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Abstract
Purpose: Sustainability is an important priority for CEOs according to a recent Mckinsey 
(2021) survey. However, despite growing pressure from capital investors, employees and 
consumers, few organizations are satisfied with the sustainability objectives achieved be-
yond objectives related to economic savings. The sustainability challenge is even more 
difficult for organizations when dealing with designing their innovation portfolio strate-
gies since the markets´ demands and competitors´ strategies may contradict organizations’ 
sustainability objectives and thus jeopardize their continuity. Some researchers argue that 
a commitment to sustainability in organizations is not so much a matter of managerial 
practice but rather is rooted in organizational values (Globocnik et al., 2020). Therefore, 
this research aims to explore what types of organizational values more effectively promote 
sustainability-oriented innovation in organizations. Using as a conceptual framework the 
competing values theory (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983), and adding one dimension, risk 
aversion, we empirically define some clusters of business typologies from which we de-
rive patterns of value profiles. We show how these clusters’ patterns of values relate to the 
success of a firm’s sustainability-oriented innovation.

Methodology: To make sense of our literature review and ensure managerial relevance, 
we surveyed 128 senior managers from different industries and countries to understand 
how their perceived organizational values may impact their firms’ sustainability-oriented 
innovation success. As a result, we group the studied organizations into four clusters ac-
cording to the informed organizational values, and we assess how the different clusters are 
more or less prone to succeed with a sustainability-oriented innovation strategy.

Findings: Our results show that not all organizational values contribute equally to the 
success of sustainability-oriented innovation in the market. As a theoretical contribution, 
we advance current knowledge about how organizational values may impact sustainabili-
ty-oriented innovation success by providing a framework to measure and follow up on the 
evolution of necessary organizational values to embrace sustainability-oriented innovation 
within an organization. From a managerial perspective, we advance knowledge on how 
organizational values should evolve and change to efficiently deliver more sustainability-
oriented innovation. In addition, we describe specific values that organizations should 
measure and track and otherwise establish as an important first step toward implementing 
sustainability-oriented innovation within them.
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Originality: Our research provides original results by expanding current knowledge on 
organizational values to better understand which values more efficiently promote competi-
tive sustainability-oriented innovation in organizations. We expand the four organizational 
cultural archetypes of organizational values to develop a more flexible and actionable 
framework of five dimensions by adding an important dimension to the model, risk aver-
sion. Together, these dimensions generate new insights through a cluster analysis of orga-
nizational differences and inform priorities and courses of actions to undertake.

Research limitations and implications: This research is based on self-report surveys 
and is therefore exposed to the expected limitations of the survey research methodology.

1  Introduction

According to a recent Mckinsey (2021) survey, sustainability is an important priority for 
CEOs that aims to strategically impact social and environmental issues (Saltzman et al., 
2005). However, despite growing pressure from capital investors, employees and consum-
ers, few organizations are satisfied with the sustainability objectives achieved beyond those 
objectives related to economic savings. To reach the desired sustainability objectives, firms 
need to work on the intersection of environmental, social and economic goals (Bansal, 
2005).

The sustainability challenge is even more difficult for organizations when dealing with 
designing their innovation portfolio strategies since markets´ demands and competitors´ 
strategies may contradict organizations’ sustainability objectives, such as when the imple-
mentation of sustainability actions will call for price increases that may favor a competitor´s 
choice (Málovics et al., 2008). However, if firms proceed with a traditional approach to 
innovation, they may find that their innovative efforts alone fail to solve the challenges of 
sustainability, e.g., due to an excessive consumption of resources or waste management 
(Hansen & Grosse-Dunker, 2013; Bos-Brouwers, 2010), therefore making innovation 
unsustainable (Hart & Milstein, 2003). This makes it necessary for firms to establish some 
additional criteria for sustainability within the innovation process.

According to Roome (1994) and Martínez-Conesa et al. (2017), when firms aim to con-
tribute to sustainability development, they must create both a sustainability-oriented practice 
and innovation. Sustainability-oriented innovation (SOI) is the capability of an organization 
to contribute to sustainable development while simultaneously delivering economic, social, 
and environmental benefits—the so-called triple bottom line (Hart & Milstein, 2003).

Therefore, the concept of SOI includes several types of innovation in addition to clas-
sical product innovations, such as processes, organizational innovation (Rennings, 2000) 
and business model innovations (Chesbrough, 2007; Hansen et al., 2009; Schaltegger et 
al., 2012). From this perspective, SOI involves making changes in organizational culture, 
products, processes or practices to create economic, social and environmental value (Adams 
et al., 2016).

