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Abstract 

Sustainability, responsibility, and ethics (SRE) have become significant drivers for change in 

business with the term responsible management as an umbrella term describing managerial 

practices embracing SRE. Responsible management implies that being a competent manager 

now necessitates competences distinct from the ones traditionally required. An emerging 

literature on competences for S, R, and E has described competences for each of the three in a 

separated fashion. Educational and managerial practice, however, commonly integrates SRE as 

one ‘inter-discipline’. In this paper we unearth a competence-portfolio for the responsible 

management inter-discipline through a structured review of the competences for SRE literatures. 

Extending the KSA competence by the distinction between independent and interdependent 

competences, we find six integrative domains of competences related to ‘knowledge (know)’, 

‘analysis (think)’, ‘action (do)’, ‘interaction (relate)’, ‘character (be)’ and ‘self-adaptation 

(become)’. These domains together form a competence portfolio as basis for the creation of 

particular competence profiles for research and practice on educational design, professional 

development, and human resource management. 
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Social intrapreneurs must be like donkeys with the capability of carrying the weight of 

transformation, and being able to plod along with it. The intrapreneurs must also be like 

giraffes, with the head in the clouds (vision to create sustainable business), and the feet 

firmly on the ground to step over obstacles when encountered. Social intrapreneurs must 

endure times of loneliness like a wolf, in the times that their vision of responsible 

businesses is not shared. Finally, intrapreneurs must be like beavers, reshaping their 

company´s landscape, creating lakes and cascades of opportunities for the business to be 

changed (SustainAbility, 2008 as cited in Laasch & Conaway, 2015a). 

 

The above use of the animal metaphors in the description of social intrapreneur competences 

encapsulates the idea of this paper. To be competent, responsible managers, as much as social 

intrapreneurs, require a varied set of interconnected competences that may be distinct to the 

competences primarily required in mainstream management. While we do not claim responsible 

managers necessarily have to be (like) donkeys, giraffes, wolves, and beavers, this paper leads to 

a similar, but much broader set, a portfolio of competences as suggested by the academic 

literature.  

Over the past years, management, management education, and the business schools 

providing such education have regularly been blamed for many of the ailments of the global 

economy (and society) that were often attributed to the behaviour of irresponsible managers 

(Amann, Pirson, Dierksmeier, Von Kimakowitz, & Spitzeck, 2011; Ghoshal, 2005). However, 

there is also an increasing appreciation of the manager’s potential to do good and to actively 

solve societal problems. On the organizational level, we see a larger movement towards greater 
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business sustainability, responsibility and ethics (Lubin & Esty, 2010; Waddock, Bodwell, & 

Graves, 2002). This shift changes the way organizations function and are managed, which 

subsequently creates a shift in the competences required by the individuals managing these 

organizations – a shift in what it means to be a competent manager. 

Business schools increasingly have responded to the demand for managers mastering or 

being competent in the management of business sustainability, responsibility, and ethics. EQUIS, 

AACSB and other accreditation bodies have explicitly made ERS (Ethics, Responsibility, 

Sustainability) elements mandatory parts of their evaluation criteria (Cho, et al., 2014). 

Traditionally, business schools would cover these criteria by offering courses that focus on one 

of the disciplines, S, R, or E, and therefore mainly create isolated competences for one discipline, 

per course offered. 

However, in managerial practice, S, R, and E can barely be separated- they are managed, 

enacted, and communicated together, which is why they require an interconnected competence 

profile for this enactment (Randles & Laasch, 2015; Smith & Alexander, 2013). This requires a 

move towards integration also in educational designs as exemplified by Maclagan and Campbell 

(2011). Business schools have increasingly begun to offer integrated SRE courses.i Largely 

developed through activities related to the United Nations Principles for Responsible 

Management Education (PRME) initiative, ‘responsible management’ and ‘responsible 

management education’ have become integrative umbrella terms for describing managerial and 

educational practice aimed at sustainability, responsibility, and ethics. Responsible management 

is a type of management that ‘assumes responsibility for the triple bottom line (sustainability), 

stakeholder value (responsibility) and moral dilemmas (ethics)’, (Laasch & Conaway, 2015a, p. 

25). Rasche and Gilbert (2015) translate this understanding from management to management 
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education and posit that responsible management education is aimed at embedding reflections on 

sustainability, responsibility and ethics into educational and other academic practice. Laasch and 

Moosmayer (2015) broaden this understanding by conceptualizing responsible management 

learning as learning for SRE, not only in explicit educational settings, but also on the job and in 

other implicit learning environments. For the remainder of this article we will refer to 

responsible management competences as an integrative term for competences for SRE, and 

conversely, when we refer to competences for SRE we synonymously make reference to 

competences for responsible management. 

This paper is aimed as a contribution to both the mitigation of two social issues and at 

opening up a new academic discussion, both in the educational and research spheres. The first 

social issue is established by the need for guidance in educational design for responsible 

management education. The second issue is the lack of professional standards to assess managers’ 

responsible management competence, which creates a barrier to job entry for prospective 

responsible managers, and a competence gap for companies unable to identify and hire the 

(human resources) necessary to create sustainable, responsible and ethical practices. 

In the educational sphere, over 600 business schools worldwide have made an explicit 

commitment as members of the UN PRME initiative to develop the competences of responsible 

managers as illustrated by PRME Principle 3, ‘to develop the capabilities of students to be future 

generators of sustainable value for business and society at large and to work for an inclusive 

and sustainable global economy’ (PRME, 2007). Many more schools have educational offerings 

that involve several of the disciplines of sustainability, responsibility, and ethics. However, there 

is no integrative competence framework yet, providing a inter-disciplinary platform for 

educational practice and research, as competence frameworks have been developed in an isolated 
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fashion for each discipline, sustainability (e.g. Barth et al., 2007), responsibility (e.g. Schneider, 

Zollo, & Manocha, 2010), and ethics (e.g. Adobor, 2006). The little explicit research on the 

inter-disciplinary connections of the disciplines of SRE conducted agrees on the existence of a 

shared core between the SRE disciplines (Montiel, 2008; Schwartz & Carroll, 2008; Waddock, 

2004). However, we know of no research that has reviewed the meaning of (inter-)disciplinary 

understandings of SRE through the angle of educational research, particularly from a 

competence angle. Competences for sustainability, responsibility, and ethics have been derived 

in their respective disciplinary silos, which limits its value, for integrated inter-disciplinary 

responsible management learning and practice (Laasch & Moosmayer, 2015). 

In summary, managerial practice typically integrates SRE, so does increasingly 

educational practice. However, academic disciplinary silos in research and education have 

largely separated them. A competence-based approach to responsible management education 

reintegrates competences for SRE. The approach is aimed at reconnecting academic 

knowledge and making it accessible for practice application, which appears integrated by 

nature. This leads to our research interest to develop an appreciation of the competences that 

have been suggested for SRE, and to develop an integrated competence portfolio. In order to 

develop such a portfolio, we apply a thematic analysis on SRE competence articles in a 

structured literature review. This review provides an overview of the competences deemed 

helpful in responsible management as proposed by the literature included into the review. This 

article is aimed at integrating the research conducted in isolation for competences for 

sustainability, responsibility, and ethics into one competence portfolio that can serve as 

orientation for academic educational design, for the professionalization of responsible 
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management, and for hiring, assessment and management development activities of companies’ 

human resources departments. 

 

COMPETENCE BASED EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

The underlying idea of competence based education and development is that learning should not 

be guided by merely delivering a predefined knowledge input to learners which they have to 

master. It goes beyond teaching knowledge by asking the question: ‘What does one need 

(including, but beyond knowledge) to complete a certain task?’ A competence-based approach 

starts from the question what tasks graduates have to perform and what competences they need 

for successfully performing them. Starting from this question, competence based education then 

specifies the output, i.e. a competence profile that learners are supposed to develop (Sterling, 

2004). This specified output is then taken further to define the processes through which the 

competences can be developed and finally the inputs that are needed to support these processes. 

Inputs can be specified, for instance, in terms of educational materials and educational 

interventions. 

 

Varying Uses and Understandings of the Competence Concept 

Conceptually, competences have been distinguished with regard to directedness towards the 

processing of inputs (e.g. self-confidence) compared to the generation of outputs (e.g. 

presentation skills) (Cockerill, 1989; Tate, 1995). In our overview, we include both dimensions 

as they are usually considered together in academic discussion as well as in the literature streams 

which we analyse. Moreover, we account for the fact that responsible management competence 

requires both dimensions, competences to process inputs and to generate outputs. 
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Competences have further been specified, not only in an individual, but also in an 

organizational context, for instance, as core competences (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990), bringing 

competences into close proximity with the discussion on dynamic capabilities (Eisenhardt & 

Martin, 2000; Teece, 1997; Zollo & Winter, 2002), and the resource-based view on strategy 

(Barney, 2001; Wernerfelt, 1984). In the context of organizational competences, the related 

individual level phenomenon has often been addressed as capabilities. For a more detailed 

discussion of the terminological nuances of competences, for instance, regarding competences 

versus competencies, or differences in terminology, use, and context between competences, 

capabilities, skills and abilities, see Winterton et al. (2006). Nevertheless, for consistently 

applying terminology in the field of individual competences, we use the term “competences” as 

an individual level concept belonging to the realm of management education and development. 

 

The Role of Key Competences 

Particular relevance in educational debates has been given to key competences, also referred to as 

graduate attributes. Key competences have been described as competences “beyond 

disciplinary … knowledge” (Barrie, 2006, p. 117), which are generic in a way that they are 

useful for performing a wide range of tasks rather than for achieving one specific outcome, such 

as communication competences or critical thinking. In other words, they are relatively 

independent of their application context (Rieckmann, 2012). The key competence term has 

received much attention in the 1990s in debates around students’ employability and understood 

as a set of generic competences that graduates need for operating in the business world 

(presentations, communication, time management, …), rather than competences specific to any 
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field. Key competences have also been described as “generic” and “transferable” (e.g. Pitman & 

Broomhall, 2009).  

The key competences concept has also been applied to SRE issues to describe how many 

competences needed for including and balancing social, environmental and ethical aspects are 

general competences that are needed for a wide range of tasks (Barth, et al., 2007; Rychen & 

Salganik, 2003; Wiek, et al., 2011). The idea of overarching, generic competences also supports 

our search for competences that are relevant for all three SRE disciplines- interdisciplinary key 

competences for responsible management. In the discussion section of this paper we will make 

further reference to how what is considered a key competence may vary, depending on the 

definition of the application area of a particular competence profile. What might be considered a 

rather ‘peripheral’ competence for responsible management in one context, may be considered a 

key competence in a distinct setting. 

