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Abstract 
Sustainability is playing a vital role in organizations worldwide, it is nearly becoming compulsory for organizations to become sustainable. With the different dimensions of sustainability, social sustainability has a direct impact on the society and mainly employees of the organization. This study concentrates on identifying, measuring and prioritizing social sustainable practices performed by organizations on their employees. Measuring social sustainability across any organization is a complex phenomenon involving many criteria and sub criteria. To address this level of complexity, a multi criteria decision-making process called the “Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP)” has been used in this research.  Data have been collected from 82 experts of four Full Service Carriers (FSCs) from the Middle East and the West (Europe). The findings of this research showed that 10 main criteria and 32 sub criteria are important measures of social sustainability from the employees’ perspective. However, it has been found that employees’ wellbeing, learning, development and engagement are the most important criteria for implementing social sustainability into the airline industry for the Middle Eastern airline. However, for the Western airlines recruitment, employees’ wellbeing and employees’ engagement are the most relevant criteria from employees’ perspective. As for the criteria with the lowest priority weight, for the Middle Eastern airline community and organizational culture. And for the Western airlines it is the community and work environment have the lowest priority weights. However, the proposed framework can help policy makers to enhance the social sustainability standards of their employees and to gain a sustainable advantage. The originality of this research stems from including stakeholder’s theory, proposing a valid and reliable framework and identifying and prioritizing the social practices of airline companies in the Middle East and the West toward their employees. 
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Structure of the Dissertation 

The Introduction is the first chapter in the dissertation, followed by chapter two the Literature Review. Theoretical Framework is chapter three and Methodology is chapter four. Following that is chapter five is Findings & Analysis, chapter six is Discussion & implications. Finally, chapter seven is the Conclusion, Limitations and Future Directions. 
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[bookmark: _Toc486887448]Chapter 1: Introduction 
[bookmark: _Toc529307959][bookmark: _Toc529468815]1.1 Introduction of Social Sustainability 

Like the general concept of sustainable development, social sustainability is an open and contested concept. According to Nicola Dempsey and colleagues (2011), “social sustainability is neither an absolute nor a constant… [it] has to be considered as a dynamic concept, which will change over time in a place.”Such conceptual imprecision and interpretative flexibility is often seen as both a strength (in that it encourages communication among different and disagreeing actors) and a weakness (in that people must constantly elaborate what they actually mean when they address social sustainability) (Boström,2012 ).Social sustainability is defined as “the impact of products or operations on human rights, labor, health, safety, regional development and other community concerns”(Blake-Beard et al., 2010). Perks & Smith (2015) defined social sustainability as the process to change the lives of people in communities.
Many scholars agree that the meaning of social sustainability remains unclear and there exists uncertainty about how it relates to both the other dimensions and wider policy issues (Littig & Grießler, 2005; Davidson, 2009; Dillard et al. 2009; CasulaVifell & Soneryd, 2012; Dempsey et al. 2011). It has been argued that environmental sustainability has more concrete objectives and is easier to measure (Davidson, 2009; Bebbington& Dillard, 2009). A related argument is that there is no evident scientific basis for measuring social sustainability. As Bebbington & Dillard (2009) observe, social sustainability appears to present different and more severe challenges in specification, understanding and communication than environmental sustainability because there is no widely accepted scientific basis for analysis, unlike the ability to debate population ecology, acceptable levels of toxicity or acceptable concentrations of green-house gases in the atmosphere. Nor is there a common unit of measure such as monetary units with the economic dimension of sustainability. These authors referred particularly to corporate, social and environmental accounting. In these fields, social sustainability appears to be more subjective, soft, less scientific, more ideological and local in contrast to global (Klintman, 2012), which in many instances puts it in a disadvantageous position relative to both the economic and environmental dimensions (Boström,2012).
 Such vagueness has given rise to many efforts by scholars to suggest typologies and frameworks. Accordingly, during the past decade, a body of literature has emerged that focuses specifically on developing theoretical schemes to define and study social sustainability (Boström,2012). Cuthill (2009), based on an action research approach that involved input from government managers and other stakeholders involved with social policy and community development, developed a social sustainability framework that includes 1) social justice and equity, 2) social infrastructure, 3) engaged governance, and 4) social capital. Littig & Grießler (2005) argue that social sustainability has to be guided by an analytical concept that provides a sound theory of the relationship between society and nature (Boström, 2012).
Sustainability strategies and indicators should have both analytical depth and clarity, including clearly defined ideas about what kinds of social values to promote. Littig & Grießler (2005) expand on the notion of needs, taken from the Brundtland definition of sustainability, and introduce work in a very broad sense to discuss key elements of social sustainability. Georgio Osti, in his analysis of green social cooperatives in this special issue, also emphasizes work as a basis not merely for income but for human dignity, recovery, recognition and social integration (Boström, 2012). 

[bookmark: _Toc529307960][bookmark: _Toc529468816]1.2. Research Context

The air transport industry supports a total of 62.7 million jobs globally. It provides 9.9 million direct jobs: airlines, air navigation service providers and airports directly employ over three million people and the civil aerospace sector (the manufacture of aircraft systems, frames and engines) employs 1.1 million people. A further 5.5 million works in other on-airport positions (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016). There are 11.2 million indirect jobs generated through purchases of goods and services from companies in its supply chain. Industry employees support 5.2 million induced jobs through spending of wages. Aviation-enabled tourism generates around 36.3 million jobs globally. Aviation industry increased due to greater personal freedom, increased leisure time, greater tourism exposure, personal computers and internet access, increased disposable income, travel restrictions relaxed, education security (Whitelegg& Cambridge,2004).
Forecasts suggest that, in 2034, there will be over 5.8 billion passengers and aviation will support 99 million jobs and $5.9 trillion in economic activity (a 122% increase on 2014 figures)48. However, if growth were to slow by just 1%, the total number of jobs supported by the air transport sector (including air transport supported tourism) would be more than 10.5 million lower than the base forecasts and the contribution of the air transport sector to world GDP would be $690 billion (2014 prices) lower, with an additional $350 billion lost through lower tourism activity (Aviation benefits beyond border,2016).
Aviation is one of the most innovative industries in the world. The manufacturing sector is continually developing new technology and creates significant urban infrastructure through the building of airports as well as navigational infrastructure. In 2014, airports invested $37 billion in construction projects, creating jobs and building new infrastructure. The connectivity provided by air transport reduces inequality by creating trade links and providing access to goods and services for those in remote communities. The democratizing of air travel has also meant air services are available to more people than ever. Since 1970, the real cost of air travel has been reduced by over 60%. 
Many roles in the air transport sector require a highly qualified workforce and a significant amount of training. Value-added per employee in the air transport sector (direct employees, excluding non-airside activity at airports) generates 3.8 times the economy indicating a more productive workforce (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc529307961][bookmark: _Toc529468817]1.3 Statement of the Problem

In today’s world competition is very fierce as the barriers to enter most markets are almost demolished. The airline industry is one that is very dynamic; the number of employees working for airlines is enormous and due to the nature of the business there are huge budgets spent on training these employees to bring them up to a certain standard. Businesses in the airline industry are working hard to retain their employees especially pilots and cabin crew as the business highly rely on them. Other departments within the airline industry such as Network Planning, Finance and Commercial are areas that make or break the airline company. Employees working in these departments are known for working hard and most often, working overtime as well. In recent years there have been many mergers and acquisitions and in some occasions bankruptcy for multiple airlines specially the full-service ones. Employees are the ones that were highly impacted, many lost their jobs and others were downgraded to junior roles. After the process of Right Shape Right Size many current employees felt threatened, demotivated and worried that their career was not stable. On the other hand, the airline companies would want to retain these talented employees, especially since they have got the experience and training required to bring back the company to its normal operations and to increase revenue.
Social sustainability can play a vital role in the scenario mentioned above. Aligning social sustainable practices with companies’ objectives will aid companies in retaining their employees, gain their trust and encourage employees to perform their best. Social sustainable practices cover the needs and the rights of employees in any organization. Having said that, not all companies are aware of the importance of the implementation of social sustainability. They might derive their focus on other dimensions of sustainability such as the environmental aspect and would create a department to ensure that the organization is following environmental rules to avoid being penalized. But as for social sustainability, this aspect of sustainability is neglected as companies implement such practices mostly by choice. 
The available literature lacks studies conducted in relation to social sustainability (Hussain et al., 2018, Khan et al., 2018 ‘a’). For example, the study of Greene et al. (2014) was on engaging employees in behavioral change to create more environmentally sustainable workplaces, while many other authors worked on the environmental and economic aspects of sustainability and not many on social sustainability. Additionally, some social sustainability studies (Hutchins & Sutherland, 2008; Marshall et al., 2015) were established in the context of other stakeholders, such as on supply chain social sustainable practices and not on employees (Khan et al., 2018 ‘b’). Other studies are related to social sustainability and cover service industries such as health care. The study of Turcsanyi & Sisaye(2013) measured the social responsibility of a pharmaceutical company and linked it to financial performance. Thus, there aren’t many studies conducted on the aviation industry.
[bookmark: _Toc486887449]This study is made on the employees of airlines in the Middle East and the West, and as the findings show there are differences in the prioritization of social sustainable practices between these two regions. Employees are the most important stakeholders in any organization (including the airline industry), and little research has been conducted to measure their social sustainability practices (Alameeri et al., 2017). The general issue of social sustainability has been explored to some extent. For example, Greene et al. (2014) investigated the issue of employees’ engagement in order to create environmentally sustainable workplaces. Hutchins & Sutherland (2008) & Marshall et al. (2015) studied the social sustainability practices of supply chains. Turcsanyi & Sisaye (2013) measured the impact of social sustainability practices on the financial performance of pharmaceutical companies, and Khan et al. (2018) explored the motivators of social sustainability in the health care chain. However, to the best of our knowledge, no particular research has been done for assessing social sustainability from employees’ perspective, particularly in the service industry. This study aims to fill this research gap. 
[bookmark: _Toc529307962][bookmark: _Toc486887451][bookmark: _Toc529468818]1.4 Research Questions and Research Objectives

The purpose of this paper is to explore and prioritize social sustainable practices from employees’ perspectives in the airline industry.  Also, to fill in the gap in literature that majority of social sustainability studies are developed in the context of society as a stakeholder and not on employees who are considered as one of the main stakeholders for organizations. 
The following is the research question:
· What are the social sustainable practices in the airline industry towards employees in Middle Eastern and Western airlines? 
Also, this paper will be assessing social sustainability practices in airline industry by meeting the following objectives: 

1. Identify criteria and sub criteria of social sustainability from employees’ perspective in the airline industry. 
1. Develop AHP model using stakeholder theory in context of social sustainability in the airline industry. 
1. Develop AHP model for airline companies to prioritize their social sustainability practices. 
1. Implement proposed model in the airline companies to prioritize their social sustainable practices.

[bookmark: _Toc529307963][bookmark: _Toc486887454][bookmark: _Toc529468819][bookmark: _Toc486887455]1.5 Significance of the Study

This study is significant because it tackles employees, who are one of the main stakeholders in the stakeholder theory. The aim is to develop a framework for the identification, categorization and prioritization of social sustainable practices on employees in the aviation industry. The stakeholder theory determines that employees are key stakeholders in all organizations, therefore it is important to get to know what are the social sustainable practices that affect them. Those practices / factors are derived from different literature. AHP is the tool used to prioritize the criteria and sub criteria of social sustainability practices.
The findings of this study will aid different airlines in practicing social sustainability with their employees, who, as stakeholders, play a vital role in the success of their companies, especially in a dynamic and competitive industry such as aviation. Therefore, this study will explore and implement the model across different regions and identify social sustainable practices to give recommendation on how companies can improve their social sustainable practices for their employees and enhance their productivity and performance since employees play a key role in the success of their company.
[bookmark: _Toc529307964]


[bookmark: _Toc529468820]1.6 Contribution of Research

This section focuses on the contributions of this dissertation. The section is divided into two subsections addressing contribution to practice and academic.
[bookmark: _Toc529307965][bookmark: _Toc529468821]1.6.1 Managerial Contribution

The study reveals that employees in the Middle Eastern airlines consider ethical behavior while those in the Western airlines chose hiring high quality staff as the most relevant practice among all social sustainable practices. There were some similarities and differences among responses from employees in Middle Eastern and Western airlines. The main similarity is open channels of communication as a social sustainable practice that employees from both Middle Eastern and Western airlines rated it as the second highest priority among the rest of practices.
[bookmark: _Toc529307966]One of the practical contributions of this research is that organizations will be able to set their objectives and missions in alignment with all forms of sustainability. As social sustainability will be directly impacting employees, it is considered vital to ensure that the correct practices are embedded within their organization. 
Another practical contribution is the AHP Model developed from literature to identify and prioritize the most relevant social sustainable practices. This model can be used as a tool across different organizations (mainly Human Resources Departments) to measure the most relevant social sustainable practices for their employees. The implementation of such a tool will aid the organizations in identifying the social sustainable practices that are currently implemented in it and enhance those practices to accommodate the needs of their employees. 
[bookmark: _Toc529307967][bookmark: _Toc529468822]1.6.2 Academic Contribution

As for the Academic contribution, literature lacks multiple studies of social sustainability. Environmental and economic dimensions of sustainability studies outnumber the number of studies made on the social dimension (Khan et al., 2018; Hussain et al., 2018). This might be due to the obligations and the requirements of international laws; nevertheless, social sustainability is becoming more popular now and organizations are pressured by governments to ensure the welfare of their employees. This research contribution will reduce the gap in current literature. 
Previous works on social sustainability have mentioned social sustainability needs/ variables related to various stakeholders. None of the previous work have quantified the importance of these factors and this research aims to fill this gap in literature. In addition, most of the previous literature have investigated the issue of sustainability across manufacturing organizations while little focus has been given to service organizations (Hussain et., 2016). Services play a major role in UAE’s GDP and it is important to investigate the issues related to sustainability/ social sustainability across these organizations. 
Another academic contribution is that the AHP model developed will assist other scholars in doing further research and studies in different industries or even for other stakeholders. The AHP model covers most social sustainable practices that have been derived from literature. Those practices are mainly impacting employees but can be modified in order to accommodate social sustainable practices required for other stakeholders. 
[bookmark: _Toc529307968]
[bookmark: _Toc529468823]1.7 Research Plan

The Research plan is illustrated below. 


Step 1: Literature Review


Process
-Define Sustainability and explain the different dimensions 
-Review gap in Academic Literature about social sustainability in airline industry
-Explain Social sustainable practices
-Elaborate on social sustainability in the airline industry 


Outcome

- Problem statement, research question and objectives are established
-Main and sub social sustainable practices were identified
-AHP is chosen to prioritize social sustainable practices


Step 4: Survey Development & Pairwise Comparison


Process
- Develop questionnaire to conduct pairwise comparisons among criteria
-Select the research sample
-Collect Data
-Validate the results & analyze data


Outcome

- Develop the questionnaire and send them via email 
-Geometric means of pairwise comparisons & priority weights matrices 


Step 3: Research Model


Process
-Identify criteria and sub criteria
-Categorize the criteria and sub criteria
-Evaluate the relevance of criteria and sub criteria to the Middle East and Western Context 
-Evaluate the classification of sub criteria under main criteria


Outcome

- Develop the hierarchical model 


Step 2: Theoretical Framework


Process
-Determine the theory used 
-Explain the stakeholder theory and its dimensions
-Elaborate on the relevance of the stakeholder theory in social sustainability 


Outcome

- Apply the stakeholder theory to the study 


Step 5: Conclusion & Recommendations
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[bookmark: _Toc529468824]1.8 Structure of the Dissertation 

Following the Introduction chapter is the Literature Review chapter. In this chapter the definition of sustainability will be explained in addition to the different dimensions of sustainability. After explaining social sustainability, the social sustainable practices which will be used as the main and sub criteria for the research model will be identified. Following that would be social sustainability in the airline industry section which will include real examples where social sustainability has been demonstrated in the airline industry. The chapter will be concluded by a summary covering all main points of the Literature Review. 
The next chapter would be the Theoretical Framework, the study will be based on the Stakeholder Theory. This chapter will provide an overview of the stakeholder theory and its dimensions, explain the application of the stakeholder theory in the context of sustainability and how it impacts employees’. A summary at the end will briefly explain the whole chapter.
The Methodology chapter will introduce research methods used for the study. Following that chapter is an overview of multi-criteria decision-making tools and there is a section designated to the Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP) which will be the analysis tool used for the study. After that, there will be a section explaining the AHP application and methodology. Questionnaire development section will cover the development of the AHP hierarchical model. Later Data collection section will describe the sample size, the way respondents have been reached, the profile of the organizations and the ethical considerations for the completion of the questionnaire. There will be an explanation of the pairwise comparisons among the criteria applied in the analysis section. Lastly, a summary of the whole chapter.  
The next chapter is the Findings & Analysis chapter: it begins with an explanation of the AHP model and illustrates the Hierarchical model of social sustainable practices. Each main and sub criterion will be described in a separate section. Following that is a section for the findings of the Middle Eastern airlines and another section for the findings of the Western airlines. A discussion section will be followed with a comparison between the two findings. This chapter will end with the summary for the findings.
The final chapter would be the Conclusion chapter. This chapter will include the Recommendations, Implications and the Limitations of the study. References and Appendix will be placed after the Conclusion chapter. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc529307971][bookmark: _Toc529468826]2.1 Introduction to Sustainability 

