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Preface

The book is a collaborative effort among esteemed contributors, who bring a
wealth of expertise to explore sustainability across various realms. The book chap-
ters are meticulously selected into three interwoven parts—Business, Education,
and Technology—encapsulating a holistic view of sustainability that transcends
disciplinary boundaries. The purpose of “Sustainable Horizons for Business, Edu-
cation, and Technology: Interdisciplinary Insights” is rooted within this dynamic
context.

The book begins with an exploration of sustainable horizons within the realm
of business. Chapters in this section delve into the intricate fabric of economic
sustainability, corporate responsibility, and the challenges and benefits of ESG
reporting. From the meticulous review of balanced scorecard applications in
public hospital settings to the critical examination of success factors in imple-
menting sustainable business models, readers are invited to navigate through the
nuanced landscape of green marketing strategies, unraveling the intricate moti-
vations behind bank window dressing, and critically examine the strengths and
weaknesses of integrated reporting.

The second part of the book examines education as a pivotal force shaping the
minds of future leaders through the lens of sustainability. Chapters in this section
articulate the pivotal role of education in fostering a mindset that is conscious of
societal and environmental impacts, from courses fostering social entrepreneurship
to the role of environmental orientation in sustainable innovation performance. A
comprehensive exploration of sustainable finance, stakeholder theory, and the out-
standing support structures for students pursuing social entrepreneurship courses
collectively emphasize the role of education in fostering a generation of individuals
committed to sustainable practices.

The final segment of the book explores the intricate relationship between
sustainability and technology. Chapters in this section investigate the impact of
technology on various facets of sustainability in an age dominated by digital trans-
formation, fintech, and big data. Chapters explore the role of big data analytics in
Jordanian commercial banks, explore the nexus between fintech and sustainabil-
ity, and unravel the impact of information and communication technologies (ICTs)
on food security in Jordan. The moderating role of accountants’ capabilities in
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the relationship between AIS and the quality of financial reporting is also scruti-
nized, emphasizing the symbiotic relationship between technology and sustainable
business practices.

As we explore business, education, and technology, we realize sustainability is
not one solid idea but a mix of different elements. The interdisciplinary nature
of this book illustrates the interconnectedness of these domains, showing that
progress in one area can have profound implications for others. This collection
of insights serves as a call to action, reminding us that the challenges we face
require collaborative, multidimensional solutions. Business leaders, educators, and
technologists alike must come together to shape a path towards a sustainable
future. It is our hope that the readers of this book find inspiration, knowledge,
and, most importantly, a renewed commitment to fostering sustainable horizons in
their respective fields.

As editors, we extend our sincere gratitude to the contributors for their scholarly
contributions and to the readers for joining us on this intellectual journey. May
this book serve as an inspiration, guiding us towards a future where business,
education, and technology converge harmoniously for the betterment of our global
community.

Zarqa, Jordan
Manama, Bahrain
Toowoomba, Australia

Hashem Alshurafat
Allam Hamdan

John Sands
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Part I 

Horizons for Business



1Review of Balanced Scorecard 
Application in Public Hospital Setting 

Salim Khaleel Khalid and John Sands 

Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to review the empirical studies that have discussed 
the balanced scorecard in public hospital settings to determine the potential 
future research opportunities. The study has highlighted empirical studies con-
ducted in the context of both developed and developing economies for the 
period of 2003–2020. The study found that whether adopting BSC is useful for 
the public hospital sector is still unclear. Secondly, some BSC users still pay 
insufficient attention to non-financial measures. Finally, there are some steps 
and models to subsume environmental measures within BSC. However, most of 
these attempts are still theoretically normative and not yet verified empirically. 