 

Aims and Challenges of Competence-Based Education and Development 

A central question in management research is the link between various competences taught and 

those required for workplace performance (Edelman, et al., 2008; Rubin, 2009; Rynes, et al., 

2003). We build our related discussion on the understanding that learning is a holistic process, 

not an outcome. Learning is rooted in experience and thus involves the interplay between a 

person and its environment that ultimately results in knowledge creation (see Kayes, 2002: 139; 

Kolb, 1984: 25). Learning is the process through which competences are developed. This leaves 

educators with a challenge: As educators, we have limited control over the learning experience 

as it is a largely internal process that learners go through. Nevertheless, educators can manage 

the inputs to and the context of the learning process. An important idea of a competence based 
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approach is to specify the learning outputs first, in order to then choose appropriate inputs and 

set context variables that lead to the desired learning processes. 

An underlying aspiration of competence based education is to make outputs measurable 

(Boam & Sparrow, 1992; Bowden & Masters, 1993; Levy-Leboyer, 1997). Educational success 

is thus assessed by determining to what extent students have developed the desired competences 

through an educational intervention (Hoffmann, 1999; Gamero, 2009; Guillén, et al., 2007). A 

challenge of the approach might be seen in the argument that one needs to observe the practicing 

of a specific competence in order to evaluate it (Gamero, 2009; Guillén, et al., 2007); and one 

might argue that management competences would need to be realized and observed in 

management practice in order to provide evidence for this competence. 

 

A Competence-Based Approach to Responsible Management Education and Development 

Adopting a competence-based approach to responsible management education challenges us to 

rethink both traditional management education and existing approaches to responsible 

management education (Kurucz, Colbert, & Marcus, 2013). The question of what competences 

should be learnt – rather than what should be taught (Hesselbarth & Schaltegger, 2014) has 

found much of attention, for instance, in the sustainability discipline (e.g. Rieckmann, 2012; 

Wiek et al., 2011). A few publications have begun to ask the inter-disciplinary question of what 

competences responsible managers need, as a basis for educational designs aimed at the creation 

of such competences (Mocny & Laasch, 2010; Laasch & Conaway, 2015a; Laasch & Conaway, 

2015b). More research is needed to build a solid basis for an effective competence-based 

approach to responsible management, and to responsible management education. However, 

existing knowledge about how managers could be educated to master inter-disciplinary SRE 
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management is still scarce (see e.g. Grothe and Fröbel, 2010; Willard et al., 2010; Johnston, 

2013) and a systematic approach to exploring competences for such responsible management 

appears thus justified. 

The competence measurement imperative mentioned above may create an additional 

tension when competence-based education is applied on responsible management. Responsible 

management education may often be directed towards the sphere of values and beliefs, concepts 

which are generally difficult to observe (e.g. De Haan, 2006; Roorda, 2010; Sleurs, 2008). This 

creates some tension between the idea of developing something unobservable and making this 

measurable at the same time (Cheetham & Chivers, 1996; Hermans, 2007). Competences are 

developed by training and experience; however, training values and experiencing them may be 

difficult (Gamero, 2009; Guillén, et al., 2007), defining a target of which values should be 

reached, learned or developed seems even questionable if one assumes that higher education 

aims at developing independent individuals. It might be argued that competence-based 

responsible management education builds on hard to commensurate entry points.  

The responsible management competence portfolio to be developed next is aimed at 

becoming a first step to develop a clearer appreciation of the competences relevant for 

responsible management, and for further specifying how these can be developed and measured. 

 

BUILDING RESPONSIBLE MANAGEMENT COMPETENCE PORTFOLIOS 

The competence-based approach to management learning, education, and development has 

largely been developed in the early 1990s with the goal to better understand what it means to be 

a competent manager (Brewis, 1996; Caird, 1992). In this context, competent managers not only 

know management (knowledge as just one competence type), but they master a multi-facetted 
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management profession (Trank & Rynes, 2003). This includes that managers require social 

competences (to interact), procedural competences (to do), and self-competences (to be) (Delors, 

et al., 1996; Erpenbeck & Heyse, 2007; Erpenbeck & Rosenstil, 2003; Tawil & Cougoureux, 

2013) that together make an effective manager (Brewis, 1996). However, managers’ competence 

portfolios change (Burgoyne, 1989), because the concept of what a ‘good’ and effective manager 

is, is subject to constant change. For instance, the dominant business trend in the mid-1990s and 

early 2000s was globalization. This led to the emergence of an increasingly internationalized 

management profession and the need for ‘developing global managers’ by building up a 

competence portfolio that centrally includes ‘global capabilities’ (Hunter W. D., 2004; Hunter, 

White, & Godbey, 2006; Townsend, 2003). As outlined in the very beginning of this text, we 

currently see a trend similar in magnitude to globalization, shaking up the management 

profession. The integration of sustainability, responsibility, and ethics into managerial practice, 

requires a revision of what it means to be a competence manager. To describe these competences 

we use responsible management as umbrella for a type of management that embracing SRE 

(Laasch & Conaway, 2015a; Rasche & Gilbert, 2015). 

 

The Roles of Competence Domains and Portfolios in Performing Management Tasks 

In the context of our paper we consider a competence to be an individual’s ability to successfully 

perform a task or to tackle a real-world problem in a specific context through the use of cognitive 

and non-cognitive resources (Barth, et al., 2007; Dale & Newman, 2005; Dentoni, et al., 2012; 

Lans, et al., 2014; Rychen & Salganik, 2003). While some researchers understand competences 

as trait-oriented (Brannick, et al., 2007; Warr & Conner, 1992), we focus on the more 

behavioural perspective (see e.g. Woodruffe, 1992). Although competences are acquired through 
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a long-term effort and are thus usually long-lasting, they are not necessarily a given part of an 

individual’s character and we assume that they can be acquired through learning and developed 

through education. 

In our review, we build on an understanding of competences as the integration of certain 

knowledge, skills, and attitudes into a competence portfolio (Baartman, et al., 2007; Cheetham & 

Chivers, 1996; Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999; Parry, 1998; Rychen & Salganik, 2003). The concept 

of KSA has emerged from practice, which has led to a pragmatic and varying use of the three 

terms, but without a clear-cut universal definition. Also, the KSA domains are related to a range 

of similar, but distinct concepts. For instance, Bloom’s taxonomy that describes cognitive, 

affective, and psychomotor domains, can be related to knowledge, skills and attitudes 

(Krathwohl, 2002). Competence domains have also been framed more colloquially in the context 

of holistic education as knowing, feeling, doing or head, heart, hands (Sipos, et al., 2008). In the 

context of United States Federal government jobs, KSA has also been used as abbreviation for 

knowledge, skills and abilities. This understanding has also made its way into some of the 

academic literature describing the competence portfolios of, for instance, IT professionals and 

accounting professionals (Cheney, et al., 1990; Palmer, et al., 2004). Also, the KSA domains can 

be related to the European Qualifications Framework (EQF) that distinguishes and describes 

competences as what one knows, understands, and does (is able to do). 

These competence domains typically interact in behaviour (Baethge, et al., 2006; 

Burgoyne, 1989). Accordingly, competences can further be specified with regard to the 

facilitation of a specific behaviour for a certain job. Competence as an ability to perform tasks is 

enabled by a combination of sub-competences from different domains. For instance we might 

use the KSA domains, to understand what it needs to successfully manage a stakeholder 
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relationship. For the task, a manager might need to ‘know’ stakeholders and their contexts, to 

have social ‘skills’ to interact with them, and an ‘attitude’ of empathy and openness to respond to 

stakeholders’ needs. A competence portfolio for responsible management education will need to 

summarize competences from distinct domains for a variety of tasks typical for responsible 

management. In the context of our research interest, we thus understand responsible management 

competence (synonymously SRE competence) as an individual’s ability to perform a sustainable, 

responsible or ethical behaviour enabled by a profile established by competences from different 

domains. 

We will now enter into the discussion of the conceptual pieces of competence portfolios, 

on the one hand the KSA domains and on the other hand the distinction between dependent and 

interdependent competence domains. 

 

Developing Domains from Independent and Interdependent KSAs 

In our later analysis, we apply the established KSA domains and extend them to cover the 

specific context of SRE competences. The use of the KSA domains in the context of SRE has 

been tried and tested extensively. Early on Dees (1998) and Hemingway (2005) argued that a 

combination of knowledge and skills is required for social entrepreneurship and that this 

combination should be grounded in a reflection of ones values, which relates to the attitudes 

domain of the KSA framework. KSA has more recently been presented as useful in addressing 

sustainability in educational contexts (e.g. Hesselbarth & Schaltegger, 2013, Lozano et al., 2011; 

Stubbs and Schapper, 2011; WEC and Net Impact, 2011). 

The concept of competences has been applied to a broad range of disciplinary and 

functional fields (see Morales-Sánchez &Cabello-Medina, 2013: 719 for specific examples), and 
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a broad range of often context-specific domains have been suggested (Alles, 2007; Cardy & 

Selvarajan, 2006). However, the KSA – knowledge, skills, attitudes framework seems among the 

more dominant and prominent ones and has also shown the widest applicability. It is a common 

practice to extend the literal, and narrow understanding of KSA to capture the particular 

competences relevant in a given research context (Hodges, et al., 2001; Hunter, 2004), 

Inductively guided by the competences found in our structured review, but deductively anchored 

in the KSA concept, we propose the wider area of intellectual competences (extension of 

‘knowledge’), of practical competences (extension of ‘skills’), and of personal competences 

(extension of ‘attitudes’). 

To better account for the specific characteristics of competences for SRE, as encountered 

through the structured review, we amend these areas of intellectual, practical, and personal 

competence by dividing each into an independent and an interdependent domains. The 

independent domain describes self-contained competences, while interdependent competences 

depend on environmental factors. We will now illustrate what this distinction means in the 

particular context of our three areas of intellectual, practical, and self-competences.  

We divide the intellectual competence area into the domains of independent ‘knowledge’ (know) 

competence, and interdependent ‘analysis’ (think) competence. Knowledge as a ‘stock’ of 

knowledge is independent from the person’s environment, until it is made interdependent 

through the active thought process. Analytical competences are intellectual competences realized 

in interaction with a particular problem.  

In the practical competence area, Delors et al. (1996) pointed out that sustainability 

requires the individual to put its own behaviours and impacts in relation to others in distinct 

places (e.g. peoples in other continents) or times (e.g. future generations). They thus suggested 
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complementing the skill-related ‘do’ domain by the relational competence domain ‘learning to 

live together’. This emphasizes the importance of not only do independently from others, but to 

also be able to interdependently relate oneself to other players and to interact with them. This is 

also in line with the OECD (2005) perspective on competences for acting autonomously i.e. 

independently, and for interacting with others, i.e. interdependently. 

