Universitas

Padjadjaran

Source: developed by the researcher (2026)

Figure 1 shows that the agenda passes the first stage, securing a place in the five-year

plan, and fails to cross into the second. Because the third and fourth stages depend entirely

on what is agreed at the second, failure at that one point leaves the three subsequent stages

empty. The lower part of the figure shows that the agenda nonetheless remains alive, on a

separate track composed of the SDGs Report, participation in rankings, and the list of
awards, which does not intersect the internal control sequence.

1199 | Integration of The Sustainable Development Goals into the Management Control System
at Universitas Padjadjaran (Humeira Maharani)




E-ISSN: 2828-7606

An Agenda That Lives on the Disclosure Track

Extending the analysis to the remaining elements of the control package shows a
consistent division. The agenda is absorbed by the elements that state direction and
communicate commitment and is absent from those governing annual activity. No unit is
named as responsible in any planning document, since the 2025-2029 plan contains no
institutional framework; an assignment appears exactly once, in the 2023 report, and was
not continued. Rector Regulation No. 20 of 2024 establishes in Article 3(d) that the
contribution of the university to SDG achievement shall be monitored and places in Article
5(2)(d) the integration of sustainable practice with all aspects of planning and operations
among the means of achieving the sustainability vision, a formulation whose binding force
differs from the directive provision in Article 7(1). The regulation nonetheless contains no
indicator, target, or periodisation, and the protocol delegated by Article 7(2)(d) had not been
issued. Cultural control weakened as the Pola Ilmiah Pokok left the planning document, and
the recognition and reprimand clause and the indicator incentive budget line attach to
ministerial indicators alone.

The SDGs Report sharpens the division. Organised by the seventeen goals, each is
accompanied by a section headed Research by Number carrying publication count, citation
impact, and citation total over five years, available for sixteen goals in the 2024 edition. The
capacity to measure the university’s contribution therefore exists and has operated for two
consecutive years. Yet neither report refers to the strategic plan, the performance agreement,
or the performance report, and none of the three performance reports refers to the SDGs
Report, so the disconnection runs in both directions; neither report contains university
targets, responsible units, budgets, or reporting periodicity. The internal informant described
how the underlying data are assembled — by direct request to faculties and the relevant
directorate and by installing automatic monitoring devices — and explained that the
sustainability unit stands outside the drafting of the performance agreement altogether. What
is unavailable is not the ability to measure but the channel carrying the results of
measurement into the instruments controlling university performance.

The supporting and constraining factors identified repeat this division. Support comes
from the standing of sustainability as a foundational institutional value, an internal
regulation on SDG achievement, the establishment of a permanent unit, pressure from
external rankings, an existing capacity to measure, and attention at leadership level.
Constraint comes from the determination of performance agreement content outside the
university, the absence of a device linking plan to contract, weak design of the sustainability
indicators, the absence of a measuring instrument in the internal regulation, the absence of
a declared responsible unit, the absence of a budgetable object, organisational culture, and
the absence of any function examining linkage between planning tiers.

Read through institutional theory, the pattern corresponds principally to policy—practice
decoupling as formulated by Bromley and Powell (2012). Sustainability is declared in the
vision, in objectives, in programmes, and in an internal regulation, and is not translated into
the performance agreement or into annual indicators in any year examined, so the formal
structure adopted runs separately from the technical activity actually controlled, the
condition Meyer and Rowan (1977) describe. An element approaching means—ends
decoupling lies inside the planning document itself, since two sustainability indicators exist
but do not attach to the objective they should measure. The placement of achievements
strengthens the symbolic reading: across three years they were reported without exception
in the awards section and never in the table of indicator achievements, and in 2025 an
achievement that met and in one case exceeded its target was placed among awards. Traxler
et al. (2020) describe reporting and control as ordinarily influencing one another in both
directions; here reporting runs on its own track and does not feed the control system, which
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is the concrete form of the warning issued by de Villiers et al. (2025). In the terms of Gond
et al. (2012) the two systems remain unintegrated, the condition those authors associate with
marginalisation rather than integration.

