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Abstract  

Purpose: This paper attempts to analyze sustainable development initiatives undertaken by businesses 
and discuss them in relation to the literature on sustainable development and triple bottom line. Extant 
literature lacks studies that provide a detailed account of the application of sustainable development initiatives 
in the real business case.  

Methodology: The paper utilizes a case study methodology to understand the method by which 
sustainable development is efficiently pursued by an organization.  The case of sustainable development 
efforts pursued by L’Oréal is discussed.  

Findings: L’Oréal effectively pursues sustainable development initiatives without compromising on its 
economic prosperity. Moreover, it is evident that organizations must embed sustainable development 
principles in all their activities in order to achieve the triple bottom line. 

Practical Implications: The paper contributes to the practitioners by providing a detailed account of the 
ways and means by which sustainable development is efficiently pursued by an organization. This can act as a 
guideline for decision making in a different business context for taking up sustainable development initiatives. 

Research Implications: The paper provides a practical approach for taking up research on sustainable 
development forward and suggests that future research must incorporate business cases as a method to 
discuss the implementation of sustainable development activities.  

Social Implications: This paper attempts to bring forward a business case wherein sustainable 
development is pursued and provide evidence to demonstrate that sustainable development is possible. 

Originality/Value: This paper is amongst the few papers that go beyond the theoretical and empirical 
assessment of sustainable development. The case analysis determines that sustainable development must be an 
organization-wide initiative and requires a long-term commitment to being successful. 
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Introduction 

Corporate sustainable development is an important area of research ever since the World 
Commission on Economic Development called for Sustainable Development (Bansal, 2005; Diamond, 
1996; Dubey et al., 2017). Sustainable development has three guiding principles – Environmental Integrity, 
Social Equity and Economic Prosperity that make up the important concept of ‘Triple Bottom Line’ that 
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governs business in the 21st Century (Chavan, 2005; Gimenez, Sierra, & Rodon, 2012; Hacking & Guthrie, 
2008; Jamali, 2008; Norman & Macdonald, 2004). Businesses are striving to gain economic prosperity 
through value creation, social equity by corporate social responsibility initiatives and environmental 
integrity by ensuring minimal environment damage in its operations (Bansal, 2005; Dubey, Gunasekaran, 
& Chakrabarty, 2015; Mohan Das Gandhi, Selladurai, & Santhi, 2006; Sharfman & Fernando, 2008; Stubbs 
& Cocklin, 2008). Corporate sustainability initiatives are driven either by the resources of the business 
(Barney, 1991; Sanjay Dhir & Batra, 2018; Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 1996; Harrison, Hitt, Hoskisson, & 
Ireland, 2001) or by the need for societal acceptance (Felin, T, Foss, N.J., Ployhart, 2015; Meyer & Rowan, 
1977; Rowley, Shipilov, & Greve, 2017; Scott, 1987). Moreover, sustainable enterprise performance is 
gained through sustainable corporate development facilitated by dynamic capabilities of the organization 
(Sanjay Dhir & Dhir, 2015; Swati Dhir & Dhir, 2018; Raisch, Birkinshaw, Probst, & Tushman, 2009; Teece, 
2007; Wamba et al., 2017). This further allows businesses to achieve sustainable competitive advantage in 
the long run – the ultimate aim for organizations (Charles Jr, Schmidheiny, & Watts, 2017a; Sanjay Dhir & 
Mital, 2013; Dubey, Gunasekaran, Sushil, & Singh, 2015; Parameswar, Dhir, & Dhir, 2017; Saeidi, Sofian, 
Saeidi, Saeidi, & Saaeidi, 2015).   