We now direct our attention to the personal competence area. The terms independent and 

interdependent we have used above originally stem from their use in the discussion around 

conceptions of individuality in the personal competence area (Cross & Markus, 1994; Markus & 

Kitayama, 1991). This literature conceptualizes independence versus interdependence as the 

distinction between interdependent self and independent self. The underlying question is how 

individuals construe their self, rather on their internal characteristics (independent self), or on 

their interaction with the outside world (interdepdendent self) (e.g. Cross & Markus, 1994; 

Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The independent self is focused on one’s own, internally contained 

values and preferences, while interdependent self would be more directed at an individual’s 

context and competences relevant to public behaviour, while (Cross & Markus, 1994). Jensen 

and Schnack (1997, p. 165) make the relevance of the interdependent dimension for competences 

very explicit by associating competence with participation, i.e. relating competence to the world 

outside the individual who carries a certain competence. We amend this conceptual structure to 

divide the personal competences area into Domain 5 of ‘character’ (be), which relates to the 

independent self, and into Domain 6 of ‘self-adaptation’ (become), relating more closely to the 

interdependent self. The character domain describes rather self-contained personal characteristics 

primarily influenced through internal personal processes rather independent from the personal 
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environment, while the self-adaptation domain describes competences in which the self interacts 

with the social and non-social external environment. 

TABLE 1 serves to illustrate a resulting 3 (KSA) x 2 (independent/interdependent) matrix, 

a portfolio of six competence domains in three competence areas as introduced above, and each 

of which extends one of the elements of the KSA framework: The intellectual competence area, 

extends knowledge (K), the practical competence area skills (S), and the personal competence 

area extends attitudes (A). These three areas can be divided into two sub-domains each, based on 

the independent-interdependent distinction. The resulting six competence domains in the 

portfolio are ‘knowledge (know’) and ‘analysis (think)’ inside the intellectual competence area; 

‘action (do)’ and ‘interaction (relate)’ in the practical competence area; as well as ‘character 

(be)’ and ‘self-adaptation (become)’ in the personal competence area. 

These six competence domains are not, as could be assumed from their position at the 

end of a theory section, a pure product of deduction. They rather are a product of an ongoing 

discourse between the data (codes identified) and the competence literature, between deduction 

and induction. In the methods and the findings sections we will further illustrate how, the 

thematic analysis of the competences for SRE literature in dialogue with competence theory has 

led to the emergence of these six competence domains. The findings section will also be used to 

further illustrate how the distinction between interdependent and independent KSA dimensions 

was central in the process and how it led to the main finding of a competence portfolio for SRE. 

 

+++ Insert Table 1 about here +++ 
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METHOD 

Resulting from our research interest in an approach to responsible management education that 

integrates competences for sustainability, responsibility, and ethics we ask the following research 

question:  

‘Which competences for sustainability, responsibility, and ethics have been proposed as 

beneficial for responsible management?’ 

This first question of explorative-descriptive nature leads to the ancillary question of pragmatic 

nature: 

‘How can these competences be systematically organized and made accessible in an 

integrated competence portfolio for the use in education, in research, and by management 

practitioners?’ 

To answer these questions we apply a thematic analysis of the SRE competences as proposed by 

academic research, embedded into a structured (literature) review. The structured review method 

relies on a systematic review of literature, to answer a specific research question. It is one form 

of a ‘systematic review’ which ‘attempts to collate all empirical evidence that fits pre-specified 

eligibility criteria … explicit, systematic methods that are selected with a view to minimizing bias, 

thus providing more reliable findings from which conclusions can be drawn and decisions made’ 

(Higgins & Green, 2011). Systematic reviews were originally used in medical research to 

corroborate narrowly defined research findings and to support practitioners of the medical 

profession in their decision making and intervention. It has made its way into the academic 

management discipline and into the management profession in different forms (Tranfield, 

Denyer, & Smart, 2003). For instance, structured reviews have been used frequently in the 

business and management literature to get a grip on emerging topics and for synthesis purposes, 
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especially in the SRE inter-discipline (Bocken, et al., 2014; Carvalho, et al., 2014; Miller, et al., 

2012). 

Tranfield, Denyer and Palminder Smart (2003) recommend a structured review process in 

the organization and management field building up on the three stages which will now be 

illustrated while making reference to how each stage has been realized in this paper. Stage I, 

‘Planning Review’, includes the identification of the need for a review, the preparation of the 

proposal, and the development of a review protocol. In this paper these steps are summarized in 

the introductory section (need and proposal) and in the review protocol described in this methods 

section. Stage II, ‘Conducting Review’ is the identification of research (academic articles on 

competences for SRE in the business and management area); the selection of academic articles 

(summarized in TABLE 2; the study quality assessment (exclusion of articles as described 

below); the data extraction and monitoring process (see description of the thematic analysis 

process); and the data synthesis (described in findings in the form of a competences for SRE 

portfolio). Stage III, ‘Reporting and Dissemination’, consists of reporting (this paper) and 

recommendations (to use the derived portfolio for educational design, professionalization of 

management, and in human resources activities); and dissemination through the use of the 

competence portfolio in academic and managerial practice, primarily through educational 

designs related to the United Nations Principles for Responsible Management Education and 

Global Compact initiatives. TABLE 2 provides a detailed overview of the structured review and 

of the integrated thematic analysis processes. 

 

+++ Insert Table 2 about here +++ 
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FINDINGS 

We split up the findings into two sections. Following our main research interest, the first section 

outlines the competence portfolio found. The second and third findings sections highlight 

meaningful additional findings made in the course of the data analysis. Particularly we present 

the characteristics of SRE disciplines’ typical competence profiles, their inter-disciplinary 

relationships, and the distribution of SRE competences research across journals. 

 

Responsible Management and SRE Competence Portfolio 

Through the process outlined in the methods section, the 3x2 domain structure described above 

simultaneously emerged in the dialog between the coded data and the literature. The thematic 

analysis, led to clusters of similar competences that could be extracted from the reviewed 

literature as themes. As illustrated in TABLE 3 clustering these themes provide the six generic 

competence domains presented in the theory section of this paper with a particular meaning in 

the context of competences for SRE and responsible management. TABLE 5 in the appendix 

further specifies the individual codes and also in which articles they were found in order to 

provide a transparent picture of the genesis and a traceable connection between the portfolio 

items and the coded data. Each of the six domains is specified through 4-9 SRE-competence-

specific sub-themes. 

 

+++ Insert Table 3 about here +++ 

 

In the intellectual competence area, the first domain knowledge (know) is established by 

the four themes of declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge, knowledge acquisition, and 
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knowledge handling. For each domain these themes found were then summarized into a short 

domain description, such as ‘knowing about SRE, learning and organizing SRE knowledge’ In 

the second domain, ‘analysis (think)’, provides an extensive list of themes, describing analytical 

faculties deemed particularly valuable in responsible management, such as dealing with 

complexity, decision making, and critical thinking. It has been summarized as ‘analysing and 

making multi-dimensional decisions in a SRE context’. 

In the action competence area, the third competence domain ‘action (Do’) is established 

by a set of competence themes, such as ‘good behaviour/integrity’ describing the moral quality 

of managers’ existing behaviour. The themes of ‘initiating action, sustaining action, dealing with 

issues, and effecting change’ represent the competences required at the different stages of a new 

responsible management activity. The themes of ‘managing sustainability, responsibility, ethics’ 

and ‘mainstream management skills’ represent the necessity to learn both specialized SRE 

management skills, and mainstream management skills. Domain number four, ‘interaction 

(relate)’ bundles social competence themes, such as communication, co-creation, and leadership, 

in an environment of actor and stakeholder networks related to managing SRE. It includes social 

coping competences, such as ‘dealing with dissent’ and ‘social complexity’ and proactive social 

skills, such as ‘building relationships’, and ‘leadership’. Another group included are competence 

themes related to basic social processes, such as ‘communication’, and ‘group skills’. 

In the personal competence area, themes in domain 5, ‘character (be)’ competences, may 

be of different degrees of stability. Rather stable ‘character traits’, such as a sense of duty or 

kindness, are as much included as possibly volatile ‘sentiments and states of mind’, such as inner 

harmony or feeling inspired. Furthermore the domain includes a person’s ‘values’, ‘motivations 

and aspirations’, ‘attitudes and consciousness’ as major themes. These themes were bundled 
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under the ‘character (be)’ domain, as all of them describe intimate individual, personal 

characteristics together providing a picture of the person’s self, of inner characteristics. Domain 

6, ‘self-adaptation (become)’, on the other hand, bundles all competence themes that connected 

these inner characteristics to the tasks and problems found in an individual’s environment 

through interaction with which we constantly adapt our self to the environment- through which 

we constantly become. Competences related to the themes of ‘self-image’ and the processes of 

‘introspection’ help a person to understand herself in context, while the themes of ‘self-control’ 

and ‘self-direction’ are related to how we react to tasks, and problems in our environment. While 

these last themes are aimed rather at present being, ‘self-development’ bundles competences that 

help preparing an individual’s self for future environments. 

 

SRE Competence Characteristics and Inter-Disciplinary Relationships 

The above section provided us with an appreciation of the competence areas recommended for 

inclusion into an integrated managerial competence portfolio for sustainability, responsibility, 

and ethics. One might be tempted to ask ‘what for?’ An integrated competence profile only 

makes sense if there are benefits from integration to be found in the form of synergies or 

complementarities. A major argument for an integrated competence portfolio and resulting 

integrated competence profiles has been made in the introductory section, where we suggested 

that the academic separation of S,R, and E does not reflect its integrated practice application. 

This section, however, for now ignores the practice integration and looks at the (dis)advantages 

of integration as they became apparent from the structured review. 

Before discussing the need for integration, it makes sense to critically examine the 

question if there actually is a separation in the literature that might require integration. As 
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illustrated in TABLE 4 we reviewed the disciplinary themes (of S, R, and E)ii of articles and 

analysed the distribution of disciplinary coverage across the journals in included in the structured 

review. The research on managerial competences for sustainability is dominantly published in 

IJSHE and JoCP. Both journals exclusively published competence articles labelled sustainability 

(17 in each journal). JBE published 27 articles labelled ethics, three labelled responsibility, and 

one labelled sustainability. In our sample, no articles on competences for ethics or sustainability 

have been published outside these journals, which leads us to suspect a rather siloed knowledge 

production in these journal communities. While several authors who labelled their articles either 

sustainability or ethics have published multiple articles, none of them has published in a journal 

outside their respective disciplinary communities. For instance, both Barth and Wals have 

independently published in both IJSHE and JoCP on competences for sustainability and 

Maclagan has published in JBE twice on ethical competences. Unlike in the sustainability, and 

ethics disciplines, we cannot identify dominant outlets for competence articles published in the 

responsibility discipline. Articles are dispersed through multiple journals (JBE=5; JCC=3; 

AMLE=2; CSREM=1; BEER=1). Also competence articles from the responsibility perspective 

are quantitatively underrepresented in comparison to sustainability and ethics (S=35; R=12; 

E=27). While four authors have published more than one article on competences included in this 

review, none of them has published on competences from more than one SRE disciplinary 

perspective. In summary, it appears that the literature on competences consists of three literature 

silos, competences for sustainability, competences for responsibility, and competences for ethics. 

