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Abstract: Given the global sustainability challenge; effective 

organizational Social Responsibility (SR) guidelines must set best-practices 

that acknowledge environmental constraints and strive for a sustainable 

society. SR has historically underrepresented environmental issues and 

needs to shift from a reactive focus on societal stakeholder demands, to a 

proactive whole-systems planning framework. There is a risk that unless SR 

guidelines consider both social and environmental issues together, they may 

generate negative outcomes to organizational viability. This research finds 

key Sustainable Development concepts that should be integrated within SR 

guidelines and uncovers an overall goal of SR as assisting organizations in 

moving towards a sustainable society. A Sustainable Society is defined in 

the research according to a set of scientific principles, based on 

environmental constraints and fundamental social needs. This clear goal 

enables the organization to „backcast‟ from this success point in order to 

take effective strategic steps. The authors recommend the incorporation of 

critical concepts from Strategic Sustainable Development, a proven 

organizational sustainability planning framework, into SR guidelines to 

increase their effectiveness in strategic SR decision-making. The ISO 

26000 SR Guideline is used as a case study. 

Keywords: Social Responsibility, CSR, Strategic Sustainable 

Development, SSD, Sustainable Development, Backcasting, ISO 26000, 

Organizational Sustainability, Triple Bottom Line, Sustainability Principles. 
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Executive Summary 

"A good company delivers excellent products and services, and a great 

company does all that and strives to make the world a better place." - 

William Ford Jr, Chairman, Ford Motor Co. 

This research finds a critical need for Sustainable Development concepts to 

be applied to organizational Social Responsibility guidelines, if they are to 

be effective in reaching their stated goals of assisting organizations towards 

a Sustainable Society. The findings uncover the common ground between 

Sustainable Development and organizational Social Responsibility that can 

help to build consensus in international guidance. The research was 

undertaken collaboratively by three authors in consultation with the ISO 

26000 Social Responsibility Guidelines‟ Swedish Mirror Group and the 

Swedish Standards Institute. The resulting thesis was submitted to the 

international Masters programme Strategic Leadership towards 

Sustainability at the Blekinge Institute of Technology, Sweden. 

Background and Research Question 

Almost every ecological system is experiencing a wide range of negative 

impacts from societal and organizational decisions. Exhausting demands on 

non-renewable resources and accumulating pollution levels are 

undermining current and future human needs. In response to a heightened 

global awareness of ecological and social sustainability issues, 

organizations are now under increasing scrutiny as citizens and 

governmental stakeholders demand greater transparency and responsibility. 

Cumulatively, organizations have a responsibility for activities that have 

undermined the environmental systems that provide the resources on which 

they depend. However, current economic systems do not yet include the 

fundamental adaptations needed to create the sustainable society that 

concerned organizations are aiming for. The available good practice 

guidance for organizations is lacking a full-systems sustainability 

perspective and does not challenge the dominant way of doing business. 

This omission will increase the depletion of non-renewable resources, 

generate pollution and waste, decrease biodiversity, impact the social 

wellbeing and ultimately increasing risk, cost and uncertainty for 

organizations. Organizations are now at a point where they can decide to 

follow the „business as usual‟ model or recognize the opportunity to take 



  vi 

the essential steps that will move them forward to a sustainable economic, 

social and environmental future. This paper reviews current literature and 

expert opinions relating to the application of a science-based strategic 

sustainable development planning framework that can assist organizations 

in understanding how to respond positively to the global sustainability 

challenge. 

Effective organizational Social Responsibility (SR) recognizes the need for 

organizations to consider their actions and impacts on both societal and 

environmental spheres. Effective SR guidelines should help organizations 

not only manage their impacts on these stakeholders; they should also help 

organizations understand the issues and strategically align their 

organizational activities within the societal objective of sustainability, 

through a whole systems perspective. The research found that current 

guidelines lack the critical sustainability concepts necessary to be effective 

in moving towards their aim of a sustainable society. The long-term 

sustainability and viability of businesses requires effective best-practice 

guidelines that recognize planetary constraints and acknowledges a 

dependence on the environment. 

The authors‟ goal was to provide assistance to decision-makers and to help 

clarify the challenges of moving organizations towards a sustainable 

society. The research scope covered the relationships and goals of SR and 

Sustainable Development (SD) and how concepts from the field of 

Strategic Sustainable Development (SSD) might assist SR guidelines. The 

research was guided by the following questions: 

1) How are the concepts of organizational Social Responsibility and 

Sustainable Development related? Do they share a common goal of moving 

towards a Sustainable Society? 

2) If organizational Social Responsibility and Sustainable Development 

share an overall goal to assist organizations in moving towards a 

„Sustainable Society‟: 

• Is it critical for organizational Social Responsibility Guidelines to 

integrate sustainability concepts and principles to be effective in moving 

towards this goal? 
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• What specific Strategic Sustainable Development concepts could be 

integrated into organizational Social Responsibility Guidelines to assist 

organizations in moving towards this goal? 

The research presents findings and recommendations based on an in-depth 

case study of the consensus process by the International Standards 

Organization (ISO) to develop a new organizational Social Responsibility 

guideline. This forthcoming global voluntary guidance document “ISO 

26000” is scheduled for publication in 2010. 

Methods 

Primary and secondary research was undertaken to asses the development 

and current context of Social Responsibility. The authors did not focus 

solely on the very common term of Corporate Social Responsibility but 

recognized that all organizations in a society, not just corporations, need to 

be involved in the movement towards sustainability. The authors therefore 

choose to use organizational Social Responsibility (SR) as a more inclusive 

term. Further to an in-depth literature search, the authors undertook online 

surveys and interviews with a pool of SR Experts, to clarify the current 

academic position and practitioner understanding of the topic. In order to 

assess issues that related to the development of an evolving set of SR 

guidelines, the authors were invited to work with the ISO 26000 Swedish 

Mirror Group to undertake research and review areas where Sustainable 

Development concepts could be clarified in the document. The results 

identified a set of key recommendations that could inform decision-makers 

in understanding the minimum requirements of sustainability within SR 

guidelines and initiatives. The findings were then applied to the ISO 26000 

Working Draft 4.1 and the resulting set of recommendations was presented 

to the Swedish Mirror Group for review. 

Results 

“Sustainability is here to stay or we may not be” - Niall Fitzgerald, UK 

CEO, Unilever 

SR literature has grown rapidly over the past 10 years corresponding with 

increasing organizational and stakeholder interest in sustainability and the 

application of concepts such as the Triple Bottom Line. However, the 

authors found that most SR definitions are dated and lack a fundamental 

acknowledgement of environmental constraints. Importantly, recent 
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literature and most SR Experts surveyed recognize this gap and believe SR 

may be the intermediate stage of moving towards the overall goal of 

sustainability based organizational planning. 

The overall findings from the SR Experts and the Swedish Mirror Group 

acknowledged that organizations and society operate within and depend on 

the environment and that all three areas should be considered in strategic 

decisions. Many thought that SR was an organizational means to achieve 

SD and an analysis of the findings concluded that the vast majority thought 

that the ultimate goal of SR was to assist organizations to move towards a 

sustainable society. The majority of respondents saw SR policies eventually 

merging with sustainability concepts and recognized that goal setting was 

critical in identifying a course of action for organizations. Respondents also 

suggested that SD based planning has been sidetracked by organizational 

SR - a conventional business strategy that does not provide the 

transformational change needed to create a sustainable society.  

One of the most critical findings was that 90% of the online SR network 

survey respondents agreed that “Sustainable Development and 

Organizational Social Responsibility share an ultimate overall goal of 

moving towards a Sustainable Society” which the authors believe can lay 

the groundwork for communication and support between the two fields of 

study. 

Discussion 

“…organizations need to acknowledge that they can only thrive in a 

thriving society” – SR Expert 

SR guidelines could more effectively assist organizations to contribute to 

SD if they contained critical sustainability concepts. The authors assessed 

the relationship between SR & SD and sought to identify key requirements 

that would assist in drafting SR guidelines. The literature showed that the 

environment as an issue within SR has traditionally been underrepresented 

and is often seen as separate from the organizations rather than being 

completely interrelated and of crucial importance to the long-term viability 

or organizations. Furthermore, although sustainability is consistently 

defined, there lacks agreement of how to achieve it and ideas on 

implementation of SD at an organizational level are relatively new. The 

authors found that principle-based scientific definitions of a Sustainable 
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Society, build consensus between SR and SD through a shared 

understanding of planetary constraints. This allows the creation of an 

envisioned success point that can be „backcasted‟ from, by asking the 

question “what do we need to do today to reach this successful outcome”. 

How are SR and SD related and do they share a common goal of a 

Sustainable Society? 

“CSR describes the SD path for the organization.  In the longer run, and if 

all sectors of society, private, public and civil create a new paradigm based 

on SD, CSR guidelines will be absorbed into organizational guidelines – 

CSR will have fulfilled its role when it becomes obsolete.” – SR Expert 

It is important to understand how SR and SD have historically developed 

and that they are now converging. The results show that the concept of 

Sustainable Development was historically developed from the 

environmental research sector perspective and is based primarily on global 

environmental and then social concerns. In opposition, Social 

Responsibility has historically been developed from an internal corporate 

perspective and has been a reactive response from organizations based on 

external stakeholder driven pressure. This critical finding of an opposite 

historical perspective, but shared ultimate goal of contributing towards a 

Sustainable Society, can build a common bridge to merge the two concepts. 

Although the authors found the common goal of both SD and SR; few SR 

Experts surveyed were aware that scientifically tested principles outlining 

the requirements for a Sustainable Society already existed. 

Although an SR and SD convergence is emerging, there is debate on 

whether SR should focus solely on social issues; however, the authors 

believe that both environmental and social components must be considered 

together if we are looking towards a sustainable future. Without a full-

systems understanding of sustainability, and a set success point, 

practitioners are unable to assess if their strategic actions are moving in the 

right direction or negatively impacting other systems.  

The authors found that organizational SR would benefit by integrating key 

SD concepts, to ensure that there is a counterbalance to its current socially 

focused position. This hybrid version, organizational sustainable 

development planning, describes the process of moving towards meeting 

scientific sustainability constraints and provides a more complete 
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understanding of the organizations impact on their surroundings. It is a type 

of strategic planning that utilizes a full systems perspective to understand 

the complex interrelationships between both social and environmental 

issues. Organizational sustainability planning also critically focuses on 

proactive long-term planning, rather than reactive short-term stakeholder 

compliance. It also begins the process of challenging the current economic 

and business models that reward unsustainable activity. 

In an ideal situation the authors believe that SR should eventually become 

transformed into full organizational sustainable development planning 

framework to proactively and effectively assist organizations in moving 

towards a sustainable society. The majority of both SR and SD experts and 

academics surveyed, agreed that “Organizational Social Responsibility 

guidelines such as “CSR guidelines”, will eventually become part of overall 

Organizational Sustainability guidelines.”  

Can SR guidelines integrate sustainability concepts towards success? 

Once a common link and clearer definitions of SR and SD were established 

the authors felt it was critical to understand what Strategic Sustainable 

Development concepts could be integrated into SR guidelines to assist them 

in moving towards their goals. 

SR guidelines look to set the global standard operating practices for 

organizations. It is therefore critical for guidelines to integrate SD concepts 

and principles if they seek to be effective. The framework and concepts of 

Strategic Sustainable Development have been effectively applied in 

Organizational Sustainability planning. The authors‟ case study analysis 

identified the following three fundamental Strategic Sustainable 

Development concepts that could be integrated into SR guidelines to assist 

them in moving towards their stated goal of a sustainable society: 

1. Acknowledgement that organizations are within and depend on the 

environment to effectively address both social and environmental 

sustainability issues and for their own long-term viability 

2. A systems-thinking and proactive strategic framework that can 

backcast from the clear success point of a sustainable society 
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3. A set of non-overlapping science-based principle definitions of a 

sustainable society, to build consensus between organizations on the 

ultimate goal and success point outline in the guideline. 

85% of the online SR network survey respondents felt that OSR needed to 

“acknowledge these 3 concepts if it seeks to be effective in assisting 

organization in moving towards an environmentally and socially 

sustainable society”. 

The authors collaborated with the Swedish Mirror Group in reviewing the 

ISO 26000 Guideline Working Draft and were able to develop practical 

recommendations that integrated the above key concepts. 

Recommendations related to reformatting and rewording sections to reflect 

a greater understanding of sustainability and are provided within the 

research and the Appendix I, „Recommendations for the inclusion of 

Sustainability Concepts into the ISO 26000 SR Guideline‟. 

Conclusion 

If SR guidelines reflect the reality of sustainability constraints, social needs 

and the ability for organizations to generate profit, they can provide a 

blueprint to help organizations move towards a sustainable future. This will 

require the recognition by those developing SR guidelines that without a 

full sustainability perspective, SR will be ineffective in reaching its aims in 

the long-term. Without a shift in SR application, environmental impacts, 

resource scarcity and the potential for conflict because of these impacts will 

in the long-term undermine organizational and societal systems. It is critical 

that fundamental Strategic Sustainable Development concepts be integrated 

into SR to assist decision-makers in understanding and planning for the 

challenges and opportunities ahead. Organizational decision-makers have a 

pressing choice: to ignore their true responsibility and continue to 

reactively respond to stakeholders with minimum effort or to proactively 

assess the long-term risks and viability of their business and to take on the 

positive challenge of assisting society in creating a sustainable future. 
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Glossary 

Backcasting: „Planning from success‟ - a planning method by which we 

envision having achieved success in the future and look backwards to 

where we are today and ask „what do we need to do to get from here to 

there?‟ (Dreborg 1996; Holmberg and Robèrt 2000). Backcasting is in 

contrast to forecasting. 

 

Backcasting from principles: A form of backcasting where „success‟ is 

defined at a principle level. Applied to sustainability, the minimum 

requirements for a sustainable society can be defined (using sustainability 

principles derived from an understanding of how to avoid the mechanism of 

un-sustainability) without constraining any options and allowing for 

creative solutions to evolve. 

 

Backcasting from scenarios: A form of backcasting where future 

scenarios – simplistic images of a future outcome – are created as goals. 

The limitations of this approach are that it is hard to agree on a desirable 

scenario, scenarios are inherently limited by what we can conceive is 

possible today since they are based on current assumptions and technology.  

 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): CSR implies continuing 

commitment by business to behave ethically and contribute to economic 

development while improving the quality of life of the workforce and their 

families, as well as of the local community and society at large 

(Beloe et al. 2003, 6). 

 

Corporate Sustainability: In general, refers to company activities – 

voluntary by definition – demonstrating the inclusion of social and 

environmental concerns in business operations and in interactions with 

stakeholders. (van Marrewijk 2003) 

 

Five Level Framework (5FL): A generic framework for planning and 

decision making in complex systems utilizing 5 distinct, non-overlapping 

levels: (1) System, (2) Success, (3) Strategy, (4) Actions, and (5) Tools 

(Robèrt et al. 2002; Robèrt 2000; Holmberg and Robèrt 2000). 
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Forecasting: Using projections of current trends to determine likely future 

outcomes. The limitation of forecasting when planning is that future 

scenarios are based on today‟s assumptions and technology. It presumes 

that the only change possible is that which can be predicted.  

 

Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD): The use of 

the Five Level Framework to understand and plan progress towards a 

sustainable society that includes the adherence to the four Sustainability 

Principles (Robèrt et al. 1997; Holmberg and Robèrt 2000; Robèrt 2000; 

Robèrt et al. 2002; Ny et al. 2006). 

 

International Organization for Standardization (ISO): International 

developer and publisher of Standards. ISO is a non-governmental 

organization that forms a bridge between the public and private sectors.  

 

Social Responsibility (SR): “Responsibility of an organization for the 

impacts of its decisions and activities on society and the environment, 

through transparent and ethical behaviour that;  

 

 Is consistent with sustainable development and the welfare of 

society  

 Takes into account the expectations of stakeholders  

 Is in compliance with applicable law and consistent with 

international norms of behaviour; and  

 Is integrated throughout the organization and practiced in its 

relationships” (ISO 26000 SR 2008) 

 

Organizational Sustainability Planning: The proactive application of 

organizational planning frameworks that reflect a full systems-thinking 

perspective to the challenge of moving organizations towards a sustainable 

society. 

 

“People, Planet Profit”: Refer to Triple Bottom Line (TBL) 

 

Strategic Sustainable Development (SSD): A framework for sustainable 

development, designed to help bring clarity, rigor, and insight to planning 

and decision making to achieve a sustainable society in the biosphere. 

Grounded by a „backcasting from sustainability principles‟ approach, 

whereby a vision of a sustainable future is set as the reference point for 

developing strategic actions (Waldron et al. 2006). 
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Sustainable Development (SD): The movement towards a Sustainable 

Society by “…meeting the needs of today without compromising the ability 

of future generations to meet their needs” (Bruntland 1987). 

 

Sustainability: A state where the fundamental constraints of the planet are 

not violated by the actions of society (see Sustainability Principles). 

 

Sustainability Principles: The principles are derived from the basic laws 

of science and have been published and peer reviewed in the scientific 

community. The 4 Principles set the minimum requirements of a 

sustainable society. In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to 

systematically increasing… 

I. Concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth‟s crust 

II. Concentrations of substances produced by society 

III. Degradation of physical means 

and in the society.. 

IV. People are not subject to conditions that systematically undermine 

their capacity to meet their needs (Robèrt et al. 1997; Ny et al. 2006). 

Sustainable Society: See “Sustainability Principles” as a set of minimum 

requirements that outline a principle based definition of a Sustainable 

Society. 

Triple Bottom Line (TBL): This captures an expanded spectrum of values 

and criteria for measuring organizational (and societal) success; economic, 

environmental and social. In practical terms, triple bottom line accounting 

means expanding the traditional reporting framework to take into account 

environmental and social performance in addition to financial performance. 

(Elkington 1994) 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_environment
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social
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Acronyms 

BTH: Blekinge Tekniska Högskola (Blekinge Institute of Technology) 

 

CSR: Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

FSSD: Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development 

 

ISO: International Organization for Standardization 

 

ISO 26000: ISO 26000 Social Responsibility Guideline 

 

MSLS: Masters in Strategic Leadership towards Sustainability 

 

SD: Sustainable Development 

 

SSD: Strategic Sustainable Development 

 

SIS: Swedish Standards Institute 

 

SMG: Swedish Mirror Group of ISO 26000 SR 

 

SSD: Strategic Sustainable Development 

 

SR: Social Responsibility 

 

TBL: Triple Bottom Line 

 

WD: Working Draft 
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1 Introduction 

Organizational Social Responsibility programs are now recognized as an 

increasingly valuable part of business; yet daily headlines report of 

workers‟ rights violations, product recalls and severe environmental based 

threats (Elkington 1997; Schutter 2008; Svedson et al 2001). Almost every 

ecological system is experiencing a wide range of negative impacts from 

societal and organizational decisions (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 

(MES) 2005, Halpern et al 2008). Exhausting demands on global resources 

and pollution levels that are cumulatively exceeding thresholds are leading 

to the direct undermining of current and future human needs (Holmberg 

and Robèrt 2000, MES 2005). The heightened global awareness of 

ecological and social sustainability issues has placed organizations under 

increasing scrutiny as consumers and governmental stakeholders demand 

greater transparency and responsibility. To be effective in responding to 

this sustainability challenge, organizational Social Responsibility (SR) 

programs need to consider ecological constraints in planning and decision-

making or they will increase risk and potentially generate 

counterproductive outcomes to their own success in the long term. Many 

organizations currently plan ahead by attempting to avoid regulatory 

pressures, but few have proactively shifted their commercial activities to 

avoid ecological pressures and resource constraints that are increasing 

costs. 

Traditional organizational SR practices have primarily been reactive and 

focused on social stakeholder issues. They have lacked sufficient attention 

to the ecological impacts of global business practices and concern is 

growing that current organizational SR initiatives may therefore lack 

critical concepts necessary to effectively tackle the global sustainability 

crisis. International efforts are underway to build censuses on SR 

guidelines yet evidence suggests that although guidelines are set, they are 

often not completely met (BP 2006; Baker 2007). If organizational SR 

guidelines look to establish a global benchmark of what is considered 

acceptable, they must be clear, robust and reflect the most advanced 

understanding of how organizational, social and ecological systems are 

inter-related and dependent. Only then can SR guidelines effectively 

provide strategic value, whilst not undermining the social and 

environmental systems that the organization itself relies on. 
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1.2 Research Overview 

This research looks at the historical development of both organizational SR 

and Sustainable Development (SD) and suggests that there is a 

fundamental gap in the way that SR has been defined to date. The authors 

find common ground that can build consensus in a shared overall goal of 

both SR and SD of contributing to a Sustainable Society. The research is 

driven by a concern that if SR guidelines lack an understanding of key 

sustainability concepts, they cannot in the long term, meet their stated core 

objectives of contributing to sustainable development. The authors provide 

an introduction to SR guidelines and their current challenges through a 

case study of the forthcoming International Standards Organizations (ISO) 

26000 guideline. The case study analysis, along with expert surveys and 

interviews, are used to assess the current understanding and application of 

sustainability concepts in the SR community and to develop 

recommendations. The research also applies key concepts, definitions and 

principles from the scientifically rigorous framework for Strategic 

Sustainable Development (SSD) (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000; Ny 2006) to 

integrate sustainability concepts into a more complete definition of SR and 

to understand the increasing impacts society has made on the biosphere. 

The SSD approach provides a strategic framework for Sustainable 

Development and a rigorous definition of a sustainable society to build 

consensus in organizational planning. The authors did not focus solely on 

the more common term of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) but 

recognized that all organizations in a society, not just corporations, need to 

be responsible and therefore choose to use the more inclusive term 

organizational Social Responsibility.  

The analysis and recommendations of this research are essential in 

assisting decision-makers in developing SR guidelines, as many SR 

guidelines are designed to be implemented at a strategic level (a goal 

identified in the ISO 26000 document) (ISO 2008). Having SR 

implemented at this strategic level implies that it is a critical business 

decision that effects the whole organization. Therefore if SR and SD are 

inherently connected, this also implies that the introduction of 

sustainability based principles should underpin strategy level decision-

making in all organizations. If the objective of SR is to ensure both social 

and ecological issues are integrated in decision making processes, it will 
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also require clearly defined and applicable implementation concepts and 

steps for practitioners. Ultimately SR guidelines need to assist in 

developing strategies that do not undermine the ecological sustainability 

foundations that are required to maintain a fair and equitable society. By 

applying their findings to the ISO 26000 case study the authors hoped to 

clarify these issues and increase the likelihood that key sustainability 

concepts are accepted and applied to the new international guideline. 

1.3 Background on Organizational Social 
Responsibility 

Organizational Social Responsibility activities, such as CSR initiatives, 

were first formally recognized in the 1950‟s. The 1970's showed a growth 

in interest and application of the subject and by the 1990‟s the topic saw a 

rapid emergence in both interest and application (Cruz 2008; Secchi 2007). 

The simple concept of Social Responsibility is that organizations should 

have obligations that are not solely focused in making profit; instead there 

are broader social and environmental considerations that need to be 

measured (Godfrey and Hatch 2006). Until this more recent phase, SR 

engagement has been informal and not necessarily strongly aligned with 

organizational strategy and financial performance (Lee et al 2008). A 

recent realignment has come from a number of catalysts that have been 

identified through the growth in stakeholder interest, academic research 

and corporate engagement in SR. Reasons for its growth include:  

- Increasing globalization 

- The expansion of communication technologies  

- Stakeholder pressures 

- Abuse of corporate and financial power 

- The business case for SR and stakeholder engagement 

- Significant local, national and global environmental impacts 

- Intergovernmental bodies demanding ethical organizational conduct.  

Academic analysis and practical application of SR have relatively recent 

origins (Windsor 2006), resulting in few measurement systems that 

effectively asses the policies. The breadth of SR related core issues, 

including such areas as human rights, labor issues, consumer rights and 
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environmental protection, have also created challenges for practical 

application. This broad SR topic therefore cannot be analyzed from only 

one perspective (McWilliams Siegal and Wright 2006). Incremental 

growth of issue specific legislation has focused on global, narrowly 

defined treaties such as the International Labour Organization Standards 

and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Historical regulations lack 

a cross discipline and systems approach and therefore struggle to 

effectively address overlapping global SR and sustainability challenges. 

Recent international SR and SD related programs such as the UN Global 

Compact and the Global Reporting Initiative are now available to support 

SR progress and are steps in the right direction, however, few SR 

guidelines and initiatives have been developed through such an in-depth 

and broad international stakeholder consensus as used in the development 

of ISO 26000. 

There are a wide range of published definitions of organizational Social 

Responsibility, often reflecting the breadth of the concepts and their 

impacts on many differing interest groups and disciplines (Dahlsrud 2006). 

The International Standards Organization defines social responsibility in 

ISO 26000 Working Draft 4.1 as: 

“Responsibility of an organization for the impacts of its decisions and 

activities on society and the environment, through transparent and ethical 

behavior that:  

1. Is consistent with sustainable development and the welfare of society  

2. Takes into account the expectations of stakeholders  

3. Is in compliance with applicable law and consistent with international   

norms of behavior  

4. Is integrated throughout the organization" (ISO 2007). 

Uniquely, this definition from ISO 26000 clearly identifies that SD is a 

fundamental requirement that underpins how a socially responsible 

organizations should operate. It is therefore critical to define Sustainable 

Development. ISO 26000 currently uses what is commonly known as the 

“Brundtland Commission‟s definition of Sustainable Development”: 
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 “Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the 

present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 

their own needs” (WCED 1987) 

The discipline of SR is relatively embryonic, without significant academic 

research applied to it (Windsor 2006, Castka and Balzarova 2008). The 

authors literature review, found relatively few references that sustainability 

is required as a foundation for SR and no SR references stating that SD 

should be defined and supported using scientifically agreed constraint 

principles. This research considers whether such an oversight could 

undermine SR guidelines ability to reach their stated overall aims. The 

authors question whether the application of concepts from SD could enable 

the SR discipline to meet its ultimate goals. 

1.4 Strategic Sustainable Development 

Strategic Sustainable Development is a strategic and systematic approach 

to assist organizations in understanding the key concepts required to make 

a transition towards sustainability. The SSD approach is constantly being 

tested and improved through partnerships between the academics and the 

practitioners who are applying the tools and concepts within communities 

and organizations. SSD aims to address the root causes and principles that 

are resulting in the current systematic decline in the potential of the Earth 

system. SSD is a systems thinking approach that is based on scientific 

principles, which can build stakeholder consensus, based on scientific 

research capturing the complexity of the situation and yet avoiding 

reductionism. The SSD approach provides structure and can complement 

other SR and SD methods, actions and tools (Robèrt et al 2002). It is a way 

of thinking that looks at a desired future (without the perceived constraints 

of the present) and subsequently planning the way to arrive there. Many of 

the concepts outlined in SSD have successfully been applied as part of an 

organizational sustainability strategic planning framework, in an effort to 

proactively assist in the movement towards a Sustainable Society (Nattrass 

and Altomare 1999 43). SSD is in the public domain as a peer-reviewed 

research framework and is currently in use by many organizations and 

research departments. Many of the key concepts of SSD have been 

developed, applied and promoted at an organizational and community level 

through the NGO - The Natural Step International. The 6 core concepts 

within Strategic Sustainable Development are as follows: 
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1.4.1 SSD - Take a broad systems perspective 

Human society exists within the complex system of the Earth‟s biosphere.  