Researchers have scantly explored the methods by which businesses ensure to meet the three 
guiding principles of sustainable development– environment integrity, social equity and economic 
prosperity (Charles Jr, Schmidheiny, & Watts, 2017b; Elkington, 1994; Giddings, Hopwood, & G., 2002; 
Gupta & Racherla, 2018; Redclift, 2005; Swanson & Zhang, 2012). Further, sustainable development is an 
organization-wide effort, a matter of corporate importance that is provided for by the top management of 
the organization (Bansal, 2002, 2005; Montiel & Delgado-Ceballos, 2014; Parameswar & Dhir, 2019a; 
Perrini, Russo, Tencati, & Vurro, 2011). However, such research efforts do not provide a clear 
understanding of the way businesses strive to gain sustainable development without compromising on 
any front – profits, environment and society (Elkington, 1994; Dhir, Aniruddha, & Mital, 2014; Hall, 
Daneke, & Lenox, 2010; Husser, André, Barbat, & Lespinet-Najib, 2012; Flexibility and Sustainability pp. 77–
87; Parameswar & Dhir, 2019b; Svensson & Wagner, 2011). This paper provides a detailed analysis of the 
ways and means by which a renowned cosmetics business organization – L’Oréal undertakes sustainable 
development. The choice of business in the cosmetics industry is driven by two reasons. Firstly, the 
cosmetics industry is considered to be environmentally unfriendly and highly profitable  (Dhir, 2017; Dhir 
& Mital, 2013a; Kate & Laird, 2000; Parameswar & Dhir, 2018; Sahota, 2014; Secchi, Castellani, Collina, 
Mirabella, & Sala, 2016). Secondly, there are few businesses in this industry that comply with sustainable 
development goals and have gained a sustainable competitive advantage. A detailed examination of 
L’Oréal that has embedded sustainable development in each and every dimension of its working provides 
an exemplary model for sustainable development that can be adopted by other businesses. The detailed 
literature review on the need for sustainable development, triple bottom line and sustaining sustainable 
development allows the reader to comprehend the actions of the business in light of the concepts. Finally, 
the paper concludes with implications, future research, and limitations. 

 

Literature Review 
The word ‘sustainability’ was first used in the literature on forestry, where it means we should not 

harvest higher than what the forest yields in new growth (Boyko, Cooper, Davey, & Wootton, 2006; 
Kuhlman & Farrington, 2010; Wiersum, 1995). The concern was about preserving the natural resources for 
the future. The foundation of sustainability is inferred from its definition – meeting the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations for meeting their own needs (World 
Commission on Environment and Development, 1987). The main principle of sustainability is to secure 
intergenerational equity (Dhir, 2016a; Gladwin, Kennelly, & Krause, 1995). The same logic applies to 
business, which is about their attempts to manage the impact of their businesses on the environment 
(Anbarasan & Sushil, 2018; Grewatsch & Kleindienst, 2017). Extant literature argues that sustainability is 
related to three shared elements – economic, social and environmental considerations (Dyllick & Hockerts, 
2002; Kuhlman & Farrington, 2010; Milne & Gray, 2013; Pawłowski, 2008). These three elements mutually 
reinforce each other, and economic growth and social well-being are underpinned by environmental 
concerns, and vice versa (Dhir & Mital, 2012; Kuhlman & Farrington, 2010; Pawłowski, 2008; Wood et al., 
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2015). The next aspect of sustainability by the business is the expectation of going over and above 
regulatory compliance to promote innovation and encourage continuous performance improvement 
(Dhir, 2016b; Halme & Korpela, 2014; Seyfang & Smith, 2007; Starik & Rands, 1995). Thus, the 
organization identifies a part of the society, the environment and the economic activities (Proto, 
Malandrino, & Supino, 2007; Satyro, Sacomano, Contador, Almeida, & Giannetti, 2017). The sustainable 
enterprise is the one which focuses on these factors of sustainable development rather than the traditional 
focus on the economic gains (Baumgartner & Rauter, 2017; Benn & Baker, 2009; Leon, 2013). Thus, an 
organization collectively emphasizing economic, societal and environmental well-being is a sustainable 
organization (Hart & Milstein, 2003). These three dimensions – economic, social and environmental 
benefits manifest from the Triple Bottom Line concept (Elkington, 1994).  The triple bottom line includes 
the 3Ps – ‘People, Profits, Planet'. The literature argues that the 3Ps are a mechanism of addressing the 
social, economic and environmental discourse communities (Parameswar, Singh, Malik & Dhir, 2018; 
Webber, Frost, Line, & 2013, 2004; Wexler, 2009). 

