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ABSTRACT 

 

Over the last two decades the emerging concepts of Corporate Sustainability and 

Integrated Management Systems have been increasingly gaining attention. Although 

at first sight the connection between the two concepts is not evident, recent literature 

has suggested ways to link them.  The scope of this thesis is to illustrate and clarify 

the essence, the main ideas and the approaches referring to each concept separately, 

while attempting to highlight their connection by describing specific models and 

identifying common philosophies and aspects within the two notions.  

 
The methodology used is the Literature Review and specifically an extensive review 

of the published literature and relevant research has been conducted. In Chapter 2 the 

multiple definitions of corporate sustainability and relevant terms are presented. In 

Chapter 3 and 4 the main issues of corporate sustainability are described. In Chapter 5 

the first connection between the two concepts is introduced. In Chapter 6 the concept 

of Management Systems is illustrated and in Chapters 7 & 8 the key points of the 

Integration of Management Systems are presented. Finally, in Chapter 9 the 

connection between the two notions is clarified and their common aspects are 

identified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
KEYWORDS: Corporate Sustainability, Sustainable Development, Integration of 

Management Systems, Management Systems, Management System Standards.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

One of the main goals of any organization is meeting its stakeholders’ needs. The 

stakeholder theory was firstly introduced by Freeman (1984) who recognized as 

stakeholders all those groups that have a “moral claim” on the organization because 

the organization has “the potential to harm or benefit them”. The stakeholder notion 

refers to shareholders, managers, customers, suppliers, creditors, employees, local 

community, government and trade unions. Meeting the demands of these stakeholders 

is necessary for the normal function of the organization since, for example, a 

continued supply of resources depends on the relationship between the organization 

and its stakeholders- in this case referring to suppliers (Asif et al., 2011).  

 

In order to address the specific needs of each stakeholder, organizations can establish 

management systems. Management systems can provide specific ways to execute 

functions and therefore reassure that the outcome of each system accomplishes its 

stakeholder - related objectives. For example, in order to satisfy the needs of 

customers, the organization can establish a quality management system that will 

regulate the production procedures so as to generate a product that meets customer 

requirements. 

 

Organizations are also expected to be equally efficient at other areas, such as not 

harming the environment, being careful with the use of natural resources and being 

socially responsible in terms of both ensuring health & safety of employees and 

contributing to society (Glavic and Lukman, 2007). This has stressed the need for 

“management processes that transform the social and economic inputs into optimized 

processes without jeopardizing the needs of other stakeholders”. This concept has 

been portrayed as the “need for sustainability”. The need for sustainability is 

concerned with achieving a balance between economic activities and their ecological 

and social impacts (Asif et al, 2008). 
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The bigger the variety of objectives that need to be attained the bigger the number of 

corresponding management systems that have to be established. The proliferation of 

management systems and management system standards, which are created to 

describe those systems, has addressed the need for integrating them into one new 

system in order to have a more holistic view of the organization and eventually find 

the best solutions for the achievement of, frequently contradictory, goals. Recent 

literature and research have demonstrated a connection between sustainability and 

integration of management systems. Integration can be considered as a step towards 

achieving corporate sustainability and the two concepts share common philosophies 

and goals. 

 

 

METHODOLOGY:  The methodology used is the literature review. In the following 

chapters, the concepts of corporate sustainability and integrated management systems 

are going to be analyzed separately and their linkages are going to be highlighted 

through presenting their common philosophies and features along with specific 

models suggested for their connection. 
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2. DEFINING CORPORATE SUSTAINABILITY  

 

2.1 Difficulties in defining Corporate Sustainability 

 

Much consideration has been given on sustainability in the 21st century. The 

connection between sustainability and management is becoming increasingly stronger. 

Sustainability is frequently mentioned among the organization’s objectives and 

managers are incorporating sustainability aspects into corporate, business and 

functional level strategies (Bonn & Fisher, 2011). Today most managers have 

accepted corporate sustainability as a precondition for doing business (Holliday, 

2001).  Nevertheless, it seems quite hard to find one specific and widely accepted 

definition for this popular term. A possible explanation for that problem seems to be 

its multidimensional nature - that is further analyzed in the following sections. 

Furthermore, the term of sustainability seems to appear in many different scientific 

and non-scientific fields and therefore its interpretation depends on the purpose that it 

is being used for.    

 

There are authors that strongly support that there is no possible way to find one 

universally accepted definition for sustainability. For instance, Gladwin et al. (1995, 

as cited in Hockerts, 2001, p.2) accept that “the notion of sustainable development 

will remain fuzzy, elusive, contestable, and/or ideologically controversial for some 

time to come”. Based on that allegation and on the work of authors such as DeSimone 

& Popoff on the one hand and Richard Welford on the other hand, Hockerts (2001, 

p.1), supports that like “green, eco-efficient, ethical, or social responsible, the term 

sustainable proved to be remarkably difficult to boil down to one generally accepted 

definition. Sustainability has become a buzzword, which everybody interprets in a 

different way”. He also supports that once the term is associated with firms it seems 

rather impossible to find one definition for sustainability that can accommodate 

everybody. 
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2.2 The Triple Bottom Line concept 

 

Before moving on with the definitions of sustainability and all relevant terms, there is 

a concept that has to be defined and analyzed, a concept explicitly connected with 

sustainability. This concept is commonly known as the Triple Bottom Line 

(abbreviated as “TBL” or “3BL”, and also known as “people, planet, profit” or “the 

three pillars”), a phrase first introduced by John Elkington in his book Cannibals with 

Forks: the Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business (Wikipedia- Triple Bottom 

Line, 2011). 

 

At the 2005 World Summit it was noted that sustainable development requires the 

reconciliation of environmental, social and economic demands - the “three pillars” of 

sustainability (United Nations General Assembly,  2005, cited in Wikipedia- 

Sustainability, 2011). This view has been expressed as an illustration using three 

overlapping ellipses (Figure 2.1), indicating that the three pillars of sustainability are 

not mutually exclusive and can be mutually reinforcing (Forestry Commission of 

Great Britain cited in Wikipedia- Sustainability, 2011).  

 

 

 

Figure 2.1: The three pillars of sustainability (Source: Wikipedia, 2011) 

 

The three components of the concept are (Wikipedia- Triple Bottom Line, 2011): 

• “ People” (human capital) pertains to fair and beneficial business practices towards 

the labour and the community in which a corporation conducts its business.  
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• “Planet” (natural capital) refers to sustainable environmental practices. A TBL 

company endeavors to benefit the natural order, as much as possible, or at least to do 

no harm and curtail environmental impact.  

• “Profit” needs to be seen as the real economic benefit enjoyed by the society. It is 

the real economic impact the organization has on its economic environment.  

In recent years the concept of the triple bottom line has emerged as a model for firms 

to interpret sustainability. It presumes that in order for firms to achieve sustainability, 

they should consider not only the financial, but as well the social and environmental 

bottom line (Hockerts, 2001). 

 

2.3 Definitions of Corporate Sustainability and Relevant Terms  

 
The word sustainability is derived from the Latin sustinere (tenere- to hold, sus- up) 

(Wikipedia-Sustainability, 2011). However, since the 1980s sustainability has been 

used more in the sense of human sustainability on planet Earth and this has resulted in 

the most widely quoted definition of sustainability and sustainable development, that 

of the Brundtland Commission of the United Nations on March 20, 1987: 

“Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (The 

Brudtland Report,1987). Since it became commonly known, it has taken various 

meanings, some of which are quite different from the ideas that have been introduced 

by the Brudtland Report (Schauefer, 2004).  

 

The main terms relating to sustainability are Corporate Sustainability (often referred 

simply as Sustainability), Sustainable Development, Sustainable Entrepreneurship and 

Corporate Sustainability Management. These terms are usually used together to 

describe corporate sustainability and therefore sometimes the limits between the 

different concepts are not discrete.  Nevertheless, in the section below, follows an 

endeavor to clear things out. 
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2.3.1 Corporate Sustainability 

 
Jennings & Zandbergen (1995), see sustainability in terms of the relation between the 

ecological system and the social system, where the social system contains human 

capital and the economic system. They take an institutional approach, where 

sustainability relates more to regional networks of organizations and other institutions 

than to individual firms. Essentially, they view sustainability as a social good which 

implies that social issues have an important role in the organization’s contribution to 

sustainable development.  

 

Zairi & Liburd (2001 cited in Asif et al., 2008), define sustainability as an ability to 

adapt to changes in the business environment, incorporate best practices and achieve 

superior competitive performance. Asif et al. (2008, p.423) suggest that this definition 

views sustainability as a means for maintaining organizational competitiveness and 

they proceed on defining organizational sustainability (term similar to corporate 

sustainability) as “the ability of an organization to design its systems so that they 

address various requirements of all stakeholders, to enable organizations sustain 

competitive advantage and not lead to diminished quality of life due to depletion of 

natural resources, loss of future economic opportunities, and adverse impacts on 

social system due to its operations”. This definition is obviously based on the first 

definition by the Brundtland Commission but is far more explanatory and recognizes 

a connection between systems and sustainability, a connection that is going to be 

analyzed in Chapters 5 & 9. 

 

Dyllick & Hockerts (2002, p. 131), building on the definition given for sustainability 

in Brudtland Report, define corporate sustainability as “meeting the needs of a firm’s 

direct and indirect stakeholders (such as shareholders, employees, clients, pressure 

groups, communities etc), without compromising its ability to meet the needs of 

future stakeholders as well. Towards this goal, firms have to maintain and grow their 

economic, social and environmental capital base while actively contributing to 

sustainability in the political domain”. In their definition they introduce the term 

“capital”, categorizing it into economic, environmental and social and also suggest 

three key elements within the term of corporate sustainability. Specifically, those 

elements are (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002): 
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i) Integrating the economic, ecological and social aspects in a “triple-bottom line” 

Economic sustainability alone is not a sufficient condition for the overall 

sustainability of the organization (Gladwin et al., 1995). A single-minded focus on 

economic sustainability can succeed in the short run. However, in the long run, 

sustainability requires all three dimensions (see Figure 2.2) to be satisfied 

simultaneously. 

 

 

Figure 2.2: The three dimensions of sustainability (Source: Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002) 

 

ii) Integrating the short-term and long-term aspects 

An obsession with short-term profits is contrary to the spirit of sustainability, which 

requires the firm to meet the needs of its today and future stakeholders. 