Individuals in society also exist within the environmental system and 

distribute and discharge various natural resources and wastes. 

Organizations as groups of individuals, and as part of society, are also 

understood to be within the biosphere. It is vital for all levels to understand 

this wide interrelationship when making decisions that affect the others. 

 

Figure 1.1  Nested Relationships within the Biosphere 

1.4.2 SSD - Moving Towards a Sustainable Society 

The ultimate goal of SSD is to help move towards a Sustainable Society 

within the Biosphere. For this to be implemented, the ultimate goal for all 

of society must be to achieve a healthy Sustainable Society within the 

biosphere. Effective organizational decisions that seek to be responsible 

socially, must therefore also look to take steps in the right direction by 

contributing to the movement towards a sustainable society (Robért et al. 

2007). The „conditions for a sustainable human society within the 

biosphere‟ can be seen as the outer constraints within which we can 

develop our visions for society. The framework for SSD assists 

organizations in setting these goals through an understanding of how 

organizational decisions relate to the biosphere. Organizational goal setting 

is a critical part of SSD planning and each individual organization can 
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describe its own constraints as „not contributing to violating the overall 

conditions for sustainability‟, and then develop a vision for the 

organization within those constraints. This concept highlights a systematic 

approach to sustainability as an opportunity for any organization to avoid 

reductionism and compartmentalization. It enables the creation of a 

management system that enables all questions of a strategic nature, to be 

addressed effectively in order to reach success (Waldron et al. 2006). 

1.4.3 SSD - Backcasting Towards Success 

In SSD, „backcasting‟ (Dreborg 1996; Holmberg and Robért 2000; 

Robinson 2003) is a method in which the future desired conditions are 

envisioned and then steps are taken to attain that vision, rather than taking 

steps that are decided from current trends for the future (forecasting).  

Backcasting is useful when (Dreborg 1996): 

 The problem to be studied is complex 

 There is a need for major change 

 Dominant trends are part of the problem 

 The problem to a great extent is a matter of externalities 

 The scope is wide enough and time horizon long enough to leave 

considerable room for deliberate choice. 

Backcasting is a critical tool for strategic planning in complex systems 

especially when planning towards the success point of a well defined 

Sustainable Society. 

1.4.4 SSD - Prioritizing Actions Strategically 

Three core questions can assist in effectively prioritizing strategic 

management decisions and actions particularly when backcasting from a 

success point: 

I. Is this a step in the right direction towards the desired goal? 

II. Is this a flexible platform for future ideas and innovations? 

III. Will this provide a positive return, financial and/or social return? 

Organizations can add further prioritizing questions such as urgency, time, 

and funding, to supplement strategic decisions as required. It is 

recommended that all major investment decisions are also analyzed using 
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these three questions to ensure economic feasibility for future platforms 

and ultimately, success. 

1.4.5 SSD - Using a Structured Approach 

The generic Five Level Framework for strategic planning and its 

application to sustainability as the Framework for Strategic Sustainable 

Development (FSSD) provides a systematic method for organizing, 

evaluating, and relating information and concepts (Holmberg and Robèrt; 

2000; Robèrt 2000). It enables the management of knowledge, strategic 

planning and action while maintaining a systems perspective. 

In the global society, it is necessary to understand the laws and principles 

of the biosphere (System level), the constraints of a sustainable society 

(Success level), the strategic principles of “backcasting” and “prioritizing” 

in order to achieve “success” in the “system” (Strategy level), the concrete 

actions (Actions level) and selecting the appropriate tools to help the 

process (Tools level).  See Figure 1.2. 

 

Figure 1.2  The Five Level Framework for Strategic Planning 
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When System Level of the Five Level Framework is defined as „society in 

the biosphere‟ and paired with a clear Success point of a Sustainable 

Society, the framework becomes a powerful tool for organizational 

planning known as the Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development 

(FSSD). The FSSD is a scientific approach to understanding sustainability 

and has been developed and elaborated in a relatively new field of research 

known as „systems-thinking‟. The FSSD definition of a Sustainable 

Society is a set of non-overlapping, science-based principles (see below). It 

has been peer-reviewed in the scientific community and has been shown 

effective in complex strategic planning as it is designed to: (a) reveal the 

gap between current reality and a fully sustainable state, and (b) discover 

the opportunities to bridge that gap in the best way (Robért et al. 2004; 

Waldron et al. 2006; Bitterman, Lopez and Wright 2007). This SSD based 

framework has been effectively applied to a range of environmental tools 

and concepts to assess how they relate to sustainability and to each other 

(Robèrt et al. 2002). 

1.4.6 SSD - Principles for a Sustainable Society 

There are four scientific principles for sustainability that compromise the 

basic constraints of the „Success‟ level in the FSSD (Holmberg, Robért and 

Eriksson 1996; Ny et al. 2006). All four principles have to be met in a truly 

sustainable society. The first three principles are related to the 

environmental systems and the fourth is relating to the social systems.  For 

practical information on the application of the Sustainability Principles at 

an organizational level see Appendix J: “Guiding Questions for the SPs.” 

In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to systematically increasing... 

I. Concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth‟s crust 

II. Concentrations of substances produced by society 

III. Degradation by physical means 

and in the society... 

IV. People are not subject to conditions that systematically undermine their 

capacity to meet their needs. 
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1.5 Research Scope and Limitations 

The primary focus of this paper is to define organizational SR in relation to 

concepts of sustainability. The ISO 26000 case study provided a valuable 

and „live‟ opportunity to gather information and helped to frame research 

questions around application and guidelines. The SSD core concepts also 

played a critical role by helping to develop science-based principle level 

definitions. Finally the Framework for SSD assisted the authors in their 

gap analysis and in creating practical recommendations to the ISO 26000 

development process. 

The boundaries and limitations of the research excluded concerns and 

questions of specific areas relating to SR such as labor standards, fair 

practices or human rights issues from the research. In addition, very 

detailed and specific application, or implementation considerations were 

only briefly discussed. Finally, the breakdown and applicability of SSD 

Sustainability Principle #4, although of great interest to the authors was not 

researched due to time constraints. However, the authors feel that it is 

critical for future research to consider if organizational SR guidelines 

based on the concepts of human needs, rather than on prescriptive and 

overlapping best-practice guidance, may be a more effective strategy for 

addressing the root causes and challenges of SR in the long-term. 

1.6 Research Questions 

This research sought to clarify the overall goals of SR, find common 

ground for decision makers through SD and outline critical concepts of 

sustainability that may assist SR guidelines in reaching their goals. The 

following questions focused the authors‟ research and assisted in framing 

the analysis of the relationships between SR and SD and the development 

of proposed adaptations to SR guidelines.  

Research Question 1: 

How are the concepts of organizational Social Responsibility (SR) and 

Sustainable Development (SD) related?  

- Do they share a common goal of moving towards a Sustainable Society? 
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Research Question 2: 

If SR and SD share an overall goal to assist organizations in moving 

towards a ‘Sustainable Society’: 

- Is it critical for SR Guidelines to integrate sustainability concepts and 

principles to be effective in moving towards this goal? 

- What specific Strategic Sustainable Development (SSD) concepts could 

be integrated into SR Guidelines to assist organizations in moving towards 

this goal? 

1.7 Background on Case Study: ISO 26000 

In 2001 the International Standards Organization agreed that it was in a 

good position to begin the development process of a Social Responsibility 

guideline (ISO 2007).  This would help organizations clearly define SR, 

what it means to the organization and what they need to consider when 

incorporating improvements within their organizations (ISO 2004). 

Importantly it brought together key core subjects that could now be 

implemented within the framework of one guidance document. These 

include:   

-       Organizational Governance  

-       Human Rights  

-       Labor Practices  

-       The Environment  

-       Fair Operating Practices   

-       Consumer Issues  

-       Contributions to the Community and Society 

The core subjects identified as contributing to SR are relatively broad and 

cover hundreds of codes of conduct, other international standards, 

organizational improvement programs and initiatives seeking to raise 

benchmarks and meet globally recognized levels of responsible practice 

(Castka and Balzarova 2008). Unlike previously developed SR standards, 

ISO 26000 has an aim to include broad representative stakeholder groups 

during the consultation and drafting phases. More than 300 experts from 54 

ISO member countries are represented covering industry, government, 
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consumers, labor, non-governmental organizations and service (e.g. 

support and researchers) (ISO 2006, Castka and Balzarova 2008). 

Recognizing the need for international consensus, ISO 26000 seeks to have 

representative contributing organizations from a wide range of both 

developed and developing nations. Standards organizations from Brazil 

and Sweden were assigned the roles of coordinating and completing the 

consultation and development of the document (ISO 2006).  

The Swedish Standards Institute (SIS) and the Swedish ISO 26000 Mirror 

Group (SMG), whilst reviewing the 3rd Working Draft of the guidelines, 

considered that the document could benefit from a deeper analysis of 

Sustainable Development. Many of their concerns were focused on the 

„Environment‟ section which covered a wide range of issues, concepts and 

tools to help organizations understand their environmental impact and key 

recommendations to assist in their activities. The authors of this research 

performed a literature search, an initial gap analysis of the ISO 26000 WD 

3 and a series of dialogues with the members of both SIS and the SMG to 

assist in developing preliminary findings as discussed below. The 

subsequent in-depth case study on ISO 26000, presented in this research, 

evaluated how the core components SSD can assist in providing a planning 

framework to strategically move organizations towards the goals of SR. 

The authors were invited to collaborate with SIS to provide input into the 

ISO 26000 development process through the SMG.  The research is timely 

for the recommendations to be considered and have potential practical 

influence in the final reviews of ISO 26000. The partnership and research 

methods are discussed further in the following section. 
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2 Methods 

2.1 Research Design 

The research design was informed by Maxwell‟s Qualitative Research 

Design (2005). Maxwell's model recognizes that linear research design is 

not always appropriate, and instead reflects a systemic, interactive 

approach. Each method selected added something different to the overall 

findings in this paper and contributed to answering different research 

questions. 

Our research was based on five main sources of information. First, a 

review of current literature on organizational SR, guidelines, standards and 

sustainability concepts gave the background and context. The literature 

research also included a very thorough review of documentation provided 

by the ISO 26000 guidance development process. This process is very 

transparent and a wealth of documentation is publicly available through the 

ISO website.  

Our second source of research information was through meetings and 

discussions with members of both the Swedish Standards Institute (SIS) 

and the ISO 26000 Swedish Mirror Group (SMG). Their insight on the 

practical application of our findings and on standards and guideline 

development processes was invaluable. This group was also the base for 

our third source of information, an online survey. The survey was sent to 

all the member organizations of the SMG and was a source of both critical 

information and importantly a source for consensus building for the 

findings we later presented.  

Forth, based on feedback from the SMG and that of our supervisors, 

colleagues and peers, the authors developed two additional separate on-line 

surveys and conducted phone interviews with a number of SR and 

sustainability academics, consultants and experts. The goal of these 

interactions was to help identify and to test our findings to date on criteria 

for organizational SR guidelines and the relationship between 

sustainability and SR with a range of practitioners.  

Lastly, we applied our findings to a case study/gap analysis of the current 

working draft of the ISO 26000 guidance for social responsibility. In doing 
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so we were able to clarify specific gaps where the organizational SR 

guideline lacked an overall goal to help organizations move towards 

sustainability. Our findings were presented to the SMG in June 2008. 

 

Figure  2.1 Stages of Research 

Although each stage and source of research information was distinctive, it 

is critical to note that many of the stages overlapped in time. As a three 

person research team, a great deal of reflection and learning occurred 

throughout the process. Findings in each stage informed our approach in 

the next stage and overall we felt this led to a more concise set of results 

based on a wide range of sources. 

2.2 Method 1: Literature Search 

Objective, rationale and participants 

This generated background information and current research on the history, guidelines 

and definitions of SR. It also provided a range of ideas for us to integrate with our own 

experiences and those of our peers. It was undertaken with recommendations from our 

interviewees, colleagues, peers and supervisors. 

Information collected 

Developed a list of relevant search topics and keywords: 

„social responsibility‟, „CSR‟, „organizational responsibility‟, „guidelines and 

international standards‟, „sustainability principles and concepts‟, „sustainable 

development‟, „social sustainability and responsibility‟, „ISO 26000‟. 

Searched and identified a range of books, journal articles, papers and online resources 

such as conferences and relevant organizations, using the above keywords. In particular, 

the literature research also included a very thorough review of documentation provided 

by the ISO 26000 guidance for Social Responsibility development process.  

Relevant sources of information were then reviewed, documented, prioritized and shared 

amongst the group using an online storage and documentation system. In an effort to 

reduce overlap and ensure a thorough search, summaries and key points were made for 
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notes to be shared with the group and a set of key concepts and terms was kept in an 

online database for reference. 

Analysis 

The concepts, guidelines and ideas drawn from the literature were discussed during twice 

weekly research group meetings. Main concepts and issues of relevance were identified, 

and specific references and quotes were added to an online database. 

2.3 Method 2: Interviews/Meetings 

Objective, rationale and participants 

The authors interviewed colleagues, experts and stakeholders related to SR and 

sustainability in this second stage (see Appendix A for complete interviewees list). The 

interview process initially focused on colleagues and peers who had an in-depth 

knowledge of Strategic Sustainable Development (SSD). This helped to clarify how our 

initial SR literature findings related to SSD. The second phase was primarily focused on 

staff at SIS (Swedish Standards Institute) and members of the ISO 26000 Swedish Mirror 

Group. The SMG meets bi-monthly hosted by SIS and the authors attended 4 of these 

very informative sessions. During the March 2008 meeting the authors presented initial 

findings and reviewed a set of research questions with the group. Interviews and 

meetings were continuous throughout the project with the SMG meetings being critical. 

The authors also drew on academic, theoretical and practical knowledge from one 

dialogue to inform the next.  

Information collected 

Interview questions were designed to do address the basic concepts behind the authors‟ 

hypothesis. By engaging in conversations that started by questioning the basic 

understanding of the issues, the authors were able to pull out the critical opinions and 

perspectives.  

Based on the key areas of the literature researched, the authors identified core issues and 

potential gaps and areas of concern related to their research questions and organized a set 

of standard logical flowing questions on these themes: Society in the biosphere and 

environment, the ultimate goal of organizational SR, SR as related to sustainability, 

formatting guidelines towards success points. 

The interviews were used as a way to challenge the authors‟ hypothesis. This helped the 

research evolve through this process and start to form answers to the research questions. 

Analysis 

The later interviews were recorded and transcribed.  The authors then selected key quotes 

and overarching ideas were drawn from the interviews and grouped as to supporting or 
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contradicting portions of the hypothesis (see Appendix H for responses). 

2.4 Method 3a: Survey and Phone Interviews 

with Swedish Mirror Group Members 

Objective, rationale and participants 

An online survey was sent to all 45 members of the SMG through the Chair and a 

contact person in SIS (the hosting organization). The SMG is a stakeholder group 

facilitated by SIS and ISO to be a Swedish representative sample of organizations that 

may be affected by the new guidelines (see Appendix A.2 for list of SMG members who 

responded to questionnaire). The objective was to gain access and feedback on specific 

questions from a wide perspective of stakeholders and organizations that will likely 

implement the new ISO 26000 guidance. This phase was focused on surveying a wider 

audience of stakeholder organizations such as representatives from NGOs, corporations, 

labor unions etc, where we sought organizational SR guideline developers‟ opinions. 

Information collected 

The surveys were sent out on March 25 2008. 19 responses were received out of 45 sent 

(see Appendix F for an outline of responses). Each survey had 8 questions. 

The survey questions were designed to address the basic concepts behind the authors‟ 

hypothesis. The questions were reviewed by peers and supervisors initially and before 

sending. They were also approved by SIS and the Chair of the SMG. By using simple 

but clear language in the questions and having each question address one of the basic 

hypothesized issues, the authors sought to clearly separate out important issues and 

increase the reliability and validity of the data (see Appendix C for a survey template). 

The surveys were used as a way to challenge the authors‟ logic and hypothesis, to gain 

insight into stakeholders of social responsibility guidelines and to eventually gain „buy-

in‟ for the recommendations to the SMG. 

Analysis 

All of the survey results were analyzed by compiling answers and entering responses 

into a matrix. The software used for the online portions assisted this work by 

automatically analyzing basic information such as percentages of certain answers and 

number of unanswered questions (see Appendix F for responses). 

Responses were grouped according to similar answers and then a system for coding 

common results was developed. Patterns of coding were assessed and the authors were 

able to note trends in the results. Key quotes were also extracted that pertained directly 

to the hypothesis. 
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2.5 Method 3b: Surveys and Phone 

Interviews with SR Experts and Networks 

Objective, rationale and participants 

The objective was to gain insight from experienced SR practitioners and experts who had 

no affiliation with our research unit. A second survey was developed with a specific 

focus on defining organizational SR and it relation to sustainability. The third survey 

looked to address a very specific set of initial findings. The pool of participants was 

developed through the research groups‟ contacts and authors that had published findings 

in this subject area along with SR practitioners from online networks (see Appendix A.1 

and A.3 for list of contacts surveyed). 

Information collected 

The surveys were sent out on March 21 and on April 29. The first survey received 14 

responses out of 33 surveys sent (see Appendix E and G for an outline of responses). The 

second received 20 complete responses. Each survey had 8 questions.  

Questions were based on the previous literature research and interviews so reliability, 

consistency in data collection and validity could be assessed. Also initial findings were 

directly tested though very specific questions. Phone interviews were set up with 

participants who gave relevant and thorough answers. Interview discussions were 

focused around current practices and thinking on defining organizational SR and its 

relation to sustainability. Research ideas and feedback for the project was received that 

helped address critical hypothesis issues.  

Analysis 

All of the survey results were analyzed by compiling answers and entering responses into 

a matrix. The software used for the online portions assisted this work by automatically 

analyzing basic information such as percentages of certain answers and number of 

unanswered questions. 

Responses were grouped according to similar answers and then a system for coding 

common results was developed. Groups of codes were assessed and the researchers were 

able to note trends and patterns in the results. Key quotes were also extracted that 

pertained directly to the hypothesis. 
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2.6 Validity 

2.6.1 Strengths of this Research: 

 Structured and methodological approach: By using a structured 

approach the authors were conscious of how their actions and 

questions might affect the validity of the results. 

 External validity: By interviewing and surveying such a wide range 

of experts and stakeholders the authors felt that a good attempt was 

made to gain insight from a representative sample of stakeholders 

related to the hypothesis. Also given that the development process of 

ISO 26000 is a consensus document involving years of input from a 

wide range of global stakeholders, the authors assessed that it was a 

solid case study on the latest findings of SR and a valid sample.  

 SR Experts not SD: Directly surveying SR Experts rather than 

sustainability peers, generated challenges to our expected results. This 

technique provided far more critical feedback on our research than if 

the survey and interviews had been conducted with SD experts. 

 Collaboration: As a three person research team the authors were able 

to gather complementary and overlapping information from a wide 

range of sources and to draw on each others unique perspectives, 

backgrounds and experiences. 

 Peer review: The research was peer-reviewed by colleagues and 

members of the SMG. 

2.6.2 Limitations of this Research: 

 Time: Limited to the five month thesis period. 

 Bias: Although attempts were made to explicitly ask questions that 

might „disprove‟ the authors‟ hypotheses, the research was based on the 

existing SSD framework as applied by the BTH MSLS research unit. 

The basis the authors‟ research questions and expected results were 

developed on the premise of previous research from the unit. 
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3 Results 

3.1 Introduction 

The organizational use, development and academic analysis of the 

organizational SR concept has evolved over the past 50 years, however, 

most of the focus on its potential and failings has been done over the past 

decade. This section includes a concise literature review covering the 

context of the subject to date and will consider key aspects of and 

relationships between, organizational SR and sustainability. Additionally it 

will review results obtained from surveys and interviews with the ISO 

26000 SMG, SR Experts and online SR networks. 

3.2 Method 1 Findings: Literature Review  

3.2.1 Recent SR Research  

Over the past 10 years much has been published assessing the role that SR 

plays in organizational, social and environmental spheres. Interest comes 

from many academic disciplines recognising the multiple influences and 

outcomes that SR contributes. Academic research on SR has increasingly 

been supplemented by business publications, which although not peer 

reviewed can give current insights into trends, priorities and actions. This 

research reviewed over 140 publications and information sources. 

3.2.2 Lack of Clear Universal Definition of SR 

One challenge with organizational SR is the lack of one universally agreed 

definition used by organizations (WBSCD 2000 in van Marrewijk 2003). 

A recent analysis of over 37 definitions found they varied significantly in 

focus (Dahlsrud 2002). A term with so many meanings lead Vothaw and 

Sethi  to state that SR as a concept “means something, but not always the 

same thing to everybody” (in van Marrewijk 2003, 96). Banerjee suggests 

that it is too broad in its scope to be relevant to organizations (in van 

Marrewijk 2003) indicating a general broad lack of agreement and focus. 

The literature showed that definitions and activities related to SR have a 

tendency to focus more on social issues. Even SD is commonly recognized 

using the “Brundtland” definition which is seen as founded on its 
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relationship on human (social) needs. The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) has 

become a key method of applying a simpler language and meaning to SR 

through the relationship of „Profit, People, Planet‟ (Cramer 2004). 

Furthermore, discussions relating to how organizations are evaluating the 

meanings and outcomes of SR as a tool and how it is used synonymously 

with SD is generating further debate (Ebner and Baumgartner 2006). 

3.2.3 Organizational SR Interpretations and Stages 
of Organizational Development 

The literature review identified broad interpretation and application of 

organizational SR concepts. In order to categorize the differing motivations 

for incorporating sustainability into the organization van Marrewijk (2003) 

developed a valuable approach using the Graves value system model 

identifying six interpretations of organizational SR from a „pre 

compliance‟ neo-classical economic position to a „holistic‟ position 

relating to organizations characterized by their „ecological economic‟ 

business practices. This categorization was found to provide a valuable 

basis for not only assessing organizations‟ own position but also enabling 

the categorization of available organizational SR guidelines. 

Ebner and Baumgartner (2006) provide another useful analysis undertaking 

a publication review splitting up a literature review of 43 journals to 

identify key „clustered‟ themes and focus on how organizational SR and 

SD are related.  Key findings included the scientific bias towards 

describing organizational SR as stakeholder-oriented, with SD being a term 

used that encompasses the TBL concept of sustainability, with SR and SD 

being used synonymously at times. 

3.2.4 SR Driven by Social Issues 

Esty (in Dyllick 2002) and Gobbels (in van Marrewijk, 2003) both 

suggested that often, the social agenda is the primary focus when compared 

to the environment in TBL based approaches. Some academics define SR 

as the social dimension of SD (Ebner and Baumgartner 2006). 

3.2.5 SR and SD Alignment 

Keijzers (in van Marrewijk 2003) suggested that SR and SD were separate 

concepts, however, have come together where SR was only related to 

social issues and SD was mainly focussed on the environment. van 
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Marrewijk sees a distinction where SR should encompass communication 

issues such as transparency, stakeholder dialogue and sustainability 

reporting, whereas Corporate Sustainability (an interpretation of SD by van 

Marrewijk) focuses on value creation, environmental improvements in 

production and activities. 

Ebner and Baumgartner (2006) found that SR is a procedure to instigate 

SD at a corporate level, possibly illustrating the difficulty in directly 

introducing the concept of SD on a corporate level. Research suggests that 

recent trends have been established whereby the terms SR and SD have 

become more closely related (Ebner and Baumgartner 2006). 

3.2.6 SD an Essential Component of SR 

The increasingly strong relationship between organizational SR and SD is 

an important finding and is leading to another stage of the evolution of the 

subject. Only a small number of publications were identified that 

recognized that the economic viability of organizations is founded on the 

requirement to sustain environmental and social systems or the “natural 

case for corporate sustainability” (Dyllick 2002, 135) (Gladwin et al 1995, 

Ebner and Baumgartner 2006). Economies can survive in the short term 

without recognizing this, however, over the long term their viability 

diminishes. Such an understanding is defined as a “principle of 

communion” whereby organizations have to be responsible for their 

impacts, “without conforming to this principle then organizations 

ultimately risk extinction” (van Marrewijk 2003, 103). Payne and Raiborn, 

(2001) suggests that without SD “neither business nor the societies in 

which they exist will have a long term future” (in Ebner and Baumgartner 

2006, 6).   Senge (in Dyllick 2002) recognizes that incremental 

environmental improvement is insufficient from a SD perspective, where 

efficiencies are being outstripped by productivity growth. 

Linnanen & Panapanaan (in van Marrewijk 2003) suggest that corporate 

sustainability should be the ultimate goal following the Brundtland 

definition. Erasmus University has also placed SD as the ultimate goal, 

with organizational SR as an intermediate stage where companies try to 

balance the TBL (in van Marrewijk 2003). 
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3.3 Method 2 Findings: SR Experts 

To better understand the organizational SR perspective and how it relates 

to SD, the authors sought input from various SR researchers and experts. 

Due to time and scope constraints, the authors were only able to survey and 

interview a relatively small number of individuals in their research. After 

initial discussions with their research peers, supervisors and colleagues, the 

authors found that many of the key concepts they expected to address were 

not as much of a challenge to current sustainability or environmental 

research community, rather the concepts challenged current organizational 

SR practices and research. The demographic selection in the SR Expert 

survey helped to add validity to the findings, by seeking contradictory view 

points. The authors felt that if their results aligned with the SR community, 

their findings and recommendations had a greater likelihood of being 

successful in assisting all decisions makers in moving organizations 

towards sustainability. 

3.3.2 SR Experts On-Line Survey 

An online survey containing 8 questions was designed and sent to experts 

working in the field of SR. These included academics and professionals 

involved with policy development and also delivery. The aim of the survey 

was to access current thoughts on SR and the direction it is moving 

towards.  

 

14 responses were received from a sample size of 33 experts (a 42% 

response rate). Details of the responses are located in Appendix E.  

A significant majority were academics working in SR where others were 

consultants and NGO representatives. 

3.3.3 Sustainability Relationship to SR 

64% considered the diagram (Fig. 4.1) integral in their understanding of 

„how organizations and society operate within, and depend on the 

environment and how the scopes of socially responsible decisions need to 

consider all 3 areas‟. 29% disagreed and 7% were unsure. 
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Figure 3.1 Scope of Socially Responsible Decision 

A follow-up question; „Should Organizational SR guidelines acknowledge 

these inter-relationships in order to provide guidance on how 

organizational decisions need to consider all 3 areas‟ provided the 

following feedback: 9 of the respondents agreed that SR decisions needed 

to reflect all three areas with only two disagreeing, one as unsure and one 

gave no response. Supporting comments from respondents stated; that such 

a view is not widely recognised because of a lack of environmental 

awareness, that the organization is impacted by SR from external 

stakeholders rather than internal drivers and that although minimum 

requirements can be integrated into guidelines  “ambitious interventions 

will only occur when supported by related values systems”.  One of 

respondents that disagreed with this qualified their position suggesting that 

economic considerations needed to be recognised as the important issue. 