Internal factors such as traditional or inflexible business models (Carayannis et al., 2015) 
and an unsuitable internal company culture (Saura et al., 2002a) are major barriers to the 
successful development of innovation. Some authors have researched the best corporate 
social responsibility strategy for favoring SOI (Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998; Torugsa et 
al., 2012; Bocquet et al., 2013). However, other authors argue that a commitment to SOI in 
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organizations is not so much a matter of corporate strategy but is rather rooted in organiza-
tional culture (Globocnick et al., 2020; Florea et al., 2013). Stubbs and Cocklin (2008) argue 
that firms must develop internal structural and cultural capabilities to achieve firm-level 
sustainability.

Organizational culture is defined as a complex set of values, beliefs, assumptions and 
symbols that defines how a firm conducts its business (Barney, 1986). The core of organiza-
tional culture is shared values, and it describes the ideation aspects of organizational values 
(Büschgens et al., 2013).

Organizational values enhance firm performance, especially in terms of long-term sur-
vival, because they contribute to a long-term vision, which is of utmost importance in estab-
lishing an SOI strategy, as they serve as a reference point for decision-making in formulating 
sustainability strategies (Florea et al., 2013).

The number of values that can be used to describe organizational cultures is theoretically 
infinite (Denison, 1996); however, managers require an underlying structure to determine 
which culture should be implemented to foster sustainability-oriented innovation. Compet-
ing values theory (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983) has been frequently used as a framework to 
model organizational culture. Competing values theory posits that culture can be described 
by three values related to juxtaposed dimensions: control/flexibility, internal/external and 
means/end dimensions. These dimensions are not mutually exclusive and can exhibit some 
tensions among them.

These three dimensions are further combined to define four quadrants representing sys-
tem values, such as human relations, open systems, internal processes and rational goal 
system values. These system values have been interpreted and operationalized in different 
ways by several authors in the context of innovation management.

For example, Büschgens et al. (2013) describe in a meta-analysis study which types of 
cultures are most likely to exist in innovative organizations. Globocnik et al. (2020) inves-
tigate how certain cultural archetypes predispose some organizations to perform better in 
sustainability-related innovation and economic performance. Notably, these studies assume 
that organizations are clustered into independent, predefined and static culture types, such 
as clan, adhocracy, hierarchy and market cultures (Globocnik et al., 2020).

Despite the valuable contributions of these studies, by predefining the archetype of orga-
nizational cultures to investigate, the authors adopt a practical approach to simplify the com-
plexity of the interactions of the system of values that are not necessarily independent since 
opposite locations in the quadrants do not denote empirical opposites (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 
1983). Therefore, this static approach to organizational culture presents two limitations. 
First, organizational value profiles may shift over time to achieve certain ends (Sullivan 
et al., 2001) or to adapt to technological or environmental changes (Buenger et al., 1996). 
Second, the paradoxical conclusion of competing values theory is that all dimensions of a 
values system might be simultaneously important and even positively correlated (Buenger 
et al., 1996; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). It is in light of the current organizational culture 
when managers decide which system values to prioritize and the relative attention that each 
manager must dedicate to them (Quinn & Mcgrath, 1982).

Third, the heterogeneity of firms might be rooted in goals and values (Chrisman et al., 
2012) that serve as reference points for decisions as well as for behaviors (Gehman et al., 
2013). Imposing independent and particular clusters of culture may limit understanding of 
uncovered values and firm performance.
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Therefore, this research aims to first overcome previous limitations in the study of the 
relationship of organizational values and SOI by exploring which types of organizational 
values more effectively promote SOI. Second, we aim to empirically define some nonpre-
defined/unsupervised clusters of business typologies with derived patterns of values profiles 
to showcase how these patterns of cultural values relate to the success of a firm’s sustain-
ability oriented innovation. Third, we aim to measure the market success of SOI as per-
ceived in comparison to competitors, therefore advancing knowledge of the importance of 
SOI to organizations.

This research makes several theoretical and managerial contributions.
From a theoretical perspective, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to 

unveil the different unsupervised culture typologies related to SOI’s perceived competitive 
performance. This is the first study to combine competitive framework dimensions with the 
risk aversion dimension, which is very relevant to consider in the innovation domain.

From a managerial perspective, our results will help managers understand which values 
are missing and which values should be required in their organizational cultures to effec-
tively deliver SOI. Therefore, this research will show managers where to prioritize their 
efforts to build an organizational culture that will drive successful and competitive SOI.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. First, we discuss the competing 
values framework and its relationship to innovation and sustainability. We then describe our 
research setting, our methodology for developing our cluster analysis and the resulting firm 
profiles. Finally, we discuss the study’s outcomes and managerial and theoretical implica-
tions and make propositions for future research.