But is there a case for integration to be deduced from the literature? 

 

+++ Insert Table 4 +++ 
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To understand if integration makes sense from a research point of view, we will now scrutinize 

distinct characteristics and complementarities between competences for SRE as they emerged 

through the structured review. First, how are S, R, and E distinct across the articles analysed? On 

a level of the six competence domains (see TABLE 6 in the appendix), the SRE disciplines are 

distinct in their respective strength of representation in the codes. From an analysis of the 

normalizediii (right part of the table) occurrences of competence codes per SRE discipline, we 

see that in the ‘knowledge (know)’ domain out of a total (left part of the table) of 103 code 

occurrences 60 percent of the codes stem from articles framed as referring to competences for 

sustainability. Only a minor number of codes (R=22%; E=18%) referred to the other two 

disciplines. Sustainability is less strongly represented, but still dominant (40 %) in the 

‘interaction’ competence domain. In a similar fashion, ethics-related codes dominate both 

personal competence domains. Ethics accounts for 44 percent of the codes in both domains 

‘character’ and ‘self-adaptation, closely followed by responsibility codes with almost another 40 

percent in each domain. Sustainability in both domains lacks behind with just below 20 percent. 

All three disciplines are close to being evenly distributed in coverage throughout the domains of 

‘action’ and ‘analysis’. While there is need to further scrutinize how robust and meaningful these 

percentages are, a first impression is that distinct disciplines unevenly relate to distinct 

disciplines. This impression would need to be further corroborated through the use of a larger 

and more homogeneous dataset, for instance, through a large-scale survey among responsible 

management professionals. 

The distinctive nature of SRE disciplines becomes even more apparent on theme level, 

where each theme appears to assume a distinct profile of dominant competences. Sustainability 
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codes, for instance, dominate all themes in the knowledge domain, as well as the analytical 

competence themes of systems, strategic, and temporal thinking, and of dealing with complexity. 

Sustainability also dominates the practical competences themes of ‘initiating action’ and ‘group 

skills and collaboration’. Responsibility codes lead in ‘strategic thinking’ and dominate the 

‘critical thinking’ theme. Responsibility leads in ‘dealing with issues’ and ‘effecting change’ and 

also in the interaction competence themes of ‘communicating’ and ‘building and maintaining 

relationships’. In the personal competence area, responsibility codes lead in ‘sentiments and 

states of mind’, ‘introspection’, and ‘personal development’. Ethics competences as represented 

in the literature are focused on the analytical competence themes of ‘moral reasoning’ and 

‘decision making’, they also make most reference to ‘dealing with social complexity’ and 

‘leadership’. It is, however, in the personal competence domain where they are most strongly 

represented, dominating the themes of ‘motivations and aspirations’, ‘values’, ‘attitudes and 

consciousness’, ‘character traits’, ‘self-image’, ‘self-control’, and ‘self-direction’. 

While the last paragraph stresses the distinctiveness of the three disciplines in their core 

areas of competence, the structured review also revealed several points of integration and 

complementarities. Out of 36 themes 30 themes cover codes from all three disciplines. We 

interpret this as evidence for the relevance of these themes for all three disciplines, which may be 

an entry point for discussion about integrating competences from all three disciplines into 

combined competence profiles. Conversely, where themes were not covered by a competence, an 

integrated perspective may lead to a cross fertilization between disciplines. For instance, in the 

‘action (do)’ domain, sustainability is most heavily covered in the ‘initiating action’ theme, 

while ethics dominates ‘sustaining action’. Researchers interested in sustainability, might draw 

inspiration from the rich ethics literature on competences for sustaining action to enrich their 
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own understanding of this theme for sustainability. Another meaningful example is the 

responsibility discipline, which is not represented in any of the themes ‘knowledge acquisition’, 

‘creative thinking’, ‘attitudes and consciousness’, and ‘self-direction’. Responsibility researchers 

might be interested in the question if these gaps exist as these areas are simply not relevant for 

responsibility, or if they constitute meaningful research gaps worth filling. These contact points 

revealed through the review lead us to suggest that an integrative perspective on SRE 

competences, additionally to the practitioner need outlined in the introduction, also provides 

conceptual, research-related opportunities. 

 

LIMITATIONS, DISCUSSION AND APPLICATION 

The research presented has some limitations out of which several result in attractive avenues for 

further discussion and research. In the last part of this section, we will furthermore outline 

practice-relevant implications and recommendations for applications building on our findings. 

 

Maturity and Need for Competence Research across SRE Disciplines 

We found the distinct quality and perceived state of maturity and institutionalization of the 

competence research in the disciplines of sustainability, responsibility, and ethics intriguing. 

While both competences for sustainability and for ethics appeared to be well-developed as a 

coherent, mature body of literature, competences for responsibility appeared not only less 

frequent, but also dispersed across journals, and very heterogeneous in the competences and 

concepts covered. A first attempt to understand this observation led us to the consideration of 

roles of structures and institutions. For instance, much of the research for sustainability 

competences appears related to funding and structures (e.g. chairs) related to UNESCO Decade 



CRME Working Paper 1-2015; Laasch & Moosmayer; Responsible Management Competences  26 

Early Draft for Open Peer Review- Please send feedback to oliver.laasch@mbs.ac.uk 

of Education for Sustainable Development. Also, the two journals IJSHE and JoCP have 

developed a stream of interconnected research on sustainability competences. Competence 

research related to ethics, on the other hand, seems to benefit from its almost natural connection 

to well-established conceptual entry points in the ethics discipline, such as moral development 

originated from Kohlberg’s work, and on descriptive ethics’ search for characteristics that 

facilitate or impede ethical behaviour. Responsibility competences research analysed in our 

sample, however, appears to lack behind in institutions providing funding and structure. Main 

outlets of the responsibility discipline have not developed a discussion around the topic. For 

instance, in Business and Society, as leading specialized responsibility journal, we could not 

identify a single article explicitly referring to the competence debate. Also, the wide variety of 

conceptual lenses used in the articles we reviewed, appear to build up on little shared conceptual 

ground to build up on. Assuming there is merit in the further development of competences for 

responsibility research as an endeavour, we suggest a discussion that might include a potential 

role to be played to create institutional infrastructure, for instance, by the UN PRME initiative, 

and a discussion around the potential home (e.g. BaS) for the discussion around competences for 

responsibility. 

 

Limitations and Resulting Discussions 

The first limitation we have experienced strongly in the research process is that the competence 

domains found are not discrete, perfectly delineated entities. Domain boundaries are blurry. For 

instance, the codes included into theme of ‘critical thinking’ in the analytical domain are closely 

related to some of the codes in the ‘effecting change’ theme in the action competence domain 

(see TABLE 5). We interpret this characteristic (as outlined in the competence theory section), as 
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originating from the interconnected nature of sub-competence domains as basis for the larger 

competence to achieve a certain task. Another limitation of the research output in form of the 

competence portfolio is that in some sections it presents rather generic competences. For instance, 

the themes of ‘domain knowledge’ and ‘procedural knowledge’ in the knowledge competence 

domain, are obviously not exclusively relevant for SRE competence, but could be competences 

required for virtually any task that requires knowledge. We would like to highlight two positive 

aspects related to the perceived issue of being overly generic. On the one hand, this general 

applicability and broad framing of the themes might provide a basis for further research in other 

competence areas unrelated to competences for SRE or responsible management. Possibly, on a 

competence domain level, which are even more generic, our framework may serve to further 

investigate very distinct competences portfolio, such as the ones for international management, 

or even outside the management profession, for engineers or bakers. On the other hand, the full 

overview of which codes have gone into the themes allows for an in-depth appreciation of the 

non-generic, particular competences suggested by the literature on competences for SRE (see 

TABLE 5 in the appendix).  

The focus of this article was on the integration of SRE competence, which is why we 

have only skimmed what happens at the disciplinary boundaries. Further research on the 

interrelatedness of the SRE disciplines, might shed light on where competence profiles are 

synergetic and where potentially detrimental relationships might be identified. Similarly, we 

have largely ignored the relationship between mainstream and SRE competences. Some articles 

(e.g. (Felton, et al., 2008; Park, 1998) posit that mainstream professional competence is 

detrimental to SRE competence, others consider them mutually reinforcing (e.g. Hesselbarth & 

Schaltegger, 2014, Miller, et al., 2012). More nuanced research designs around the relationship 
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between SRE management competences and mainstream management competences might be of 

great value for educational design and practice. 

A third relationship that was ignored in this paper is between competences on individual 

and organizational level as briefly addressed in the theory section of this article. Throughout the 

structured review we have come across a very mature literature on organizational competences, 

mostly related to the strategic capabilities literature. However, due to the educational focus of 

this paper, we entirely concentrated on competences on an individual level. However, the 

question, if and how competences for SRE on an individual level translate to organizational 

competences for SRE, and ultimately to the creation of sustainable, responsible, and ethical 

businesses is of utmost practice relevance and of theoretical interest. Competences are regularly 

considered critical for explaining differences in organizational performance (e.g. Boyatzis, 2008; 

McClelland, 1973). This allows for the assumption that increased individual SRE competences 

may result in an increase in individual SRE behaviour and possibly in increased organizational 

SRE performance. For instance, to the question if and how individual competences for 

responsible management (as supported by the UN Principles for Responsible Management 

Education) may be a prerequisite to reach more responsible organizational outcomes (as aimed 

for in the UN Global Compact). Several of the articles that were ultimately excluded from this 

structured review, due to their organizational focus, might serve as valuable inroads for 

researching the individual-organizational competences for SRE connection. For instance, Gold et 

al. (2010) conceptualize collaboration competences of individuals and groups as prerequisite for 

organization level competence for sustainable supply chain management. Individual level 

competence appears to further organizational competence, but organizational level SRE 

competence may conversely also benefit individual responsible management competence. An 
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excellent example comes from Hofman et al. (2012), where firm-level capabilities were 

understood to drive individual and group-level environmental management practices. 

 

Key Competences versus Contextual Competences 

The biggest limitation and at the same time research opportunity related to this article is that we 

base our competence portfolio exclusively on the competences suggested by a limited, an 

heterogeneous sample of purely academic literature. Due to the rigorous peer review process, of 

the reputable journals covered, we can trust the rigor of the methods, based on which these 

competences have been suggested. However, while we know that all competences in the 

portfolio have been considered beneficial to the ability to conduct the task of responsible 

management, we do know little about how important individual competences in this portfolio are 

in specific context, or in general.  