The approaches adopted for sustainable development by different firms would be different; 
however, the underlying intention is the same. One of the modern approaches adopted by firms is 
stakeholder's theory approach. According to this theory, stakeholders of a firm include internal  
(employees, management and owners) and external individual/groups (customers, suppliers, and local 
communities) (Anbarasan & Sushil, 2018; Freeman, 2010). Literature suggests that the responsibility of 
stakeholders lies in the hands of top management in the form of three dimensions discussed below. 
 

Environmental Factors  
The literature on sustainability argues that environment plays a pertinent role in production and 

consumption pattern (Anbarasan & Sushil, 2018; Giddings et al., 2002; Goodland, 1995). Environment 
sustainability is related to the maintenance of natural capital. Natural capital denotes assets provided by 
the environment such as, water, forests, atmosphere, which can be renewable or non-renewable in nature ( 
Dhir & Mital, 2012; Goodland, 1995; Proto et al., 2007). Sustainability in terms of environment is all about 
maintaining or at least not depleting these assets. It is all about business proactively responding to the 
problems of the environment. Such an approach would enable businesses to predict the shifts in 
regulations and reduce the expenditure related to catching up with legislation. 

Researchers argue that environment sustainability can be achieved on the source side by putting 
regulations on the usage of both the types of resources – renewable and non-renewable and on pollution 
and waste assimilation on the sink side (Anbarasan & Sushil, 2018; Elkington, 1994; Goodland, 1995; Hall 
et al., 2010; Parameswar, Dhir, & Ongsakul, 2018). Innovating in the field of technology to manage 
pollution and waste is the demanding force to achieve environmental issues.   

Therefore, environment factor is not just about the ecosystem but it is an environment system that 
contributes to people, planet, and profit simultaneously (Hacking & Guthrie, 2008). Thus, in order to 
protect the environment, firms strive to manufacture sustainably which requires the usage of sustainable 
systems and processes. The literature of sustainability advocates that for sustainable production, lean 
manufacturing practices are being used as a catalyst (Faulkner & Badurdeen, 2014). Firms strive to make 
suppliers conscious about the environment by including their own growth and development, which will 
positively impact the environment profile.  (Nidumolu, Prahalad, & Rangaswami, 2009). Further, 
sustainability must be embedded as an important aspect to be considered in the development of the 
organization or else the efforts put in at present will become futile in the future. Also, environment 
integrity must be maintained in the day-to-day routine of the organization in order to effectively aid 
sustainability. Therefore, we propose: 
 

Proposition 1:  Innovation by the organization influences the environmental integrity  
Proposition 2: Usage of efficient processes and systems by the organization influences the environment integrity 
Proposition 3: Developing sustainably by the organization influences the environment integrity  
Proposition 4: Living sustainably by the organization influences the environment integrity 
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Societal factors 

Firms in society play a pertinent role in bringing equity into the surroundings (Dhir, & Mital, 