Keywords 

Balanced scorecard • Public health sector • BSC perspectives 

1.1 Introduction 

Management accountants struggled to deal with non-financial measures until the 
introduction of the balanced scorecard (BSC) (Otley 2016). In general, accoun-
tants define BSC as a group of procedures to organise work practice and formalise
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performance (Cooper and Ezzamel 2013). The use of the BSC enables managers 
to share their strategy with all organisational members (Cheng and Humphreys 
2012; Wiersma 2009). Cheng et al. (2018) state that the BSC helps managers 
to review their strategy as it is being achieved. The BSC enhances performance 
measurement judgements by providing decision-makers with a comprehensive set 
of financial and non-financial indicators (Humphreys and Trotman 2011). Whilst 
financial measures are presented in dollars or proportions of dollars, non-financial 
measures cannot be presented in dollars (Eldenburg et al. 2019). However, dur-
ing this period, there was pressure on accountants to consider intangible assets 
as part of balance sheets (Kaplan and Norton 2001). Yet, three main reasons 
prevented responses to such calls. Firstly, there is no direct connection between 
growth in revenues and investment in intangible assets (Kaplan and Norton 2001). 
In other words, it is difficult, to determine an increase in profits which comes 
from using knowledge capital. Finally, some managers use non-financial measures 
to promote their performance in the best light (self-interest), not to create value 
for the organisation (Luft 2004). 

Initially, the BSC was used to create and use a balance between financial mea-
sures and non-financial measures (Tayler 2010). More recently, the use of the BSC 
has been expanded to translate an organisation’s strategy (Tayler 2010). In other 
words, a BSC is a modern performance management technique that is used to 
monitor and check the progress of strategy implementation (Campbell et al. 2018; 
Langfield-Smith 2018; Upton and Arrington 2012) Therefore, users of the BSC 
should define their strategic objectives (Tayler 2010). The BSC explicitly connects 
strategy with a group of performance indicators (Busco and Quattrone 2015). The 
BSC moves organisations from a narrow vision to a broad vision (Wong-On-Wing 
et al. 2007). In contrast to traditional performance measurement systems, the BSC 
is a holistic performance measurement system. It includes leading (non-financial) 
and lagging (financial) performance data (Dalla Via et al. 2019), qualitative and 
quantitative measures, internal and external stakeholders, representing a short-term 
and long-term view (Bartlett et al. 2014; Otley 2016). 

Organisations must select strategic objectives for all BSC perspectives to imple-
ment successfully their strategies (Atkinson et al. 2012). Niven (2008) explained 
that “there is no hard—and—fast rule for the right number of objectives, but a use-
ful guideline is less is more” (Niven 2008, p. 198). Each perspective may need to 
contain one to three strategic objectives (Chang et al. 2008). To ensure the strate-
gic objectives can be accomplished, most organisations set dozens of initiatives 
(Niven 2008). These initiatives refer to the necessary steps, actions, and projects 
to implement the strategic objectives (Campbell et al. 2018). 

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 outlines the research 
method. Section 3 presents the findings. This is followed by conclusion and future 
research opportunities.
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1.2 Research Method 

In different countries, efforts have been made to comprehensively examine the 
balanced scorecard (BSC) in hospital settings. We searched for only empirical 
studies conducted in the context of both developed and developing countries for 
the period of 2003 to 2020 using search engines like Google, Scopus, Google 
Scholar, etc. However, in order to get a complete picture about BSC application in 
Canadian public health organisations, (Weir et al. 2009) answered many questions, 
including the following:

• Who should participate in choosing performance indicators?
• Who is or are the main stakeholder(s)?
• What kinds of performance indicators should be considered in the BSC?
• Should the four BSC perspectives be linked? 

Accordingly, our study will use partially Weir and colleagues’ perspective to 
present the findings under three main themes: the diffusion and usefulness of the 
BSC, perspectives of the BSC, and performance measures of the BSC. 

1.3 Findings 

1.3.1 The Diffusion and Usefulness of BSC for Public Health 
Organisations 

In New Zealand, research has focused on the diffusion of BSC application in the 
public health segment (Northcott and France 2005). Similarly, in Taiwan, Wu and 
Kuo (2012) have examined the potential of using BSC to assess information tech-
nologies. Another study has highlighted the significance of BSC to enhance service 
delivery in an Irish Hospital Department (Smith and Loonam 2016). Likewise, a 
US study suggested that there is a need to include community health improvements 
into the hospital’s BSC (Olden and Smith 2008). 

