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Abstract 
 

Manufacturers are facing increasing pressure from external stakeholders to adopt more 

environmental and social sustainable practices. This study explores the role of leadership in the 

adoption of sustainable manufacturing and the process to turn sustainable strategies into 

financial performance. Through a quantitative study of a representative sample of Norwegian 

manufacturers, we find a direct relationship between adopting of a sustainability strategy and 

financial performance in terms of long-term growth and profitability. The study also suggests 

that elements of transformational leadership are major drivers for adoption of sustainable 

manufacturing, but have a limited role in turning the strategy into financial performance.  
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Introduction 

Manufacturers are increasingly facing pressures from external stakeholders such as customers 

and policy makers for adopting more sustainable and social responsible business processes and 

practices (Gonzalez-Perez, 2013). Industrial manufacturing is a large part of the climate 

challenges the world is facing (Garetti and Taisch, 2012), but is also an important part of the 

solution when working toward reaching the climate goals set by COP21 in Paris December 

2015. Facing further regulations and more socially and environmentally conscious customers, 

there is reason to believe that manufacturers who are able to both develop a social responsibility 

and are able to turn their social responsibility into profits will perform better over time.  

Manufacturers are facing the challenge of staying profitable at the same time as meeting the 

increasing social and environmental demands by both stakeholders and policy. How industry 

can succeed this massive change and delivering on social, environmental and economic 

expectations is a rapidly growing research area. The role of companies to both maximize wealth 

for stakeholders, and the responsibility toward social and environmental challenges in society 

may be viewed as a fundamental tension (Margolis and Walsh, 2003). On the other hand, Porter 

and Kramer (2011) present the view that when looked at strategically, corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) can become a source of competitive advantage.  

Hence, it seems like the role of leadership and leadership philosophies are imperative to our 

understanding of the transition of the manufacturing sector toward a more sustainable future. 

For manufacturers, sustainable manufacturing represents a change in mindset where the goals 

extend beyond the goals of for example lean manufacturing, aiming towards systemic change 

on product, process and system level (Jayal et al., 2010). Top management commitment and 

ability to back sustainability thinking throughout the organization is crucial to achieve 

substantive implementation, not only symbolic implementation or “green-washing” (Aspelund, 

Fjell and Rødland, 2015; Christmann and Taylor, 2006). 

This study aims to explore the role of leadership in turning sustainable manufacturing into a 

profitable strategy for business. Through a cross-sectional quantitative study of a broad sample 

of Norwegian manufacturers, we investigate the role of leadership in turning sustainable 

manufacturing into profitable strategies for business.  

The contribution of this study is twofold. First, we investigate the role of leadership in 

adoption of a sustainable manufacturing strategy. Second, we aim to explore the role of 

leadership in turning sustainable manufacturing into improved financial performance, moving 

beyond the question of whether sustainability contributes to financial performance towards an 

understanding of under what conditions and why sustainability may contribute to financial 

performance.  

 

Theoretical background 

Sustainable manufacturing may be explained as “the ability to smartly use natural resources 

for manufacturing, by creating products and solutions that, thanks to new technology, 

regulatory measures and coherent social behaviors, are able to satisfy economic, 

environmental and social objectives, thus preserving the environment, while continuing to 

improve the quality of human life” (Garetti and Taisch, 2012:85). It is the integration of the 

three pillars of sustainability – planet, people and profit – into the culture, strategy, and 

operations of firms (Kleindorfer et al. 2012). Forming the basis of sustainable manufacturing is 

the recent concept of R6, including recover, redesign and remanufacture in addition to the R3s 

reduce, reuse and recycle (Jayal et al., 2010). Sustainable manufacturing may thus be viewed 

as implementation of a philosophy extending beyond the goals of for example lean 

manufacturing and green manufacturing. 

Beside the literature on sustainable manufacturing, the concept of shared value creation is 

emerging in the sustainability literature. Shared value creation is a strategic perspective that 

goes beyond good corporate stewardship and mitigation of harmful supply chain impacts, to 
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address initiatives whose social and business benefits are large and distinctive strategically 

aiming to create value for the firm, the environment and the social community at large (Porter 

and Kramer, 2006; 2011). Although the originality of the concept is questioned (Crane et al., 

2014), Porter and Kramer arguably make a great contribution is inspiring business leaders in 

how they can reconceive products and markets, redefine productivity in the value chain and 

enable cluster development to create shared value.  