 

iii) Consuming the income and not the capital 

In order to achieve long-term sustainability, businesses will have to manage not only 

their economic, but also their natural and social capital. 

 

2.3.2 Corporate Sustainability and the Triple Bottom Line 

 
Sustainability is also viewed in terms of the “triple bottom line” concept. This means 

that sustainability efforts need to be assessed in terms of their impact on social, 

economic, and environmental aspects. As Asif et al. (2008, p 423) point out, this 

implies that “a company creates more value over the long run and encounters fewer 

risks if it takes into consideration the environmental (planet), social (people), and 

financial issues (profit) as compared to a company that focuses merely on the profit”. 
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The Brundtland Report (1987) emphasized that sustainability is a “three-legged stool 

of people, planet, and profit”. Sustainable businesses try to balance all three through 

the triple bottom line concept, using sustainable development and sustainable 

distribution in order to have a positive impact on environment, business growth, and 

society (Wikipedia- Sustainable Business, 2011). 

 

Asif et al. (2011) illustrate in Figure 2.3 three key concepts that relate to corporate 

sustainability. Firstly, they point out that recognizing only the environmental aspect of 

sustainability provides a narrow view of the concept. Secondly, the figure highlights 

that sustainability is frequently related to “triple P” and “TBL” which are essentially 

two different perspectives on the same concept. Finally, the figure shows that 

sustainability is a critical factor for the overall business continuity since by focusing 

on stakeholder requirements the organization gets legitimacy and license to continue 

its operation. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3: The concept of sustainability (Source: Asif et al., 2011) 

 

2.3.3 Sustainable Development  

 
Gladwin et al. (1995) summarize a number of different definitions, which taken 

together establish ecological, economic and social systems and processes as the three 

bases of sustainable development. They define sustainable development as “a process 
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of achieving human development in an inclusive, connected, equitable, prudent and 

secure manner”. 

 

Robinson (2000) believes that sustainable development is an issue of global nature. 

Based on Faruk’s statement (1997 quoted by Robinson 2000), that sustainable 

development is the “integrated and co-ordinated interaction of government, business, 

community organizations and others” he supports that companies alone cannot deliver 

sustainable development since its delivery depends on all “actors in society- including 

government, business, voluntary organizations and individuals- acting in concert”. 

Therefore, sustainable development depends on interactions that take place at local, 

national and global level. 

 

Hockerts (2001) emphasizes that since the early 1990s sustainable development is 

highly related to the organization’s survival ability against increasing environmental 

and social stakeholder pressures. 

 

The World Business Council for Sustainable Development – WBCSD (2002) claims 

that pursuing a mission of sustainable development enhances organization’s 

competitiveness, improves its relationships with regulators, banks, insurers and 

financial markets, and increases the possibilities of attracting and holding customers 

and best employees.  

2.3.4 Sustainable Entrepreneurship  

 
Young & Tilley (2006 p.402) define sustainable entrepreneurship as “an organization 

that has sustainability at the centre of its structure, operations and management: in 

essence, an organization that is moving beyond the requirement to demonstrate 

efficiency in its drive to be sustainable”. 

 

Another similar concept used is sustainorpreneurhip. This concept refers to the use of 

creative organizing in order to solve problems relating to sustainability. In other 

words, it is a “business with a cause - where the world problems are turned into 

business opportunities by deployment of sustainability innovations” (Wikipedia-

Sustainopreneurship, 2011). 
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Labodova, (2004), argues that sustainable entrepreneurship can lead to a more 

competitive market position by using a preventative approach with a continuous 

improvement principle and therefore decrease the environmental impact of a company 

in an economically viable way. 

2.3.5 Corporate Sustainability Management  

 
Corporate sustainability management is defined as ‘‘a strategic and profit-driven 

corporate response to environmental and social issues, caused through the 

organization’s primary and secondary activities” (Salzmann et al, 2005, p.27). 

 

The overall concept that emerges from all thee definitions is that sustainability is 

concerned with both the careful use of all resources (economic, environmental and 

social) and the endeavor to minimize the social and environmental impact of business 

activities, without, of course, compromising the economic benefits (Asif et al, 2008). 

 

As Hockerts (2001, p.3) points out “companies have to struggle constantly to adapt 

their business strategy if they want to remain sustainable”. Each organization should 

choose its own specific definition and approach, regarding corporate sustainability, 

which matches its goals and intentions and is aligned with the organization’s strategy. 

A differentiated set of definitions and approaches can assist in finding an appropriate 

path to corporate sustainability, given the dominant values within the organization 

(Marrewijk and Werre, 2003).  
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3. KEY POINTS OF CORPORATE SUSTAINABILITY  

 

3.1 Types of Capital within the concept of Corporate Sustainability 

 

According to Dyllick & Hockert’s (2002) definition of corporate sustainability, three 

different types of capital can be identified within the term. Following their logic of the 

three dimensions of sustainability- economic, environmental, social- they recognize 

economic, natural and social capital as inherent to the concept. These types of capital, 

which have different properties and require different approaches, are presented below.  

 

i) Economic capital 

Dyllick & Hockerts (2002) claim, that economic sustainability requires firms to 

manage several types of economic capital, such as financial, tangible and intangible. 

Once there is no more economic capital, a company ceases to exist but it has become 

unsustainable long before. Therefore, they define as “economically sustainable 

companies” those that “guarantee at any time cash flow sufficient to ensure liquidity, 

while producing a persistent above average return to their shareholders”. 

 

ii) Natural capital 

There are two main types of natural capital: the natural resources, renewable (e.g. 

wood, fish, corn) or non-renewable (e.g fossil fuel, biodiversity, soil quality) and 

ecosystem services (e.g. climate stabilization, water purification, soil remediation, 

reproduction of plants and animals). Dyllick & Hockerts (2002, p. 133) define as 

“ecologically sustainable companies” those that “use only natural resources that are 

consumed at a rate below the natural reproduction, or at a rate below the development 

of substitutes. They do not cause emissions that accumulate in the environment at a 

rate beyond the capacity of the natural system to absorb and assimilate these 

emissions. Finally they do not engage in activities that degrades eco-system services” 

 

At this point the clear connection between natural capital and ecological sustainability 

provides a solution to one of the most commonly found problems in searching for 

definitions referring to corporate sustainability. For some scholars and researchers the 

concept of sustainability is solely connected to its environmental aspect. For example, 
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Cooney (2009, cited in Wikipedia, 2011) does not separate the terms green and 

sustainable, giving the following four criteria for a company to be sustainable. These 

criteria are clearly related only to environmental sustainability: 

1. It incorporates principles of sustainability into each of its business decisions.  

2. It supplies environmentally friendly products or services that replace demand 

for non green products and/or services. 

3.  It is greener than traditional competition. 

4.  It has made an enduring commitment to environmental principles in its 

business operations.  

 

iii) Social capital 

There are two different types of social capital: human capital and societal capital. 

Human capital is related to skills, motivation and loyalty of employees and business 

partners. Societal capital includes the quality of public services, such as a good 

educational system. Dyllick & Hockerts (2002, p. 134) define as “socially sustainable 

companies” those that “add value to the communities, within which they operate, by 

increasing the human capital of individual partners while furthering the societal 

capital of these communities. They manage social capital in such a way that 

stakeholders can understand its motivations and can broadly agree with the company’s 

value system”. 

 

3.2 Cases and Criteria for Corporate Sustainability 

 

WBCSD (2002) specifies that there are many cases that can be made for sustainable 

development: moral, ethical, religious, environmental and business. Nevertheless, the 

most commonly addressed cases are the business, the natural and the societal. From 

each of these cases two criteria for corporate sustainability are resulting.  

3.2.1 The Business Case for Corporate Sustainability 

 
In trying to incorporate sustainability into everyday business life, many businesses 

and academic scholars have tended to focus on the business case for sustainable 

development. Essentially, they wonder how firms can further their economic 
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sustainability by paying attention to social and environmental issues (Dyllick & 

Hockerts, 2002). 

 

The business case for corporate sustainability has a financial bottom line. But as 

WBCSD, (2002, p. 2) points out “the business case is also an entrepreneurial position: 

it looks to the next point on the business curve, the point at which business can be 

more competitive by being more sustainability driven”. 

 

Figure 3.1 depicts the two first criteria for corporate sustainability that arise from the 

business case which are Eco-efficiency and Socio-efficiency. 

 

 

Figure 3.1: The Business Case for Corporate Sustainability (Source: Dyllick & 

Hockerts, 2002) 

 

i) Eco- efficiency 

The most broadly used criterion for corporate sustainability is the firm’s efficient use 

of natural capital. This eco-efficiency is usually calculated “as the economic value 

added by a firm in relation to its aggregated ecological impact” (Dyllick & Hockerts, 

2002, p.136). This idea has been popularized by the WBCSD as the “business link to 

sustainable development” (DeSimone and Popoff, 1997). In their effort to find a 

single concept to connect with the business aspect of sustainable development, most 

firms have selected eco-efficiency as their guiding principle (Dyllick & Hockerts, 

2002). 
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ii) Socio- efficiency 

Similar to the eco-efficiency concept is the second criterion for corporate 

sustainability: socio-efficiency. Socio-efficiency describes the relation between “a 

firm’s value added and its social impact” (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002, p.136). 

Organization’s social impacts can be both positive (e.g. corporate giving, creation of 

employment) and negative (e.g. work accidents, human rights abuses). Therefore, 

socio-efficiency can concern both minimizing negative social impacts (i.e. accidents 

per value added) and maximizing positive social impacts (i.e. donations) in relation to 

the value added (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002). Both eco-efficiency and socio-efficiency 

are concerned with increasing economic sustainability and at this point it becomes 

clear that the business case is related to the economic dimension of corporate 

sustainability. 

3.2.2 The Natural Case for Corporate Sustainability 

 
As Dyllick & Hockerts (2002) point out for a corporation to become truly sustainable, 

it has to address two more cases for sustainable development. They recognize as the 

first one the “natural case” for corporate sustainability and they clarify that “as long as 

a firm is operating close to (or even beyond) the environment’s carrying capacity, can 

never become truly sustainable”. The two criteria for corporate sustainability arising 

from the natural case are Eco- effectiveness and Sufficiency (Figure 3.2). 