3.3.4 Prioritizing between Social and Environmental 
Decisions 

The open question „If socially responsible decisions need to consider all 3 

areas, what are the most effective ways for organizations to prioritize 

between challenging decisions that affect both social issues and 

environmental issues?‟ generated a range of answers. These were 

categorized into prioritization decision-making areas that included 

management (4 responses), stakeholders (4), financial (1), governance (1), 
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implementation (1), decision-making (1) and strategic (1). No definitive 

process or tool was identified. 

3.3.5 Relationship between SD and SR 

The question „In your opinion, what is the relationship between 

Sustainable Development and Organizational Social Responsibility?‟ 

resulted in 5 of 14 stating that SR is the organizational means to achieve 

SD, which is the ultimate objective or goal. One respondent compared SR 

to SD which they saw challenged the „soft option‟ business as usual 

business model seeking transformational change, one stated a historical 

merging over time, one suggested that, contrary to most findings that: 

“although intimately linked, that SD is only one element of SR”. 

3.3.6 The Goal of Organizational SR 

Initially only 43% agreed that „the ultimate goal of Organizational SR is to 

assist organizations in moving towards a sustainable society‟, 36% 

disagreed and 21% were unsure.  However, when the responses were 

analysed further, 12 or the 14 were found to broadly agree with the 

statement.  The authors found that if the respondents understood the 

principles of a „sustainable society‟ and what it meant with reference to 

constraints and needs they would agree directly with this question. 

Feedback included the need to define SD to attain quality of life, and 

concerns on how to implement and enforce SD. One suggested that SD is a 

positive side effect delivered by SR which benefits the company. The 

respondent that disagreed stated the importance of the company 

perspective i.e. that SR should improve the business case.  “Society as we 

know it cannot be sustained. The assumption of sustainability without 

radical changes is only rhetorical.” 

3.3.7 Backcasting from a Clear Definition of Success 

Having defined the concepts of forecasting and backcasting the question 

„Would outlining a clear definition of a successful sustainable society as a 

desired future to “backcast” towards, increase the effectiveness of an 

Organizational SR guideline?‟ generated 43% agreeing, 21% disagreeing 

with 36% unsure of the question. Additionally, responses in agreement 

added that backcasting can be used with other approaches (including 

forecasting) one said there needed to be a business focus. Another 

suggested it was “too theoretical. At face value it would seem a sensible 
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thing to do but I suspect no one will agree what that future is - with 

different stakeholders having different visions.” 

3.3.8 Future Organizational SR Challenges 

Respondents were asked „Do you think the future challenges of social 

responsibility policies and guidelines will be related to issues of the 

environment or sustainable development? If not, what will the challenges 

be?‟ 13 of the 14 respondents reported that by far the biggest challenges of 

SR are related to SD‟s need to balance social and economic issues. One 

respondent highlighted a key point that “human rights issues must also be 

addressed - otherwise there is no point to sustainability”. 

3.3.9 Integration of SR into SD 

36% initially agreed that „Organizational SR policies and guidelines such 

as „SR policies‟, will „eventually become part of overall Organizational 

Sustainability policies and guidelines‟. A large proportion of 43% were 

initially unsure. When these results were further analysed and paired with 

comment data the final results showed 57% actually agreed with the 

statement, with three being unsure, three saying no. Those that did not 

agree suggested that businesses will fight against this, that the two 

concepts are the same so simply a matter of semantics and another that SR 

is too big a scope for organizations to implement. Some considered that the 

concept of policies and guidelines were too vague to asses. 

3.3.10 Other Comments 

Respondents were asked if they wanted to contribute further comments. 

Relevant statements included the ambiguity of SR and that it is often used 

as a gimmick to increase reputation and profit rather than sustainability. 

3.4 Method 2 Findings: Follow-Up Telephone 

Interviews with SR Experts  

5 of the survey respondents were interviewed to gather a more detailed 

understanding of their positions. Additional questions were asked to assist 

in the testing of the research questions and hypotheses. Key views from 

interviewees are categorized and included below: 

 SR is conventional business strategy 
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 SD and SR will both exist in the future 

 Organizational SR and SD needs to be communicated in a language that 

business can understand to be able to reach a sustainable society 

 A sustainable society will never be achieved as there are always 

negative forces acting against it 

 Stakeholders are the most important people in the SR decision-making 

process 

 Sustainability is difficult to explain 

 The FSSD is not widely known in the SR arena 

 SD is important but now needs the methods to deliver it 

 Brundtland suffices as a starting point to begin action 

 SD has become sidetracked by SR, with SR not delivering the 

transformational change needed and provided through SD 

 There is no real sense of urgency – a need global backing to get 

recognition and action 

 Companies need to consider the ecological constraints and Brundtland 

is insufficient on its own 

 SR is about values of the company overall and does not depend on tools. 

3.5 Method 3a Findings: ISO 26000 Swedish 
Mirror Group On-line Survey 

An 8 question online survey was sent to the 45 SMG members, 19 

responses were received (a response rate of 42%), these are recorded in 

Appendix F. The aim was to capture the understanding and views relating 

to the social responsibility issues, their relationship to sustainability and 

also how this would relate to the ISO 26000 guidance. 

All 7 „Organizational sectors‟ as categorized by the SMG were represented 

with the majority representing Industry (32%) and Government (21%). 

Labour, NGO‟s, Service, Support & Research and „Others‟ all had a 10% 

representation. Consumer organizations represented only 5%. „Others‟ 

included 2 consulting organizations and 1 national standards body. 
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3.5.1 Sustainability Relationship to SR 

90% agreed with the statement: „Do you agree that individuals, 

organizations and society exist within and depend on the environment?‟ 

5% were unsure and 5% disagreed. 

A supplementary question „Should major organizational decisions 

(including 'social responsibility' decisions) therefore also consider 

environmental impacts?‟ generated mostly agreement by 14 of the 19 

respondents, however, some qualified their answers for example where 

urgent responses to key issues (e.g. human rights abuses) had to override 

this position. This question raised responses that often issues are too 

complex (2 of 19) to deal with in this manner. Some issues such as human 

rights will not have impacts on the environment in the short term, but they 

may have impacts on sustainability which could become a long term effect 

on the environment. 

3.5.2 Important SR Guideline Components 

The survey asked „what are the important components of guidelines‟. 

Organizations were asked to rate the importance of each component.  

Full findings can be found in the Appendix F. „Clear goals and/or success 

points‟ was the most highly rated answer overall. Other results of interest 

include the strength of importance given to, „Implementation guidance‟ 

and „Tools for prioritizing potential actions‟.  

3.5.3 Setting Goals in SR Guidelines 

68% of respondents considered that „clearly stating a goal or a success 

point in a social responsibility guideline‟ would „increase its effectiveness 

in identifying a course of action for organizations‟, with 16% disagreeing 

and 16% unsure.  

A further open question asked „What are some of the advantages or 

disadvantages of having a goal or a success point in a social responsibility 

guideline?‟ The responses included that it is difficult to set goals in a 

guideline that are generic that everyone can agree on, that goals need to be 

set by the company to be effective and they need to be specific.  
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3.5.4 What is the goal of SR? 

79% of the respondents answered that „the ultimate goal of 'SR is „to assist 

organizations in moving towards a sustainable society‟. 5% did not think 

this was the goal and 16% were unsure. If respondents disagreed with this 

position they were asked „what they thought was the ultimate goal of SR‟. 

There were differences in the interpretation of what a sustainable society is 

and how it is defined; one considered that the goal is to move towards a 

sustainable organization, another stated “A sustainable, responsible 

business is a prerequisite for a sustainable society”. 

3.5.5 Clarity of the Brundtland Definition 

Respondents were asked whether there should be a clearer definition of SD 

than Brundtland‟s, which is used as the core defining SD aspect in the ISO 

26000 guidance. 29% said that there should be a clearer definition 39% 

disagreed and 33% were unsure. Comments included that the definition 

should remain and that the SSD Sustainability Principles could be added to 

specify the definition in more detail. One respondent stated that the 

standard is designed for implementation by practitioners and “must be the 

link between the big words and on the ground practice.” 

3.5.6 Requirements in Support of Brundtland 

There was no clear agreement on the question „Would including specific 

requirements for achieving a sustainable society in ISO 26000 support the 

Brundtland definition?‟ 39% answered yes, with 28% no and 33% being 

unsure. The authors considered those surveyed were unsure as to what the 

specific requirements are and what requirements would need to be 

implemented. For example no example set of requirements were provided 

for respondents to comment on.  

3.5.7 Other Comments 

Respondents were asked if they wanted to contribute further comments. 

Relevant statements included “how does an organization deal with 

conflicting impacts?” for example human rights issues and the 

environment. 
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3.6 Method 3a Findings: Telephone 

Interviews with Swedish Mirror Group  

In order to examine the survey feedback in more detail and ask further 

questions some respondents were further interviewed. These people 

included a mix of stakeholder groups involved in the SR consultation 

process. Key findings are categorized below: 

 The economic case is important and this will drive the agenda 

 The SSD Principles could be useful and should be put in the 

Environment section 

 SR may still be the priority use of the SR guidelines and environmental 

sustainability secondary - have to bear this in mind 

 This is an SR guideline – if SD was to be integrated in the way we 

wanted e.g. giving it more priority then the whole document would have 

to be rewritten to reflect this change becoming an SD guideline rather 

than an SR one 

 Brundtland is too broad and doesn‟t give actions  

 There is need for a good definition of SD 

 SR guidelines should recognise that SR is not sustainable without SD 

and implications of this written into the document 

 Guideline needs to have a clear goal 

 SD is going to be the overall aim of organizational SR. 

3.7 Method 3b Findings: SR Networks  

3.7.1 On-Line Survey 

The authors‟ also sent a revised 8 question online survey to multiple 

international SR networks. The goal of this survey was to further test the 

authors‟ initial findings with SR practitioners from a broad demographic. 

The demographic of the 20 complete responses show the following 

professional experience in either SR or SD: 15% (1-2 years), 60% (3-5 

years), 5% (6-9 years) and 20% (10+ years). The authors coded and 

analyzed the responses based both on the direct multiple choice answers 

and on the comments provided. The analysis of the coded results then 
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showed a more accurate picture of the respondents overall perception of 

the authors initial findings. 

Principles for a Sustainability Society 

The survey presented a detailed outline of the authors‟ definition of a 

„sustainable society‟ based on a set of 4 minimum principles. The results 

were clear with 85% of respondents agreeing that the principle based 

definition aligned with their ideas “on the fundamental requirements 

necessary to create a Sustainable Society in the long-term”. Although 10% 

were unsure, there were numerous supporting comments from the 

respondents agreeing with the link between environmental degradation and 

the ability of people to meet their needs and that social issues should not be 

an afterthought in discussions of sustainability. The authors acknowledged 

a comment that “…there should be at least as many social principles as 

environmental” and they are aware of research underway to address this. 

Comments also dealt with the challenge of aligning organizational 

practices with an internationally agreed framework for sustainable 

development and reducing the poverty gap to reach a healthy 

sustainability. Further points also urged that sustainability is more than 

simple survival and a greater emphasis should be on “…creating 

flourishing ecosystems and economies” and “…social, economic and 

environmental that fosters progress, innovation and development.” 

3.7.2 The Goal of SR 

90% of respondents agreed that “Sustainable Development and 

Organizational Social Responsibility share an ultimate overall goal of 

moving towards a Sustainable Society.” This finding was directly inline 

with the results from both the SMG and the SR Experts and statements 

such as “Social Responsibility is the principle of defining how to manage 

organizations in order to realize sustainable development” aligned in 

general with the authors‟ findings. The only “no” respondent stated that the 

first three principles of sustainability are not the goal in SR and “…that as 

long as organizations can continue to have a „social license to operate‟ it 

does not matter if the first three conditions are met.”  

3.7.3 Historic Perspective of SR and SD 

70% of the respondents agreed that the concepts of SD were historically 

developed from the environmental perspective, whereas Organizational SR 



31 

has historically been developed from a corporate sector perspective with 

5% in opposition and 25% unsure.  Concerns were made that the statement 

was an oversimplification and the roles of other organizations such as 

government and NGOs were not clear in the statement. 

3.7.4 Strategic Decision in SR  

Questions 6 and 7 provided the following two diagrams (Fig. 3.2) in an 

effort to explain the authors‟ early findings that: SR guidelines need to 

acknowledge that organizations and society are within the environment; 

that all major strategic decisions need to consider their impacts on the 

organization, the society and the environment; and that the long-term 

ultimate goal of socially responsible organizations is to take steps in the 

right direction towards a sustainable society. 85% of respondents felt that 

organizational SR needed to “acknowledge these 3 concepts if it seeks to 

be effective in assisting organization in moving towards an 

environmentally and socially sustainable society”. Only 55% felt that the 

actual diagram clearly represents these 3 concepts with some respondents 

considering the term “environment” was too ambiguous. Concern was also 

raised related to the vision of a sustainable society as one respondent 

stated: “Organizations – especially companies should not be prone to 

improve society directly but indirectly by their responsible behavior and 

broad understanding of the surrounding field of societal and environmental 

conditions.”

 

Figure 3.2 Survey Question Example of Findings 
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3.7.5 Organizational Sustainability Guidelines 

85% of respondents agreed that Organizational SR guidelines will 

eventually become part of overall “Organizational Sustainability 

guidelines” with only one response in clear disagreement and 10% unsure. 

When these results were analyzed, the broad comments showed that many 

organizations are already aligning CSR with SD goals.  One of the 

respondents stated: “Organizations treat them as one, i.e. CSR describes 

the SD path for the organization.  In the longer run, and if all sectors of 

society, private, public and civil create a new paradigm based on SD, CSR 

guidelines will be absorbed into organizational guidelines. CSR will have 

fulfilled its role when it becomes obsolete.” 
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4 Discussion: Research Question 1 

4.1 Research Expectations 

The authors‟ first research stage was designed to gain a deeper 

understanding of the relationship between SD and SR within organizations. 

The initial expectations were that these two concepts are relatively new to 

most users and the definitions, although widely used, would be unclear, 

inconsistent and challenging to apply. Expectations were mostly met in 

that there is a wide variety of differing opinions, definitions, concepts of 

SD and SR and there is a need to merge the two concepts if they are to be 

successful in reaching their intended goals. The documentation related to 

the topic is overwhelming for the average organizational manager and as 

such, the further development of explicit guidance such as the ISO 26000 

come at a critical time. In general, the results show while organizational 

social responsibility is still evolving, one of the biggest challenges is the 

inclusion of key environmental sustainability concepts into SR definitions 

and guidelines. 

4.2 Research Challenges 

Even within a relatively small sample size, trends were clear to see. The 

research has tapped into an area of emerging understanding and the 

findings illustrate a solid overview of current thinking and research. These 

findings challenge many current practices and guidance. In general, most 

of the core concepts of sustainability, when considered by on their own, 

were well received and agreed upon at a basic theoretical level. An 

example of this is that an overwhelming majority of those surveyed, agreed 

that societies and organizations are within and depend upon the 

environment. This is a fundamental position which is rarely, if ever, 

expressed formally within SR practices and guidelines, resulting in 

environmental systems being considered as separate from the organizations 

rather than integral. An understanding of these types of overarching 

concepts on the whole system is required for effective strategic planning. 

Decision-makers require a common understanding to address complex 

systems thinking challenges of SD and SR, where one issue often leads to 

an almost infinite web of affiliated issues.  
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"Rather than agreeing on detailed descriptions of a desirable distant future, 

it is easier to (i) agree on basic principles for success, (ii) agree on initial 

concrete steps that can serve as flexible stepping-stones in the right 

direction, and (iii) continuously re-evaluate transitions along the way." 

(Robert et al. 2004, xix) 

It is the authors‟ belief that science-based principled definitions of critical 

overarching concepts can create the common ground needed to address 

global sustainability and also acknowledge that the practical integration 

and application of these concepts into existing definitions is challenging. 

4.3 Scientific Principles building Universal 
Understanding 

In order to move towards a sustainable society we need a constructive 

dialogue on key issues between stakeholders and primarily between 

scientists and decision-makers. When science-based basic principles of 

commonality are discussed a powerful universal language emerges that can 

actually serve to assist in rational decision-making. Science cannot tell 

decision-makers what they „should‟ do to plan for sustainability because 

that is a value-based judgment. However, once decision-makers agree on a 

goal that they „want‟ to move towards a sustainable society, then science 

can assist by setting the conditions for success. For example, science can 

provide insight into non-sustainable flows of matter between societies and 

ecosystems, help evaluate various technologies and solve problems within 

the science-based constraints for a sustainable society. By first gaining 

consensus on the basic principles of what the goal is, steps to move 

towards the goal become much clearer (Robert et al. 2004, xiv).   

4.4  Defining Social Responsibility and 

Sustainable Development 

Research Question #1 

- How are the concepts of Organizational Social Responsibility and 

Sustainable Development related? 

- Do they share a common goal of moving towards a Sustainable 

Society? 
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In part, the overall goal of this research was to assist decision-makers in 

clarifying the challenges of moving organizations towards a sustainable 

society. The authors started the research by attempting to define two of the 

most common concepts organizations use to describe this challenge: Social 

Responsibility and Sustainable Development.  

Current definitions of SR and SD are bountiful in the literature. Dahlsrud 

(2008) analyses 37 separate definitions of SR and SD having over 100 

separate definitions (Article 13 n.d.), with the most common used being 

Brundtland‟s (see 4.3.2). What is lacking in the literature is a clear 

understanding of how SR and SD relate. Since many organizations use 

both SR and SD concepts, it is critical to clearly define and understand 

both concepts if one seeks to assist organizations and society in moving 

towards sustainability. 

When researching definitions of SR, the authors did not focus solely on the 

very common term of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as it is too 

limiting. The acknowledgement that the term SR is more inclusive is clear 

to see in the ISO 26000 Working Draft statement that not only links the 

concepts of CSR and organizational SR but also SD: 

“The view that social responsibility is applicable to all organizations has 

emerged as different types of organizations, not just those in the business 

world, recognized that they too had responsibilities for the environment 

and the welfare of society, and for contributing to sustainable 

development.” (ISO 2008, 14) 

4.5 Defining Sustainable Development 

The authors started by looking further into the definitions of Sustainable 

Development. Overall it is clear that the environment has become 

increasingly internalized into socio-economic decision-making. Impacts on 

local and global scales have illustrated the interconnectedness of social, 

economic and environmental spheres. With increasing scientific evidence 

of long lasting environmental damage and resource depletion; academics, 

policy makers and NGO's have sought to focus in on the issues by 

producing definitions, guidance and programs that help develop 

frameworks for analysis and action. As O‟Riordan (Economist Intelligence 

Unit, 2008, 4) states, defining sustainability is like an "exploration into the 

tangled conceptual jungle where watchful eyes lurk at every bend" 
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suggesting that SD definitions are heavily biased as to the vested interests 

of the parties developing them. 

4.5.2 Sustainable Development not ‘Sustainable 
Growth’ or ‘Viability’ 

When defining the concepts of SD it is also critical to note that the term is 

not „sustainable growth‟. “Growth gets bigger, development it gets 

different. The economy must at some point stop growing, but it can 

continue to develop” (Des Jardin 1998, 832). It is possible for development 

of society to continue even with decreasing resource consumption. For 

instance, development of society can be seen in increased literacy and 

human rights which are not directly tied to the need to increase resource 

use. It is important to note that the sustainability of society is a 

fundamentally different concept than the sustainability or ongoing viability 

of an individual organization. A sustainable society depends on its ability 

to meet the needs of the present without systematically undermining the 

needs of future generations. A sustainable society is accomplished through 

SD whereby social systems function and develop within the ecological 

constraints of the planet.  

4.5.3 The Brundtland Commission Definition of 
Sustainable Development 

Sustainable development has been broadly stated and widely accepted as 

“meeting the needs of the present without undermining the ability of future 

generations to meet their need”, commonly referred to as the Brundtland 

definition (WCED, 1987). The advantage of this definition is its holistic 

and generic view, whereas other definitions only see sustainability as an 

isolated system or specific aspects (Ebner and Baumgartner, 2006). Yet, 

finding and agreeing on concrete ways to act collectively to implement SD 

on a global scale has proved difficult. 

“While many claim that sustainable development challenges the increased 

integration of the world in a capitalist economy dominated by 

multinationals (Middleton et al., 1993; Christie and Warburton, 2001), 

Brundtland‟s ambiguity allows business and governments to be in favour 

of sustainability without any fundamental challenge to their present course, 

using Brundtland‟s support for rapid growth to justify the phrase 

„sustainable growth‟” (Hopwood, Mellor and O‟Brien 2005). 
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The Brundtland „definition‟ is at the root of much critical discussion 

(Crowther 2008) and there is considerable disagreement among scholars in 

different disciplines on how this definition should be operationalized and 

how sustainability should be measured. The definition is a value statement 

without reference to sustainability limits. It does not elaborate on the 

notion of human needs and wants (Kirkby et al. 1995; Redclift 1987) and 

using a concern for future generations is problematic. With increasingly 

limited resources, this assumption becomes a contradiction as most 

potential consumers (future generations) are unable to access the present 

market, thus, „individuals not yet born have ontological difficulties in 

making their presence felt in today‟s market for exhaustible resources‟ 

(Martinez-Alier 1987, 17). 

4.5.4 Defining a Sustainable Society through SSD 

The authors‟ research and results found a number of definitions and a 

range of understandings of SD and of a sustainable society in the literature. 

However, as compared to the wide range of SR definitions, SD as a 

concept seems quite clear on a theoretical level. The challenge really 

begins in taking SD definitions from philosophical ideas to tangible steps. 

For this research to be effective it was critical to isolate consistent 

definitions of both SD and of a sustainable society, in order to apply it in 

comparisons with definitions of SR. As discussed above, the authors‟ 

research unit is primarily focused on the application of SSD. This clearly 

defines the four non-overlapping, science-based Sustainability Principles 

(SPs) for defining a sustainable society as a set of basic constraints 

(Holmberg, Robèrt and Eriksson 1996; Ny et al. 2006). All four principles 

have to be met as a minimum requirement in a truly sustainable society and 

they assist in identifying unsustainable practices. The concept that the 

ecological constraints of the planet should set universal consumption limits 

and business practice constraints is not new and has been addressed by 

many authors outside of the SSD community. Des Jardin (1998, 831) 

argues that the „moral minimum‟ that constrains economic activity should 

include ecological sustainability:  

“...the sustainable alternative can provide ecologically sound and practical 

guidance. Business remains free to pursue profits within the rules of the 

game; but the rules must be changed to include the obligation to leave 

natural ecosystems no worse off in the process.” 
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It is also critical to note that the Sustainability Principles include the full 

systems perspective of both environmental and social principles of 

sustainability.  

In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to systematically increasing... 

1. Concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth‟s crust 

2. Concentrations of substances produced by society 

3. Degradation by physical means 

and in the society... 

4. People are not subject to conditions that systematically undermine their 

capacity to meet their needs. 

4.5.5 Applying the Sustainability Principles to 
Brundtland 

For SD to become implementable at an organizational level, its definitions 

need to be able to be broken down into manageable parts. The SSD 

Sustainability Principles that outline the requirements for a sustainable 

society can be seen as an extension of many current SD definitions such as 

the Brundtland definition (Broman 2007). The SSD Sustainability 

Principles assist in gaining a greater understanding of SD for 

implementation, by setting an overall goal for organizations to backcast 

towards. Figure 4.1 shows an alignment to fundamental scientific 

principles by first splitting the concept of meeting human needs into 

ecological and social systems. To „meet present and future needs‟, we must 

ensure that the ecological and social systems we depend on are not 

systematically degraded. The Sustainability Principles #1-3 are based on 

the ecological constraints of the planet guiding us to reduce degradation of 

vital ecological systems through 3 different means. Ecological systems at a 

fundamental level can be degraded through both chemical and physical 

means. To further that, the chemical degradation can been seen as changes 

in concentrations of substances from the Earth‟s crust being brought into 

the ecological system (such as mercury) or production of substance by 

society that are persistent in the ecological systems we depend on (such a 

PCBs). Also the degradation of the ecological system can be physical, such 

as paving over fertile land. The 4
th

 Sustainability Principle then ensures 

that we address how the social systems effect our human needs, by looking 

to reduce barriers, practices and abuses of power that undermine people‟s 
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capacity to meet there needs. The Figure 4.1 attempts to show how a 

definition of SD that is based on human needs can be translated into a set 

of principles to define a sustainable society. 

 

Figure 4.1 Elaborating the Brundtland definition using Sustainability 

Principles (Broman 2007) 

These SSD Sustainability Principles are a unique and powerful way to 

create a common success point for organizations to move or backcast 

towards. They set a universal understanding of the ultimate goal of SD; a 

Sustainable Society. 

4.6 Defining Organizational Social 

Responsibility 

“…current understanding of organizational social responsibility is still 

primarily concerned with responsibility in the short-term. …”- SR Expert 

Organizational SR is based on the idea that “business and society are 

interwoven rather than distinct entities; therefore, society has certain 
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expectations for appropriate business behaviour and outcomes” (Wood 

1991). The Commission of European Communities describes SR as a 

“concept, whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns 

into their business operations and interactions with their stakeholders on a 

voluntary basis” (Commission of the European Communities 2001). 

However, unlike the well used Brundtland definition of SD, there isn't one 

universally recognized common definition of SR. “We have looked for a 

definition and basically there isn‟t one” (Jackson and Hawker 2001). Also, 

SR definitions like those of SD, are often biased towards specific interests 

(van Marrejwik 2003) and it was recognized by Dahlsrud (2008) that “any 

attempt to develop an unbiased definition is challenging, because there is 

no methodology to verify whether it is indeed unbiased or not”. Although 

there is no common definition, Dahlsrud analyzed 37 produced between 

1980 and 2003 and found that of 5 common dimensions (stakeholder, 

social, economic, voluntariness and environmental), the environmental 

dimension was reported significantly less than the others (59% compared 

to 80-88% for the others). Environmental considerations in SR have been 

historically underplayed when compared to other issues. However, with 

increasing recognition and responsibilities in relation to global 

environmental issues such as climate change, this under-representation 

could now be changing. 

4.6.2  SR as Social and Environmental Responsibility 

“…many extractive businesses are basing profitability decisions on the 

supply in the short-term and business models are currently trying to justify 

its position…”- SR Expert 

One question surrounding SR definitions is whether they need to include 

both social and environmental issues, or just focus on the social issues. 

Should separate but complementary Organizational Environmental 

Responsibility polices be developed? The authors main findings are that 

this type of separation generates two main problems that are discussed in 

more detail below: Firstly, it lacks a whole system perspective whereby 

interactions within and between systems have to be recognised and 

considered in decision making rather than separated (see next section on 

the „Triple Bottom Line‟). Secondly, over time, even decisions that appear 

to only be relevant on a social level often have undermining effects on the 

environment. 
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4.6.3 The Trouble with Triple Bottom Line 

When decisions are made without consideration of all sustainability 

components (both environmental and social) there is often a danger of 

creating unexpected and undesirable outcomes. Much has been written 

about the Triple Bottom Line that recognizes the business case for 

economic, social and environmental contributions to the business under the 

banner of „Profit, People, and Planet‟.  Yet Dyllick (2002) suggest that this 

is insufficient as it does not address the issue that „companies will never be 

sustainable unless they operate close to or beyond the environments 

carrying capacity and secondly they need to make a „social case‟ for 

sustainability.‟ Attempts to separate out spheres such as the society from 

the environment show a lack of systems thinking understanding and are 

ineffective in addressing whole systems social responsibility or 

sustainability challenges. 