Whether adopting BSC is useful for the public hospital sector is still unclear 
(Correa et al. 2014). Therefore, Correa et al. (2014) decided to investigate the 
significance of using BSC in two Brazilian hospitals, one public and one private. 
They asked administrators, doctors, and nurses who have used a BSC about their 
opinions regarding criticisms levelled at BSC (Correa et al. 2014). Their research 
found that the BSC was worthwhile to hospitals but the difficulty of establishing 
goals and the persistence of traditional budgetary processes were the main BSC 
obstacles (Correa et al. 2014).
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1.3.2 BSC Perspectives for Public Health Organisations 

The BSC developed initially focused the on for-profit organisations, with the four 
perspectives; financial, customer, internal process and learning and growth. In the 
public healthcare sector, the relationship between the financial perspective and 
customer perspective is interchangeable and reciprocal. For example, the general 
public, as taxpayers, pay taxes to government departments that then allocate funds 
to receiving agencies (hospitals), which is the financial perspective. Subsequently, 
the taxpayers receive benefits as customers when treated in hospitals. In this con-
text, tax collection is seen as necessary to provide benefits to the community 
(Soysa et al. 2016). It is not an objective of public hospitals to generate profit 
but rather to maximise the efficient use of public funds (Kaplan and Norton 2001). 
Within the public healthcare industry, the internal business process perspective 
of the BSC identifies the critical internal processes, which are important for the 
achievement of the intended outcomes of the other perspectives (Figge et al. 2002a, 
b). This internal process perspective frequently reports indicators that reflect the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the agency (Butler et al. 2011a). The learning and 
growth perspective of the BSC contains indicators related to the capabilities and 
competencies among employees to enable the achievement of the intended out-
comes of the other perspectives (Aidemark 2001). Healthcare organisations must 
continually assess their future needs and ensure that the intellectual capital and 
human resources components within their learning and growth perspective are 
sufficient to sustain their future survival (Epstein and Wisner 2001). 

It is clear that BSC perspectives should reflect the characteristics of health 
organisations (Aidemark and Funck 2009; Funck 2007; Kober and Northcott 
2020). In a recent Canadian study, it was noted that healthcare providers’ pro-
ponents for the use of BSC have an interest in knowing which type and how many 
perspectives should be considered in the BSC (Porporato et al. 2017). Patients, 
employees, and processes are called the golden triangle of BSC in health organi-
sations (Aidemark 2001), yet each health organisation has different numbers and 
different types of perspectives (Porporato et al. 2017). For example, in Swe-
den, Kollberg and Elg (2011) determined five BSC perspectives: patient/customer, 
process, development/future, employee and production/economic. A study con-
ducted in a public Australian healthcare organisation by van de Wetering et al. 
(2006) found four perspectives: clinical business process, patient, quality and trans-
parency, and information systems. These researchers observed that just two of the 
perspectives, clinical business process and patient, were similar to the original BSC 
perspectives (van de Wetering et al. 2006). In Hong Kong, public health organisa-
tions still use perspectives similar to the original BSC perspectives (Yuen and Ng 
2012). Meanwhile, a recent African study revealed that community, finance, inter-
nal business process, and capacity building are perspectives in the BSC of African 
health providers (Bobe et al. 2017). Thus, it is evident that there are multiple ways 
of refining the BSC to accommodate the specific healthcare context. 

In healthcare organisations, the meaning of balance relates to several matters. 
It relates to the balance between financial and non-financial measures, lead and



1 Review of Balanced Scorecard Application in Public Hospital Setting 7

lag indicators, and internal and external performance sources. All these measures, 
indicators, or sources are expanded to form the balance between and among the 
BSC’s perspectives (Aidemark 2001). In a series of case studies conducted in the 
public healthcare sector, Bobe et al. (2017) and Kollberg and Elg (2011) found that 
BSC perspectives were not prioritised but they were all equally significant. These 
organisations adopted the term “well-balanced perspectives” (Aidemark 2001). 

It has been suggested that the names and contents of BSC perspectives need 
to be revised to be consistent with public health organisations (Behrouzi et al. 
2014). For example, Behrouzi et al. (2014) concluded that patient perspective is 
too narrow and needs to be extended into community perspective. The commu-
nity perspective covers citizens, high-risk groups, policymakers, etc. (Behrouzi 
et al. 2014). Furthermore, health organisations may create new BSC perspective(s) 
(Bisbe and Barrubés 2012). For instance, some organisations add a perspective 
for clinical outcomes (Bisbe and Barrubés 2012) or a people perspective (Funck 
2007). 

