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Abstract

Purpose: Governance, sustainability, and enterprise excellence are united in an effort to promote
continuously relevant and responsible organizations through Sustainable Enterprise Excellence
(SEE), defined as:

o SEE results as a consequence of balancing both the competing and complementary interests
of key stakeholder segments, including society and the natural environment, to increase the
likelihood of superior and sustainable competitive positioning and hence long-term enterprise
success that is synonymous with continuously relevant and responsible governance, strategy,
actions and results.

e This is accomplished through an integrated approach to organizational design and function
emphasising innovation, operational, supply chain, customer-related, human capital, financial,
marketplace, societal, and environmental performance. The intent of this approach is to ethi-
cally, efficiently and effectively (E3) integrate 3E (equity, ecology, economy) Triple Top Line
strategy throughout enterprise governance, culture and activities to produce simultaneously
pragmatic, innovative and sustainable Triple Bottom Line 3P (people, planet, profit) perfor-
mance results.

Methodology & Approach: Key elements and methods capable of assessing and advancing organi-
zational progress toward SEE are identified, organized and developed.

Findings: Innovation, human capital, and foresight are key enablers of SEE. A SEE model called
the Springboard together with Maturity Scales, graphical NEWS Compasses, and Narrative SWOT
Plots that aid performance assessment and advancement are developed.

Implications for Further Research: Relationships of various SEE drivers to SEE performance are
in need of further exploration wherein NEWS Compasses, Maturity Scales, and the Springboard
may be further refined as SEE understanding advances.

Keywords: enterprise excellence, Innovation, enterprise excellence, maturity assessment, NEWS
Compass, Springboard to SEE
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1. Introduction

Drivers of organizational performance may derive purely from enterprise
competitive needs or desires, or may be driven by technological progress or by
legislative, ecological, or societal demands (Rao et al., 2000). Factors bordering
on legion in number that serve as enablers of or barriers to enterprise performance
exist and although many of these have been extensively explored, it is often the
case than synergism among factors has the potential to exert the greatest leverage
on performance.

Similarly, organizational forms and associated designs are influenced by
both mega- and micro-trends. For example, over approximately the past century
organizational forms have evolved that have been influenced first by the value
for standardization associated with mass production then, later, adapted to
address the demand for and value of customization. Increased globalization
has more recently ratcheted up the competitive landscape across an array of
business sectors and markets so that organizational forms morphed from prior
forms or were created to extract the value inherent in strategically-and-demand-
driven rapid innovation. Technology growth and capability have much to do the
transition from standardization to customization to innovation and hence evolution
in organizational forms. It is of course true that numerous enterprises combine
standardization, customization, and innovation in their strategies and activities
with forms that necessarily follow, that is: forms and functions are closely related.

The pace and scale of change indicates that megatrends and “mega-facts” may
increase in both frequency and amplitude with some of these boding well and
others of these boding poorly for humankind. In any case organizations must be
cognizant of and responsive to such trends and facts.

In the mega-facts category we have that various sustainability-related factors
such as human population, per capita material consumption, food consumption,
water consumption, land use, urban sprawl, energy consumption, and carbon
footprint have generally grown exponentially over a substantially extended period
of time (Holdren and Ehrlich, 1974; Cohen, 2003). While some forecasting
methods predict that human population growth will cease and possibly even reverse
by the conclusion of the 21* century (Lutz et al., 2001), the cited sustainability
factors have for a very long time been positively correlated so that, for example,
decoupling of any of these can have profound impact. For example, technology
innovation leading to breakthrough development of clean energy sources may
not reduce energy consumption, but may transform the relative importance of
energy consumption while also decreasing carbon footprint and boosting food
production capability. We see in this single example the potential of human
agency to influence the course of things.

With respect to megatrends it is clear that over the past three decades
management strategy, policy, and practice have been shaped by crises of public
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confidence, enterprise necessity for consistently high-level performance across
an array of important dimensions, and increased pressure on organizations
to contribute to both societal and environmental sustainability. These three
respective forces are referred to as corporate governance, enterprise excellence,
and corporate social and environmental responsibility. CSER is often simply
referred to as sustainability, but with the implicit assumption that sustainability
results follow responsible governance and actions.