2013b; Robèrt et al., 2002). The literature argues that businesses are an important source of providing 
employment opportunities and ensuring the rights of the employees are protected (Hamid, Islam, & 
Hazilah, 2014). Businesses as a part of the society, use the resources of the society and end up depleting 
the natural resources. (Giddings et al., 2002; Missimer, 2017). Education and training institutes provide the 
manpower that the businesses require. Researchers argue that before resolving the environmental issues, 
poverty reduction is the supreme objective of developing sustainably (Hart & Milstein, 2003; Redclift, 
2002). Firms can identify themselves with the growth and development of society. Therefore, firms are 
constantly challenged to conduct themselves in a responsible manner towards the environment and 
society while improving value for shareholders (Joshi and Li, 2016). For instance, HUL has invested 
extensively in developing the technique for cultivation of agricultural commodities as well as worked 
with farmers to develop sustainable processes and systems. This resulted in innovating techniques to 
improve crop yields and seed production and also the upliftment of the farmers (Nidumolu et al., 2009). 
Sustainable technologies enable mankind to minimize the impact on society while meeting their present 
needs. Social justice and equality in the distribution of resources are the basis of social equity (Burton, 
2000). Hence, it is important to keep in mind the consequences of organization development on society 
and its norms. Further, the organization functioning in terms of human resource practices/policies 
adopted, the organization’s approach towards stakeholders must also exhibit social equity. Therefore, we 
propose: 
 

Proposition 5:  Innovation by the organization influences the social equity 
Proposition 6: Usage of efficient processes and systems by the organization influences the social equity 
Proposition 7: Developing sustainably by the organization influences the social equity 
Proposition 8: Living sustainably by the organization influences the social equity 
 

Economic factors 
Amidst the realities of environmental and societal sustainability, everything boils down to 

economic factors (Parastoo, So, & Saeidi, 2015). Sustainability is all about maximizing the welfare when 
viewed through the economic prism. The maximization of welfare has an impact on production and 
consumption that favors economic returns. Hence, in a sustainable enterprise, profits and responsibilities 
towards production and the utilization of raw materials are two sides of the same coin. The 
intergenerational distribution of income is influenced by the provision that each generation makes for its 
successors (Solow, 1974; Svensson & Wagner, 2015). However, the intergenerational distribution is a 
choice of policy decision (Howarth & Norgaard, 1993; Solow, 1974). In order to focus on economic 
prosperity, sustainability in production requires not only the processes and systems but also the 
manufacturing system and the entire supply chain and product life cycle and innovation (Faulkner & 
Badurdeen, 2014). Further, the development of the organization should result in economic contribution to 
all the stakeholders and ensure covering the costs incurred by each of them. The economic prosperity 
needs to be considered while planning and undertaking organizational growth and development or else 
the organization will lose its competitive advantage in the long run. Also, economic prosperity needs to be 
considered as an important aspect in the routine functioning of the organization. Therefore, we propose: 
 

Proposition 9:  Innovation by the organization influences the economic prosperity  
Proposition 10: Usage of efficient processes and systems by the organization influences the economic prosperity 
Proposition 11: Developing sustainably by the organization influences the economic prosperity  
Proposition 12: Living sustainably by the organization influences the economic prosperity 
 

Sustaining the sustainability 
The institutional theory advocates that enterprises work within a social framework of norms, 

values, and other assumptions. Scholars of the institutional theory argue that the intention of human 
behavior is more than that of economic consideration (Oliver, 1997). The motives of human behavior are 
guided by social justifications and social obligations. Therefore, conformity to social expectations 
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contributes to firms’ success and survival (Baum & Oliver, 1991; Hart & Milstein, 2003; Oliver, 1997). The 
ultimate objective of sustainability is to support social, economic, and environment systems (Folke et al., 
2002; Svensson & Wagner, 2015). Sustainability in terms of economic factor is well-comprehended; 
however, environmental and social sustainability is sometimes not so clear. These three systems are 
interconnected as mankind is dependent for wealth and security on services by society. Furthermore, 
mankind can mutate the environment into more or less desirable conditions. Mankind receives many 
societal and environmental issues such as clean water and air, food production, fuel, and others (Folke et 
al., 2002). Thus, for sustainable development, a firm has to base its objective on the premises of the 
institutional theory   

As stated by stakeholders’ theory that sustainable development is the responsibility of diverse 
stakeholders, it requires the participation of the different stakeholders. Therefore, for sustaining 
sustainability, it is essential for a business to make a contribution to the diverse stakeholder's group as 
well, as it requires the participation of different stakeholders. 
 