As an example, it is most likely that some competences in this portfolio are completely 

useless for responsible management in one context (e.g. a country, a specific industry, a location, 

a job position), while they might be essential for responsible management in another context. On 

the other hand, there might be certain competences that are universally relevant for responsible 

management, which would make them key competences for responsible management relevant 

beyond particular contextual settings. There is much work to be done to understand, which ones 

of the competences in the responsible management competence portfolio can be assumed to be 

key competences for responsible management that are useful in general. Also, to understand how 

responsible management competence profiles vary across contexts might be interesting, for 

instance, to understand how to localize education or job requirements. Accordingly, the 

weighting and giving importance to distinct competences inside the portfolio is crucial. Thus, we 
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suggest to use the items covered in this portfolio, and possibly additional items that might have 

been invisible from our literature sample, to research both generally applicable key competences 

for responsible management, and contextually crucial competences for distinct responsible 

management settings. 

 

From Portfolio to Profiles in Education, Human Resources, and Professionalization 

The point made just above about the importance of weighting also is at the core of the 

application of a competence based approach to responsible management education. The portfolio 

we have produced provides nothing but a menu of what the literature has suggested may be 

helpful competences, but we need to find out which items of this menu meet the competence 

appetite (both nutritional needs and palate) of specific tastes. Which of these sub-competences in 

which combinations are particularly helpful in distinct contexts and for which practical tasks? 

How can we translate the broad portfolio into particular competence profiles? 

We envision three areas of application where the development of competence profiles for 

responsible management might be most relevant: In educational design, corporate HR practice, 

and in the professionalization of (responsible) management. Educational design practitioners 

aiming at the development of responsible management education and responsible managers may 

use the competence portfolio, on the one hand, to scrutinize existing programs and to understand 

which competences are being produced explicitly and also implicitly through the ‘hidden 

curriculum’ (Blasco, 2012). On the other hand, the portfolio may also be helpful in picking 

particular ‘menu items’ to develop a customized competence profile as basis for the design of 

exercises, courses, or whole degree programs. There are very helpful (re)sources from the 

mainstream management education and development field that may orient such design tasks (e.g. 
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Toohey, 1999; Bowden & Masters, 1993). Human resources management and development may 

find the competence portfolio useful in a slightly different way. If we knew what competences 

we need managers to have and if we knew how to measure them, HR departments could actively 

recruit and train to move an organization’s overall competence profile towards sustainability, 

responsibility, and ethics. Mainstream management development literature has extensively 

elaborated on how to measure (e.g. Erpenbeck & Rosenstil, 2003) and develop (e.g. Burke, 1989; 

Noe, 2008; Winterton & Winterton, 1999) competence profiles, which may serve as a solid basis 

for the implementation of responsible management development initiatives, if following an 

idealized responsible management competence profile. The area of management 

professionalization connects both the educational and the human resources area. Particularly, the 

question about a signalling device that could be used for graduates or practicing mangers to 

signal their responsible management competence to prospective employers is one that holds great 

promise. For instance, a certification of a profile of responsible management competences, 

similar to the ones for project management practitioners, or accountants, may connect 

educational programs through which competences are created with the jobs and tasks these 

competences are necessary for. Such an initiative and similar ones may serve interested 

graduates in gaining access to responsible management jobs, and conversely as a selection device 

to identify competent candidates for companies in need of responsible managers. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The starting point of this article was the observation that educational and managerial practice 

typically treats competences for sustainability, responsibility, and ethics (SRE) in an integrated 

manner, while academic research and resulting theory treats them separately. We attempt to 
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achieve integration on a theoretical level, in order to create a platform for better theory-practice 

transfer- into both directions. We have integrated the literature on competences for sustainability, 

responsibility, and ethics through the thematic analysis of the relevant academic literature, 

represented through a sample of 337 reviewed, and 75 analysed articles. Following its common 

use, and recent academic conceptualizations, we use the term of responsible management 

competences as an umbrella term integrating SRE. 

The resulting competence portfolio for responsible management extends the KSA 

competence domains through the distinction into independent and interdependent competence 

domains. It includes six competence domains of ‘knowledge (know)’, ‘analytical (think)’, ‘action 

(do)’, ‘interaction (relate)’, ‘character (be)’, and ‘self-adaptation (become)’. Each of these 

domains is subdivided into 4-9 competence themes that emerged from the thematic analysis, and 

which further specify particular competence clusters deemed beneficial for responsible 

management. We find several mechanisms, through which competences for S, R, and E 

complement each other, but also raise concerns about potential conflicts in integration. 

We discussed several limitations of this research, most of which provide meaningful 

opportunities for further research. Out of these opportunities, we consider the need for further 

exploration and weighting of the relative importance of particular competence to reach an 

understanding of key and contextual competences for responsible management. We suggest that 

our finding of the comparatively little development of responsibility competence, in comparison 

to sustainability and ethics competence might be sufficient reason for a call for efforts to 

strengthen this stream of research. Courses of action might include institutionalized research 

development initiatives, and the development of interconnected streams of research, for instance, 

in responsibility-focused journals, such as BaS. We conclude by providing recommendations on 



CRME Working Paper 1-2015; Laasch & Moosmayer; Responsible Management Competences  33 

Early Draft for Open Peer Review- Please send feedback to oliver.laasch@mbs.ac.uk 

how to use the responsible management competence portfolio, to derive customized responsible 

management profiles for educational design, human resources development, and for the 

professionalization of responsible management. 
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TABLE 1: Six Competence Domains 

Area Independent Interdependent 

Intellectual 

(Extending 

‘Knowledge’) 

1. Knowledge (Know): Stocks of 

knowledge, their acquisition, and 

organization. 

 

2. Analysis (Think): The application 

of mental faculties in interaction with 

problems and contexts. 

Practical 

(Extending 

‘Skills’) 

3. Action (Do): Skills necessary for 

taking and sustaining different 

types of action. 

4. Interaction (Relate): Interaction 

with others, often framed as social 

skills. 

Personal 

(Extending 

‘Attitudes’) 

5. Character (Be): Personal, 

rather stable, and self-contained 

characteristics of the self. 

6. Self-Adaptation (Become): How 

characteristics of the self are affected 

by personal contexts and how the self 

responds. 
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TABLE 2: Process and Central Elements of Structured Review 

 

Subject of 

review 

Competences for SRE suggested management research 

Journals 

included 

-Specialized SRE journals (e.g. JBE, BEQ, BaS, JCP, IJSHE) and top-tier 

management journals (e.g. AMJ, AMR). 

-Out of original 21 journals identified, 17 journals included articles 

focused on competences, only 7 included articles fulfilling the below 

sample criteria (see TABLE 4). 

Article sample 

selection 

-A web of science search for competen* plus sustainability, responsibility, 

or ethics (in title, abstract, or keywords) yielded an initial list of 337 

articles. 

-The sample was narrowed down to 75 articles, through a review of 

abstract and introduction. Excluded were articles that i) referred to 

competences on the organizational level, ii) that only peripherally touched 

on individual competences, and iii) did not explicitly and primarily refer to 

competences for SRE. 

Selection 

rationale 

-Articles that explain competences for SRE on an individual level are the 

ones relevant for the educational use intended. 

Coding -Targeted identification of single instances of competences suggested 

through i) the use of characteristic terms such as competence, ability, 

capacity, capability, skill, or ii) the use of active ‘ing’ verb forms in a 

context suggesting they refer to competences (e.g. coping with complexity, 
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or making ethical decisions) 

Thematic 

analysis 

-Codes identified as similar were clustered in themes, which in turn were 

organized under the six larger competence domains (see TABLE 1) 

derived in three inductive-deductive cycles. 

-While the coding was primarily conducted by one researcher, process and 

outcomes were continuously discussed and harmonized to increase the 

reliability of codes and emerging themes. 

Induction-

deduction 

cycles of 

analysis 

-The analysis was conducted in following three cycles. i) pilot coding 

based on Delors’ et al (1996) four competence dimensions with the need 

for additional dimensions due to a significant amount of themes not fitting 

into the dimensions suggested by Delors et al. ii) Engagement with 

competence literature as basis for in-depth coding and theme development 

under now six dimensions competence dimensions (additional dimensions 

of analytical/think and self-governance/become). 

Outputs/ 

knowledge 

developed 

-Six competence clusters with sub-themes (see TABLE 3) and a deeper 

illustration of particular codes=competences under each theme (TABLE 

5), which allows for tracing back particular competences to particular 

articles in the review (see TABLE 7) in order to create access for 

informing further research or educational design. 
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TABLE 3: Three Areas, Six Domains, 36 Themes of Responsible Management Competence 

 Independent Interdependent 

Intellectual 

competence 

(extending 

‘knowledge’) 

1. Knowledge (Know): 

Knowing about SRE, learning 

and organizing SRE knowledge. 

-Declarative knowledge 

-Procedural knowledge 

-Knowledge acquisition 

-Knowledge handling 

 

2. Analysis (Think): Analysing and 

making multi-dimensional decisions in a 

SRE context. 

-Systems thinking 

-Dealing with complexity 

-Temporal thinking 

-Strategic thinking 

-Creative thinking 

-Decision making 

-Moral reasoning 

-Critical thinking 

-Analysing social relationships 

Practical 

competence 

(extending 

‘skills’) 

3. Action (Do): Initiating and 

sustaining action for SRE while 

managing with integrity. 

-Good behaviour and integrity  

-Initiating action 

-Sustaining action 

-Dealing with issues 

-Effecting change 

-Managing sustainability, 

4. Interaction (Relate): Co-creating, 

leading and communicating in an actor-

stakeholder network. 

-Group skills and collaboration 

-Dealing with social complexity 

-Dealing with dissent 

-Communication 

-Building and maintaining relationships 

-Leadership 
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responsibility, ethics 

-Mainstream management skills 

Personal 

competence 

(extending 

‘attitudes’) 

5. Character (Be): Maintaining 

personal integrity, and 

strengthening SRE-conducive 

character and attitudes. 

-Sentiments and states of mind 

-Motivations and aspirations 

-Values 

-Attitudes and consciousness 

-Character traits 

6. Self-Adaptation (Become): Knowing 

oneself in context, governing states of 

mind, and shaping the self in interaction 

with personal context. 

