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Integrated Management Systems and Sustainability – A Review on their Relationships 

 

Abstract 

This study explores how integrated management systems (IMS) as business tools relate to 

organizations’ capability of achieving sustainable development, and what knowledge gaps are 

still existing. Further, it discusses if IMS is only an antecedent of sustainability, or if there is a 

vice-versa relationship. Therefore, a systematic literature review (SLR) is performed to provide 

a summary of existing literature. In addition, an exploratory review adds to the discussion of a 

vice-versa relationship.  

The work reveals that the research topic is characterized by multiple constraints, thus 

demanding more in-detail studies. The proposed research agenda entails eight future research 

questions directed at unfolding models in practice, producing large-scale and cross-regional 

studies, exploring more IMS components, and investigating how IMS helps organizations to 

incorporate sustainability concepts at the economic level. An overview on the connections 

between IMS and sustainability has been absent in literature in such detail. 

The work implicates that in practice managers should consider implementing IMS for fostering 

corporate sustainability, and in academia future research should be directed at the identified 

knowledge gaps. Thereby, the justification of a vice-versa relationship adds a new viewpoint to 

academics’ understanding of the topic and the formulated research agenda sets the path for 

future studies.  

Keywords: Integration of management systems, management systems, research agenda, 

sustainability, systematic literature review 
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1. Introduction 

Humanity has experienced an unprecedented increase in economic output and efficiency since 

the second half of the 20th century (Bolt et al., 2018), which went hand in hand with 

environmental damages like a heavy increase in global resource extraction (International 

Resource Panel, 2019) and a collapse in worldwide wildlife population (WWF, 2020). Further, 

not all countries and social classes benefitted the same from these economic advances and, 

consequently, the world faces tremendous social as well as economic inequalities (United 

Nations, 2020). In this zeitgeist, today’s society does no longer perceive profit maximation as 

the exclusive objective of companies (Kleine & Hauff, 2009), but ‘there is a growing debate 

about what and how business leaders, managers and decision makers can genuinely contribute 

to a transition to an ecologically sustainable society’ (Milne & Gray, 2013, p. 13).  

In management sciences, the term sustainability is not exclusively defined but rather contains 

a wide range of concepts (e.g., Asif et al., 2013; Salzmann et al., 2005). Nonetheless, academics 

typically define sustainability as being based on three pillars – namely the economic, 

environmental, and social dimension (Engert et al., 2016) –, an interpretation that is also known 

as the triple bottom line (TBL) (Elkington, 1998). Since ‘development that meets the needs of 

the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’ 

(United Nations World Commission on Environment, 1987, p. 54) nowadays represents a 

normative concept (Hahn et al., 2015), one of the key drivers for corporations to adopt 

sustainable practices are their stakeholders (Farmaki, 2019; Høgevold et al., 2015; Schulz & 

Flanigan, 2016). However, translating general principles of sustainability into organizational 

action represents a challenge since it requires commitment, leadership, and a systems approach 

with appropriate management tools (Azapagic, 2003; Galuppo et al., 2019). Therefore, 

organizations often only focus on measuring corporate sustainability (CS) in terms of isolated 

indicators but lack a transparent, systematic, and reliable way of actually managing 

sustainability (Gianni et al., 2017; Nawaz & Koç, 2018; Silva et al., 2020).  
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When it comes to dealing with stakeholder needs in other corporate areas like quality aspects, 

customer satisfaction, or risk management, many companies rely on management systems 

(MSs) as they ‘provide a systematic way to address the interests of stakeholders’ (Poltronieri et 

al., 2018, p. 375). The main elements of these function-specific MSs are often – but not only – 

described in management system standards (MSSs) that are developed and published by 

national as well as international bodies, the most famous one being the International 

Organization for Standardization (ISO) (Karapetrovic & Jonker, 2003). Due to the proliferation 

of various different MSSs and MSs, the need to integrate them into an integrated management 

system (IMS) emerged in order to reduce redundancies and to use possible synergy effects 

(Karapetrovic, 2002). Further, such integration can lead to various economic, environmental, 

and social benefits  (e.g., Bernardo et al., 2015). As a consequence, IMS initiatives are 

increasingly implemented from the 1990s onwards (Mohamad et al., 2014) and, by now, IMS 

implementation is considered to be the best management practice for organizations having 

multiple MSs in place (Bernardo, 2014). However, although an IMS enables the company to 

deal with stakeholders’ needs in a systematic manner, it lacks consensus for measurement 

(Gianni et al., 2017; Gianni & Gotzamani, 2020) – despite some recent first attempts to develop 

performance indices and measuring instruments (e.g., Gianni & Gotzamani, 2020; Silvestri et 

al., 2021). 

Thus, both concepts have their roots in the stakeholder theory (Asif et al., 2013) and whereas 

IMS is managed but not measured, CS is measured but not managed (Gianni et al., 2017). 

Despite this apparent relation between both concepts, there is a lack of research exploring the 

impact of MSs integration on the TBL perspective (de Nadae et al., 2021; Nunhes et al., 2016) 

and contributing to the discussion whether and how IMS drives CS (Nunhes et al., 2020; Silva 

et al., 2020). In view of this research problem, the objective of this study is to synthesize 

identified links between the integration of MSs and sustainability, to identify existing 
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knowledge gaps, and to eventually put the links between both concepts into a justified 

relationship context. Related to this aim, three research questions (RQs) are proposed:  

RQ1: How far advanced is research that links the integration of MSs to the incorporation of the 

TBL approach in organizational management?   

RQ2: Which knowledge gaps still exist that should be investigated in future research? 

RQ3: Is IMS simply an antecedent of sustainability, or is there a vice-versa relationship between 

both concepts?  

RQ3 takes into account TBL-related benefits of MSs implementation (e.g., Tarí et al., 2012), 

the prevailing view that IMS adoption positively impacts companies’ ability to foster 

sustainability (e.g., Asif et al., 2013; Gianni et al., 2017; Nunhes et al., 2016; Poltronieri et al., 

2018), as well as CS-associated benefits of IMS (e.g., Başaran, 2018; Bernardo et al., 2015).  

A systematic literature review (SLR) about the relationship between IMS and sustainability is 

performed to answer RQ1 and RQ2. RQ3 is answered through a discussion that combines the 

results of the SLR with an additional explorative literature review. Such a detailed review on 

the current state of research about IMS and sustainability seems to be absent in literature. Thus, 

this work contributes to academia by synthesizing existing knowledge at hand, by providing 

proof for a vice-versa relationship between both concepts, and, in addition, by outlining existing 

knowledge gaps and formulating a corresponding research agenda. 

The paper continues in six sections. Section 2 offers extended background on IMS and 

sustainability. Section 3 explains the methodology used, section 4 presents the findings (RQ1 

and RQ2), and section 5 contains the discussion about a vice-versa relationships (RQ3). 

Eventually, section 6 delivers the conclusions. 