Sustainability has become the strategic imperative of the new millennium. The phrases sustainability, corporate social responsibility, corporate social performance, going green and the “triple bottom line” (Elkington, 1998) all refer to organizations enhancing their long-term economic, social and environmental performance. Sustainability has become an obligation in most countries where some companies are required to meet sustainable standards, which is also the main principle of the Declaration of Rio and Agenda 21 established in 1992 at the United Nations Conference for Environment and Development (UNCED). It refers to economic development that generates wealth and meets the needs of the current generation while saving the environment so that future generations’ needs are met as well (Perks &Smith, 2015). 
The report “Our Common Future” of the “World Commission on Environment and Development” (Brundtland report) had already defined sustainability in 1987 as a “development which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987) (European Commission, 2001). This concept was highlighted during the1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro. Since this summit, organizations worldwide have adopted practices for sustainable development, economies and societies. These practices converge around a concern for the environment, economic growth and the development of the world’s poor (Stoughton &Ludema, 2012).
Gray & Milne (2002) define sustainability as the efficient and equitable distribution of resources intra-generationally and inter-generationally over time with the operation of economic activity within the confines of a finite ecosystem. This definition is stronger than the Brundtland report‘s definition as it recognizes that the economy is a subset of the environment and it assumes a long-term view, though the long term is again expressed in terms of human lifetimes. But it relates only to resource constraints and no other, wider environmental issues, for example, the contribution of an entity‘s activities to climate change (Reddy and Thomson,2015). With slight variation in the definition of sustainability, we noticed that among the recent authors, all three definitions mentioned above revolve around the importance of sustainability to maintain different resources and ensure its availability in the future.
Although business leaders have been challenging each other to be good citizens since the 1950s, the concept of “sustainable” businesses are relatively new (Metzger et al.,2017). Both industry leaders and academics recognize that sustainability is important for the long-term success of both, firms and the communities in which they operate. However, the means in which managers can lead and position their firms to be more sustainable remains uncertain. Firms today need systemic approaches to sustainability if they are to be competitive over the long term. Without a diligent effort to create an organizational infrastructure that supports the development of a sustainability strategy, the firm’s efforts to successfully implement a sustainability strategy will be severely hindered (Galpin et al., 2015). 
Corporate focus on sustainability is being fueled by substantial public interest. In addition to the public’s interest, changes in legislation, pressure from stakeholders, including communities and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and concern for their reputation have compelled even the most reluctant managers to undertake sustainability efforts. As with the other waves that hit organizations in the latter decades of the last century, many initially thought that sustainability was a passing fad, but it is now clear that sustainability is here to stay. (Galpin & Whittington,2012). 
Companies appear to be taking sustainability initiatives for a wide variety of reasons. Some are tying these initiatives to branding and image strategies, while others see sustainability as a key element in their attempts to cut costs or differentiate themselves from competitors (Galpin et al., 2015). Although many companies feel a sense of urgency to just do something, they often fail to link their sustainability efforts to their business strategy. As a firm evolves along the spectrum of sustainability stages, there will inevitably be corresponding shifts in the firm’s mission, strategy and values. As these shifts occur, there must be regular alignment checks to ensure that the organization’s HR management practices stay in sync with the evolving sustainability strategy and values of the firm (Galpin& Whittington, 2012).
 For example, an organization’s mission, values, goals and strategy can help send signals to internal and external stakeholders about the focus and direction of the firm. Similarly, the criteria used for hiring and promoting can also convey to employees the types of activities that will be rewarded. Finally, the content and modes of communications, workforce training and the performance management processes all support the strategic initiative of creating a culture of sustainability (Galpin et al., 2015).
Beyond brand building, many companies are also now integrating sustainability into their value statements (Galpin& Whittington,2012). Considerable research has shown that a well-articulated mission statement provides critical signals to organizational stakeholders regarding the aims of the organization and can ultimately lead to positive outcomes that benefit the entire firm. Developing an organizational culture of sustainability begins with a mission statement that strikes a balance between financial and social performance, yet seeks to achieve high performance in terms of both of these areas (Galpin et al., 2015).
 It is important that the mission conveys the role of the organization to the market, as well as the role of the organization in relation to society. Mission statements that adopt this balanced posture will convey to both internal and external stakeholders that the firm does not consider success in financial and environmental terms to be mutually exclusive (Galpin et al., 2015). “If all employees share a common understanding of the organization’s values and are well trained in what it means to apply those values, they will not have to look to formal policies nor will they be engaging in guesswork to decide how to respond to novel and/or ‘sticky’ problems” (Morsing and Oswald, 2009). It is important for firm’s that have embraced sustainability in their mission and values, to also incorporate sustainability in the goals they are pursuing. Organizational sustainability goals should complement sustainability centered missions (Galpin et al., 2015).
In a global survey of more than 1,500 corporate executives about their perspectives on sustainability and business strategy, Berns et al. (2009) found that a majority of respondents believe sustainability is becoming increasingly important to business strategy and that the risks of failing to act on sustainability are growing (Galpin& Whittington,2012). Porter and Kramer (2006) contend that the pressure companies feel to implement sustainability practices too often results in a jumble of uncoordinated sustainability activity, ‘‘disconnected from the firm’s strategy, that neither make any meaningful social impact nor strengthen the firm’s long-term competitiveness.” If a firm’s sustainability efforts are to provide long-term value to both the company and society, sustainability must be integrated into the firm’s strategy.
As a firm’s sustainability strategy evolves, so too must management’s approach to human capital. Yet, many firms have not engaged their workforce in their sustainability efforts by linking the sustainability effort to their human capital practices (Porter and Kramer, 2006). The process of fostering sustainability decisions and behaviors at all levels of the organization begins by incorporating sustainability into the organization’s strategic management process. Along with performance benefits, strategic management enables firms to have a clearer direction, a sharper focus on what is important and an improved understanding of a rapidly changing environment (Andersen, 2000). In fact, there is substantial evidence of a link between a firm’s sustainability practices and its attractiveness as an employer. Once new hires are brought on board who fit the organization’s sustainability strategy and values, a process of continuous reinforcement begins (Galpin& Whittington,2012).
For a firm’s sustainability efforts to take hold at all levels of the organization, it is imperative that managers expect and assist employees to formulate and implement sustainability based decisions into their day-to-day jobs. This requires that sustainability objectives be developed as part of the employee-level performance planning process. Optimally, employers should strive to help their workforce embrace the sustainability initiatives of their firms to such an extent, that employees consider sustainability efforts to be within the scope of their normal job performance expectations. In doing so, employees will clearly demonstrate sustainability behaviors such as building water, energy and resource savings into their day-to-day activities. Most importantly, it is essential that managers regularly meet with their direct reports, both formally and informally, and solicit input on the ways each employee is implementing sustainability in their jobs (Galpin et al., 2015).
A recent global survey of more than 1,500 corporate executives found that most respondents believe sustainability is becoming increasingly important to business strategy, and that the risks of failing to act on sustainability are growing (Berns et al., 2009). However, empirical evidence also shows a strong link between an organization’s strategy and the firm’s performance in terms of social responsibility (Galbreath, 2010). If a firm’s sustainability efforts are to provide long-term value to the company and society, sustainability must be integrated into the firm’s strategy in a way that complements the firm’s goals and overall mission (Galpin et al., 2015).
Embedding sustainability in organizational strategy may have multiple cascading benefits throughout the organization. Firms that incorporate sustainability in their strategies are likely to reap a dual benefit of providing value to society as well as distinguishing the firm from competitors (Castello and Lozano, 2009). While many organizations have set their strategic course on becoming sustainable, the successful implementation of these strategies requires creating an infrastructure that reflects and reinforces these initiatives (Galpin et al., 2015). Porter and Kramer (2006) advocate that each firm identifies the distinct set of societal issues that it is best equipped to help solve, and from which it can gain the greatest competitive benefit.
To underscore the importance to employees that the firm is placing on sustainability, regular manager to employee dialogue about sustainability should also be reinforced by a firm’s performance review process. Embedding sustainability into performance evaluations signals to employees that they are recognized for the day-to-day decisions they make which help the firm improve its social and environmental performance. This provides a strong link to the sustainability objectives developed in the performance planning process. Embedding sustainability into the firm’s infrastructure also helps to establish a climate where managers and employees seek out ways to improve the firm’s environmental and social performance beyond their day-to-day job role. Indeed, research has shown that successful sustainability efforts depend upon the voluntary organizational citizenship behaviors of management and employees (Borial, 2009). These behaviors that extend beyond employees’ codified job duties provide firms with the much-needed energy and momentum required to build commitment within teams and organizational units around the firm’s sustainability efforts (Galpin et al., 2015).
There are several ways a firm can encourage extra-role sustainability behaviors among its workforce. First, management can ask employees to volunteer in the shaping of the firm’s sustainability efforts by providing opportunities for employees to offer input regarding the design of the firm’s sustainability goals and strategy. Second, management can solicit employee input about suggested sustainability actions for departments outside of their own. Third, employees can be offered opportunities to become ambassadors for the firm’s sustainability efforts with other employees in sustainability training and communication sessions (Galpin et al. , 2015).However, sustainability efforts have not been as productive as they could be, in part because management teams often fail to connect sustainability to business strategy (Porter and Kramer, 2006). In addition, sponsoring educational events from environmental professionals, government agencies and non-governmental organizations can help underscore the decisions that employees can make to reduce their own environmental footprint while averting unnecessary energy or materials use. Moreover, building an internal dialogue among employees and managers about sustainability in each job across the firm gives employees a sense that the decisions of the entire workforce regarding sustainability are worthwhile and are supported by all areas and levels of the firm (Galpin et al., 2015).
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Sustainability consists of three main pillars as Galbreath (2009) defined it: ‘sustainability [is] a business approach that seeks to create long-term value for stakeholders by embracing opportunities and managing risks associated with the “three pillars” of sustainability economic, environmental and social developments’ (Lapinskaite& Radikaite,2015). Efforts to define and address sustainability were born from the recognition that existing development patterns cannot proceed without jeopardizing the environmental systems necessary to sustain life and economies, and that significant disparity within and between generations is neither sustainable, ethical, nor in tune with development goals. Triple bottom line and sustainability concepts have gained traction in fields related to economic development including business, planning, finance and real estate. This is evidenced by the growing number of journals, books, professional organizations, certifications and conferences addressing sustainability in related topics such as impact investing, responsible property investment and corporate responsibility (Janet Hammer and Gary Pivo, 2016).
 According to Agenda 21, the concept of sustainability is multidimensional. It includes ecological, social and economic objectives. Between these different elements, there is interdependency. Research results indeed confirm that the relationships are strong, numerous and complex (European Commission, 2001). The idea of sustainability having three dimensions stems from the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) concept, coined by Elkington (Tom Kuhlman and John Farrington, 2010). The triple bottom line term was coined in the 1990s by business consultant John Elkington to describe economic, environmental and social value of investment that may accrue outside a firm’s financial bottom line (Elkington, 2004). The TBL approach aims to more accurately value assets and leverage resources, so that capital is employed as efficiently and effectively as possible (Janet Hammer and Gary Pivo, 2016). The concept is sometimes referred to as the 3Ps (people, planet, profit), triple value adding (Roberts & Cohen, 2002), and blended value (Emerson, 2003). 
The Brundtland report speaks of two concerns that should be reconciled: development and the environment. They can also be interpreted as needs versus resources, or as the short versus the long term. Today, however, sustainability is almost always seen in terms of three dimensions: social, economic and environmental. This is embodied in the definition of sustainability adopted by the United Nations in its Agenda for Development: Development is a multidimensional undertaking to achieve a higher quality of life for all people. Economic development, social development and environmental protection are interdependent and mutually reinforcing components of sustainable development (Tom Kuhlman and John Farrington, 2010). One of the challenges facing educators in natural sciences and engineering is to go beyond sustainability as strictly an environmental challenge. In findings similar to Perrault and Clark, Kelly-Quattrocchi et al. (2016) found that among a sample of more than 200 engineering students, fewer than 1% referred to the economic and social pillars in their definitions of sustainability, while 40% cited the environmental pillar. The remaining 55% defined sustainability only in a very general way (Metzger et al., 2017). These findings reflect that many people are not aware of the social and the economic dimensions of sustainability and that sustainability is mainly perceived as an environmental activity. 
The first dimension of sustainability is the environmental dimension, it is generally the most accessible of the three. For instance, in geoscience, we are commonly concerned with questions and ideas related to the Earth’s interacting spheres. The environmental dimension expands this focus to consider the impacts of human actions on the biosphere as well as the long-term availability of earth resources and provisioning of ecosystem services such as clean air, water, food and biodiversity (Metzger et al.,2017). Environmental sustainability involves ecosystem integrity, carrying capacity and biodiversity. It requires that natural capital be maintained as a source of economic inputs and as a sink for wastes. Resources must be harvested no faster than they can be regenerated. Wastes must be emitted no faster than they can be assimilated by the environment (Basiago, 1999).
The more environmentally friendly a company’s behavior is, that are incurred activity companies and vice versa – the greater the damage a company causes to the environment, the poorer its corporate environmental performance. At present, when the companies’ aim is to create a high market value, their management must focus on all the aspects of the company’s impacts that will, in turn, provide a comprehensive view of the company. Such impacts include the company’s environmental behavior in terms of responsibility for the environment, and it has been demonstrated that environmental initiatives also produce economic benefits (Kocmanová & Dočekalová, 2011). But sustainability is not just about preserving the environment; it is also about providing economic opportunities. What distinguishes sustainable economic development is a concern with ensuring that use of resources now does not limit or eliminate resource options in the future (Metzger et al., 2017).
The second dimension of sustainability is economic sustainability, by way of growth, development and productivity, which has guided conventional development science in the past. Market allocation of resources, sustained levels of growth and consumption, an assumption that natural resources are unlimited and a belief that economic growth will ‘trickle-down’ to the poor have been its hallmarks. ‘Sustainable development’ expands development’s concern with monetary capital to consider natural, social and human capital. Restraint upon economic growth and consumption which deplete these is favored (Basiago, 1999). Economic sustainability is inextricably linked to both environmental and social sustainability. This is demonstrated by the limits to growth. Meadows et al. (1972) posit that economies will not be sustainable if natural resources are used beyond the limits and if society continues to depend on phenomena that drove growth in the past. In their book, The Limits to Growth, they argued that human demand will exceed nature‘s supply from the 1980s onwards, with demand exceeding supply by 20% by 2000. At that time, they concluded that, unless special action is taken, population growth coupled with increased resource consumption beyond what the Earth can sustain, will lead to the decline in or the collapse of the environment, economy and society. In their 30-year update the authors concluded that humanity has gone beyond its limits (Reddy and Thomson,2015). Corporate social performance is another important factor in the company’s economic and environmental performance. Together with the environmental factor, it increases the company’s long-term economic performance. We can put it the other way around and say that good economic performance provides firm foundations for environmental and social aspects. (Kocmanová & Dočekalová, 2011).
Finally, the last dimension is the social dimension which captures the need to consider a sustainable environment and development ‘‘for all’’ over the long term: ‘‘Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’’(World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987).Recently, scholarly work has paid increasing attention to the social dimension of sustainable development (Dempsey et al. 2010). Social sustainability refers to a variety of aspects such as quality of life, inter- and intra-generational justice, local populations’ access to natural resources, citizens’ access to green urban spaces, cultural diversity, gender issues, workers’ rights, broad stakeholder participation and development of social capital (Boström et al. 2015).
The social dimension is often the most difficult to conceptualize (Metzger et al.,2017). Social sustainability encompasses notions of equity, empowerment, accessibility, participation, sharing, cultural identity and institutional stability. It seeks to preserve the environment through economic growth and the alleviation of poverty (Basiago, 1999).
The importance of the social dimension is particularly relevant in its association with human resources. It deals with the human wellbeing, how to attend to human needs and to increase the opportunities of development equally for all people. In other words, it is about equality and quality of life (Delai & Takahashi, 2011). That means that it is generally advantageous for a company to operate properly and adopt principles in the areas of occupational safety, employee health, human resources and ecology.  From the economic point of view, a man’s performance can be evaluated as, e.g., the amount of work he performs over a specific period, his work efficiency can be measured by labor productivity. From the social point of view, a man is willing and able to perform optimally if he utilizes all his potential, feels personal self-fulfillment and satisfaction and develops his personality. An important element of social performance is “Occupational health and safety management systems and the “Safe Company” programme (Kocmanová & Dočekalová, 2011). 
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In the organization point-of-view, the social dimension of sustainability concerns ‘‘impacts on the social systems within which it operates’’ or its stakeholders (Delai & Takahashi, 2011). Social sustainable practices can be implemented on variety of stakeholders. Stakeholders are groups affected by an organization – employees, shareholders, society, customers, suppliers and government that have a significant impact on an organization’s long-term sustainability as they provide it license to operate the willingness to do business with (Delai& Takahashi, 2011).
However, authentic commitment to the strategic intent of becoming a sustainable organization requires the creation and nurturing of a culture of sustainability. This requires the creation of a set of HR practices that attract, select, socialize and provide the continuous development of employees who embrace the organization’s commitment to sustainability. For this commitment to permeate the organization, these practices must be reinforced through the organization’s performance management systems. There is also growing evidence that HR practices can help firms reduce their environmental impact. ÁngeldelBrío et al. (2008) conducted eight case studies on ISO 14001-certified medium and large factories across different sectors (e.g. construction, hardware, pharmacy and foodstuffs) to determine how organizational culture and HRs relate to a firm’s ability to implement environmental practices. According to them, high performance firms that also were seeking to become environmentally responsible regularly communicated their sustainability centered goals and successes to employees and other stakeholders (Galpin et al., 2015).Sustainability in HR practices can help in recruiting and retaining top talent, as well as fostering innovative efforts among employees (Galpin et al. , 2015).These HR practices can be referred to as social sustainable practices. 
Turcsanyi & Sisaye (2013) and Delai & Takahashi (2011) along with other authors discussed multiple social sustainable practices that can impact employees in different organizations. The main criteria of social sustainable practices are derived from previous studies in different sectors. Those social sustainable practices are learning and development, employees’ wellbeing, work environment, recruitment, employees’ satisfaction and benefits, human rights, employees’ engagement and organizational culture, rewards and community. Below is a description of each of the main social sustainable practices. 
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Training aims to improve employee performance at a specific task having a short term impact, development focuses on employee abilities and objectives to enable them to assume new and future positions in a middle term, while education seeks to develop lifelong learning focusing on attitudes (Commission on Sustainable Development, 2002). Moreover, in the knowledge economy, human capital (abilities, education, attitudes and intellectual agility) has become a key factor for competitiveness (Delai&Takahashi, 2011). On the social side they can make sure that their employees have sufficient training and really understand how they can contribute to the organization’s sustainability (Garrett, 2015).
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The company may also positively affect its employees (and their families) by providing healthcare, childcare, and education (Hutchins & Sutherland, 2008). Employee well-being and engagement is supportive of employee development activities and recruitment of high quality staff (Kemp&Vinke, 2012).Employers who understand the link between employee well-being and organizational performance are best positioned for success in the economic recovery (Blake-Beard et al., 2010).
Health and safety impacts on employee productivity, on morale and on the license to operate (Delai & Takahashi, 2011).It is evident that promoting and supporting the health and safety of employees can positively impact employee morale as well as improve productivity (Turcsanyi & Sisaye, 2013).Workplace safety is also provided for employees, so that the employees uphold the agreement by diligently working for the corporation (Turcsanyi & Sisaye, 2013).
The United Nations’ ‘good health and well-being’, is a crucial element of sustainable development. Whilst not directly linked to improving physical health, air transport, with its ability to provide speedy and safe transport of people and cargo to places that are often in remote areas of the world, has a part to play. A prime example of how aviation plays a role in public health is the ability to transport vaccinations. Not only are these vital medical supplies time-sensitive, making other modes of transport unviable over long distances, but their temperatures must also be carefully regulated, an area in which cargo airlines are very experienced. When a viral outbreak occurs in some part of the world, it is vital that the air transport sector acts quickly to work with governments and international institutions to ensure that it does not travel further (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016). 
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Employees can benefit from corporate social responsibility (CSR) if the organization promotes initiatives that improve the work environment and work life balance (Turcsanyi & Sisaye, 2013). Its importance relies on the fact that the work environment has a direct impact on the employees’ motivation, productivity and performance and that bad work conditions can result in legal action leading to negative impacts on its license to operate and its reputation (Delai & Takahashi, 2011). Finally, high performing firms used several communications vehicles to foster greater employee involvement, communication and cross-functional collaboration relating to their sustainability efforts. They also found that low performing companies focused mainly on compliance via control approaches (Galpin et al., 2015).
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Job creation is an important subject as it affects the employment rate of a region or country, which is one of the main causes of poverty according to Commission on Sustainable Development (2002). It demonstrates not only the company potential of growth, but also its social responsibility in providing job opportunities (Delai&Takahashi, 2011). After the company’s sustainability mission, values, goals and strategy are clearly articulated, it is important that people are hired and retained who align with the desired strategy and stated values. An organizational infrastructure that fosters a sustainability culture begins with integrated employee recruitment and reinforcement efforts. Certainly, “getting the right people on the bus” (Collins, 2001) requires finding employees who “fit” the organization’s values because these employees often turn to be the most committed to the firm (Galpin et al., 2015).
Substantial research has shown that a firm’s sustainability practices influences its attractiveness as an employer (Albinger and Freeman, 2000; Backhaus et al., 2002; Bhattacharya et al., 2008; Greening and Turban, 2000). This attractiveness reflects the fact that a firm’s sustainability practices enhances its reputation and increases the perceived trustworthiness of an organization for a jobseeker who lacks any previous interaction with the organization (Viswesvaran et al., 1998). This appeal may also be because a firm’s sustainability orientation sends positive signals that may prompt prospective job applicants to identify with and want to work for the company (Galpin et al., 2015).
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Appraises how a company manages the satisfaction and retention of their human capital. It includes the assessment of the three types of remuneration: salary and benefits, bonuses and others (such as promotions, access to development programmes) as well as employee satisfaction, retention and promotion rates. It is a general consensus that employee motivation and satisfaction is connected to their performance and productivity impacting on profitability and its long-term sustainability (Delai & Takahashi, 2011). An organization’s stakeholders form the very basis of its existence. The more trust it can build into a relationship with its stakeholders, the greater the degree to which the organization is able to satisfy them, and the more viable it is in the end (Walayat, 2007).  As the attention on social issues is growing, firms should track these developments and be aware of the potential benefits that include employee satisfaction, integrity and motivation, enhanced recognition among customers (Theyel & Hofmann, 2012). The best performing companies have personalized environmental agendas for employees, allowed for flexibility in HR policies, which, in turn, fosters employee satisfaction (Galpin et al., 2015).
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Human rights evaluate the way a company deals with all aspects of human rights relevant to its operations (Delai&Takahashi, 2011). Equity is one aspect of human rights; it ‘‘involves the degree of fairness and inclusiveness with which resources are distributed, opportunities afforded, and decisions made’’ (Commission on Sustainable Development, 2002, p. 20). The other aspect of human rights is equal opportunities and treatment in the workplace meaning equal remuneration and opportunities of development in the organization for all employees despite their gender, age or ethnical group (Delai & Takahashi, 2011). Finally, ethical treatment also includes the provision of safe, satisfying, and fairly-paid work, quality products and respect for neighboring communities (Gao & Zhang, 2006).
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When the organization’s commitment to sustainability cascades through the organization, several benefits can accrue. First, at the individual employee level, in-role and extra-role performance can be enhanced. Second, the level of employee engagement and commitment also can increase. Third, the firm’s reputation may also be enhanced, which makes the organization attractive to potential employees, as well as customers and investors. Finally, a commitment to sustainability, reinforced by applying the components of the framework presented to create a culture of sustainability, can be rewarded by increases in brand equity, market share and customer loyalty. A culture of sustainability can improve firm performance (Galpin et al., 2015).Workforce engagement is a central element of transforming a firm’s sustainability mission, strategy and values into measurable results. In fact, many employees now identify a commitment to sustainability among their closest-held values (Galpin& Whittington, 2012). In addition to rewards, senior management can engage employees in their sustainability strategy and values by consistently emphasizing the sustainability strategy and values of the firm (Galpin et al. , 2015).Employee engagement in their firm’s sustainability efforts can also lead to community citizenship behaviors (Galpin et al., 2012). ‘‘When employees are engaged with their company’s sustainability strategy, they proactively identify, communicate and pursue opportunities to execute the strategy.’’ (Lacy et al., 2009)
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Beyond recruitment and retention, continuous reinforcement is also vital to foster a sustainability culture. There are multiple approaches to reinforce the link between the firm’s sustainability strategy and its employees. These approaches include incentive pay, information sharing, empowerment and skill development (Pfeffer, 2005). Similarly, Dessler (1999) identifies training linked to strategy and values, tradition-building symbols and ceremonies, extensive two-way communications and promoting the right leaders – those who demonstrate a commitment to the firm’s strategy and values – as essential elements of employee engagement. It is also critical that leaders evaluate the firms incentives and rewards system to ensure they provide the appropriate signals to employees that their efforts in promoting sustainability in the workplace is both acceptable and rewarded (Galpin et al., 2015).
 Reward systems are “the related set of processes through which behaviors are directed and motivated to achieve individual and collaborative performances; the set of processes comprise goal setting, assessing performance, distributing rewards and communicating feedback” (Galpin et al. , 2015).Research has shown that a company’s reward system significantly influences the decision-making of organizational actors (Metzger et al., 1993). Rewards shape behavior and often yield immediate and long-term effects (Galpin et al., 2015).Implementing performance management systems that link the achievement of sustainability goals with rewards provides powerful reinforcement of a firm’s sustainability values, goals and strategy (Lacy et al., 2009; Morsing and Oswald, 2009; Porter and Kramer, 2006).
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Employees can make suggestions for improving a firm’s contribution to the community, and suppliers can play a critical role by providing insight, technology and material inputs in a firm’s environmental efforts. Firms can build trusting relationships when they include stakeholders in their decision-making processes and their management (Theyel& Hofmann 2012). Employee engagement in their firm’s sustainability efforts can also lead to community citizenship behaviors. Examples of this include employees support for volunteering in their local community (Galpin et al., 2015).
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	Main Criteria
	Description
	References