4.6.4 Social Issues Affect the Environment 

SR must recognize that that societies cannot exist ad infinitum unless the 

environment that supports them is managed sustainably. Both social and 

environmental perspectives are required so decisions that primarily 

consider one do not undermine the other. Imagining a future scenario 

where practices are based only on socially focused responsibility principles 

(excluding the environment) may initially be excellent for human rights, 

labour relations and consumer value. However, such benefits would be 

increasingly undermined over time by consequential environmental 

impacts which may affect the capability of society to maintain access to 

raw materials, a safe and clean environment and the capacity of the planet 

to purify society‟s waste products. What is critical to understand is that if 

SR definitions and practices only outline social challenges; decision-

makers may wrongly believe it is possible to move towards a sustainable 

society simply through solving social issues even when they systematically 

negatively affect ecological sustainability. 

4.6.5 SR Literature Lacks ‘Environmental 

Dependency’ 

The fundamental understanding of the dependence of society and the 

economy on the environment is often lacking in SR publications. Of the 71 

SR publications reviewed only 5 (Des Jardin 1998; DeSimone and Popoff 
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1997; van Marrewijk 2003; Ebner and Baumgartner 2006; Dyllick 2002) 

recognised this relationship. As mentioned earlier, Dalhsrud (2008) found 

the environment to be by far the least recognised consideration in SR 

definitions. Carroll (1999) considered this to be partially because the 

environment has slowly been introduced into SR activities, which could be 

a reflection of the chronology of the SR definitions reviewed by Dahlsrud, 

however, one possibility could be that SR still predominantly concerns 

itself with social and economic activity, leaving other „environmental 

policies, strategies or tools‟ to manage environmental issues, a concept that 

the authors find to be ineffective in dealing with systems-thinking 

challenges. 

4.6.6 Historical Perspectives of SR & SD 

"Sustainability comes historically from the environmental side, CSR from 

the social side, but today it seems that both merge"- SR Expert 

To fully understand the relationship between SR and SD it is critical to 

look at their separate historical development, where they have come from 

opposing perspectives yet are really looking at the same problem overall. 

One of the possible explanations for the lack of environmental 

considerations in SR literature is that the concepts and practices were 

originally developed from the perspective of the organization. When an 

organization has to react to a challenge, it logically looks internally first 

and then to other stakeholders second. Depending on the issue, this 

introspective viewpoint starts with organizations, then considers the 

society it interacts with and then may consider the surrounding 

environment if it is perceived as within the sphere of the organization‟s 

influence. This historical perspective assists in explaining why the term 

CSR came into use; as a representation of the corporations‟ secondary 

responsibility to society while possibly undervaluing or separating a 

responsibility to the environment. It is also interesting to consider how SR 

was partially developed as a reaction to stakeholder pressure rather than 

proactively based on scientific or theoretical constraints. This concept was 

echoed by many SR Experts interviewed for this research. When asked 

about effective ways to prioritize between conflicting and challenging SR 

issues one respondent stated that they use a system of stakeholder-based 

questions. The prioritization questions considered aspects such as how 

financially relevant the stakeholder is and whether the stakeholder felt the 

issue was urgent.  
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This prioritization method is problematic in 2 ways: first it implies that SR 

decisions are primarily reactive to stakeholder pressure rather than 

proactive and strategic. Second, since arguably the environment has only a 

limited stakeholder voice and disconnected financial pressure, it can 

therefore be ignored as a priority when compared to social issues.  

The authors concluded that the historically introspective and reactive 

perspective that developed SR policies is still apparent in the current 

literature and practices today and this may explain the lack of 

environmental and full systems sustainability considerations.   

In contrast, some criticisms of SD definitions have related to a lack of 

consideration for its practical applicability to organizations. Historically 

the scientific research community, rather than corporations, has developed 

the concepts and definitions of environmental sustainability (Tukker and 

Tischner 2006, 3). Decades of concern surrounding environmental issues 

such as loss of biodiversity, speciation or environmental degradation, have 

lead to many of the key concepts of sustainability. The perspective of an 

environmental scientist often starts by considering a unique environmental 

problem first, then placing it within the global environmental perspective 

and finally the impact on society is considered. Often an organizational 

consideration on the problem comes much later, possibly after specific 

organizations within the society are identified for their impact on the 

problem. Furthering this separation of perspectives, the research 

communities of SR and SD publish in different types of journals and 

literature (Tukker and Tischner 2006, 4). This adds to a lack of 

communication between researchers and practitioners in SD and SR even 

though the authors found that they may be attempting to address similar 

problems.  

This disconnection and unique development perspective may have led 

environmental sustainability concepts to have historically lacked 

applicability at the level of the organization, whereas SR policies were 

developed to specifically address stakeholder concerns of society from the 

perspective of the organization.  An understanding of this historical 

perspective issue is critical if one is looking to assist organizations by 

identifying a common ground of goals and understanding. 
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4.7 SD & SR; Same Goal, Different 

Perspective 

The authors‟ critical finding is that SR and SD are seeking the same 

overlapping goal of a sustainable society and this common ground can be 

used to merge the two concepts. As stated previously in this paper, the 

authors sought input from various experts particularly those with an SR 

perspective to develop this finding.  

From the surveys and discussions with SR Experts, the authors found that 

92% of those surveyed agreed that the ultimate goal of SR is to assist 

organizations in moving towards a sustainable society. Although some SR 

Experts felt that reaching a sustainable society may be impossible to 

actually achieve, most felt it can set a common success point to work 

towards. This is significant as it identifies a commonality between SR and 

SD and then sets the task as defining what constitutes a 'Sustainable 

Society'. Many of the SR Experts surveyed were unaware that science 

based and reviewed principles, that outline the requirements for a 

sustainable society, already exist. While the authors felt it is possible to 

develop a concise set of principles to define the issues of Social 

Sustainability, based on SSD, human needs and the barriers that restrict 

access to these needs, this was considered out of the scope of their current 

research. The SSD research community has multiple research projects 

focused solely on System Principle #4 and on the concept of needs based 

sustainability planning (Benaim, Collins and Raftis 2008). 

Given this common goal and the SSD Sustainability Principles that define 

the basic requirements of a Sustainable Society, the authors then looked to 

assess what unique aspects of SD and SR may cause challenges in merging 

the concepts. 

4.7.2 Merging SD Concepts into Organizational SR 

85% of SR Online Network survey respondents agreed that SR guidelines 

will eventually become part of overall “Organizational Sustainability 

guidelines”. 

Although SR has historically been applied in a wide range of 

organizations, in an attempt to address both social and environmental 

issues, it lacks fundamental concepts some (some of which are discussed 
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above) that are critical in taking steps towards its stated goal of a 

sustainable society:  

Organizational Social Responsibility 

 SR is driven by stakeholders and an unbalanced weight has been applied 

to certain issues. Societal issues literally have a voice and can exercise 

the power to affect the success and activities of an organization. 

Environmental issues have to rely on secondary representation by 

NGOs and other environmentally focused organizations to apply 

pressure. Since SR relies on stakeholders to outline issues, 

environmental issues have historically been underrepresented. 

 Even the term „Social Responsibility‟ can lead some organizations to 

solely focus on social issues and possible then neglect a full 

sustainability perspective. 

 SR also lacks a systems-thinking perspective and this can lead to 

organizations focusing on multiple issues but sometimes then have 

trouble seeing the inter-relationships. 

 SR is considered a reactive approach to solving problems within 

organizations as they occur and impact on the business, often 

responding to economic impacts derived from poor practice. 

 SR programs deliver improvements based on existing economic models, 

which over time, unless adapted to deliver sustainability goals, could 

undermine an organization‟s ability to remain economically viable 

through the protection of the social and environmental systems it 

depends on. 

Organizational Sustainability 

 Decisions are proactively based on scientific sustainability constraints 

that enable a more complete understanding of the organizations impact 

on their surroundings. Organizations can identify their most critical 

sustainability challenges proactively and then identify the key 

stakeholders that can assist them without necessarily prioritizing issues 

based solely on stakeholder influences.  



46 

 The term 'Organizational Sustainability' encapsulates a full 

sustainability perspective focusing the organization on both social and 

environmental issues.  

 A full sustainability perspective requires systems thinking to consider 

the challenging interrelationships between both social and 

environmental issues. Systems‟ thinking provides decision makers with 

the tools to address complex issues without over simplification. 

 The above two points recognise the business opportunities that can be 

capitalised on by proactively avoiding costly problems and developing 

solutions that are sustainable and demanded by a market increasingly 

seeking products and services that are truly socially and 

environmentally responsible. 

 The current economic model rewards unsustainable behaviour; this 

needs to be modified to ensure that organizations remain viable into the 

future. Resources, for example, cannot be sustainably consumed at the 

current rate, yet there is an increasing financial incentive for 

organizations to extract them as they become scarcer.  

 All organizations together, not just individually, will need to operate 

within socio-ecological limits in the long-term to meet the global 

sustainability challenge. 

In an ideal situation the authors believe that SR should eventually become 

transformed into a full organizational sustainability planning framework to 

proactively and effectively assist organizations in moving towards a 

sustainable society.  

"Sustainability is crucial…as being recognised as the inevitable direction 

progress takes” (van Marrewijk and Werre 2003, 108). 

“Sustainability thinking needs to be the norm that does not require special 

units, procedures or processes. The same applies to Corporate Social 

Responsibility which has rapidly become a self-promoting and sustaining 

end in itself, rather than a broad framework and means for business to 

maximize the positive contribution it makes to society” (Massey 2007, 14). 

Many SR Experts surveyed commented that SR is an organizations‟ means 

to achieve SD, with some also identifying an eventual merging or 
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overlapping of these two concepts. Considering that the authors were 

surveying SR Experts not SD Experts, it is surprising that most of them 

agreed that "OSR policies and guidelines such as CSR policies will 

eventually become part of overall Organizational Sustainability policies 

and guidelines". The comments and follow-up discussions also revealed 

that many of the SR Experts that initially disagreed with this statement, did 

so based on implementation concerns, not based on whether in an ideal 

situation it was theoretically more effective in the long run.  

“In the longer run, and if all sectors of society, private, public and civil 

create a new paradigm based on SD, CSR guidelines will be absorbed into 

sustainable Organizational guidelines – CSR will have fulfilled its role 

when it becomes obsolete.”- SR Expert 

With consideration that these findings are based on a more ideal and 

theoretical perspective, the authors then considered how this information 

may be applied to assist current SR guidelines in reaching their goals. 
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5 Discussion: Research Question 2 

5.1 Integrating SD Concepts into SR 

Guidelines 

The academic exercise of defining how SR and SD interrelate, although 

critical, is only the first step in assisting organizations in moving towards 

sustainability. It is the transfer of this understanding to decision-makers 

through common guidelines and policies where its successful practical 

application is essential. The second stage of research therefore sought a 

greater understanding of the overall goals of an SR guideline. As discussed 

above, the literature search and SR Expert findings showed initial 

alignment that there was a shared goal for both SR and SD to move 

towards a sustainable society. Therefore it is critical to understand how that 

ultimate goal relates to organizational SR guidelines and if it implies a 

need to include SD concepts to be effective. 

Research Question 2  

If SR and SD share an overall goal to assist organizations in moving 

towards a ‘Sustainable Society’: 

- Is it critical for organizational SR guidelines to integrate 

sustainability concepts and principles to be effective in moving towards 

this goal? 

- What specific Strategic Sustainable Development concepts could be 

integrated into SR guidelines to assist organizations in moving towards 

this goal? 

5.1.2 SR Guidelines 

ISO 26000 was still a working draft when the research started.  The authors 

recognized this as an opportunity to not only explore a unique case study 

and gain insight into the process of developing an international standard 

but the potential to apply their findings as recommendations to the draft 

document itself. 
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This consensus document will become an international and cross-sector 

guideline on SR. It involves stakeholders from an extremely wide variety 

of groups, ensuring that the final document reflects many interests. 

Many of the concepts outlined in SSD have successfully been applied as 

part of an strategic organizational Sustainability planning framework in an 

effort to proactively assist in the movement towards a Sustainable Society 

(Nattrass and Altomare 1999, 43). Organizations such as IKEA, Scandic 

Hotels and Interface Inc. have successfully applied the concepts and 

principles of SSD in strategic organizational Sustainability planning 

(Nattrass and Altomare 1999, 46). Given that the first part of the research 

found that SR and SD share a common goal of moving towards a 

sustainable society and that SSD has been shown to be effective in 

assisting with this, the authors felt that SSD was a reliable framework to 

assist in a case study and sustainability concept gap analysis, of ISO 

26000. The second stage was to then explore what critical areas could be 

applied to generic SR guidelines. 

5.1.3 Initial Findings: SD into SR Guidelines 

Through the case study review and discussions it became apparent that a 

number of critical aspects of SSD were not covered in ISO 26000. 

Although ISO 26000 is a very thorough document that does an exceptional 

job of communicating the complex issues of SR, the authors and some 

SMG members felt it lacked an overall understanding of sustainability 

concepts. Early on in the research the authors were informed by members 

of the SMG that one of the most challenging sections to write was Chapter 

7.5 (WD 4.1 ISO 2008) "The Environment". This feedback gave weight to 

the authors‟ initial literature search showing that the relationships between 

SR and concepts of environmental sustainability are not clear in current 

definitions or practices. Initial reviews of the working draft led the authors 

to identify general gaps and alignments in ISO 26000 when compared 

against six key concepts of SSD. It is critical to note that this research did 

not question the case study based on a specific issues within the „social‟ 

realm such as specific Labor Practices or Human Rights issues. The 

following list is a general review of the authors‟ initial gap analysis 

between six key concepts of SSD and the current working draft of ISO 

26000: 
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1. Taking a whole systems perspective: The authors‟ initial case study 

review concluded that although the concepts in the ISO 26000 

“Environment” section do accurately cover the majority of ecological 

sustainability issues, the guideline lacked a clear and consistent 

understanding of how organizations and society are within the 

environment. 

2. Moving towards a „Sustainable Society‟: The ISO 26000 definition 

of SR is well developed and it states that its "...aim is to contribute to 

sustainable development..." However, the document as a whole does not 

highlight this aim, clearly define a „sustainable society‟ or explicitly state it 

as an overall success point or goal. 

3. Backcasting: Neither the concept of backcasting as a strategic tool nor 

a clearly defined strategic planning tool that assists in developing actions 

based on visionary success principles is identified. 

4. Prioritizing actions strategically: Although ISO 26000 includes 

many recommended actions, limited information is given as to tools or 

techniques to prioritize decisions particularly in dealing with challenging 

trade off situations. 

5. Using a structured approach: Although the outline and format of the 

working draft was still being developed, the authors felt it lacked an 

overall framework that could assist the user in developing effective 

strategic planning because it did not clearly state a success point for 

strategies and actions to move towards. Drafters of ISO 26000 use the 

„Sydney Framework‟ to provide consistency and guidance with the aim of 

clarifying the nature of information to appear under each heading. The 

authors applied the Five Level Framework (5LF) to the Environment 

section of WD 3 and found that the formatting provided a close match to 

the 5LF. The key weakness identified, however, was that it did not 

recognize the importance of having a clear strategy (Level 3 of the 5LF) 

especially lacking clarity of the process of reaching its goal. 

6. Principles for a Sustainable Society: SD is defined in ISO 26000 

using Brundtland‟s definition which is limited and gives little guidance to 

users. Further, the conditions for reaching a successful sustainable society 

are not outlined as part of principle-based goal setting. 
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Once this initial case study review was complete the authors then 

considered the potential impact of these gaps on generic SR guidelines‟ 

effectiveness in moving towards their stated goals. A reformatted list of 

three primary gaps was then developed. These focused on aspects that were 

both generic enough to potentially be applicable to other guidelines and 

focused specifically on issues that related to moving organizations towards 

sustainability or SD. The following set of findings was developed, based 

on the literature research, an in-depth understanding of SSD, the ISO 

26000 case study and early discussions with SMG and research peers: 

The three primary critical SD related concepts that an SR guideline need to 

include, to be effective in moving towards a goal of a sustainable society: 

1. Explicitly outline a clear and consistent understanding of how 

organizations and society are within and depend upon the environment. 

This seeks to ensure that socio-ecological issues are addressed in an 

integrated manner by organizations. 

2. Clearly state overall goals for organizations to backcast towards. To 

fully comprehend SD and SR issues, the concept of a „Sustainable Society‟ 

needs to be addressed so organizations have an overall goal that they are 

moving towards. 

3. Scientific, principle-based definitions of critical concepts of SD and a 

sustainable society, to improve communication, consensus-building and 

strategic goal setting in SR. 

The prioritization questions were initially considered as a recommendation, 

however, the authors felt that although the challenges of prioritization are 

critical to strategic decision making and the SSD questions are rigorous 

and valid, it will require further research to develop a set of tools 

specifically for this application and it was deemed outside of the scope of 

this research. 

The authors then sought feedback from members of the SMG though 

presentations, discussions, phone interviews and an online survey. All 

questions developed for this process sought to clarify the three primary 

concepts stated above, ensure that other major findings were not 

overlooked and gain insights into the understanding of the SMG members 

on SD related issues. In general the response to the authors‟ inquiry was 
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very positive. It is the authors‟ belief that the SMG members recognized 

that value of further research and many were open to constructive dialogue. 

5.2 Recommendations for the Integration of 
Critical SD Concepts into OSR Guidelines 

“Social Responsibility is a soft option because it does not ask for 

transformation” – SR Expert 

In general our findings clearly supported our initial three main areas that 

need to be addressed with respect to the development of SR guidelines, 

specifically regarding the inclusion of sustainability principles, concepts 

and constraints. The following section outlines the authors‟ justification for 

the addition of these concepts into an SR guideline based on their research. 

5.2.2 Organizations are ‘Within’ the Environment 

If the ultimate goal of an SR guideline is to set a standard to help move 

organizations towards a sustainable society, then an acknowledgement that 

organizations and society are within (and depend upon) the environment is 

critical. This helps ensure that socio-ecological issues are addressed in an 

integrated manner. Our result shows that the nested diagram shown in 

Figure 5.1 is a good representation of how the different levels relate to 

each other. 90% of SMG members that responded agreed that 

organizations are within and depend on the environment and 85% SR 

Experts surveyed felt this needed to be acknowledged. The strong support 

illustrates the need to recognise this fundamental relationship and 

importance of the environment.  

 

Figure 5.1 Nested diagram of organization within the environment 
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Even though this idea seems like common sense to most surveyed, this 

concept is not acknowledged in the majority of SR definitions, guidelines 

and literature. Furthermore 75% of those surveyed thought that SR 

decisions had to take in to account all three areas to effectively make 

decisions. Currently SR decision-making policies do not generally follow a 

core position that organizations should proactively seek to manage impacts 

on the environment within sustainable, regenerative levels. Such an 

omission undermines the viability of the social and economic systems that 

SR seeks to maintain. Societies and organizations rely on the environment 

for raw materials and for life supporting services and this concept needs to 

be explicitly stated in an SR guideline.  

The authors‟ findings also show that it is important that environmental 

issues and concepts should be identified as unique from other more 

socially focused issues. Social issues in a SR guideline describe how 

organizations should interact with society whereas the environment is a 

superseding concern that needs to be considered in all organizational 

decisions, including those relating to the other social areas. Without this 

distinction it is possible for organizations to take actions that address one 

of the social issue areas, but actually moves away from environmental 

sustainability.  

The authors‟ attribute this omission to many factors but particularly to the 

historical development of SR as reactive to social stakeholder pressure not 

environmental constraints and secondly as a result of the current 

unsustainable economic system that limits the transformation of SR 

policies. 

5.2.3 A Strategic Framework towards Success 

If by definition, a guideline seeks to give indication of a future course of 

action to users, it is critical that the formatting and content of the document 

provides a clear strategic framework and a success point to backcast from. 

It seems intuitive that, when trying to change the current system and 

devising a new strategy, one ought to have a vision of a goal in mind. 

Before starting a journey, one usually asks, "Where is it that I really want 

to go?" In other words, what does success for the planning endeavour look 

like? We ask these questions naturally as individuals, but in larger groups 

such as organizations, not to mention society, they are often lost and 
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replaced by unspoken assumptions that leave room for conflicting 

interpretations (Robert et al. 2004). 

With the goal identified as „a sustainable society‟ the SR Experts were 

asked whether „backcasting‟ would increase the effectiveness of an 

organizational SR guideline. The overwhelming majority of both SMG 

members and SR Experts surveyed, agreed that setting clear goals and/or 

success points was the most effective way for a guideline to give an 

indication of a future course of action. Although less than half of SMG 

members surveyed felt “backcasting” would increase the effectiveness of 

an SR guideline the comments showed concern that the concept was too 

theoretical to review through such a survey and the question was confusing 

to respondents. The author considered the conflict and the confusion was 

based on the term 'goals'. A number of discussions with SR Experts 

showed that organizational goals must be set by the organization 

themselves as a representation of their uniqueness and based on their 

current reality, but they agreed that an ultimate goal of „moving towards a 

sustainable society‟ needed to be stated in a guideline. It is critical to 

understand that the authors are not recommending organizationally specific 

goals to be specified in an SR guideline. Specific organizational goals are 

to be set by the individual organization, but the need to first include the 

overall goal of all socially responsible organizations is necessary especially 

in consensus building guidelines. Without a universal set of science-based 

principle goals for all organizations to strive towards, reaching a therefore 

undefined sustainable society becomes unlikely. Overall the discussions 

showed that when backcasting was clearly explained to SR Experts, it was 

seen as an effective strategic tool to be implemented 

By clearly identify the goal of SR as „moving towards a sustainable 

society‟ early in a guideline, it provides organizations a clear success point 

to backcast from and therefore prioritize actions in support of it. A 

common goal builds a shared foundation and also creates tension between 

that goal and the current reality, which in turn drives organizational 

strategy. The authors find that it is critical that guidelines start by defining 

success and have a clear planning framework for moving toward that 

success point.  
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5.2.4 Science-based Principle Definitions of Success 

For a success point to be effective it needs to be clearly defined. 

Organizations need an understanding of what it will be like when they are 

acting in an environmentally and socially responsible way. Scenarios of the 

future often seem unattainable. Organizations need to recognize that a 

sustainable society is not a perfect society; there will still be infringements 

on social or environmental levels and some organizations at times will not 

meet all the requirements. The success point of sustainability is when the 

vast majority of society and organizations have met or exceeded the 

conditions. A sustainable society has eliminated the barriers for individuals 

and organizations to meet their needs and is balanced by a common 

understanding of a shared finite planet. This principle-based vision then 

creates a „tension‟ to pull organizations towards success. 

The SSD "Sustainability Principles" can be integrated into any SR 

guideline or policy relatively easily either by outlining them directly in an 

early „Success‟ section or by integrating them in sections that relate to an 

understanding of environmental and social issues (see ISO 

Recommendations in Appendix I). The SSD SPs outline the minimum 

requirements for a successful sustainable society, they are non-overlapping 

yet all four must be considered in parallel to avoid undermining the success 

of the others. 

For an environmentally and socially responsible organization to move 

towards a sustainable society it must take steps to eliminate its contribution 

to the: 

1. "…systematically increasing concentrations of substances extracted 

from the Earth's crust;" 

2. "…systematically increasing concentrations of substances produced by 

society;" 

3. "…systematically increasing degradation by physical means;” 

4. “…barriers that systematically undermine peoples abilities to meet 

needs” 

The Sustainable Principles are a tremendous challenge and cannot be met 

easily in the current economic system. However, they are not meant to be 

used as prescriptive rules; rather, they are intended as a tool to help an 

organization envision a future towards which to orient its strategic actions. 
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In this way they act as a compass, helping a company avoid decisions that 

will have negative environmental consequences and therefore undermine 

the viability of all organization and society in the long-term. 

Without rigorous principles to provide a solid understanding of what 

sustainable success is, too many well-intentioned efforts in SR become 

exercises in describing the status quo or justifying marginal improvements 

on the status quo. Having a set of success principles give socially 

responsible organizations the freedom to tap into the creative capacity of 

their stakeholders to bring about transformative innovations that create 

positive social and economic outcomes, without undermining 

environmental sustainability. 

5.2.5 Diagrammatical Representation 

Often Organizational Social Responsibility is seen as a series of 

stakeholder driven issues, surrounding and applying pressure to the 

organization. The nested diagram shown earlier (Figure 5.1) attempted to 

emphasise how organizations and society all operate within, and depend on 

the environment for resources and to absorb waste. The figure below 

(Figure 5.2) attempts to summarize what our research findings suggest are 

three critical concepts that would increase the effectiveness of 

organizational Social Responsibility guidelines in meeting their ultimate 

goal. This figure is not intended to replace any other and is not a full 

representation of organizational SR or SD, it is simply an attempt to 

visualize our recommendations. The figure acknowledges that: 

1. Organizations and society are within the environment 

2. That all major strategic decisions need to consider their impacts on the 

organization, the society and the environment. 

3. That the long term ultimate goal of socially responsible organizations 

is to undertake their business whilst taking steps in the right direction 

towards a Sustainable Society. 
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Figure 5.2 Critical Adaptations to SR from SSD 

The authors research and 85% of respondents surveyed, when shown this 

diagram, agreed with the statement that “Organizational Social 

Responsibility guidelines should acknowledge these 3 concepts if it seeks 

to be effective in assisting organization in moving towards an 

environmentally and socially sustainable society.” 

It is also critical to note that the movement towards a sustainable society 

can not be accomplished by a single organization alone. The arrow in this 

figure is simply to convey the concept of having a direction and 

understanding that contributing to a sustainable society is the overall goal. 

5.3  Application of SD to ISO 26000 

Guidelines 

These critical SR Guideline recommendations where then applied to the 

current working draft of the ISO 26000. The resulting set of specific 

recommendations developed for the ISO 26000 Swedish Mirror Group is 
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packaged in Appendix I and was presented to the group in June 2008. The 

authors believe that the integration of these critical recommendations will 

assist the ISO 26000 document in becoming an effective tool in moving 

organizations towards a sustainable society. The authors recognize the 

many challenges in the development of such a large consensus process. 

Making even simple changes to a global consensus document can often be 

a long and drawn out process. One prominent SMG member made this 

clear when he informed the authors that: 

“The major challenge in developing ISO 26000 is that it is done by at least 

1,000 people from 70 countries. It is not an academic product it is a 

consensus guideline with several lowest common denominators. Indeed 

there are several parts of ISO 26000 that would benefit from having more 

„complete and rigorous‟ approaches and hopefully they will reach this 

point in a near future” (SMG Member). 