Highly visible corporate scandals of the latter 1990s and early 2000s
produced very clear and highly urgent demand for governmental action mandating
transparency in corporate governance and thus contributed to establishment of
the United Nations Global Compact in 2000 (Lawrence and Beamish, 2012)
and, subsequently, to the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (Lander, 2004; Svedin,
2012). In the context of enterprise excellence these influences manifest through
formal assessment of enterprise leadership and governance. Governance is thus
a non-trivial consideration that substantially impacts enterprise performance
across numerous domains (Jackson, 1999; Wilkes, 2004), including financial
performance (Erkens et al., 2012), knowledge (Martin-Castilla and Rodriguez-
Ruiz, 2008), and CSER (McAdam and Leonard, 2003, Shahin and Zairi, 2007) as
well as the overall market value of the firm (Black et.al., 2006).

Escalating globalization has greatly elevated competitive pressures that have
in turn stimulated demand for and value of social and technological innovation
and increased their importance in the design and delivery of products, processes,
and services. The trend toward globalization has also highlighted the criticality of
effective and efficient procurement and distribution of information and materials
and significantly increased both the awareness and importance of efficient and
effective supply chains.

Enterprise excellence uses complex business performance models such
as those supporting influential international quality awards and the balanced
scorecard (Kaplan and Norton, 1992). In comparison, sustainability concerns
gave birth to such widely used standards as the ISO 14000 Environmental
Management Standard (Castka and Balzarova, 2008) and the ISO 26000 Corporate
Social Responsibility Standard (Schwartz and Tilling, 2009) along with such
responsibility-oriented approaches as the Global Reporting Initiative (Eccles and
Krzus 2010). Although sustainability has many facets, including financial ones, as
regarded by these standards and approaches sustainability is for practical purposes
often reduced to societal and environmental dimensions.

Described as previously, sustainability is well captured by the phrase: “lean,
green, ethical and real” (Edgeman and Eskildsen, 2012). The phase implies
enterprise practices that exercise great care in resource consumption or all sorts,
formulation of and adherence to socially and environmentally constructive policy
and practice, transparency of conduct, and delivery of “lean and green” results.



“Lean, green, ethical and real” sustainability has been identified as an emerging
megatrend (Lubin and Esty, 2010) and an emerging source of competitive
advantage (Laszlo and Zhexembayeva, 2011), wherein effective enterprise
sustainability policy — especially environmental policy — is a documented
contributor to firm value (Al-Najjar and Anfimiadou, 2012). Similarly, effective
and efficient implementation of enterprise excellence approaches emphasizing
performance across an array of key domains has also proven to contribute to firm
value (Balasubramanian et al., 2005).

Focused through an enterprise lens we may summarize by stating that
enterprise governance should be effective, efficient and ethically oriented (E3).
Organizational leadership is then charged with the responsibility of formulating
and deploying strategy that emphasizes equitable (humane) commitment of
enterprise resources, ecological stewardship, and economic responsibility that
will be referred to as 3E Triple Top Line (TTL) strategy (McDonough and
Braungart, 2002a). Superior connection of E3 governance and 3E strategy in turn
deliver positive performance results with respect to society (people), the natural
environment (planet), and financial areas (profit) or 3P Triple Bottom Line (TBL)
performance (Elkington, 1997).

An easily recalled expression representing these ideas may be referred to as
the “Sustainable Enterprise Excellence (SEE) Equation”:

(E3 Governance + 3E Strategy) = 3P Performance

2. Sustainable Enterprise Excellence and Sustainability

Sustainable Enterprise Excellence or SEE integrates corporate governance,
sustainability and enterprise excellence and the SEE Equation represents
one possible quasi-mathematical expression of the continuously relevant and
responsible organization (CR20) envisioned by SEE, wherein:

SEE results as a consequence of balancing both the competing and complementary
interests of key stakeholder segments, including society and the natural environment,
to increase the likelihood of superior and sustainable competitive positioning and
hence long-term enterprise success that is synonymous with continuously relevant
and responsible governance, strategy, actions and results.