Similar questions were considered by Broccardo (2015) in a study conducted 
in Italy, which confirmed that Italian hospitals still use the four classical perspec-
tives. Broccardo’s (2015) research further observed that the highest number of 
indicators are within the customer perspective and internal processes perspective. 
Finally, while Bisbe and Barrubés (2012) concluded that the BSC helps to imple-
ment a public hospital strategy, Italian hospitals were found to employ the BSC as 
a control tool but not a translation strategy tool (Broccardo 2015). 

Recently, the acknowledgement of organisations’ responsibilities towards the 
environment has taken place in the wider community (Fernando and Lawrence 
2014). Consequently, the significance of organisations’ environmental activity or 
responsibility has imposed the need for public organisations to measure, mon-
itor and disclose their environmental performance (Guthrie and Farneti 2008). 
Therefore, supporters of BSC have discussed various models to ascertain the envi-
ronmental performance part of BSC (Bieker 2003; Butler 2011b; Figge 2002; Hahn 
and Figge 2018; Hansen and Schaltegger 2016, 2018; Kaplan et al. 2004). Some 
set up some steps and models to subsume environmental measures within BSC 
(Figge et al. 2002a, b). However, most of these attempts are still theoretically 
normative and not yet verified empirically (Nikolaou and Tsalis 2013). The most 
significant failure is the absence of standard guidelines on how to embed sus-
tainability concerns, including those related to environmental issues, into BSC 
perspectives (Nikolaou and Tsalis 2013). 

1.3.3 BSC Performance Measures for Public Health 
Organisations 

The literature presents different suggestions with regards to the appropriate number 
of BSC indicators. For example, some researchers (Chang et al. 2008; Kaplan and 
Norton 1996a) suggest four or five measures for each perspective as a desired 
number of measures while for others, like Epstein and Wisner (2001), six measures
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in each perspective would be an ideal number. Elsewhere research has found that 
the BSC typically contains 18–25 key measures (DeBusk et al. 2003). However, 
in a review study, Gurd and Gao (2007) found some health organisations included 
a range of 13–44 measures into their BSCs. Kollberg and Elg (2011) investigated 
how public health organisations in Sweden defined BSC measures. They concluded 
that the investigated public health organisations included 25 measures into their 
BSC, which supports the finding by DeBusk et al. (2003). 

There is a positive relationship between the number of BSC measures and task 
complexity (Lipe and Salterio 2000). Multiple indicators also increase the cost 
and require more resources (Funck 2007). Furthermore, if managers include many 
indicators, their focus may get diverted from the most critical strategic objectives 
(Kaplan and Norton 1993). The complexity of health organisations is reflected 
in the complexity of selecting BSC indicators (Porporato et al. 2017). This means 
health organisations are struggling to establish which indicators should be included 
in the BSC (Bisbe and Barrubés 2012). 

The BSC provides a framework to provide a more complete picture of the 
organisation’s activities (Hall 2011). Quantitative and qualitative measures are 
needed to monitor and assess how a strategic objective is accomplished (Atkinson 
et al. 2012). In the meantime, capturing all desired business strategic objectives 
requires populating the BSC with a large number of measures (Lipe and Salte-
rio 2000). However, the BSC is not solely a collection of critical financial and 
non-financial indicators (Ax and Greve 2017; De Geuser et al. 2009; Möller and 
Schaltegger 2005). Rather, it highlights a balance between a set of past perfor-
mance indicators (lag indicators), and future performance driver indicators (lead 
indicators) that are useful for internal and external stakeholders (Atkinson et al. 
2012; Hansen et al. 2009). Furthermore, the measures of the BSC are developed 
based on an organisation’s vision and strategy (Kaplan and Norton 1996a). The 
best-balanced measures reflect the strategy of the organisation (Kaplan and Norton 
2001). Nevertheless, many adopters of the BSC consider both strategically linked 
measures and non-strategically linked measures (Kaplan et al. 2012). In addition, 
some BSC users still pay insufficient attention to non-financial measures (Bartlett 
et al. 2014). 

