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Abstract: 

Sustainability has become a critical challenge for society, yet sustainability values in 

organizations have received limited attention despite their pivotal role in fostering transitions 

toward sustainable practices. These values provide meaning to individuals’ actions and should 

be integrated into organizational strategies to enhance employees’ intrinsic motivation and 

commitment. This study explores the bidirectional relationship between Value Congruence 

(VC) and Affective Organizational Commitment (AOC) from the lens of Person-Organization 

Fit Theory (P-O Fit) and Social Identity Theory (SIT). P-O Fit suggests alignment between 

personal and organizational sustainability values enhances affective commitment, while SIT 

posits that AOC can drive the internalization of organizational values. A longitudinal survey of 

811 employees from an Italian energy company revealed that VC does not directly predict 

future AOC, indicating sustainability values might still be peripheral to organizational identity. 

However, high AOC significantly facilitates the adoption of corporate sustainability values, 

aligning with SIT and challenging traditional P-O Fit assumptions. The findings emphasize the 

role of organizations as catalysts for societal transitions toward sustainability. By strengthening 

AOC, companies can drive profound shifts in employee values and behavior, supporting 

sustainability integration at individual and organizational levels. This research highlights how 

organizations can contribute to sustainability transitions and shape future norms. 
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Introduction 

Sustainability is one of the most urgent and relevant challenges for contemporary society 

(Aguinis & Glavas, 2019), touching multiple aspects of human life (Carroll, 1999) including 

organizational ones (Bansal & Song, 2017). Organizations are not only called upon to actively 

participate in sustainability challenges but are leaders of change that push toward a more 

equitable and sustainable future (Charles Nwaneri, 2015). Many organizations (Kaplan, 2015) 

are equipping themselves to respond to these new demands by implementing Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) policies (Sekhar Bhattacharyya et al., 2008), emission reduction 

initiatives, worker welfare programs, or sustainable procurement practices. Current scientific 

literature tends to deepen sustainability in terms of CSR (e.g., Bansal et al., 2014; Cheng et al., 

2014), environmental performance indicators (Albertini, 2013), or sustainable business models 

(van Bommel, 2018). Indeed, sustainability in the business environment has been systematized 

to facilitate measurability (Quinn, 2008) while less attention has been paid to analyzing 

sustainability through individual values, and their congruence (Winarno et al., 2025), which 

may enhance the results of the aforementioned practices (van Bommel et al., 2023). In this 

paper, we are going to investigate how value congruence (VC) between employees and the 

organization – with a specific focus on sustainability values – may support the implementation 

of CSR by increasing employees’ affective organizational commitment (AOC). Prior research 

on value congruence within organizations has focused on traditional values, such as work 

ethics, respect for hierarchies, or service quality. In contrast, values related to sustainability 

have not yet been considered central or closely related to the work context. Nowadays, however, 

sustainability values are becoming widely spread in scope (Horlings, 2015), penetrating every 

area of professional and social life (Westley et al., 2013). Sustainability values act as vehicles 

through which individuals find meaning in their work and give meaning to their daily actions 

(Rosso et al., 2010). Moreover, the values people assign to specific places, i.e., the organization, 

create a sense of commitment (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006). Organizations should leverage 

this shift and integrate these values into their strategies and operations to enhance the intrinsic 

motivation and commitment of their employees. Thus, VC (Chatman, 1989) is more than ever 

crucial to individual and organizational well-being (Westerman & Cyr, 2004). Following the 

Person-Organization Fit Theory (P-O Fit), several studies have shown that a high degree of 

congruence between personal and organizational values can improve AOC (e.g., Kristof, 1996). 

While most studies have traditionally focused on the relationship between VC and AOC, 

implicitly assuming the existence of shared central values, less attention has been devoted to 



examining the inverse relationship. This alternative perspective gains particular relevance when 

VC involves sustainability values, which may not yet hold a central role in individuals’ working 

lives. In such cases, organizations themselves could play a pivotal role in facilitating and 

fostering societal change toward a more sustainable future. Social Identity Theory (SIT; Stets 

& Burke, 2000) supports this view, suggesting that identification with one’s group of belonging 

– in this case, the organization – can actively shape the values and norms internalized by 

individuals, potentially positioning organizations as catalysts for transformative value shifts. 

Based on a longitudinal survey with two waves, our study examines this relationship in both 

directions. Specifically, we explore how AOC can facilitate the internalization of sustainability 

values and, conversely, how VC with sustainability values can strengthen a sense of belonging 

and identification with the organization. 