L’Oréal Pursuing Sustainability 
L’Oréal was established by Eugène Schueller in 1909 and has been involved in shaping the 

cosmetics industry in the world. The organization has evolved through four phases in the past century 
and became number 1 in the beauty industry in the 1984–2000 phase. In the current phase, L’Oréal has 
laid special emphasis on sustainability while establishing itself as a renowned cosmetics brand. L’Oréal’s 
sustainability program is aimed at achieving sustainability in innovation, production, living and 
development (L’Oréal, 2017b). Till 2017, the program had a positive impact on carbon footprint reduction, 
waste management, deforestation, water management, provision of employment, societal development 
and research (L’Oréal, 2017b). The outcome of sustainability program of L’Oréal is reviewed every year 
since its inception in 2013 and objectives for each parameter are set for 2020.  A detailed account on each 
parameter of sustainability program is discussed here along with its impact on the key result areas 
mentioned above. 
 

Innovating Sustainably 
Sustainability initiative of ‘Innovating Sustainably’ by L’Oréal has four action points – reducing 

environmental footprint, respecting biodiversity, optimizing packaging and zero deforestation. Firstly, in 
the case of reducing environmental footprint, L'Oréal aims to improve the biodegradability of its 
products. Cosmetic products are considered to cause major damage to the environment, especially water 
resources as it uses hazardous and non-biodegradable raw material. L'Oréal is gradually undertaking 
reduction in the negative impact of its products during usage and at disposal without hampering the 
product quality and utility. The result of the efforts is evident from the Carbon Footprint Project (CDP) 
rating of ‘A' for sustainable water management in an efficient manner in 2017 (L’Oréal, 2017b). Secondly, 
L’Oréal is striving to improve on its level of respecting the biodiversity by the use of renewable raw 
materials and reinforcing their sourcing methodology. An important action within this is the L’Oréal’s 
Carbon Balanced ambition that aims to ensure that L’Oréal contributes back to the environment from 
which it is drawing raw materials. For instance, L’Oréal undertakes agroforestry program in the Isaan 
region of Thailand, source of rice bran oil for L'Oréal, to enrich the soil and biodiversity in the region and 
ensure sustainable raw material availability. Such initiatives allow L’Oréal to respect the principles of 
green chemistry and ensure that 48% of its products have improved the environmental profile (L’Oréal, 
2017a). Thirdly, L’Oréal aspires to optimize its packaging and use recycled material and refillable 
products. This ensures that the overall packaging costs are reduced along with plastic recycling without 
compromising on customer need satisfaction. Finally, L'Oréal is committed to ensuring that none of its 
raw materials and products is linked to deforestation in any way. Raw materials are certified for their 
production standards such as Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) certification for Palm Oil 
sourcing. The four-pronged action framework is within the ambit of innovating sustainably cumulative 
attempts to ensure sustainability without compromising on the customer need satisfaction and economic 
prosperity of L’Oréal. 
Producing Sustainably 
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L’Oréal focuses on the reduction of the environmental footprint of its manufacturing units and 
distribution centers by 60% in 2020 as compared to 2015 (L’Oréal, 2017a). This target is being pursued 
through three action points – reduction in CO2 emissions, water consumption, and waste. Reduction in 
CO2 is being achieved through improving energy efficiency using energy efficient technologies along with 
improving building design, insulation and optimizing industrial processes (L’Oréal, 2017b, 2018). This is 
complemented by the use of a renewable source of energy, especially for electricity in the manufacturing 
units and distribution centers. L’Oréal has achieved carbon neutrality in nine of its manufacturing units 
and 15 distribution centers in 2017 (L’Oréal, 2017b).  Another major source of CO2 emission is the 
transportation of products – from manufacturing units to distribution centers. L’Oréal started ‘transport 
labs’ in collaboration with transport companies to develop and implement sustainable transport 
mechanism. The result of these initiatives is evident by the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) in 2017 by 
73% as compared to 2005 in absolute numbers (L’Oréal, 2017b). Reduction in water consumption is being 
pursued by optimizing consumption and water recycling. Sustainable water management efforts have 
ensured that even though production has increased, L’Oréal’s water consumption has reduced 
considerably. Further, treatment of industrial water prior to being reused/released is allowing L’Oréal to 
reduce its environmental footprint. The ultimate objective of L’Oréal’s manufacturing units is to turn into 
a ‘dry factory’ by ensuring complete reuse and recycle of water used. L’Oréal is steadily progressing 
towards turning all its manufacturing units into a ‘dry factory’ and Burgos unit in Spain has already 
achieved this standard (L’Oréal, 2017b). Finally, L’Oréal intends to reduce waste generated from its 
manufacturing units by 60% as compared to 2005. In order to achieve this target, L’Oréal is targeting at 
minimizing its waste generation across various streams of activities undertaken by the organization. One 
notable effort in this direction is the ‘wall to wall’ production packaging production units run by a 
supplier is set up within L’Oréal’s unit with an aim of reducing the transport of packaging and generation 
of waste in transport packaging (L’Oréal, 2017a). Further, L’Oréal undertakes to recover from residual 
waste by even producing energy out of it and attempts to create industrial synergy in collaboration with 
its suppliers in the cosmetics industry.  
 