Complementary to Porter and Kramer’s concept, Aspelund, Rødland and Fjell (2015) 

recently introduced Green Planet Strategy (GPS) as an alternative strategic framework. GPS 

uses a constructivist way of thinking to answer how and under which conditions social 

responsibility can build profitability and competitiveness for international manufacturers. The 

framework is adopted from Kim and Mauborgne’s (2005) Blue Ocean Strategy that emphasizes 

the way leadership redefines products, markets and customers to create new strategies that 

render existing competition irrelevant. 

 What all the mentioned concepts have in common is that they redefine how firms can view 

their challenges and opportunities. The main argument is that sustainability can be viewed as 

an opportunity and an advantage for manufacturers if it is appropriately integrated into strategy 

(Willard, 2012). However, for the most of the manufacturing sector, a change of mindset is 

required (Christmann and Taylor, 2006) and this is a question of leadership. Hence, in order to 

fully understand the transition of the manufacturing sector into profitable sustainability we need 

a better understanding of the role of leadership in these processes.  

Fortunately, we do not start with blank sheets. Several studies have investigated, in various 

ways, the role of leadership in sustainability transitions. Three questions are central to the 

discussion: How does leadership influence adoption of sustainability strategies? Are 

sustainability strategies in general profitable? And what is the role of leadership in transforming 

sustainable practices into profitability? 

The first question is probably the least provoking and several studies have found that 

leadership influence adoption of sustainability strategies. For example, Sharma (2000) explores 

managerial interpretations and organizational context in Canadian firms’ choice of 

environmental strategies. They find the decision to be strongly tied to managers’ interpretations 

of environmental issues as opportunities rather than threats. In another study Høivik and Melé 

(2009) find that “the character and values of the owner-manager and his/her leadership have 

a decisive influence on how CSR is understood and implemented in SMEs” (Høivik and Melé, 

2009:561). 

The second question, regarding the general relationship between sustainability and firm 

profitability, may be viewed as the ‘holy grail’ of sustainability research and several studies 

have addressed the relationship. To date, we have to conclude that answers go in various 

directions and it is still inconclusive (Goyal et al., 2013). Peloza’s (2009) meta-analysis of 

social responsibility and firm financial performance concludes that there is a small, but positive 

relationship between CSR actions and policies and financial outcomes. However, Aguinis and 

Glavas (2012) argues that the variation in results in such meta-analyses is mainly due to 

sampling error, and that measures of sustainability and social responsibility varies such that one 

might end up compare apples and pears.  

Some studies, though, find a direct correlation between sustainability and firm performance. 

For example, Eccels et al. (2014) find that high-sustainability US companies, whom voluntarily 

integrated social and environmental issues through corporate policies in the early to mid-1990s, 

outperformed their counterparts in terms of both stock market and accounting measures over 

the next decade. In another recent study, Torugsa et al. (2012) investigated Australian SME 

manufacturers, and found a significant positive relationship between proactive CSR and SME 

financial performance. Furthermore, Gimenez et al. (2012) investigated the relationships 

between sustainable operations and the triple bottom line, finding that internal environmental 

programs have a positive impact on all three pillars of sustainability; social, environmental and 
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economic. 

On the other hand, Carroll and Shabana (2010) argue that the relationship between 

sustainability initiatives and financial performance is not necessarily a direct one. Firms should 

understand the how’s and why’s of this relationship, and opt for the activities “that demonstrate 

a convergence between the firm’s economic objectives and the social objectives of society” 

(Carroll and Shabana, 2010:102).  

The latter study suggests that there might not be a direct relationship between sustainability 

and firm performance, but rather mediated by other factors such as leadership. Aguinis and 

Glavas’ (2012) review of the sustainability – outcome relationship highlight that only 7% of 

the literature covered explore mediators in the relationship CSR-outcomes, but that leadership 

style and CEO motivation are interesting factors in this context. For example, Surroca et al. 

(2010) investigate the role of intangible resources as mediating factors on the sustainability-

outcome relationship. They find that corporate responsibility performance positively influences 

intangibles related to human capital and culture among others, which in turn leads to financial 

performance. This relationship is also applicable the other way, forming a virtuous circle.  
Hence, former studies suggest that leadership plays two important roles for manufacturing 

firms that seek to increase firm profits from adopting sustainable manufacturing. First, 

leadership influence the decision and level of adoption of a sustainable strategy. Second, 

leadership influences the ability of the firm to transfer sustainability activities into firm growth 

and profitability. We aim to address these two issues through the leadership perspectives 

suggested by transformational leadership and self-determination theory. 