This study contributes to the literature in several ways. We develop P-O Fit and SIT by 

integrating their perspectives and examining VC’s traditional and inverse causation effects. In 

contrast to extant literature, data do not support VC predicting AOC. It may be due to 

sustainability values still not being central to individuals’ or organizations’ identities. 

Conversely, an increase in AOC is related to a subsequent increase in VC. This can be explained 

through SIT. In other words, high AOC can catalyze internalizing corporate values, including 

commitment to sustainability. Thus, organizations play a pivotal societal role by enabling 

sustainability transition. 

 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development 

Organizations are increasingly integrating sustainability practices into their operations due to 

global challenges and the need to align with social, environmental, and economic 

responsibilities (Horlings, 2015). The United Nations (1987, p. 54) defines sustainable 

development as “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. This definition reflects an inter-

generational equity dynamic, integrating economic, social, and environmental aspects into 

organizational strategies to ensure responsible utilization of resources and long-term value 

creation (Pinkse et al., 2023). This definition evolved through time, e.g., to the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs), and was incorporated into reporting systems, e.g., the Corporate 

Social Responsibility (CSR) reporting (van Bommel et al., 2023), but the underlying values of 

sustainability remain almost unchanged (Purvis et al., 2019). 



Sustainability values drive individuals to act on climate change mitigation and protection of 

biodiversity, supporting circular economy and responsible consumption, and being equitable 

and inclusive acknowledging inter-generational dynamics (United Nations, 1987). They can be 

labeled under the social, economic, and environmental conception of sustainability (Purvis et 

al., 2019). Almost everything humans do or intend to do has consequences for the environment, 

the economy, or the society, and, by extension, impacts both their survival as well as their well-

being (Mensah, 2019). Therefore, sustainability values should form the basis of human 

decisions and actions to foster positive synergies and allow sustainable development to happen 

(Elkington, 1998). 

Indeed, values facilitate a person’s adaptation to the environment (Wiener, 1988) and determine 

their behavior (Yang et al., 2025), suggesting one preferable course of conduct. Similarly, 

organizations define their value systems to justify their activities and their members’ behaviors 

inside the organization (Enz, 1988). Not all values have the same importance in shaping 

individual behaviors (Schwartz, 1992). Central values represent fundamental principles that 

deeply guide individuals’ behavior and perceptions over time (Urde, 2009). These values tend 

to be more embedded in personal identity and exert a more direct influence on AOC but, 

meanwhile, are dynamic and evolve over time (Mccracken, 2005). 

 

Person-Organization Fit and Sustainability Value Congruence 

P-O Fit can be defined as “the congruence between the norms and values of organizations and 

the values of persons” (Chatman, 1989, p.339). Researchers (e.g., O’Reilly et al., 1991; Ouchi 

& Wilkins, 1985) suggest that a high P-O Fit leads to high commitment and satisfaction. 

Further development of the concept of P-O Fit (Kristof, 1996) distinguished between 

supplementary and complementary fit. According to Muchinsky & Monahan (1987), the former 

occurs when “a person fits into some environmental context because he or she supplements, 

embellishes, or possesses characteristics which are similar to other individuals in this 

environment” (p. 269), while the latter when “the characteristics of an individual serve to 

“make whole” or complement the characteristics of an environment” (p. 271). 

Specifically, supplementary fit refers to the psychological phenomenon in which individuals 

are more likely to be attracted to and to form positive relationships with others who share similar 

attitudes, values, beliefs, and characteristics (Byrne, 1997). Indeed, supplementary fit can be 

conceptualized as value congruence (VC; Cable & Edwards, 2004), the congruence between 

the values of people and the values of the organization. VC can predict a person’s affective 



organizational commitment (AOC; Abbott et al., 2005), which is defined as their emotional 

attachment to the organization (Lawrence & Lawrence, 2009). 

Past studies on VC and AOC have analyzed it based on the alignment of core values (Kristof, 

1996), while alignment to sustainability-related values has not been investigated. This is 

probably because – compared to other social values, such as ethics, leadership, or collectivism 

– they have not been considered central in people’s working lives. However, this has changed 

in recent decades, in which society has experienced a process of raising awareness of 

sustainability-related issues (Farooq et al., 2014). In this regard, employees are usually more 

committed to organizations with which they share their ethical values (Valentine & Barnett, 

2003), and consequently, this relationship should also be valid for values related to 

sustainability. The match between the sustainability values promoted by the organization and 

those of the workers can influence their perception of “fit” and their work commitment. In light 

of these reflections, we formulate the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1. An increase in sustainability VC is related to a subsequent increase in AOC. 