This is accomplished through an integrated approach to organizational design
and function emphasising innovation, operational, supply chain, customer-related,
human capital, financial, marketplace, societal, and environmental performance.
The intent of this approach is to ethically, efficiently and effectively (E3) integrate
3E (equity, ecology, economy) Triple Top Line strategy throughout enterprise
governance, culture and activities to produce simultaneously pragmatic, innovative
and sustainable Triple Bottom Line 3P (people, planet, profit) performance results.
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Sustainability is foundational to SEE so that it is important to delineate how
its construction in this context.

Sustainability is in most contexts regarded as a ‘capacity to endure’.
Further, we have already insinuated that it should be “lean, green, ethical and
real”. Connecting sustainability to excellence and governance, however, alters
sustainability from what may be described as capacity to maintain status quo
or move marginally forward, toward a stronger construct. That is SEE regards
sustainability as follows.

Sustainability is the propensity to improve in both absolute terms and in relative
terms as driven by enterprise competitive context.

With respect to a given enterprise then, sustainability should manifest as
economic viability and positive contribution to both societal and environmental
sustainability. Exceptional enterprises should excel within this context, means for
which are later suggested herein. Such sustainability through E3 governance, 3E
strategy, and 3P performance is, however, ever more complex.

3. Sustainable Enterprise Excellence and Innovation

Reality most typically dictates primacy of the profit performance domain since an
enterprise that is not sufficiently economically secure will ordinarily contribute
inadequately to society and will generate similarly inadequate environmental
performance. Despite primacy of the financial domain, societal concerns,
consumer demands, stakeholder expectations, and regulatory compliance have
fueled significant urgency for sustainable performance in all 3P areas. Thus far
however, rapidly increasing societal and environmental challenges have outpaced
organizational delivery capability and capacity with respect to such performance.

Capability and capacity are multi-faceted, with one aspect being enterprise
intelligence concerning societal and environmental challenges and a second
aspect being the ability to embed innovation of the needed scope, scale, trajectory,
and velocity in enterprise strategy, policy, and practice.

Innovation has been cited as a key enabler of sustainability (Nidumolu et
al., 2009) and it is this aspect of innovation that is here of central importance as
a driver of sustainable enterprise excellence.

In particular, socio-ecological innovation (SEI) weds sustainable innovation
and innovation for sustainability and is related to the organizational innovation
capacity factor — a factor that may be analysed through the innovation lens of the
balanced scorecard in its original form. Sustainable innovation is an element of
an enterprise’s cultural fabric wherein innovation is regular, rigorous, systematic
and systemic to enterprise strategy and practice (Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008).
In contrast, innovation for sustainability is innovation that specifically targets



societal or environmental impact and contribution (Cooperrider, 2008). Solely
environmentally focused innovation is commonly referred to as eco-innovation
(Carillo-Hermosilla et al., 2009) whereas innovation that mirrors designs
and strategies found in nature is referred to as biomimicry (Benyus, 2002). In
general SEI is consistent with cradle-to-cradle innovation and design philosophy
(McDonough and Braungart, 2002b).

Large-scale deployment of SEI throughout both an enterprise and its ecosystem
is possible through a modified form of quality function deployment (Xie et al.,
2003) developed by Edgeman and Hensler (2005). Socio-ecological innovation
in general and extending throughout an enterprise ecosystem in particular
is important with respect to enterprise progress toward SEE and extension of
across multiple and connected enterprise ecosystems contributes to creation of
sustainable enterprise economies (Waddock and Mclntosh, 2011). Seen from
a societal perspective SEI is of broader importance since it contributes to large
scale socio-ecological resilience (Olsson and Galaz, 2011) where resilience may
be regarded as the capacity of a system to confront challenges and change, yet
continue to positively develop.