2  Conceptual background

2.1  The competing values Framework for sustainability oriented Innovation

Quinn and Rohrbaugh’s (1983) competing value framework describes system values based 
on two main dimensions. Each dimension features two pairs of opposing values, flexibility 
versus control and internal versus external orientation. To these two dimensions is added 
a third dimension that refers to the preferred processes, called means in the model, and 
preferred outcomes, called ends. The authors provide a meaningful framework for the ide-
ational aspects of organizational culture in a comprehensive manner, fulfilling the require-
ment to describe the basic underlying cultural environment of an organization. (Globocnik, 
2020).

From the combination of the axes, we find 4 quadrants. The core tenet of the Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh (1983) model is that an organization is effective when it satisfies multiple per-
formance criteria based on the four sets of values.

The first system values refer to open system values (OS). This model emphasizes the 
need to maintain flexibility and external orientation. It is distinguished by a concern for 
consistency with a changing external environment. The type of culture with which it is iden-
tified is the culture of development, where workers have a preference for goals of growth 
and the acquisition of resources. Such goals are perfectly aligned with innovation, as inven-
tion and innovation can be seen as means to achieve these goals (Quinn & McGrath, 1985).
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System values of human relations (HR) emphasize a need to maintain flexibility and an 
internal orientation. The system embodies the concerns of organizations regarding their 
employees. The HR value system is expressed by an organization’s concern for its employ-
ees and emphasizes positive working relationships (Buenger et al., 1996). The preferred 
goal of this system value, human resource development, is strongly compatible with the 
intention to be innovative (Boothby et al., 2010).

System values of rational goals (RG) emphasize the need to maintain control and are 
based on an external orientation. They correspond to a rational culture concerned with plan-
ning and setting goals, following rather formal means of control based on compliance with 
existing rules and procedures. A failure to accept emerging opportunities and not accepting 
some flexibility with the given rules can lead to less experimentation and creativity (Maine-
melis, 2010).

Finally, a value system of internal processes (IP) emphasizes the need to maintain con-
trol and is based on an internal focus. It presents a hierarchical culture with stability being 
the priority goal. Authors such as Jaworski et al. (1993) positively relate this system to 
employee satisfaction, as it provides a low level of ambiguity and a sense of security. While 
stability may satisfy an employee’s desire for security, it can become detrimental to innova-
tion (Büschgens, 2013). Organizational constraints, such as detailed procedures and rules, 
may decrease organizational creativity (Amabile, 1988; Amabile et al., 1996) and therefore 
innovation output.

From a theoretical perspective, some authors have established a relationship of these four 
system values with corporate sustainability (Linnenluecke & Grifths, 2010); however, few 
studies have empirically measured the impact of these system values on SOI.

SOI includes the integration of ecological and social aspects into products, processes and 
organizational structures (Klewitz & Hansen, 2014) to avoid or reduce the environmental 
load and achieve greater benefit in the community (Hellström, 2007; Rennings & Zwick, 
2002; Rennings et al., 2006). To contribute to sustainability, innovation is an important 
means (Hansen et al., 2009; Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011). However, the nature of SOI is 
complex, so it cannot be assumed from the perspective of innovation in general (De Mar-
chi, 2012). The term “orientation” emphasizes that sustainability is not an end point but 
rather a direction linked to directional risks, since the direction of the environmental and 
social impacts of sustainability innovations is highly uncertain, particularly in the long term 
(Hansen & Grosse-Dunker, 2013). Through SOI, companies can build more sustainable 
products, processes and practices that benefit a firm and society (Adams et al., 2012) with 
a forward-looking perspective (Charter et al., 2017) and usually go beyond incremental 
product and process innovations due to the systemic and radical character of sustainable 
innovations (Boons et al., 2013).

For their part, Adams et al. (2016) elaborated a framework to examine innovation activi-
ties for sustainability suggesting that SOI is an organizational problem because its imple-
mentation implies making premeditated changes in organizations; in their philosophies and 
values; as well as in their products, processes or business practices that involve achieving, 
creating and performing social and environmental value, in addition to economic returns.