 

 

Fig 3.2: The Natural Case for Corporate Sustainability (Source: Dyllick & Hockerts, 

2002) 
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i) Eco- effectiveness 

Although eco- and socio-efficiency are valuable tools, they only lead to relative 

improvements. Typical results would be increased energy or resource efficiency per 

value added. However, ecological sustainability is not only concerned with relative 

improvements (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002). McDonough & Braungart (1998) 

introduced the concept of eco-effectiveness, suggesting that business solutions need 

be life sustaining, restorative and regenerative in addition to being efficient. They 

turned the attention towards processes and long-term prosperity suggesting that 

making a destructive system less destructive is not enough. The focus must be one the 

design of the processes that have to be healthy and renewable. ”Eco-effectiveness 

ultimately requires industry to reinvent itself so that the new ways of doing business 

result in regenerative, not depletive, practices” (Young and Tilley, 2006, p.404). 

 

ii) Sufficiency 

Realizing that consumption is an important force towards sustainability, some authors 

suggest another criterion - sufficiency. Hockerts (2003 quoted by Young & Tilley 

2006) explains that “sufficiency is primarily a criterion for sustainable consumerism; 

the business world has at least an indirect responsibility. Rather than fuelling the 

demand for more unsustainable products, firms might try to channel demand towards 

less problematic areas”.  

3.2.3 The Societal Case for Corporate Sustainability 

 
The final two criteria for corporate sustainability, depicted in Figure 3.3, are derived 

from the societal case for corporate sustainability. 

 

i) Socio- effectiveness 

From a socio-effectiveness perspective, the business conduct is judged in relation to 

the absolute positive social impact that could be achieved by the organization (Dyllick 

& Hockerts, 2002). Young & Tilley (2006) support that socio- efficiency is related to 

Corporate Social Responsibility, while socio- effectiveness goes one step further 

towards organization having a social mission and hence a sustained positive impact on 

society. 

 



Τσακιρίδου Αλίκη/ MBA                                                                                 Πανεπιστήµιο Μακεδονίας 

 22 

ii) Ecological Equity 

The final criterion for corporate sustainability is Ecological Equity. Ecological equity, 

according to Dyllick & Hockerts (2002, p.138), “stands at the nexus of the 

relationship between the management of natural capital and social sustainability” and 

refers to an equitable distribution of the natural capital so as its current consumption 

does not damage the future generations.  

 

 

 

Figure 3.3: The Societal Case for Corporate Sustainability (Source: Dyllick & 

Hockerts, 2002) 
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 4. INTEGRATED MODELS OF CORPORATE SUSTAINABILITY  

 

There have been a number of attempts at producing an integrated model of corporate 

sustainability. In this section three integrated models will be presented. The six 

criteria model by Dyllick & Hockerts (2002), the McDonough- Braungart model of 

the triple top line (2002) and finally the sustainable entrepreneurship model by Young 

and Tilley (2006). 

 

4.1 The Dyllick & Hockerts Model of Corporate Sustainability  

 
Dyllick & Hockerts (2002) (see Figure 4.1) argue that firms that want to be truly 

sustainable have to satisfy the six criteria of corporate sustainability by demonstrating 

how their business practices go beyond eco- and socio-efficiency to include the 

additional criteria of eco- & socio-effectiveness, sufficiency and ecological equity. 

They also emphasize that the business case is the one that has gained more attention 

but external systems, through stakeholders, may force firms to take more notice on the 

societal and natural case. A summary of this model is given in Table 4.1. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1: The six criteria model (Source: Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002) 
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Table 4.1: A summary of the Dyllick- Hockerts model of corporate sustainability 

(Source: Young & Tilley, 2006) 

 

 

4.2 The McDonough-Braungart Model of Corporate Sustainability  

 
McDonough and Braungart (2002) introduce the concept of triple top line thinking, 

shifting the emphasis to the beginning of the design process. The objective is to 

“create a new way of doing business in which products and industrial processes are so 

intelligently designed they don’t need to be regulated” (McDonough and Braungart, 

2002, p.252). This model is represented by a fractal triangle (Figure 4.2). At each 

corner of the triangle ecology, economy and equity represent a different value system. 

“Every business decision is connected to and has an impact upon all three value 

systems, all of which carry equal weight and require equal consideration” (Young and 

Tilley,2006, p.407). The aim of this model is to give solutions that optimize the value 

in all zones, through asking appropriate questions while moving from zone to zone on 

the triangle. These questions are presented in Table 4.2. 
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Figure 4.2: The Fractal triangle (Source: McDonough & Braungart, 2002) 

 

Table 4.2: A summary of the McDonough - Braungart model of corporate 

sustainability (Source: Young & Tilley, 2006) 

 

 

4.3 The Sustainable Entrepreneurship Model by Young and Tilley 

 

Based on the aforementioned models, Young & Tilley (2006) propose a new model 

for integrating corporate sustainability, that of sustainable entrepreneurship, a term 

defined in Chapter 2. The advancement of the model is the “sustainable 

entrepreneurship” element. The proposed model (Figure 4.3) aims to move towards 
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sustainable entrepreneurship and hence the current labels of business case, natural 

case and societal case in the Dyllick–Hockerts model are replaced by “economic 

entrepreneurship”, “environmental entrepreneurship” and “social entrepreneurship” 

(Young & Tilley, 2006). The main points of the model are the following (Young & 

Tilley, 2006, pp. 411-412): 

 

1. The relationship between economic and sustainable entrepreneurship involves the: 

a. Economic equity, which is the distribution of economic wealth fairly between 

existing generations and future generations. 

b. Inter-generational equity, which requires that the economic welfare of future 

generations is taken into account in company decisions and operations. 

 

2. The relationship between environmental and sustainable entrepreneurship involves: 

a. Environmental stability, which requires employing all positive forces on the 

environment to stabilize and restore the various ecosystem functions, e.g. climate 

change. 

b. Environmental sustainability, which requires that the long-term environmental 

sustainability is taken into account in company decisions and operations. 

 

3. The relationship between social and sustainable entrepreneurship involves the: 

a. Social responsibility, where companies and individuals take responsibility and are 

accountable for direct and indirect, negative and positive impacts on existing 

generations. 

b. Futurity, which refers to the social well-being of future generations being taken into 

account in company decisions and operations. 

 

Ultimately, sustainable entrepreneurship is a sum of all the 12 variables of the model 

operating in unison. Sustainable entrepreneurship is being achieved through the 

incorporation of all the elements and not just some. 
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Figure 4.3: The Sustainable Entrepreneurship model (Source: Young & Tilley, 2006) 
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5. CORPORATE SUSTAINABILITY AND INTEGRATED MANAGEME NT 

SYSTEMS (IMS) 

 

5.1 Theoretical approach   

 
The concept of corporate sustainability and the concept of integrated management 

systems do not appear to be, at least at first impression, connected. However, recent 

research has found linkages between them. The truth is that the literature referring to 

the integration of sustainability into business processes through an IMS is limited and 

the main reason is that both concepts are relative new. Hence, research on them 

individually, let alone combining the two, is still emerging (Asif et al., 2011). 

Nevertheless, there are researches and scholars that have, not only recognized the 

connection between those two concepts, but also proposed specific models and 

frameworks in order to diffuse sustainability into business operation through the 

integration of management systems. 

 

The integration of management systems refers to the incorporation of different 

management systems, related to quality, environment, occupational health & safety, 

social responsibility etc, into one effective system that is able to address all the 

stakeholder issues in a more aggregative way. This concept and its relevant aspects 

are further analyzed in the following chapters. 

 

Freshner & Engelhardt (2004) point out that in order to understand and achieve 

sustainable development a stepwise strategy must be followed. Specifically, these 

steps are the application of cleaner production methods, the creation of an integrated 

management system and the optimization of the supply chain relations and product or 

service features. Cleaner production projects focus mainly on the economic and the 

environmental dimension of sustainability while the integrated management system 

also emphasizes the social dimension. That is because it forms the basis for 

addressing the needs of employees and also helps in defining goals, by improving 

training, communication and quality assurance. 
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Rocha et al. (2007) recognize that an IMS provides the needed framework for the 

incorporation of sustainable development into business processes. Although 

sustainable development is not a system, it has to be built into every level of the 

organization. For this incorporation, the focus is on integrating internal management 

systems, which is the main point of an IMS. They are using the systems approach for 

the integration of management systems and point out that this approach is appropriate 

for the concept of sustainable development and can provide the required model to 

ensure that sustainable development is integrated with existing business infrastructure.  

 

Jorgensen (2008) notices, that unsustainable processes and products can be found in 

any part of the product chain. Therefore, the responsibility of the business activities 

should be expanded to the whole product chain.  He also emphasizes the need for a 

strengthened collaboration with stakeholders and concludes that the integration of 

management systems could set the scene for sustainable development. 

 

5.2 Practical Approach and Specific Models 

5.2.1. The Three Pronged Approach 

 
Asif et al., (2008) argue that achieving corporate sustainability requires a holistic 

approach, where the processes are product-oriented and the main focus is on system 

optimization with the participation of all stakeholders. They propose a three pronged 

approach that addresses sustainability from the following three perspectives: 1) 

physical aspects of product, 2) operational aspects, and 3) management systems that 

run these processes. 

 

First prong: Life Cycle Analysis 

The life cycle analysis refers to the assessment of ecological aspects of inputs, 

throughputs and outputs throughout the life cycle of a product. Essentially, it blocks 

all the unsustainable materials and processes but its disadvantage is that it is focused 

only on the environmental aspect of sustainability. 
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Second prong: Operational Excellence 

Operational excellence is defined as “managing the process effectively and efficiently 

to maximize the stakeholder value in the long perspective, while maintaining a 

balance between the interests of all stakeholders” (Garvare & Isaksson, 2001, cited in 

Asif et al., 2008, p.425). Through operational excellence the organizational 

performance is improved, since the processes get more lean and effective, waste is 

minimized and costs related to non-conformances are reduced. However, operational 

excellence is concerned only with the routine operational processes and hence cannot 

address environmental and social aspects of sustainability. 