This research has its limitations and the authors have attempted to clearly 

outline the scope and acknowledge the limits. However, it is clear that a 

bridge can be built between the SD community and the SR community 

based on a shared common goal and that the concepts of SD must be 

clearly understood by decision-makers so they can plan, act and review 

progress in the right direction. 

5.4 Recommendations for ISO 26000 

The authors applied their findings to the ISO 26000 guidance which are set 

out as a report to the SMG in Appendix I. The integration of the concepts 

involved only a few minor adjustments to the text, however, these were 

significant in their meaning and potential impact. Adjustments were 

proposed including: 

• Ensuring that the SR definition recognised organisations and society 

acted within the environment and that SD considers both the social and 

environment. 

• Modifying key paragraphs highlighting the relationship between SR 

and SD recognised more accurately what sustainability was and what it 

could contribute to SR if SD was considered as a strategic goal, including 

reference to the SP‟s. 
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• Recognising that the existing Environment section is already aligned 

with Sustainability Principles 1-3 and highlighting this would help the 

organisations make more sustainable decisions. 

• The addition of a new figure to support the relationship between the 

seven core SR subject areas in ISO 26000 and the relationship of the 

environment within SR. 

5.5 Further Research and Challenges 

The authors have identified 4 challenging areas that require further 

research: 

1. Aligning the economic model 

Challenging the current economic model is one of the fundamental 

differences between SD and SR. For SR to be effective in the long run it 

needs to consider how organizations can be viable in an improved 

economic model that aligns with SD. There is a large pool of research 

available devoted to this area but the recommendations are not being 

applied fast enough considering the current ecological and social crisis we 

are facing. 

2. Prioritization that deals with socio-ecological complexity 

Prioritization tools are needed for decision-makers to deal with challenging 

and complex issues that are overlapping and interrelated. The authors 

found a great variance in the types of tools and techniques that 

organizations and individuals use to prioritize. The SSD framework 

provides guidance in this area but this research was unable to effectively 

test and apply it to SR guidelines. The research into systems thinking and 

its application is growing but more rigorous tools for prioritization need to 

be developed and tested specifically for the sustainable society challenge.  

3. Human Needs based Social Responsibility 

Currently SR is focused on practical application and stakeholder driven 

issues. The authors recognize this as critical for SR to gain further 

acceptance and implementation, however, at a fundamental level; the 

issues of social sustainability are based on human needs. Research that 

translates the concepts of human needs to practical application at an 
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organizational level is lacking. This issue is apparent in the definition of 

the SSD Sustainability Principle #4 and the authors look forward to the 

results of other research that currently underway to further develop this 

principle and then look to effective application. 

4. The ISO 26000 SD integration challenge 

The authors believe that the sustainability concepts they propose are 

essential for SR guidelines, although they may not be included in the next 

WD of ISO 26000. SR is an anthropocentric concept which does not 

sufficiently recognise the critical importance of sustainability. Without an 

integrated sustainability perspective within ISO 26000 then a major 

opportunity to strategically address key environmental threats to society 

and organizations will be lost. By integrating these concepts, strategic 

decisions will be made that positively take all interests into account. The 

challenge is that many involved in the development process could interpret 

the authors‟ recommendations as too heavily focused on SD and that ISO 

26000 needs to stay SR focused. In reality the opportunity of integrating 

both SR and SD components will bring far greater benefits to 

organisations, the society and the environment, the earlier they are 

integrated. 
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6 Conclusion 

6.1 SR towards a Sustainable Society 

This research sought to understand the relationships and goals of 

organizational SR and SD and how sustainability concepts might assist 

Organizational SR guidelines. The authors conclude that the concepts of 

Organizational Social Responsibility and Sustainable Development are 

fundamentally related. Organizational Social Responsibility comes from 

the perspective of organizations and has an ultimate goal to assist those 

organizations in moving towards a sustainable society. Traditionally, SR 

was developed as a reaction to stakeholder driven issues and has primarily 

been focused on how societal concerns will impact the organization. 

Sustainable Development is development that moves towards both an 

environmentally and socially sustainable society and is based on the 

ecological constraints of the planet and global social issues. SD proactively 

looks at whole-systems issues and has only recently been applied at an 

organizational level as strategic sustainability planning. Fundamentally SR 

and SD have a shared common goal of a sustainable society which can 

become the critical bridge that can build communication and understanding 

between the two perspectives.  

The challenges of a sustainable society require proactive decision making 

based on sustainability constraints rather than reactive stakeholder driven 

issues. Organizations need to recognize that social and environmental 

issues are interlinked and that the sustainable society challenge requires 

strategic decisions based on a long-term systems thinking perspective. The 

greatest challenge to SR will be changing the current economic model that 

rewards unsustainable behaviour yet needs to be modified to ensure that 

organizations remain viable into the future.  

Organizational SR guidelines look to set the standard operating practices 

for organizations. The sustainable society challenge is based on both 

ecological and social constraints and requires an understanding of SD 

concepts to be solved.  It is therefore critical for SR guidelines to integrate 

Sustainable Development concepts and principles if they seek to be 

effective in moving towards their stated goal of a sustainable society.  
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The framework and concepts of Strategic Sustainable Development have 

been effectively applied in strategic organizational Sustainability planning. 

The authors‟ case study analysis identified three fundamental SSD 

concepts that could be integrated into an organizational SR Guidelines to 

assist them in moving towards their goals: 

1. Acknowledgement that organizations are within and depend on the 

environment for their long-term viability to effectively address both 

social and environmental sustainability issues. 

2. A systems-thinking and proactive strategic framework that can 

backcast from the clear success point of a sustainable society. 

3. A set of non-overlapping science-based principle definitions of a 

sustainable society, to build consensus between organizations on 

the ultimate goal and success point outline in the guideline. 

The authors believe that this research will assists decision-makers in 

clarifying the challenges of moving organizations towards a sustainable 

society through a deeper understanding of SD and SR and through the 

application of SD concepts to organizational SR guidelines. A sustainable 

society where we balance our needs with those of the next generation and 

the rest of the planet should be the current goal for our whole society not 

just organizations. The majority of organizations must commit to a shared 

understanding of this common goal or it is unlikely to become attainable 

considering the current state of our planet. 



63 

References 

Arnold, M. “Non-Financial Performance Metrics for Corporate Reporting 

Revisited.” Cranfield: Doughty Centre for Corporate Responsibility, 2008. 

Article 13 (n.d.)     

http://www.article13.com/csr/definitions.asp#Sustainable%20development 

Azar, C., J. Holmberg, and K. Lindgren. "Socio-Ecological Indicators for 

Sustainability." Ecological Economics 18, no. 2 (1996): 89-112. 

Aşcigil, Semra. “Towards Socially Responsible SMEs? Quality Awards 

Models as a Tool”. Nottingham: International Centre for Corporate Social 

Responsibility, 2007. 

Baker, M. 2007 Enron October. "Companies in the News Enron." 

Corporate Social Responsibility. 

Bell, Simon, and Stephen Morse. "Story Telling in Sustainable 

Development Projects." Sustainable Development 15, no. 2 (2007): 97-110. 

Benaim, Andre, Amber Collins, Luke Raftis. 2008. “The Social Dimension 

of Sustainable Development: Guidelines for Application”. Master's thesis, 

Karlskrona, Sweden: Blekinge Institute of Technology. 

Bendell, Jem. “The Global Step Change”. Lifeworth Review of 2007. 2008. 

Bitterman, M; Lopez, V and F Wright. 2007. “A Bridge To Peace: 

Strategic Sustainable Development as an Approach to Conflict 

Resolution”. Master's thesis, Karlskrona, Sweden: Blekinge Institute of 

Technology. 

Booth, Robert. "Made in China, Recalled in Britain". The Guardian. 2008. 

Boron, Stefan, and Keith Murray. "Bridging the Unsustainability Gap: A 

Framework for Sustainable Development." Sustainable Development 12, 

no. 2 (2004): 65-73. 

BP. “Sustainability Report 2006”. London, 2007. 



64 

Brack, Duncan. “The World Trade Organization and Sustainable 

Development: A Guide to the Debate”. London: Chatham House, 2005. 

Broman, Göran. Discussions Session with MSLS on Subtleties of the 

Sustainability Principles & Strategic Guidelines. Karlskrona, 2007. 

Broman, Göran, John Holmberg, and Karl-Henrik Robèrt. "Simplicity 

without Reduction: Thinking Upstream Towards the Sustainable Society." 

Interfaces 30, no. 3 (2000): 13-25. 

Bruntland, G. (ed.). Our Common Future: The World Commission on 

Environment and Development. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987. 

Calder, Fanny. “Developing an Effective Follow-up Process for WSSD 

Partnerships: The Role of the Commission on Sustainable Development”. 

London: Chatham House, 2003. 

Calder, Fanny, and M Culverwell. “Following up the World Summit on 

Sustainable Development Commitments to Corporate Social Responsibility 

Options for Action by Governments”. London: Chatham House, 2005. 

Castka, Pavel, and A. Balzarova. "ISO 26000 and Supply Chains - on the 

Diffusion of the Social Responsibility Standard." The TQM Magazine.  

111, 274-274, 2008. 

Castka, Pavel, J. Bamber Christopher, David J. Bamber, and John. M 

Sharp. "Integrating Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) into ISO 

Management Systems - in Search of a Feasible CSR Management System 

Framework." The TQM Magazine 16, no. 3 (2004): 216-224. 

Catterall, M, and P Maclaran. "Focus Group Data and Qualitative Analysis 

Programs: Coding the Moving Picture as Well as the Snapshots." 

Sociological Research Online 2, no. 1 (1997). 

Chris, Marsden, and D. Grayson. “The Business of Business Is...? 

Unpicking the Corporate Responsibility Debate”. Cranfield: Doughty 

Centre for Corporate Responsibility, 2007. 

Commission of the European Committees. "Green Paper Promoting a 

European Framework for Corporate Social Responsibility." Brussels: 

European Commission, 2001. 



65 

Cramer, Jacqueline. "Applying International Standards and Guidelines on 

Corporate Social Responsibility: An Action Plan." Environmental Quality 

Management 14, no. 3 (2005): 71-77. 

Cramer, Jacqueline, Jan Jonker, and Angela van der Heijden. "Making 

Sense of Corporate Social Responsibility." Nottingham: International 

Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility, 2004 

Cramer, J, A van der Heijden, and J Jonker. “Corporate Social 

Responsibility: Balancing between Thinking and Acting”. Nottingham: 

International Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility, 2004. 

Cruz, J. M. "Dynamics of Supply Chain Networks with Corporate Social 

Responsibility through Integrated Environmental Decision-Making." 

European Journal of Operational Research 184, no. 3 (2008): 1005-1031. 

Dahlsrud, Alexander, “How corporate social responsibility is defined: an 

analysis of 37 definitions” Corporate Social Responsibility and 

Environmental Management 15,1 (2008) 1-13. 

Davis, P, J Djanogly, D Grayson, R Hamilton, T Rotherham, and T Webb. 

“A Light but Effective Touch Final Report of the Conservative Party 

Working Party on Responsible Business.” London: Conservative Party, 

2008. 

De Schutter, Olivier. "Corporate Social Responsibility European Style." 

European Law Journal 14, no. 2 (2008): 203-237. 

Des Jardins, Joe. "Corporate Environmental Responsibility." Journal of 

Business Ethics 17, no. 8 (1998): 825-838. 

Dreborg Karl, H. "Essence of Backcasting." Futures 28, no. 9 (1996): 813-

828. 

Dyllick, Thomas, and Kai Hockerts. "Beyond the Business Case for 

Corporate Sustainability." Business Strategy and the Environment 11, no. 2 

(2002): 130-141. 

Economist Intelligence Unit, “Doing Good Business and the Sustainability 

Challenge”. London, 2008. 



66 

Elkington, J. Cannibals with Forks, the Triple Bottom Line of 21 Century 

Business. Oxford: Capstone, 1997. 

Esty, Daniel C, M.H Ivanova, L Kimball, A Najam, and K von Moltk. 

“Environmental Institutions Perspectives on Reform”. London: Chatham 

House, 2002. 

Galan Jose, I. "Corporate Social Responsibility and Strategic 

Management." Journal of Management Studies 43, no. 7 (2006): 1629-

1641. 

Giddings, Bob, Bill Hopwood, and Geoff O'Brien. "Environment, 

Economy and Society: Fitting Them Together into Sustainable 

Development." Sustainable Development 10, no. 4 (2002): 187-196. 

Glavic, P., and R. Lukman. "Review of Sustainability Terms and Their 

Definitions." Journal of Cleaner Production 15, no. 18 (2007): 1875-1885. 

Godfrey, Paul C., and N.W. Hatch. “Researching Corporate Social 

Responsibility: An agenda for the 21st Century.” Journal of Business 

Ethics 70, (2007) 70-87. 

Goodall, George. "Shelving the Code of Ethics: Bend It Like Bentham."  

(2003). 

Halpern Benjamin, S., Shaun Walbridge, Kimberly A. Selkoe, Carrie V. 

Kappel, Fiorenza Micheli, Caterina D'Agrosa, F. Bruno John, S. Casey 

Kenneth, Colin Ebert, et al. "A Global Map of Human Impact on Marine 

Ecosystems." Science 319, no. 5865 (2008): 948-952. 

Haraldsson, L. Johansson, J. MacDonald, H. Ny, J. Oldmark, D. Waldron. 

Strategic Leadership Towards Sustainability. Karlskrona: Blekinge 

Institute of Technology, 2005. 

Hawken, Paul, Amory B. Lovins, and L. Hunter Lovins. Natural 

Capitalism: The Next Industrial Revolution. London: Earthscan, 1999. 

Hay, Robert. "Becoming Ecosynchronous, Part 2. Achieving Sustainable 

Development Via Personal Development." Sustainable Development 14, 

no. 1 (2006): 1-15. 



67 

Hemming, Christine, Shirley Pugh, Geraint Williams, and Deborah 

Blackburn. "Strategies for Sustainable Development: Use of a 

Benchmarking Tool to Understand Relative Strengths and Weaknesses and 

Identify Best Practice." Corporate Social Responsibility and 

Environmental Management 11, no. 2 (2004): 103-113. 

Hoare, A, and T Tarasofsky. "International Environmental Governance." 

London: Chatham House, 2007. 

Hohnen, Paul. “Following up the World Summit on Sustainable 

Development Commitments on Corporate Social Responsibility. Options 

for Action by Governments, Addendum: International Organization for 

Standardization (ISO)”. London: Chatham House, 2006. 

Holland, Leigh. "Can the Principle of the Ecological Footprint Be Applied 

to Measure the Environmental Sustainability of Business?" Corporate 

Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 10, no. 4 (2003): 

224-232. 

Holmberg, J. "Backcasting a Natural Step When Making Sustainable 

Development Operational for Companies." Greener Management 

International 51 (1998): 23-30. 

Holmberg, J, K-H Robèrt, and K-E Eriksson. "Socio-Ecological Principles 

for Sustainability." In  Getting Down to Earth ‚ Practical Applications of 

Ecological Economics, edited by R. Costanza et al. Washington DC: 

International Society of Ecological Economics, 1996. 

Holmberg, J, and Karl-Henrik Robèrt. "Backcasting from Non-

Overlapping Sustainability Principles: A Framework for Strategic 

Planning." International Journal of Sustainable Development and World 

Ecology 7 (2000): 1-18. 

Hopkins, Michael. "Measurement of Corporate Social Responsibility." 

International Journal of Management & Decision Making 6, no. 3-4 

(2005): 1-2. 

Hopwood, Bill, Mary Mellor, and Geoff O'Brien. "Sustainable 

Development: Mapping Different Approaches." Sustainable Development 

13, no. 1 (2005): 38-52. 



68 

ISO Advisory Group on Social Responsibility. “Working Report on Social 

Responsibility”. Geneva: ISO, 2004. 

ISO Central Secretariat. “Participating in the Future of International 

Standard ISO 26000 on Social Responsibility”. Geneva: International 

Standards Organization, 2007. 

ISO. "Guidance to TG5 Drafters, TG 4, 5 and 6 Liaison Task Force: 

Memo-12 " Geneva: International Standards Organization, 2007. 

ISO. “Participating in the Future International Standard ISO 26000 on 

Social Responsibility.” Geneva: International Standards Organization, 

2007. 

ISO. “ISO 26000 Guidance on Social Responsibility a Working Draft”. 

Geneva: International Standards Organization, 2007. 

ISO Advisory Group. “Working Report on Social Responsibility.” Geneva: 

International Standards Organization, 2007. 

Ivanova, Maria. “International Environmental Governance Reform: 

Options and  Implications”. London: Chatham House, 2007. 

Jackson P, Hawker B. 2001. “Is Corporate Social Responsibility Here to 

Stay?” http://www.cdforum.com/research/icsrhts.doc [23 June 2003]. 

Jonker, Jan, and M Schoemaker. "Developing the Value(S) of Corporate 

Social Responsibility." In Reputation, Image, Identity & Competitiveness. 

Madrid, 2005. 

Jonker, Jan and M van Pijkeren. “In Search of Business Strategies for 

CSR”. Nottingham: International Centre for Corporate Social 

Responsibility, 2006. 

Kaptein, Muel, Kooning L, R van Tulder, and R van Vliet. "Report on  

European CSR Survey." RSM Erasmus University, 2007. 

Kates, Robert W., Thomas M. Parris, and Anthony A. Leiserowitz. "What 

Is Sustainable Development?" Environment 47, no. 3 (2005): 8-22. 

Keay, Macolm. “Towards Global Corporate Social Responsibility”. 

London: Chatham House, 2002. 



69 

Kirkby, J. O‟Keefe, P. and Timberlake, L. (1995) Sustainable 

Development. Earthscan: London. 

Kleinrichert, Denise. "Ethics, Power and Communities: Corporate Social 

Responsibility Revisited." 78, 475-485, 2008. 

Kolk, Ans. "Sustainability, Accountability and Corporate Governance: 

Exploring Multinationals' Reporting Practices." Business Strategy and the 

Environment 17, no. 1 (2008): 1-15. 

Korhonen, Jouni. "Should We Measure Corporate Social Responsibility?" 

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 10, no. 1 

(2003): 25-39. 

Lee Min-Dong, Paul, R. W. Ackerman, R. V. Aguilera, D. E. Rupp, C. A. 

Williams, J. Ganapathi, M. Barnett, D. P. Baron, W. J. Baumol, S. L. 

Berman, A. C. Wicks, et al. "A Review of the Theories of Corporate Social 

Responsibility: Its Evolutionary Path and the Road Ahead." International 

Journal of Management Reviews 10, no. 1 (2008): 53-73. 

MacDonald, J. P. "Strategic Sustainable Development Using the ISO 

14001 Standard." Journal of Cleaner Production 13, no. 6 (2005): 631-

643. 

Maignan, Isabelle, and O. C. Ferrell. "Corporate Social Responsibility and 

Marketing: An Integrative Framework." Academy of Marketing Science. 

Journal 32, no. 1 (2004): 3-19. 

Marsden, Chris and D. Grayson “The Business of Business Is...? 

Unpicking the Corporate Responsibility Debate”. Cranfield: Doughty 

Centre for Corporate Responsibility, 2007. 

Martinez-Alier, J. Ecological Economics: Energy, Environment and 

Society. Oxford: Blackwell, 1987. 

Massey, Michael. “Sustainable Development 20 Years after Brundtland: 

Time for More Patience and Pragmatism”. London: Chatham House, 2007. 

MaxNeef, Manfreed. T. The Living Economy. New York: Routledge & 

Kegan Paul, 1992. 



70 

Maxwell, J.A. “Qualitative Research Design - an Interactive Approach”. 

Vol. 41 Applied Social Research Series: Sage Publications, Inc, 2005. 

Mc Dougall, D. "Indian 'Slave' Children Found Making Low-Cost Clothes 

Destined for Gap." The Guardian. 2007. 

Mc Williams, A., D Siegal, and P Wright. "Corporate Social 

Responsibility: Strategic Introduction." Journal of Management Studies 43, 

no. 11 (2006): 1-18. 

McWilliams, Abagail, S. Siegel Donald, and M. Wright Patrick. 

"Corporate Social Responsibility: Strategic Implications” International 

Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility, 2006. 

Midgley, Gerald, and Martin Reynolds. "Systems/Operational Research 

and Sustainable Development: Towards a New Agenda." Sustainable 

Development 12, no. 1 (2004): 56-64. 

Millennium Ecological Assessment. “Global Assessment Reports” Island 

Press. 2005. 

Moon, Jeremy. "The Contribution of Corporate Social Responsibility to 

Sustainable Development." Sustainable Development 15, no. 5 (2007): 

296-306. 

Morgan, David L. Focus Groups as Qualitative Research. Newbury Park, 

Calif.: Sage Publications, 1988. 

Nattrass, Brian and Mary Altomare. The Natural Step for Business - 

Wealth, Ecology and the Evolutionary Corporation. Gabriola Island B.C: 

New Society Publishers, 1999. 

Nissan Motor Company. “Sustainability Report”. Tokyo, 2007. 

Ny, H., J MacDonald, G Broman, R Yamamoto, and K-H Robèrt. 

"Sustainability Constraints as System Boundaries: An Approach to Making 

Life-Cycle Management Strategic." Journal of Industrial Ecology 10, no. 1 

(2006). 



71 

Palmer, Alice, and R Tarasofsky. “The Doha Round and  Beyond:  

Towards a Lasting Relationship  between the WTO and the International 

Environmental Regime”. London: Chatham House, 2007. 

Payne Dinah, M., and Cecily A. Raiborn. "Sustainable Development: The 

Ethics Support the Economics." Journal of Business Ethics 32, no. 2 

(2001): 157-168. 

Phillips, Robert. "European and American Perspectives on Corporate 

Social Responsibility." Business Ethics: A European Review 17, no. 1 

(2008): 69-74. 

Pirsch, Julie, Shruti Gupta, and Landreth Grau Stacy. "A Framework for 

Understanding Corporate Social Responsibility Programs as a Continuum: 

An Exploratory Study." Nottingham: International Centre for Corporate 

Social Responsibility, 2007. 

Redclift, M. Sustainable Development: Exploring the Contradictions. 

London: Methuen, 1987. 

Redclift, Michael. "Sustainable Development (1987-2005): An Oxymoron 

Comes of Age." Sustainable Development 13, no. 4 (2005): 212-227. 

Richman, Barbara T. "20 Years: Into Our Common Future." Environment 

49, no. 9 (2007): 5-6. 

Robèrt, K. H. "Tools and Concepts for Sustainable Development, How Do 

They Relate to a General Framework for Sustainable Development, and to 

Each Other?" Journal of Cleaner Production 8, no. 3 (2000): 243-254. 

Robèrt, K.-H., B. Schmidt-Bleek, J. Aloisi de Larderel, G. Basile, J.L. 

Jansen, R. Kuehr, P. Price Thomas, M. Suzuki, P. Hawken, and M. 

Wackernagel. "Strategic Sustainable Development: Selection, Design & 

Synergies of Applied Tools." Journal of Cleaner Production 10, no. 3 

(2002): 197-214. 

Robèrt, Karl-Henrik. The Natural Step Story: Seeding a Quiet Revolution. 

Gabriola Island B.C: New Society Publishers. 2002. 

Robèrt, K.-H., G. Basile, G. Broman, and D. Cook S. Byggeth, H. Robèrt, 

Karl-Henrik, Göran Broman, D Waldron, H Ny, S Byggeth, D Cook, L 



72 

Johansson, J Oldmark, G Basile, H Haraldsson, and J MacDonald. 

“Strategic Leadership Towards Sustainability”. Karlskrona: Psilanders 

grafiska, 2005. 

Robèrt, K.-H., "Personal Communication Re: MSLS Peer Review." 

Karlskrona, 2008. 

Robinson J, B. "Future under Glass, a Recipe for People Who Hate to 

Predict." Futures 22, no. 9 (1990). 

Robinson, J. "Future Subjunctive: Backcasting as Social Learning." 

Nottingham: International Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility, 

2003. 

Rooney, Sean. "The Value of a Truly Sustainable Business Strategy." 

Ecos, no. 138 (2007): 27-29. 

Sample, I. "Global Meltdown: Scientists Isolate Areas Most at Risk of 

Climate Change." The Guardian 2008. 

Schaefer, Anja. "Corporate Sustainability - Integrating Environmental and 

Social Concerns?" Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 

Management 11, no. 4 (2004): 179-187. 

Secchi, Davide. "Utilitarian, Managerial and Relational Theories of 

Corporate Social Responsibility." International Journal of Management 

Reviews 9, no. 4 (2007): 347-373. 

Senser, Robert, A. "Corporate Social Responsibility, a Fledgling 

Movement Faces a Crucial Test." Dissent  (2007): 77-82. 

Sheu, Her-Jiun, and Shih-Fang Lo. "A New Conceptual Framework 

Integrating Environment into Corporate Performance Evaluation." 

Sustainable Development 13, no. 2 (2005): 79-90. 

Siegel Donald, S., and Donald F. Vitaliano. "An Empirical Analysis of the 

Strategic Use of Corporate Social Responsibility” Journal of Economics & 

Management Strategy 16, no. 3 (2007): 773-792. 

Smith, Craig N, and H. Ward. “Corporate Social Responsibility. At a 

Crossroads?” London: London Business School, 2007. 



73 

Springett, Delyse. "Critical Perspectives on Sustainable Development." 

Sustainable Development 13, no. 4 (2005): 209-211. 

Subhabrata, Bobby. "Corporate Social Responsibility: The Good, the Bad 

and the Ugly." Critical Sociology 34, no. 1 (2008): 51-59. 

Svendsen, A., Boutilier, R.G. Abbott, and R.M., D Wheeler. “Measuring 

the Business Value of Stakeholder Relationships” (Part One). 2001. 

Szekely, Francisco, and Marianna Knirsch. "Responsible Leadership and 

Corporate Social Responsibility: Metrics for Sustainable Performance." 

European Management Journal 23, no. 6 (2005): 628-647. 

Tukker, Arnold, and U Tischner. New Business for Old Europe - Product-

Service Development, Competitiveness and Sustainability. Sheffield: 

Greenleaf Publishing, 2006. 

Van Der Woerd, Frans, and Timo van den Brink. "Feasibility of a 

Responsive Business Scorecard - a Pilot Study." Journal of Business Ethics 

55, no. 2 (2004): 173-186. 

van Marrewijk, Marcel. "Concepts and Definitions of CSR and Corporate 

Sustainability: Between Agency and Communion." Journal of Business 

Ethics 44, no. 2 (2003): 95-105. 

van Marrewijk, Marcel, and Marco Werre. "Multiple Levels of Corporate 

Sustainability." Journal of Business Ethics 44, no. 2 (2003): 107-119. 

Vogel, D. The Market for Virtue: The Potential and Limits of Corporate 

Social Responsibility. Washington D.C.: Brookings Institute Press, 2005. 

Waage, S. A. "Re-Considering Product Design: A Practical ''Road-Map'' 

for Integration of Sustainability Issues." Journal of Cleaner Production 15, 

no. 7 (2007): 638-649. 

Waage, S. A., K. Geiser, F. Irwin, A. B. Weissman, M. D. Bertolucci, P. 