Despite a proliferation of SOI conceptualizations and recommendations, few stud-
ies have actually measured the impact of organizational values on SOI performance. The 
few studies dealing with this research objective, despite offering valuable insights, pro-
vide controversial results in terms of the impact of predefined cultural archetypes on sus-
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tainability-related innovation. Globocnik et al. (2020) aimed to explain the differences in 
sustainability-related innovation performance among firms and their relationship with the 
economic value of innovation. The authors’ results show that clan cultures have a negative 
influence on sustainability-related innovation, diverging from the results of Reyes-Santiago 
et al. (2017), who did not find significant relationships between clan culture and the envi-
ronmental innovation-related performance measure.

None of these studies assess SOI success in terms of perceived market performance, nor 
do they allow the characterization of a company’s culture to go beyond archetypes that, 
given the heterogeneity of industries and external factors such as market turbulence, regula-
tions and concentration, may affect the configuration of organizational values.

In this study, we use the operationalization of the competing values system proposed by 
Buenger et al. (1996) to explore how these system values relate to SOI performance. For 
this purpose, we have included a fifth dimension to the model, risk aversion (RA) values, as 
it has been incorporated into previous studies of innovation management and culture (Tsur 
et al., 1990; Meroño-Cerdán et al., 2018) given the important influence RA has in delivering 
innovation in firms.

Under this conceptual framework, we aim to explore how these five systems of values 
are combined in different firms and which clusters of system value combinations provide 
greater effectiveness in delivering successful SOI in the marketplace.

We describe the framework for our empirical research in Fig. 1.

3  Method and sample

To measure which organizational values better define SOI, we consider as a basis the com-
peting values framework of Quinn and Rohrbaugh’s (1983) model. Therefore, we consider 
the four system value dimensions of human relations (HR), rational goals (RG), open sys-
tems (OS), and internal processes (IP) while adapting the measures of these dimensions 
from the operationalization and empirical research by Buenger et al. (1996). We select 
the items found to be significant in their study, and we add an additional fifth dimension 

Fig. 1  Conceptual Model. (Source: the authors)
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extracted from the literature on innovation, the construct of risk aversion (RA), which has 
been shown to be an important part of company culture as an antecedent of successful inno-
vation in firms (Tsur et al., 1990; Meroño-Cerdán et al., 2018).

We measure SOI success as the perceived competitive performance of SOI efforts in the 
market: below competitors, similar to competitors, and above competitors.

In Table 1, we describe in detail the items included in each of the five dimensions and 
their sources.

We collect information through a survey targeted at international managers (Buenger et 
al., 1996; Globocnik et al., 2020) who have been involved in at least one innovation project 
in the last three years. Given the specificities of our target, we use a convenience sample for 
this purpose by extending the survey through the use of professional association databases 
and snowball sampling.

Dimensions Indicators Authors
Human Rela-
tions Value 
(Group Culture)
Structure: 
Flexibility
Focus: Internal

- Social Concerns
- Commitment to learning
- Develop supportive working 
relationships
- Generate team spirit
- Provide each individual with an 
opportunity to grow
- Develop High Morale

Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh 
(1983)
Buenger et 
al. (1996)
Globocnik 
et al. (2020)

Open Systems 
Value (Develop-
mental Culture)
Structure: 
Flexibility
Focus: External

- Ensure the latest technologies as 
quickly as possible
- Encourage people to come up 
with innovative ways of doing 
things
- Emphasize state of the art 
technology
- Bring new ideas, inventions or 
methods

Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh 
(1983)
Buenger et 
al. (1996)
Globocnik 
et al. (2020)

Internal Process 
Value (Hierar-
chical Culture)
Structure: 
Control
Focus: Internal

- Work activities are organised and 
predictable
- Maintain High level of 
productivity
- Has a reputation to do work 
efficiently
- Work is planned in advance
- Exert control over people 
and work to ensure reliable 
performance

Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh 
(1983)
Buenger et 
al. (1996)
Globocnik 
et al. (2020)

Rational Goal 
Value (Rational 
Culture)
Structure: 
Control
Focus: External

- Changes operational routines as 
required
- Respond to crisis or emergency 
in an effective manner
- Adapt quickly and well to new 
demands or changes

Quinn and 
Rohrbaugh 
(1983)
Buenger et 
al. (1996)
Globocnik 
et al. (2020)

Risk Aversion 
Value

- Tolerance for Risk
- Flexible enough to embrace new 
processes

Tsur et al. 
(1990)
Meroño-
Cerdán et 
al. (2018)

Table 1  Operationalization of 
Competing Values Systems. 
(source: the authors)
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The questionnaire was in English and was launched from October 2021 to November 
2021. A total of 195 questionnaires were received, but as with previous researchers, we used 
an exclusion criterion relating to involvement in innovative business projects (Saura et al., 
2022b), resulting in 128 valid surveys in accordance with the required sample profile. In 
Table 2, we describe the sample in detail according to each participant’s level of seniority 
(number of years), firm sector (industrial, manufacturer, service, and others), headquarters 
continent (the Americas, Asia and Africa, Eastern Europe, Western Europe and Oceania) 
and company size (revenues and number of employees).