Charismatic leadership and intellectual stimulation are two out of four concepts included in 

transformational leadership (Bass, 1985). Charismatic leadership includes behaviors as 

providing a sense of mission and articulating a future-oriented inspirational vision based on 

powerful imagery, values and beliefs. Waldman et al. (2004) find evidence in support of their 

hypothesis that CEO charisma is predictive of firm performance. Intellectual stimulation as a 

problem solving leadership behavior oriented toward helping followers to view complex 

problems and issues in innovative ways (Waldman et al., 2004). This leadership style promotes 

intelligence, rationality and careful problem solving (Bass, 1985). Waldman et al. (2006) 

explore the link between transformational leadership and strategic CSR. Strategic CSR are CSR 

activities that are linked to the firm’s corporate and business level strategies. Their key 

empirical finding is that CEO intellectual stimulation at a given point in time positively predicts 

the propensity of firms to engage in strategic CSR in a subsequent period, beyond any variance 

accounted for by firm size. This is not the case for CEO charismatic leadership.  This leads 

them to a critique of the transformational leadership theory regarding an overemphasis of the 

charismatic leadership component. Rather, in relation to CSR, they find that intellectual 

stimulation is of larger importance.  

Self-determination theory distinguishes different types of motivation based on the level of 

self-determination underlying the behavior. Gagné et al.’s (2015) multidimensional work 

motivation scale uses the theory in the field of organizational theory, where they find that 

different forms of motivation are predictably related to important work outcomes. Identified 

regulation is an instrumental behavior, but where the behavior has gained enough importance 

for the individual to be valued in itself, reflecting that external motives have been internalized 

to the degree where the individual performs the activity by personal choice (Gagné et al., 2015). 

Identified regulation is seen as an important antecedent for authentic leadership (Avolio and 

Gardner, 2005). Authentic leadership, compared to the concept of transformational leadership, 

focuses on the influence on follower self-awareness of moral values, as there is an alignment 

between internal regulatory processes and leadership style (Avolio and Gardner, 2005). This 

makes CEO identified regulation towards sustainability interesting to investigate along the 

concepts of transformational leadership. 
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Based on the reviewed literature we see two competing models regarding the role of 

leadership in turning sustainability strategy into financial performance. Leadership may 

determine if a sustainability strategy is implemented, but leadership may also determine if the 

sustainability strategy turns into financial performance. 

We hypothesize:  

H1: Firms with top management team transformational leadership towards sustainability 

implement sustainability strategies to a larger extent than firms that do not have these 

leadership characteristics to the same extent 

Second, we will investigate the relationship between sustainability strategies; leadership and 

sales growth, trying to reveal which factors contribute to financial performance in what way: 

H2a: Firms that have implemented a sustainability strategy outperform firms that have 

implemented such strategy to a lesser extent in terms of sales growth  

H2b: Firms with top management team transformational leadership towards sustainability are 

more able to turn their sustainability strategy into financial performance in terms of sales 

growth than those that do not have these leadership characteristics to the same extent 

Third, we will investigate the relationship between the same factors and firm profitability: 

H3a: Firms that have implemented a sustainability strategy outperform firms that have 

implemented such strategy to a lesser extent in terms of profitability 

H3b: Firms with top management team transformational leadership towards sustainability are 

more able to turn their sustainability strategy into financial performance in terms of 

profitability than those that do not have these leadership characteristics to the same extent 

 

Methodology 

In order to appropriately address our research questions, we have adopted a quantitative, cross 

sectional survey-based research approach targeting the full population of Norwegian 

manufacturers (2638 manufacturers in total). Target firms were identified through the 

Brønnøysund business register, which holds accounts for all Norwegian enterprises. Selection 

criteria were as follows: (1) registered in Norway, (2) listed as manufacturers by the statistical 

classification system of economy activities in the European community and (3) five or more 

employees in 2014 in Norwegian official registers. In addition, a convenience criterion of 

available contact information through official registers was set. A comparison analysis between 

the sample and the population revealed no significant differences. Hence, we conclude that the 

sample is representative of the population of Norwegian manufacturers.  