 

Third prong: Integration of management systems 

An IMS integrates the essential management systems and guides operational activities 

so that they comply with stakeholder requirements. Compared to the other two prongs 

(LCA and operational excellence), the IMS is unique because it is related to  

management systems that run all operational processes and thus provides a strong 

driving force to sustainability. This is why Asif et al. (2008) characterize it as the 

“software of three pronged approach”. 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1: Three prongs of organisational sustainability (Source: Asif et al., 2008) 

 

The three pronged framework 

The three pronged framework, (Figure 5.2), suggests that once the individual 

processes get evaluated through LCA (first prong) and improved through operational 

excellence (second prong), they get integrated into an IMS (third prong). The IMS 

ensures that the stakeholder requirements are addressed in all organizational levels, 

which is the main goal of corporate sustainability. 
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Figure 5.2: Framework for integrating sustainability in business processes (Source: 

Asif et al., 2008) 

 

5.2.2 The Framework for Corporate Sustainable Development through an IMS 

approach 

 
Asif et al. (2011), recognizing the dynamic nature of corporate sustainability, suggest 

that what businesses need, in order to address the challenges of corporate 

sustainability, is a flexible approach that scans the business environment and 

identifies priority issues. Their interpretation of that flexible approach is an IMS 

approach since it can provide a basis for developing the needed organizational 

structures and addressing continuous improvement. Hence, they firstly presented a 

framework (Figure 5.3) that would help a company to integrate sustainability into its 

business processes and then formed a structured set of diagnostic questions to 

evaluate the extent of integration. 

 

The first step of the process is the identification of key stakeholders and their 

requirements. Then an environmental scan takes place, including the assessment of 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. Combining the two, the level of 
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urgency and priority of various issues is determined. The management systems, which 

are deployed by the company, and consequently their integration, provide a systematic 

way to address stakeholder needs. The framework for corporate sustainability is based 

on the PDCA cycle which provides the basis for the meta-management of 

sustainability integration. Asif et al. (2011, p.361) point out that the meta-

management approach to sustainability: 

• starts from stakeholder dialogue to ensure effective communication with 

stakeholders 

• promotes vertical and horizontal integration to ensure fit among various processes 

at different organizational levels 

• develops the competencies and institutional knowledge for sustainability 

• provides meta-routines for continuous improvement 

 

 

Figure 5.3: The framework for corporate sustainable development through an IMS 

approach (Source: Asif et al., 2011) 

 

Apart from the framework they also formed a set of questions (Tables 5.1a & 5.1b) in 

order to evaluate the extent of the corporate sustainability integration. While the 

framework presents an IMS approach to corporate sustainability, the key questions 

provide insight into how to execute that approach. 
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Table 5.1a: List of the key questions to evaluate the extent of integration (Source: Asif 

et al., 2011) 
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Table 5.1b: List of the key questions to evaluate the extent of integration (Source: 

Asif et al., 2011) 
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6. MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS & MANAGEMENT SYSTEM STANDARDS  

 

6.1 Management Systems (MS) 

 

Karapetrovic & Willborn (1998b) define a management system as a set of individual 

processes and resources that, joined together, try to achieve certain objectives in an 

effective and efficient manner. A management system can regulate the behaviour of a 

system and provide a systematic way to execute a function in a desired manner (Asif 

et al., 2010a). 

 

A similar definition is given by ISO (ISO, 2011), where a management system refers 

to the actions of an organization aiming to manage processes and activities in order 

for the products or services to meet objectives such as: 

• satisfying the customer quality requirements 

• complying with regulations 

• meeting environmental objectives 

 

A company can develop different internal management systems to address various 

needs. The purpose of each management system is to facilitate organizations to 

systematically address the requirements of different stakeholders (Asif et al., 2010b). 

For example, quality management systems assure customer satisfaction by managing 

processes and procedures so that products or services meet customer specifications. 

Similarly, an environmental management system reassures stakeholders that none of 

the products or operations affects the natural surroundings in a harmful way. In a 

well-managed company, all these management systems need to be integrated or at 

least harmonized in order to address organizational objectives. 

 

The increasing demand for the development and implementation of effective 

management systems regarding quality, environment, occupational health & safety 

and corporate social responsibility, has resulted in the proliferation of generic 

standards that describe such management systems. In today business world, for each 

stakeholder there is at least one management system that addresses the diverse needs 
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and assures a good relationship with that stakeholder (Karapetrovic, 2003; 

Karapetrovic & Jonker, 2003).  

 

6.2 Management System Standards (MSS) 

 

Many companies choose to develop their management systems based on specific 

standards that have been generated by standardization organizations. According to 

ISO (ISO, 2011), management system standards provide “a model to follow in setting 

up and operating a management system. This model incorporates the features on 

which experts in the field have reached a consensus as being the international state of 

art”. The most frequently used management system standards are going to be 

presented in the following sections. 

 

6.2.1 ISO (International Organization for Standardization) 

 
ISO is the world’s largest standards developing organization. Since 1947, ISO has 

published more than 18500 international standards. ISO launches the development of 

new standards in response to sectors and stakeholders that express a clearly 

established need for them (ISO, 2011). The mission of ISO is to promote the 

development of standardization, in order to facilitate the international exchange of 

goods and services, and develop cooperation in areas of intellectual, scientific, 

technological and economic activity (Matias & Coelho, 2002). 

 

Certification refers to a written assurance (the certificate) by an external certification 

body that has audited the management system and has verified that it conforms to the 

specific requirements of the relevant standard (ISO, 2011). Certification is not a 

requirement of any of ISO's management system standards but if a company wants, it 

can get a certificate with the cooperation of a certification body. 

  

In business world, the most popular ISO standards originate from ISO 9000 series for 

quality management, ISO 14000 series for environmental management and the most 

recently added, ISO 26000 for social responsibility 
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6.2.2 The PDCA cycle 

 
The PDCA (Plan- Do- Check- Act) cycle, introduced by Deming, is a four step 

management process which is used to address the issue of continuous improvement 

(Figure 6.1). The PDCA cycle is an operating principle of management systems and 

standards (all of ISO standards) and is present in most integration models. Specifically 

(ISO, 2011): 

• Plan refers to establishing objectives and making plans. 

• Do refers to implementing the plans. 

• Check refers to measuring the results in order to compare the actual achievements 

to the objectives set in Plan stage. 

• Act refers to improving and correcting the plans and putting them into practice. 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: The PDCA Cycle (Source: ISO, 2011) 
 
 

6.2.3 ISO 9000   

 
The ISO 9000 series consists of standards and guidelines referring to quality 

management. According to ISO, quality management refers to what the organization 

does to fulfil “the customer quality requirements and applicable regulatory 

requirements, while aiming to enhance customer satisfaction and achieve continual 

improvement of its performance in pursuit of these objectives”. 

 

ISO 9001:2008 is the standard that provides a framework for taking “a systematic 

approach to managing the organization’s processes” so that they consistently generate 
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a product that meets the customer requirements. It is the only standard of the series 

against to which organizations can be certified. ISO 9001:2008 is implemented by 

over a million organizations in 176 countries (ISO, 2011). 

ISO series were firstly introduced in 1987. After their introduction three revisions 

have been taken place, in 1994, 2000 and 2008. The ISO 9000:2000 and ISO 

9000:2008 revisions introduced the following eight quality management principles 

(Zeng et al., 2005; Zeng et al., 2007; Castka & Balzarova, 2007; ISO, 2011): 

1. Customer focus  

2. Leadership 

3. Involvement of people 

4. Process approach 

5. System approach to management 

6. Continual improvement 

7. Factual approach to decision making 

8. Mutually beneficial supplier relationships 

 

From the eight principles five main management requirements are derived (Low and 

Chin, 2003 cited in Zeng et al., 2005; Zeng et al, 2007; Castka & Balzarova, 2007): 

1. Quality management system  

2. Management responsibility 

3. Resources management 

4. Product realization 

5. Measurement, analysis, and improvement 

6.2.4 ISO 14000 

 
The ISO 14000 series, firstly introduced in 1996, address environmental management 

which means, according to ISO, “what an organization does to minimize harmful 

effects on the environment caused by its activities and achieve continual improvement 

of its environmental performance”.  

 

The first two standards of the series are ISO 14001:2004, which gives the generic 

requirements for an environmental management system and provides a framework for 

“a holistic, strategic approach to the organization’s environmental policy, plans and 
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actions” and ISO 14004:2004 which gives general environmental management system 

(EMS) guidelines. Of all the series, only ISO 14001 is a standard and its adoption is 

voluntary. Today ISO 14001:2004 is implemented by 200.000 organizations in 155 

countries (ISO, 2011). 

 

The ISO 14000 series includes five aspects: EMS, environmental auditing, 

environmental labelling, environmental performance evaluation, and life cycle 

assessment (Zeng et al., 2005; Zeng et al., 2007). When an EMS is based on the 

requirements of the ISO 14001:2004, the organization can improve its environmental 

performance, identify and control its environmental impacts, comply with 

environmental regulations and assure internal and external stakeholders that it 

operates in an environmentally responsible way. 

6.2.5 ISO 26000 

 
ISO 26000 was introduced in 2011 and is an international standard that gives 

guidance on corporate social responsibility. It does not contain requirements and 

therefore it is not a certification standard. By providing guidance on terms, 

characteristics, principles and issues related to social responsibility helps the 

organization perform in a socially responsible way. The core subjects it addresses are 

(ISO, 2011): 

1. Organizational governance 

2. Human rights 

3. Labour practices 

4. The environment 

5. Fair operating practices 

6. Consumer issues 

7. Community involvement and development 

6.2.6 OHSAS 18001 

 
OHSAS 18001 can be described as a British standard which is used for certification of 

occupational health & safety management systems. It was formulated by British 

Standards Institution (BSI) in 1999 and revised in 2007. At least until now, ISO does 

not provide a separate standard that addresses occupational health & safety issues. 
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Occupational health & safety (OHS) is concerned with the promotion and 

maintenance of physical, mental and social well-being of workers, by protecting them 

from health risks in the working environment and by adapting the working 

environment to their physiological and psychological capabilities (Montero, et al., 

2009). 

 

Although OHSAS 18001 does not give specific criteria and detailed specifications for 

the design of a health & safety management system, it can be used to (Zeng et al., 

2007): 

1. establish an occupational health & safety management system (OHSMS) to 

minimize risks to employees and other interested parties 

2. implement, maintain, and continually improve an OHSMS 

3. assure the  conformance with the OHS stated policy 

4. demonstrate such conformance to others 

5. make a self-determination and declaration of conformance with the standard’s 

specifications 

6.2.7 SA 8000- Management of Social Accountability 

 
SA 8000 is a certification program that was created by the Council on Economic 

Priorities Accreditation Association in 1997 and revised in 2001 (Tsai & Chou, 2009). 

Its aim is to protect the rights of the employees and is based on international 

conventions regarding (Jorgensen et al., 2006): human rights, child labour, forced 

labour, health & safety, freedom of association, freedom from discrimination, 

disciplinary practices, work hours, compensation and management practices. It is 

widely used in integration models for addressing issues of corporate responsibility. 