SEI is central to SEE and hence in any reasonable model thereof. Edgeman and
Eskildsen (2012) provide a blueprint for embedding socio-ecological innovation
in enterprise culture and have in related work addressed SEI maturity assessment.

Although not emphasized in SEE the emerged reality of “big data” demands
consideration — not only with respect to enterprise excellence, sustainability, and
governance, but much more pervasively in response to rapidly escalating need
to make sense of massive amounts of information in order to more responsibly
formulate and operationalize strategy and deliver results. Big data has particular
potential for influencing both targets of innovation and the rapidity with which
innovation occurs. Significant energy is being devoted to derivation of useful
“big data analytics” (Franks, 2012) and big data competitive strategy (Davenport
and Harris, 2007). The reality of “big data” is driven not only by the obvious
influences of globalization and technology growth, but by human knowledge
expansion that has grown exponentially as a knowledge-based generalization of
Moore’s Law (Schaller, 1997).

In particular SEI is regarded as a key means of activating 3E TTL strategy to
yield 3P TBL performance and as such is regarded as a primary driver of SEE.
This implies that SEI in focal to any SEE-oriented business model, organizational
form, and organizational design.

This latter statement is made with cognizance that to the extent that SEE
is attained, it is within the context of organizational form, hence making
organizational design central to SEE and is embedded in the formulation of SEE.
Although not addressed in any substantial detail herein, organizational design
is a formal, guided process for integrating the human capital, information and
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technology of an organization. Organizational design is used to match the form of
the enterprise as closely as possible to enterprise purpose(s)— SEE in the present
context. It is through the organizational design process that enterprises act to
improve the likelihood that its collective efforts will succeed.

4. Modelling Sustainable Enterprise Excellence: the Springboard to SEE

& Assessment

Many factors critical to SEE and hence to optimization of its equation are treated
seriously by the balanced scorecard or by enterprise excellence models. Other
key factors are addressed by, for example, the Global Reporting Initiative or in
the expectations of annual Communication of Progress reports required of United
Nations Global Compact members. Governance is either explicitly addressed or
is insinuated by all of these models and approaches.

Effective integration of corporate governance, sustainability, and enterprise
excellence has, however, proven more challenging. While various efforts to
integrate these into a single model have been attempted, with two primary
approaches having received a majority of the attention, all models thus far
developed have delivered only limited success.

Models of a first kind add a sustainability module to an excellence model
(Asif et al., 2011), whereas models of a second kind attempt to successfully
incorporate financial performance in CSER oriented models (Zwetsloot,
2003). In contrast a model of a third kind aims at integration of governance,
sustainability and enterprise excellence from the outset with modified forms of
the balanced scorecard providing one sort of example (Zingales and Hockerts,
2003) and a conceptual model referred to as 3C-SR (Meehan et al., 2006)
providing another.

Models generally emphasize and assess that which they value: enterprise
excellence (1E strategy = 1P performance) or sustainability (2E strategy = 2P
performance), whereas SEE values a transfer of the form (E3 governance + 3E
strategy) = 3P performance. SEE is thus “third kind” in orientation so that the
Springboard to SEE is a new model of the third kind.

The Springboard explicitly integrates sustainability, excellence and
governance efficiently, effectively, and ethically from strategy through results
and back to strategy, that is, as a continuous cycle of excellence. Specifically
the Springboard aims both to model SEE and assess the progress of enterprise
efforts to translate the 3E (equity, ecology, economy) Triple Top Line strategy
into 3P (people, planet, profit) Triple Bottom Line through E3 governance. In
acknowledging the importance of (E3 governance + 3E strategy) = 3P results
transference it must be recognized that transference occurs not as three one-to-
one E = P relationships of the form equity strategy = people results, ecological
strategy = planet results, and economic strategy = profit results. Instead all



three (E3 + 3E) components are integrated with each of equity, ecology, and
economy delivering results in all three TBL performance domains, as portrayed
in Figure 1.
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As its object the Springboard of Figure 2 intends to actualize the SEE equation
and hence progress toward SEE. More explicitly, equity = people, ecology =
planet, and economy = profit synapses represent creation of enhanced sustainable
societal performance, sustainable environmental performance, and sustainable
financial performance. SEE connects the kernels of governance, sustainability
and enterprise excellence as a means of delivering responsible competitiveness
(Avlonas and Swannick, 2009).