 

Social Identity Theory and Values Interiorization 

SIT deepens how individuals define themselves and others based on social identification and 

group membership (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). It explains how individuals build a social identity 

from their membership in social groups (Stets & Burke, 2000), including organizations, by 

internalizing values and attitudes within the self as guiding principles (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). 

According to SIT, individuals’ AOC could enhance their perception of fit as they align their 

personal identity with organizational values and norms (Cameron, 2004; Stets & Burke, 2000). 

In this sense, with their ability to influence individuals, organizations can become advocates 

for societal transitions toward sustainability (Winarno et al., 2025). Therefore, when individuals 

strongly identify with their organization, they begin seeing themselves as part of a group, 

aligning their personal identity with the organization’s identity. This identification can lead 

each employee to internalize the organization’s values, especially when it comes to socially 

desired values and values systems, such as sustainability-related values. Thus, we advance the 

following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2. An increase in AOC is related to a subsequent increase in sustainability VC. 

 

Figure 1 summarizes the hypotheses of the model to be tested. 

 



------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

------------------------------- 

 

Method 

Empirical Context, Procedure, and Participants 

The research has been conducted in a large Italian multi-utility company operating in the 

energy, environmental, and smart infrastructure sectors. The company was selected due to the 

sustainability focus of its strategic plan for 2020-2030, which includes investments in green 

technologies and infrastructures to reduce emissions and increase waste recycling. 

Data were gathered through employees’ voluntary participation in a survey whose access link 

was shared with the entire organization’s population (roughly 6,600 employees) through an 

email sent by the company’s HR department. The data were collected in December 2021 (T1) 

and April 2023 (T2). The temporal distance between the first and second collections was chosen 

to allow the company to completely implement its new sustainability-focused strategy, 

communicate, and explain it to its employees. The survey included two sections: the first for 

the variables in the hypothesized model, and the second to collect the socio-demographic 

information used as control variables. It was completed in Italian, and the translation quality 

was assured via a translation and back-translation process performed by translators experienced 

in the relevant work sector and proficient in both languages (Brislin, 1970). 

A pseudo-anonymization technique based on a double alphanumeric code was applied to reduce 

respondents’ social desirability (Kossek et al., 2012) while allowing to match each respondent’s 

identity across the two waves. 

A sample of 811 employees provided matching data, which was used for this study. Thirty-

three percent of the sample’s members were women; the average age was 44.2 years (s.d. = 9.9 

years); and the average tenure in the organization was 15.2 years (s.d. = 11.9 years). 

 

Measures 

AOC was measured using the 3 items of the AOC dimension of the shortened happiness at work 

scale developed by Salas-Vallina & Alegre (2021), reporting a good Cronbach’s alpha (α) value 

in both moments in time (alpha T1 = 0.84; alpha T2 = 0.83). A sample item is: “I would be very 

happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization”. The items were assessed on a 5-

level Likert scale, ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. 



Sustainability Values (SV) were assessed through a six-item scale developed for this study 

leveraging on the “Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development: Our 

Common Future” (United Nations, 1987). The items were constructed to capture the value 

proposition behind the principles proposed in the aforementioned report (Schwartz, 1992): 

values drive individuals to take action on climate change mitigation and protection of 

biodiversity, supporting circular economy and responsible consumption, and being equitable 

and inclusive acknowledging inter-generational dynamics. They can be labeled under the social, 

economic, and environmental conception of sustainability (Purvis et al., 2019). Coherently with 

the other measurement scales, the items were assessed on a 5-level Likert scale, ranging from 

“Not at all important” to “Extremely important”. Respondents were given the following 

prompts, “How important are the following values to You?” (alpha T1 = 0.83; alpha T2 = 0.84) 

and “How important do you think the following values are for your Company?” (alpha T1 = 

0.89; alpha T2 = 0.89), and asked to indicate how important each value is in their opinion and 

the organization’s strategy. A sample item is: “Attention to climate change” (the complete list 

of items and their respective dimensions is reported in Table 1). 

 

------------------------------ 

Insert Table 1 about here 

------------------------------ 

 

The scale validation process consists of three phases. First, exploratory factor analysis has been 

performed to determine the factor structure of the SV scale. Following Kaiser (1960), we 

maintained only one factor whose eigenvalue was higher than 1.00. All item loadings 

demonstrated loadings greater than 0.40 (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2012) both at individual and 

organizational levels in T1 and T2. Second, a bifactor model was estimated to test the 

multidimensionality of the latent factor (Reise, 2012). Still, it could not identify the sub-

dimensions of the SV scale, namely environmental, social, and economic. Testing longitudinal 

measurement invariance, the invariance holds for configural and weak measurement invariance 

but not for strong. However, a decrease in the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) suggested that strong measurement invariance also 

holds (Table 2). 