6.2.8 Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) 

 
The EU Eco-Management and Audit Scheme is a voluntary management tool for 

companies and other organizations to evaluate report and improve their environmental 

performance (European Commission Environment, 2011). It follows the PDCA 

approach (as ISO 14001 does) and can be used as a basis for the implementation of an 

environmental management system but it is recognized only in European Union. 
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6.3 Compatibility of Management System Standards 

 
An integrated standard does not exist and, at least for now, is not on the ISO agenda, 

but over the last years the revisions of the standards have created a path for more 

compatible management standards, in order to facilitate the integration of the systems 

they describe.  Jorgensen et al. (2006) point out some of the cross-references existing 

among ISO Guide 72 - which gives guidelines for the justification and development of 

management system standards - ISO 9001, ISO 14001 and OHSAS 18001(Figure 

6.2). They also highlight the following initiatives that have improved the 

compatibility among the standards (Jorgensen et al., 2006, p.716): 

• ISO 9001:2000 has a process focusing on continuous improvement which is one 

of the foundations of the environmental and the health & safety management 

systems. 

• The new edition of ISO 14001:2004 has been developed to improve the coherence 

with ISO 9001:2000 and the connection to the EMAS II- Regulation (EC) No 

761/2001 of the European Union is clarified. 

• A common standard ISO 19011:2002 for quality and/or environmental 

management system’s auditing has been developed. 

 

Figure 6.2: Examples of cross-references between ISO Guide 72, ISO 9001, ISO 

14001 and OHSAS 18001 (Source: Jorgensen et al., 2006) 

 

Furthermore, Scipioni et al. (2001) recognize that quality, environmental and health & 

safety management have the following common aspects: 
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• Environmental management, whether it is supported by ISO 14001 or EMAS, 

aims at the reduction of environmental impacts that are closely related to internal 

processes of the organization. Hence, the environmental management models 

used, are similar to quality management models. 

• Environmental and health & safety management are linked in the sense that 

environmental management is closely related to “external safety”, while health & 

safety management is related to “internal safety”. 

• All three systems share the same system logic that defines organizational structure 

in terms of procedures, resources and responsibilities. 

 

 Jorgensen (2008) illustrates the transverse connections between the standards (Figure 

6.3). In the first transverse connection, management systems are considered as an 

integration of different standards that have a number of common activities, such as 

common policy, targets, documentation, and evaluation. The second transverse 

connection points out the need for product life cycle perspective and cooperation with 

stakeholders. Companies need to extent their focus from internal processes to external 

relations and change their strategies and management systems in order to adapt to the 

surrounding conditions. Finally, the third transverse connection, the learning 

organization, indicates the continuous rebuilding and updating, that the management 

systems and the corresponding standards need to take into account. More compatible 

management standards improve the integration possibility and support the transverse 

connections between the systems (Jorgensen, 2008). 

 

 

Figure 6.3: Integration of standards and types of organisational change (Source: 

Jorgensen, 2008)  

 



Τσακιρίδου Αλίκη/ MBA                                                                                 Πανεπιστήµιο Μακεδονίας 

 43 

6.4 SEPARATE AND INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS  

6.4.1 Separate Management Systems 

 
The management systems for quality, environment, health & safety and social 

responsibility can be structured vertically (Figure 6.4), where each system is separate, 

has its own boundaries and operates in parallel with the others. Elements of each 

system must be consistent with each other but there is no need for harmonization 

between the elements of different management systems (Wilkinson & Dale, 1999b; 

Griffith, 2000). 

 

 

 

Figure 6.4: Vertical separate management systems for quality, environment, health 

and safety (Source: Griffith, 2000) 

 

6.4.2 Integrated Management Systems (IMS) 

 
Over the last years in order to address the needs of different stakeholders, 

organizations have begun to implement various management systems. At the same 

time, the number of corresponding management system standards is growing. 

Therefore the issue of the integration of different management system has arisen 

(Bernardo et al., 2010). Leaving different management systems separate and 
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incompatible may cause mistakes and failures, double efforts, unnecessary 

bureaucracy and significant costs (Beckmerghagen et al., 2003). 

 

Karapetrovic (2003, p.9) , defines an IMS as “a single set of interconnected processes 

that share a unique pool of human, information, material, infrastructure and financial 

resources in order to achieve a composite of goals related to the satisfaction of a 

variety of stakeholders”. 

 

For Griffith (2000, p.232) an IMS is “the organizational structure, resources and 

procedures used to plan, monitor and control project quality, safety and environment”. 

An IMS tries to combine similar aspects of different standards in order to simplify 

management procedures, minimize paperwork and reduce costs.  

 

For Beckmerghagen et al., (2003, p.214) the integration of management systems can 

be defined as “a process of putting together different function-specific management 

systems into a single and more effective integrated management system (IMS)”.  

 

Similarly, Bernardo et al., (2009), summarizing some of the definitions given in 

literature, define integration as a process of linking different standardized 

management systems  into a unique management system, with common resources, in 

order to improve stakeholder satisfaction. 

 

The role of an IMS according to Griffith (2000, p.235) is to: 

• augment the corporate organization in the management of multiple functions 

• accommodate multiple operating site (projects) organizations 

• meet applicable legislation and standards 

 

An IMS is presented in Figure 6.5. A cross-functional horizontal management 

structure is used. In this approach, the management functions and systems become 

integrated at strategic level. A distinct policy is developed for quality, environment 

and safety. A culture of a holistic view towards business operations is enhanced into 

these policies. The policies are combined into a common management procedures 

manual that gives guidance over best practices.  
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Figure 6.5: A horizontal cross-functional management system for quality, 

environment, health and safety (Source: Griffith, 2000) 
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7. MAIN ISSUES OF INTEGRATION  

 

Before starting the designing and implementation of a successful IMS, the 

organization must consider some very important issues concerning the integration. 

These issues are mainly concerned with the selection of the management systems that 

are going to be integrated, the integration order, the required integration levels, the 

expected benefits, and finally the integration approaches and specific models. There 

are several proposals over these topics and each organization has to take into account 

its unique characteristics and surrounding circumstances in order to choose the 

appropriate solutions. 

 

7.1 Integration Dimensions 

 

Asif et al. (2009) argue that the implementation of any system constitutes a form of 

organizational change from one state to another. Therefore, based on the “three 

essential dimensions of change”, described by Pettigrew and Whipp (1991), recognize 

three integration dimensions. These three dimensions, presented in figure 7.1 are: 

 

1. The content of IMS (what) 

There is no specific mention of what constitutes an IMS or what should be its 

components. Most of the published work concentrates on integration of quality, 

environmental and health & safety management systems. Most recent models and 

approaches incorporate management systems for corporate social responsibility too 

(Asif et al., 2009). The choice of which management systems to implement always 

depends on the unique circumstances faced by the organisation and an IMS is required 

to ensure that they are all integrated into the mainstream business infrastructure 

(Rocha et al., 2007). Furthermore, as Karapetrovic (2003) points out, a true IMS must 

be able to incorporate whatever additional management system emerges in the future. 

 

2. The context of IMS: The internal and external environment (where) 

The context of an IMS is divided into external and internal. The external context 

includes economic and business factors, external politics and social factors, while the 

internal context includes resources, capabilities, culture, and politics (Pettigrew and 
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Whipp, 1991 cited in Asif et al., 2009). Basically, the context refers to all those 

factors that can influence the implementation of an IMS, both in a positive and in a 

negative way. 

 

Some of the difficulties and challenges faced during the implementation process are 

the (Karapetrovic and Willborn, 1998a; Wilkinson & Dale, 2001; Karapetrovic, 2002; 

Beckmerghagen et al., 2003; McDonald et al., 2003, Zutshi & Sohal, 2005; Jorgensen 

et al., 2006; Salomone, 2008; Asif et al., 2009; Tarí & Molina-Azorín, 2010) : 

• Different nature of individual systems (Different composition, scope). 

• Employee competitiveness, due to conflict between different functions and 

resistance. 

• Lack of employee motivation and participation. 

• Lack of resources (financial and knowledge). 

• Devoting too many or too few resources to the system. This results in either costs 

exceeding benefits or not obtaining the full benefits. 

• Lack of strategy for integration. 

• Perception that existing management systems are sufficient and should remain 

separate and misunderstanding of the integration concept. 

• Past bad experience with other management models. 

• Insufficient communication and management commitment. 

• Lack of relevant expertise to cover all system requirements. 

• Lack of pressure from customers or competitors to implement an IMS. 

• Post-IMS implementation difficulties (reduced flexibility, increased bureaucracy). 

 

On the other hand, Asif et al. (2009), summarizing the existing literature, address 

management commitment, strategic planning, tailor-made IMS design, employee 

training, cultural change, performance measurement, reward systems, experts’ and 

key users’ support, as some of the most important  key enablers for the  integration 

implementation. 

 

3. The process of IMS implementation (how) 

The third integration dimension is the process by which implementation takes place. 

The IMS implementation process could be seen as a flow of activities trying to 



Τσακιρίδου Αλίκη/ MBA                                                                                 Πανεπιστήµιο Μακεδονίας 

 48 

achieve an objective. For this implementation process many approaches and specific 

models have been proposed (see Chapter 8).  

 

 

 

Figure 7.1: Three dimensions of IMS Implementation (Source: Asif et al., 2009) 

 

7.2 Integration Strategies 

 

The integration strategies are concerned with the order in which the management 

systems are going to be established and then integrated. Karapetrovic & Willborn 

(1998a) propose the following three strategies for the integration of management 

systems. They specifically focus on the quality and the environmental management 

system concluding that a company can establish: 

1. The QMS first and the EMS second. 

2. The EMS first and the QMS second. 

3. The QMS and the EMS simultaneously. 

 

Karapetrovic (2002), based on the three aforementioned strategies, argues that there 

are four possible strategies that a company can apply in order to attain an IMS, 

depending on which systems already exist and which are required. These four 

strategies are: 
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1. Establish QMS first and then other systems 

It is the most commonly used strategy since a larger number of companies have a 

QMS, compared to all other management systems. Furthermore, if the second system 

established is an EMS, the appropriate elements of the EMS can be documented and 

implemented as add-ons to the existing QMS elements. 

 

2. Establish EMS first and then other systems 

The second strategy is advantageous for organizations under high pressure for an 

urgent establishment of an environmental management system. This approach has 

higher potential for liability protection, motivation, cooperation and involvement of 

local community from the start of the process. 