	Learning and Development

	Aims to improve employee performance.
	Garrett(2015),Commission on Sustainable Development (2002) &Delai& Takahashi(2011)


	Wellbeing 
	Assesses how organizations manage employee occupational health and safety.
	Delai& Takahashi (2011)
&Turcsanyi&Sisaye(2013)


	Work Environment 

	Work environment has a direct impact on the employees’ motivation, productivity and performance.
	Kemp&Vinke (2012),Walayat(2007)
Delai& Takahashi (2011), Hutchins & Sutherland(2008) &Turcsanyi&Sisaye(2013)

	Recruitment

	Evaluates the contribution of a company to the development of the region where it operates.
	
Commission on Sustainable Development(2002) &
Delai& Takahashi (2011)

	Employees Satisfaction & Benefits  


	Appraises how a company manages the satisfaction and retention of their human capital.
	Blake-Beard et al.(2010), Walayat(2007) , Delai& Takahashi(2011) &Theyel& Hofmann (2012)


	Human Rights

	Evaluate the way how a company deals with all aspects of human rights.
	Turcsanyi&Sisaye (2013) &
Delai& Takahashi (2011)
Gao& Zhang (2006),Commission on Sustainable Development(2002) &Delai& Takahashi(2011)


	Employees Engagement and organizational culture 

	Evaluates the impact of sustainability on employees’ engagement and organizational culture.
	(Galpin et al. , 2015)

	Community 
	Evaluate employees’ contribution to the community.
	(Theyel& Hofmann 2012)


	Reward
	Choose reward systems that are directed and motivated to achieve individual and collaborative performances.
	(Galpin et al. , 2015)
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The challenge of dealing with aviation in the 21st century is to put sustainability at the heart of aviation policy, reduce output, contribute to climate change objectives and contribute to a broader transformation of society. This transformation would be marked by a decline in the demand for transport, a move away from year on year increases in GDP/GNP and a much more diversified pattern of employment, tourism, social and cultural activities that do not depend on long distance travel and on the consumption of fossil fuels (Whitelegg& Cambridge,2004).
Air transport contributes to sustainable development in multiple aspects. By facilitating tourism and trade, it generates economic growth, provides jobs, improves living standards, alleviates poverty and increases revenues from taxes. The increase in cross-border travel is a reflection of the closer relationships developing between countries, both between individuals and at state level. In the same way, eased restrictions on the movement of goods and people across borders facilitate the development of social and economic networks that will have long-lasting effects.
Aviation supports the delivery of vital humanitarian aid to areas devastated by natural disasters and war, both through the World Food Programme and other charities. In 2014, more than 70,000 tonnes of food and commodities were delivered by air to relieve victims of floods, conflicts and diseases. Aviation assists with providing vital medical care through the use of air ambulances in remote communities and transporting time-sensitive medical supplies, such as vaccines. Aviation also plays a major role in disaster relief (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016).
Aviation enables the movement of students’ worldwide, providing access to educational opportunities. Ensuring inclusive and equitable quality education and promoting lifelong learning opportunities for all is a stand-alone Sustainable Development Goal. To access higher quality education, for many, means travelling to another country, sometimes in another region of the globe. The industry itself also champions quality education for its own employees in areas such as engineering, air traffic management and pilot training. The manufacturing sector, in particular is also working hard to promote education in science, technology, engineering and math (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016).
Aviation is working to achieve gender balance in all sectors. In Europe, aviation is the most gender balanced of all transport sectors. Work is still needed to encourage balance in technical areas such as engineering and flight crew. As well as providing employment opportunities, aviation contributes $2.7 trillion to global GDP, 3.5% of the global total. In 2014, $6.4 trillion worth of cargo was transported by air (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016).
For many people all over the globe, the ability to travel to any other country is an invaluable asset, relied on to visit friends and relatives, move abroad for work and study or, of course, go on holiday. Without air transport, being able to travel and experience new countries and cultures would be far more difficult — and certainly impossible in as short a time (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016).Without air transport, studying abroad simply would not be feasible, particularly for shorter-term university exchange programmes . Air transport connectivity can make these ambitions far more likely to be realized. For students from developing countries, the opportunity to travel to established universities for higher education is invaluable. Not only does this help the individual’s personal improvement, but it also creates consequential benefits for their home country as students return armed with knowledge and skills to contribute to their home economy (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016).
In 2005 the UK aviation industry was a world first in coming together to establish Sustainable Aviation (SA) committed to working together towards a sustainable future. In 2015, 10 years on, the industry remains committed to making a positive contribution to the British economy, and meeting the needs of society for air transport whilst minimizing environmental and social impacts (Sustainable Aviation a Decade of Progress, 2015). There are multiple cases where we’ve witnessed social sustainable practices for employees in different airlines. The British Airways (BA) website mentioned employees’ wellbeing; it said “We assist colleagues in taking a holistic approach to building their physical, mental and social health. We do this through our wellbeing programme underpinned by the British Airways wellbeing portal, which provides information and tools aligned with the factors of wellbeing including fitness, nutrition & lifestyle.” It also spoke about the culture created in their work environment: “Ensuring our colleagues feel valued for who they are is a passion that drives all our work. We have employee networks in the areas of ethnicity, LGBT, gender, working carers and faiths. British Airways recognizes the value these groups have in guiding our business and also ensures through training and development that all our colleagues are continuing to build a diverse and inclusive culture. We are also committed to increasing the diversity of our engineering and pilot communities and in particular the number of women entering and succeeding in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math STEM careers.” British Airways’ Flying Start charity, in partnership with Comic Relief, aims to raise money to help children in the UK and around the world. Since June 2010, the generosity of BA customers and staff has raised £12 million. The airline also supports more than 30 charities through its Communities and Conservation programme. British Airways has this year recruited 175 apprentices and 50 graduates to its programmes across the airline. The airline also runs the British Airways Future Pilot programme. Open to anyone from 18 to 55, with no previous flying experience, it this year sought to recruit and train up to 100 potential pilots (Sustainable Aviation a Decade of Progress ,2015). In 2016 British Airways came sixth in the Inclusive Top 50 UK Employers list.
Another example of social sustainable practices for employees of airlines is what AIR FRANCE-KLM mentioned in their Corporate Social Responsibility Report in 2014.    They said: “We aim to create a safe and motivating environment for our employees. We continue developing skills to ensure the professionalism and employability of our staff, to achieve the best results for our business.” In the Asian context, Singapore Airlines was awarded in 2014, the title of Singapore’s most attractive employer at the Randstad Awards for the third year running. The Award recognizes organizations which Singaporeans want to work for most. Singapore Airlines perceive stakeholder engagement, especially from employees, as a major success to their organizations. In their Sustainability Report 2014/15 they said: “Our success would not have been possible without the efforts of our people. We recruit dynamic individuals from diverse backgrounds and are committed to providing our employees with equal opportunities to achieve their full potential.” Singapore Airlines employees enjoy multiple benefits provided by their organization, such as: insurance schemes, medical care, staff travel discounts, holiday discounts and employee share option plan. Also, to promote a healthy lifestyle and employee well-being, Singapore Airlines have put in place several initiatives as part of its Wellness & Health Programme which was officially launched in early 2012. The programme includes health talks and sports sessions. Singapore Airlines employees were involved in community service activities such as organizing fundraising initiatives (e.g. car wash event), celebrating festivities with community organizations (e.g. Christmas) and helping out in nation-wide charity events. The airline also make use of multiple channels to communicate their latest news and happenings to their employees to keep them engaged. Training is another area on which Singapore Airlines focuses strongly. They believe that their employees represent a key competitive advantage and hence place a strong emphasis on the development of their employees. 
The UK Aviation Social Contributions organizations continue to deliver a wide range of social benefits covering areas such as: apprenticeship schemes, graduate management schemes, skill development and job specific training schemes, charitable fund raising and volunteer work, there are a wide range of examples of this work from all the organizations. Airbus supports a variety of education and charity projects in the UK. Airbus in the UK has an award winning apprenticeship programme responsible for enrolling around 4,000 apprentices over the last three decades. More than 450 apprentices are currently in the scheme. Birmingham Airport’s Community Trust Fund makes grants of up to £3,000 to community, groups in areas most affected by the Airport’s operations. Each year they invest £75,000 in the Trust Fund, to which any charges made to airlines which breach the airport’s night noise regulations are added (Sustainable Aviation a Decade of Progress,2015).
[bookmark: _Toc529307984]Sustainable development is not just about working towards economic progress in an environmentally sustainable way. A significant aspect of this concept is improving the lives of people in ways other than financial prosperity. These socially-based ambitions are an important part of the sustainable development goals and are in many ways supported by civil aviation (Aviation benefits beyond border, 2016).
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In conclusion, securing a better quality of life for all, over multiple generations is one of the greatest challenges facing humanity. Nations have come together to create a new pathway with benchmarks such as the Millennium Development Goals (United Nations, 2002) and the sustainable development goals that build upon and expand them (United Nations, 2015).While all sectors of society have a role to play, many people are looking toward science and technology to play a key role in securing a future that is more sustainable (Metzger et al.,2017).Also leaders of firms today are increasingly recognizing sustainability to be an important part of their organizational values and priorities and are taking steps to ensure their employees are aware of their efforts(Galpin et al. , 2015) There is an ever-expanding volume of literature underscoring the importance of sustainability to organizations and its positive impact on performance (Galpin et al. , 2015).While many organizations are acknowledging the importance of sustainability, the implementation of an effective strategy to achieve a sustainable organization remains a challenge.
The complex nature of organizational culture creates unique challenges for managers attempting to encourage awareness among employees that sustainability not only reduces the firm’s impact on the natural environment but it also can significantly impact the long-term health and success of the organization (Galpin et al. , 2015).A firm’s leadership and performance regarding sustainability can motivate employees to go beyond what is expected of them, which in turn can enhance productivity as well as elevate revenues and customer satisfaction (Lacy et al., 2009).
The benefits of creating a culture of sustainability are not limited to increased levels of employee performance and commitment. A culture of sustainability can improve firm performance too. Recent research has found that corporations adopting environmental and social policies significantly outperform their counterparts over the long term, both in terms of stock market and accounting performance. While firms can take a number of steps to help ensure positive financial outcomes, a growing body of research has been devoted to the importance of a firm’s social and environmental responsiveness. Along with traditional market factors such as brand image and market value, the environmental and social credentials help to establish niches and new markets (Galpin et al., 2015).
Social sustainability has been a core element of the sustainability discourse, ever since the Brundtland Commission stressed that we cannot solve the key environmental problems if global social equity issues are neglected (Dempsey et al. 2010).Participation by all stakeholder groups can lead to greater social inclusion and such dialogue may provide additional synergies in terms of economic and social benefits to a community.
This chapter covered an introduction to sustainability and the impact sustainability has on organizations. Also it discussed different dimensions of sustainability and explained each one of them. Social sustainable practices were identified and explained in the context of employees in organizations. Finally, there were examples of social sustainability in the aviation industry and how it is growing in the industry.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework 
[bookmark: _Toc529307986][bookmark: _Toc529468841]3.1 Introduction to the Theoretical Framework 