In terms of the instrument for analysis and to uncover the different underlying dimen-
sions of the value systems, we performed an exploratory factor analysis, that of principal 
component analysis (PCA). Next, we performed a cluster analysis to extract companies with 
similar value profile patterns to understand how the dimensions of the system values relate 
to SOI’s perceived success.

3.1  Survey Design

The questionnaire was distributed in three different sections. In the first section, we devel-
oped a 24-item instrument from which the five dimensions were derived. The five dimen-
sions were measured through Likert (1–5) scales and were adapted from the previous 
literature. All the items and sources are described in Table 1. The second section of the 
survey was related to understanding the perceived success of sustainability-oriented innova-
tion in firms. We use a three-item scale to understand whether the managers perceived the 
SOI success of their firm to be below, similar, or above that of the competition (Kristiansen 

Per-
cent 
(%)

Per-
cent 
(%)

Sectors Firm size (Number of 
employees)

Industrial 6 < 9 25
Manufacturer 10 10-49 19
Service 74 50-99 5
Others 10 100-499 13
Company headquarters > 500 38
America 13 Experience (Number 

of years)
Asia + Africa 7 0-5 4
Eastern Europe 17 6-10 8
Western Europe 59 11-15 10
Ocenia 2 15-20 18
n/a 2 >20 60
Firm Size (Revenues, Mio.
EUR)
<1 31
1-10 23
10-50 14
50-100 8
> 100 24

Table 2  Sample characteristics. 
(source: the authors)
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& Ritala, 2018; Zheng et al., 2017). Finally, in the third section, we collect descriptive 
information related to firms, such as the country of origin, revenue levels, the number of 
employees, subsidiaries and headquarters, as these are variables that might influence the 
adoption of sustainability-oriented innovation (Abbas et al., 2020, Globocnik et al., 2020).

4  Results

Below, we describe the results obtained from the two methods used in our model: explor-
atory factor analysis and cluster analysis.

4.1  Exploratory factor analysis

First, we checked the quality and appropriateness of the dataset to conduct a principal com-
ponent analysis (PCA), which was evaluated by assessing the degree of interrelatedness 
(Hair et al., 2006). We expect the factorial model to be adequate if the elements on the 
diagonal of the anti-image correlation matrix have a value close to 1.

Second, we conduct a Kaiser Meyer Olkin test (KMO = 0.884) and Bartlett’s test of sphe-
ricity (sig = 0.000). Both indicate that the data matrix has sufficient correlations to justify the 
application of a PCA. Therefore, we expect the analysis to yield distinct and reliable fac-
tors (Field, 2009). Since the matrix determinant is also 0, performing an exploratory factor 
analysis is an appropriate technique.

Based on orthogonal factor rotation, the PCA generated a five-factor model accounting 
for 69.17% of the total variance. From orthogonal rotation (varimax), the factor solution 
resulted in noncorrelating factors (Hair et al., 2006).

The number of factors is determined based on the Kaiser criterion, which considers 
only factors with an eigenvalue of greater than 1 to be significant. We considered variables 
belonging to a specific factor when their factor loadings were valued at > 0.50; thus, we 
eliminated four items. Five factors were obtained with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients above 
the overall threshold value of 0.60 for exploratory factor analysis (Hair et al., 2006). Each 
indicator was placed in the factor in which its loadings were higher. However, to ensure 
consistency with the literature and given that their loads meet the established condition 
(> 0.4), two indicators (provide each individual with an opportunity to grow and develop 
high morale) were placed under the “human relations” dimension where they belong from a 
theoretical perspective. The results of the items and factors are shown in Table 3.

4.2  Cluster analysis: identification of management groups

We use a cluster analysis to group companies that share similar organizational values. This 
approach is ideal for classifying observations into similar groups and developing a tax-
onomy (Hair et al., 1998; Ketchen & Shook, 1996).