 

3. Establish EMS and QMS simultaneously and then others 

In this strategy a common model is adopted first, then follows the integration of 

quality and environmental management system elements and finally the other systems 

are formed into this integrated system. 

The advantages of this strategy are (Karapetrovic & Willborn, 1998a, p. 210): 

• establishment of an integrated and optimal performance management system from 

the start 

• more comprehensive involvement of all interested parties 

• reduced use of multiple resources and improved cost effectiveness 

• use of synergy effects from the development of both systems together 

• harmonization and unified problem solving from the beginning of the project 

 

4. Common IMS core, then IMS modules 

This strategy is similar to the previous but is not limited to starters. First common 

elements of any systems are identified and developed and then function-specific 

modules get incorporated. 
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7.3 Integration Levels 

 

Another main topic of integration, that needs to be addressed, is the degree of 

integration or the number of the integration levels. There are various approaches 

towards this subject, but what can be concluded is that the levels of integration depend 

on the organization itself and its unique needs.  There is no ideal number of levels, yet 

many authors have proposed their own theories. 

 

To begin with, Wilkinson & Dale (1999a) conclude that integration is taking place in 

a number of different ways or levels. They specifically propose 4 levels of integration.  

At the first level, each individual management system is integrated into every function 

and activity. At the second level, the systems are combined based on the identified 

linkages between the standards. The third level involves the integration of selected 

parts of the management systems with other certificated systems and finally, at the 

fourth level, certificated and uncertificated systems are integrated with the overall 

management system, thus resulting in a “true IMS”.  

 

Seghezzi (1997, cited in Bernardo et al., 2009) describes three different ways for the 

integration. The first one is “addition”, where the function-specific systems and their 

documents are separate, but their contents are comparable. In “merger”, a total system 

is created with the integration of work instructions, but the partial systems are still 

visible since the procedures and the manual are not yet integrated. Finally, in 

“integration”, companies develop a generic management system as their general 

system and include all partial systems in it.  

 

Kirkby (2002, cited in Bernardo et al., 2009) refers to separate, aligned and integrated 

management systems, implying three different levels of integration.  The first level is 

“separate”, where every management system covers only its own distinct area. The 

second level is “aligned”, where management systems use the common areas of the 

standards and all the common elements are routed through the same system. The last 

level, “integrated”, combines all systems into one common management system. 
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Karapetrovic (2002), using the systems approach, recognizes three levels of 

harmonization, including integration of documentation, alignment of processes, 

objectives and resources and finally creation of an “all- in -one” system . Furthermore 

in 2003, referring to the extent of function-specific systems integration, he concluded 

that a company can choose between full integration, which causes the loss of the 

systems’ unique identities, and partial integration which can range from simple 

collaboration to objectives, processes and resources alignment. Essentially he 

incorporated the first two levels in the “partial integration” notion and related the 

notion of “full integration” to the creation of an “all-in-one” system. 

 

Beckmerhagen et al. (2003), recognize three degrees of integration: harmonization, 

cooperation and amalgamation. In “harmonization”, organizations integrate the 

documentation at a partial level. The enhancement of the system by using integrated 

audits and resource deployment, takes integration one step further to “cooperation”. 

The final degree is ‘‘amalgamation’’ where a new and comprehensive IMS is 

achieved. 

 

Pojasek (2006, p. 90), in order to describe the integration levels, uses the British 

Standards Institution (BSI) progression from “combined” to “integrated” : 

• Step 1- Combined: Separate management systems are being used at the same time 

in the same organization. 

•  Step 2- Integratable: Common elements in the management systems have been 

identified. 

• Step 3- Integrating: Common elements have been identified and are being 

integrated.  

• Step 4- Integrated: There is one system incorporating all common elements. 

 

Jorgensen et al. (2006) and Jorgensen (2008) identify the following integration levels: 

1. Corresponding Integration or Correspondence: increased compatibility with cross-

references between parallel systems and internal coordination. 

2. Coordinated and Coherent Integration or Generic: understanding of generic 

processes and tasks in the management cycle. 
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3. Strategic and Inherent Integration or Integration: creation of an organisational 

learning culture, continuous improvement of performance and stakeholder 

participation. 

 

Bernardo et al. (2009), summarizing some of the above literature (see Figure 7.2), 

conclude that there are four levels that indicate approximately the same degree of 

integration, from separation or no integration (“level 0”) to complete integration 

(“level 3”).  

 

 

Figure 7.2: Degrees of integration (Source: Bernardo et al., 2009) 
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7.4 Integration Benefits 

 

Summarizing the existing literature, (Karapetrovic & Willborn, 1998a; Wilkinson & 

Dale, 1998; Griffith, 2000; Karapetrovic, 2003; Karapetrovic & Jonker, 2003; 

McDonald et al., 2003; Beckmerghagen et al., 2003; Zutshi & Sohal, 2005; Zeng et 

al., 2005;  Bobrek &. Sokovic 2006; Jorgensen et al., 2006; Salomone, 2008; Asif et 

al 2008;  Bernardo et al., 2009; Asif et al., 2010a, Tarí & Molina-Azorín, 2010), the 

arising integration benefits could be categorized into various levels ,as follows:  

 

Organizational Performance level  

• improved organizational performance 

• improved operating efficiency and productivity 

• improved technology development  

• leaner system without redundancies 

• improved system effectiveness and efficiency 

• synergy effects  

• progress towards sustainable development and continuous improvement 

 

Management systems level 

• simplified systems resulting in less confusion, redundancy or conflicts in 

documentation 

• reduction in the fuzzy management boundaries between individual systems 

• broadening the horizon beyond the functional level of any individual system 

• reduction in duplication of policies, procedures and records 

• simplification of standards and requirements for management systems 

• alignment of objectives, processes and resources in different functional areas 

 

Financial level 

• cost savings by optimization of time and resources assigned to the systems 

• cost reduction in the areas of standards interpretation and implementation 

• decrease in the volume of paper and number of forms in the company 

•  reduction in the costs of internal and external audits 
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Employee level 

• improved internal management methods and cross-functional teamwork 

• reduction of administrative burdens due to improved internal coordination  

• improved communication between all organizational levels 

• elimination of  overlap of effort 

• higher staff motivation and morale 

 

Customer / Market level 

•  positive market and community image 

• enhanced customer satisfaction and confidence 

•  competitive advantages 
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8. SPECIFIC MODELS & APPROACHES FOR THE INTEGRATION  OF 

MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS  

 

8.1 Criteria for Model Suitability  

 

Jonker & Karapetrovic (2004) point out a number of criteria that can determine if a 

model is appropriate for the integration. They recognize that, an integration model 

should be: 

• Able to incorporate all the common elements of function-specific management 

systems. 

• Generic, in order to be applicable to all organizations and all management systems 

and standards.  

• Flexible, so that it meets the specific requirements of any management system. 

• Fully compatible with the function-specific management system standards (MSS). 

• Supportive of the relevant methodology, according to which the IMS is going to 

be implemented, assessed and improved.  

 

Ahsen & Funck (2001, p. 168) propose some additional questions that must be 

answered, in order to determine the suitability of an integration model. Specifically, 

those questions refer to: 

• Level of integration: To what extend does the model promote that quality and 

environmental objectives are considered in relevant decisions? 

• Transparency: To what extend does the model promote the analysis of the 

relationship between quality and environmental management? 

• Environmental orientation: To what extend does the model promote the active and 

systematic search for measures to improve environmental protection? 

• Effort of integration: How much effort with regard to financial resources and 

personnel has to be invested into the implementation? 
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8.2 A Model based on a Total Quality Approach  

 

Wilkinson & Dale (2001) point out that the integration of the documentation and 

audits forms only a step towards the integration of management systems. Therefore, 

they propose a model for the integration of quality, environmental and health & safety 

management systems. The model shows the elements of an IMS and what 

organizations need to consider during its implementation. Every organization can use 

this model and particularly those involved in TQM activities though their quality 

system. 

 

The combined system, suggested by this model, contains a QMS, EMS and OHSMS 

(Figure 8.1). Each of these systems has lost its independence. The integrated resources 

include people, finance, equipment, tools and techniques, information, documentation 

and training. The processes have as an aim to satisfy stakeholder requirements and 

they have a common range of activities, each of which is connected to quality, 

environmental and health & safety, needs and policy. 

 

The resources, processes and procedures interact through the structure and culture- 

both promoting the TQM key elements and philosophy - in order to execute the 

activities of planning, controlling, implementing, measuring, improving and auditing 

and transform inputs into outputs. The outputs are compared with the goals and the 

feedback of this comparison is used for the revision of the objectives and for the 

necessary adjustments. 
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Figure 8.1:  A model of an integrated quality, environment and health and safety 

management system (Source: Wilkinson & Dale, 2001) 

 

8.3 The Systems Model for the Integration of Management Systems 

 

According to Karapetrovic & Jonker (2003; 2004), any solution aiming at the 

integration of management systems has two parts (Figure 8.2):  

1. A model that harmonize, align and integrate specific standards requirements. This 

model also provides a flexible framework to accommodate the inclusion of any 

current and future management system standard. Jonker & Karapetrovic (2004) refer 

to this model as the “ingredients” for the integration. 

2. A methodology to support the conceptual model and to guide the organization 

towards the integration. This methodology, referred also as the “recipe” for 

integration by Jonker & Karapetrovic (2004), answers the question of “how to build 

your own IMS”. 
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Figure 8.2: Transition from separate to integrated management systems (Source: 

Karapetrovic & Jonker, 2003) 

 

Karapetrovic & Jonker (2003; 2004) argue that both the model and the methodology 

should be based on the systems approach, introduced by Karapetrovic & Willborn 

(1998a; 1998c). A system is “a composite of interlinked processes that function 

harmoniously, share the same resources and are directed towards the achievement of 

set goals or objectives” (Karapetrovic, 2002, p.64). This idea has been built on the 

definition given by Karapetrovic & Willborn (1998c, p.256), where a system is “a 

unified whole of interdependent processes, that function harmoniously, using various 

resources, to achieve an objective. The objective of the system defines and drives it 

and processes within the system transform input into output”. 