-Self-image 

-Introspection 

-Self-control 

-Self-direction 

-Personal development 
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TABLE 4 Occurrences of Competence Label per Journaliv 

Journal↓/Number of articles labelled as…→ S R E ∑ 

Academy of Management Learning and Education (AMLE) 0 2 0 2 

Business Ethics an European Review (BEER) 0 1 0 1 

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 

(CSREM) 

0 1 0 1 

International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education (IJSHE) 17 0 0 17 

Journal of Business Ethics (JBE) 1 5 27 33 

Journal of Cleaner Production (JoCP) 17 0 0 17 

Journal of Corporate Citizenship (JCC) 0 3 0 3 

Total numbers of articles 35 12 27 74 
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APPENDIX 
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TABLE 5 Full Set of Codes Included into Competence Portfolio, Including References to Originsv of Codes 

 INDEPENDENT INTERDEPENDENT 

IN
T

E
L

L
E

C
T

U
A

L
 (

E
x

te
n

d
in

g
 ‘

K
n

o
w

le
d
g

e’
) 

-KNOWLEDGE (KNOW)- 

Declarative knowledge: Disciplinary grounding (9, 61); personal specialized knowledge 

(26); knowledge of profession (3, 8, 58); industry knowledge (1, 14, 24, 36, 69); knowledge 

about institutions and initiatives (3); moral philosophy (72); ethical theory (40); concepts of 

sustainability (4, 14, 61); sustainability-related (4); responsibility (54); stakeholder theory 

(54); ethical theory (30); technical (1, 36, 40); policy & law (1, 3, 19); disciplinary 

knowledge (economics, philosophy, natural sciences) (61, 73); social, environmental, ethical 

issues/challenges knowledge (4, 14, 42, 49, 52); knowledge of practices (28, 69); business 

knowledge (1); management knowledge (26); basics of (psychological) ethical development 

(30); ethical decision making and problems (30); diversity of ethical stances (51); culture-

specific moral knowledge (30); imperative ethical knowledge (51) 

Procedural knowledge: Applying knowledge (8); practical knowledge (6,7, 9, 10); active 

(problem-related) knowledge (4); relevant knowledge (1, 4, 11, 52); gathering information 

about task environment (1); science-society bridging (43); overcoming the theory-practice 

gap (4); understanding through action (9, 64); knowledge of task responsibilities (1); seeking 

multiple information input before acting (1) 

Knowledge acquisition: Pluralistic epistemology and ways of knowing: indigenous ; local 

and global; multi-, post-, and transdisciplinary (10, 43; 59, 61, 70); holist learning (49); 

lifelong and autonomous self-directed learning (1,4); incidental/experiential learning (4, 5, 

6, 67); moral learning (or becoming virtuous) by “doing” (40); tacit learning (4); acquiring, 

organizing, integrating, critically examining new knowledge (4, 6, 32, 71); social learning 

(5, 21, 73); locating and identifying relevant knowledge (1, 4); experiential ethical 

knowledge (51, 30); socially robust knowledge creation (5, 10, 43); developing personal 

specialist knowledge (4) 

Knowledge handling: Understanding politics of knowledge (43, 52); put knowledge to 

practice (10); knowledge literacy (52); distinguish facts, presumptions, and opinions (34); 

modify knowledge (6); reframing existing knowledge (4); build mental models (4); identify, 

evaluate, connect, synthesize knowledge (10, 58); dealing with vast and increasing 

knowledge stocks (5); communicating personal specialist knowledge (4) developing a 

shared knowledge base (4); dealing with distinct bodies of knowledge (4); identify 

connections among theories and concepts (68) 

-ANALYSIS (THINK)- 

Systems thinking (23, 36, 51, 61, 69): Contextualization (61, 70); holistic perspective (11, 26, 

42); thinking across scales and levels (37); integrative thinking (51); dynamic and non-linear 

thinking (49); understand distinct subsystems (1) 

Dealing with complexity (14, 11, 74): Resolving ethical and cultural paradoxes (58); handling 

moral complexity (55); reconciling diverging perspectives and expectations (1); thinking in trade-

offs (14, 61); dealing with incomplete information (1); dealing with unstructured situations (1); 

weighing up situations (39); resolve conflicts between personal ideals and other norms (39); 

integrative thinking (51); interdisciplinary thinking (26, 61, 71); contextual meaning competence 

(9) 

Temporal thinking: Future oriented thinking (1); foresight thinking (36, 47, 49); scenario 

thinking (9, 11, 61); dealing with uncertainty of predictions (74); anticipating ethical conflicts 

(30); anticipation of others ethical alternatives (51); skill to let insights develop (35); backcasting 

(48) 

Strategic thinking (48, 49): Meta- strategic competence (51);value optimization (32, 56); 

entrepreneurial thinking (26, 36, 44); market-oriented thinking (8); analysis of feasibility (41, 44) 

Creative thinking: Divergent and convergent thinking (49); idea generation and management 

(42, 49); openness to ideas from any source (49); innovative thinking (16, 32, 42); moral 

imagination (40, 51); imagine possible issues, consequences and solutions (40); unlocking 

creativity (35) 

Decision making: Values-and virtues for decision making (7); principled decision making (17); 

evaluate impacts (49); assessing situations before decision making (1); considering opposing 

views (1); reciprocity and equality in decision making (17); making fair choices (1, 34); multi-

criteria decision making (14); analysing cases (30); setting priorities (8, 17); finding meaning (64, 

72, 74); apply theories and concepts to issues (68) 

Moral reasoning: Moral judgment (15, 47, 65); judgment integrity (55); moral intelligence (31, 

38); moral awareness (15, 38, 47, 58); identifying ethical issues (51, 68); apprehending ethical 

situations (30); moral sensemaking (40); ethical reasoning (51, 39); moral development (1, 15, 17, 

18, 39, 40); solving moral problems (30); resolving ethical dilemmas (39, 46); appreciating 

diversity of ethical stances (51); draw on multiple value sets in moral decision making (65) 

Critical thinking: Distanced reflection (4, 34, 73, 74); challenging assumptions and mindsets 

(57); question dominant thinking styles (57); differentiate between different and wrong (58); 

rethink management concepts and principles (57); critical discernment (59); moral/ethical 

reflection (35, 58); critical moral thinking (30); autonomous thinking (2, 30); holding firm to 

beliefs despite external demands (51); criticising ethical rules (35); construct and critically 

evaluate arguments (68) 

Analysing social relationships: Analysing social consequences (64); identify social problems 

(44); take different  perspectives (11, 57); understand requirements of different stakeholders (1); 

balance the welfare of multiple groups (17); emotional intelligence (25, 34, 72); comprehending 

how personality distorts human judgment (51); understanding behaviors (in organizations) (39) 
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-ACTION (DO)- 

‘Good’ behaviour and integrity: Acting sustainably (11, 14, 69, 71), socially responsible 

behaviour (54); ethical practice (28, 30); practicing what you preach (35); acting with 

integrity (1, 45, 51, 55, 57); going beyond compliance (65) practicing virtues (1); 

incorporating moral principles in behaviour (1); ethical behaviour and action (18, 26, 33, 47, 

65); moral conduct (65); ethical shaping of daily life (35); going for the process not for the 

result (35); becoming virtuous by doing (40); exercise moral principles in accomplishing 

performance goals (65) 

Initiating action: Action competence (9, 13, 36, 52); moral action (39, 40, 47, 65); moral 

agency (52, 59, 65); taking action to bring change (16); carry out ethical praxis (51); 

responding to issues (22, 69, 73); taking initiative (1, 36, 45); pro-action (9, 11, 65); 

implementation competence (4, 8, 10, 34, 36, 73, 74); learning to exercise (35); taking up 

responsibilities (35); applying ethical rules (35); confronting barriers to right action (65); 

breaking action patterns (4) 

Sustaining action: Overcoming difficulties and barriers (7, 47, 56, 61); skill to start over 

and over and over again (35); operational learning (62); to experiment and experience (35); 

acting on incomplete information when necessary (1); dealing with unstructured situations 

and environments (1); support and sustain ethical processes (30); perseverance in face of 

problems (1); act with moral courage (47, 65); behave ethically in facing external and 

internal influences (65); day-to-day application and decision making (22, 58, 65, 69) 

Dealing with issues: Coping skills (2, 40, 46, 57, 68, 61); dealing with change (14); real-

world problem solving (49, 61); handling ethical dilemmas (18, 35, 40, 46); making trade-

offs (10, 14, 19, 43, 49, 52, 61, 63); handling conflicting values, demands, impacts, and 

responsibilities (1, 18, 39, 40, 55, 56, 63, 66, 72); managing risks (57, 75); take risks on the 

basis of moral arguments (35); working in unstructured environments (1); dealing with 

organizational and task ambiguities (1); resolving ethical challenges (65); risk assessment 

(1); control situations (1); deal with ethical problems during professional practice (30); 

confront ethical situations (30); handling of moral issues and dilemmas in organisations (39, 

40); apply theories and concepts to issues (68); reconciling SRE with long-term business 

objectives (45); solving social problems (56, 60); fulfilling competing responsibilities (66) 

Effecting change: Realizing opportunities (9, 26, 44); being goal directed (1); exploration 

and exploitation (36); innovativeness (9, 16, 32, 36, 44, 49); skill of introduction (35); design 

skills (9, 14, 41, 42); creativity techniques (9, 16, 26, 32, 42); improvement and adaptation 

skills (21, 32, 44, 52, 57); advocacy (69, 71); promoting ethical practices (65); change skills 

(9, 44, 69); change management skills (26, 69); organize change processes (26); shaping 

ethics of organization (45); ability to ameliorate ethical system and cultural development 

(51); construct a learning organization (51) 

Managing sustainability, responsibility, ethics: Apply standards and comply with them (4, 

56); using specialized tools and methods such as stakeholder management and life-cycle 

management (14, 30, 64, 69); developing and applying tools (19); impact, risk, technology 

assessment (8, 11, 60, 62, 71); technology skills (26, 30, 44, 71); managing compliance (1, 

12, 65); procedural oriented ethical skill (30); investigating wrongdoing (1) 

‘Mainstream’ management skills: Professional competence (3, 4, 21, 25, 37, 71); 

management skills (75); business (administration) competence (25, 36, 56); being effective 

and efficient (56); strategizing and planning (4, 8, 10, 11, 26, 36, 44, 51, 61, 71, 73, 74); 

organizing and governing (26, 36, 56); finance and accounting (3, 18, 56, 71); marketing (26, 

44); project management (14, 16, 21, 26); process, production, and manufacturing 

management (9, 21, 30, 60) 

-INTERACTION (RELATE)- 

Group skills and collaboration (10, 16, 32, 37, 42, 61): Collective action (5, 59); co-design (42, 

49); embracing diversity (36, 75); inter- and transdisciplinary work (4, 5, 21, 26, 34, 36, 52); 

collaborative learning and skills development (4, 5, 10, 11); collaborative problem solving (4, 10, 

11); group work and skills (4, 36); participating in community (6); community building (58, 59); 

synergy building (42); appreciating plurality (57); working in heterogeneous groups (21, 26); 

shared sensemaking (64); enabling group reflection and dialog (66); developing shared perspective 

and vision (32, 46, 66); developing shared group responsibility (33); working with others’ input 

(1); acting in the interests of the group and caring for the welfare of members (45, 66); 

encouraging collaboration and cooperation (45); learning across different groups (36); ensuring 

peace within and among groups (70), creating win-win solutions (66) 

Dealing with social complexity: Coping with multiple stakeholder demands (1); consider interests 

of all stakeholders (1); balancing welfare of multiple groups (17); seek and consider opposing 

views (1); reconciliation skills (45; 46); taking perspectives of others into account (66); recognise 

cultural heterogeneity (46); interpreting relationships (45); dealing with diversity of opinion (10); 

appreciate local needs and traditions (66); attending to subjectivity and context (66); sensemaking 