The stakeholder theory is the theoretical framework used in this thesis, it focuses upon management decision making; the theory explains how stakeholders try and influence organizational decision making processes so as to be consistent with their needs and priorities; and as regards organizations, these should attempt to understand and balance the interests of the various participants (Mainardes et al. , 2011). The study in this thesis will be conducted on employees which are part of the organization’s stakeholders and that make the stakeholder theory a reliable theoretical framework in this thesis. 
The stakeholder theory which recognizes the importance of a host of stakeholders, in addition to company owners, is particularly relevant because of its long-term effect on company’s growth and inclusion of multiple perspectives. It argues that for a company to survive, it needs to manage its relationship with all stakeholders (including customers, general public, shareholders, employees, suppliers, etc.) (Kemp &Vinke,2012). Stakeholder theory describes a network of stakeholders that a firm manages for information, resources, transactions and collaboration (Gao& Zhang, 2006).
This chapter will cover an overview of the stakeholder theory, which is the theoretical framework used for the study. It will also discuss the different dimensions of the stakeholder theory and its application. This will be followed by the impact of sustainability on stakeholders. The penultimate section will emphasize employees as part of the stakeholder theory, followed with a conclusion to the chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc529307987][bookmark: _Toc529468842]3.2 Overview on the Stakeholder Theory

First proposed by Freeman in 1984, stakeholder theory focuses on the strategic management of organizations in the late twentieth century. Numerous studies in literature, especially those of Clarkson (1995), Donaldson and Preston (1995), Mitchell et al. (1997) helped the theory to flourish and develop (Mainardes et al., 2012). Although they may offer different definitions and interpretations, all these studies, in their core, follow the definition of Freeman (1984) and reflect the same principle to a greater or lesser extent: the company should take into consideration the needs, interests and influences of people and groups, who either impact on or may be impacted by its policies and operations. According to Freeman’s (1984) definition, individuals or groups may influence or be influenced by the scope of organizational objectives. Within this concept, a person, an informal group, an organization or an institution may all be stakeholders (Çetinkaya et. al , 2015).
Stakeholder theory was put forward by Freeman (1984) as a proposal for the strategic management of organizations in the late twentieth century. Over time, this theory has gained in importance, with key works by Clarkson (1994, 1995), Donaldson and Preston (1995), Mitchell et al. (1997), Rowley (1997) and Freeman (1999) enabling both greater theoretical depth and development. From an initially strategic perspective, the theory evolved and was adopted as a means of management by many market-based organizations. Given it remains a relatively recent addition to the management field, stakeholder theory has not been fully developed. According to Fassin (2008), the success of stakeholder theory, both in the management literature and in business practice, is due in large part to the simplicity inherent to the model (Mainardes et al., 2011).The origins of stakeholder theory draw on four key academic fields – i.e. sociology, economics, politics and ethics – and especially the literature on corporate planning, systems theory, corporate social responsibility and organizational theory. Freeman (1984), over the course of his work entitled Strategic Management: a Stakeholder Approach, generally accepted as launching the stakeholder theory concepts, defines how stakeholders with similar interests or rights form a group. What Freeman (1984) was seeking to explain was the relationship between the company and its external environment and its behavior within this environment. The author set out his model as if a chart in which the company is positioned at the centre and is involved with stakeholders connected with the company (Mainardes et al., 2011).
Under stakeholder theory, stakeholders are classified as internal stakeholders and other external stakeholders. Freeman (1984, p. 46) defined stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives.” Savage et al. (1991, p. 61) defined stakeholders as groups or individuals who “have an interest in the actions of an organization and . . . the ability to influence it.” Both definitions suggest a two-way relationship between the organization and its stakeholders including “voiceless” stakeholders (although the ability to influence is not much visible directly, reflect the “interdependence” of firms and stakeholders and justify the necessity of engaging stakeholders in an organization’s decision-making process(Gao& Zhang, 2006).In research and practice, stakeholders are typically listed as: owners/financiers/stockholders, customers, employees, suppliers, and competitors—the primary groups identified by their economic relationship to the company—with the secondary groups of community and advocates tacked on depending on the environment of the company at that time.  ‘‘Community’’ is seen as a catch-all for interests that do not fall into any of the primary stakeholder concerns (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012).
Stakeholders have a reciprocal relationship with a firm, in the sense that they contribute to the firm's value creation, and the firm's performance affects their well-being. Freeman's (1984) stakeholder theory and Jensen's (2001)  " enlightened value maximization" theory recognize maximization of firm performance and the long-term value of the firm as the criterion for balancing interests of all stakeholders. Furthermore, according to Denis and McConnell (2003), "In many European countries, shareholder wealth maximization has not been the only - or even necessarily the primary - goal of the board of directors." Stakeholder welfare maximization includes the interests of employees, customers and the broader community within which a firm operates (Zabihollah, 2016).
Stakeholder theory is concerned with who has input in decision making as well as with who benefits from the outcomes of such decisions. There are many definitions of stakeholders, all of which share their roots in the definition from Freeman (1984): ‘‘Any group or individual who can affect or is effected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives,’’ where stakeholders are depicted in the form of a ‘‘hub and spoke’’ map with the firm at the centre. Stakeholder theory exists in literature as a broad and pluralistic approach that has generally captured the idea that the purpose of the firm is to ‘‘serve as a vehicle for coordinating stakeholder interests’’ that are ‘‘multiple, and not always entirely congruent’’ (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012).
Stakeholder theory helps to understand how a company’s internal resource allocation decisions are linked to stakeholders’ demands that are crucial to the company’s success (Freeman 1984).Stakeholders are often identified in the mission statements of companies, particularly in terms of concern for employees, customers and society (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012).Managers’ perception about stakeholders’ salience is dependent on who provides critical resources to the firm. Therefore, it is the importance and influence of the stakeholders that connect resource dependence and stakeholder theories and thus affect the engagement with those stakeholders (Herremans et al., 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc529307988][bookmark: _Toc529468843]3.3 Dimensions of Stakeholder Theory 

Stakeholder theory helps to understand the environment and the different constituents’ managers should satisfy in order to effectively manage the organization. Stakeholder management theories are categorized into normative, descriptive and instrumental theories (Donaldson and Preston, 1995).Within stakeholder theory as a whole, there are many streams of work that emphasize different elements of stakeholder management, each of which affects the nature of stakeholder identification (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012 ).  Donaldson and Preston (1995) developed three aspects to the stakeholder theory: the descriptive/empirical, the instrumental and the normative (Figure 3.1).
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)Figure 3.1: Dimensions of Stakeholder Theory

Donaldson & Preston (1995) view the three aspects of the stakeholder theory as being “nested within each other”. The first layer of the theory is its descriptive aspect. The descriptive aspect describes the organization and its relationships with external organizations and agencies. The second layer of the theory is the instrumental aspect, which supports the first by its predictive value. This layer predicts that if specific tasks are preformed, then specific results will be achieved (Donaldson & Preston 1995). The underpinning element of the theory is its normative aspect (Byrd,2007).
The three aspects of stakeholder theory indicate the need to identify the interest of all stakeholders. All stakeholders do not need to be involved equally in the decision making process, but it does require that all interests are identified and understood (Donaldson & Preston 1995). Failure to identify the interest of even a single primary stakeholder group may result in the failure of the process (Byrd ,2007).
[bookmark: _Toc529307989][bookmark: _Toc529468844]3.3.1 Descriptive Aspect

 The descriptive or empirical aspect of stakeholder theory is used to describe some characteristic and/or behavior of an organization or development (Donaldson & Preston 1995; Hemedoglu,et al ., 2012). This aspect is used to examine and explain the past, present and the future state of affairs of an organization and its stakeholders (Donaldson & Preston 1995). 
Based on the descriptive or empirical aspect, stakeholder theory can describe the multiple elements of tourism in a community, the history of tourism development in the community, the procedures and policies that relate to the development and management of tourism in the area, the types of attractions in the community, the overall economic impact to the community, the size of the tourism industry in the community, and the connections between the different agencies and organizations that are involved in tourism(Byrd,2007).
Descriptive stakeholder theory is agnostic as to the appropriate identification of stakeholders and instead focuses on how stakeholders are managed in practice (Clarkson, 1995). It typically distinguishes between firms that practice stakeholder management and those that do not (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc529307990][bookmark: _Toc529468845]3.3.2 Instrumental Aspect

 The “instrumental aspect” identifies the connections, or lack of connections, between stakeholder management and the achievement of the organization or development’s objectives and goals (Donaldson & Preston 1995). The instrumental aspect establishes connections between specific actions and specific end results (Byrd,2007).Instrumental stakeholder theory is used to identify the connections, or lack of connections, between stakeholder management and the achievement of traditional objectives(Hemedoglu,et al ., 2012).
Instrumental stakeholder theory has been influential in espousing an economic model of stakeholder identification. This view considers only the ‘‘primary’’ stakeholder groups, those with a direct economic connection to the firm. Stakeholders are defined as ‘constituents who have a legitimate claim on the firm…established through the existence of an exchange relationship’ who supply ‘the firm with critical resources (contributions) and in exchange expects its interests to be satisfied (by inducements)’ . By emphasizing the exchange relationship, the instrumental view argues that firms benefit from stakeholder management, either through trusting and cooperative relationships, risk reduction reputation or other material gain. In doing so, several authors limit the relationships of interest to contractual ties and there is little room for a broader consideration of stakeholders and their other interests (Crane &Ruebottom,2012).
However, social cooperation in relation to a firm is often narrowly defined as economic cooperation, collapsing into an instrumental view of stakeholder identities. While some views argue for moral responsibility to a broader range of stakeholders, the classification of stakeholders does not change significantly. The main stakeholders are identified based on the same economic relationship with the firm, and a secondary group is classified in more generic terms, such as ‘‘community’’ or ‘‘activist groups’’. Where the secondary groups are emphasized, they are still not specifically identified (Crane &Ruebottom,2012).
[bookmark: _Toc529307991][bookmark: _Toc529468846]3.3.3 Normative Aspect

Finally, the normative aspect is the fundamental core of the stakeholder theory (Byrd , 2007).  Normative stakeholder theory is used to interpret the function of the corporation, including the identification of moral or philosophical guidelines for the operation and management corporations (Hemedoglu,et al ., 2012 & Byrd, 2007). From the perspective of the normative aspect, the reasoning behind an organization participating in an activity is because it is the right thing to do (Byrd , 2007).  
Identification of a stakeholder, from this aspect, is based on the stakeholder’s interest in the organization, not the organization’s interest in the stakeholder. The normative aspect assumes that all stakeholders have the right to be treated as an end, and not as a means to an end (Donaldson & Preston 1995). Based on this assumption, all stakeholders need to participate in determining the direction of the organization in which they have a stake (Byrd, 2007).The normative approach challenges the view that stakeholder groups are a means to a profitable end and emphasizes the Kantian view that stakeholders are an end in themselves. Normative arguments based on social cooperation and community include all those that participate in the cooperative effort (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc529307992][bookmark: _Toc529468847]3.4 Relevance of Stakeholder Theory 