Moreover, while BSC organises its measures based on cause and effects rela-
tionships (Cheng et al. 2018), some organisations make a list of financial and 
non-financial measures that are not related to a cause-and-effect relationship (Car-
dinaels and van Veen-Dirks 2010). Some organisations may use measures that 
have objective links between the activities and the outcomes (quantitative mea-
sures) while other organisations may adopt more subjective measures (qualitative 
measures) or organisations have both types of measures. 

For some BSC adopters, such as Chinese public hospitals, establishing perfor-
mance indicators is still a big challenge (Gao et al. 2018). To fill this knowledge 
gap, Gao et al. (2018) have suggested some performance indicators that should 
be included in the BSC. Initially, experts in healthcare and performance measure-
ment were consulted to develop a series of performance indicators (Gao et al. 
2018). Around 25 experts, from administrative units, universities and hospitals,
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were invited to evaluate the proposed BSC model (Gao et al. 2018). The analy-
sis finally provided 36 indicators (Gao et al. 2018). In a similar vein, Hwa et al. 
(2013) set up criteria to develop BSC with the following performance indicators: 
measurable, validity of the data, and amenable to improvement (Hwa et al. 2013). 
Based on these criteria, 41 performance indicators were developed, which included 
16 indicators chosen for the initial BSC (Hwa et al. 2013). Another US study in 
hospital settings highlighted the need to carefully define the most important per-
formance indicators from a learning and growth perspective (Emami and Doolen 
2015). 

In Greece, the research also has been devoted to finding the most appropriate 
method in the selection of BSC performance indicators. Therefore, the Govern-
mental Hospital of Didimoticho, in Greece, adopted a UTASTAR method to group 
24 performance indicators into four clusters that represented the four performance 
perspectives of the BSC (Grigoroudis et al. 2012). In Italy, Lovaglio (2011) argued 
that structural equation models are more useful than other methods in determin-
ing hospital BSC performance indicators (Lovaglio 2011). In Canada and New 
Zealand, some research went further by investigating the relationship between the 
measures selected in the public hospital BSC (Kober and Northcott 2020; Porpo-
rato et al. 2017). While the research in Canada rejected the purported cause-effect 
relationship among leading measures and lagging measures in the hospital BSC 
(Porporato et al. 2017), the research in New Zealand asserted the statistically 
significant causal relationships (Kober and Northcott 2020). 

In the same vein, the BSC in healthcare settings maybe subject to a cer-
tain amount of departmental judgement biases in selecting performance indicators 
(Chan 2006). Chan’s (2006) research used the analytic hierarchy process and iden-
tified 39 indicators grouped into four classic perspectives of the BSC. It was found 
that of the large number of measures was considered important or necessary by 
different departments. Mackay Memorial Hospital, in Taiwan, is one example of an 
organisation implementing hospital BSC (Chang et al. 2008). Dyball et al. (2011)’s 
study in the New South Wales Department of Health in Australia asserted that the 
BSC cannot to be useful unless it is easy to understand and implement. 

1.3.4 Main Characteristics of the BSC for Public Health 
Organisations 

Three Swedish public healthcare organisations were examined to find the main 
characteristics of the BSC (Kollberg and Elg 2011). The main research question 
considered how public healthcare providers implement the BSC in their work prac-
tice. Kollberg and Elg’s (2011) research acknowledged that BSC helped to enhance 
internal capabilities but not to implement the strategy. In 2014, another study inves-
tigated the implications of BSC on Chinese public hospitals’ performance (Zhijun 
et al. 2014). This study affirmed that the BSC application improved both hospital 
performance and personal performance (Zhijun et al. 2014). On the other hand, 
in the UK, Chang (2007) explored implications and limitations of using the BSC
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in the National Health Service (NHS). Chang observed that the BSC was consid-
ered to be symbolic, ceremonial, and adopted for seeking legitimacy, rather than 
to enhance performance (Chang 2007). 