(64); openness to newness (66); distancing from own paradigm, and appreciating perspectives of 

others as irreplaceable (66) 

Dealing with dissent: Defending one’s decisions (17, 30); challenging authorities (39); 

challenging views, thinking, orthodoxy, authority, and hierarchies (14; 44, 51, 57); taking a moral 

stand against authority figures and group pressures (39); readiness to resist conformity (40); 

conflict management (9, 30, 44); negotiation (11, 8, 14, 26, 36, 42, 52, 69); convincing & 

persuasion (1, 2, 8, 17, 45); using influence strategies (1); skill to perceive a conflict as a possible 

development (35); ability to argue (30); differentiate between own and others’ morality (35); 

demonstrate tolerance of, and respect for, others' dissenting viewpoints (35); asserting one’s moral 

concerns against others’ entrenched positions (40); ability to assert one’s own opinion against the 

multitude’s opinions (51); expression of difference (6) 

Communication: Stakeholder communication (19, 35, 44, 56, 71); SRE communication (26); 

internal and program reporting (1); establish shared/consistent/new language (3, 10, 75); speaking 

the language of business ethics (66); open and meaningful dialogue (57, 64, 66, 70, 75); listening 

(34, 35, 39, 71, 73); seeking and utilizing feedback (35, 66); presentation (4, 8, 16, 21, 26); 

rendering accounts (34); receiving and giving appreciative/constructive feedback (8, 9, 39); asking 

for advice (1); emancipative communication (35); facilitating voice (66); telling the moral truth 

(35); enabling free speech (35); interpret cultural signals (45); sensing and responding (60); moral 

response (65) 

Building and maintaining relationships: Engaging with stakeholders (1, 10, 36, 37, 41, 56, 57, 

58, 64, 69, 74, 75); connecting people (9); partnership building (9, 52); networking with 

stakeholders (26); ability to relate to others (17); building trust (42, 66); being just and fair (1, 17); 

treating others with respect (17, 45, 66); demonstrating ethical integrity and good faith (45); 

maintaining confidentiality and promises (45); honouring commitment (66); establishing 

connections and mutuality (66); overcoming initial aversion, mistrust, or fear of the other (66); 

inspiring trust (45) 

Leadership (1, 9, 25, 28, 31, 45, 55, 58): Political skill (35); norm-giving and orientation (26, 56, 

61); opinion leadership (26); inspiring and motivating others (4, 9, 26, 28, 30, 36, 45, 61, 73); 

developing self-esteem (45); empowerment (31, 45, 67); taking on responsibility (4); building 

shared responsibility (33); ethical leadership (1, 25, 30, 45, 51); moral authority (30, 45, 49); 

developing collective commitment (1); transformational leadership (1, 17); providing leadership 

(45); advising others (1); providing ethics education and training (1)  
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-CHARACTER (BE)- 

Sentiments and states of mind: Emotional maturity (59); spirituality (47, 59, 67); spiritual 

insight (51); higher stages of consciousness (4, 9, 35, 59, 63); inner harmony (46, 63); 

positive affects (4, 63, 71); love (18, 47, 50, 59); importance of relationships (58, 70); 

solidarity (50, 57); respect (2, 34, 47, 49, 58, 70, 71); empathy (14, 32, 33, 34, 43, 44, 47, 

57); compassion (44, 58, 59, 63); tolerance (1, 58, 70); trust (12, 32, 45, 57, 62, 66); feeling 

inspired (63); optimism (18, 44); happiness (18, 50, 63); calmness (18); contentment (18); 

moral sentiments (51); sentimental integrity (51) 

Motivations & aspirations: Moral ideals (15, 39); altruistic motives (2, 53, 38); willingness 

to serve (22, 47, 58); social responsibility (35, 63); willingness to execute difficult decisions 

(30); moral goals (65); ethical orientation (25, 28, 61) 

Values: personal values including honesty, self-respect, (moral/ethical) courage (1, 2, 18, 28, 

51, 63, 65); broadmindedness (25); moral content values (18); sense of personal moral 

responsibility (40); ethical values (18, 45, 51); social values (2, 18, 25, 28, 39, 43, 63); 

morality-based values (25); substantiated ethical values (51); multiple values (65) 

Attitudes & consciousness: Moral attitude (35); moral consciousness (35, 59); open-

mindedness (47); sustainable, responsible, ethical mindsets and attitudes (19, 49, 69); 

critique as moral attitude (35); professional identity (38); moral identity (1, 47, 49, 65); 

individual and collective identity (50) 

Character traits: Ethical integrity (1, 45, 56); virtuousness (1, 47, 62, 63, 65); moral 

sensitivity (38, 47, 72); sense of duty (38, 65); personal vision (9); honesty (22, 28, 47, 58, 

65); kindness (47); external orientation (8, 25); letting own and others' mistakes go (31); 

being observant (72); prudence (1, 7, 47); temperance (1, 7, 47); ethical character (18, 47); 

ethical wisdom (35, 51); decency (18, 47) 

-SELF-ADAPTATION (BECOME)- 

Self-image: Self-knowledge (25, 39, 59); self-esteem (2, 33, 57, 71); self-respect (28); self-

confidence (1, 28, 30, 39, 63); consciousness of the own attitude/ethos (35); awareness of own 

performance and limitations (49) 

Introspection: Reflective practice (4, 9, 35, 43, 57, 58, 63, 71); critical self-reflection (35); self-

monitoring (11, 32, 63); fortitude (matching actions and capability) (1, 7, 47); critical distance to 

own actions (4); emotional awareness (58, 75); researching the self (35); self- diagnoses (35); 

demystify one’s own importance (35); clarifying one's own ethical values (39); cultivation of a 

stable self-concept (39); self-introspection (51); under- standing one’s own ethical values (51) 

Self-control: autonomy (1, 2, 30, 31); self-motivation (4, 26, 34); flexibility (44, 66); adaptability 

(1, 58, 71); self-organization (35); and time management (5, 44); tolerance of uncertainty and 

ambiguity (1); internal locus of control (1, 2, 15) emotional equanimity (1); keeping confidences 

(25); mental and physical care for the self (35); ability to recover from an initial emotional 

reaction (39); overcoming unethical indulgence and temptation (51); withstanding temptation 

(18); endurance of threats (65) 

Self-direction (4, 22, 49): Self-management (8, 26, 70); self-governance (35); emotional [self-] 

management (40); strength of will and character (1, 33, 47, 65); self-determination (35, 73); moral 

autonomy (2, 20, 30, 39, 68); ethical shaping of the self (35); making moral/ ethical commitments 

(35, 51); maintaining one's moral position (39); ethical volition (51, 65); coordination of the 

degree of one’s individual involvement (51); endurance (65); perseverance (1, 47, 65) 

Personal development (26, 58, 63): Self-actualization (1, 62, 64); transcendence (47, 59, 63); 

creating mental hospitality (35); ability to take different perspectives (11, 57); ability to 

constructively react to conflict and anger (51) 
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TABLE 6: Code occurrences per discipline, per competence theme 

 

 

1. Knowledge (Know) 68% 70 10% 10 22% 23 60% 22% 18%

-Declarative knowledge 57% 24 12% 5 31% 13 49% 26% 24%

-Procedural knowledge 53% 9 18% 3 29% 5 42% 36% 21%

-Knowledge acquisition 83% 24 0% 0 17% 5 84% 0% 16%

-Knowledge handling 87% 13 13% 2 0% 0 72% 28% 0%

2. Analysis (Think) 38% 51 15% 20 48% 65 32% 32% 37%

-Systems thinking 79% 11 21% 3 0% 0 59% 41% 0%

-Dealing with complexity 47% 8 12% 2 41% 7 41% 26% 33%

-Temporal thinking 50% 6 8% 1 42% 5 46% 20% 35%

-Strategic thinking 64% 7 27% 3 9% 1 45% 49% 6%

-Creative thinking 64% 7 0% 0 36% 4 66% 0% 34%

-Decision making 31% 5 6% 1 63% 10 30% 15% 55%

-Moral reasoning 0% 0 4% 1 96% 26 0% 10% 90%

-Critical thinking 29% 5 35% 6 35% 6 19% 60% 21%

-Analysing social relationships 18% 2 27% 3 55% 6 13% 51% 36%

3. Action (Act) 42% 95 17% 38 41% 91 35% 36% 30%

-Initiating action 53% 18 6% 2 41% 14 50% 14% 35%

-Sustaining action 11% 2 11% 2 78% 14 10% 26% 64%

-Dealing with issues 28% 13 19% 9 53% 25 22% 39% 39%

-Good behaviour and integrity 19% 5 8% 2 73% 19 18% 19% 63%

-Managing sustainability, responsibility, ethics 43% 9 19% 4 38% 8 34% 39% 27%

-Mainstream management skills 65% 26 23% 9 13% 5 48% 43% 8%

-Effecting change 58% 22 26% 10 16% 6 41% 48% 10%

4. Interaction (Interact) 48% 99 15% 30 37% 77 40% 31% 28%

-Group skills and collaboration 81% 39 8% 4 10% 5 72% 19% 8%

-Dealing with social complexity 38% 5 8% 1 54% 7 36% 18% 46%

-Dealing with dissent 33% 11 15% 5 52% 17 28% 33% 39%

-Communication 48% 19 23% 9 30% 12 36% 44% 21%

-Building and maintaining relationships 47% 14 23% 7 30% 9 35% 45% 20%

-Leadership 26% 11 10% 4 64% 27 24% 22% 54%

5. Character (Be) 21% 32 19% 28 60% 90 17% 39% 44%

-Sentiments and states of mind 36% 22 28% 17 36% 22 26% 51% 23%

-Motivations and aspirations 13% 2 20% 3 67% 10 11% 41% 48%

-Values 4% 1 17% 4 78% 18 4% 37% 59%

-Attitudes and consciousness 40% 6 0% 0 60% 9 42% 0% 58%

-Character traits 3% 1 11% 4 86% 31 3% 26% 71%

6. Self-Adaptation (Become) 24% 26 17% 19 59% 64 20% 37% 44%

-Self-image 20% 3 20% 3 60% 9 16% 41% 43%

-Introspection 24% 6 28% 7 48% 12 17% 52% 31%

-Self-control 27% 7 15% 4 58% 15 23% 33% 44%

-Self-direction 23% 7 0% 0 77% 23 25% 0% 75%

-Personal development 23% 3 38% 5 38% 5 15% 63% 22%

Sums per Discipline 40% 373 16% 145 44% 410 33% 33% 33%

Normalized occurrencesOriginal occurrences
Competence domains and themes

S R ES R E
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TABLE 7: Final Set of Articles Included into Structured Review 