The stakeholder theory focuses on the relationship between a business and the groups and individuals who can affect it or are affected by it (Smudde and Courtright, 2011), and proposes extending the focus of managers beyond the traditional interest group of shareholders in order to understand the needs, expectations and values of groups previously perceived to be external to the company (Ayuso et al., 2007). Benn et al. (2009) state that a successful organization is one which at least satisfies but preferably adds value for all stakeholders, not just shareholders. Donaldson and Preston (1995) have drawn the stakeholder model of the corporation, where the firm has reciprocal relations with both the primary and secondary stakeholder groups. The stakeholder perspective states that corporations should consider the interests of any individuals or organizations who have a stake in the firms (Hemedoglu,et al ., 2012 ).
 “Balancing stakeholder interests is a process of assessing, weighing and addressing the competing claims of those who have a stake in the actions of the organization.” Stakeholders can be managed in various ways depending on the organizational value in expected outcomes .Consequently, companies develop diverse types of relationships with their stakeholders (Herremans et al. , 2015). Adopting a stakeholder theory approach allows us to analyze how to adapt the behavior of the organization to the stakeholders’ demands (Alsos et al., 2011). The salient argument behind stakeholder theory is that firms need to ensure their survival and continued success by satisfying stakeholders’ demands or else face negative confrontations from stakeholders. If we combine insights from both stakeholder and agency theory, we might argue that each and every stakeholder is a part of the nexus of implicit and explicit contracts that constitutes the firm. Building on this definition, each stakeholder group supplies the firm with critical resources and has a legitimate claim on the firm (Huang & Kung, 2010). According to stakeholder theory, business is about how stockholders and managers interact and create value (Freeman et al., 2007). The interaction between stakeholders and the firm is a reciprocal one. The stakeholders provide vital resources, or contribute to the firm, while the firm satisfies stakeholder demands (Huang & Kung, 2010).
To survive, an organization needs to focus on those stakeholders who provide the resources and support necessary for it to continue the activities desired by the stakeholders (Alsos et al., 2011). Resource divisibility impacts on whether a manager will try to balance the interests of several stakeholders, or concentrate on one stakeholder at a time (Reynolds et al., 2006). Stakeholder theory is particularly important for developing and implementing adequate governance mechanism and processes relative to the broader environmental influences and interdependencies of organizations with various internal and external stakeholders (Christopher, 2010). External control by stakeholders is particularly likely if they have access to resources that are relatively critical to the focal organization. This access to vital organizational resources gives stakeholders potential power over the firm (Kolk and Pinkse, 2006) and the need, even the compulsion, to have a good relationship with stakeholders(Hemedoglu,et al ., 2012 ).
The firm must assess the needs of the various classifications of stakeholders in order to achieve its strategic goals. For this reason, firms need to maintain ongoing dialogues and partnerships with stakeholders. Stakeholder theory explains a firm’s specific action using a stakeholder-agency approach, and is concerned with how stakeholders, with their competing interests, are managed by organizations in terms of acknowledgment of stakeholder accountability. The justification is that stakeholders are those who have ‘‘a stake’’ in an organization and have something ‘‘at risk’’ (Collier, 2008). According to stakeholder theory, companies can achieve more positive results by paying more attention to corporate social responsibility programmes. Stakeholder theory suggests that organizational survival and success is contingent on satisfying both its economic (e.g. profit maximization) and non-economic (e.g. corporate social performance) objectives by meeting the needs of the company’s various stakeholders. The stakeholder management concept serves to ensure that organizations recognize, analyze and examine the individual and group characteristics that influence or are influenced by organizational behaviors and actions (Çetinkaya et. al , 2015).
Therefore, the manager is morally responsible for arranging corporate activities in ways that strike a balance between conflicting stakeholder demands. Donaldson and Preston (1995) suggest that, on top of satisfying the explicit needs of shareholders and creditors, a firm must not ignore the implicit needs of other stakeholders. Stakeholders make clear their intentions and attitudes through message delivery or even outward expressions and thus influence the operations of a firm (Huang & Kung, 2010). Furthermore, a fundamental thesis of stakeholder-based arguments is that organizations should be managed in the interest of all their constituents, not only in the interest of shareholders (Hemedoglu,et al ., 2012 ).
[bookmark: _Toc529307993][bookmark: _Toc529468848]3.5 Stakeholders and Sustainability 

Stakeholders can play a significant role in a firm’s sustainability efforts, because, if managed well, they can offer valuable assistance and resources beyond “simply” exerting pressures on companies(Gao& Zhang, 2006).Stakeholders are groups affected by an organization – employees, shareholders, society, customers, suppliers and government that have a significant impact on an organization’s long-term sustainability as they provide it license to operate the willingness to do business with(Delai& Takahashi, 2011). Stakeholders can be identified and categorized in different ways. For example, they can be distinguished between primary stakeholders that constitute the business (owners, employees, customers and suppliers) and critical secondary stakeholders on whom the business depends for infrastructure (e.g. communities and governments) (Gao& Zhang, 2006).Stakeholders play key roles in a number of ways in the supply chain. The literature identifies varied types of stakeholders that create pressures for sustainability and influence firms to adopt sustainable thinking or goals. External stakeholders can regulate or mobilize public opinion. There is a strong and positive impact of external stakeholder involvement (customers/clients, shareholders, community members, distributors, and regulatory agencies) on competitive advantage (Meixell & Luoma, 2014).
Stakeholder relations run along a range from meeting requirements, to receiving information, to co-developing solutions. Among other outcomes, the adoption of environmental and social practices can be influenced by interaction with stakeholders. For example, customers may exert pressure on suppliers to demonstrate corporate social responsibility practices either as a precondition for tendering to supply or as a complementary variable in their considerations of different suppliers (Theyel & Hofmann, 2012).Stakeholder theory suggests that sustainability activities and performance enhance the long-term value of the firm by fulfilling the firms' social responsibilities, meeting their environmental obligations and improving their reputation . However, these sustainability activities may require considerable resource allocation that could conflict with shareholder wealth maximization objectives and force management to solely invest in sustainability initiatives that would result in long-term financial sustainability (Zabihollah, 2016). 
A number of sustainability theories consisting of agency/shareholder, stakeholder, signaling/disclosure, institutional, legitimacy and stewardship have been developed in examining the role of business organizations in society and their interactions with their constituencies including shareholders, creditors, suppliers, customers, employees, government, society and the environment. These theories attempt to address the integration among various dimensions of sustainability performance, their interactions, their possible tensions and constraints imposed on the main business objective of creating shareholder value (Zabihollah, 2016).
 Stakeholder theory applies to all managerial processes in the sense that the synergy and integration among all elements of the business model and its processes are essential in achieving overall sustainable performance objectives. Management's consideration of stakeholders' interests is a key determinant of focus on social and environmental sustainability performance and disclosures. Stakeholder theories fit well with the emerging business sustainability of guiding management to behave as stewards, whose motives are aligned with interests of all stakeholders. These theories and standards help explain management strategies and practices in generating sustainable financial performance to create shareholder value and in achieving non-financial sustainability performance in protecting the interests of all stakeholders (Zabihollah, 2016).
As stakeholders gain influence over a firm, the latter must consider the needs of the former and modify its activities to minimize conflicting interests. Social and environmental disclosures are perceived as ways firms can respond to their stakeholders. They constitute means of communication between the firm and the stakeholders. Firms need to consider all the stakeholder demands when drawing up corporate strategies, or risk stakeholders withdrawing their support. Since stakeholders pay more attention to the strategies, devotion and stance of a firm regarding environmental issues, they are delighted to see economic profit or performance, which does not destroy the environment. Freeman (1984) argues that Stakeholder Theory can replace laws and regulations imposed on firms, invoking stakeholder influence to underpin his argument. Having stakeholders pressing the firm on environmental issues prompts the firm to ensure that its management strategies focus more on issues related to certain environmental and social actions. It’s doing so eventually eases the need for government intervention (Huang & Kung ,2010).
[bookmark: _Toc529307994][bookmark: _Toc529468849]3.6 Employees and the Stakeholder Theory 

The firm’s stakeholders play an important role in facilitating, and sometimes hindering, this aspect of effective supply chain management. Stakeholder theory suggests there should be a fit between the “values of the corporation and its managers, the expectations of stakeholders and the societal issues which will determine the ability of the firm to sell its products” (Freeman, 2004). A stakeholder approach emphasizes active management of the business environment, relationships, and the promotion of shared interests which in turn is a matter of long-term survival (Meixell & Luoma, 2014). The organization’s survival and continuing success depend upon the ability of its managers to create sufficient wealth, value or satisfaction for each stakeholder group (Perks& Smith, 2015).
The stakeholders approach maintains that corporation exists to make money for its shareholders but that it must also satisfy the needs of its other stakeholders; those being employees and the community, among others (Jurgens et al., 2008). Few companies are considering the opinions of stakeholders during the process of making important decisions on company. Most of the stakeholders whose opinions have been considered are employees (Hemedoglu,et al ., 2012). Employee and managerial stakeholder pressure can result in a virtuous circle of proactive environmental strategies (Sarkis et al., 2010).Some of the stakeholders that are influential inside the firm include employees and mid-level managers (Meixell & Luoma, 2014).
Employees can make suggestions for improving a firm’s contribution to the community, and suppliers can play a critical role by providing insight, technology and material inputs in a firm’s environmental efforts. Firms can build trusting relationships when they include stakeholders in their decision-making processes along with their management (Theyel & Hofmann 2012).  For example in Germany, firms are legally required to protect the interests of all stakeholders according to the system of co-determination that enable employees and shareholders to have an equal number of seats on the supervisory board of the company(Zabihollah, 2016).
Stakeholders expect organizations to address social sustainability (Perks& Smith, 2015). As the attention on social issues is growing, firms should track these developments and be aware of the potential benefits that include employee satisfaction, integrity and motivation, enhanced recognition among customers (i.e. reputation effects, making marketing activities more effective), and a possible insurance-like function that mitigates the financial repercussions of negative events via accumulated goodwill of stakeholders (Theyel & Hofmann, 2012). Because the benefits of social efforts are not that obvious and even the economic impact of reputation enhancements are difficult to monitor, firms are typically more reluctant to engage in social practices (Theyel & Hofmann, 2012). The three most proactive social practices are identifying and monitoring social and policy issues, identifying stakeholders, and two-way communication with stakeholders (Theyel & Hofmann, 2012). By expanding the definition of social sustainability to include their own employees, organizations open up options for enhancing their human capital (Blake-Beard et al., 2010).
Relationships with stakeholders can result in insight necessary for deciding how to allocate limited resources toward efforts that do the most to satisfy stakeholders. This insight can assist companies with deciding on how many resources are used for sustainability practices in general and on which environmental and social activities in particular they should adopt. Firms standardize their practices in response to pressures by stakeholders (Theyel & Hofmann, 2012). Çetinkaya et. al, (2015) conducted a study on 48 companies from Listed Turkish Companies in Istanbul Stock to measure social practices that impact employees as stakeholders. The results for the highest scored practices were learning and development opportunities, a healthy and safe work environment, fulfilling work, competent leadership, community spirit, fair remuneration and equal employment opportunities. By exploring and identifying social sustainable practices companies can improve their socially sustainable practices from their employees’ perspective and enhance their productivity and performance.
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The existing body of literature clearly suggests that stakeholders play a significant role in a firm’s sustainability efforts. In addition to exerting pressures, customers, suppliers, employees, and other stakeholders can help companies (Theyel & Hofmann , 2012).The stakeholder theory approach allows us to acknowledge that what matters to one group may not be significant to others, so conflicts are inevitable and need to be balanced. Since employees are part of stakeholders that influence sustainable practices in their organizations, the stakeholder theory would be the ultimate theoretical framework to be used.
This chapter covered different aspects of the stakeholder theory and its impact on sustainability and employees. The next chapter will be discussing the research methods, the model used to develop the questionnaire and data collection which is based on the stakeholder theory theoretical framework in the context of social sustainability.  
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Chapter 4: Methodology 
[bookmark: _Toc529307997][bookmark: _Toc529468852]4.1 Introduction to Research Methods

The literature review in Chapter 2 and the theoretical framework in Chapter 3, both, indicate the importance of developing studies on measuring social sustainable practices on employees in the aviation industry. It is this field, the field of social sustainable practices, which provide the underlying principles of the research methodology for this thesis. Social sustainable practices has given the research both depth and breadth, while also shaping the design of this research. This chapter aims to describe the data collection methods of the research, and other related issues that were encountered during the data collection process. In this chapter, seven main sections contribute to the description of the research methodology. The second section will discuss the multiple criteria decision making which provides powerful approaches to solve complicated problems (Zavadskas & Turskis, 2011).
The third and fourth sections will represent the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) which is the method used for the multiple criteria decision making. One of the most popular techniques for complex decision-making problems is the AHP developed by Saaty, which decomposes a decision making problem into a system of hierarchies of objectives, attributes (or criteria) and alternatives. An AHP hierarchy can have as many levels as needed to fully characterize a particular decision situation. A number of functional characteristics make AHP a useful methodology. These include the ability to handle decision situations involving subjective judgments, multiple decision makers, and the ability to provide measures of consistency of preference. Designed to reflect the way people actually think, AHP continues to be the most highly regarded and widely used decision-making method. AHP can efficiently deal with tangible (i.e., objective) as well as non-tangible (i.e., subjective) attributes, especially where the subjective judgments of different individuals constitute an important part of the decision process (Gavade,2014).
 Sections five and six will cover the questionnaire development and the AHP model developed, which represent the 10 main criteria and the 38 sub criteria. Sections seven and eight will represent the data collection and the data analysis approach with the formula used to measure the criteria. Lastly, section eight will consist of a summary of the chapter highlighting the major decisions made of the research work   .  
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Multiple criteria decision making (MCDM) refers to making decisions in the presence of multiple, usually conflicting, criteria (Xu & Yang,2001). MCDM , as described by Vincke (1992), is the most directly characterized by a set of multiple criteria method(Zavadskas & Turskis ,2011). MCDM helps a decision maker which quantifies particular criteria based on its importance in presence of other objectives (Kumar et al.,2017 ). Making a decision implies that there are alternative choices to be considered and in a such case we won’t only have to identify as many of these alternatives as possible, but have to choose the one that best fits with our goals, objectives, desires, values and so on (Gavade, 2014). 
MCDM is one of the most widely used decision methodologies in science, business and governmental worlds, which are based on the assumption of a complex world, and can help improve the quality of decisions by making the decision making process more explicit, rational and efficient. In real life, a decision-maker, first of all, must understand and describe the situation. This stage includes the determination and assessment of the stakeholders, different alternatives of feasible actions, a large number of different and important decision criteria, type and quality of information, etc. It appears to be the key point defining MCDM as a formal approach. For Zeleny (1977, 1982) decision criteria are rules, measures and standards that guide decision-making. Bouyssou (1990) proposed a general definition of a criterion as a tool allowing comparison of alternatives according to a particular point of view. When building a criterion, the analyst should keep in mind that it is necessary for all the actors of the decision process to adhere to the comparisons that will be deduced from that model. Criteria (relatively precise, but usually conflicting) are measures, rules and standards that guide decision-making, which also incorporates a model of preferences between elements of a set of real or fictitious actions (Zavadskas & Turskis, 2011).
Since the 1960s, MCDM has been an active research area and produced many theoretical and applied articles and books (Roy, 2005). MCDM methods have been designed to designate a preferred alternative, classify alternatives in a small number of categories, and/or rank alternatives in a subjective preference order. MCDM is a generic term for all methods that exist for helping people make decisions according to their preferences, in cases where there is more than one conflicting criterion (Ho, 2008). Using MCDM can be said to be a way of dealing with complex problems by breaking the problems into smaller pieces. After weighing some considerations and making judgments about smaller components, the pieces are reassembled to present an overall picture to the decision maker’s tools. Most of the MCDM methods deal with discrete alternatives, which are described by a set of criteria. Criteria values can be determined as a cardinal or ordinal information. Information could be determined exactly or could be fuzzy, determined in intervals (Mardani et al., 2015).

Several studies have been carried out to develop MCDM, hundreds of publications have been published to provide information about MCDM methods, their development and application in different fields (Mardani et al., 2015).In recent years, several previous studies have employed MCDM tools and applications to solve area problems such as energy, environment and sustainability. Wang et al. (2009) in review of multi-criteria decision analysis aid in sustainable energy decision making pointed out that MCDM methods have become increasingly popular in decision-making for sustainability because of the multi-dimensionality of the sustainability goal and the complexity of socio-economic and biophysical systems(Zavadskas & Turskis, 2011). Also, MCDM are always complex due to involvement of factors including technical, institutional, standards, social, economic and stakeholders (Kumar et al., 2017).
From 1950 onwards, there had been a large number of refined MCDM methods developed and they differ from each other in the required quality and quantity of additional information, the methodology used, the user friendliness, the sensitivity tools used, and the mathematical properties they verify (Zavadskas & Turskis, 2011). One of the methods is the Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP) method developed by Saaty. Saaty (1977) showed the global importance of solving problems with conflicting goals by using multiple criteria models and presented decision making models with incomplete information. In his latest works Saaty (Saaty et al. 2003) analyzed measuring problems in assignments associated with uncertainty conditions and applied the AHP method to solve different problems (Zavadskas & Turskis, 2011).
Another method is the Analytic Network Process (ANP). Saaty and Takizawa introduced the ANP in 1986 to solve dependence and feedback problems between dimensions and criteria in diagonal matrices under the hypothesis that they are independent or show self-relation. The ANP is a general form of the AHP which can release the restriction of hierarchical structure, and is recommended for decision-making problems where there are cross relations in outer dimensions. In fact, the greatest difference between the two methodologies is that ANP is applied to decision-making problems for interrelationships in outer dimensions, whereas the AHP assumes the independence of outer and inner dimensions. As Lu et al. claim, the outcome of the decisions may be influenced if there exists a significant interrelationship between dimensions and criteria that is not considered. On the other hand, ANP allows for a representation of decision-making in a complex environment with a network structure rather than with a hierarchical structure (Penadés-Plà et al. , 2016).
Simple Multi Attribute Rating Technique (SMART) is the simplest form of Multi-attribute utility theory methods. SMART was initially proposed by Edwards (1977) and since then it has been widely used in business and management fields, social sciences. This method is based on linear additive or simple multiplicative models for aggregating single criterion evaluation. They are most suitable for the analysis of discrete alternatives. The SMART method shows good performance and requires less computation power, making the method appropriate for IT security area. The main advantage of this approach is its simplicity in comparison with the other decision making methods (Gade & Osuri, 2014)
The ELECTRE method developed by Benayoun et al. (1966) is used to establish a partial ranking and choose a set of alternatives by eliminating less favorable ones while encountering few criteria with large number of alternatives in a decision making problem. The ELECTRE method begins with pair wise comparisons of alternatives under each criterion. Its basic concept is to deal with outranking relations using pair wise comparisons among alternatives under each one of the criteria separately. ELECTRE method has been evidently found to be used in the information security field (Gade & Osuri, 2014).
The Preference Ranking Organization Method for Enrichment Evaluations (PROMETHEE) is a method developed by Brans et al. in 1984. It is based on the pairwise comparison between alternatives for creating an outranked relationship to display the degree of domination of one alternative over the other and to select among conflicting criteria. This method uses positive and negative assessments for each alternative to create a ranking in relation to decision weights. This method allows for direct operation on the criteria included in the decision matrix without normalization and it obtains a suitable solution even when information is missing (Penadés-Plà et al. , 2016).
AHP, due to its simplicity in procedure has gained popularity although few outranking techniques ELECTRE III and PROMETHE also are popular. But no single MCDM model can be ranked as best or worst. Every method has its own strength and weakness depending upon its application in all the consequence and objectives of planning. Hybrid techniques are thereby developing to tackle such situations (Kumar et al.,2017). The AHP model will be the MCDM method used in this study, the next section will further elaborate the AHP model. 
[bookmark: _Toc529307999][bookmark: _Toc529468854]4.3 Overview of the Analytical Hierarchical Process ( AHP)