Lehman (1979) suggested that the number of groups should be between n/30 and n/60, 
where n represents the sample size. Therefore, the number of clusters in our data must be 
between 2 and 4 (128/60 and 128/30). We conduct a hierarchical cluster analysis to define 
the appropriate number of clusters because from this analysis, we obtain a unique set of 
nested categories or a sequential pairing of variables. For the clustering, we use the Ward 
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method, one of the most used methods in this type of social science research. We obtain 
a hierarchical dendrogram, a visual representation of the steps of the hierarchical cluster 
analysis, and an agglomeration schedule table showing the combined clusters. We measure 
the interval according to the squared Euclidean distinction. We consider the values 10 and 

DIMENSIONS Factors
F1
HR

F2
IP

F3
RA

F4
OS

F5
RG

Social Concerns .579
Commitment to learning .754
Develop supportive working 
relationships

.695

Generate team spirit .740
Provide each individual with 
an opportunity to grow

.556

Develop High Morale .554
Work activities are organised 
and predictable

.707

Maintain High level of 
productivity

.692

Has a reputation to do work 
efficiently

.653

Work is planned in advance .777
Exert control over people 
and work to ensure reliable 
performance

.635

Tolerance for Risk .735
Flexible enough to embrace 
new processes

.650

Ensure the latest technolo-
gies as quickly as possible

.818

Encourage people to come 
up with innovative ways of 
doing things

.425

Emphasize state of the art 
technology

.852

Bring new ideas, inventions 
or methods

.554

Changes operational routines 
as required

.799

Respond to crisis or emer-
gency in an effective manner

.652

Adapt quickly and well to 
new demands or changes

.467

Accumulated % of variance 
explained

18.38 32.64 45.46 58.09 69.17

Cronbach´s α 0.868 0.803 0.546 0.845 0.717
KMO index 0.884
Bartlett´s significance test of 
sphericity

0.000

Determinant 0.000

Table 3  Factor Loadings for 
Varimax Rotated Five-Factor 
Model. (source: the authors)
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15 for the combination of rescaled distance clusters. Thus, we conclude that 4 clusters rep-
resent the best solution for our study (n1 = 35 n2 = 26 n3 = 54 n4 = 13).

To analyze whether the differences between the clusters are significant, we first check 
the Shapiro‒Wilk statistic (gl < 50). Since Levene’s statistic is significant as well (> 0.05), 
we confirm that homogeneity of variances exists and proceed to an analysis of variance 
(ANOVA), finding a high level of significance (0.000).

Finally, we conclude with a post hoc analysis of the Tukey statistic that confirms the pres-
ence of differences between the clusters in all factors.

In Table 4, we show the standardized values ​​of the clusters based on the dimensions, 
which represent the number of standard deviations each factor is away from its mean (the 
mean for the entire sample is equal to 0).

We observe that Cluster 1 is characterized by being below the average in practically all 
of the factors, except for rational goal system values (RG), which are slightly above the 
average. Cluster 2 is distinguished by reaching the highest value in Factor 1 human relations 
system values (HR) and Factor 4 open system values (OS). Cluster 3 is distinguished by 
significantly exceeding the mean in Factor 3 risk aversion (RA) and 5 rational goal system 
values (RG). Finally, Cluster 4 is differentiated by Factor 2 internal processes (IP), repre-
senting the cluster that shows the greatest difference with respect to the mean.

The F values confirm the existence of significant differences among the clusters in all 
factors (p value < 0.001). We measured the sizes of the effects of the factors through eta 
squared, and all of them were between good and acceptable.

We visually show the four cluster profiles in Fig. 2. From these figures, we can compare 
the differences between the 4 clusters given the five factors identified as well as the com-
parison to the overall average.

Table 5 shows a description of each cluster. In terms of the characterization of the clus-
ters, we observe that Cluster 1 shows a large number of firms (45%) perceiving their SOI 
performance as below competitors. In contrast, the majority of firms (55%) that declare 
an SOI performance level above competition are located in Cluster 3, followed by those 
in Cluster 2 (25%). American firms are skewed toward Cluster 1 (44%), while Cluster 3 

HR IP RA OS RG
Cluster 1. 
Rational values 
driven Culture
n=35

0,00 -0,21 -0,43 -1,18 0,13

Cluster 2. Devel-
opmental Values 
driven Culture
n=26

0,79 -0,69 -0,11 0,52 -0,63

Cluster 3. 
Balanced Org 
Culture
n=54

0,02 0,27 0,39 0,44 0,45

Cluster 4. Hi-
erarchical Org 
Culture
n=13

-1,68 0,85 -0,22 0,33 -0,95

F 29.330* 11.358* 5.718* 47.345* 14.930*
Eta squared 0.415 0.216 0.122 0.534 0.265

Table 4  Cluster Output based 
on the five-Factor framework. 
(source: the authors)

*p-value < 0.001
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includes the majority of Western European firms (42%) and industrial firms. Cluster 3 also 
includes firms that adopt a more holistic approach to sustainability, while firms included in 
Cluster 1 declare a more limited approach to sustainability.