Fisk, G. Basile, S. Cowan, H. Cauley, and A. McPherson. "Fitting 

Together the Building Blocks for Sustainability: A Revised Model for 

Integrating Ecological, Social, and Financial Factors into Business 

Decision-Making." Journal of Cleaner Production 13, no. 12 (2005): 

1145-1163. 



74 

Ward, Halina. "Corporate Citizenship: Exploring the New 

Responsibilities." Royal Institute of International Affairs, Chatham House, 

London, 2001. 

Welford, Richard, Clifford Chan, and Michelle Man. "Priorities for 

Corporate Social Responsibility: A Survey of Businesses and Their 

Stakeholders." Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 

Management 15, no. 1 (2008): 52-62. 

Werksman, Jacob. “International Environmental Governance: Session Iii: 

Scenarios: Criteria for Assessing Reform Proposals”. 2007. 

Whitehouse, Lisa. "Corporate Social Responsibility: Views from the 

Frontline." Journal of Business Ethics 63, no. 3 (2006): 279-279. 

Wilkinson, Adrian, Malcolm Hill, and Paul Gollan. "The Sustainability 

Debate." International Journal of Operations & Production Management 

21, no. 12 (2001): 1492-1502. 

Windsor, Duane. "Corporate Social Responsibility: Three Key 

Approaches." Journal of Management Studies (2006) 43, 93-114. 

Wood, Donna, J.,   "Corporate Social Performance Revisited." Academy of 

Management Review 16, no. 4 (1991): 691-718. 

Young, Stephen, B. “A Guide to Using Ethical Leadership Profile and 

Implementing the CRT Principles for Government”.  St Paul, 2007. 

Young Stephen, B. "Fiduciary Duties as a Helpful Guide to Ethical 

Decision-Making in Business." Journal of Business Ethics 74, no. 1 

(2007): 1-15. 

Zwetsloot, Gerard I. J. M. "From Management Systems to Corporate 

Social Responsibility." Journal of Business Ethics 44, no. 2 (2003): 201-

208. 



75 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Interview and Survey Sample 

Appendix A.1 Expert Sample 

Participant Relevant Experience 

Expert 1 Professor of CSR and Sustainability 

Expert 2 Director Benchmarking and Reporting 

Expert 3 Senior Lecturer for Sustainable & Disaster Resilient Infrastructure 

Expert 4 Professor of CSR & Environment 

Expert 5 Lecturer of Corporate Responsibility 

Expert 6 Director of CSR 

Expert 7 Professor of CSR 

Expert 8 Director in Performance Improvement and Organizational Development 

Expert 9 Senior Lecturer for Organizational CSR, Standardization, Management Systems, and Quality 

Management 

Expert 10 Executive Director of Global NGO 

Expert 11 Senior Lecturer of CSR and Law of Mortgage 

Expert 12 Professor of Sustainability Politics 

Expert 13 Professor of Management 

Expert 14 Lecturer of Partnerships between Business and Non-profit Organizations (Change & Conflict) 

Expert 15 Professor of Sustainability Politics 

Participating Organizations include: De Montfort University, Business in the Community, MIT, University of 

California (Berkeley), Cranfield University, CSR International, University of Lausanne, Research to Improve, 
University of Canterbury, UN Global Impact, University of Hull and University of East Anglia 

Appendix A.2 Mirror Group Sample 

Participant Organization Mirror Group Sector 

Mirror Group Member 1 The Natural Step NGO 

Mirror Group Member 2 Swedish Standards Institute Project Manager 

Mirror Group Member 3 Ecpat NGO,  Legal Advisor 

Mirror Group Member 4 TCO International Secretary Labour 

Mirror Group Member 5 Banverket Government, Contract Manager 

Mirror Group Member 6 TelefonaktiebolagetLM 
Ericsson 

Industry, Operational Assessment & 
Certification 

Mirror Group Member 7 Sandvik AB Industry, Manager Non-financial Assurance 

Mirror Group Member 8 Svenks Energy Industry 

Mirror Group Member 9 Nestor AB Konsult  Consult 

Mirror Group Member 10 Stockholm County Council Head of the Environmental 

Department 

Mirror Group Member 11 Volvo Cars Industry, Manager Sustainability 

Communication 

Mirror Group Member 12 Swedish Consumer Agency Consumer, Principal Adm.Officer 

Mirror Group Member 13 AB Volvo Industry 

Mirror Group Member 14 SWEDAC Government, Teknisk handläggare 

Mirror Group Member 15 IF Metall Labour, International Secretary 

Mirror Group Member 16 Effort Consulting Service, support, research, Consultant 
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Mirror Group Member 17 Försvarets materielverk 

(FMV) 

Government 

Mirror Group Member 18 WSP Environmental Service, support, research, Associate 

Mirror Group Member 19 Atlas Copco AB Industry, Sustainability Controller 

Appendix A.3 Online OSR Network Sample 

Participant Organization Area of Specialization 

Participant 1 Hemlock Printers Ltd. Environment, CSR 

Participant 2 Global Compact Development 

Participant 3 CSCC  Human rights in the supply chain 

Participant 4 akzente kommunikation & 

beratung gmbh 

CSR strategy consulting, reporting, communications 

Participant 5 Dexia Asset Management Environment 

Participant 6 Bits Communication Communication Consulting on CSR, Crisis, Change 

Participant 7 Centre for Global Finance, 

University of Nottingham Ningbo, 

China  Sun, 

Financial services, CSR, government policy making 

Participant 8 SFU Urban Studies Transportation in Mountain Communities 

Participant 9 Homewood Health Centre Committee 

Participant 10 Terrabyte Consulting IT & environment 

Participant 11 Global CSR/Lawhouse.dk  CSR/Human rights 

Participant 12 N/A Communications 

Participant 13 Simon Fraser Student Society Environment, Civil Society Engagement 

Participant 14 University of British Columbia  Relationship Development 

Participant 15 Saul Good Gift Co. CSR Manager Asia in listed fashion company 

Participant 16 TER Consulting Report writing, GRI guidelines, strategic 
communications for NGO's 

Participant 17 Workplace Internal Regulatory 

Establishment 

Human rights 

Participant 18 Beyond Green Stakeholder engagement 

Participant 19 AccountAbility CSR strategy 

Participant 20 N/A N/A 

Appendix B: Expert Survey Template 

This survey is part of a collaborative thesis project between Masters Candidates at Blekinge Institute of 
Technology (BTH) Sweden, the Swedish ISO 26000 SR Mirror Group and the Swedish Standards Institute (SIS). 

This research is focused on the relationship between Sustainability and Organizational Social Responsibility. 

 

The information you provide will be anonymously published and presented to research peers at BTH and 

possibly to members of the Swedish ISO 26000SR Mirror Group as a set of recommendations. The results will be 
freely available to you upon request. 

All data collected for this research project and any published results will not be attributed to individuals or 

organizations without their expressed permission. 

 

Thank you for your valuable time and input. 

 

Simon Goldsmith, Neil Pegram, Anastasia Dewangga. 
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Masters, Strategic Leadership towards Sustainability    www.bth.se/msls 

1. This information will not be published without your expressed permission. 

Full Name: 

Name of Organization: 
Position within Organization: 

E-mail: 

Phone Number: 
Area of specialization: (Within your professional work, please specify your particular area of specialization e.g. 

human rights, environment, economics, governance, CSR etc). 

 
2. This image represents two concepts: 

-The 3 concentric circles represent how organizations and society 

all operate within, and depend on the environment for resources 
and to absorb waste. 

 

-The smaller circle represents an example of the scope of a 
socially responsible decision, whereby the organization starts by 

considering its own needs and then the effects of that decision on 

both the society and the surrounding environment.  
 

Does the above diagram fit your understanding of how 

organizations and society operate within, and depend on the 
environment and how the scope of socially responsible decisions 

needs to consider all 3 areas? 

o Yes  
o No 

o Unsure 
Should organizational social responsibility guidelines acknowledge these inter-relationships in order to provide 

guidance on how organizational decisions need to consider all 3 areas? 

 

3. If socially responsible decisions need to consider all 3 areas, what are the most effective ways for 

organizations to prioritize between challenging decisions that affect both social issues and environmental issues?  

 
4. In your opinion, what is the relationship between Sustainable Development and Organizational Social 

Responsibility?  

 
5. Is the ultimate goal of Organizational Social Responsibility to assist organizations in moving towards a 

sustainable society? 

o Yes 
o No 

o Unsure 

If No, then what do you think is the ultimate goal of Organizational Social Responsibility?  
 

6.  “Backcasting” is a term that describes a planning process whereby a clear desired future success point is set 

first, so strategic action steps can be maintained towards that success point. 
 

“Forecasting” is aligning actions to predictions of future conditions, based on current trend analysis. 

 
Would outlining a clear definition of a successful sustainable society as a desired future to “backcast” towards, 

increase the effectiveness of an organizational social responsibility guideline? 

o Yes 
o No 

o Unsure 

Please elaborate your answer?  
 

7. Do you think the future challenges of social responsibility policies and guidelines will be related to issues of 

the environment or sustainable development? If not, what will the challenges be? 
 

8. Will Organizational Social Responsibility policies and guidelines such as "CSR policies", eventually become 

part of an overall Organizational Sustainability policies and guidelines?  

http://www.bth.se/msls
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o Yes 
o No 

o Unsure 

Please elaborate your answer?  

Thank you for all your valuable input. 
 

All data collected for the research project will be kept private and any results will not be attributed to 

individuals or organizations without their expressed permission. 
 

Please feel free to contact us in regard to this research project. Thank you for time, 

 
Neil Pegram, Simon Goldsmith, Anastasia Dewangga 

 

Masters, Strategic Leadership towards Sustainability, Blekinge Institute of Technology (Sweden) 
 

email npegramATsent.com   Mobile +46 0733 564 704   Web www.bth.se/msls 

9.  If you expressly do not wish to be contacted please indicate below. Thank you for all your assistance. We 

look forward to communicating with you in the near future. 

o Please do not contact me 

Final comments on this survey or on Social Responsibility?  

Appendix C: Mirror Group Survey Template 

This survey is part of a collaborative research project between Blekinge Tekniska Högskola (BTH) in 
Karlskrona, the Swedish ISO SR Mirror Group and the Swedish Standards Institute (SIS) 

 
This research will focus on the value of integrating sustainability principles within the social responsibility 

guideline, ISO 26000. 

  
As an affiliate of the Swedish ISO 26000 SR Mirror Group your opinion on this survey is important to our 

research. We would like to invite you to complete the following 5-10 minute, 8 question survey on 

Organizational Social Responsibility Guidelines. Please complete the survey in English. The research group 
would value your response as soon as possible to begin their analysis by the 4th April. Your response as a 

stakeholder is greatly appreciated even if you are not an active member. 

 
The information you provide will be anonymously presented to the Swedish Mirror Group as a set of 

recommendations. The results will be freely available to you upon request. 

 
All data collected for this research project and any published results will not be attributed to individuals or 

organizations without their expressed permission. 

 

Thank you for your valuable time and input. 

 

Simon Goldsmith, Neil Pegram, Anastasia Dewangga 
Masters, Strategic Leadership towards Sustainability www.bth.se/msls 

 

1. This information will not be published without your expressed permission. 

Full Name: 
Name of Organization: 

Position within Organization: 

E-mail: 
Phone Number: 

 

2. Which one of the following ISO 26000 SR stakeholder categories are you primarily affiliated with:9. A 
member of the research team may contact you shortly via e-mail for further clarification of your opinion on this 

survey. 

mailto:npegram@sent.com
http://www.bth.se/msls
http://www.bth.se/msls
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o Industry 
o Government 

o Consumer 

o Labour 
o Non-Governmental 

o Service,  Support and Research 

o Other (please specify) 
 

3. This image represents how individuals, organizations and society all operate within, and depend on the 

environment for resources and to absorb waste. 
 

Do you agree that individuals, organizations and society exist 

within and depend on the environment? 
 

o Yes 

o No 

o Unsure (please enter comment below) 

 

Should major organizational decisions (including „social 
responsibility‟ decisions) therefore also consider 

environmental impacts? For example, when making human 

rights related decisions, should the environmental 
consequences of any related actions also be considered?  

 

4. We are seeking to understand what are the important 
components of guidelines (by definition it is understood that a 

'guideline' gives an indication of a future course of action). 
 

Please rate the following components of an organizational guideline from: 'not important‟ to 'very important' in 

delivering "an indication of a future course of action". 

 Not 

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 

Important Very 

Important 

Unclear 

(please 

comment 

below) 

Implementation 

guidance 

     

Tools for 

prioritizing 

potential actions 

     

Examples of 

potential actions 

     

Standardized 

policies and 

procedures 

     

Frameworks for 

implementation 

     

Clear goals and/or 

success points 

     

Please add any other very effective components not listed above or general comments:  
 

5. Would clearly stating a goal or a success point in a social responsibility guideline increase its effectiveness in 

identifying a course of action for organizations? 
o Yes 

o No 

o Unsure 
What are some of the advantages or disadvantages of having a goal or a success point in a social responsibility 

guideline? 

 

6. Is the ultimate goal of „organizational social responsibility‟ to assist organizations in moving towards a 

sustainable society? 
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o Yes 
o No 

o Unsure 

If No, then what do you think is the ultimate goal of „organizational social responsibility‟?  
 

7. The current ISO 26000 SR guidelines apply the Brundtland Commission definition of Sustainable 

Development (SD) as a core defining aspect of Social Responsibility. 
The Brundtland definition of SD is development that "meets the needs of the present generation without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs." 

Should ISO 26000 include a clearer definition of SD? 
o Yes 

o No 

o Unsure 
Please elaborate your answer?  

 

8. Would including specific requirements for achieving a sustainable society in ISO 26000 support the 

Brundtland definition? 

o Yes 

o No 
o Unsure 

Comments? 

 

Thank you for all your valuable input. 
 

All data collected for the research project will be kept private and any results will not be attributed to 

individuals or organizations without their expressed permission. 
 

Please feel free to contact us in regard to this research project. Thank you for time, 

 
Neil Pegram, Simon Goldsmith, Anastasia Dewangga 

 

Masters, Strategic Leadership towards Sustainability, Blekinge Institute of Technology (Sweden) 
 

email npegramATsent.com   Mobile +46 0733 564 704  Web www.bth.se/msls 

 

9. A member of the research team may contact you for further clarification of your opinion on this survey. 
 

If you expressly do not wish to be contacted please indicate below. Thank you for all your assistance. We look 

forward to presenting you with some valuable findings 
o Please do not contact me 

 

Final comments on this survey or on the ISO 26000 SR Guidelines? 
 

http://npegramatsent.com/
http://www.bth.se/msls
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Appendix D: Online OSR Network Survey 

Template 

This survey is part of a collaborative thesis project between Masters Candidates at Blekinge Institute of 
Technology (BTH), the Swedish ISO 26000 Social Responsibility Guidelines Mirror Group and the Swedish 
Standards Institute (SIS). 

This research has two main questions: 

1-How are the concepts of Organizational Social Responsibility (OSR) and Sustainable Development (SD) 
related? 

2-If OSR and SD share an overall goal to assist organizations in moving towards a Sustainable Society: What 

specific Strategic Sustainable Development concepts could be integrated into OSR Guidelines to assist 

organizations in moving towards this goal? 

We have a developed a set of early findings from the literature and case studies. Preliminary surveys and 

interviews were also undertaken with industry experts. 

We would greatly appreciate your valuable input on this survey. 

The information you provide will be anonymously published and presented to research peers at BTH and 

possibly to other groups as a set of recommendations. The resulting paper will be freely available on-line upon 
completion. 

All data collected for this research project and any published results will not be attributed to individuals or 

organizations without their expressed permission. 

Thank you for your time and input. 

Simon Goldsmith, Neil Pegram, and Anastasia Dewangga 

Masters, Strategic Leadership towards Sustainability 

www.bth.se/msls 

1. This information will not be published without your expressed permission. 

Full Name: 

Name of Organization: 
Position within Organization: 

E-mail: 

Phone Number: 
Area of specialization: (Within your professional work, please specify your particular area of specialization e.g. 

human rights, environment, economics, governance, CSR etc) 

 

2. How many years of relevant work experience do you posses in either the Social Responsibility or Sustainable 

Development industries? 

o 0 
o 1-2 

o 3-5 

o 6-9 
o +10 

 

3. This question explores your ideas on Sustainability. Our research suggests that a 'Sustainable Society' depends 
on its ability to meet the needs of the present without systematically undermining the needs of future 

generations. A Sustainable Society is accomplished through Sustainable Development whereby social systems 

function and develop within the ecological constraints of the planet. The sustainability of both society and 
therefore all organizations depends on not subjecting ecological systems to systematic long-term damage. 

 

 In our research we have used a set of 4 non-overlapping scientific principles to define a Sustainable Society: #1-

3 outline the ecological requirements and #4 is the social requirements that in the long-term need to be met to 
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create a Sustainable Society: "In a Sustainable Society natural systems are not systematically subjected to 
increasing… 

 

#1…concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth‟s crust;(Ex-mining beyond natural flows) 
#2…concentrations of substances produced by society;(Ex-concentrating toxic chemicals beyond what can be 

absorbed naturally) 

#3…degradation by physical means; (Ex-unsustainable forestry practices) 
#4…and in that society, people are not subject to conditions that systematically undermine their capacity to meet 

their needs (Ex-creating barriers to people meeting their human needs)" 

 
Does this principle based definition align with your ideas on the fundamental requirements necessary to create a 

Sustainable Society in the long-term? 

o Yes 
o No 

o Unsure (please enter comment below) 

If No, then what other scientific and fundamental principles will be requirements to create a Sustainable Society 

in the long-term? 

 

4. Our initial findings suggest that Sustainable Development and Organizational Social Responsibility share an 
ultimate overall goal of moving towards a Sustainable Society (as defined in the previous question). 

Do you agree with this statement? 

o Yes 
o No 

o Unsure 

 
If No, then what do you think is the ultimate goal of Organizational Social Responsibility 

 
5. Our initial findings also suggest that the concepts of Sustainable Development were historically developed 

from the Environmental sector perspective, whereas Organizational Social Responsibility has historically been 

developed from a Corporate sector perspective. Do you agree with this statement? 

o Yes 

o No 

o Unsure (please enter comment below) 
Please comment. If “No” how do you see the perspectives of SD and OSR relating? 

 

6. Figure #1 represents how Organizational Social Responsibility is often seen as a series of stakeholder driven 
issues, surrounding the organization.  

 

Figure #2 represents what our research suggests are three critical concepts that would increase the effectiveness 
of Organizational Social Responsibility in meeting its ultimate goal of moving towards a Sustainable Society (as 

defined in Question #4). 

 
This figure acknowledges that: 

 

1- Organizations and society are within the environment 

2- That all major strategic decisions need to consider their impacts on the organization, the society and the 

environment. 

3- That the long term ultimate goal of socially responsible organizations is to take steps in the right direction 
towards a Sustainable Society. 
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Should Organizational Social Responsibility acknowledge these 3 concepts if it seeks to be effective in assisting 
organization in moving towards an environmentally and socially sustainable society? 

o Yes 

o No 
o Unsure (please enter comment below) 

 

7. Do you think Figure #2 clearly represents how these 3 concepts increase the effectiveness of Organizational 
Social Responsibility in meeting its ultimate goal of moving towards a Sustainable Society? 

o Yes 

o No 
o Unsure (please enter comment below) 

 

8. Will Organizational Social Responsibility guidelines such as "CSR guidelines", eventually become part of 
overall Organizational Sustainability guidelines? 

o Yes 

o No 
o Unsure (please enter comment below) 

Thank you for all your valuable input. 

All data collected for the research project will be kept private and any results will not be attributed to 

individuals or organizations without their expressed permission. 

Please feel free to contact us in regard to this research project. Thank you for time, 

Neil Pegram, Simon Goldsmith, Anastasia Dewangga 

Masters, Strategic Leadership towards Sustainability 

Blekinge Institute of Technology (Sweden) 

www.bth.se/msls 

Appendix E: Expert Survey Matrix 

2. Does the above diagram fit your understanding of how organizations and society operate within, and depend 
on the environment and how the scope of socially responsible decisions need to consider all 3 areas?  

Response Count:  9Y, 2N, 2Unsure, 1N/A 

Response Percentage: 64.3%Y, 14.3%N, 14.3%Unsure, 7.1%N/A 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 8Y, 4N, 1N/A 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 64.3%Y, 28.6%N, 7.1%N/A 
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2b. Should organizational social responsibility guidelines acknowledge these inter-relationships in order to 

provide guidance on how organizational decisions need to consider all 3 areas? 

Comments:  

 It fits how society & organizations should relate. I am not sure that they necessarily do. And environmental 
awareness is really only just beginning. 

 Definitely, social responsibility is defined from actors outside of the organization and therefore depending 

on the impact of the decision the organization would need to get in touch with its stakeholders (stakeholder 
engagement - prior informed consent) 

 No. Minimum requirements can be integrated in guidelines, or preferably into regulations, but ambitious 
interventions will only occur when supported by related values systems 

 The three circles are very good and helpful; not sure about the scope as it is depicted (it would have to be 
explained better - why a circle in that position; what does that mean...etc ; sorry to be that picky!). And yes, 

it should definitely be a part of the guidelines 

 CR initiatives need to earn legitimacy by what they are doing. The greater perceptions about impacts and 
effectiveness, the more likely support and engagement are forthcoming. At the same time, they need to keep 

focus on objective which often are very ambitious and have far reaching aspirations (e.g. GC wants to 
"integrate its principles in market activities EVERYWHERE"). To balance both aspirations it is therefore 

necessary to focus on what has the highest impact and/or the broadest effect. Building up a workable 

portfolio on what has the highest impact and/or the broadest effect. Building up a workable portfolio of high 
activities AND scalable incentives to meet the ambitious mission goal is key. My golden rule has always 

been: Do only what global relevance (i.e. is scalable) or what has a quick pay back and low investment. 

3. If socially responsible decisions need to consider all 3 areas, what are the most effective ways for 

organizations to prioritize between challenging decisions that affect both social issues and environmental issues? 

Comments: 

 There is no automatic way for this - different organizational / societal cultures will privelege different 

aspects. This is fine. 

 Having a robust system for determining materiality Putting a financial overlay on each element Use scenario 

planning techniques in decision making 

 Balance expected benefits with ease of implementation 

 Internalize the right values and make sure organizational governance, strategy, operations and systems are 
coherent with them 

 I think this is difficult to do 

 There is no way an organization can define its responsibilities and their importance on their own as 

responsibility is defined from a societal perspective. Therefore an organization should engage with its 
stakeholders and define in cooperation with them, which areas are of importance and how different issues 

should be prioritized. 

 Risk assessment 

 Feedback from external challengers, permanent dialogue with civil society 

 This is a matter of stakeholder engagement. If a social issue is backed up by strong reprsentatives it will 
prioritize decision making  

 As a operations management person, I encourage practitioners to look at their processes first (including 
suppliers) and to evaluate the social and environmental impact of these processes. This is usually followed 

by a reality check (cost-benefit analysis). I found this the most effective and efficient. 

 They should be regulated to ensure that the public interest is served above all else. It is not democratically 

legitimate for companies to decide the priority of social and environmental issues. 

 By measuring them better and by being much more transparent 

 I believe that a radical change is necessary. Organizations need to be prepared to question their fundamental 
assumptions such as: why do we exist as an organization? It might e better for example for an organization 

to close down if it cannot meet its original priorities. They need to re-learn to prioritise societal outcomes 

over organizational ones. 
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4. In your opinion, what is the relationship between Sustainable Development and Organizational Social 

Responsibility? 

Comments: 

 I have a book coming out on this - one sentence is not enough! And Brundtland has a lot to answer for... 

 Social responsibility is a soft option that doesn't challenge the basic tenets of the business model - it accepts 

it and tries to adapt it to being more responsible - SD challenges business models and seeks transformational 

change 

 OSR is the prevue of the organization, and sustainable development is the objective 

 SD is the goal and OSR the mean to achieve it 

 They overlap  

 Sustainable Development is a societal term (on a systemic level beyond the organization e.g. that all nation-
states should contribute to a lifestyle on earth that does not endanger our common future). An organization 

can contribute to this global goal by behaving responsibly. So organizational social responsibility is the 

extent on how an organization commits to the societal goal of sustainable development. 

 CSR is an attempt to contribute to SD 

 Sustainability comes historically from the environmental side, CSR from the social side but today it seems 

that both merge in the notion of CSR 

 Have defined corporate sustainability (CS) as the other side of CSR. CS is based on the agency principle 
(autonomy, expressing internal drives) and CSR on the Communion principle (being accountable for once 

impact on society).When in balance and of sufficient ambition it will enhance sustainable development  

 Sustainable development = governmental and international policies to insure SD of the planet; OSR = 

organizational actions to tackle SD and SR 

 Fundamental. In the end, it is all about how we operate as communities, organizations. In my mind, 

"principled change at organizational level" is what it is all about. Organizational change, responding to the 
right signals, is the real and ultimate challenge. Various assumptions that leadership models suggest and 

more broadly anchored change and motivational models are important. 

 The two are intimately linked but I tend to view SD as only one element of OSR.  

 Wholly different. Sustainable development is a global to transformation OSR is a style of reporting 

 The more OSR fails to be implemented the more equal the two will become. 

5. Is the ultimate goal of Organizational Social Responsibility to assist organizations in moving towards a 

sustainable society? 

Response Count: 12Y, 2N 

Response Percentage: 85.7%Y, 14.3%N 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 6Y, 5N, 3Unsure 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 42.9%Y, 35.7%N, 21.4%Unsure 

Comments:     I agree provided we mean by society all of humanity. 

5b. If No, then what do you think is the ultimate goal of Organizational Social Responsibility? 

Comments: 

 Society as we know it cannot be sustained. The assumptions of sustainability without radical changes are 
only rhetorical. I think that OSR should aim to save resources. The question is who is going to decide what 

is OSR on a societal level? The values and perceptions are evolutionary in nature so it might appear as a 

moving target.   

 As stated here, I am comfortable with this goal statement.   

 To improve the business case   

 To constrain corporate power. We need to treat the cause and not the symptoms of the environmental, social 

and economic harm caused by large powerful corporations. 'Responsibility' implies a degree of non-

excludability; we cannot choose whether to exercise our responsibility as parents, citizens or powerful 

corporations. If do not exercise that responsibility in a meaningful way, then we should expect to be 
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penalised. OSR is therefore about compelling companies to act responsibly. 

 The ultimate end, probably yes, but I would regard it as a positive intentional side effect. The direct effects 

are the corporate sustainable performances. 

 The ultimate goal is to apply the Hippocratic Principle: First do no harm  

 Not only - a sustainable society is primarily defined by its needs (quantity of consumption etc.). However, 
the needs approach is seriously limited (see e.g. Sens capability approach). We have to foster life-

conduciveness meaning providing everybody enough to sustain itself and provide means that each individual 

can use and employ its capabilities. The other side is quality of life (e.g. that an individual does not 
subordinate its freedom to a proper functioning in markets and organizations e.g. spending 80 hours at 

work/weekly). The term sustainable society does not necessarily touch on the quality of life aspect, which is 

of equally importance. 