An online questionnaire was sent out, addressed to the CEO, and followed up by phone. The 

procedure yielded 682 usable responses, giving a response rate of 25.6%. The questionnaire 

covers a broad array of topics, including international activity, overall strategy, sustainability 

activities and CEO motivation and leadership.   

Our statistical method is three regression analyses, exploring the impact of managerial 

leadership styles, CEO motivation to sustainable manufacturing programs and firm 

performance. The measures are scales developed on motivation for sustainability-related work, 

top management team’s leadership styles and on sustainability strategy. The control variables 

include company size in terms of number of employees and company age.  

We measure financial performance in terms of both sales growth and profitability. 

Profitability is measured as the average annual operational profits over the past ten years (2005-

2014). Sales growth is measured by the percentage of sales growth over the same ten years. 

We measure firm sustainability strategy by six items. The first three items ask about how 

sustainability impacts company activities in terms of ongoing improvements, new business 

opportunities and as a fundamental value for business. These items are in line with Willard 

(2012). We also include the degree of collaboration with other actors to solve major challenges 

in the respective industries, as seen as an important factor in our theoretical background section. 

In addition, the directedness and impact of sustainability initiatives are included in terms of 
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addressing the biggest challenges in industry, and if these initiatives are effective ways to 

mitigate or solve these challenges (See appendix for full text survey items). 

Items on leadership styles are based on Waldman et al.’s (2006) scales for the leadership 

styles charismatic leadership and intellectual stimulation. Both scales have been directed 

towards leadership for sustainable development in the firm by the top management team. 

Items on motivation are based on Gagne et al.’s (2015) items on identified regulation on the 

multidimensional work motivation scale. The items are modified to point to CEO motivation 

for effort on sustainability issues in the firm. All our scales give good internal consistency 

reliability, with alpha values between  = 0.900 and  = 0.956.  

 

Analysis and Results 

In this section we will first provide a brief description of the sample. Secondly, we will provide 

a correlation matrix showing to assess whether there might be multi-collinearity issues with the 

subsequent regression analysis. Finally, we will provide three regression analyses. The first is 

to show the relationship between sustainability leadership and the propensity to adopt a 

sustainability strategy among Norwegian manufacturers. The final two are to show the 

relationship between sustainability leadership and strategies on firm performance in terms of 

sales growth and profitability respectively.  

The sample used in these analyses consists of 568 responses, where 87,8% of the responses 

is given by CEOs. Most of the companies are established during the last 30 years. In terms of 

number of employees there are large differences with a mean of 58 employees but a median of 

20. All but few are SMEs. The 2014 median revenue is 26.458.500 NOK, and with a profits 

median of 538.500 NOK. 40% of the companies report international sales, 73% international 

purchasing, and only 7% report own production abroad. 

Table 1 shows a correlation table for the key variables in our analysis. The table shows that 

there are high levels of correlation between our key sustainability leadership variables. We 

therefore have to wary for multi-collinearity issues in the analysis and will include VIF values 

in the following regression analysis and interpret results accordingly.  
 

Table 1 – Correlation Table 
 Firm Size Sust. Strat. Char. Lead. Int. Stim. Ident. Reg 

Year of Est. -.206** -.045 -.044 -.029 -.053 

Firm Size  .256** .189** .156** .142** 

Sust. Strat.   .761** .442** .636** 

Char. Lead.    .897** .700** 

Int. Stim.     .648** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

The first regression analysis, as seen in table 2, investigates the relationship between 

sustainability leadership and the propensity of manufacturers to adopt a sustainability strategy. 

As we see from the analysis there is a strong relationship between the sustainability leadership 

variables and the propensity for manufacturers to adopt a sustainability strategy.  

We also observe that a sustainability strategy is generally associated with larger firms in the 

sample, while firm age is irrelevant. The former finding should not be interpreted in the sense 

that a sustainability strategy is an exclusive large corporation strategy. It must be interpreted in 

relation to the size of the firms in the sample, which predominantly is small and medium sized. 

If anything it could be interpreted in the sense that sustainability strategies are less common in 

micro firms.  
   