5  Discussion

This research aimed to explore first what types of organizational values more effectively 
promote SOI perceived market success in organizations. Second, we aimed to empirically 
define some clusters of business typologies with derived patterns of value profiles to show-
case how these patterns of cultural values relate to the success of a firm’s SOI.

Building on the competing values organizational framework and adding a fifth dimen-
sion of risk aversion, we find five factors to derive 4 typologies of clusters that differ in their 
organizational values and SOI perceived market success.

Firms in Cluster 1 can be described as adopting a “Rational values-driven Culture.” The 
companies that are part of this cluster (n1 = 35) are defined as organizations that are not very 
open to the environment (OS), that have a risk tolerance (RA) level below the average, and 
that stand out for making rational decisions, obtaining high value from rational goals (RG) 
above the average. They are traditional companies capable of changing their operating rou-
tines only when necessary to compete in the market, since they feel capable of effectively 
responding to crises or emergencies when they arise and adapt quickly to changes in the 

Fig. 2  Four clusters in a five-Dimensional Competing values framework. (Source: the authors)
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market or the environment or to new demands. They also exhibit limited flexibility in adopt-
ing new processes, which explains why they make changes only when necessary.

These companies are characterized by perceiving a low degree of success of their SOI 
projects when compared to their competitors. This perception may be because a significant 
percentage of these companies belong to the service sector, where innovations are more 
easily copied and thus considered noninnovative activities (Morrar, 2014). Although this 
approach has been surpassed, there is still an organizational culture that links innovation 
to manufacturing sectors (Gallouj & Savona, 2009). From the firm descriptions, a majority 
of the companies included in this cluster are based in North America, South America and 
Australia, and they can be classified as large companies.

It is interesting to point out a significant percentage of companies in this cluster whose 
managers describe their organizational approach to sustainability as “in compliance with 
regulations” and with limited action on sustainability beyond such compliance. It is impor-
tant to note that this indicator for a company’s sustainability measurement is at the lowest 
level according to the proposed Likert scale. This may explain the lesser success of sus-
tainability-oriented innovation projects, as they will not represent a competitive advantage 

Characteristics Clus-
ter 1

Clus-
ter 2

Clus-
ter 3

Clus-
ter 4

Innovation 
projects success

Low 45% 10% 10% 35%
Medium 35% 19% 40% 6%
High 14% 25% 55% 5%

Sectors Industrial 25% 0% 50% 25%
Manufacturer 23% 8% 62% 8%
Service 30% 22% 37% 11%
Others 15% 31% 54% 0%

Firm Size 
(Revenues)

< 1 mm 28% 23% 41% 8%
1-10 mm 23% 13% 57% 7%
10-50 mm 33% 11% 50% 6%
50-100 mm 10% 40% 20% 30%
> 100 mm 32% 23% 32% 13%

Firm Size 
(Employees)

< 9 emp 21% 30% 42% 6%
10-49 emp 13% 8% 75% 4%
50-99 emp 17% 0% 50% 33%
100-499 emp 41% 18% 35% 6%
> 500 emp 35% 23% 27% 15%

Headquarters America 44% 13% 31% 13%
Asia & Africa 22% 22% 44% 11%
Eastern Europe 23% 18% 50% 9%
Western Europe 24% 24% 42% 11%
Ocenia 67% 0% 33% 0%

Sustainability 
level

Ignores -- -- -- --
Limited action 42% 9% 32% 17%
Cost reduction 14% 29% 57% 0%
Envio. and social 
factors

18% 21% 53% 9%

Sustainability 
factors

18% 35% 44% 3%

Table 5  Cluster characterization. 
(source: the authors)
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since they only match compliance in the industry that every company in the industry will 
exhibit as well.

Firms in Cluster 2 can be described as adopting a “Developmental Values-driven Cul-
ture.” It is a cluster made up of companies that significantly outperform the average of the 
rest of the cluster in the human relations system values (HR) and open systems (OS) dimen-
sions. Risk tolerance (RA) is similar to the average. We observe that companies that are 
part of this cluster seek to learn from their workers, develop supportive work relationships, 
generate team spirit with high morale, provide each individual with the opportunity to grow 
and opt not only for achieving financial performance but also social impact. In addition, this 
concern for the organizational values of HR aligns with a commitment to the OS dimen-
sion. The managers of companies that are part of this cluster care about incorporating the 
latest technologies as soon as possible; encourage workers to find innovative ways of doing 
things; emphasize cutting-edge technology; and value workers’ contributions in developing 
new ideas, inventions or methods.