 I think this is an impossible goal - which no one has defined 

 At one level yes. At a deeper level this raises all kinds of ethical and metaphysical issues. 

6. “Backcasting” is a term that describes a planning process whereby a clear desired future success point is set 
first, so strategic action steps can be maintained towards that success point. “Forecasting” is aligning actions to 

predictions of future conditions, based on current trend analysis. Would outlining a clear definition of a 
successful sustainable society as a desired future to “backcast” towards, increase the effectiveness of an 

organizational social responsibility guideline? 

Response Count: 9Y, 2N, 2Unsure, 1N/A 

Response Percentage: 64.3%Y, 14.3%N, 14.3%Unsure, 7.1%N/A 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 6Y, 3N, 5Unsure 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 42.9%Y, 21.4%N, 35.7%Unsure 

Comments: 

 Who is going to decide where we need to be? This can only be achieved on the local level. Implementation 

is again where reality falls short. Who will penalise those who will not abide? 

 The problem lies in defining the sustainable society. I expressed earlier reservations about sustainable 
development as a vague and ill-defined notion (unfortunately).  

 to difficult to do and too difficult to work out 

 It will positively influence the mission, vision and objectives formulation and implementation within 

corporations 

 We have plenty of visions, what we need is to work through policy reform 

 This is the same question as asking if a deductive or inductive way of scientific reasoning is creating more 
knowledge and orientation in science. I think there is no either or - you can choose both approaches and get 

to the same results. The important thing is that you do neither of both approaches in isolation, but in 
dialogue with your stakeholders. 

 Has to be within the realm of influence of the organization - a "sustainable society" may be too large a scope  

 To theoretical. At face value it would seem a sensible thing to do but I suspect no one will agree what that 
"future" is - with different stakeholders having different visions. 

7. Do you think the future challenges of social responsibility policies and guidelines will be related to issues of 
the environment or sustainable development? If not, what will the challenges be? 

Comments: 

 Yes – Birth rate, Consumption patterns 

 Environment rather than sustainable development 

 Much more global and local and much more comprehensive 

 I think SD is being overtaken by the environment within political rhetoric. 

 All challenges are well captured in ISO 26000. :) No need to elaborate on this 

 The two key CSR challenges are human rights and global warming  

 Yes, climate change and biodiversity, but poverty & corruption too 
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 The answer depends on industry, emerging global challenges, etc. and is therefore context-specific. 
However I think emerging issues will be water scarcity, the fight for resources and implicitly in all of these 

areas the limitations of a strict economistic/egoistic rationality. Einstein once said: The problems we face in 

the world cannot be overcome with the same thinking-patterns which created the problems in the first place. 
Economic thinking put us in the problems we are facing right now and will not get us out of it. 

 Yes in the short run, but five or ten years from now it is impossible to say 

 Sustainable development, which encompasses social equity, economic development and environmental 

regeneration 

  SD 

 Yes but human rights issues must also be addressed - otherwise there is no point to sustainability 

8. Will Organizational Social Responsibility policies and guidelines such as "CSR policies", eventually become 
part of an overall Organizational Sustainability policies and guidelines? 

Response Count: 8Y, 3N, 3 Unsure 

Response Percentage: 57.1%Y, 21.4%N, 21.4%Unsure  

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 5Y, 3N, 6 Unsure 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 35.7%Y, 21.4%N, 42.9%Unsure 

Comments: 

 Organizations will be facing environmental tipping points and incompatible demands for sustainable 

development with population growth continuing (not predicted to stabilize until about 2050). 

 Businesses will still try to divide and rule 

 I think many companies are struggling to define what CSR means. The use of an even wider concept such as 
sustainability may not, therefore, prove attractive to them. 

 Probably. But policies are one thing; actions and daily routine in following the policies other. This is what 

matters 

 I do not really see what organizational social responsibility differentiates from organizational sustainability 

policies 

 I don‟t think that it will be called "Sustainability guidelines". However, I think these policies will 

mainstream and become part of the day-to-day way of doing business. 

 They are too vague 

 I don't understand the question 

 They are obviously closely related but subsuming CSR within sustainability is merely pandering to current 

fashion. Moreover my definition of sustainability is (I think) very different to your - again see my 
forthcoming book. 

Final Comments from the survey? 

 I would like to know how you will be using my comments/answers please. Good luck and thanks 

 SR is a minefield of ambiguity. Unless and until a common understanding of it is developed by legitimate 
sources, it will remain a gimmick used by companies (even those with the best intentions) to enhance their 

reputation and profit margins. Part of the reason for this is that the legal framework (in the UK and US) 
demands that companies profit maximise. Companies must therefore justify their CSR policies by reference 

to this goal. Without reform of the legal framework, CSR and related concepts will always be inherently 

linked with profit rather than sustainability. 

 How will the results be used in the ISO 26000 process? I did some research on the ISO 26000 and would be 

interested in staying in touch. 
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Appendix F: Mirror Group Survey Matrix 

2. Which one of the following ISO 26000 SR stakeholder categories are you primarily affiliated with: 

Responses: Industry (6) (31.6%), Government (4)(21.1%), Consumer (1)(5.3%), Labour (2)(10.5%), Non-
Governmental Organizations (2)(10.5%), Service, support, research (2)(10.5%), and Other (2)(10.5%) 

3. Do you agree that individuals, organizations and society exist within and depend on the environment? 

Responses Count: 17Y, 1N, 1Unsure 

Response Percentage: 89.5%Y, 5.3%N, 5.3%Unsure 

3b. Should major organizational decisions (including „social responsibility‟ decisions) therefore also consider 
environmental impacts? For example, when making human rights related decisions, should the environmental 

consequences of any related actions also be considered? 

Comments: 

 I am sure that there are human rights related decisions that does not have any impact on the environment.   

 Yes they should be considered but to strike a balance when prioritizing is difficult. What is good in short 
term may be detrimental on long term and this needs to be considered both from a human and ecological 

perspective. 

 Yes, in an ideal world...    

 In my opinion this model is too simple for more complex analyses.    

 A kind of mainstreaming like gender??? Yes why not.   

 Not necessarily. Naturally they should be calculated with, or looked upon, but not necessarily decisive for 
actions taken in response to ongoing human rights abuses, for example, that normally need to be extremely 

urgently acted upon. It depends on how that decision would influence the human rights situation. Note that 

at some instances, human rights considerations will be contrary to environmental ones. The answer to the 
question (which is leading) is not so simple. 

4. We are seeking to understand what are the important components of guidelines (by definition it is understood 

that a 'guideline' gives an indication of a future course of action). Please rate the following components of an 

organizational guideline from: 'not important‟ to 'very important' in delivering "an indication of a future course 
of action". 

 

 Not 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Important Very 
Important 

Unclear 
(please 

comment 

below) 

Clear goals and/or 

success points 

0% (0) 0% (0) 32% (6) 53% (10) 16% (3) 

Implementation 

guidance 

0% (0) 5% (1) 47% (9) 47% (9 0% (0) 

Frameworks for 
implementation 

0% (0) 11% (2) 58% (11) 32% (6) 0% (0) 

Examples of potential 

actions 

5% (1) 21% (4) 37% (7) 26% (5) 11% (2) 

Tools for prioritizing 
potential actions 

0% (0) 5% (1) 47% (9) 37% (7) 11% (2) 

Standardized policies 

and procedures 

11% (2) 26% (5) 37% (7) 21% (4) 5% (1) 
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Comments: 

 The three unclear refer to the fact that a guideline has to be rather general to be of reasonable size. It is 

difficult to be specific with goals, tools, policies and procedures but how to work with them should of course 
be included 

 Is this the same as related actions or activities or what?    

 Are there generic tools for prioritizing? I think that is what every organization has to do themselves and be 
open about and take responsibility for. Goals cannot be set in a standard - they vary to much from 

organization to organization. 

 The guide should give frameworks for implementation. One success key for the org. is to set up goals. 

Examples can be helpful. To set up standardized policies and procedures in the org can be a practical way to 
organize the work for the org. But putting it in the document ISO 26000 can make the document ufor some 

organizations. Implementation guidance? Yes of course, that‟s the point. 

 I am not sure I understand the question, but I assume you referring to the organizations own guideline and 
not to ISO 26000 

 Definitions, Principles and Core Issues of SR. 

5. Would clearly stating a goal or a success point in a social responsibility guideline increase its effectiveness in 

identifying a course of action for organizations? 

Response Count: 13Y, 3N, 3Unsure 

Response Percentage: 68.4%Y, 15.8%N, 15.8%Unsure 

5b. What are some of the advantages or disadvantages of having a goal or success point in a social responsibility 

guideline? 

Comments: 

 Depends on what is meant by goal and success point. "Reduce CO2 by 20 %" or similar specific goals 

cannot be a general goal in a standard. 

 The organization must set its own goals to measure the extent of its success against. 

 If you have a goal you will probably reach it. If it is a goal which many organizations can share the total 

impact for society/environment may be maximized (vs. having own goals which may only give an individual 
organizational success but not for environment/society as a whole) 

 Doubtful. If the goals are to specific they do not take specific facts into account for example regional and 
organizational. If goals have to be agreed on this level they might be very weak and not so accurate for 

example an organization in Sweden. It is a good thing to start from where you are and strive to be better. 

However "where you are" differs so much that it will probably not be meaningful to have the same goals. 
Also goals set by someone else have a tendency to not be so welcomed. 

 The organization need to do the identification at setting the goals if it should be effective.  

 It is obvious. if you don't have any goals you don't know what to achieve  

 The advantage is agreement on what constitutes social responsibility. Disadvantage is that the definition can 
be wrong, i.e. defined by parties without experience on how global management systems are designed and 

implemented.  

6. Is the ultimate goal of 'organizational social responsibility' to assist organizations in moving towards a 
sustainable society? 

Response Count: 15Y, 1N, 3Unsure 

Response Percentage: 78.9%Y, 5.3%N, 15.8%Unsure 

6b. If No, then what do you think is the ultimate goal of 'organizational social responsibility'? 

Comments: 

 Almost but a society might be sustainable in many ways... so better and worse for stakeholders has to come 

into it. 

 I think the goal should be possible to reach, irrespectively if it is ultimate or not. I prefer ....towards a 
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sustainable organization  

 To be part of the sustainable society 

 To improve the business. A sustainable/ responsible business is a prerequisite for a sustainable society 

 The standard aims at an organization taking an increased SR in the society in which it operates. The goal 

you outline is one important that the guideline is striving to reach. The definition of sustainability can be 
discussed, too and is a tricky issue. 

7. The current ISO 26000 SR guidelines apply the Brundtland Commission definition of Sustainable 

Development (SD) as a core defining aspect of Social Responsibility. The Brundtland definition of SD is 

development that "meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs." Should ISO 26000 include a clearer definition of SD? 

Response Count: 5Y, 7N, 6Unsure 

Response Percentage: 27.8%Y, 38.9%N, 33.3%Unsure 

Comments:  

 The current definition is OK  

 The Brundtland definition should be there and the Sustainability Principles could be added to specify the 
definition in more detail 

 This is a good definition from a "world" perspective but when this is broken down into 
"company/organizational" language, we need to apply short term "survival" from an economic perspective 

as well. Ignoring this fact will diminish the credibility of the standard.  

 One of the most important value with ISO 26000 is to give clear definitions not only SD  

 The standard is about social responsibility for practitioners, not for fluffy politicians. It must be the link 
between the big words and on the ground practice. 

8. Would including specific requirements for achieving a sustainable society in ISO 26000 support the 

Brundtland definition? 

Response Count: 7Y, 5N, 6Unsure 

Response Percentage: 38.9%Y, 27.8%N, 33.3%Unsure 

Comments: 

 It might if support means work towards 

 Unsure what specific requirements that could be  

 It could work in both directions.  

 Requirements are good but not applicable to all interest groups in my experience. This means that 

requirements will be of such a generalized character that they may not result in concrete action.   

 see other comment  

 ISO 26000 shall not give any requirements only guidance   

Final Comments for the survey? 

Comments: 

 I expressly do NOT want my name/organization to be attached to the answers, however, if the answers need 
clarification you are welcome to contact me. Best regards  

 I found the questions a little bit unclear 

 How one defines SD is decisive for how one can answer the questions in the beginning of the survey. 

Sustainability and environment is one aspect of SR issues an organization has to consider. Although, one 

related tricky issue is how does an organization deal with conflicting impacts? It may be 2 conflicting 
environmental goals, or a HR goal conflicting with a environmental goal, or any other. 

 Short and to the point - excellent. 
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Appendix G: Online OSR Network Survey 

Matrix 

2. How many years of relevant work experience do you posses in either the Social Responsibility or Sustainable 
Development industries? 

Responses: 1-2 years (15%), 3-5 years (60%), 6-9 years (5%), +10 years (20%)  

3. This question explores your ideas on Sustainability. Our research suggests that a 'Sustainable Society' depends 

on its ability to meet the needs of the present without systematically undermining the needs of future 
generations.  A Sustainable Society is accomplished through Sustainable Development whereby social systems 

function and develop within the ecological constraints of the planet. The sustainability of both society and 

therefore all organizations depends on not subjecting ecological systems to systematic long-term damage.  

In our research we have used a set of 4 non-overlapping scientific principles to define a Sustainable Society: #1-

3 outline the ecological requirements and #4 is the social requirements that in the long-term need to be met to 

create a Sustainable Society: "In a Sustainable Society natural systems are not systematically subjected to 
increasing… #1…concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth‟s crust; (Ex-mining beyond natural 

flows)  

#2…concentrations of substances produced by society; (Ex-concentrating toxic chemicals beyond what can be 
absorbed naturally)  

#3…degradation by physical means; (Ex-unsustainable forestry practices)  

#4…and in that society, people are not subject to conditions that systematically undermine their capacity to meet 
their needs (Ex-creating barriers to people meeting their human needs)" Does this principle based definition 

align with your ideas on the fundamental requirements necessary to create a Sustainable Society in the long-

term? 

Response Count: 17Y, 1N, 2Unsure 

Response Percentage: 85%Y, 5%N, 10%Unsure 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 13Y, 2N, 5Unsure 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 65%Y, 10%N, 25%Unsure 
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Comment:  

 Social Justice. Social issues always seem to be an afterthought in discussions of sustainability (the link 

between environmental degradation and ability of people to meet their needs notwithstanding). There should 

be at least as many social principles as environmental. 

 I agree with the above but also think some mention should be made of reducing the gap between those who 

can merely meet their needs and others who are consuming way more than their share of the world's 
resources. I don't think a society can have healthy sustainability without reducing the gap between the haves 

and the have nots. 

 I would order the approach along the lines of the triple bottom line including economic sustainability. The 
organisational challenge is to align organisational practices with the internationally agreed framework for 

sustainable development (both in terms of not 'doing harm' but also proactively contributing - 'do good'); i.e. 
international agreements in relation to social, environmental, and economic conduct. 

 I think there also needs to be a parallel discussion about a shift in scientific paradigms, along the lines of 

Kuhn's writing. Some of the problems inherent in the make-up of modern scientific thought (reductionism, 

etc.) have brought us to where we are, and the principles described above cannot be applied successfully by 

people working in a "humans versus the environment" philosophical framework. I suggest starting from 

Gregory Bateson's maxim to make a #5 principle: "there is no unit of survival smaller than the ecosystem". 

 Alought your points are warrented they seem to have to do with sustaining life on our planet as oppose to 

creating flourishing ecosystems and economies. 

 As you stated, ability to meet the needs of the present, without compromising the needs of future 

generations. I.e. if using petroleum didn't pollute the air and emit carbons, which compromise the ability of 
our earth to meet the needs of the present And future generations, it might be okay. If the process of getting 

petroleum etc didn't mean destroying natural heritage, killing wildlife, even impacting current communities 

lives, it might be okay. As we know though, it does all of those things they way it is currently managed, and 
given that petroleum when burnt pollutes. 

 What may be missing from your analysis is the creation of an enabling environment, social, economic and 
environmental that fosters progress, innovation and development. Any framework focusing on minimizing 

harm, be it exernality-based or otherwise, underestimates the necessary drivers for change and prosperity 

that drive societies. The 4th principle scratches this need but again looking at it from a defensive 
perspective. 

4. Our initial findings suggest that Sustainable Development and Organizational Social Responsibility share an 

ultimate overall goal of moving towards a Sustainable Society (as defined in the previous question).  Do you 

agree with this statement? 

Response Count:18Y, 1N, 1Unsure 

Response Percentage: 20%Y, 5%N, 5%Unsure 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 14Y, 2N, 4Unsure 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 70%Y, 10%N, 20%Unsure 

Comments: 

 I will suggest to include a more scientific definition and use the definition provided by Amartya Sen of 

human development as idea. 

 to ensure the organisation' survival regarding the above defined societal and environmental needs. So - form 
this position organisations share the goal of a sustainable society only indirectly. 

 I believe that the current understanding of organizational social responsibility is still primarily concerned 

with responsibility in the short-term. The first three principles of TNS (which I agree with myself), I believe 
are not the goal in organizational social responsibility. My understanding of how organizations are operating 

currently is that as long as we can continue to have a 'social license to operate' it does not matter if the first 

three conditions are met. In addition, many extractive businesses (almost any manufacturing) are basing 
profitability decisions on the supply in the short-term which still looks profitable even though the first three 

conditions are not met. Although, I believe that OSR should be aligned with the goals of a sustainable 

society, I believe that we are currently still trying to justify current business models based on meeting 
condition 4 

 I do not agree with the definition; but apart from this 

 create flourishing organizations that maximze benefit to society and environment. i.e. water leaves factory 



93 

cleaner than when it came in & businesses/organizations create community that adds social value to people's 
lives (not only a paycheck) – yes 

 Social Responsibility is the principle defining how to manage organisations (be responsible) in order to 

realise sustainable development. Unfortunately it has also been occasionally hicjacked and used to refer to 
philanthropy and PR. 

 I would add that, especially in the CSR practices of leading companies the aim is to utlize corporate assets 
and practices, including products and services, to build solutions to societal challenges while improving the 

competitive position of the firm 

5. Our initial findings also suggest that the concepts of Sustainable Development were historically developed 

from the Environmental sector perspective, whereas Organizational Social Responsibility has historically been 
developed from a Corporate sector perspective. Do you agree with this statement? 

Response Count: 14Y, 1N, 5Unsure 

Response Percentage: 70%Y, 5%N, 25%Unsure 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 14Y, 4N, 2N 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 70%Y, 20%N, 10%Unsure 

Comments: 

 It is no clear the link between OSR and Corporate sector. Corporate may confused. May be, the OSR is 

more related with the idea of social sector (no gubernamental organizations) 

 SD was initially based as least as much on poverty reduction. Environmental degradation was seen was 
having an adverse effect on poverty alleviation. Besides, there is also "corporate sustainable development", 

practised initially by Western companies who became aware (or were made aware) of their environmental 
footprint. Increasing globalisation made both corporate environmental and social management a matter of 

"responsibility". The environment is now an integral part of an organisation's social responsibility. 

 Unsure, because such blanket statements tend to be wrong on issues that are so context dependent. 

 This ignores the role government or NGOs play. And isn't there an overlap between 'environmental sector' 

and 'corporate sector'? 

 I think the term was developed or manifested with Brundtland; i.e. both environment and 'social' challenges 

(however with a limited focus on poverty reduction, where in especially UNDP has cleverly shifted to a 
'rights based' approach to poverty reduction, which has found resonance with business - economic 

responsibilities is denominated through anti-corruption, traditional corporate governance, anti-money 

laundering, tax issues, etc.) 

6. Figure #1 represents how Organizational Social Responsibility is often seen as a series of stakeholder driven 

issues, surrounding the organization.  Figure #2 represents what our research suggests are three critical concepts 

that would increase the effectiveness of Organizational Social Responsibility in meeting its ultimate goal of 
moving towards a Sustainable Society (as defined in Question #4).  

This figure acknowledges that:  

1. Organizations and society are within the environment 

2. That all major strategic decisions need to consider their impacts on the organization, the society and the 

environment.  

3. That the long term ultimate goal of socially responsible organizations is to take steps in the right direction 
towards a Sustainable Society.  

 

Should Organizational Social Responsibility acknowledge these 3 concepts if it seeks to be effective in assisting 
organization in moving towards an environmentally and socially sustainable society? 

Response Count: 17Y, 1N, 2Unsure 

Response Percentage: 85%Y, 5%N, 10%Unsure 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 15Y, 1N, 4Unsure 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 75%Y, 5%N, 20%Unsure 

Comments: 

 Your 1st conclusion is too vague. The term "environment" usually means the ecological environment. Of 
course, there is a social environment, too, and in such a concept your conclusion would be valid. Conclusion 
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no. 2 is correct from my point of view. No. 3: Well, yes, of course. It basically means something like 
"enlightened self-interest" which is the best one can hope for. Organisations would acknowledge that they 

can only thrive in a thriving society. 

 I agree upon your considerations and the modell shown in fig. #2 - with the only difference that form the 
organisational perspective the strategic decision is made in the direction of a sustainable organisation. This 

goal can only be realized in an environment of a sustainable society. Organisations - especially companies 

should not be prone to improve society directly but indirectly by their responsible behaviour and broad 
understanding of the surrounding field of societal and environmental conditions. 

 But you could equally well have the society bubble as the intiator - if you take 'society' to be government or 
NGOs. 

 Agree apart from your focus - I would propose to keep focus on the social (people), environmental (planet) 
and economic (profit) impact(s) 

 I agree, but with the caveat that Organizational Social Responsibility still has a long way to go before it 

practically applies a meaningful critique of the consumer/industrial/military society. People need to stop 

talking about "the environment" - at an ontological level, it perpetuates the idea of separateness from other 

life on the planet; it denies any sort of real emotional connection with the majesty of life around us. There is 

an excellent magazine in Canada called "Geez" that has explored this issue in detail, and offers some good 
explanations for why "sustainability" campaigns, no matter how strategically brilliant or broad in scope, 

often lack the cachet to endure in the public imagination. 

 This falls into the debate of materiality, i.e. issues pertinent to the organization and its stakeholders. These 
invariably extend beyond stakeholder concerns to the economic propserity of the organization- intself, a 

vital agent of a sustainable economy and environment. Hence the organization has a responsibility to sustain 
itself, if it is to contribute positively to SD. 

7. Do you think Figure #2 clearly represents how these 3 concepts increase the effectiveness of Organizational 

Social Responsibility in meeting its ultimate goal of moving towards a Sustainable Society? 

Response Count: 11Y, 3N, 6Unsure 

Response Percentage: 55%Y, 15%N, 30%Unsure 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 11Y, 4N, 5Unsure 

Raw Data Response Percentage: 55%Y, 20%N, 25%Unsure 

Comments: 

 Well, it looks somewhat arbitrary to me, just a variant of so many equally true concepts. It doesn't really 

matter what you put first and what comes next. Is society part of the environment, is the environment part of 
society, is the green button "sustainable society" anything different from the blue image below? It should all 

be well-balanced, don't you think, so I like the old, established images of the sustainability triangle, we don't 
really need anything else. 

 See comment above 

 With the modification described above 

 There needs to be an arrow in the other direction as well. What of the role of governments, or are they 
assumed to be part of society? 

8. Will Organizational Social Responsibility guidelines such as "CSR guidelines", eventually become part of 

overall Organizational Sustainability guidelines? 

Response Count: 17Y, 1N, 2Unsure 

Response Percentage: 85%Y, 5%N, 10%Unsure 

Raw Data Response Count before analysis and interpretation: 15Y, 2N, 3Unsure 

Response Percentage: 75%Y, 10%N, 15%Unsure 

Comments: 

 What is the difference anyway? 

 Again, I think this is quite bold generalization. 

 Companies should concentrate on responsible and sustainable business - that's wha they can do best and 

most efficiently for society 

 would hope so. 
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 I think in some organizations, the profit motive will undermine the recognition and/or actual application of 
such guidelines. 

 Sure, it is absolutely necessary for any organisation to relate to the social (people) impact of its activities. 

 Governance, and at a community level, organizing in general, are the skills-based crisis of our generation. 

The means by which we organize, communicate - to ourselves, stakeholders, and society at large, about 
values of responsibility and ecological consciousness. It's a bit of "prisoner's dilemma" situation, where 

irresponsible organizing "gets the goods", and we're in a race to bottom in many sectors. The means of 

organizing anf governance are, perhaps, more important than the immediate ends we seek. 

 Hope so 

 CSR guidelines have already become a part of several multinational and local organizations sustainable 
development policies. This will ever increase it's spread amongst organizations as it will be a critical tool 

which organizations will use in the future to ensure suppliers/service providers conform to local laws. It will 

also help in ensuring a level playing field for all companies to ensure their prices are competitive and are not 
lower than the market rate because of non compliance of laws. 

 Your study begins on an assumption that CSR is different from SD. This may be true in some cases but 
organizations treat them as one, i.e. CSR describes the SD path for the organization. In the longer run, and if 

all sectors of society, private, public and civil create a new paradigm based on SD, CSR guidelines will be 

absorbed into Organizational guidelines- CSR will have fulfilled its role when it becomes obsolete. 

Appendix H: Telephone Interview Transcripts 

Expert 1, De Montfort University, March 18, 2008 15:45 

Does the above diagram fit your understanding of how organizations and society operate within, and 

depend on the environment and how the scope of socially responsible decisions need to consider all 3 

areas? 

No, of course we are all depended on the environment.  But the diagram it is misleading because it gives the 
message that sustainability only deals with environmental issues.  

Transformational processes of an organization…input through substitution, one aspect of sustainability, you 

have the output of satisfying the stakeholders and also being good to society - Having a balance on the process. 

Should organizational social responsibility guidelines acknowledge these inter-relationships in order to provide 

guidance on how organizational decisions need to consider all 3 areas? 

It fits how society & organisations should relate. I am not sure that they necessarily do. And environmental 

awareness is really only just beginning 

If socially responsible decisions need to consider all 3 areas, what are the most effective ways for 

organizations to prioritize between challenging decisions that affect both social issues and environmental 

issues? 

There is no automatic way for this - different organisational / societal cultures will privelege different aspects. 

This is fine. 

No there are no tools or there should be because everyone has different priorities. 

Decisions comes from the product champion of the organization 

We use 3 questions of prioritizing, would they be useful? I think so, it‟s a bit like cost/benefit analysis, 
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quantifying your priorities by analyzing your impacts 

Do you think there are people in the cost/benefit sector that have tools or questions like these? The Framework 

can be adapted and the questions can be usable.  It‟s the best starting point 

In your opinion, what is the relationship between Sustainable Development and Organizational Social 

Responsibility? 

I have a book coming out on this - one sentence is not enough! And Brundtland has a lot to answer for. 

Articles? Search for Aras and Crowther. Abstract on the new book? Book coming out late this year 

Relationship from his book: looking at different aspects of sustainability, csr is way for corporate to address 

those. 

Brundtland – sustainability is possible and desirable, misleading, incomplete. Resources are fully utilized then 
where is development going to come from. 

Too philosophical? It doesn‟t address the issues, it is an assumption that is possible. Is it desirable? Is it possible? 

What is a better definition than Brundtland? 