 

  



[5] 
 

2. Extended Background 

2.1. Integrated Management Systems  

In order to deal with stakeholder needs systematically in both internal and external 

organizational contexts, companies implement so-called management systems (Poltronieri et 

al., 2018; Rebelo, Santos, & Silva, 2016), which are a set of procedures to be followed in order 

to achieve stakeholder satisfaction for a specific demand. In other words, they represent a 

‘process of systemizing how things are done’ (Mahesh & Kumar, 2016, p. 578). Since more 

and more companies operate multiple function-specific MSs (Salomone, 2008), integrating 

them into a single IMS represents an important issue of the 21st century (Kauppila et al., 2015) 

as it enables firms to reduce redundancies and to use possible synergy effects (Griffith & 

Bhutto, 2009; Karapetrovic, 2002). 

An IMS can be defined as a ‘ single set of interconnected processes that share a unique pool of 

human, information, material, infrastructure and financial resources in order to achieve a 

composite of goals related to the satisfaction of a variety of stakeholders’ (Karapetrovic, 2003, 

p. 9). However, organizations tend to define subjectively what integration means regarding their 

own business context (Wilkinson & Dale, 2000). Integrating MSs is based on the thought that 

many MSSs share certain similarities, such as the management policy, planning, 

implementation, operation, evaluation, improvement, and analysis (Klute-Wenig & 

Refflinghaus, 2015; Rebelo et al., 2014b). ISO for example implements a common structure – 

referred to as High Level Structure (HLS) – in its MSSs since 2015. The integration starts with 

a complete understanding of the MSSs and MSs (Samy et al., 2015), and then subsequently puts 

all management standards and practices into a single system (Nunhes et al., 2017). The 

integration process considers four main aspects, namely the integration strategy (sequence of 

MSs implementation), integration methodology (models and tools adopted to create the IMS), 

integration level (degree to which MSs are managed separately or jointly), and integration of 
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audits (internal as well as external) (Bernardo et al., 2012b; Domingues et al., 2015; Nunhes et 

al., 2017).  

Integration represents an added value (Rebelo et al., 2015) since it leads to numerous tangible 

as well as intangible advantages that can be divided into external and internal benefits (Samy 

et al., 2015). External benefits of IMS implementation are, among others, enhanced customer 

satisfaction (Casadesús et al., 2011; Zutshi & Sohal, 2005), achievement of competitive 

advantages (Salomone, 2008), and improved company image (Douglas & Glen, 2000; 

Salomone, 2008). Internal benefits might be functional, organizational, or financial, such as 

simplified systems and procedures (Douglas & Glen, 2000; Simon et al., 2012), more efficient 

use of human resources (Salomone, 2008; Zeng et al., 2010), or cost savings by unified audits 

(Matias & Coelho, 2002; Winder, 2000). Consequently, IMS implementation has an impact on 

the business strategy as it changes a company’s culture, procedures, and habits (Motta Barbosa 

et al., 2018). 

Nonetheless, IMS implementation has also some difficulties. In fact, many organizations face 

struggles when integrating multiple MSs (Souza & Alves, 2018), such as lack of financial and 

human resources (Asif et al., 2009; Bernardo et al., 2012a; Simon et al., 2012), insufficient 

managerial and administrative support (Almeida et al., 2014; Khanna et al., 2010; Simon et al., 

2012), as well as problems related to the corporate culture (Wilkinson & Dale, 1999; Zeng et 

al., 2010).  

 

2.2. Sustainability  

Sustainable development (SD) refers to meeting present needs without compromising future 

generations’ abilities to meet their own needs (United Nations World Commission on 

Environment, 1987) and represents both an important paradigm of the 21st century (Silva et al., 

2020; Souza & Alves, 2018) as well as a societal and industrial challenge (Bastas & Liyanage, 

2019).  
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In management sciences, the term sustainability is not exclusively defined but rather contains 

a wide range of concepts at the corporate level, such as SD, CS, or corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) (e.g., Asif et al., 2013; Salzmann et al., 2005), as well as concepts at the 

economical level, such as the green, bio, collaborative, or circular economy (e.g., D'Amato et 

al., 2017; Ertz & Leblanc-Proulx, 2018; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). Despite the multiplicity of 

concepts, academics and practitioners mainly agree on pursuing the TBL approach for fostering 

SD at the corporate level (Glac, 2015). The TBL concept was introduced by Elkington (1998) 

and demands organizations to explicitly taking into consideration environmental, economic, 

and social impacts – positive and negative – of their activities (Edgeman, 1998; Elkington, 

1998; Hediger, 1999). In conformity, this paper defines sustainability in accordance with the 

TBL approach.  

In order to assess the level of penetration of environmental, economic, and social factors into 

organizations’ business activities, the corporate sustainability performance (CSP) of firms is 

assessed (Artiach et al., 2010; Gianni et al., 2017), which reflects how well the organization 

converts the managerial attitude of stakeholder orientation into actual stakeholder satisfaction 

(Luk et al., 2005). Although there is no common standard existing that determines how to 

measure the environmental and social dimensions of the TBL concept (Hubbard, 2009; Roca & 

Searcy, 2012), CSP is evaluated by developing and monitoring various indicators (Gianni et al., 

2017). In this context, especially ESG ratings – which are company assessments based on the 

evaluation of environmental, social, and governance issues that result in an overall score 

(Clementino & Perkins, 2020) – ‘appear to be a widely accepted measure’ (Rajesh, 2020, p. 3).  

However, integrating sustainability issues into a management model represents a complex issue 

(Souza & Alves, 2018) because the TBL framework is an abstract concept whose practical 

implementation represents a difficult task (Lozano, 2012). Hence, CS is often only measured 

but rarely managed (Gianni et al., 2017). In other words, CS is undertaken mostly at the 

operational level (Fisher & Bonn, 2011) by relying on standardised guides and action schemes 
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(van der Heijden et al., 2010), but there is a lack regarding the integration of the sustainability 

concept into business processes at all organizational levels (Souza & Alves, 2018). 

Consequently, there is the need to create new CS management approaches (Schaltegger et al., 

2013) and to enlarge the current portfolio of only few available tools for sustainability 

management (Burritt & Schaltegger, 2010; Garcia et al., 2016; Souza & Alves, 2018) in order 

to overcome the challenge of translating sustainability principles into organizational action 

(Ajmal et al., 2018; Azapagic, 2003).  

In conclusion, knowledge must be enlarged to make sustainability management more 

systematic, efficient, and practical (Asif et al., 2013). Since CS requires to meet key stakeholder 

needs – with future generations as one of these stakeholders (Isaksson, 2006) – in a systematic 

manner (Asif et al., 2011), it seems reasonable to seek synergies for CS incorporation by 

looking at current management approaches that already enable organizations to meet 

stakeholder demands systematically, such as integrated management systems do (Nunhes et al., 

2017; Siva et al., 2016). 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Research Strategy 

Research strategies define how the research is approached and which plan of action is likely to 

offer the best success prospects (Denscombe, 2010). This work is based on the literature review 

(LR) as research strategy, because LRs allow to evaluate the current state of scientific research 

fields (Cowell, 2012) as well as to develop new concepts (Rodgers & Knafl, 2000). Further, 

they ultimately unravel still existing research gaps and allow to present respective future 

research opportunities in an organized way (Fischl et al., 2014). Hence, performing a LR 

appears to suit the study’s research objective best.  