Living Sustainably 
This dimension of business sustainability pursued by L’Oréal aims to empower consumers in the 

cosmetics industry by provision of information about the impact of products on environment and society, 
appraising the footprint of each brand, raising awareness amongst consumers and thereby facilitating 
choice by consumers. L’Oréal implemented the Sustainable Product Optimization Tool (SPOT)  to assess 
the social and environmental performance of its products (L’Oréal, 2017b). This tool is integrated into the 
product design process and provides feedback on the product’s social and environmental performance 
beyond economic performance. The output of this tool is intended to be informed to the consumers and 
equip them with sustainability-related information. Periodically, L’Oréal organizes consumer awareness 
campaigns in an attempt to raise awareness amongst its customers and consumers. Generally, these 
campaigns are run along with a cause like prevention of musculo-skeletal disorder and thereby 
contributing to a social cause. These initiatives reinforce L’Oréal’s image and reputation amongst the 
various stakeholders resulting in enhanced cooperation, commitment, and understanding. 
 

Developing Sustainably 
L’Oréal aspires to include its internal and external stakeholders in its growth and development. It 

strongly believes that social inclusion ensures the sustenance of an organization in the long run (L’Oréal, 
2017b). Solidarity sourcing program is an important initiative wherein L’Oréal undertakes a proportion of 
its global purchase from suppliers who provide employment to underprivileged communities. Generally, 
such supplier firms do not participate in the major international call for tenders and majorly consist of 
micro-enterprises.  L’Oréal provides training under ‘Beauty for a Better Life’ program to beauticians on 
hairdressing and make-up and upskills them to gain better employment opportunities in the industry. 
People with disabilities are an integral part of L'Oréal and the organization is an active member of the 
International Labour Organization's Global Business and Disability Network (L’Oréal, 2017b). L’Oréal has 
been recognized as one of the ten best performing business on Diversity and Inclusion from more than 
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5000 corporations evaluated by Thomson Reuters (L’Oréal, 2017b).  This provides evidence for the efforts 
of L’Oréal in inclusive and collective growth.  

L’Oréal has not restricted sustainable development initiatives just to itself and has promoted its 
suppliers to adopt sustainable development actions. This ensures that participants in the value chain 
activities of L’Oréal are motivated to take up actions to meet sustainable development goals as this is an 
important criterion in supplier selection. L’Oréal goes further to devise an environmental strategy for its 
suppliers and support them in setting up carbon emission reduction goals under the CDP Supply Chain 
Program since 2009. Within L’Oréal, employees are provided training, health care and financial 
information beyond the usual activities undertaken by Human Resources function. Employees are part of 
the ‘L’Oréal Share and Care’ program that includes four areas – healthcare services for employees and 
their families, work-life balance and quality of life at work. Regional efforts by L’Oréal’s subsidiary across 
the globe add on to the group's effort for sustainability development. 