From left-to-right the Springboard is applied internal to an organization’s
form and design. The model itself is divided into three primary blocks, beginning
with E3 governance and 3E strategy, the agents of which are policies, people
and partnerships. Fundamentally however, it is in the process implementation
and execution block where the SEE equation is executed, that is, where (E3
governance + 3E strategy) are transformed into 3P performance that is reflected in
the rightmost model results and refinement block wherein performance is divided
into the four primary areas of human capital results, innovation results, financial
results, and sustainability results. As the enterprise advances, new intelligence
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Springboard to SEE
model
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and foresight critical organizational performance is generated that informs the
next cycle.

The Springboard regularly (most typically an annual cycle), rigorously, and
systematically evaluates all key organizational strategies, activities and results.
Assessment is intended to provide performance feedback, suggest necessary
changes, and point the organization toward both current and next best practices
and sources of competitive advantage through learning and foresight that drive
relevant and responsible actions and results that are consistent with the objectives
of Sustainable Enterprise Excellence. Springboard assessment yields an overall
Springboard to SEE NEWS Report formed by coalescing the results of six
(graphical) NEWS Compasses and companion SWOT Plot Narratives into an
integrated SEE performance dashboard (Eckerson, 2006).

One NEWS Compass — SWOT Plot Narrative pair is based on the strategy
and governance block of the Springboard, another pair on the process and
performance implementation and execution block, and the four remaining
pairs are in one-to-one correspondence with the human capital, innovation,
financial, and sustainability performance categories of the Springboard results
and refinement block. Figures 3 and 4 portray a generic NEWS Compass and
generic SWOT Plot Narrative, respectively. SWOT analysis focuses on enterprise
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats relative to specifically selected
aspects of SEE performance with strengths and weaknesses reflecting enterprise



internalities and opportunities and threats reflecting externalities (Heuer and
Pherson, 2011).
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NEWS Compasses are modified radar charts (Yau, 2011) that graphically
summarize assessment results. NEWS Compasses such as the generic one presented
in Figure 3 are constructed by assessing level of fulfilment or maturity for each of
four defined criterion areas, called compass points due to the appearance of the
figure, the intent of the assessment to provide information (or “news”) regarding
the current state of the enterprise, and direction toward next best practices and
sources of competitive advantage, hence N-E-W-S as a mnemonic that might also
be associated with “north-east-west-south”.

Maturity evaluation of each N-E-W-S area is based on specifically derived
0-to-10 point scales that may be obtained from the authors. NEWS Compass
points for each of the six compasses are cited in Table 1 and are derived from
comprehensive consideration of multiple sources of sustainability, enterprise
excellence, innovation, governance and associated criteria where sources
include but are not limited to the philosophy or models, principles and criteria
found in documentation for America’s Baldrige National Quality Award, the
European Quality Award, the Global Reporting Initiative, and the Ten Principles
of the United Nations Global Compact. Baldrige and European Quality Award
documentation are particularly instructive with respect to maturity assessment of
such criteria.