LRs are thorough summaries and critical analyses of available literature relevant to the topic 

being studied (Hart, 2005). However, there are different types of LRs like the traditional (also 
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called narrative or explorative) LR, the systematic LR, meta-analysis or meta-synthesis (Cronin 

et al., 2008). Since RQ1 and RQ2 aim at evaluating the current state of science and identifying 

knowledge gaps therein, they are answered by performing a SLR on the relationship between 

IMS and sustainability as such systematic reviews result in a list of (almost) all studies related 

to the investigated subject (Cronin et al., 2008). The answers to RQ1 and RQ2 might become a 

starting point for researchers who seek to undertake new investigations in this particular 

research branch (Okoli, 2015) as the SLR is likely to produce a balanced and unbiased summary 

of existing literature (Nightingale, 2009). RQ3, which discusses a vice-versa relationship, is 

based upon the results from the SLR and, in addition, considers further contributions 

surrounding the concepts of sustainability and IMS by means of a traditional, exploratory LR. 

 

3.2 SLR Application 

In order to ensure the reliability and validity of a SLR, researchers must precisely state inclusion 

and exclusion criteria for literature (Cronin et al., 2008) and follow a specific, systematic 

approach (vom Brocke et al., 2009). The SLR in this study follows the guidelines proposed by 

Durach et al. (2017) with the slight adjustment that relevant references found in the baseline 

sample are added to the selection of pertinent literature. This so-called snowballing is a useful 

method for extending SLRs (Wohlin, 2014) in order to identify papers that are not included in 

the baseline sample but, nevertheless, answer the research question. The guidelines used are 

applicable regardless of the academic field (Durach et al., 2017) and suggest the performance 

of the six steps outlined in Table 1.  

[Table 1 near here.] 

As the research purpose (step 1) was established in section 1 and the literature synthesis (5) as 

well as the report of results (6) is presented in section 4, the following paragraphs only depict 

the SLR sub-steps (2) to (4), which are summarized in Table 2. As visible, the inclusion and 

exclusion criteria allow for all methodologies and time periods but make restrictions to articles 
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in English, German, and Spanish. Therefore, this SLR follows an ‘exhaustive & selective’ 

coverage degree (Cooper, 1988) as it aims to include the entirety of academic literature (or at 

least almost all of it) that connects the integration of MSs with sustainability, but thereby only 

considers journal articles in order to ensure a certain degree of quality and, in addition, takes 

into account the authors’ language constraints. To retrieve a relevant literature sample, the 

bibliographic databases Web of Science, Scopus, and Emerald Insight are searched by 

combinations of keywords. Narrowing down potential expressions and search phrases to the 

most relevant keywords (vom Brocke et al., 2009) represents a complicated step, since too loose 

search phrases can lead to too many results – which makes it hard for reviewers to identify the 

relevant ones – and, in contrast, too narrow search phrases bear the risk of excluding important 

publications (Osterrieder et al., 2020). Thus, the selection of keywords has a strong impact on 

the review’s completeness and quality (Baker, 2000). Suitable keywords around the concepts 

of IMS and sustainability are derived based upon the extended background in section 2. To the 

best of the authors’ knowledge, the combined keywords in Table 2 and the following 

snowballing should be suitable to retrieve (almost) all academic work that covers the specific 

scope of this SLR.  

Table 2 illustrates the SLR sub-steps (2) and (4) in a transparent way by dividing the literature 

search process into five phases. The initial baseline sample of 621 papers (phase i) was reduced 

to 414 papers by applying the inclusion/exclusion criteria (phase ii) and to 177 articles by 

removing duplicates (phase iii). Reading the title and abstract further narrowed it down to 85 

papers (phase iv). This phase excluded many papers, as they did not consider IMS in the sense 

of this study – i.e., the integration of MSs – but rather concerned topics like ‘integrated 

management system for decontamination and rehabilitation of buildings, structures and 

materials’ (Sánchez & Lauritzen, 2006, p. 269), ‘integration in sustainable agricultural systems’ 

(Edwards, 1989, p. 25), or ‘integrated water resource management’ (Avellán et al., 2017, p. 1). 
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Reading the full paper reduced the sample to 39 papers. The snowballing added 5 further journal 

articles, thus leading to the final synthesis sample of 44 contributions. 

[Table 2 near here.] 

 

4. Findings 

In order to answer RQ1 (‘what has been done’) and RQ2 (‘what still must be done’), the studies 

from the synthesis sample are presented briefly and, in addition, an overview of all studies (see 

Table 3) is depicted from which valuable insights are derived.  

 

4.1 Thematic Results 

Empirical studies started when Fresner and Engelhardt (2004) analysed two Austrian SMEs 

regarding the enhancement of environmental and economic performance through improved 

processes and procedures. The authors figured that CS could be achieved by implementing 

cleaner production (CP) methods, optimized supply chains, more sustainable products, as well 

as an IMS. In the following year, Oskarsson and Malmborg (2005) studied how three Swedish 

corporations handled environmental issues and argued that MSs themselves do not represent a 

sufficient management approach for establishing SD in organizations, but the integration of 

MSs might tie environmental issues tighter to companies´ core values. This statement is 

confirmed by Esquer‐Peralta et al. (2008), who revealed through several interviews among 

researchers, experts, and government employees that although MSs are seen as helpful for 

fostering SD, taking real advantage of MSs requires their integration since sustainability is only 

possible when integrating all MSs into one system. In addition, also Jørgensen (2008) concludes 

that creating an IMS can pave the way towards SD after presenting experiences from a company 

in Denmark. Questionnaires performed in Latvian companies showed that even from the 

viewpoint of companies the concepts of IMS and sustainability are perceived to be related 

(Mežinska et al., 2015), and Holm et al. (2015) concluded that IMS suits as framework for 
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promoting education for SD in universities. More recent, Silva et al. (2020) performed case 

studies in four Portuguese companies and derived that on the one hand IMS acts as enabler – 

by promoting organizational structure and enabling the deployment of sustainability – and on 

the other hand it works as pathway – as IMS helps companies implementing sustainability step 

by step as a standardized system. Further, de Nadae et al. (2021) conducted four case studies 

across different sectors and concluded that albeit sustainability is not a motivation for IMS 

adoption, the integration of MSs is a driver of sustainability performance.   

Rahman et al. (2021) employed ordinary least squares (OLS) and two-stage least squares 

(2SLS) to data from 23 companies to empirically prove a positive impact of integration on the 

social, environmental, economic, as well as workplace dimension. Further, Poltronieri et al. 

(2019) conducted a survey which revealed that the performance of all three TBL dimensions is 

highly impacted by the maturity of MSs integration. Focusing on SMEs, a study on 18 

companies showed that SMEs barely use MSs for ensuring CS integration into business 

activities and, therefore, should better understand the use of integrated MS in order to 

successfully integrate CS (Witjes et al., 2017).  