Table 1 summarizes the initiatives undertaken by L’Oréal.  In the program ‘sharing beauty with all’, 
they focus on four pillars of achieving sustainability – innovation, production, living and development, 
which impact the environment, social and economic dimension of the triple bottom line. By indulging in 
innovating sustainably, they emphasize on the environment. Firstly, by reducing environmental footprint, 
in 2017, 52% of products have an improved environmental profile (L’Oréal, 2017a). Secondly, by 
respecting biodiversity and optimizing packaging, they upgraded the profile of 55% of products due to 
packaging with a reduced environmental footprint in 2017 (L’Oréal, 2017a). Thereby, as per the L’Oréal 
case, innovating sustainably influences environmental integrity and social equity. 

Table 1: Summary of sustainability initiatives undertaken by L’Oréal and its impact on 
Environment, Social and Economic dimensions of Triple Bottom Line 

 

Producing sustainably emphasizes on the environment and social elements of the triple bottom line. 
L’Oréal strives to reduce CO2 emissions and by 2017 there has been a reduction in CO2 emissions by 73% 
from manufacturing and distribution centers of L’Oréal (L’Oréal, 2017a). Reduction in water consumption 
is being pursued by optimizing consumption and water recycling. In 2017, they attained a lowering of 
48% in water consumption in their different centere\s. Nevertheless, L’Oréal strives to use resources in an 
optimal manner which is demonstrated in their 2017 progress report, where they reported that there is a 
reduction in the waste generated from manufacturing centers by 37% (L’Oréal, 2017a). L’Oréal case 
demonstrates that using efficient processes and systems for manufacturing influences the environmental 
profile and social equity.   

Living sustainably is another initiative which focuses on social and environmental factors.  
L’Oréal implemented the Sustainable Product Optimization Tool (SPOT) to gauge the social and 
environmental performance of its products (L’Oréal, 2017b). This tool is integrated into the product design 
process and provides feedback on the product’s social and environmental performance beyond the 
economic performance, thereby providing information about their products to the customers. L’Oréal 
conducts consumer awareness campaigns to raise awareness amongst its consumers. Thus, L’Oréal 
indicates that focusing on living sustainably influences environmental integrity and social equity. 

Developing sustainable initiatives requires a focus on the economic and social dimensions. L’Oréal 
aims to include its internal and external stakeholders in its growth and development. Conducting 
solidarity sourcing program for its suppliers is an initiative wherein L’Oréal undertakes a proportion of its 
global purchase from suppliers. For employees, L’Oréal aspires to provide training under ‘Beauty for a 
Better Life’ program. For the community as a whole, they have undertaken various initiatives, for 
instance, in 2017, 1042 disabled people worked for L’Oréal (L’Oréal, 2017a). Hence, it is demonstrated by 
the case of L’Oréal that developing sustainably influences economic prosperity.  
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Source- (L’Oréal, 2018) 

 

Discussion and Implications 
This paper is amongst the few studies that go beyond the usual theoretical and empirical 

assessment of sustainable development and discusses practical business initiatives undertaken by an 
organization for sustainability. Therefore, it is not based on theoretical and empirical grounds, rather it is 
based on reality. Sustainability is a paradigm which encompasses the three main principles – 
Environmental Integrity, Social Equity, and Economic Prosperity. It was found that even in a real business 
scenario, economic and social dimensions are synergetic to environment dimension. For L’Oréal, the most 
important change is towards low carbon business model. They have able to reduce the carbon dioxide 
level emissions by 77% between 2005 and 2018 and increased production by 38%.  L’Oréal has proved that 
it is certainly possible to combine growth with keeping in mind the environment. The progress has to be 
concomitant with the change in the structure so that the initiatives are undertaken within the scope of the 
company. These synergies guaranteed consistency be between exemplary business activities and an 
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exemplary positive contribution to society. One cannot proceed without the other within our vision of 
global corporate responsibility. 