Table 2 – Regression model 1 – Adoption of Sustainability Strategy 
 Model 1  

(std. coefficients) 

VIF Model 2  

(std. coefficients) 

VIF 

Year of establishment -.001 1.038 .006 1.039 
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Firm Size (# employees) .254** 1.038 .132** 1.070 

Charismatic leadership   .329** 5.702 

Intellectual stimulation   .290** 4.929 

Identified regulation   .206** 1.968 

     

Model fit     

R2
Adj .060**  .622**  

Model fit (F-value) 13.6**  131.2**  

 ** Coefficient/model fit improvement significant at the 0.001 level 

 

Subsequently we investigate the influence of sustainability strategies and leadership on firm 

performance. We have chosen to divide this analysis in two. First, we investigate the 

relationship to firm growth measured as average annual sales growth in the time period 2005 – 

2014. To account for the fact that the sample consists of many small and medium-sized firm 

with a very few large ones, we use a logarithmic scale that secures normal distribution of the 

sales growth variable. Secondly, we do the same for average annual firm profitability over the 

same time period.  

Table 3 shows the results from the regression analysis on sustainability strategy and 

leadership on sales growth. First and foremost, the analysis confirms the proposed relationship 

between adoption of a sustainability strategy among Norwegian manufacturers and sales 

growth. The relationship is positive, significant and contributes to a significantly better 

explanatory value of the model. However, the model does not suggest a positive contribution 

from the leadership variables or CEO motivation. As seen from the introduction of the 

leadership variables in model 3, none of them are significant, nor contribute to higher levels of 

explanatory value of the overall model (failure to increase R2
Adj value).  

We observe the high VIF levels for charismatic leadership and intellectual stimulation that 

might indicate multi-collinearity issues. However, as these variables fail to contribute to the 

model it is irrelevant at this stage of the analysis.   
 

Table 3 – Regression model 2 – Sustainability effect on sales growth 
 Model 1  

(std. coefficients) 

VIF Model 2  

(std. coefficients) 

VIF Model 3 

(std. coefficients) 

VIF 

Year of establishment -.079 1.029 -063 1.036 -.067 1.041 

Firm Size (# employees) .563** 1.029 .515** 1.098 .508** 1.116 

Sustainability strategy   .193** 1.084 .222* 2.794 

Charismatic leadership     .099 6.311 

Intellectual stimulation      -.102 5.581 

Identified regulation     -.043 2.132 

       

Model fit       

R2
Adj .33**  .36**  .359  

Model fit (F-value) 58.1**  44.8**  22.4**  

   ** Coefficient/model fit improvement significant at the 0.001 level; * on the 0.05 level 

 

Table 4 shows the regression analysis on the sustainability – firm profitability relationship. 

Also here the analysis confirms the proposed positive relationship between the adoption of a 

sustainability strategy and firm performance (here in terms of firm profitability). The analysis 

also confirms that it is the adoption of a sustainability strategy that drives firm performance 

directly and not through the leadership and motivation variables, as these contribute little to the 

model. Also here we observe high VIF levels among the leadership variables, however as they 

anyway fail to influence the model to any extent we do not elaborate further on this discussion.  
  

Table 4 – Regression model 3 – Sustainability effect on firm profitability 
 Model 1  

(std. coefficients) 

VIF Model 2  

(std. coefficients) 

VIF Model 3 

(std. coefficients) 

VIF 

Year of establishment -.078 1.019 -.068 1.022 -.064 1.028 

Firm Size (# employees) .556** 1.019 .494** 1.106 .495** 1.133 
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Sustainability strategy   .218** 1.093 .245* 3.142 

Charismatic leadership     -.030 6.233 

Intellectual stimulation      .108 5.558 

Identified regulation     -.125 2.255 

       

Model fit       

R2
Adj .321**  .362**  .364  

Model fit (F-value) 60.2**  48.4**  24.8**  

** Coefficient/model fit improvement significant at the 0.001 level; * on the 0.05 level 

 

In summary, our empirical investigation on a representative cross-sectional sample of 

Norwegian manufacturers finds that sustainability leadership – in terms of top management 

team charismatic leadership, intellectual stimulation and CEO identified regulation – drives the 

extent of adoption of a sustainability strategy among Norwegian manufacturers. We also find 

that the extent of adoption of a sustainability strategy leads to higher firm performance among 

these manufacturers, measured in terms of sales growth and profitability. We fail to find 

evidence for a mediating effect of sustainability leadership on the sustainability strategy – firm 

performance relationship, but rather suggest that this relationship is direct.  