Through the analysis of 14 Brazilian companies regarding their most common integrated 

elements, Nunhes et al. (2017) revealed that IMS shares synergies with CP technologies. In 

addition, also Hernandez-Vivanco et al. (2018) evidenced a significant positive relationship 

between IMS and the adoption of CP technologies. Furthermore, Rebelo, Silva, et al. (2016) 

analysed a manufacturing site that suffered inefficiencies resulting from a low level of 

integration and showed how IMS implementation promotes sustained success. Regarding the 

level of integration, Jørgensen et al. (2006) considered ambitious integration to be connected to 

‘creating a cluture of learning, stakeholder participation and continuous improvement’ (p. 2) 

that eventually leads to CS progress in regard to all three TBL pillars. Further, the 

internalization of IMS is considered to be an ‘imperative for their prosperity and contribution 

toward CSP’ (Gianni & Gotzamani, 2020, p. 1). Internal and external factors that might 
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condition IMS implementation in pursuing the enhancement of the organization’s sustainability 

are enumerated by Bernardo et al. (2017), and Hassan et al. (2021) conducted a meta-analysis 

incorporating 38 articles that deal with internal and external factors of integrated internal audit 

effectivenes, concluding that one of the top outcomes is business sustainability. 

Regarding the economic dimension of the TBL approach, de Nadae et al. (2019) evidenced a 

significant and positive impact of IMS on economic performance after performing a report 

analysis. Ionescu et al. (2018) confirmed the hypothesis that IMS implementation contributes 

to the increase of the turnover, respectively the market value, in the Romanian hospitality 

industry. Further, Martí-Ballester and Simon (2017) performed a partial least squares (PLS) 

analysis for 50 corporations and concluded that integrating MS procedures leads to scope 

economies, which enables companies with fully integrated MSs to financially outperform their 

counterparts with only partially integrated or separately managed MSs. 

In literature reviews, IMS ‘is viewed as a viable and rational approach for (…) sustainable 

development’ (Samy et al., 2015, p. 997) that helps companies to achieve sustainability and 

provides a structure for CSR integration (Nunhes et al., 2016). On account of this, sustainability 

support through the integration of MSs is one of the most mentioned topics regarding quality 

management methods, tools, and practices for SD initiatives (Siva et al., 2016). Exemplary, 

Nunhes et al. (2020) systematized CS, thereby identify 60 elements grouped in six pillars and 

eventually declare MSs as well as IMS to be one out of these six fundamental CS management 

pillars. Further, Lozano (2020) analyses the use of tools, inititatives, and apporaches (TIAs) to 

promote sustainability in corporataions, thereby idendifying IMS as 1 out of 24 TIAs. And de 

Nadae and Carvalho (2019) performed a SLR on standard MSs and claim propostitions directed 

at a significant, positive relationship between IMS and performance in all three TBL-

dimensions that is influenced by firm size and industry sector.  

Furthermore, existing literature provides a multiplicity of frameworks that connect IMS and 

sustainability. Rocha et al. (2007) highlighted the need to make existing systems more reflective 
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of SD in order to face the challenge of implementing sustainability into an organization´s 

business processes and, therefore, present an IMS that provides guidance on the micro- and 

macro-level for integrating principles of SD within existing MSSs. By addressing the 

integration of sustainability through a meta-management approach, Asif et al. (2011) proposed 

a model in which the integration of MSs is seen as reference point that provides leverage for 

integrating sustainability into existing business processes. Due to the similarity of fundamental 

principles of CSR practices and MSs, Asif et al. (2013) developed a framework focusing on 

using possible synergies in order to establish business processes that foster CSR performance 

by addressing a maximum broad range of stakeholders. Within the framework, the role of an 

IMS as the ‘backbone for CSR’ (p. 16) is emphasized, since it provides the structures for dealing 

with stakeholders´ demands in a coherent, systematic, and synergistic manner. Rebelo et al. 

(2014b) proposed a generic model for an integrated management system of quality, 

environment, and safety and, furthermore, the same authors Rebelo et al. (2014a) also proposed 

a flexible integrator and lean model for IMS. Souza and Alves (2018) created a lean-integrated 

management system for sustainability improvement model that aims at supporting 

organizations in improving CS. In order to facilitate the IMS assessment, Klute-Wenig and 

Refflinghaus (2015) developed an enlarged Excel-based tool that allows SMEs for self-

assessment of their current IMS in regard to sustainability-related aspects. Rebelo, Santos, and 

Silva (2016) suggested a model to support the development of IMS based around the PDCA-

cycle, an action plan for (1) developing a global, environmental, quality, and occupational 

health and safety compliance culture, as well as for (2) developing and implementing a waste 

management and minimization plan, and general integration guidelines. For managing 

sustainability, Mustapha et al. (2017) formulated an integrated sustainable green management 

system based on the PDCA cycle that could incorporate ISO 9001 for QMS, ISO 14001 for 

EMS, and ISO 50001 for energy management systems. Fasoulis and Rafet (2019) proposed a 

conceptual CSR framework for a sustainable maritime industry with IMS in its centre. By 
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bridging literature on sustainability, value co-creation, TQM, EM, and IMS, Aquilani et al. 

(2016) were able to create a model of value co-creation processes – based on critical success 

factors (CSF), such as top management commitment and leadership, process management, 

HRM, etc. – that encompasses CSFs to support sustainability via quality processes. Gianni et 

al. (2017) developed a framework that relates IMS resources, IMS level, and CSP that considers 

IMS scope as a possible contingent factor on CS performance. Another model for measuring 

the integration of multiple MSs as well as the effect of integration on sustainable performance 

was proposed and tested by Poltronieri et al. (2018) and is based on a questionnaire. Samy et 

al. (2018) designed a holistic model for IMS implementation which is said to lead to 

organizational efficiency, business excellence, and sustainable development as derived output 

and outcomes.  

However, despite these multiple frameworks, a study among 48 Brazilian companies revealed 

that organizations still struggle to ensure that there are no clashes of interest or redundancies in 

different stakeholders´ requirements and to evaluate the adequacy of the integration between 

CSR systems and MSs (Cazeri et al., 2018). Moreover, Griffith (2011) conceptually researched 

CSR applications in the construction business and commented that although IMS adoption can 

link key elements of CSR, ‘IMS is not a panacea for CSR’ (p. 45). This statement was supported 

by Nawaz and Koç (2018). After conducting an SLR on different sustainability management 

dimensions, these authors concluded that ‘there will remain unaddressed sustainability issues 

even after full integration of MSSs’ (Nawaz & Koç, 2018, p. 1257) and, in this context, the 

authors presented an own, multi-dimensional standalone sustainability management system 

framework (SMSF) based upon the concept of IMS.  

[Table 3 near here.] 
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4.2 Observations, Knowledge Gaps, and Future Research Agenda 

Based on the elaborations above and their synthesis in Table 3, RQ1 is answered by deriving 

the following observations and insights about how advanced research is regarding links between 

the integration of MSs and the incorporation of the TBL approach. Furthermore, RQ2 is 

answered by formulating future research questions (FRQs) for identified knowledge and 

literature gaps: 

1. The topic only emerged in the 21st century and, therefore, represents a still young field of 

research. Furthermore, most of the research has been done within the past few years, and 

the number of academic journals dealing with the topic is increasing. This fundamentally 

underlines the growing academic interest in examining how IMS and sustainability are 

related.  