#  Article Disciplinary framing Research subjects and design 

  Authors, Year Competence 

context 

Journalvi Given labelvii Should 

labelviii 

Role taken Role group Competence 

description 

1 Adobor, 2006 Ethics officer 

performance 

JBE Ethics Ethics Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Unassigned 

2 Arnaud & 

Wasieleski, 2014 

Humanistic 

responsibility and 

human resources 

JBE Responsibility Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

3 Ascui & Lovell, 

2012 

Carbon 

accounting 

professional 

competence 

JoCP No label 

given 

Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

4 Barth, Godemann, 

Rieckmann & 

Stoltenberg, 2007 

Sustainable 

development key 

competences 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

5 Barth & 

Rieckmann, 2012 

Staff education for 

sustainability  

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Academic Empirical/ 

inductive 

6 Barth, Adomßent, 

Fischer, Richter 

& Rieckmann, 

2014 

Service learning 

for sustainable 

consumption 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

7 Bastons, 2007 Virtues for 

framing ethical 

decisions 

JBE Ethics Ethics Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

8 Bootsma & 

Vermeulen, 2011 

Environmental 

professionals 

practice  

IJSHE Other Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

9 Broberg & Krull, 

2010 

Innovation for 

corporate 

citizenship 

JCC Responsibility Responsibility Focused 

SRE role 

Not 

Applicable 

Empirical/ 

inductive 

10 Brundiers, Wiek 

& Redman, 2010 

Real world 

learning for 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 
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sustainability 

11 Burandt& Barth, 

2010 

Learning for 

facing climate 

change 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Not 

Applicable 

Inductive & 

deductive 

12 Caldwell & 

Clapham, 2003 

Organizational 

trustworthiness 

JBE No label 

given 

Ethics Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

13 Cincera & 

Krajhanzl, 2013 

Pro-environmental 

action competence 

JoCP No label 

given 

Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Theoretical/ 

deductive 

14 Cruickshank & 

Fenner, 2012 

Learning themes 

for sustainable 

development 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

15 Desplace, 

Melchar, 

Beauvais 

& Bosco, 2007 

Moral judgment 

competence 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Student Theoretical/ 

deductive 

16 Du, Su & Liu, 

2013 

Sustainability 

curricula and 

problem-based 

learning 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

17 Everett, Thorne & 

Danehower, 1996 

Cognitive moral 

development 

JBE No label 

given 

Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

18 Felton, Dimnik & 

Bay, 2008 

Accountants’ 

ethics perception 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

19 Fisk & Ahearn, 

2006 

Sustainable 

development 

policy analysis 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

20 Gössling, 2003 Personality and 

moral behaviour 

JBE Ethics Ethics Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

21 Gombert-

Courvoisier, 

Sennes, Ricard & 

Ribeyre, 2014 

Higher education 

for sustainable 

consumption 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Inductive & 

deductive 

22 Guillén, 

Fontrodona & 

Rodríguez-

Ethics in 

European 

competence 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Student Theoretical/ 

deductive 
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Sedano, 2007 framework 

23 Habron, Goralnik 

& Thorp, 2012 

Learning for 

systems thinking 

in sustainability 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Student Theoretical/ 

deductive 

24 Hanning, 

Abelsson, 

Lundqvist & 

Svanström, 2012 

Industry needs for 

competences 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

25 Harshman & 

Harshman, 2008 

Leadership 

effectiveness and 

ethical behaviour 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

26 Hesselbarth & 

Schaltegger, 2013 

Educating change 

agents for 

sustainability 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

27 Hiller-Connell & 

Kozar, 2012 

Sustainability 

knowledge and 

behaviors 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

28 Hood, 2003 CEO values and 

ethical practices 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

29 Hopkinson & 

James, 2010 

Pedagogy for 

education for 

sustainable 

development 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Theoretical/ 

deductive 

30 Kavathatzopoulos, 

2003 

ICT for training 

ethical 

competence in 

business 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Student Theoretical/ 

deductive 

31 Kim & Kim, 2013 Leaders’ moral 

competence 

JBE Unassigned Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

32 Kleef & Roome, 

2007 

Competence for 

sustainable 

management 

innovation 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

33 Kuo, Lin & Hsu, 

2007 

Gender 

differences in 

JBE No label 

given 

Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 
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ethical behaviors 

34 Lambrechts, 

Mulàb, 

Ceulemans, 

Molderez & 

Gaeremynck, 

2013 

Integration of 

competences for 

sustainable 

development 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

35 Langenberg, 2004 Institutions for 

ethical and moral 

competence 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

36 Lans, Blok & 

Wesselink, 2014 

Integrated 

competence 

framework for 

sustainable 

development 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Inductive & 

deductive 

37 Lansu, Boona, 

Sloep & van Dam-

Mieras, 2013 

Transboundary 

competence 

professional 

demands 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

38 MacGregor & 

Stuebs, 2014 

Whistle blowing 

and moral 

competence 

JBE No label 

given 

Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

39 Maclagan, 1992 Management 

development and 

business ethics 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

40 Maclagan, 2003 Cases for real-life 

ethical 

competence 

JBE Ethics Ethics Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Inductive & 

deductive 

41 Manzini & 

Vezzoli, 2003 

Strategic design 

competences for 

sustainability 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

42 McMahon & 

Bhamra, 2012 

Social 

sustainability and 

design practice 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

43 Miller, Muñoz-

Erickson & 

Transformation 

and knowledge for 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Not 

Applicable 

Inductive & 

deductive 
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Redman, 2011 sustainability 

44 Miller, Wesley & 

Williams, 2011 

Social 

entrepreneurship 

competences 

AMLE Other Responsibility Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

45 Milton-Smith, 

1995 

Ethics as 

excellence 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Inductive & 

deductive 

46 Moon & 

Woolliams, 2000 

Cross cultural 

ethical 

management 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

47 Morales-Sánchez 

& Cabello-

Medina, 2013 

Universal moral 

competences 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

48 Mulder, 2014 Strategic 

competences for 

sustainable 

development 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Not 

Applicable 

49 O'Rafferty, Curtis 

& O'Connor, 

2014 

Capacity building 

for mainstreaming 

sustainability 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

50 O'Brien, 2009 Moral criteria 

versus 

professional 

competence 

JBE No label 

given 

Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

51 Park, 1998 Ethics education 

and meta-strategic 

competence 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

52 Parker, 2010 Competences for 

interdisciplinary 

sustainability 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Academic Theoretical/ 

deductive 

53 Peloza, Hudson & 

Hassay, 2009 

Employee 

volunteering and 

core competencies 

JBE Other Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

54 Perrini, 2006 CSR knowledge 

for SMEs and 

corporations 

JBE Responsibility Responsibility Focused 

SRE role 

Not 

Applicable 

Empirical/ 

inductive 
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55 Petrick & Quinn, 

2001 

Leaders’ integrity 

capacity and 

accountability 

JBE No label 

given 

Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

56 Pies, Beckmann & 

Hielscher, 2010 

Management 

competences and 

global citizenship 

JBE Other Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

57 Pless & Maak, 

2004 

Competences for 

inclusive culture 

JBE No label 

given 

Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

58 Pless, Maak & 

Stahl, 2011 

Responsible 

global leaders 

development 

AMLE Responsibility Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

59 Podger,  

Mustakova-

Possardt & Reid, 

2010 

Whole person 

approach to 

educating for 

sustainability 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

60 Ramachandran, 

2011 

Capabilities for 

strategic corporate 

social 

responsibility 

CSREM Responsibility Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

61 Remington-

Doucette, 

Connell, 

Armstrong & 

Musgrove, 2013 

Assessing 

sustainability 

education 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

62 Rosanas, 2007 Humanism in 

decision making 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Theoretical/ 

deductive 

63 Schneider, Zollo 

& Manocha, 2010 

Socially 

responsible 

manager behavior 

JCC Responsibility Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Inductive & 

deductive 

64 Schouten & 

Remmé, 2006 

Social 

responsibility in 

international 

business 

BEER Responsibility Responsibility Focused 

SRE role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

65 Sekerka, Bagozzi 

& Charnigo, 2009 

Moral courage 

and ethical 

challenges 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 
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66 Simola, 2007 Relational 

competences and 

sustainable 

enterprise 

JBE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Theoretical/ 

deductive 

67 Sipos, Battisti & 

Grimm, 2008 

Transformative 

sustainability 

learning 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Student Inductive & 

deductive 

68 Spurgin, 2004 Business ethics 

competence exam 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

69 Stubbs, 2013 Competences in 

business and 

sustainability 

nexus 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

70 Thaman, 2010 Capacities for 

peace and 

sustainable 

development 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Focused 

SRE role 

Academic Theoretical/ 

deductive 

71 Thomas & Day, 

2014 

Graduate 

sustainability 

capabilities 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Not 

Applicable 

Empirical/ 

inductive 

72 Von Weltzien 

Hoivik, 2009 

Ethical reflection 

competence 

development 

JBE Ethics Ethics Mainstream 

role 

Student Theoretical/ 

deductive 

73 Wals, 2010 Transformative 

learning for 

sustainability 

competence 

IJSHE Sustainability Sustainability Mainstream 

role 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

74 Wals, 2014 Sustainability 

learning and 

institutionalization 

JoCP Sustainability Sustainability Not 

Applicable 

Student Empirical/ 

inductive 

75 Wilson & Pickard, 

2007 

Leadership 

qualities for 

corporate 

responsibility 

JCC Responsibility Responsibility Mainstream 

role 

Professional Empirical/ 

inductive 

 



CRME Working Paper 1-2015; Laasch & Moosmayer; Responsible Management Competences  64 

Early Draft for Open Peer Review- Please send feedback to oliver.laasch@mbs.ac.uk 

ENDNOTES 

                                                           

i E.g. Pennsylvania State University (BA 342, Social Responsibility, Ethics and Sustainability), MacEwan University (BUSN 201, Introduction to 

Sustainable Business), Melbourne Institute of Technology (BB 209, Contemporary Management) 

ii Throughout the findings we have applied a colour coding to signal disciplinary origins as represented in article labels. Green makes reference to 

sustainability, red to responsibility, and blue to ethics. 

iii For normalization we assumed there was an equal number of codes per discipline and adjusted all values in the table accordingly. 

iv To allocate articles in one of the SRE disciplines, we applied two criteria. First, we looked at how the article had been labelled by the authors 

(‘given label’). Secondly, we checked how we would have labelled the article based on a pre-defined disciplinary profile of each sustainability, 

responsibility, and ethics (‘should label’). While we agreed with all labelling made by article authors, there were a minor number of articles not 

explicitly labelled by the authors for which we counted only the ‘should labels’. 

v Numbers in parentheses refer to the article numbers as listed in TABLE 7. 

vi A complete list of journal abbreviations is provided in TABLE 4. 

vii The ‘given label’ represents the SRE framing dominantly used in the article. 

viii The ‘should label’ represents the SRE framing that should have been used to represent the article content according to our definitions of the core 

elements of sustainability, responsibility, and ethics. 