The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) is used for the purpose of this study. Although, AHP has been mostly used in multi criterion decision making problems and in choice problems, its versatility, practicality and its ease of use have allowed it to be widely applied in several areas(Singh, 2016).AHP methods structure the decision-making process into a hierarchy and the decision making involves choosing an option from different alternatives. Through a set of pairwise comparisons at each level of the hierarchy, a matrix can be developed, where the entities indicate the strength with which one element dominates another with respect to a given criterion. AHP is based on three set principles: decomposition, comparative pair wise judgment and synthesis of priorities (Dey et al., 2006).
AHP is a principle of measurement through pairwise comparisons and relies on the judgment of experts to derive the priority scales. These scales measure the intangibles in relative terms. The comparisons are made using a scale of absolute judgment that represents how much more one element dominates another with respect to a given attribute. The main concern of AHP is dealing with inconsistencies arising with the judgment and improving this judgment (Hussain et al., 2016). AHP judges and selects the elements/concepts which have a greater influence on predetermined objective. AHP seeks to translate subjective value judgments of employees into quantitative measures that can be used to optimize decisions on stakeholders in other to achieve the best corporate social responsibility objectives using the least possible cost requirements (J, et al., 2012).
The AHP decision tool is used because of the various advantages: it is open and explicit; the choice of objectives and criteria that any decision making group may make are open to analysis and to changes if they are felt to be inappropriate (Karsak and Tolga, 2001); the AHP (in the original or in the ideal mode) is the most widely accepted method and is considered by many as the most reliable MCDM method (Dyer and Wendell 1985). The AHP also allows group decision making, where group members can use their experience, values and knowledge to break down a problem into a hierarchy and solve it by the AHP steps (Fuller and Carlsson, 1996). Participants can weigh each element against the other within each level, each level is related to the levels above and below it, and the entire scheme is tied together mathematically. For evaluating the numerous criteria, AHP has become one of the most widely used methods for the practical solution of multi-criteria decision making problems (Liu et al., 1999; Chan et al., 2000). 
After providing an overview and discussing the advantages of the AHP model, the next section will explain the application of the AHP and the steps followed to develop the model.
[bookmark: _Toc529308000][bookmark: _Toc529468855]4.4 AHP application

AHP has been used to accurately evaluate the influence of the criteria in terms of goals. Figure 4.1 presents the outline of AHP method employed in this research. The suitability of AHP for this study is determined by a number of factors such as AHP’s ease of use and flexibility for a wide range of unstructured problems. Furthermore, AHP integrates a deductive approach for solving complex problems dealing with the interdependencies of system elements. It also reflects the natural tendency of human mind to sort elements of a system into different levels and group like elements (Hussain et al., 2015). Above all, AHP provides a scale to measure and prioritize intangibles allowing this research to draw upon the experience of practitioners for the identification and ranking of process improvement opportunities in the different sectors. The AHP is a methodology developed by Saaty (1980) that enables decision makers represent the simultaneous interaction of many factors in complex, unstructured situations. It helps them to identify and set priorities on the basis of their objectives and their knowledge and experience of each problem (Saaty, 2012). 
Decision-making involves different alternatives. AHP methods structure the decision-making process into a hierarchy (Hussain et al., 2015). Through a set of pairwise comparisons at each level of the hierarchy, a matrix can be developed, where the entities indicate the strength with which one element dominates another with respect to a given criterion. The main concern of AHP is dealing with inconsistencies arising with the judgment and improving this judgment. AHP judges and selects the elements/concepts which have a greater influence on predetermined objectives. AHP has mostly been used to accurately evaluate the influence of the criteria in terms of goals. The AHP method comprises four phases; i.e. structuring the decision problem, data collection and measurement, determination of normalized weights and synthesis and finding solution to the problem (Hussain et al., 2015).  The AHP deals with dependence among variables or clusters of a decision structure to combine statistical and judgmental information. The evaluation process involves criteria which are related to one another in a hierarchical form (J, et al., 2012).Figure 4.1 represents AHP methodology used in this research. 
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[bookmark: _Toc529468975]Figure 4.1 :AHP methodology (Hussain et al., 2016)


[bookmark: _Toc529308001][bookmark: _Toc529468856]4.5 Questionnaire Development

 As suggested by Saaty (1980), the questionnaire was designed on a nine-point scale (see Table 4.1).The AHP solves the survey fatigue problem by asking participants to compare the importance of only two needs at a time. These comparisons are called judgments. A judgment of only two items is much easier for the participants to complete than comparing a list of 20 items. The judgments we apply in making paired comparisons combine logical thinking with feeling developed from experience. Pairwise comparisons generate more information and therefore, improve judgment consistency (Saaty, 2012). 
[bookmark: _Toc529469406]Table 4.1. 1 to 9 scale for AHP preferences
	Intensity of importance
	Definition
	Explanation

	1
	Equal importance
	Two criteria contribute equally to the objective

	3
	Moderate importance
	Judgment slightly favor one over another

	5
	Strong importance
	Judgment strongly favor one over another

	7
	Very strong importance
	A criterion is strongly favored and its dominance is demonstrated in practice

	9
	Absolute importance
	Importance of one over another affirmed on the highest possible order

	2,4,6,8
	Intermediate values
	Used to represent compromise between
the priorities listed above



[bookmark: _Toc529308002][bookmark: _Toc529468857]4.5.1 Development of AHP Hierarchy 

As shown in Figure 4.1, the first step is to identify the problem. The purpose of this research is to develop a framework for the identification, categorization and prioritization of social sustainable practices on employees in the aviation industry. Therefore, this research is made into a hierarchical process and AHP has been applied. Figure 4.2 represents the hierarchy of the AHP model for evaluating social sustainability on employees.  The multi criteria attributes are organized in a hierarchical structure method with the highest level of the hierarchy being the overall goal, i.e. social sustainability on employees. The AHP Model is based on social sustainable practices for employees, who are the main stakeholders in companies. 


[bookmark: _Toc529468976]Figure 4.2: Development of AHP Hierarchy

[bookmark: _Toc529308003][bookmark: _Toc529468858]4.6 Data Collection

This section includes description of all the activities related to the sample, profile of the respondents and ethical consideration. 
[bookmark: _Toc529308004][bookmark: _Toc529468859]4.6.1 Sample 

The questionnaire was developed to collect data from airline employees.  There were forty responses from employees in the Middle Eastern airlines and forty two from the Western airlines. All respondents were managers in different departments working for their respective airlines. Also all respondents were English speakers so no translation was required.     
[bookmark: _Toc529308005][bookmark: _Toc529468860]4.6.2 Approaching the Respondents 

The data is collected from three airlines in the Middle East and Europe. Data was collected through the completion of a 9 scale questionnaire that was sent to them through emails. Prior to sending out the questionnaire, the Internal Communication Department of each of the airlines was contacted to get approval for conducting the survey. After reviewing the content of the questionnaire, the approval was granted. The Internal Communication Department shared several email addresses of potential respondents. 
All contacts were sent an email explaining the purpose of the questionnaire and the impact of their contribution in taking part in the study, description of each criteria and the timeline provided for completion of the questionnaire.  Each airline was approached separately, the questionnaire responses are kept confidential and the participated airlines’ names will remain anonymous. Not all contacts respondents replied to the email. Some came back with a response and others chose not to participate. 
[bookmark: _Toc529308006][bookmark: _Toc529468861]4.6.3 Profile of Organizations and Respondents under study 

The Data has been collected from Managers and Directors of four full service airlines, two are from the Middle East and the remaining two are from Europe. A Full Service Carrier (FSC) typically offers passengers extra comforts such as blankets, pillows, amenities and baggage allowances, and they also offer in-flight entertainment, Wi-Fi connections and meals within the ticket price. With the existence of low cost carriers, FSCs have entered into fierce competition and are struggling to reinforce their presence in the airline industry. An FSC’s approach for survival is to enhance its image as being sustainable and to achieve social welfare. The respondents were managers from working in different departments of the airline such as Finance, Human Resources, Corporate Strategy, Guest Relations, Government Affairs, Communication and Legal.

[bookmark: _Toc529308007][bookmark: _Toc529468862]4.6.4 Ethical considerations 

The airlines agreed that their employees take part in this survey where the airline name will remain anonymous. Participants were fully informed regarding the objectives of the study; they were reassured that their answers were treated as confidential and used only for academic purposes and only for the purposes of this particular research. The participants were not harmed or abused, both physically and psychologically, during the conduction of the research.
[bookmark: _Toc529308008][bookmark: _Toc529468863]4.7 Data Analysis

As shown in Figure 4.1, the next step in the AHP is to determine the pairwise comparisons among the criteria applied. For defining the pairwise comparisons, Saaty (2012) has suggested a nine point scale, as shown in Table 4.1. To check the consistency, the consistency index (CI) is applied. Saaty (1980) defined consistency as follows:
CI = (λ max – n) / (n -1)
Where λ max is the maximum eigenvalue of the matrix of the importance ratios and n is the number of factors. Then, the consistency ratio (CR) is used to assess whether a matrix is sufficiently consistent or not. This is the ratio of the CI to the random index (RI), which is the CI of a matrix of comparisons that is generated randomly:
CR = CI / RI
Random pairwise comparisons have been simulated to produce average random indices for different sized matrices. The values of RI are given in Table 4.2 (Saaty, 1980). According to Saaty (1980), if the value of the CR is smaller than or equal to 0.10, the inconsistency is acceptable. 
[bookmark: _Toc529469407]Table 4.2 Random Index
	n
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	RI
	0.00
	0.00
	0.58
	0.90
	1.12
	1.24
	1.32
	1.41
	1.45
	1.48


Where: n is number of factors
The next step is to define the relative priorities of criteria (the final column of Table 4.2) by computing “priority vectors.” Saaty (1990) introduced a “consistency principle” for calculating priority vectors. The consistency principle says that [image: ] and the subsequent argument for using the special case of the consistency matrix formed by elements[image: ], where [image: ] and [image: ] are the elements of the priority weight vector corresponding to criteria i and j.
[bookmark: _Toc529308009][bookmark: _Toc529468864]4.8 Summary

The multiple criteria decision making method of AHP model is used as the methodology for this study. The AHP is a decision tool based on paired comparisons of both projects and criteria’s, introduced by Saaty (Saaty, 1980). It is one of the useful methodologies and plays an important role in selecting alternatives. As suggested by Saaty (1980), the questionnaire was designed on a nine-point scale (see Table 4.1).The participants compared the importance of two criteria at a time.
The data was collected from three airlines, two are considered as a Western airline and one is a Middle East airline. The questionnaire was distributed through emails and the respondents voluntarily participated in the survey. There were forty respondents from the Middle Eastern airline and forty-two respondents from the Western airline. 
The Data analysis will be discussed in more depth in the next chapter. Also there will be a comparison between the results of the Middle Eastern airline employees’ responses and the Western airline employees’ responses. Followed by the implications and recommendations based on the results of the survey.



[bookmark: _Toc529308010][bookmark: _Toc529468865]Chapter 5: Findings & Analysis 
This chapter discusses the analysis and findings from 82 questionnaires completed by employees working in the Middle Eastern and Western airlines. The purpose of this study is to identify and prioritize social sustainable practices that influence employees in the airline industry and to compare the priority between social sustainable practices in the Middle East and the West.  The first section in this chapter will explain the AHP model developed and description of each of the main and sub criteria within the model. Then the findings of both Middle Eastern and Western airlines will be listed. Lastly, the analysis and comparison between the findings of both Middle Eastern and Western airlines will be shown. 
[bookmark: _Toc529308011][bookmark: _Toc529468866]5.1 AHP Model

As shown in Figure 4.1, the first step is to identify the problem. The purpose of this research is to develop a framework for the identification, categorization and prioritization of social sustainable practices on employees in the aviation industry. Therefore, this research is made into a hierarchical process and AHP has been applied. Figure 5.1 represents the hierarchy of the AHP model for evaluating social sustainability for employees.  The multi criteria attributes are organized in a hierarchical structure with the highest level of the hierarchy being the overall goal, i.e. social sustainability for employees. Description of each of the criteria is provided in the next section. 
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[bookmark: _Toc529468977]Figure 5.1: Hierarchical model of social sustainable practices for employees

[bookmark: _Toc529308014][bookmark: _Toc529468869]5.1.1 Description of the Criteria and Sub Criteria

Wellbeing: Employees wellbeing. Healthy, happy and motivated at work.[footnoteRef:1] [1: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/well-being] 

Recruitment: Finding and hiring candidates for employment. [footnoteRef:2] [2: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/recruitment.html] 

Employees Engagement: A workplace approach resulting in the right conditions for all members of an organization to give their best each day, committed to their organization’s goals and values, motivated to contribute to organizational success.[footnoteRef:3] [3: http://engageforsuccess.org/what-is-employee-engagement] 

Benefits: Employee receives in addition to their salary.[footnoteRef:4] [4: http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/benefit] 

Learning and Development: Improve employee performance by increasing and honing skills and knowledge. [footnoteRef:5] [5: https://www.hrzone.com/hr-glossary/what-is-learning-and-development] 

Human Rights: Employee’s fundamental rights.[footnoteRef:6] [6: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/human-rights.html] 

Employees Satisfaction: Describe whether employees are happy and contented and fulfilling their desires and needs at work.[footnoteRef:7] [7: https://www.thebalance.com/employee-satisfaction-1918014] 

Organizational Culture: Strong organizational culture. A system of shared assumptions, values, and beliefs, which governs how people behave in organizations.[footnoteRef:8] [8: http://study.com/academy/lesson/what-is-organizational-culture-definition-characteristics.html] 

Work Environment: Involves the physical geographical location as well as the immediate surroundings of the workplace.[footnoteRef:9] [9: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/work-environment.html] 

Community: The surrounding community employee lives in.[footnoteRef:10] [10: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/community] 

Regular Safety Review: Identifying the latent conditions that has the potential to cause an accident or incident. [footnoteRef:11] [11: https://www.safeopedia.com/safety-review-what-it-is-and-why-we-need-it/2/3202] 

Emergency Response service: Services provided by emergency and rescue services agencies, as well as the plans made and actions taken within an organization to respond to emergencies.[footnoteRef:12] [12: https://www.safeopedia.com/definition/195/emergency-response] 

Safety Training and Regulations: Education, and training in the field of occupational safety and health.[footnoteRef:13] [13: https://www.osha.gov/Publications/osha2254.pdf
] 

Work Life Balance: A comfortable state of equilibrium achieved between an employee's primary priorities of their employment position and their private lifestyle. [footnoteRef:14] [14: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/work-life-balance.html] 

High Quality Staff: Hiring reliable, dependable, proactive and diligent staff.  [footnoteRef:15] [15: https://www.inc.com/jeff-haden/the-8-qualities-of-remarkable-employees.html] 

Equal Opportunity: The policy of giving everyone the same opportunities for employment, pay, and promotion, without discriminating against particular groups.[footnoteRef:16] [16: https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/equal-opportunity] 

Appraisal: Is a method by which the job performance of an employee is documented and evaluated.[footnoteRef:17] [17: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Performance_appraisal] 

Job Creation: The process of making more paid jobs available.  [footnoteRef:18] [18: http://www.ldoceonline.com/dictionary/job-creation] 

Open Channels of Communication: Is where employees are encouraged to share their thoughts and concerns[footnoteRef:19] [19: https://www.reference.com/business-finance/open-communication-499b2ec03ccee91f] 

Participation in Decision making: The extent to which employers allow or encourage employees to share or participate in organizational decision-making[footnoteRef:20] [20: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Participative_decision-making] 