2. Most research perceives IMS to be a driver of sustainability. In other words, integrating 

MSs is seen as an approach for achieving sustainability (e.g., Samy et al., 2015) as it 

provides a structure for incorporating sustainability-related concepts into business practices 

(e.g., Siva et al., 2016). In this context, section 5 entails a discussion with a counter 

perspective that claims for the existence of a vice-versa relationship between both concepts 

(RQ3).  

3. The frameworks and models proposed in conceptual papers, such as Asif et al. (2013), Samy 

et al. (2018), or Gianni et al. (2017), lack empirical proof regarding their validity, feasibility, 

and applicability. Furthermore, many of the papers that are indicated as empirical in Table 

3, such as Rebelo et al. (2014a) or Rebelo et al. (2014b), used case studies and 

questionnaires only for producing frameworks, models, and instruments, but these tools 

themselves have not been proved in further practice yet. In conclusion, future research 

should be directed at unfolding the proposed models in practice, thereby answering the 

question whether the existing/developed IMS frameworks for fostering SD are feasible, 
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flawless, and effective in practice (FRQ1). Naturally, this imposes the question of CSF for 

frameworks, while taking into account specific business contexts (FRQ2). 

4. Research based on empirical data is often characterized by limited sample sizes and a focus 

on single countries and/or industries. Empirical research studies that conduct large-scale 

and cross-regional analyses proving the impact of MSs integration on TBL dimensions 

appear to be absent in current literature. Thus, academia faces knowledge gaps regarding 

the impact of MSs integration regarding firms’ performance in the economic (FRQ3), 

environmental (FRQ4), and social (FRQ5) TBL-dimension depending on the company 

location, company size, and industry.  

5. Most research studies consider IMS consisting of combinations of QMS, EMS, and/or 

organizational health and safety MSs (OHSMS). Thus, there is a lack of studies taking into 

account the integration of further sustainability-specialized and less widely spread MSSs 

and MSs, such as for example ISO 26000 (guidance on social responsibility), ISO 20400 

(sustainable procurement), or ISO 50001 (energy management). Conclusively, future 

research should investigate how IMS consisting of MSs other than QMS, EMS, and/or 

OHSMS contribute to companies’ ability of fostering SD (FRQ6). Moreover, knowledge is 

missing on what standards and systems an IMS should entail in order to enable organisations 

to overcome (upcoming) sustainability-challenges of the 21st century, such as issues 

connected to the ongoing globalization, increasing digitalization, overpopulation as well as 

demographic change, and climate-change induced threats (FRQ7). 

6. No research was detected that investigates how IMS can contribute as business tool to 

support the adoption of economic-level sustainability concepts, such as the green, bio, 

collaborative, or circular economy. However, IMS that entail standards like BS 8001 

(framework for implementing the principles of the circular economy), IWA 19 (guidance 

principles for the sustainable management of secondary metals), or ISO 14009 (guidelines 
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for incorporating material circulation in design and development) might bear potential in 

this regard. Proving so should be the task of future research (FRQ8). 

The knowledge gaps and FRQs elaborated above are summarized and synthesized in the 

research agenda visualized in Table 4. Further, the table entails guidance that might be valuable 

for designing corresponding future research methodologies. 

[Table 4 near here] 

 

5. Discussion 

RQ3 reviews the links between IMS and sustainability by discussing if IMS is only an 

antecedent of sustainability, or if there is also a vice-versa relationship. The question is 

answered by stating the prevailing relationship in academia identified in the framework of the 

SLR and, in addition, examining two further possible relationships – firstly sustainability as an 

antecedent of IMS, and secondly IMS as a sustainable tool itself – by performing an additional 

explorative LR. 

 

5.1 IMS as Antecedent of Sustainability 

As already highlighted in section 4, most research studies claim IMS to be a driver of 

sustainability. In summary, previous academics predominantly perceive IMS as an approach 

for achieving sustainability (e.g., Samy et al., 2015) since it provides a structure for integrating 

sustainability-related concepts into business practices (e.g., Asif et al., 2013; Siva et al., 2016) 

and, therefore, paves the way towards SD (e.g., Jørgensen, 2008). In conclusion, integrated 

management systems drive sustainability by providing a holistic structure for incorporating 

sustainability-related concepts into action at all organizational layers.  
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5.2 Sustainability as Antecedent of IMS 

Organizational attempts to adopt sustainable practices are mainly driven by stakeholder 

demands (Farmaki, 2019; Høgevold et al., 2015; Schulz & Flanigan, 2016) and managers apply 

CSR practices at the operational level in order to actually achieve better sustainability (Asif et 

al., 2013; Kleine & Hauff, 2009). Although the term CSR is not defined exclusively, it is said 

to be based on five dimensions (Dahlsrud, 2008), namely: (1) voluntariness, (2) stakeholder, 

(3) environmental, (4) economic, and (5) social. When examining MSs under the viewpoint of 

these CSR dimensions, the operation of separate MSs appears to represent a sustainable practice 

since MSs are (1) implemented on a voluntary basis, i.e., MSs implementation is not 

compulsory or demanded by law (e.g., ISO states it in all its MSSs); (2) aim at dealing with 

stakeholder needs systematically (Poltronieri et al., 2018; Rebelo, Silva, et al., 2016), and they 

lead to (3) environmental, (4) economic, as well as (5) social improvements as highlighted in 

Table 5. 

[Table 5 near here.] 

To sum it up, MSs represent sustainable tools and companies that operate separately managed 

MSs are in fact companies with a certain drive towards sustainability. However, operating 

multiple separate MSs causes the urge to integrate them in order to facilitate their management, 

to use possibly synergy effects, and to reduce redundancies (Griffith & Bhutto, 2009; 

Karapetrovic, 2002). This line of argument leads to the conclusion that the initial 

implementation of multiple separately managed MSs represents a sustainable action, which 

eventually leads to the implementation of IMS as a merge of sustainable practices. In other 

words, the implementation of multiple separated MSs as sustainable practices drives IMS 

adoption. 
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5.3 IMS as a sustainable Tool 

Since academics and specialists use the TBL approach to describe, comprehend, and measure 

sustainability (Glac, 2015), the definition of IMS as a sustainable tool requires to outline and 

emphasize the environmental, economic, and social impacts of IMS implementation. Therefore, 

Table 6 depicts the most highlighted IMS benefits in accordance with the TBL approach. 

[Table 6 near here.] 

As visible, integrating several MSs into a single IMS leads to environmental improvements, 

such as better resource allocation and facilitated adoption of cleaner production technologies 

(Hernandez-Vivanco et al., 2018; Nunhes et al., 2017). Furthermore, IMS implementation is 

positively connected to organization’s economic performance (e.g., de Nadae et al., 2019) due 

to cost reductions (e.g., Douglas & Glen, 2000), cost savings (e.g., Simon et al., 2012), and 

increased productivity (e.g., Hamidi et al., 2012). Moreover, companies that integrate their MSs 

benefit from social performance improvements (e.g., Poltronieri et al., 2019), such as enhanced 

customer satisfaction (e.g., Casadesús et al., 2011), or increased employee motivation (e.g., 

Salomone, 2008). In conclusion, MS integration leads to improvements in regard to all three 

TBL dimensions, thus leading to the statement that IMS themselves represent sustainable 

business tools. 