AN EXCELLENCE
EQUATION

Rick Edgeman,
Jacob Eskildsen

Figure 3.
Springboard NEWS
Compass

= 59



AN EXCELLENCE
EQUATION

Rick Edgeman,
Jacob Eskildsen

Figure 4.
Springboard SWOT
Plot
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Springboard NEWS
Compass Points
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COMPASS POINT SPRINGBOARD ASPECTS & COMPASS POINTS EQUATION
N Financial Results & Refinement Associated with Sustainability Efforts Jﬁii{, E‘:ﬁ;’;‘f‘;
E Societal Sustainability Results & Refinement

\ Human Capital Results & Refinement Associated with Sustainability
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w Strategic & Tactical Continuous Improvement Table 1.
S Sustainability Intelligence & Performance: Society and the Environment Continued

5. Comments on Assessment

The Springboard, its NEWS Compasses, SWOT Plot Narratives and the overall
NEWS Report are intended to form a modelling and assessment system simple
enough to be used by organizations novice in their excellence and sustainability
experience and expertise, yet useful to enterprises that are sophisticated. Each
SWOT Plot Narrative should be integrated and aligned with its corresponding
NEWS Compass assessment. This summary narrative must be thoughtfully formed
due to its narrative nature and requires the assessment team to regard importance
relative to enterprise context of the various assessed areas represented by the six
primary compasses and narratives.

Given the nature of SEE, themes such as governance, sustainability, innovation,
intelligence and foresight generation, competence building, and organizational
design should be emphasized and aligned throughout the assessment process. In
other words, during the assessment it is critical to be aware of what is, and is not
being assessed.

As a composition of the six primary compasses, a Summary NEWS Compass
(Figure 5) will have six axes and should be aligned with a Summary SWOT Plot
Narrative (Figure 6) that, similar to the Summary NEWS Compass, is formed
as a composite of the six SWOT Plot Narratives associated with the primary
compasses. The NEWS Compass Dashboard and SWOT Plot Narrative Dashboard
feed the Summary NEWS Compass and Summary SWOT Plot Narrative to yield
the overall Springboard NEWS Report. = 61
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The Springboard neither over- nor undervalues elements relative to one
another since any weighting of elements is left to the enterprise. Whether
mathematically or descriptively, valuation for a given axis of any compass and,
indeed, the compasses themselves should be determined according to enterprise
context since it is unlikely that the various axes are of equal importance within
a compass, let alone from compass to compass — as with all other things one must
be constantly mindful of context.

Customers are central to excellence systems and although customers are
nowhere explicitly cited in Table 1, they are key to the Springboard, with their
importance underscored by the word relevance appearing in the table, inherent
in all references to innovation for sustainability, and implied in all societal
dimensions.

SEE and the Springboard aim to aid organizations in the quest to become
continuously relevant and responsible by driving E3 (efficient, effective and
ethical) governance and 3E (equity, ecological and economic) strategy to
produce 3P (people, planet and profit) enterprise results. This requires a cycle
of assessment, generation and implementation of usable foresight leading to next
best practices and sources of competitive advantage.

6. Summary

Sustainable Enterprise Excellence (SEE) has been defined in order to underscore
the important roles organizations play in contributing to sustaining both society and
the natural environment, while also being themselves sustainable. In particular SEE
is approached through intentional combination of ethical, effective and efficient
(E3) governance with societally equitable, ecologically sound, and economically
viable (3E) strategy aimed at producing superior (e.g. excellent) sustainable results
in three primary performance domains: people (society), planet (environment), and
profit (financial) (3P). As such there is a conceptual (rather than mathematical)
equation associated with SEE: E3 Governance + 3E Strategy = 3P Performance.

As with other excellence constructs SEE is facilitated and advanced by
assessment of enterprise performance relative to an underlying model and
meaningful associated criteria. Model criteria should be evaluated based
on a combination of both lagging and leading indicators that reflect current
organizational performance, forecast future performance needs and levels, and
suggest next best practices and sources of competitive advantage.

In addition to being useful, assessment should be of sufficient ease so as to
actually be used. This combination of useful and used suggests that SEE might
be encouraged by a relatively simple model and highly consumable assessment
format. Toward this end a simple SEE model referred to as the Springboard was
introduced and a straight-forward assessment approach based on a combined
graphical and narrative approach was developed.
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The intent of the present work is that, taken together, the SEE construct,
model, and assessment regime should aid enterprises interested in positively
contributing not only to their own continuity and economic security, but toward
a healthier society that functions in a healthier natural environment.
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