Career Advancement:  Refers to getting promoted or being assigned more responsibilities by an employer.[footnoteRef:21] [21: https://www.reference.com/business-finance/definition-career-advancement-8827c0f5fd4e06d6] 

Child Allowance: Money that the employer pays to families with children.[footnoteRef:22] [22: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/child%20benefit] 

Incentive Programmes/Bonuses: Employee motivational programme designed to encourage commitment to increasing productivity or in achieving some worthwhile objective.[footnoteRef:23] [23: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/incentive-scheme.html] 

Health Insurance: Is a type of insurance coverage that pays for medical and surgical expenses incurred by the insured. [footnoteRef:24] [24: http://www.investopedia.com/terms/h/healthinsurance.asp#ixzz4srTKMeaT ] 

Knowledge of the Business: Understanding the company's functions and processes. 
Education: Holding a Degree. 
Training: Learning specific skills required for a job.
Professional Qualification: Are vocational qualifications, often involving an element of practical training. Usually, they are linked with a specific industry and are designed to help you improve and develop relevant skills for a particular career path.[footnoteRef:25] [25: https://www.allaboutcareers.com/careers-advice/postgraduate-study/professional-qualifications] 

Ethical Behavior: Acting in ways consistent with what society and individuals typically think are good values. [footnoteRef:26] [26: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/ethical-behavior.html] 

Equity: Fairness and impartiality towards all concerned.[footnoteRef:27] [27: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/equity.html] 

Non-Discrimination : To guarantee that human rights are exercised without discrimination of any kind based on race, color, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status such as disability, age, marital and family status, sexual orientation and gender identity, health status, place of residence, economic and social situation.[footnoteRef:28] [28: http://www.who.int/gender-equity-rights/understanding/non-discrimination-definition/en/] 

Level of Absenteeism: Measuring the habitual non-presence of an employee at his or her job. [footnoteRef:29] [29: http://www.investopedia.com/terms/a/absenteeism.asp] 

Employee Retention: Measuring the number of employees that remain in an organization for a longer time. [footnoteRef:30] [30: http://managementstudyguide.com/employee-retention.htm] 

Employee Turnover: Measuring the number or percentage of workers who leave an organization and are replaced by new employees.  [footnoteRef:31] [31: https://smallbusiness.chron.com/employee-turnover-definitions-calculations-11611.html
] 

Recognition: Recognizing or honoring employees for this level of service.[footnoteRef:32] [32: http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/employee-recognition.html] 

Reward: Give something to someone in recognition of their services, efforts, or achievements.[footnoteRef:33] [33: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/reward] 

Transparency: The availability of full information required for collaboration, cooperation, and collective decision making. [footnoteRef:34] [34: https://blog.experts-exchange.com/ee-blog/transparency-in-business-why-it-matters/] 

Trust: Confident expectation of something. [footnoteRef:35] [35: http://www.dictionary.com/browse/trust] 

Motivation: A general desire, need or want that generates the energy required for someone to behave in a particular way.[footnoteRef:36] [36:   http://www.leadership-central.com/motivation-definition.html#ixzz4smOEaRqR] 

Contribution: Is a sum of money that you give in order to help pay for something.[footnoteRef:37] [37: https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/contribution] 

Volunteering: Performing a service willingly and without pay.[footnoteRef:38] [38: http://www.dictionary.com/browse/volunteer] 


[bookmark: _Toc529308015][bookmark: _Toc529468870]5.2 Middle Eastern Airlines
[bookmark: _Toc529468871]
[bookmark: _Toc529469408]Table 5.1 Geometric means of pairwise comparison of main criteria for Middle Eastern airlines 
	 
	Wellbeing
	Recruitment
	Employees Engagement
	Benefits
	Learning & Development
	Human Rights
	Employees Satisfaction
	Organizational Culture
	Work Environment
	Community
	Priority weight

	Wellbeing
	1.00
	3.75
	1.87
	3.75
	0.74
	1.72
	2.20
	2.23
	2.10
	3.00
	0.17

	Recruitment
	0.27
	1.00
	1.34
	3.28
	2.77
	0.31
	0.92
	2.98
	0.65
	2.82
	0.11

	Employees Engagement
	0.53
	0.74
	1.00
	2.77
	1.96
	1.76
	0.70
	2.93
	2.37
	3.28
	0.12

	Benefits
	0.27
	0.31
	0.36
	1.00
	2.93
	0.83
	0.93
	3.18
	2.78
	3.19
	0.10

	Learning & Development
	1.36
	0.36
	0.51
	0.34
	1.00
	1.07
	1.72
	4.48
	2.86
	3.72
	0.11

	Human Rights
	0.58
	3.18
	0.57
	1.21
	0.93
	1.00
	3.17
	4.85
	3.07
	5.40
	0.15

	Employees Satisfaction 
	0.45
	1.08
	1.42
	1.08
	0.58
	0.32
	1.00
	4.53
	4.65
	4.54
	0.11

	Organizational Culture 
	0.45
	0.34
	0.34
	0.31
	0.22
	0.21
	0.22
	1.00
	0.53
	2.49
	0.04

	Work Environment
	0.48
	1.55
	0.42
	0.36
	0.35
	0.33
	0.22
	1.90
	1.00
	4.15
	0.06

	Community 
	0.33
	0.36
	0.30
	0.31
	0.27
	0.19
	0.22
	0.40
	0.24
	1.00
	0.03



Table 5.1 presents the geometric means of the pairwise comparisons for the ten main criteria. The next step in the AHP is to define the relative priorities of the criteria. As we can see in the table, employees’ wellbeing is the most important criteria for employees in the Middle Eastern carrier with a priority weight of 17%. It is followed by human rights at 15%, employees’ engagement at 12% and then learning and development, employees’ satisfaction and recruitment all at 11% (and ranked according to the decimal points). The benefits given to employees are at 10%, the work environment is at 6%, the organizational culture is at 4%, and the lowest priority weight criteria is community at 3%. The value of the consistency rate (CR) is 0.04 less than 0.10. Therefore, the inconsistency is acceptable. A pairwise comparison of the sub criteria within each of the 10 main criteria in Table 5.2 provides a better understanding. It states the geometric means and priority weights of the sub criteria. Additionally, the value of CR for all sub criteria is less than 0.10. Therefore, the inconsistency is acceptable.

[bookmark: _Toc529469409]Table 5.2 Geometric means of pairwise comparison of sub criteria for Middle Eastern airlines
	Wellbeing 

	Sub Criteria 
	Regular safety review
	Safety training & regulations
	Emergency response services
	Work-life balance
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Regular safety review
	1.00
	2.15
	0.69
	0.91
	0.27
	1

	Safety training & regulations
	0.46
	1.00
	2.14
	1.27
	0.27
	2

	Emergency response services
	1.44
	0.47
	1.00
	1.13
	0.23
	3

	Work-life balance
	1.10
	0.79
	0.89
	1.00
	0.22
	4

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Recruitment 

	Sub Criteria 
	High quality staff
	Equal opportunity 
	Appraisal
	Job creation
	Priority weight
	Rank

	High quality staff
	1.00
	4.14
	3.07
	1.67
	0.45
	1

	Equal opportunity 
	0.24
	1.00
	2.47
	2.94
	0.25
	2

	Appraisal
	0.33
	0.41
	1.00
	2.16
	0.16
	3

	Job creation
	0.60
	0.34
	0.46
	1.00
	0.13
	4

	CR=0.04< 0.10(acceptable)

	 Employee Engagement 

	Sub Criteria 
	Open channels of communication 
	Participation in decision making
	Career advancement
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Open channels of communication 
	1.00
	1.87
	4.05
	0.55
	1

	Participation in decision making
	0.53
	1.00
	3.21
	0.33
	2

	Career advancement
	0.25
	0.31
	1.00
	0.12
	3

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Benefit 

	Sub Criteria 
	Child support
	Incentive programs/ bonuses 
	Medical support 
	Housing allowance
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Child support
	1.00
	1.94
	0.48
	0.32
	0.20
	4

	Incentive programs/ bonuses 
	0.52
	1.00
	2.09
	1.78
	0.29
	2

	Medical support 
	2.08
	0.48
	1.00
	2.80
	0.29
	1

	Housing allowance
	3.14
	0.48
	0.56
	1.00
	0.22
	3

	CR=0.04< 0.10(acceptable)

	Learning & Development 

	Sub Criteria 
	Knowledge of Business 
	Education
	Training 
	Professional qualification 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Knowledge of Business 
	1.00
	3.97
	2.38
	3.91
	0.50
	1

	Education
	0.25
	1.00
	3.06
	2.18
	0.25
	2

	Training 
	0.42
	0.33
	1.00
	1.85
	0.16
	3

	Professional qualification 
	0.26
	0.46
	0.54
	1.00
	0.10
	4

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Human Rights

	Sub Criteria 
	Ethical behavior 
	Equity 
	Non-discrimination 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Ethical behavior 
	1.00
	3.51
	1.24
	0.50
	1

	Equity 
	0.28
	1.00
	0.90
	0.20
	3

	Non-discrimination 
	0.81
	1.12
	1.00
	0.30
	2

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Employee Satisfaction 

	Sub Criteria 
	Absenteeism 
	Employee retention 
	Employee turnover 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Absenteeism 
	1.00
	2.34
	1.62
	0.47
	1

	Employee retention 
	0.43
	1.00
	3.30
	0.35
	2

	Employee turnover 
	0.62
	0.30
	1.00
	0.18
	3

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	 Organizational Culture 

	Sub Criteria 
	Recognition 
	Reward
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Recognition 
	1.00
	5.20
	0.84
	1

	Reward
	0.19
	1.00
	0.16
	2

	CR=0.00< 0.10(acceptable)

	Work Environment

	Sub Criteria 
	Trust
	Transparency 
	Motivation 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Trust
	1.00
	3.43
	2.06
	0.55
	1

	Transparency 
	0.29
	1.00
	2.21
	0.26
	2

	Motivation 
	0.48
	0.45
	1.00
	0.19
	3

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Community 

	Sub Criteria 
	Contribution 
	Volunteering
	Priority weight
	Rank 

	Contribution 
	1.00
	3.71
	0.79
	1

	Volunteering
	0.27
	1.00
	0.21
	2

	CR=0.00< 0.10(acceptable)



Table 5.2 includes the sub criteria for the employees’ wellbeing criteria. Safety training and regulations have the highest priority weight of 27.3%, followed by regular safety reviews at 27.2%, and the lowest priority weight is work-like balance at 22%. For the sub criteria of recruitment, the highest priority weight is high quality staff at 45%; then, equal opportunities are at 25%; and the least is job creation at 13%. The sub criterion that has the highest priority weight in the employees’ engagement main criteria is open channels of communication at 55%, and the lowest priority weight is for career advancement at 12%. For the sub criteria of the benefit criteria, medical support has the highest priority weight at 28.7%; then, its incentive programs and bonuses are at 28.5%; and the lowest priority weight is child support at 20%. For the learning and development criteria, as for the sub criteria, knowledge of business has the highest weight at 50%; then, education is at 25%; and the lowest is professional qualifications at 10%. For human rights criteria, ethical behavior has the highest priority weight at 50% from the sub criteria, and equity is the lowest at 20%. Under the employee satisfaction criteria, the level of absenteeism has the highest priority weight at 47%, and the lowest is employee turnover at 18%. In organizational culture sub criteria, recognition has the highest priority weight at 84%, and rewards are at 16%. For the work environment sub criteria, trust has the highest priority weight at 55%, and motivation has the lowest weight at 19%. In the community criteria, the contributions sub criteria has the highest priority weight at 79%, and volunteering is the lowest at 21%.  
The results show that the employees’ wellbeing criterion has the highest priority among all main criteria. For the sub criteria under employees’ wellbeing, safety training and regulations has the highest priority as the most important socially sustainable practice for employees in the airline industry in the Middle East. The second highest criterion is human rights, and the most important sub criterion under human rights is ethical behavior. Following that criterion is employees’ engagement, and the sub criterion with the highest priority is open channels of communication. The fourth most important criterion is the learning and developmental criterion and the highest sub criterion is having knowledge of the business as a socially sustainable practice. Then, the employees’ satisfaction criterion and the absenteeism sub criterion are the most important measures for the employees’ satisfaction in the airline industry in the Middle East, followed by the recruitment criterion, and the most important socially sustainable practice in that criterion is the recruitment of high quality staff. Benefits is the next criteria, and the most important work benefit perceived by employees in the airline industry is medical support. The three criteria that are considered less important are the work environment, the organizational culture and the community. Employees in the Middle Eastern airline industry perceive these three main criteria and socially sustainable practices as the least important practices in comparison to the other criteria. 	
The final step in priority analysis is to develop an overall relative priority for the 33 socially sustainable practices. This is achieved by multiplying the sub-criteria ranking with the criteria priority matrix. The social sustainable practices of the Middle Eastern Airlines are shown in Figure 5.1. 
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[bookmark: _Toc529468978]Figure 5.2: Overall priority weight of the sub criteria for Middle Eastern Airline.

As shown in Figure 5.2, the most important socially sustainable practices according to employees in the Middle Eastern carrier are ethical behavior, open channels of communication and knowledge of the business. The fact that employees would prioritize these three social practices over motivations, rewards and volunteering surprises us. Benefits such as medical support, bonuses, housing allowances and child support provided by the organization are considered less important social practices for them. 
The majority of the social practices with the highest priorities are from the wellbeing main criterion, which has the highest overall priority among the main criteria. Employees agree that their own wellbeing is their top priority, which includes their safety and work-life balance. For the community, the main criterion that has the least overall priority weight is financial contributions to the community, which are believed to be more important than participating in volunteer activities in the community. That is, employees (due to their work load and other commitments) prefer contributing financially to the community rather than being involved in other activities that might consume their time. 
[bookmark: _Toc529468872]5.3 Western Airline

[bookmark: _Toc529469410]Table 5.3 Geometric means of pairwise comparison of main criteria for Western airlines
	 
	Wellbeing
	Recruitment
	Employees Engagement
	Benefits
	Learning & Development
	Human Rights
	Employees Satisfaction
	Organizational Culture
	Work Environment
	Community
	Priority weight

	Wellbeing
	1.00
	1.34
	3.21
	4.35
	2.46
	3.50
	2.85
	1.57
	2.55
	1.93
	0.18

	Recruitment
	0.75
	1.00
	3.19
	4.83
	4.53
	5.33
	4.19
	2.94
	3.36
	2.39
	0.21

	Employees Engagement
	0.31
	0.31
	1.00
	4.35
	2.46
	3.50
	2.85
	1.57
	2.55
	1.93
	0.12

	Benefits
	0.23
	0.21
	0.23
	1.00
	3.49
	4.42
	3.52
	2.26
	2.95
	2.16
	0.11

	Learning & Development
	0.41
	0.22
	0.41
	0.29
	1.00
	4.11
	3.30
	2.03
	2.82
	2.09
	0.09

	Human Rights
	0.29
	0.19
	0.29
	0.23
	0.24
	1.00
	3.36
	2.09
	2.85
	2.11
	0.07

	Employees Satisfaction 
	0.35
	0.24
	0.35
	0.28
	0.30
	0.30
	1.00
	2.08
	2.85
	2.10
	0.06

	Organizational Culture 
	0.64
	0.34
	0.64
	0.44
	0.49
	0.48
	0.48
	1.00
	2.85
	2.10
	0.07

	Work Environment
	0.39
	0.30
	0.39
	0.34
	0.35
	0.35
	0.35
	0.35
	1.00
	2.13
	0.04

	Community 
	0.52
	0.42
	0.52
	0.46
	0.48
	0.47
	0.48
	0.48
	0.47
	1.00
	0.04



Unlike the Middle Eastern airlines, Table 5.3 shows that recruitment is the most important criteria for employees in the Western airlines with a priority weight of 21%. It is followed by employees’ wellbeing at 18%, employees’ engagement at 12% and then benefits at 11% followed by learning and development at 9%. Human rights and organizational culture have a priority weight of 7% and them comes employees’ satisfaction at 6%. The community and work environment are ranked the lowest at priority weight of 4%. The value of the consistency rate (CR) is 0.05 less than 0.10. Therefore, the inconsistency is acceptable. Table 5.4 includes the pairwise comparison of the sub criteria within each of the 10 main criteria. 