Would a principled definition with constraints more realistic? Yes it is essential. But people don‟t want to talk 

about it b/c business only want to talk about SD, but the standard business model uses more and more resources 

– economical sustainability. 

Sustainability has to be environmental sustainability in the way that all stakeholders find it acceptable.  They 

need consensus and common understanding, acceptance on the effects. 

Definition is not good enough, we are living in the Brundtland era. 

Is the ultimate goal of Organizational Social Responsibility to assist organizations in moving towards a 

sustainable society? 

At one level yes. At a deeper level this raises all kinds of ethical and metaphysical issues 

“Backcasting” is a term that describes a planning process where by a clear desired future success point is 

set first, so strategic action steps can be maintained towards that success point. “Forecasting” is aligning 

actions to predictions of future conditions, based on current trend analysis. Would outlining a clear 

definition of a successful sustainable society as a desired future to “backcast” towards, increase the 

effectiveness of an organizational social responsibility guideline? Yes 

 Do you think the future challenges of social responsibility policies and guidelines will be related to issues 

of the environment or sustainable development? If not, what will the challenges be? 

Yes but human rights issues must also be addressed - otherwise there is no point to sustainability 

Will Organizational Social Responsibility policies and guidelines such as "CSR policies", eventually 

become part of an overall Organizational Sustainability policies and guidelines? 

They are obviously closely related but subsuming CSR within sustainability is merely pandering to current 

fashion. Moreover my definition of sustainability is (I think) very different to your - again see my forthcoming 
book. 



97 

CSR - Think of it as a conventional business strategy. 

Both will exist but there will be different groups of people.  Sustainable people – meta level and CSR is at 

another level 

Expert 2, Cranfield University, April 8, 2008 14:00 

“There is no way an organization can define its responsibilities and their importance on their own as 
responsibility is defined from a societal perspective. Therefore an organization should engage with its 

stakeholders and define in cooperation with them, which areas are of importance and how different issues should 

be prioritized.” 

Question Relating to: The relationship between SD & SR.  There are a few ways this relationship has been 

explained - for example; they are both the same, are same things but have a different historical 

perspective.   

SD attacks to the global society in general, just like the Brundtland (good SD definition).  Corporation are the 

main actors of economic...we have to invent the language that they know to ultimately have a sustainable 

society.  Organizational perspective 

How SD comes from environment and SR from a social perspective – I see this the same way.  Quality of life is 

not part of the SD but part of social responsibility.  

Historical Perspective - SD comes from environment and SR from a social perspective.  Do they both need to 
merge to build to generate the success point for sustainable society.  How best could this happen? 

They are going in the same direction.  Sustainability is more neutral ground and established term.                           

Do SR Guidelines need to have a goal of moving towards a sustainable society - does this meet econ, social 

and environmental perspectives?   

It moves in that direction but you need an abstract idea.  The end state. A sustainable society is nothing that you 

can ever achieve because you‟ll always have negative forces. 

Any kind of guideline that deal with that conflict issue will always have to wait...engage stakeholders is the first 

thing! 

Sustainable society does not take into account everyone‟s needs. It would help guidelines to have an end point, 
same success point              

Can a goal of moving towards a sustainable society be generic enough for use by companies - if not what 

more would be needed (principles). Yes definitely.  Always have a problem with the descriptive part.  I have 
problems explaining Sustainability in general to people 

TNS Principles have they heard of them? No. Having scientifically tested and agreed principles that outline 

the constraints of a sustainable society (TNS Principles).  Would this be a useful basis for organisations to move 
towards. Would such an Ultimate goal meet organizational requirements which maybe focused more on specific 

short term goals. 

There is a problem with being specific.  Why I love the ISO is because it is generic gives you the process, which 
is the most important thing.  The question is what is important for SD? 

Use rational scientific based that everyone can understand. 
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Prioritization when decision making. 

Prioritization is challenging. We use model of prioritization for stakeholders by looking at the 3 areas (eco, econ 

and social) to assess how the issues are important.  Assess how important each section are for stakeholders 

through democracy.  1. Looking at the stakeholders, external 2. Looking at the organization itself, internal 
assessment 

You have to engage the stakeholders first in order to make decisions ex if 60% stakeholders can live with it .all 

about governance 

Other Comments: CSR that defined that was not familiar to me.  What is holistic framework? How does the 

model cover that holistic perspective? 

Is this relating to the diagram? Yes, I have not come across that principle before 

How can we illustrate the stakeholders in the diagram? 

...two level 1.Indicator 2.Process on how to monitor. ISO establishment is good example of stakeholder 

engagement.   

Annoyed by what is SD – doesn‟t lead us anywhere – agreement SD is important now think about projects of 

how to deliver it – including political incompetence. 

Brundtland suffices as a position to begin action 

 Principles Not getting more precise – practitioners the definition won‟t make a difference. 

Stakeholders – certain decisions are too big for orgs to take the decisions themselves. Democratic view use of 

governance and decision making. Those with voices focus on stakeholders people rather than the environmental 
approach – orgs will always fight for their own survival. NGO‟s institutional process for decision making – can 

become econ but not soc and env bankrupt. 

ISO an intermediate solution before a global governance model, cannot escape certain positions and principles – 
there are many complexities and hierocracies. 

Action now has to be made – need reporting on specific impacts chemicals etc and calculate this or seek to 

reduce eliminate emissions.  

Would like to get a copy of thesis, interested in presentation in September** Follow up Eabis.org 

Expert 3, Effort Consulting, April 10, 2008 18:20 

Expert 3 a business management consultant with experience of delivering Environmental Management 

Systems. 

Overall views: He has a view that economic case is important and this will drive the agenda – sustainable is a 

broad term beneficial. Principles could be useful and should be put in the environment section – SR may still be 

the priority use of the SR guidelines and environmental sustainable secondary - have to bear this in mind. 

Expert 3 working more closely to Ch 5 & 7 

Unsure on the above areas – e.g. clear goals and success points – for a specific org should have these for a 

guideline difficult to decline what these should be e.g. on energy consumption can‟t do this e.g. a specific age. If  
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you had a universal goal in the guideline? If certain core issues are relevant to org general goals could be of. 

What specific policies are required difficult as there would be some many and may not be relevant to 

many. 

Prioritization – do you know of any tools? Can use different methodologies e.g. look at what core issues are 
relevant and the aspect then narrow doe to most important issues then each of these will be relevant – balanced 

on costs and benefits. Problem with SR is it separates SR from business – would prefer owner 

issues/shareholders who have right to have investment managed in a reasonable way. Have an SR manager and 
then business separate – economic social end environmental should be considered together – need to find 

optimum to find best balance of core issues to generate profit, quality, work environment, and positive 

environment, all optimal, by lifting out economy lift out what is really important, SR could build up the business 
case more – guideline it is good in many ways . Ch 6 position is confusion that corporate governance, but not 

covered owner issues and responsibility to shareholders. 

Timeframes – short and long term – investors interests in short term – need to balance all concerns of 
everyone incl. owner – who has a long term view - ? SR how to write standard – SR becomes an add on because 

the owner may not be considered as the stakeholder. 

Goal – moving towards a SSD – “sustainability is very relevant and should try to achieve in terms of all core 
issues – I think it is a principle as we have to be sustainability in ecological approach plus workers and soc in 

which operate including economy.  Agree that ecological sustainability is the foundation to the rest. Need for 

more guidance than Brundland? “I think that environmental sustainability is the bigger system, if you apply 
environmental sustainability first this. 

Aware of the natural step and principles? Yes would these be a useful starting point to help orgs move 

forward – yes certainly think they would be useful , there are different ways of guiding in terms of core issues 
and guidelines the 4 principals a way of finding out what our  environmental impacts positive & negative useful 

to understand the systemic perspective – but not the one and only and doesn‟t include all possible impact – I 

think  it‟s one good way and have written core issue in environmental part relating to this the of system thinking 
– they are good and relevant and would need to analyse how these could work and correspond to the 

environmental section. The 4 principles should cover all of this – then issue to communicate. 

Could the principles be put into other sections e.g. to underpin Brundtland? – not sure because in this doc it 
is not the right way as environment is one of core issues, other issues including workers issues etc not really 

covered – how you distribute resources – standard has to balance all core issues, some won‟t be environmental – 

sustainability can be broad (enc, soc etc) (wider definition of sustainability) . Principles of sustainability from an 
environmental perspective with all subsystems of ecosphere being part of SR - principle of environmental 

sustainability guideline is not a starting point that overrides all other core issues. 

Standard should work toward sustainability (including overriding environmental sustainability), the 

environmental chapter should encompass how en relates – maybe having the principles in the environmental 

chapter - having this as the starting point for the whole doc would mean that the soc would be focussed on SR 

rather than SR. Other core issues for the org may be more of a priority. Orgs that have little environmental 
impact, but larger environmental impacts need maybe need to look at the core issues where they have the largest 

impact. 

Expert 4, ECPAT, April 11, 2008 09:30 

Overall views: Prioritisation can be done, but not in immediate circumstances, Have to remember that this is an 
SR guideline – if SD was to be integrated in the way we wanted e.g. giving it more priority then the whole doc 

would have to be rewritten to reflect this change (SD rather than SR?). Brundtland too broad and doesn‟t give 

actions – Need a good definition of SD. SR should recognise that SR is not sustainable without SD and 
implications of this written into the doc. 

How orgs should consider environmental impacts - group agrees on processes that are short term overriding 
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concern – though if taking away short term issues – and looked at planning for longer term issues – would this 
overcome prioritisation and decision making – Issues can be prioritised once immediacy taken out “definitely” 

difficulty is that it becomes very general and categorical –from a generic Q gets a generic response – difficult to 

get all answers – always different concerns – need all the information about the impact that you will create – 
especially in the environment section because research changes and impacts on what is best in long term. – 

depends on access to info and concerns to take. 

SR too complex and core issues? because there are always  - there will always be some infringements in some 
of the core areas – “never get a situation of perfection” why its called a process – never have a perfect situation, 

though SR should fulfil its goal overall. 

Should be able to develop procedures that deal with most sensitive situations – because for example if there 
is a significant change then the potential knock on effects could be worse – would not support a short listing of 

checkboxes – as something are short term urgent /long term – need to be dealt with in different ways –e.g. 

precautionary approach in HR could mean refraining of action that could will not stop the immediate problem 

Definition of SD – Brundtland – unsure of clearer definition?  - as it doesn‟t give basic position to work from 

such as principles “B definition is very broad and doesn‟t give guidance apart to think ahead.  If pulled  apart 

then there are a lot of areas where there would be detriment to implementation – reason why “unsure” because 
this standard is on SR &  & contributes to SD, question is how we define sustainability, all agree we need to live 

sustainably but q is how do you limit the scope of the standards and if to include as a definition how this impacts 

on areas of standard – we listed the environment as more of a step up (prioritise) over other issues and if that was 
considered then which would mean they would need to rewrite thinking of standard –don‟t like levelling of all 

issues would be very difficult because the areas dealt with have very different nature. Need to have a good 

definition of SD first then have to decide whether or not to include in the standard – that is one of the problem 
they have had in the process – as they is no agreement in what this means in itself all definitions – these are 

written then the interactions are considered then definition and redefinition because of impacts on each other. – 

Issue with doc is that any significant change impacts on the whole concept of standard  – “to make an informed 
answer need to know what the definition means” – difficult to write SR guideline without SR as need to be 

sustainable to meet requirements or SR. Using our all encompassing view then this would be written into the doc 

– to agree to include the wording in the definition – the implications need to be understood clearly in the writing. 
“Brundtland not enough to begin the discussion” Limits do exist agree that we could have we are thinking. 

Happy to review some  of our final points before submission on the 9th. 

Expert 5, Responsabilidad y Sostenibilidad, April 11, 2008 11:40 

Expert 5 has worked in academia and delivery of SR for 15 years, now runs a consultancy on SR in Spain. 

Overall Views: SR is about values of the company overall and does not depend on tools or guidelines. 

Companies need to consider the ecological constraints and Brundtland insufficient on own 

SR risk is the key driver rather than general business responsibility 

SR is the manner to deliver SD, 

Do business have enough information to make SD decisions  - do we need to recognise constraints to help 

begin decision making? – Management – there is enough info available for them to make the right decision, but 
most businesses still reluctant but refuse to at on the reality – they cannot say they are ignorant or defend such as 

position 

Do orgs have the tools to help them to move towards a sustainable society? – the cornerstone is the change in 
values – not sure how much this depends on tools – the change in the mindset of companies depends on the 

defensibility y of them relating to the changes in the social cultural scientific paradigms that exist., sensibilities 

towards this change in paradigm (social) because otherwise the tools that have been developed will be employed 

but not to the extent to what would be appropriate -  - if the mind isn‟t ready for the challenge then tools won‟t 
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be enough – need to know the full picture? – no – it‟s a matter of values. Info is not what s needed – the ability to 
overcome dualism in mindsets need to overcome the fragmentation. 

SR do you think the overall aim of a guideline is to move toward a sustainability within constraints? – is 

this useful for co‟s? – yes but there are intangible issues that are difficult to include in guidelines which are 
concrete and specific – cannot just trust guideline to change the situation – reasons? – guidelines, measures, are 

important, but often we tend to consider these as a complete simplified framework for reality – we should always 

bear in mind that they are not a reproduction of reality just an approximation 

If we look at reality in orgs – sustainability future constraints – if use of scientific principles used as 

success points could this be used as the position of reality - determining where actions would be successful in 

a guideline? „I think it is a way for companies to understand the issues in a very simple way on what extent they 
depend on ecosystems, something that isn‟t integrated into companies mental models. Agree for the need of 

more than Brundtland – use of principles would help. CO‟s are very short term oriented. Can;t trust markets only 

Do you think that sd will be subsumed by SR or not – always words and depend on how we define these 
words and concepts SR is the way to achieve SD. Both concepts refer to env, econ and soc aspects of 

development, then it‟s a matter of, it is crystal clear that  ecosystems are basic to create wealth, our 

considerations of ecosystems also considers our scientific view of the world these are closely related issues, 
don‟t know what is most important. 

Expert 6, Business in the Community, April 11, 2008 12:20 

Expert 6 is Director of CSR at Business in the Community (15 years experience – lots of engagement at 

senior level) 

Overall view: SD has become sidetracked by SR with SR not delivering the transformational change needed & 

provided through SD, ISO SR will make no difference. Businesses still focused on short term, rather than long 

term solutions of SD. Backcasting already happened, just diff names used. No real sense of urgency – need 
Global backing to get recognition and action. 

People now in their 40‟s experience, educational, social dimension. These are in the driving seat – one element 

of this differentiation – SD plays to baser elements of greed and capitalist system we would be much further on. 
– need to use language of business – not driven by short term  - language is very important. 

Review of BiTC sustainability index - info is pedestrian – what‟s our contrib. to a low carbon economy & how to 

measure how can we make money out of it. 

Not debated at board level as much as it should. 

SR & SD? SR A soft option because it doesn‟t ask for transformation. Lost in translation – part of language (SD 

language is a turn off), part is how we measure success – just financial or other measures of success. Individual 
level balanced score card – to pick up values aspects. Challenge to business model by saying it is wrong if they 

are making large amounts of money. SD has become sidetracked by SR, SR allows business as usual but in a 

way that takes into account shareholders without questioning basic tenets of the business. Big questions need to 
be asked of these businesses. 

SG Need to act within constraints – having a tool to use e.g. principles helps? – not convinced that ISO SR 

will make a jot of difference - businesses need to contextualize their business as to what it means for them and 
then to encourage them to describe to them what that journey will look like – when looking as SD reports we are 

asking co‟s what this means - but not seeing what companies are doing about it in an explicit way. Sometimes 

there are compelling competitive reasons that will help co‟s down the journey. Tell us what it means and what 
you are doing – still getting co‟s saying what it means (extractive industries) but not about clarity in the future). 

Risk based historical data, incremental improvement that doesn‟t deliver SD in the future – need an overarching 

element to reward businesses for future improvement, on – because aren‟t asking the big questions. They are still 

disconnected from the longer term perspective of businesses which are driven by 3 month timeframe, model of 
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evaluating companies encourages short term.  

Backcasting – too theoretical,  having a clearer vision it ought to help from an SD perspective yes big co‟s will 

be doing a lot of scenario planning to deal with these issues „future mapping‟  describe the company in 2015 

what are famous for what at the milestones looking backwards many techniques and couched in terms of 
„scenario planning then this would help. Nature of business is looking forward cannot continue business as usual. 

If we know what that future will be? „Don‟t know. I am a fan Need WBCSD, UN etc having such a goal too 

many big principles “Sullivan, Global Compact‟ framework this is sort or world we aspire to – one of the blocks 
has been to try to describe that future (by business) one that structure is agreed have this endorse by orgs that are 

global, not aware of FSSD. No sense of urgency or scale in the business community need to develop the 

circumstance to do this voluntarily 

Expert 7, UN Global Compact, April 18, 2008 17:00 

If SR is based on what stakeholders consider what is more important.  Environment is represented by 

some stakeholders. Environment doesn‟t have a voice. 

Can you explain what SD and sustainability mean? We did a research on a political perspective to find a 
contextual definition.  I think SR is in line with stakeholder theory, contemporary in the 90s. SR emphasis is on 

stakeholder engagement, stakeholder theory.  Sustainability (from UN‟s point of view ) has alot to do with the 

environmental movement from the Brundtland definition.  This meaning has been contested and negoatiation and 
in international ...has economic, social and environmental. 

Sustainability has always been a fuzzy term, the precise meaning depends on the context and the time that we are 

living in. 

Personally tired of both terms, we hardly use the term CSR because then you also have to say Corporate Social 

and Environmental Responsibility. 

Financial market domain we coining the term ESG Environmental Social Governance.  This term has the upper 
hand.  This means coming to grips with ESG factors 

Business domain – CR or BR.  Never, drop the „s‟.  It has to do with corporate citizenship, I see the whole 

terminology evolving in the globalization context.  With power comes responsibility. 

Have to come to grips on RESPONSIBILITY. 

Sustainability planning is about assessing and acknowledging all of the organizations current issues using 

systems thinking. Prioritizing is which ones we attack. 

Do you think that SR and SD share the common goal of moving towards a sustainable society.  

Absolutely (agreeing with Neil‟s historic comment). Both ultimately have the same goal.  Sustainability 

definitely has a broader goal for humanity vs. CSR.  I‟m just not quite sure about the end goal.  In my mind, 
what is this all about? I agree this is a necessary for survival in a humanity.  In the end, humanity is in strive for 

survival.  Peace & Happiness, co-existence of people. 

Don‟t miss on the political human rights dimension. 

Every society on the globe, when it comes to business has its own history, its own very specific governance.  The 

beauty now with technology and liberal orgs have opened up the possibility for interconnected through trade, 

investment, communication, information but we have started to embark on humanities‟s biggest experiment.  

Globalization offers an incentive for convergence towards very sheer value and thinking – doesn‟t matter what 
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the history or background is. 

 Do you know about The Natural Step, and have you or the UN more generally thought about using global 

scientifically based principles that would be the basis for making decisions on what would lead us to a 

global level of sustainability. 

Going beyond Brundtland, is this useful for orgs? 

Businesses want to learn about environmental sustainability. We want the next cycle of conglomerate to 

understand.  We don‟t want the same paradigm as the last century.  There is a need for innovation and radical of 
doing things.  

There is a demand for business‟s prospects is to come to grips and responsible 

No has not heard for TNS. 

It could help. I don‟t know how effective it is.  The more general it is, the better. 

Expert 8, Stockholm County, April 16, 2008 11:00 

Need for goals and success in a guideline.  Orgs needs to take step forward.  How do org take step forward 

without knowing the clear goal?  

Yes, I want to have this in the guideline (a clear goal). SD is going to be the overall aim of sustainability. 

The goal still need to be specific for different organization.  For ex: the GRI, it was not applicable to us as we 

have different issues.  Water issues is not an issue in Sweden – it is a waste of time and money if we are working 
in this issue to follow the GRI. Public org like us there is a difference when we look at SR and SD.  Our purpose 

is very often within the SR field. In my field we provide public transportation and environment, so do you think 

it is appropriate if we do not make this issue a priority – are we then socially responsible? 

I don‟t believe that there is someone who can give you the goals - Centralistic point of view is no good.  You 

know the best about your org and you have the power to decide 

Prioritization? Always getting better with experience and knowledge. 

Sustainable society as the ultimate goals? You have responsibility for what you do, so in the end, you have to 

set your own goals and other people will have to scrutinize you.  Transparency is very important. You need to 

balance things that are very different. 

Since it will be voluntary then (goal setting), will companies choose the easy route?  This is what will 

happen in every standard.  It could be wrong with one company but could be right.  Set goals that is right for the 

business.  There is no other way for doing this. There is no set environmental goals for ISO 14001 either.  You 
just have to deal with your current environmental aspect to get better.  

Having the certificate gives the motivation and along the way, we get knowledge. People are unconsciously 

unknowledgeable.  They don‟t even know they don‟t have knowledge.  But when they gain knowledge, they get 
better. 

The more people are aware, more knowledge, the better their decision will be made.  If we have these 

scientifically based principles, would they be enough for an org to make a good decision? In a way yes and 
no. There is no balance in things.  In environment yes, but not in social issues. 

Historical question. I haven‟t thought about it.  So I can‟t answer you.  Of course companies come from that, 
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but we shouldn‟t expect them to do things that are very much out of their interest. 

What is the difference between SD and SR? How about your comment on the historic of these terms? Is 

this the big challenge on the integration of the two? If SD is a vision and a goal, then SR is the means of 

getting there, a way of getting there. That is for everybody. 

Is SD the way that the whole society moves together and SR is just a policy? No, SD is something we are 

striving for but something we can never achieve. SR in the context ISO 26000 for organizations, to balancing 

things. We should not be able say that we are socially responsible if this is not leading to SD. 

We will never achieve sustainability, but we will get better in striving towards it. 

If you don‟t believe that we will never reach sustainability, what do you believe will happen then..i.e. in a 

short time society will collapse? Depends on what you mean by short time.  Obviously, we will reach SD but it 
will be after this collapse.  I am very pessimistic; I doubt that right now we will change the consumption pattern.  

What we are doing now with SD, is that we are prolonging the time until we get to the collapse point. 

Is SR just a smaller part of a full sustainable policy?  

Should environment should be taken out? Treated separately to have a more effective social responsibility 

policy. 

The idea that SR and Environment guideline is separated, it doesn‟t integrate the whole idea of 

sustainability? Is this a challenge – the separation of environmental and social challenge? I was surprised 

that there is a SR standard.  Having the environment section muddled it up.  ISO is almost like a sustainability 

standard.    I don‟t allow to have opinion at this stage.  I just want this standard finished and do not want to have 
a discussion on how it should have been.  I am not open for discussion. If we are trying to make a perfect 

standard, we will never succeed. 

What is missing in the current proposal is the environment how it is phrased.  Environment should be 

more important.  For example. Renewable fuels are preferable. Let‟s say that people are starving because 

of bio fuels..then is bio fuels is bad? But for a sustainable society is it good?  What is better, use fossil fuel 

and people will not starve.  Balancing issues like these are what we are dealing with.  

Economy is excluded which is great.  But we are living in an economic era so it is already included anyways. 

Comments: Every year that this standard is postponed is a lost year that we could have done action 
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Appendix I: Recommendations for ISO 
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Appendix J: Guiding Questions for the SPs 

The SSD Sustainability Principles 

For an environmentally and socially responsible organization to move towards a 

Sustainable Society it must take steps to eliminate its contribution to: 

1. “…systematically increasing concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth‟s 

crust;”  

2. "…systematically increasing concentrations of substances produced by society;" 

3. "…systematically increasing degradation of nature by physical means;”  

4. “…barriers that systematically undermine people‟s abilities to meet needs” 

The following is a simplified and brief overview of the types of 

organizational sustainability planning questions that can help to facilitating 

dialogue and asses strategic actions based on their impacts in relation to the 

SSD Sustainability Principles. The list is a composite of information 

gleaned from a number of published articles about SSD, as seen in Section 

1.4 

1. Does the project help to address the systematic increase in 

concentrations of materials extracted from the earth‟s crust? 

• Does the project substitute mined minerals/materials that are typically scarce in 

nature with others that are more abundant?  Note:  Elements that are accumulating in the 

biosphere due to anthropogenic use are:  Fe, Mn, Zn, Cr, Cu, Ni, Pb, U, Sn, Mo, Cd, Hg, 

Ag, Sb, C, S, P, and Se. (Azar, C., J. Holmberg and K. Lindgren. 1996 96) 

• Does the project efficiently utilize all mined materials (e.g. by recycling the material 

in tightly closed loops)? 

• Is the project reducing dependence on fossil fuels? 

2. Does the project help to address the systematic increase in substances 

produced by society? “Substances produced by society” are generally 

referring to persistent compounds that are foreign to nature and therefore 

cannot break-down within its regular ecological cycles. 

• Does the project substitute persistent and unnatural compounds with ones that are 

normally abundant or break down more easily in nature? 
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• Does the project efficiently utilize all substances produced by society? 

3. Does the project help to address the systematic degradation of nature 

by physical means? 

• Does the project draw resources only from well-managed eco-systems? 

• Does the project pursue the most productive and efficient use of resources and land? 

• Does the project proponent exercise caution in any modifications to nature (e.g. 

over-harvesting, species introduction)? 

4. Does the project help to reduce the systematic barriers to people 

meeting their needs, which typically occur through abuses of power (e.g. 

economic power and structural power)? 

• Does the project have consequences for people, now or in the future, which may 

restrict their opportunities for leading a fulfilling life? 

• Does the project rely on inputs that come from regions or companies where 

authorities create obstacles for people to meet their needs? Does the project itself do 

so in any way? (Examples include: (i) prohibiting people to organize themselves in 

unions; (ii) punishments and humiliating treatment; (iii) enforced labor; and (iv) 

discrimination.) 

• Does the project rely on processes that create economic conditions that hinder people 

from meeting their needs? (Examples include: (i) child labor; (ii) low salaries; (iii) 

neglecting to pay social costs for employees in local communities in developing 

countries or indigenous communities; (iv) wasting resources.) 

• Does the project rely on processes with unsafe and unhealthy work environments 

and/or that contribute to unsafe and unhealthy living environments for people in local 

communities? (Examples include (i) overly long working hours; (ii) work place 

hazards such as chemical exposure and accidents; (iii) local water and air pollution.) 

• Has genuine stakeholder input been sought and incorporated into project design?   

• Have stakeholder concerns been documented?  

• Has the project proponent demonstrated why specific concerns were not addressed, if 

applicable? 
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Prioritization Questions: 

The following 3 core prioritization questions can assist decision-makers in effectively 

prioritizing strategic actions based on the above Success criteria for a Sustainable Society: 

I. Is this a step in the right direction towards the desired goal? 

II. Is this a flexible platform for future ideas and innovations? 

III. Will this provide a positive return, financial and/or social return? 

Organizations can add further prioritizing questions such as urgency, time, 

and funding, to supplement strategic decisions as required. It is 

recommended that all major investment decisions are also analyzed using 

these three questions to ensure economic feasibility for future platforms 

and ultimately, success. 