 

5.4 Relationship Context 

Based on the elaborations above, the relationship between IMS and sustainability can be put in 

the following context: 

 Companies implement various single MSs, which – according to literature revised above –

represent sustainable tools aiming at satisfying stakeholder needs systematically. Operating 

multiple MSs leads to an integration urge to reduce redundancies, facilitate management, 

and drive towards business excellence. In conclusion, sustainability is a driver of IMS 
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adoption because companies firstly implement different function-specific MSs – which 

already are sustainable tools –, and secondly integrate them eventually.  

 Integration does not only provide the structure for an easier translation of SD concepts into 

organizational actions but rather also the operation of an IMS leads to numerous additional 

sustainable benefits. This leads to the identification of the IMS as a sustainable tool, which 

therefore can also be entitled as “sustainable integrated management system (SIMS)”.  

 Since the integration of various MSs into a single system provides an organizational 

structure that allows to integrate sustainability-related concepts into business processes, 

integration acts as a driver of sustainability. In accordance, increasing the integration level 

as well as implementing new MSs and further sustainable tools into the IMS are likely to 

enhance firms´ CSP even more.  

In conclusion, IMS and sustainability share a vice-versa relationship and represent closely 

connected concepts that impact each other. The relationship context formulated above is 

illustrated in Figure 1, which visualizes the identified relationships in a graphical way.  

[Figure 1 near here.] 

 

6. Conclusions 

The objective of this study is to synthesize identified links between the integration of MSs and 

sustainability, to identify existing knowledge gaps, and to eventually put the links between both 

concepts into a justified relationship context. Therefore, a SLR was conducted to answer how 

far advanced research is (RQ1) and what knowledge gaps still exist (RQ2). The SLR resulted 

in a synthesis sample of 44 articles. Furthermore, an additional explorative LR was performed 

to discuss if IMS is only an antecedent of sustainability, or if there is a vice-versa relationship 

(RQ3). The following conclusions can be extracted: 

Firstly, the topic represents a still young research branch and academics predominantly view 

IMS to be a driver of sustainability (RQ1). Multiple researchers have proposed IMS-centered 
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sustainability frameworks, however many of them lack empirical proof of feasibility and 

practicability. Empirical research data is often limited in terms of small sample sizes, single 

countries, and specific industries. Furthermore, IMS research merely considers components 

beyond QMS, EMS, and/or OHSMS. Current research does not depict links between IMS as 

business tool to contribute to companies’ adoption of economical sustainability concepts, such 

as the circular economy.   

Secondly, knowledge gaps particularly appear in four research directions. Hence, the elaborated 

research agenda (RQ2) formulates a total of eight research questions aimed at (1) unfolding 

conceptually derived models in practice, (2) producing large-scale and cross-regional studies 

that focus on the impact of IMS on each TBL pillar, (3) exploring IMS components beyond 

QMS, EMS, and OHSMS that contribute to CSP enhancements, and (4) investigating how IMS 

helps organizations to incorporate fundamentals of economic-level sustainability concepts.   

Thirdly, the discussion section concludes that IMS and sustainability share a vice-versa 

relationship (RQ3). On the one hand MSs as sustainable business tools eventually drive 

integration, and on the other hand this integration then paves the way towards improved SD. 

Further, integrated MSs themselves represent sustainable tools, thus leading to the term 

sustainable integrated management systems (SIMS). 

This research contributes to academia by providing a synthesis regarding the connections 

between IMS and sustainability, which in such detail has been absent in literature so far. A 

further main contribution is the identification and justification of a vice-versa relationship 

between both concepts. In addition, existing knowledge gaps are identified, and a corresponding 

research agenda is formulated that sets the path for future research studies. 

6.1 Practical Implications 

As sustainability represents an increasingly important issue for sustained success in the 

corporate world, knowledge on how to improve CSP will likely become a competitive 

advantage for firms. In this context, the study’s findings depict the advantages of IMS 
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implementation highlight how corporate executives can foster aforementioned CSP and better 

manage CS through the usage of MSs and their integration as suitable business tools. Thereby, 

the work urges managers to be aware of the broader context of the relationship between IMSs 

and sustainability when driving towards leaner management and increased sustainability. 

Further practical implications relate to the actual application of the theoretically developed 

frameworks based around the concept of IMS in existing academic literature that are designed 

to achieve SD in the corporate context.  

6.2 Academic Implications 

Regarding academic implications, this work provides a comprehensive overview of current 

research as well as a future research agenda, thereby serving as both starting point for 

researchers newly entering this research branch and source of guidance for upcoming 

investigations of experienced researchers. Furthermore, the identification and justification of a 

vice-versa relationship intends to add a new viewpoint to academics’ understanding of the topic, 

thus hopefully opening up the line of research for more diversified future works that help to 

close the depicted knowledge gaps. Further, this work argues that research directed on MSs 

beyond QMS, EMS, and OHSMS might be fruitful for further developing the topic of IMS and 

its relationship to sustainability. 

6.3 Limitations and Future Research 

The limitations of this study are predominantly related to the applied SLR process. In other 

words, the databases used, the inclusion/exclusion criteria drafted, as well as the developed 

search strings might have led to a synthesis example that does not include all papers that 

consider the topic at hand. Therefore, future work should try to overcome these limitations. In 

addition, further future research should be directed at the knowledge gaps identified and 

synthesized in this study and eventually answer the formulated future research questions.  
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TABLES 

Table 1: Systematic Literature Review Procedure 

Step Procedure 

1) Definition of the Research 

Question 

The purpose and/or research question of the SLR are defined. This step was done in 

section 1. 

2) Determination of Characteristics 

of Primary Studies 

Inclusion and exclusion criteria are crafted. The criteria should focus on the quality 

and content of primary studies as well as reflect various aspects of the research 

purpose and questions. 

3) Retrieve of a relevant Literature 

Sample 

A baseline sample of potentially relevant literature is retrieved. Therefore, 

bibliographic databases are searched by introducing suitable combinations of 

keywords. 

4) Selection of pertinent Literature The inclusion and exclusion criteria are applied to the baseline sample, results are 

refined by new keywords, and duplicates are removed. By reading the title, abstract, 

and, subsequently, the full text of the remaining studies, the baseline sample is 

further reduced towards a synthesis sample. To include (almost) all relevant papers, 

the SLR guidelines proposed by Durach et al. (2017) are adjusted in the sense that 

relevant references found in the baseline sample are added to the selection of 

pertinent literature (snowballing). 

5) Synthesis of Literature The studies of the synthesis sample are analysed, summarized, and integrated. This 

step is presented in section 4. 

6) Report of Results The report of the results consists of a thematic analysis in the form of a table and 

written explanations. This step is presented in section 4. 