Although BSC research has quickly extended to the public hospital sector, 
little attention has been paid to investigating the relationship between BSC and 
neo-bureaucracy concepts (Oliveira et al. 2020). Oliveira et al. (2020) conducted 
a qualitative investigation into a Portuguese public healthcare provider, asking 
whether the operationalisation of the BSC included “neo-bureaucratic” concepts 
and whether the BSC implemented demonstrated a neo-bureaucratic approach. 
An neo-bureaucracy approach incorporates ideas that foster flexibility, collabora-
tion, innovation and adaptation that softens hierarchical authority and help led 
to improvements in healthcare outcomes (Oliveira et al. 2020, p. 250). Their 
study identified nine bureaucratic themes evident in a Portuguese public healthcare 
provider, and the BSC used in that organisation demonstrated a neo-bureaucratic 
approach (Oliveira et al. 2020). 

1.4 Conclusion and Future Research Opportunities 

In recent years, a growing number of public healthcare providers have begun to use 
the BSC (Aidemark and Funck 2009; Bobe et al. 2017; Kollberg and Elg 2011; 
Oliveira et al. 2020; Smith and Loonam 2016; Soysa et al. 2016, 2019; van de 
Wetering et al. 2006; Weir et al. 2009; Yuen and Ng 2012). Nevertheless, the BSC 
may not provide what it promises (Busco and Quattrone 2015). The popularity 
of the BSCs does not necessarily provide a sufficient indicator for the success of 
the BSC (Perkins et al. 2014), especially since the estimated failure rate of the 
BSC is more than 70% (Johanson et al. 2006). Thus, despite the popularity of the 
BSC, the benefits of using the BSC in health organisations are still ambiguous 
(Porporato et al. 2017). Moreover, the original BSC does not cover all stakeholder 
expectations (Huang et al. 2011). That is, while public hospitals are being asked 
to consider all their aspects in their performance measurement systems (Weir et al. 
2009), the original BSC does not present a holistic “balanced” picture of a public 
hospital (Kollberg and Elg 2011). The above review has identified the following 
gaps in prior studies. Firstly, there is a limited number of research studies that 
have examined public hospitals’ BSCs. 

The majority of the prior studies in public hospital settings have focused on the 
following: 

a. What kind and how many perspectives should be included in BSC? 
b. What kind and how many performance indicators should be considered in each 

perspective? 
c. What are the implications of applying BSC? 
d. Despite the popularity of the BSC, the benefits of using the BSC in health 

organisations are still ambiguous (Porporato et al. 2017).



1 Review of Balanced Scorecard Application in Public Hospital Setting 11

Prior research into sustainability BSC (SBSC) suggests several theoretical frame-
works to consider environmental concerns within the traditional BSC but these 
frameworks still need more empirical research to be validated. Finally, the research 
about public hospital BSC has not focused on environmental issues yet. 
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Abstract 

This research delves into Sustainable Business Models (SBM) to address the ris-
ing demand for sustainability in organizational practices, diverging from models 
focusing solely on short-term profits. The study fills existing research gaps in 
SBM implementation by providing a comprehensive, theorydriven exploration 
of Critical Success Factors (CSFs), utilizing predominant management theories 
within the context of an exemplary sustainable Italian firm. Through insightful 
semi-structured interviews and through the theoretical lenses of six organisa-
tional theories the paper reveals pivotal internal CSFs and offers theoretical and 
practical insights for successful SBM implementation. Based on these theories, 
this study proposes the following six CSFs: “Top management commitment”; 
Impact Team contribution; “Sustainability embedded production”; “Employ-
ees proactiveness”; “Sustainability training”; “R&D activities”. Ultimately, this 
study offers significant theoretical contribution and policy implications.
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2.1 Introduction 

In recent decades, there has been a significant increase in environmental and social 
concerns, accompanied by a growing desire for a more sustainable world (Porter 
and Kramer 2011; Geissdoerfer et al. 2018; Freudenreich et al. 2020). To meet 
these evolving expectations, organisations are being called upon to move away 
from the neoclassical economic notion of the ‘organisation as an economic entity’, 
where social and environmental considerations take a secondary role in profit 
generation (Stubbs and Cocklin 2008). Instead, organisations must now address 
societal needs and issues while simultaneously creating economic value. However, 
treating sustainable development initiatives as mere add-ons within the exist-
ing economic system poses challenges for decision-makers within organisations 
(Rauter et al. 2017). 