 

 The systems approach looks at a problem as a whole, rather than as independent 

parts, and conceptualizes the organization as a single system rather than as a set of 

operational systems. Therefore, function - specific management systems represent 

different forms of the same system and the IMS is seen as an umbrella covering other 

systems or as a “system of systems” (Karapetrovic, 2002).  As Karapetrovic & 

Willborn (1998a) point out when two systems are linked in a way that results in loss 

of the independence of one or both they are integrated. Interlinked or integrated 

systems form a “system of systems”. Within the “system of systems”, individual 

systems are interlinked without relinquishing their individual identities. The “system 
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of systems” needs to be designed and managed as an individual system, but the 

management of its various subsystems should not be ignored. 

 

Model and application (Figure 8.3) 

Initially the shared requirements of the standards can be integrated in a core element, 

whereas the requirements specific to a management system may be placed in a 

functional module. This harmonization process is performed in order to easily 

reconcile differences between the standards. Consequently, broader requirements of 

one standard can be used as a common denominator for an IMS requirement, without 

the need to separate functional modules (Jonker & Karapetrovic, 2004). 

 

Methodology 

Jonker & Karapetrovic (2004), state that it is not possible to develop a methodology 

that will work in all cases. This happens because both the objectives (ending points) 

and initial conditions (starting points) during the implementation of the IMS are 

different in each company. Therefore, “the actual paths to an IMS will be different, 

even though the roadmap, represented by the methodology, may be the same”. The 

methodology will not describe what must be done in each individual case, but will 

contain the principles and techniques that can be generally applied to implement an 

IMS. 

 

 

Figure 8.3: The systems model for IMS (Source: Karapetrovic& Jonker, 2003) 
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8.4 A Multi-level Synergetic Model  

 
Zeng et al. (2007), propose a multi - level synergetic model for the integration of 

management systems which is shown in Figure 8.4. At level 1, the strategic synergy is 

the top priority. The strategy for quality, environmental and health & safety 

management refers to strategic objectives, plans, and actions. The three standards -

ISO 9001, ISO 14001 and OHSAS 18001- have as a common underlying principle the 

continuous improvement which is based on Deming’s cycle (Plan- Do-Check- Act).  

 

At level 2, there are three pillars including organizational structural, cultural and 

resource synergy. Synergy of the organizational structure requires coordination from 

the top manager to the bottom front-line staff. Support and commitment from the top 

management is an essential requirement for the integration process. Cultural synergy 

is also important for the integration because a common culture is essential for 

continuous improvement. Finally, the synergic utilization of resources - human and 

financial - requires considering the similarities and compatibilities of the three 

systems.  

 

At level 3 the documentation synergy takes place. Documentation synergy refers to 

organization’s policies, values and principles that relate to process safety, health & 

safety, environment, quality and other concerns. The procedures usually contain input 

requirements, desired outputs, required resources, process steps and employee 

responsibilities. Finally, the work instructions should be developed where existing 

instructions are not adequate. 
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Figure 8.4:  A synergetic model for IMS (Source: Zeng et al., 2007) 

 

8.5 An IMS Model for SMEs  

 
Mackau (2003) proposes a model for the integration of management systems in 

SMEs. This model is based on a manual comprised of the five following chapters: 

1. “Company and management design” 

This chapter describes the organization of the company and the management systems. 

These include the statements of roles and competencies, the creation and control of 

documents, the explanation of the company’s structure and the human resource focus. 

2. “Products and services” 

In this chapter the names of products and services along with their manufacturing 

requirements and processes are defined by the demands of law, company and 

customers. 

3. “Process design” 

In this chapter a process model is presented in order to visualize all the processes. It 

includes both main and side processes.  

4. “Customer and supply focus” 

This chapter refers to the suppliers, subcontractors and customers. In this way, the 

knowledge of the IMS becomes available to groups that originally do not have 

reference to it. 
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5. “Benchmarking and continuous improvement” 

This chapter discusses the continuous improvement, the evaluation of efficiency of 

measures and of benchmarking.  

In all those chapters and subchapters the basic principles of TQM and the contents of 

management standards - in this case the standards refer to quality, environmental and 

health & safety management- are taken into account. Every company can make its 

own manual and expand the proposed chapters according to its individual needs. 

 

8.6 A European Project for the Integration of Management Systems  

 
The following model has emerged from the research of Scipioni et al. (2001). In 2000, 

the Euro Info Centre EIC/IT 378 charged the Research Centre for Quality and 

Environment of the University of Padova to develop a guide for the integration of 

management systems (quality, environmental, health & safety) in SMEs. The main 

goals of the guide are (Scipioni et al., 2001, p.136): 

• to stimulate SMEs to implement environmental management systems 

• to demonstrate the possibility to integrate EMS with other systems 

• to improve the access of the companies to the IMS 

• to improve the knowledge of the companies on the sustainable development bases 

 

This guide is a support document for SMEs that want to take advantage of the 

synergies between quality, environmental and health & safety management systems. It 

consists of four chapters and its contents are presented in Tables 8.1a and 8.1b. The 

first three chapters refer to the aspects of the three management systems, while the 

fourth chapter refers to the IMS and is suggesting an integration model. The fourth 

chapter consists of the following four subsections (Scipioni et al., 2001, p.136-137): 

• Section 4.1 deals with management responsibility. 

• Section 4.2 speaks about the resources that the organization must have, in order to 

ensure that improvement objectives are reached effectively.  

• Section 4.3 describes how it is possible to integrate the main processes of the 

organization. 

• Section 4.4 looks at the methods and instruments that an organization can use to 

measure its objectives and to plan new improvement targets. 
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As a complement to the IMS Implementation Guide, the same group has realized an 

IMS Self Assessment Guide, so that SMEs recognize the weak points of the IMS and 

evaluate the improvements of the system. At the same time, with this guide, Euro Info 

Centres can evaluate the difficulties faced by SMEs and assist their endeavor. 

 

Table 8.1a: The IMS guide table of contents - Chapters 1-3 (Source Scipioni et al., 

2001) 
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Table 8.1b: The IMS guide table of contents – Chapter 4 (Source: Scipioni et al., 

2001) 

 

 

8.7 A Risk Analysis-based Approach  

 
Labodova, 2004, argues that there are two possible ways for the integration of 

management systems: 

I. A step by step, sequential implementation of individual systems, QMS–EMS–

OHSMS and combining them into IMS. 

Using this approach, the framework and procedures from the QMS implementation 

are used for the EMS structuring. Lower levels of documentation - for example 

procedure descriptions and working constructions - cover issues referring to quality, 

environment and health & safety. The highest levels of documentation, for example 

the manuals, can be integrated or written separately. 

 

II. An implementation of an IMS covering all areas (QMS–EMS–OHSMS) based on 

the following model- methodology. 

The methodology for this model is based on the methodology that was originally 

developed for OHSAS 18001 and consists of seven steps: 
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1. Description of the production system installations and the surrounding 

environment. 

2. Identification of sources of hazard and possible target systems. 

3. Scenarios- combination of sources and targets, identification of possible actions. 

4. Evaluation of risk - definition of risk, probability and consequences. 

5. Setting-up the objectives.  

6. Definition of means of prevention and protection. 

7. Management of risk. Risk management must involve procedures, resources, 

timetables etc., in order to fulfil safety programmes and reduce the risk level. 

 

8.8 A Generic Process for the Integration of Management Systems  

 
Karapetrovic (2003) presents a generic process for the integration of internal 

management systems which is depicted in Figure 8.5. In the beginning of the process, 

the integration objectives and the IMS feasibility and scope are determined. The 

second step is choosing the integration model. According to Karapetrovic the systems 

approach is the most appropriate method, albeit it is not the only model that can be 

used. The third step requires collaboration between top and middle management in 

order to decide which functions will be included in the IMS and which standards will 

be used as the IMS criteria. After choosing the function-specific standards, their 

requirements are integrated and a set of criteria for the IMS measurement is being set. 

The measurement process is undertaken by an IMS audit. A gap analysis against the 

criteria is performed and then follows the alignment and integration of IMS 

documentation, goals, processes and resources. Finally, the last step of the integration 

process is the continuous improvement of the IMS, which can be done both in 

quantitative and qualitative manners. 
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Figure 8.5:  Flowchart for the implementation of integrated management systems 

(Source: Karapetrovic, 2003) 

 

8.9 Process Embedded Design of IMS  

 

Asif et al. (2009) argue that the IMS implementation requires both vertical and 

horizontal integration across all levels of the organization. With vertical integration, 

the strategic plans are transformed into management processes and then operational 

activities, while with the horizontal integration the different requirements of 

individual management systems are integrated into one composite activity. The 

horizontal integration is accomplished through Process Embedded Design of IMS – 

PEDIMS (see Figure 8.6). PEDIMS is designed to embed an IMS in the operational 

activities of an organization, and to help other functions to understand and implement 

an IMS.  
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With PEDIMS, core processes are designed according to the requirements of quality, 

environment, health & safety and social responsibility. Then, tools and techniques, 

such as Pareto analysis, six sigma, etc., are used so that operational excellence is 

achieved. The next stage involves incorporating the improved processes into the 

mainstream of management systems and finally this improved IMS can be thought, as 

Karapetrovic (2003, p. 6) states “as the first step towards business excellence”. 

 

 

 

Figure 8.6: Process embedded design of IMS (PEDIMS) (Source: Asif et al., 2009) 

 

Once a context-specific and process-based design of IMS is designed, the next stage is 

to put it in to practice. The IMS implementation is illustrated in Figure 8.7. This 

schema is based on the PDCA cycle. Firstly, the decision to implement the IMS is 

made and then the evaluation of the appropriate management systems follows. So, the 

“plan” stage is followed by the implementation stage (“do” stage) and then the 

monitoring of the process (“check and act” stage) (Asif et al., 2009). 
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Figure 8.7: IMS implementation roadmap based on PDCA (Source: Asif et al., 2009) 

 

8.10 A Stakeholder Requirements-based Framework for the Meta-management 

of IMS  

 
Asif et al. (2010a), propose a systems approach for the integration of management 

systems, where stakeholder requirements are identified and then addressed through 

various management sub-systems. The systems approach is facilitated through meta-

management of various sub-systems. The meta-management approach takes into 

account the whole system, rather than ad hoc fixes that cover only a part of the 

problem, to provide management of an integrated system for the whole business. They 

developed a “stakeholder requirements-based framework for the meta-management of 

integration of MSs” which is illustrated in Figure 8.8.  