Two considerations qualify this reading. The targets of both indicators run to 2029 and
Rector Regulation No. 20 of 2024 indicates a policy direction designed for a longer horizon
than a single budget year, so what the documents show is a process that has not yet reached
the annual instruments rather than an abandoned agenda. And the internal informant
reported annual performance targets with sustainability content at unit level, which if
verified against documents would narrow the finding to the accountability track towards the
ministry. One implication concerns the framework itself: the device linking the indicators
of a five-year plan to those of an annual contract has no direct counterpart among the five
elements identified by Malmi and Brown (2008). It is not an element but a joint between
planning and cybernetic control, and it is precisely at that joint that the chain breaks.
Floréncio et al. (2023) found all five elements in use in a firm; the contrast here lies not in
the absence of elements but in the absence of a connection between two of them.

4. CONCLUSION

The SDG agenda is integrated into the management control system of Universitas
Padjadjaran only at the stage of strategic planning. Sustainability is present in the vision
statement, in a strategic objective, in three priority programmes, and in two of ten
performance indicators with targets running to 2029, yet neither indicator is translated into
the performance agreement in any year examined, neither has a measure assessing its
achievement, and their achievements are neither discussed nor followed up. The control
chain breaks at one point that can be identified with precision, the transition from the
strategic plan to the performance agreement, and because measurement and evaluation
depend entirely on what is agreed in that contract, failure to cross at that point leaves the
three subsequent stages empty. Across the five elements of the control package the agenda
is absorbed by those that state direction and absent from those that govern annual activity,
which read through institutional theory constitutes policy—practice decoupling.

The position of the SDGs shifted between the two plan periods as a redistribution across
control layers rather than a uniform advance: sustainability entered the vision statement and
acquired measures where previously it had none, while the values framework, the
responsible unit, the funding framework, and reference to the internal regulation were lost.
Six supporting and eight constraining factors were identified, sitting in different layers, so
that what is missing is neither the will nor the capacity to measure sustainability achievement
but the channel connecting the results of measurement to the instruments that control
university activity.

The study rests on a single institution and on instruments at university level; annual
work plans, unit-level indicators, and accountability to the Board of Trustees fell outside its
scope, so the conclusion holds for the accountability channel towards the ministry and for
the documents examined. Two of four intended informants were interviewed, the internal
informant took office after the period studied, and a prospective informant in the planning
function declined, so the direct cause of the exclusion is inferred from documents. Annual
documents were examined to 2025 because the 2026 performance report had not been
issued, and that boundary matters because 2026 is the first year of a new set of ministerial
indicators. Future research should extend the examination to those documents and widen the
channels examined.

Practically, the findings direct attention to a single joint rather than the whole process.
The university should construct a device mapping the ten strategic-plan indicators onto the
objectives and targets contracted each year, a device it built once for the expiring plan
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period; the ecological objective needs an indicator of its own, indicator tables need reference
years and responsible units, and rank-based indicators need to be complemented by
measures the university constructs of its own activity. Theoretically, the study extends
policy—practice decoupling into the management control of a public sector organisation and
identifies a device — the linkage between the indicators of a medium-term plan and those
of an annual contract — that has no direct counterpart among the five elements of the control
package, so research tracing the integration of an organisational agenda should examine the
joints between control elements and not the presence of each alone.

. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author would like to express sincere gratitude to the Centre for Sustainable Campus
Development, Environmental Safety and Security (PKBKKL) of Universitas Padjadjaran
for providing access to institutional information and valuable insights during the interview
process. The author also extends appreciation to the academic supervisors for constructive
guidance, critical feedback, and meaningful suggestions throughout the completion of this
research, and to the lecturer who served as triangulating informant for his critical reading of
the findings. Further acknowledgment is addressed to the Faculty of Economics and
Business and the academic community of Universitas Padjadjaran for providing institutional
support that enabled this study to be conducted.

. BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bebbington, J., & Unerman, J. (2018). Achieving the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals: An enabling role for accounting research. Accounting, Auditing
& Accountability Journal, 31(1), 2-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-05-2017-2929

Bromley, P., & Powell, W. W. (2012). From smoke and mirrors to walking the talk:
Decoupling in the contemporary world. Academy of Management Annals, 6(1), 483—
530. https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2012.684462

Crutzen, N., Zvezdov, D., & Schaltegger, S. (2017). Sustainability and management control:
Exploring and theorizing control patterns in large European firms. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 143, 1291-1301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.11.135

de Villiers, C., Dimes, R., & Molinari, M. (2025). Determinants, mechanisms and
consequences of UN SDGs reporting by universities: Conceptual framework and
avenues for future research. Journal of Public Budgeting, Accounting & Financial
Management, 37(2), 329-349. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBAFM-07-2023-0125

Floréncio, M., Oliveira, L., & Oliveira, H. C. (2023). Management control systems and the
integration of the Sustainable Development Goals into business models.
Sustainability, 15(3), 2246. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032246

Gond, J.-P., Grubnic, S., Herzig, C., & Moon, J. (2012). Configuring management control
systems: Theorizing the integration of strategy and sustainability. Management
Accounting Research, 23(3), 205-223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2012.06.003

Leal Filho, W., Simaens, A., Paco, A., Hernandez-Diaz, P. M., Vasconcelos, C. R. P.,
Fritzen, B., & Mac-Lean, C. (2023). Integrating the Sustainable Development Goals
into the strategy of higher education institutions. /nternational Journal of Sustainable
Development & World Ecology, 30(5), 564-575.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2023.2167884

Malmi, T., & Brown, D. A. (2008). Management control systems as a package —
Opportunities, challenges and research directions. Management Accounting Research,
19(4), 287-300. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2008.09.003

Merchant, K. A., & Van der Stede, W. A. (2017). Management control systems:
Performance measurement, evaluation and incentives (4th ed.). Pearson Education.

1202 | Integration of The Sustainable Development Goals into the Management Control System
at Universitas Padjadjaran (Humeira Maharani)



E-ISSN: 2828-7606

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth
and ceremony. American  Journal of  Sociology, §83(2), 340-363.
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded
sourcebook (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications.

Roos, N., & Guenther, E. (2020). Sustainability management control systems in higher
education institutions from measurement to management. International Journal of
Sustainability in Higher Education, 21(1), 144-160. https://doi.org/10.1108/1IJSHE-
01-2019-0030

Salomo, R. V., & Rahmayanti, K. P. (2023). Progress and institutional challenges on local
governments performance accountability system reform in Indonesia. SAGE Open,
13(4), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231196659

SDSN Australia/Pacific. (2017). Getting started with the SDGs in universities: A guide for
universities, higher education institutions, and the academic sector. Sustainable
Development Solutions Network — Australia/Pacific.

Times Higher Education. (2026). Sustainability Impact Ratings 2026: Methodology.
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/world-university-rankings/impact-
rankings/methodology

Traxler, A. A., Schrack, D., & Greiling, D. (2020). Sustainability reporting and management
control — A systematic exploratory literature review. Journal of Cleaner Production,
276, 122725. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122725

United Nations. (2026). The Sustainable Development Goals Report 2026. United Nations.
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2026/

Universitas Padjadjaran. (2020). Rencana strategis Universitas Padjadjaran 2020-2024.
Universitas Padjadjaran.

Universitas Padjadjaran. (2024). Rencana strategis Universitas Padjadjaran 2025-2029.
Universitas Padjadjaran.

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications: Design and methods (6th ed.).
SAGE Publications.

Regulations

Government Regulation of the Republic of Indonesia No. 80 of 2014 on the Establishment
of Universitas Padjadjaran as a Legal-Entity State University.

Government Regulation of the Republic of Indonesia No. 51 of 2015 on the Statute of
Universitas Padjadjaran.

Presidential Regulation of the Republic of Indonesia No. 29 of 2014 on the Government
Institution Performance Accountability System.

Regulation of the Minister for Administrative and Bureaucratic Reform of the Republic of
Indonesia No. 53 of 2014 on Technical Guidelines for Performance Agreements,
Performance Reporting, and Procedures for the Review of Government Institution
Performance Reports.

Decree of the Minister of Education, Culture, Research, and Technology of the Republic of
Indonesia No. 210/M/2023 on Key Performance Indicators for State Universities and
Higher Education Service Institutions.

Rector Regulation of Universitas Padjadjaran No. 20 of 2024 on the Implementation of the
Achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals at Universitas Padjadjaran.

1203 | Integration of The Sustainable Development Goals into the Management Control System
at Universitas Padjadjaran (Humeira Maharani)