To align their profitability goals with environmental and social concerns, busi-
nesses must situate their resources within a broader context and advance their 
business models through a sustainability lens (Alerasoul et al. 2022; Ringvold 
et al. 2022). This necessitates a fundamental reform of the current structure to 
establish and implement a Sustainable Business Model (SBM), with executives 
taking responsibility for integrating sustainability considerations into the organ-
isation’s strategy and business model (Rauter et al. 2017). The SBM approach 
aligns with the ‘Triple Bottom Line’ (TBL) concept (Elkington 2018), which 
concurrently addresses economic, environmental, and social objectives through 
‘win–win-win’ methods towards sustainability (Afeltra et al. 2023). The SBM is 
a business model that incorporates proactive multi-stakeholder management, the 
creation of monetary and non-monetary value for a broad range of stakeholders, 
and holds a long-term perspective (Geissdoerfer et al. 2018). While the traditional 
approach to the business model focusses solely on maximising short-term profits, 
it is no longer applicable in the current era of competition, as it fails to create 
sustainable value for stakeholders in exchange for economic value for businesses 
(Levin et al. 2020a). In contrast, the SBM approach emphasises value co-creation 
between an organisation and its stakeholders, promoting social and environmen-
tal business practices that align with economic factors (Freudenreich et al. 2020). 
Therefore, the implementation of an SBM requires the involvement of all lev-
els within the organisation (Bocken et al. 2014). Furthermore, the inclusion of 
social practices, organisational attention to education and training, creating a wel-
coming and equitable atmosphere, and managing diversity and inclusion appear 
to increase employee productivity and organisational performance (Afeltra et al.
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2022; Margherita and Braccini 2021). While previous research has defined and 
conceptualised a business model that prioritises sustainability and has introduced 
several frameworks or principles (Bocken et al. 2014; Evans et al. 2017; Schal-
tegger et al. 2016), limited attention has been given to the intricacies of SBM 
implementation. There is also a dearth of theory-driven research that addresses the 
issue of how SBM can be applied as a result of the fact that many of these studies 
did not include theories in their analysis. For instance, Long et al. (2018) found 
that collaboration, a clear narrative and vision, continual innovation, a sustainable 
foundation, profitability, and serendipitous external events are all necessary con-
ditions for the transition to business models for sustainability, within startups and 
small- and medium-sized enterprises in the Dutch Food and Beverages Industry. 
Donner et al. (2021) aims to comprehend the crucial success and risk elements 
of environmentally creative business models that support a circular economy by 
monetizing agricultural waste or byproducts. 

Therefore, there is a lack of holistic assessment of the approaches for imple-
menting SBMs while integrating the three pillars of sustainability and an urgent 
need for companies to understand the relative importance of these SBM approaches 
and explore key factors and successful conditions. Moreover, the literature, espe-
cially when considering internal organisational factors, appears to be debatable or 
inadequately explored (Long et al. 2017) or mainly concentrating on the traditional 
approach to the business model, on how to maximise short-term profits. 

The present study aims to address this gap by providing a holistic investigation 
of what organisational conditions or key factors can help companies integrate the 
three aspects of sustainability (environmental, social and economic) and implement 
an SBM. 

The study aims therefore to answer the following research question: what are 
the conditions, or key factors, that support the implementation of a business model 
that privileges sustainability according to the ‘Triple Bottom Line’ (TBL) concept? 

To address the aforementioned gaps and answer the research question, the first 
contribution of this research is to provide a holistic view of the conditions support-
ing SBMs by reviewing five management and organisational theories: stakeholder 
theory, Resource-Based View (RBV) theory, relational-view theory, innovation 
diffusion theory, and contingency (fit) theory. Second, by contextualising the the-
ories into relevant criteria for SBM implementation, allocating resources within 
companies, and guaranteeing that sustainability strategy is consistent with their 
overall competitive strategy, this chapter also implicates policy formulation on 
the enhancement of SBM. By presenting useful insights that help instruct and 
direct organisations in their quest for sustainability, the proposed research aims 
to make significant contributions to the subject of sustainable business adminis-
tration. Specifically, semi-structured interviews are conducted in the context of a 
leading sustainable Italian firm. Through the interviews, deeper insights into inter-
nal conditions that contribute significantly to the implementation of SBMs are 
gained.