Therefore, openness and human relations seem to drive the SOI of this cluster signifi-
cantly above their competitors.

Firms in Cluster 3 can be described as having a “Balanced Organizational Culture.” 
Regarding the five dimensions studied, the companies belonging to this cluster obtain scores 
slightly above the average in all values dimensions, thus being the “most balanced cluster.” 
This cluster is made up of companies that perceive themselves as performing the same as 
or better than the competition in terms of the success of their sustainability innovation. This 
result might be because the majority of companies in this cluster belong to the industrial 
and manufacturing sector, rendering them able to generate R&D patents as opposed to other 
service industries. It is important to highlight that the majority of companies that declare 
high levels of concern for and a more holistic approach to sustainability belong to this 
cluster and are located in Europe. By company size, they are moderately sized with up to 
50 mm $ in revenue and fewer than 100 employees, a company size that might be favorable 
for overcoming the inertia that larger organizations typically encounter, allowing them to 
be flexible and competitive in the markets in which they operate. The respondents declared 
their companies to be ahead in sustainability compliance and cost reduction relative to their 
competitors. They report that environmental and social factors contribute to market success 
and embed these factors within their core business strategies.

Firms in Cluster 4 can be described as adopting a “Hierarchical Organizational Cul-
ture.” According to the results obtained, managers of these companies define their compa-
nies a very oriented toward internal processes (IP) to maintain a high level of productivity, 
to do work efficiently, to achieve planning even beforehand, to exercise strong control over 
people and to organize work activities in a predictable way. This cluster is made up of com-
panies that do not exhibit a strong characterization in their descriptions. Most of the firms 
that perceive their SOI performance as below that of competitors are in this cluster, perhaps 
due to the strong internal focus signaled by the IP values dimension.
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6  Conclusion

Our research shows the importance of organizational values to SOI market success, there-
fore suggesting the importance of the organizational culture to enjoying superior perfor-
mance when dealing with SOI objectives.

This research makes several theoretical and managerial contributions.
From a theoretical perspective, we contribute to the theory responding to calls to advance 

current knowledge and organizational learning about SOI (Adams et al., 2012; Siebenhüner 
& Arnold, 2007; Klewitz & Hansen, 2014).

We shed light on how organizational values may impact sustainability-oriented innova-
tion success. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to unveil the different unsu-
pervised culture typologies that are related to SOI’s perceived competitive performance.

By doing so, we expand current knowledge on organizational values to better understand 
which values more efficiently promote sustainability-oriented innovation success in orga-
nizations. Moreover, under the innovation context of this study, we propose adding a fifth 
dimension independent from the other four, risk aversion, which is important in the context 
of organizational culture and innovation.

As a result, we propose a more flexible and actionable framework based on the compet-
ing values framework to overcome the rigidity of current organizational cultural archetypes, 
as organizational value systems might not be classified solely into one of the four system 
values. For example, in an organization, efficiency might be the dominant value pursued, 
but the organization might also seek to achieve a high level of flexibility (Buenger et al., 
1996).

From a managerial perspective, our results can help inform managers understand what 
values are missing and what values should be required in their organizational cultures to 
effectively generate SOI that will deliver a competitive advantage in the marketplace.

To do so, first, we describe specific values that organizations should measure and track 
as an important first step to implementing SOI within them, and we provide an empirical 
framework to measure and follow up on the evolution of these values. Second, our results 
show that not all organizational values contribute equally to SOI as a competitive advan-
tage, therefore suggesting a need for managers to evaluate the profiles of their firms and take 
action to developing missing values.

Last, this research shows how managers can prioritize their efforts to build an organiza-
tional culture that will drive successful and competitive SOI. Overall, our results suggest 
the importance of a proactive sustainability-oriented culture as a precursor of sustainability 
innovation success, as compliance seems to not deliver the competitive advantage that orga-
nizations seem to expect from innovation.

7  Limitations and future research lines

This research is not exempt from limitations driven by the use of surveys and convenience 
sampling. Future research should adopt a confirmatory research design by researching a 
sample with quotas predefined by size and industry type to further advance our exploratory 
results. Future research should investigate how a sustainability-oriented culture is defined 
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and its influence on sustainability-oriented innovation success, as our exploratory results 
suggest an interesting relationship between them.
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