[bookmark: _Toc529469411]Table 5.4 Geometric means of pairwise comparison of sub criteria for Western airlines

	Wellbeing 

	Sub Criteria 
	Regular safety review
	Safety training & regulations
	Emergency response services
	Work-life balance
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Regular safety review
	1.00
	2.19
	1.86
	2.69
	0.41
	1

	Safety training & regulations
	0.46
	1.00
	1.37
	1.21
	0.22
	3

	Emergency response services
	0.54
	0.73
	1.00
	2.69
	0.24
	2

	Work-life balance
	0.37
	0.83
	0.37
	1.00
	0.14
	4

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Recruitment 

	Sub Criteria 
	High quality staff
	Equal opportunity 
	Appraisal
	Job creation
	Priority weight
	Rank

	High quality staff
	1.00
	2.33
	3.17
	2.87
	0.45
	1

	Equal opportunity 
	0.43
	1.00
	1.88
	0.91
	0.20
	2

	Appraisal
	0.32
	0.53
	1.00
	1.94
	0.20
	3

	Job creation
	0.35
	1.10
	0.52
	1.00
	0.14
	4

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	 Employee Engagement 

	Sub Criteria 
	Open channels of communication 
	Participation in decision making
	Career advancement
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Open channels of communication 
	1.00
	3.69
	3.67
	0.61
	1

	Participation in decision making
	0.27
	1.00
	3.83
	0.28
	2

	Career advancement
	0.27
	0.26
	1.00
	0.12
	3

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Benefit 

	Sub Criteria 
	Child support
	Incentive programs/ bonuses 
	Medical support 
	Housing allowance
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Child support
	1.00
	4.20
	4.37
	3.37
	0.55
	1

	Incentive programs/ bonuses 
	0.24
	1.00
	3.53
	1.88
	0.23
	2

	Medical support 
	0.23
	0.28
	1.00
	1.63
	0.12
	3

	Housing allowance
	0.30
	0.28
	0.53
	1.00
	0.10
	4

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Learning & Development 

	Sub Criteria 
	Knowledge of Business 
	Education
	Training 
	Professional qualification 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Knowledge of Business 
	1.00
	2.88
	3.40
	0.82
	0.39
	1

	Education
	0.35
	1.00
	2.71
	3.55
	0.29
	2

	Training 
	0.29
	0.37
	1.00
	2.75
	0.16
	4

	Professional qualification 
	1.23
	0.28
	0.36
	1.00
	0.17
	3

	CR=0.04< 0.10(acceptable)

	Human Rights

	Sub Criteria 
	Ethical behavior 
	Equity 
	Non-discrimination 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Ethical behavior 
	1.00
	0.70
	0.85
	0.27
	2

	Equity 
	1.42
	1.00
	2.19
	0.47
	1

	Non-discrimination 
	1.17
	0.46
	1.00
	0.26
	3

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Employee Satisfaction 

	Sub Criteria 
	Absenteeism 
	Employee retention 
	Employee turnover 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Absenteeism 
	1.00
	3.00
	3.17
	0.60
	1

	Employee retention 
	0.33
	1.00
	1.56
	0.23
	2

	Employee turnover 
	0.32
	0.64
	1.00
	0.17
	3

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	 Organizational Culture 

	Sub Criteria 
	Recognition 
	Reward
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Recognition 
	1.00
	1.74
	0.63
	1

	Reward
	0.58
	1.00
	0.37
	2

	CR=0.00< 0.10(acceptable)

	Work Environment

	Sub Criteria 
	Trust
	Transparency 
	Motivation 
	Priority weight
	Rank

	Trust
	1.00
	2.57
	2.88
	0.55
	1

	Transparency 
	0.39
	1.00
	2.89
	0.30
	2

	Motivation 
	0.35
	0.35
	1.00
	0.15
	3

	CR=0.03< 0.10(acceptable)

	Community 

	Sub Criteria 
	Contribution 
	Volunteering
	Priority weight
	Rank 

	Contribution 
	1.00
	1.85
	0.65
	1

	Volunteering
	0.54
	1.00
	0.35
	2

	CR=0.00< 0.10(acceptable)


 
In Table 5.4 we can see the geometric mean of the pairwise comparison of each of the sub criteria. Beginning with employees’ wellbeing criteria, regular safety reviews have the highest priority weight of 41%, 24% for the emergency response services which is followed by safety training and regulations at 22%, and the lowest priority weight is work-like balance at 14%. For the sub criteria of recruitment, the highest priority weight is high quality staff at 45%; then, equal opportunities and appraisal both have a priority weight of 20% . The lowest priority weight is for job creation at 14%. The sub criterion that has the highest priority weight in the employees’ engagement main criteria is open channels of communication at 61%, and the lowest priority weight is for career advancement at 12%. For the sub criteria of the benefit criteria, child support has the highest priority weight at 55%; then, its incentive programs at 23%; and the lowest priority weight is housing allowance 10%. For the learning and development criteria, as for the sub criteria, knowledge of business has the highest weight at 39%; then, education is at 25%; and the lowest is training at 16%. For human rights criteria, equity has the highest priority weight at 47% from the sub criteria, and non-discrimination is the lowest at 26%. Under the employee satisfaction criteria, the level of absenteeism has the highest priority weight at 60%, and the lowest is employee turnover at 17%. In organizational culture sub criteria, recognition has the highest priority weight at 63%, and rewards are at 37%. For the work environment sub criteria, trust has the highest priority weight at 55%, and motivation has the lowest weight at 15%. In the community criteria, the contributions sub criteria has the highest priority weight at 65%, and volunteering is the lowest at 35%.  
Recruitment has the highest priority among all main criteria. For the sub criteria under recruitment, high quality staff had the highest priority as the most important socially sustainable practice for employees in the airline industry in the Western Airlines. The second highest main criterion is employees’ wellbeing, and the most important sub criteria under employees wellbeing is regular safety review. Following that is employees’ engagement, and the sub criterion with the highest priority is open channels of communication. Benefits came fourth and the highest sub criterion is child support. Then, learning and development and the highest priority is given to knowledge of business in the sub criteria. Human right is ranked next and the highest sub criterion is equity among employees. The seventh main criterion was organizational culture and the highest sub criterion is recognition.  The least priority was given to employees satisfaction, community and work environment main criteria. Employees in Western airline industry perceive these three main criteria and socially sustainable practices as the least important practices in comparison to the other criteria. 	
The socially sustainable practices of the Western Airlines are shown in Figure 5.3. Where Recruiting high quality staff is considered as the highest priority and motivation is given least priority in comparison to the rest of the social sustainable practices. 
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[bookmark: _Toc529468979]Figure 5.3: Overall priority weight of the sub criteria for Western Airlines

As can be seen, some of the sub criteria priority weights for the Middle Eastern and Western airlines are similar while others are very different. The next section will discuss the similarities and differences between the outcomes of the Middle Eastern and the Western airlines.  
[bookmark: _Toc529308017][bookmark: _Toc529468873]5.4 Summary

This chapter presented an AHP model (Figure 5.1) to identify, categorize and prioritize the socially sustainable practices of employees in the airline industry. Employees are considered key stakeholders in their organizations, and therefore, organizations shall foster social sustainable practices for their employees. Companies need to embed these practices into their daily activities to forge a socially sustainable culture. The model was developed based on a literature review and practitioner opinions. The results of AHP prioritization of the 10 main categories of sustainability practices for employees of Middle Eastern and Western airlines are presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.3. The sub criteria within each main criterion are prioritized in Tables 5.2 and 5.6.
The findings show that Middle Eastern airlines consider ethical behavior as the highest overall priority weight while the Western airlines employees choose high quality staff as the highest priority among all social sustainable practices. There are some similarities also among responses from employees in Middle Eastern and Western airlines. The main similarity is that open channels of communication as a social sustainable practice is considered as the second highest priority for the employees from both Middle Eastern and Western airlines.
[bookmark: _Toc529468874]
Chapter 6: Discussions and Implications
The findings show that there are differences between the responses of employees in the Middle Eastern and the Western airlines. This is expected, as employees have different backgrounds, cultures and beliefs in the East and the West. For the main criteria the criterion with the highest weight priority differed between the Middle Eastern and Western airlines. Table 6.1 presents a comparison of the ranks among the main criteria. For the Middle Eastern airlines the highest priority is for employees’ wellbeing as for the Western airlines it is recruitment. Wellbeing comes second for the Western airlines but recruitment is ranked sixth for the Middle Eastern airlines. 
For employees engagement criterion the rank was the same for both Middle Eastern and Western airlines. Ranks of learning and development, organizational culture, work environment and the community criteria are ranked close to each other. As for employees’ satisfaction criterion it is ranked below the four highest priority. However, for Middle Eastern airlines, employees’ satisfaction is more important than for their Western counterpart. Benefits are given higher importance in the Western airlines than the Middle Eastern ones. Lastly, for the human right main criteria Middle Eastern airlines responded that it is the second highest priority while the Western airlines rank human rights as the sixth of all main criteria.    








[bookmark: _Toc529469412]Table 6.1 Comparison ranks of the main criteria
	Main Criteria 
	Ranks

	
	Western Airlines
	Middle Eastern Airlines

	Wellbeing
	2
	1

	Recruitment
	1
	6

	Employees Engagement
	3
	3

	Benefits
	4
	7

	Learning & Development
	5
	4

	Human Rights
	6
	2

	Employees Satisfaction 
	8
	5

	Organizational Culture 
	7
	9

	Work Environment
	10
	8

	Community 
	9
	10



As for the sub criteria, like the main criteria some criterion have close priority weight between Middle Eastern and Western airlines. Figure 6.1 shows a comparison between Middle Eastern and Western airlines overall priority weight of the social sustainable practices.  For the Middle Eastern airlines ethical behavior has an overall priority weight of 7.4 whereas for the Western one high quality staff  has the highest overall priority weight of 9.6. For Middle Eastern airlines ethical behavior is in their highest priority in terms of social sustainable practices whereas the Western airlines, being more practical, consider recruiting high quality staff their highest priority social sustainable practice. For both Middle Eastern and Western airlines open channels of communication come second. Open channels of communication is considered a top priority social sustainable practice for both Middle Eastern and Western airlines. 
Appraisal, as a social sustainable practice, resulted in higher overall priority in weight for Western airlines than for the Middle Eastern airline with a weight of 4.2 against 1.8. Child support is considered more important for employees of Western airlines with the overall weight at 6.1 while for employees of Middle Eastern airlines it is at 2.0. Employee retention and turnover is considered more important to employees of the Middle Eastern airlines than employees of their Western counterpart. In knowledge of business and non-discrimination practices, employees in the Middle Eastern airlines considered these two practices with a higher overall priority weight unlike employees in Western airlines. But for job creation, regular safety review and reward, employees in Western airlines believe that these practices deserve higher weights than employees in the Middle Eastern airlines.
There were close results between the responses of employees in both Middle Eastern and Western airlines in some of the social sustainable practices as well. Those were career advancement, education, training, professional qualifications, incentive programmes /bonuses, participation in decision making and transparency. Most of these sub criteria, which have ranks close to each other between Middle Eastern and Western airlines are part of learning and development and employees engagement main criteria, as shown in Table 6.1.  
Employees in Western airlines mainly prioritize social sustainable practices related to recruitment of employees. In this case, they believe, that to achieve social sustainability, practices shall be implemented at early stages of employment where recruitment takes place.  As for employees in the Middle Eastern airlines, social sustainable practices related to employees wellbeing and human rights main criteria have higher priority than others. This suggests that employees in the Middle Eastern airlines are more concerned about social sustainable practices post the employee recruitment in the company. 

[bookmark: _Toc529468980]Figure 6.1: Comparison Overall priority weight of the sub criteria for all airlines.

[bookmark: _Toc529468875]6.1 Implications 

[bookmark: _Toc529308018][bookmark: _Toc529468876]6.1.1 Managerial Implications 

It is important to highlight that organizations should realise the fact that sustainability goes beyond environmental concerns. Managers need to adapt to a proactive approach toward issues of social sustainability. In case of airline industry, where the competition is extremely high, the managers are required to enact/respond to various measures/challenges of social sustainability. Employees are the backbone of every organization and are the main stakeholders. It can be argued that social sustainability initiatives should greatly emphasise on the needs of the employees and this is the focus of this dissertation. This dissertation helps the policy makers of airlines industry to identify the most important social sustainability needs of their employees and it can help the managers to improve the social sustainability standards of their employees. Besides, it would foster a diligent program to engage all the stakeholders in forming better coordination schemes.
It is expected that the social sustainable measures in this study will contribute in aiding decision and policy makers in the airline industry, or in a larger scale the service industry, in adopting policies that will result in a better work environment for employees that accommodate their needs. This will eventually enhance employees’ performance leading to an increase in the overall performance of organizations.  It is becoming an obligation by different governments that employees’ wellbeing and needs must be provided by their employers. Also Labor Unions are becoming more influential and powerful with the availability of many outlets for their voice to be heard. All these would create pressure on organizations to ensure that their employees’ rights are met. 
The implementation of social sustainable practices will increase work motivation and retention and lower absenteeism. Employees will find it more comfortable to work in an environment that satisfies their needs, that encourages them to perform their best. It is possible that some of these social sustainable practices align with companies’ objectives and mission. For a company to become socially sustainable, they have to begin to embed social sustainable practices within the organizations, starting with their own employees. 
[bookmark: _Toc529308019][bookmark: _Toc529468877]6.1.2 Research Implications 

Currently there is a demand for researches and studies related to sustainability in general. In literature there are many studies conducted in the environmental and economical aspect of sustainability, but there is a lack of studies related to social sustainability (Khan et al., 2018; Hussain et al., 2018; Ajmal et al., 2018) and this dissertation aims to bridge these research gaps in academia. This dissertation will open new avenues for researchers to investigate the issue of social sustainability across different organizations. 
Since it was developed in the 80s, the stakeholder theory has been reliable to understand how a company’s internal resource allocation decisions are linked to stakeholders’ demands. As we witnessed in this study the stakeholder theory worked well with social sustainability. It is encouraged that more researches related to social sustainability can be done with the use of the stakeholder theory.
This study also provides a structured roadmap/methodology for investigating the issue of social sustainability in different organizations. The provided roadmap may help in quantifying the social needs of various stakeholders across the organizations. The usage of the AHP tool aided in developing the model of social sustainable practices used in the study. The measure was precise and relevant as employees were able to identify and prioritize the social sustainable practices most applicable to them. The AHP tool can carry out comparisons between different criteria indicating the most relevant ones. Other forms of researches can rely on the AHP tool as it is convenient in many subjects such as sustainability and supply management. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusion, Limitations and Future Directions
With the growth of the aviation industry in the world, more pressure is created on the airline companies to align its objectives with all aspects of sustainability. Since social sustainability is one of the dimensions of sustainability, the main aim of this study is to develop a framework for the identification, categorization and prioritization of social sustainable practices from employees’ perspective in the aviation industry. The stakeholder theory determines that employees are key stakeholders in all organizations, therefore it is important to get to know what social sustainable practices impacts them. The development of the AHP model assisted in prioritizing the main criteria and sub criteria of social sustainability practices that are most relevant to employees. 
The study was conducted on employees working in Middle Eastern and Western airlines to compare and contrast the social sustainable practices that are relevant in these two regions. The findings are explained and discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. There were differences in the responses received between the two regions. These differences could be a result of the culture differences or even the work environment in those regions. This final chapter will cover further directions and the limitations of this study.
[bookmark: _Toc529308021][bookmark: _Toc529468879]7.1 Limitations

This dissertation has several limitations as well. The first limitation would be applying stakeholder theory on employees only and not considering other stakeholders, such as society and customers. Customers and society are considered as important stakeholders in any organization. This is considered as a limitation because other stakeholders can be affected by the organizations’ social sustainable practices. 
This study has focused on Full Service Carrier Middle Eastern and Western airlines, however including low cost airlines may bring interesting insights. Data can also be collected from other regional/global airlines.
The study involves only one industry, which is the airline industry. Other service industries could be part of the research to measure and compare the prioritization of social sustainable practices across different sectors. The results may vary if the study involved service industries other than the aviation. 
[bookmark: _Toc529308022][bookmark: _Toc529468880]7.2 Future Directions

Further studies can be conducted comparing service industries other than the airlines industry, to notice the different social sustainable practices demanded by employees across different service industries. Also, a comparison between employees in manufacturing and service industries could be done to measure the relevance of different social sustainable practices between the two industries. Manufacturing and service industry have completely different orientation which may lead to completely different results.
 In addition to that, researches can be conducted using the AHP model to compare between employees in full service carriers and employees in the low cost carriers. Results maybe different because of the difference in operations and business models between the two. Although they both have different business models, they are considered as competition to each other. It is interesting to know the differences between social sustainable practices that are considered most relevant to employees working in both carriers. 
Organizations are responsible for the welfare of other stakeholders as well, such as their shareholders. Further researches can be conducted to identify and prioritize which of the social sustainable practices are mostly relevant to these stakeholders and compare them to those of employees. There might be some similarities in the results, as both stakeholders are considered as internal stakeholders of the organizations and would share similar interest in the organization. Further studies will prove that.
Lastly, a study can be conducted to compare the impact of social sustainable practices with environmental sustainable practices and their relevance to employees. This type of study has not been conducted so far. This study is significant, as it was mentioned earlier, because there aren’t many research and studies made around social sustainability. The findings will support the direction that social sustainable practices are no less important than environmental sustainable practices.

[bookmark: _Toc529468881]
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