 Hence, comparing to the other works, this work provides a holistic view for looking at 
sustainability and practical execution by an organization. This study provides critical implications for 
practitioners, academicians, and policymakers. Practitioners must understand that sustainable 
development needs to be embedded in the organization's activities in order to be successfully achieved. 
L'Oréal's way of managing diverse activities across different domains have sustainable development as a 
prime concern. The mere pursuance of activities aimed at reducing environmental footprint which is 
considered as the most important aspect of the triple bottom line will not fulfill the achievement of 
sustainable development. Practitioners must consider the environment, economic and social aspects of 
sustainable development in the decision-making process. Until the practitioners take up sustainable 
development as part of their day-to-day activities, sustainable development will remain an elusive term 
that will be discussed by the top management and never put into action. Academicians must take up 
further research endeavor in discussing a practical approach to undertake sustainable development. This 
research paper is an attempt to fill the gap of the scarcity of studies that examine the pursuance of 
sustainable development goals in real business cases. Such studies will provide much-needed information 
for other businesses to take up sustainable development initiatives. The policymakers are appraised on 
the way an organization is undertaking sustainable development. Policymakers must support 
organizations to take up sustainable development initiatives by providing incentives. Sustainable 
development is understood by organizations differently, the policymakers must respond in such a way 
that organizations understand the meaning of sustainable development that is beyond the sustenance of 
the business. 
 

Conclusion 
The aim of this paper was to explore sustainable development initiatives undertaken by an 

organization of international repute without compromising on any dimension – environment, society, and 
profits. The literature on sustainable development has rarely explored the practical aspect of making 
sustainable development work by depicting it in practical case-based research. This paper attempts to fill 
in this gap by undertaking case-based research and validating few propositions developed through 
literature review.  The paper discusses the gains to the firm and the ecosystem if the firm goes beyond the 
expectations of regulation to promote innovation and motivate constant performance in a sustainable 
manner. L’Oréal’s initiatives for addressing the environmental and social issues by focusing on carbon 
footprint reduction, waste management, deforestation, water management, provision of employment and 
societal development positively impacts the firm’s image, its business and the industry ecosystem.  The 
detailed account on L’Oréal demonstrates how organization-wide effort including supply chain partners 
contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Further, L’Oréal’s efforts are implemented 
across the globe and integration amongst them allows for the adoption of best practices, quick decision 
making, and collaboration. L'Oréal represents a  balanced business model that acts as a means for long-
term profitability with due respect to environment and society (L’Oréal, 2017a). The literature argues that 
the firms that address environmental issues can positively affect their financial performance and 
competitive position (Albertini, 2013; Andrew A. King & Michael J. Lenox, 2001; Parastoo et al., 2015; Post 
& social, 1992; Zahra, 1993). This is evident from the fact that in terms of sales, L’Oréal is one of the top 
ranked cosmetics organizations with sales of $28.6 billion (L’Oréal, 2017a; WWD, 2017). Other 
organizations in the cosmetics industry, as well as other industries, can take cues from the measures 
undertaken by L’Oréal for sustainable development. Moreover, this study through L’Oréal’s case provides 
significant inputs to practitioners on the way forward to take up sustainable development as an 
embedded component in their everyday activities.    
 

Limitations and Future Work 
The study is subject to a few limitations; the most prominent one is that this paper is based on a 

discussion of a single organization. Future studies can undertake a discussion of multiple organizations. 
This paper lacks a quantitative analysis that links factors that impact sustainable development initiatives. 
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Future studies can undertake quantitative analysis. Keeping in view the increasing call for research on the 
practical viability of sustainable development, researchers can take up studies that incorporate both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. Such studies will not only be focused on identifying cause and 
effect relationship based on quantitative methods but also take its findings to a real practical setting and 
examine it. 
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