 

Discussion 

This study is aiming to contribute to the role of leadership in transformation of the 

manufacturing sector towards sustainability. In this sense it makes several contributions. First, 

it establishes the role of leadership in adopting sustainable manufacturing practices. Our 

findings clearly suggest that leadership is a major factor for successful adaptation of sustainable 

manufacturing. Specifically, we find transformational leadership as a major driver for the 

implementation of sustainability strategies. Second, we establish a direct relationship between 

adoption of a sustainable manufacturing strategy and firm performance. We conclude that the 

adoption of a sustainability strategy contributes to firm performance in terms of both long-term 

revenue growth and profitability. While the study establishes the influence of leadership on the 

tendency to adopt sustainable manufacturing it fails to show the mediating role of 

transformational leadership in turning sustainable manufacturing into firm performance. The 

latter is indeed an intriguing finding based on previous research as well as common logic. 

Further research should be addressing this relationship. Finally, this study renders solidity of 

the findings, as it is the first cross-sectional study in this area that is based on a representative 

sample of the full manufacturing sector in a country.  

Our findings support and extends the knowledge from previous work such as Torugsa et al.’s 

(2012) and Eccels et al.’s (2014) research on sustainability and financial performance, and 

Waldman et al.’s (2006) study on the role of transformational leadership. In addition, our work 

supports the notion that shared value creation is not an exclusive strategy for multinational 

corporations, but also a profitable and common strategy among small and medium sized 

manufacturers.  

Regarding managerial implications, our study contributes to a growing literature that 

suggests sustainable manufacturing is in general profitable and should be proactively pursued 

by more firms in the manufacturing sector as it contributes to both stakeholder and shareholder 

value. Managers with a charismatic and intellectual stimulating approach to sustainability, 

implement to a larger extent than others sustainability strategies that lead to financial 

performance.  

Like all studies, this study has limitations. The most relevant limitation is that the sample is 

drawn from a Norwegian context. As previous research has shown, as Gonzalez-Perez (2013), 

external stakeholder pressure influences the tendency to adopt sustainability strategies. 

Operating in a technologically developed, high-cost context Norwegian manufacturers 

probably experience higher levels of stakeholder pressure to adopt sustainability than in less 
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developed, low-cost contexts. Future research should extend these investigations in multiple 

country contexts.  

 

Conclusion 

This study has investigated the relationship between elements of transformational leadership, 

the implementation of sustainability strategies and firm performance in terms of sales growth 

and profitability in a representative sample of Norwegian manufacturing companies. We find 

evidence that suggests a direct relationship between sustainability strategy and firm 

performance. Our findings reveal that elements of transformational leadership towards 

sustainability are not mediating factors, but rather drivers for the implementation of 

sustainability strategies. 

Further research may investigate if our findings apply in other countries and industry 

settings. The statistical approach of this study limits the inferences we can draw about causality 

in the relationships revealed. Especially, we suggest further research on the mediating role of 

leadership in transforming sustainability into firm profits.  
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Appendix  
Table 5 – Survey items 

Survey items Reliability 

Sustainability strategy  

Sustainability (environment and society) is an inspiration to ongoing improvements in our production - we 

reduce costs through sustainability 

 

Sustainability (environment and society) is integrated into our business strategy - we see new business 

opportunities in sustainability 

 

Sustainability (environment and society) is a fundamental value for our business - we want to change the 

industry we work in 

 

We work with other actors to solve the major challenges related to sustainability (environment and society) 

in our industry  

 

Our initiatives for sustainability (environment and society) are aimed at mitigating or solving the biggest 

challenges concerning sustainability we see in our industry  

 

Our initiatives for sustainability (environment and society) are effective ways to mitigate or solve the major 

challenges of sustainability we see in our industry  
 = 0.900 

Charismatic leadership  

We give our employees reasons to be optimistic about a sustainable future in our industry  

We have a vision of a sustainable future in our industry  

We find that our employees believe in our work on sustainable development  

We experience that our employees believe that our work on sustainability is important  

We often talk about what our company needs to achieve in terms of sustainability (environment and society)  

Our focus on sustainability generates respect among our employees  = 0.940 

Intellectual stimulation  

We regularly reconsider the assumptions our sustainability strategy is based upon  

We seek to use different perspectives when we make decisions related to sustainability (environment and 

society) 

 

We encourage employees to look at environmental and social challenges in new ways  

We often suggest new ways of solving environmental and societal challenges  = 0.918 

Identified regulation  

Because I personally consider it important to put effort into this work  

Because putting effort into this work is consistent with my values  

Because putting effort into this work has personal significance to me  = 0.956 

 - All items answered in a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 - “Not at all”, to 7 - “to a great extent 