Source: Adapted from Durach et al. (2017) 
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Table 2: Systematic Literature Review on the Relationship between Integrated Management Systems and Sustainability 

 
Source: Own elaboration 
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Table 3: Synthesis Sample Overview 

Authors (Publication Year) Journal 
Research Characteristics Main Findings 

Type1 Sample Method2 Country Research Focus Relationship3 

Fresner and Engelhardt (2004) Journal of Cleaner Production E n=2 CS Austria Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Oskarsson and Malmborg (2005) Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management E n=3 CS Sweden Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Jørgensen et al. (2006) Journal of Cleaner Production C - Traditional LR - Weak IMS  Sustain. 

Rocha et al. (2007) Total Quality Management & Business Excellence C - Traditional LR - Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Esquer‐Peralta et al. (2008)4 Management Decision E n=14 Interviews Mexico Weak IMS  Sustain. 

Jørgensen (2008)4 Journal of Cleaner Production E n=1 CS Denmark Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Asif et al. (2011) European Business Review C - Traditional LR - Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Griffith (2011) International Journal of Construction Management C - Traditional LR - Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Asif et al. (2013) Journal of Cleaner Production C - Traditional LR - Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Rebelo et al. (2014a) Total Quality Management & Business Excellence E n=1; n=42  CS based on Question. Portugal Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Rebelo et al. (2014b) The TQM Journal E n=1; n=137 CS based on Question. Portugal Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Holm et al. (2015) Journal of Cleaner Production E n=11 CS - Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Klute-Wenig and Refflinghaus (2015) The TQM Journal C - Traditional LR - Medium * 

Mežinska et al. (2015) Total Quality Management & Business Excellence E n=26; n=10 Questionnaires (2x) Latvia Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Samy et al. (2015) Environmental Engineering and Management Journal C - Traditional LR - Weak IMS  Sustain. 

Aquilani et al. (2016) Sustainability C n=22 Systematic LR - Weak * 

Nunhes et al. (2016) Journal of Cleaner Production C n=30 Systematic LR - Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Rebelo, Santos, and Silva (2016) Journal of Cleaner Production E n=1; n=42 CS based on Question. Portugal Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Rebelo, Silva, et al. (2016) The TQM Journal E n=1 CS Portugal Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Siva et al. (2016) Journal of Cleaner Production C n=69 Systematic LR - Weak IMS  Sustain. 

Bernardo et al. (2017) Journal of Cleaner Production E n=6 CS Spain & Greece Weak * 

Gianni et al. (2017) Journal of Cleaner Production C - Traditional LR - Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Martí-Ballester and Simon (2017) Management Decision E n=50 PLS Analysis Spain Medium * 

Mustapha et al. (2017)4 Journal of Cleaner Production E n=1 CS Malaysia Strong * 

Nunhes et al. (2017)4 Journal of Cleaner Production E n=14 CS Brazil Weak * 

Witjes et al. (2017)4 Journal of Cleaner Production E n=18 CS Netherland Weak IMS  Sustain. 
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Cazeri et al. (2018) Journal of Cleaner Production E n=48 Questionnaire Brazil Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Hernandez-Vivanco et al. (2018) Journal of Cleaner Production E n=40 Questionnaire Spain Medium * 

Ionescu et al. (2018) Sustainability E n=130 Questionnaire Romania Medium * 

Nawaz and Koç (2018) Journal of Cleaner Production C n=44 Systematic LR - Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Poltronieri et al. (2018) International Journal of Quality & Reliability Management E n=189 Questionnaire Brazil Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Samy et al. (2018) Journal of Computational and Theoretical Nanoscience C - Traditional LR - Weak IMS  Sustain. 

Souza and Alves (2018) Journal of Cleaner Production E - Action Research Brazil Strong IMS  Sustain. 

de Nadae and Carvalho (2019) Production C n=1,010 Systematic LR - Medium IMS  Sustain. 

de Nadae et al. (2019) Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management E n=253 Reports Analysis Brazil Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Fasoulis and Rafet (2019) Social Sciences E n=50 Questionnaire Global Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Poltronieri et al. (2019) Journal of Cleaner Production E n=96 Questionnaire Brazil Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Gianni and Gotzamani (2020) The TQM Journal E n=280 Questionnaire Greece Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Lozano (2020) Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management E n=202 Questionnaire Global Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Nunhes et al. (2020) Sustainability C n=30 Content Analysis - Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Silva et al. (2020) Sustainability E n=4 CS Portugal Strong IMS  Sustain. 

de Nadae et al. (2021) International Journal of Quality & Reliability Management E n=4 CS Brazil Strong IMS  Sustain. 

Hassan et al. (2021) Social Sciences & Humanities E n=38 Meta-Analysis - Medium IMS  Sustain. 

Rahman et al. (2021) Environment, Development and Sustainability E n=23 OLS / 2SLS Malaysia Strong IMS  Sustain. 

1 E = Empirical, C = Conceptial; 2 CS = Case Study; 3 * = No Relationship stated; 4 Selected through Snowballing 

Source:  Own elaboration 
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Table 4: Synthesis of Future Research Questions 
Knowledge Gap Future Research Question Guidance 

Unfolding models in 

practice 

1: Are recently developed IMS frameworks for 

fostering SD feasible, flawless, and effective in 

practice? 

2: What are critically success factors for 

implementing IMS-centred sustainability 

models in practice? 

Despite developing even more conceptually 

derived frameworks how IMS relates to CS, 

already existing models should be unfolded in 

practice. Case studies in multiple differing 

business environments might be a suitable 

research methodology. Further, such studies 

could deliver more insights on CSF (e.g. 

Aquilani et al., 2016), and internal/external 

factors conditioning IMS implementation and 

audit efficiency (e.g. Bernardo et al., 2017; 

Hassan et al., 2021). 

Large-scale and cross-

regional empirical 

analyses 

How and to what extend does the integration of 

MSs impact firms’ performance in the … 

3: economic dimension 

4: environmental dimension 

5: social dimension 

… depending on the company location, size, 

and industry? 

To verify current knowledge retrieved through 

studies with limited sample sizes, large-scale 

analyses are needed. To verify the impact of 

integration on the economic pillar, indicators 

like operating profits, ROA, and ROE are 

popular (e.g., de Nadae et al., 2019; Martí-

Ballester & Simon, 2017).  To evaluate CSP in 

the environmental and social pillar, ESG ratings 

represent accepted measurements (Rajesh, 

2020). Biases related to country/region (e.g., 

Tan, 2005), company size (e.g., Poltronieri et 

al., 2019), and industry sector (e.g., de Nadae et 

al., 2019) must be explicitly taken into account.   

IMS components and 

current/upcoming 

sustainability 

concerns 

6: Which standards and systems should be 

incorporated into an IMS beyond QMS, EMS, 

and OHSMS in order to enhance its ability of 

fostering sustainability? 

7: How must an IMS be designed in order to 

enable firms to overcome current/upcoming 

sustainability challenges of the 21st century? 

Most IMS research considers QMS, EMS, 

and/or OHSMS. This seems reasonable 

considering the diffusion of MSSs (ISO, 2020). 

Nonetheless, also MSs surrounding topics like 

energy management, social responsibility, or 

sustainable procurement might be sustainability 

relevant IMS components. Especially in view 

of the 21st century’s (upcoming) challenges.  