 

The process of integration starts from the identification of the stakeholders and their 

requirements. At strategic level, business goals and strategy are designed to meet the 

identified requirements. Then, the focus is shifted from the strategic level towards the 

tactical and operational level. Specifically, integrated manual and integrated 

procedures, for the operational processes, are developed. According to these 

procedures, the execution of operations is concerned with the requirements of all 
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stakeholders. Consequently, the processes comply with the requirements of quality, 

environment, health & safety, and other stakeholder requirements that management 

has chosen to incorporate. 

 

The framework is driven by the “Direction-consistency-coherence-feedback cycle” 

(Hardjono et al., 1996 cited in Asif et al., 2010a) to make sure that the process leads to 

continuous improvement. Direction refers to organisation’s choices and common 

aims. Consistency is the “vertical translation or fit” of the common aims and 

organizational values into objectives and tasks, while coherence is the “horizontal 

coordination or fit” between processes, chains, operating companies, departments and 

individuals and also includes structures, systems, and competencies. Finally, feedback 

assures that learning can take place at all levels and over varying timeframes. 

 

 

Figure 8.8: Systems approach to integration of management systems (Asif et al., 

2010a) 
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8.11 The IMS Motor Model  

 
Rocha et al. (2007) present a model for the integration of management systems that 

incorporates MSS for quality (ISO 9001:2000), environment (ISO 14001: 2004), 

health & safety (OHSAS 18001: 1999) and corporate social responsibility (AA1000: 

1999). The model consists of the following seven key elements: 

1. Stakeholders 

2. Resources 

3. Leadership 

4. Values 

5. Objectives 

6. Processes 

7. Results 

All key elements are influenced by the content of the four above-mentioned standards. 

They assimilate the operation of their model to the operation of an electrical motor 

(Figure 8.9) and the linkages between those two are illustrated in Table 8.2. 

 

Table 8.2: Linkages between the Electrical Motor and the IMS Model (Source: Based 

on the work of Rocha et al. 2007) 

ELECTRICAL MOTOR IMS MODEL 

Battery 

Pole A 

Pole B 

Stakeholders  

Stakeholder Contributions 

Stakeholder Requirements 

Electric Energy Resources 

Stator Leadership, Values, Objectives 

Rotor Processes 

Spinning movement Results 

The battery provides electric energy to the motor. The electric energy feeds into the 

stator to generate a magnetic field. Finally the rotor, directed by the stator, transforms 

the electric energy into spinning movement. 

The stakeholders provide resources to the IMS model and to the organization. 

Leadership, values and objectives drive the performance of the organization by 

directing the processes which, in turn, transform resources into results.  
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Figure 8.9: The IMS “motor” model (Source: Rocha et al., 2007) 

8.12 Incorporating Sustainable Development into an IMS 

 
The connection between corporate sustainability and integrated of management 

systems has been outlined in Chapter 5.  In that chapter, an IMS was seen as a tool or 

a step for achieving corporate sustainability. In this chapter a reverse connection 

between the two concepts is going to be made through the presentation of an IMS 

model, into which sustainable development has been incorporated. 

 

Rocha et al. (2007) presented the IMS motor model for the integration of management 

systems that consisted of seven key elements and specifically, stakeholders, resources, 
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leadership, values, objectives, processes and results. They also pointed out that 

sustainable development could be incorporated into their model both at micro and at 

macro level in the following ways: 

 

i) Applying Sustainable Development at the Micro- level 

At micro level the aim is to build the principles of sustainable development into each 

IMS element. Hence, the following adjustments are proposed: 

1. Stakeholders: Consider the needs of both present and future stakeholders and build 

partnerships with the most important of them. 

2. Resources: A more effective use of existing resources. Focus on renewable 

materials and ethically produced products. 

3. Leadership: Integration of sustainable development principles into top-level 

corporate policy statements and decision making processes. Focus on the long-

term impacts of decisions. 

4. Values: Equity, diversity, opportunity, learning culture, exceeding minimum 

requirements and innovative ideas are highlighted. 

5. Objectives: Address the three dimensions of sustainability (economic, 

environmental, social) and acknowledge that trade-offs will be required among 

competing goals. 

6. Processes: Efficiency, throughput reduction and innovative improvements. 

7. Results: Broader view of business success and development of sustainable 

development indicators for corporate performance measurements. 

 

ii) Applying Sustainable Development at the Macro- level 

For sustainable development to be fully integrated into organization’s existing 

business processes, the IMS should also be examined from a macro-level perspective. 

The macro-level perspective is essential in order to manage the trade-offs between 

conflicting goals because at this point the whole system must be taken into account 

and not only its individual elements. Viewing decisions from the perspective of only 

one element may optimize performance in that area but affect negatively the IMS in 

other areas. The macro-level perspective is also required in addressing issues of 

horizontal and vertical integration of the IMS since the successful implementation of 

sustainable development requires both vertical and horizontal integration. 
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9. CONCLUSIONS 
 
In the previous chapters, the concepts of Corporate Sustainability (Chapters 2-4) and 

Integrated Management Systems (Chapters 6-8), have been analyzed separately and in 

relation to each other (Chapter 6, 8.12). Apart from the models connecting the two 

notions, some common key points have arisen. Specifically, those points are the 

holistic organizational approach, the philosophy of continuous improvement, the need 

for top management commitment and finally the focus on stakeholder satisfaction and 

participation. The connection between the two concepts becomes evident via the 

following observations: 

 

• Through analyzing models and approaches that connect corporate sustainability 

and integrated management systems a dual relationship between those two 

concepts emerges. On the one hand, the integration of management systems can 

be considered as a necessary step towards corporate sustainability (see Freshner & 

Engelhardt 2004; Asif et al., 2008; Asif et al., 2011). On the other hand, corporate 

sustainability can be considered as an idea that can be incorporated into already 

existing management systems (see Rocha et al, 2007). In any case, what can be 

concluded is that the integration of management systems, provides the appropriate 

framework to incorporate sustainability into management processes and therefore 

into business routine. 

 

• The holistic view relates to the shift of organization’s focus towards the whole 

supply chain and to the adoption of a philosophy of continuous improvement. The 

holistic view is part of the IMS concept, since by incorporating all the 

management systems into a new one, an extended view of the organization’s 

functions and objectives is provided and the main goal becomes the optimization 

of the whole system. The philosophy of continuous improvement is also inherent 

to the IMS concept since it is one of the main operating principles of every 

system. Since sustainability can be achieved at a corporate level, both the holistic 

view and the continuous improvement become necessary in order to eliminate 

unsustainable products and processes along the whole supply chain and consider 

the economic, environmental and social impacts of the organization’s decisions. 
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• As any organizational change, the establishment of an IMS, along with the shift 

towards corporate sustainability, requires the support of all involved parties and 

especially top management commitment in order to assist the new philosophy and 

the operation of the integrated system. This idea is enhanced by the fact that both 

concepts relate mainly to corporate level decisions and strategies.  

 

• Stakeholder focus is a part of sustainability’s first definition and is highly 

connected to the management systems concept, since the purpose of both is to 

satisfy the different stakeholders. The need for sustainability (Asif et al., 2008) 

addresses the issue of appropriate management processes to transform inputs into 

outputs without jeopardizing the needs of any stakeholder. In order to design these 

processes, management systems can be established and since every stakeholder 

has to be satisfied, integrating those systems seems like a logical solution that can 

reassure that everyone is taking its fair share of attention.  

 

• It could be argued that corporate sustainability has a triple nature, whether 

referring to its pillars, dimensions, capitals or cases, and this nature could be 

summarized as its economic, environmental and social aspect. Those aspects can 

be addressed through corresponding management systems and this connection is 

evident when considering the management system standards and their main 

principles, in relation to corporate sustainability criteria as shown in the following 

Tables. 
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Table 9.1a: Connections between corporate sustainability criteria and management 

system standards. 

Corporate 

Sustainability 

Criterion 

Connection- Explanation Management System Standard 

ISO 14000/ EMAS 
Eco-efficiency 

Eco-efficiency highlights the 

ecological impact of 

organization’s operation. ISO 26000 (Environment) 

ISO 26000 (Labour practices, 

Fair operations practices, Human 

rights) 

OHSAS 18001 

SA 8000 (Human rights, 

Freedom from discrimination, 

Health & safety, Work hours) 

Socio-efficiency 

Socio-efficiency is concerned 

with maximizing positive and 

minimizing negative social 

impacts, found both inside and 

outside the organization. 

ISO 9000 (Leadership, 

Involvement of people) 

ISO 14000/ EMAS (Process 

design with regards to 

environment protection) 

Eco-

effectiveness 

Eco-effectiveness focuses on 

the process design in order to 

minimize negative 

environmental impact. ISO 26000 (Environment) 

ISO 9000 (Customer focus) 
Sufficiency 

Sufficiency is concerned with 

sustainable consumerism; 

organizations are supposed to 

stop the promotion of 

unsustainable products. ISO 26000 (Consumer issues) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Τσακιρίδου Αλίκη/ MBA                                                                                 Πανεπιστήµιο Μακεδονίας 

 76 

Table 9.1b: Connections between corporate sustainability criteria and management 

system standards. 

Corporate 

Sustainability 

Criterion  

Connection- Explanation Management System Standard 

SA 8000 (Human rights, Child 

labour,  Forced labour, Freedom 

from discrimination) Socio-

effectiveness 

Socio-effectiveness highlights 

the absolute positive social 

impact that could be achieved 

by the organization. 

ISO 26000 (Fair operations 

practices, Community 

involvement and development) 

ISO 9000 (Resource 

management) Ecological 

Equity 

Ecological equity refers to the 

fair distribution of capital with 

regard to current and future 

generations. 

ISO 14000 (Life cycle 

assessment) 

All the criteria are connected to ISO 9000 through Product Realization. 

 

So, when a company produces products and services that do not have any negative 

ecological (through environmental management systems) or social (through health & 

safety and social responsibility management systems) impact and at the same time 

conform to customer requirements (through quality management systems), economic, 

environmental and social sustainability can be established. 
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FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
 
Since Corporate Sustainability and Integrated Management Systems are two 

constantly evolving concepts it would be very useful to explore:  

• How the new management systems and corresponding standards, for example ISO 

31000 for risk management, could be incorporated into existing models for 

integrated management systems. 

• Whether an integrated management system standard could help the integration 

process and enhance the corporate sustainability notion. 

• How could IMS and corporate sustainability promote Business Excellence, both at 

theoretical and at practical level, through specific models. 

• Whether companies in Greece would be willing to integrate their management 

systems and turn their focus towards corporate sustainability. 

• What have been the results after the implementation of models combining the two 

concepts in specific companies.  
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