IMS and 

sustainability-

concepts at the 

economic level 

8. How can IMS as business tool contribute to 

the adoption of economical sustainability 

approaches, such as the circular economy? 

Concepts like the circular economy demand 

companies to rethink how they create, deliver 

and capture value (Frishammar & Parida, 2019; 

Lewandowski, 2016). In this context, IMS 

could be of great support when it comes to 

alignments with the business strategy (Motta 

Barbosa et al., 2018). 

Source: Own elaboration 
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Table 5: Most highlighted MSs Benefits clustered by TBL Dimension 

TBL Dimension Benefits of MSs References 

Environmental Environmental performance Barla, 2007; Boiral et al., 2018; Gavronski et al., 2008; Potoski 

& Prakash, 2005; Russo, 2009; Tan, 2005; Yin & Schmeidler, 

2009; Zeng et al., 2005 

 Environmental innovation Ann et al., 2006; Boiral et al., 2018; Bu et al., 2020; Erauskin‐

Tolosa et al., 2020; Manders et al., 2016; Montobbio & Solito, 

2018; Papagiannakis et al., 2019; Ziegler, 2015 

Economic Profitability Benner & Veloso, 2008; Corbett et al., 2005; Gavronski et al., 

2008; Link & Naveh, 2006; Lo & Chang, 2007; Martínez-

Costa et al., 2008; Sampaio et al., 2009; Wahba, 2008; 

Zaramdini, 2007; Zeng et al., 2005 

 Market share Askey & Malcolm, 1997; Casadesús & Karapetrovic, 2005; 

Jang & Lin, 2008; Lo & Chang, 2007; Pan, 2003; Rodríguez-

Escobar et al., 2006; Sampaio et al., 2009; Singh, 2008; 

Zaramdini, 2007; Zeng et al., 2005 

 Sales and sales growth Arauz & Suzuki, 2004; Casadesús & Karapetrovic, 2005; 

Corbett et al., 2005; Dick et al., 2008; Link & Naveh, 2006; 

Martínez‐Costa & Martínez‐Lorente, 2007; Sharma, 2005; 

Singh et al., 2006; Terziovski et al., 2003 

Social Improved customer satisfaction 

(reduction in complaints, etc.) 

Ann et al., 2006; Arauz & Suzuki, 2004; Casadesús & 

Karapetrovic, 2005; Gavronski et al., 2008; Gotzamani & 

Tsiotras, 2002; Lo & Chang, 2007; Martínez-Costa et al., 2008; 

Mcadam, 1999; Padma et al., 2008; Pan, 2003; Sampaio et al., 

2009; Singels et al., 2001; Singh, 2008; Zaramdini, 2007 

 Improvements in employee 

results (motivation, satisfaction, 

teams, communication, 

knowledge) 

Arauz & Suzuki, 2004; Casadesús & Karapetrovic, 2005; Feng 

et al., 2007; Gavronski et al., 2008; Lo & Chang, 2007; H. A. 

Magd, 2008; H. Magd & Curry, 2003; Martínez-Costa et al., 

2008; Padma et al., 2008; Pan, 2003; Rodríguez-Escobar et al., 

2006; Tan, 2005; Zaramdini, 2007 

 Improved relationships with 

suppliers 

Arauz & Suzuki, 2004; Casadesús & Karapetrovic, 2005; 

Gavronski et al., 2008; Gotzamani & Tsiotras, 2002; Lo & 

Chang, 2007; Padma et al., 2008; Rodríguez-Escobar et al., 

2006; Yin & Schmeidler, 2009; Zaramdini, 2007 

 Improved relationships with 

authorities and other stakeholders 

Ann et al., 2006; Bernardo et al., 2015; Boiral et al., 2018; 

Gavronski et al., 2008; Heras-Saizarbitoria & Boiral, 2013; H. 

Magd & Curry, 2003; Padma et al., 2008; Pan, 2003; 

Schylander & Martinuzzi, 2007; Tarí et al., 2012; Yin & 

Schmeidler, 2009; Zeng et al., 2005  

 Source: Own elaboration with adaptions from Bernardo et al. (2015) and Tarí et al. (2012) 
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Table 6: Most highlighted IMS Benefits clustered by TBL Dimension 

TBL Dimension IMS Benefits References 

Environmental Increased environmental 

performance 

Poltronieri et al., 2019 

 Better allocation of resources Salomone, 2008; Zeng et al., 2007; Zutshi & Sohal, 2005 

 Better adoption of cleaner 

production technologies 

Hernandez-Vivanco et al., 2018; Nunhes et al., 2017 

Economic Improved economic performance 

and increased profitability 

de Nadae et al., 2019; Hamidi et al., 2012 

 Reduced costs in management, 

insurance, and operations 

Douglas & Glen, 2000; Jørgensen et al., 2006; Llonch et al., 

2018; McDonald et al., 2003; Rebelo et al., 2014b; Santos et 

al., 2011; Simon et al., 2014; Wright, 2000; Zeng et al., 2007; 

Zutshi & Sohal, 2005 

 Cost savings by unified audits, 

internal audits, and certification 

costs 

Abad et al., 2014; Matias & Coelho, 2002; Renzi & Cappelli, 

2000; Shillito, 1995; Simon et al., 2012; Winder, 2000; Zeng et 

al., 2010 

 Documentation reduction, 

avoidance of duplication, and 

decreased paperwork 

Beckmerhagen et al., 2003; Douglas & Glen, 2000; Griffith, 

2000; Jørgensen et al., 2006; Karapetrovic & Casadesús, 2009; 

McDonald et al., 2003; Salomone, 2008; Sampaio et al., 2012; 

Santos et al., 2011; Simon et al., 2011; Simon et al., 2014; 

Simon & Douglas, 2013; Zeng et al., 2011; Zutshi & Sohal, 

2005 

Social Increased social performance Poltronieri et al., 2019 

 Improvement of partnerships and 

satisfaction with the main 

stakeholders 

Rebelo et al., 2014b; Simon et al., 2012 

 Enhance customer satisfaction 

and feedback analysis 

Casadesús et al., 2011; Crowder, 2013; Douglas & Glen, 2000; 

McDonald et al., 2003; Salomone, 2008; Zutshi & Sohal, 2005 

 Better employee awareness of the 

importance of their work as a 

contributor to the whole 

organization 

Abad et al., 2014; Karapetrovic & Casadesús, 2009; Rebelo et 

al., 2014b; Simon et al., 2012 

 Increased employee motivation Abad et al., 2014; Salomone, 2008; Zeng et al., 2011; Zutshi & 

Sohal, 2005 

 Increased employee training Holm et al., 2015; Santos et al., 2011 

 Organizational culture 

improvements and enhanced 

teamwork 

Curkovic et al., 2005; Hamidi et al., 2012; Holm et al., 2015; 

Rebelo et al., 2014b; Simon et al., 2012; Simon & Douglas, 

2013; Wright, 2000; Zutshi & Sohal, 2005 

Source: Own elaboration with adaptions from Bernardo et al. (2015) and Samy et al. (2015)  
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FIGURES 

 
Figure 1: Identified Relationship Context between (Integrated) Management Systems and 

Sustainability 

Source: Own elaboration 

 


	References