 



------------------------------ 

Insert Table 2 about here 

------------------------------ 

 

Third, internal consistency, evaluated with Cronbach’s alpha (α; Cronbach, 1951) and 

Composite Reliability (CR), indicates good psychometric properties of the scale at T1 and T2 

(Table 3). 

 

------------------------------ 

Insert Table 3 about here 

------------------------------ 

 

Finally, also convergent and discriminant validity reported good results, as indicated in Table 

4. 

 

------------------------------ 

Insert Table 4 about here 

------------------------------ 

 

Sustainability Value Congruence (SVC) score was estimated using a Profile Similarity Index 

(PSI) per each SV item (Edwards, 1993; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Like prior research (e.g., 

Meglino et al., 1992), the squared difference between the individual and organizational score 

has been computed, assuming that the direction of the difference is not relevant to our study 

(van Vianen, 2018). Squaring a congruence score was proved to detect differences with 

affective outcomes, coherently with the idea that unit-level values generate higher negative 

outcomes when the value differences are large (Meglino et al., 1992). After computing the PSI, 

the score was reversed and rescaled from 1 to 5 through min-max scaling to enhance the 

interpretability of the statistical analysis by having a positive coefficient for higher levels of 

congruence. 

Control variables: age and tenure were considered relevant information that could significantly 

impact the variables considered in our study. It is often reported that younger generations are 

more attentive to sustainability issues and are no longer driven solely by the economic 

dimension (e.g., a higher salary) when considering which company to work in, but prefer those 



with which they share values (Johnstone & Lindh, 2018). Therefore, we hypothesize that age 

control is significant in the relationship between SVC and AOC. Tenure is measured by the 

number of years spent in the organization. Staying longer in an organization generates a 

stronger affective bond with it (Meglino et al., 1989) and shapes the congruence between the 

values of individuals and the organization (Abbott et al., 2005). Thus, we hypothesize that 

tenure control is significant in the relationship between AOC and SVC. 

 

Statistical analyses 

First, we calculated the means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables included 

in the study, considering both time points, in order to have an overview of the data distribution 

and constructs’ relationships. Second, internal consistency and convergent validity were 

assessed respectively with Cronbach’s alpha and CR, and Average Variance Extracted (AVE). 

A Cronbach’s alpha greater than 0.80 and a CR higher than 0.70 suggest the former (Nunnally, 

1994), while an AVE higher than 0.50 holds convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

Third, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed to evaluate the factor structure of the 

measured items at both time points and their goodness of fit was evaluated. The CFI, the 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI; Bentler, 1990), the RMSEA (Browne & Cudeck, 1992), and the 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SMRM; Bentler & Bonett, 1980) have been 

computed to assess the goodness of fit of the model. 

In longitudinal settings, longitudinal measurement invariance is an essential condition for 

concluding causal relationships between constructs (Meade & Lautenschlager, 2004). To test 

measurement invariance, the nested models’ approach adds progressively more stringent 

constraints to the parameters of the model across time points, typically through likelihood-based 

tests such as the likelihood ratio test, to verify that the goodness of fit of the model is stable 

over time and does not statistically get worse (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Four nested models 

are usually compared to test longitudinal invariance: (1) configural invariance, testing whether 

the factor structure is consistent across time; (2) weak invariance, testing the equality of factor 

loadings; (3) strong invariance, ensuring that item intercepts are equal; and (4) strict invariance, 

testing for equal item residuals. A significant change in the chi-square statistic suggests a lack 

of invariance (i.e., p-value < 0.001; Pitts et al., 1996; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). However, 

since the chi-square test is sensitive to sample size and could lead to overly strict conclusions, 

changes in the goodness of fit indices, namely CFI and RMSEA, are generally considered. A 



decrease in CFI of less than 0.01 and in RMSEA of less than 0.015 between nested models is 

evidence that invariance holds (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 

Finally, a cross-lagged panel model was set to investigate both autoregressive and cross-lagged 

paths to evaluate the direction of the causal relationship between AOC and SVC over time 

(McArdle, 2009). All the statistical analyses were conducted using Stata 17. 

 

Results 

The means, standard deviations, inter-correlations, and internal consistencies for all variables 

are collected in Table 5 and highlight the existence of a strong and significant correlation 

between SVC and AOC and their respective lagged measurements and between constructs at 

the same time point and lagged. 

 

------------------------------ 

Insert Table 5 about here 

------------------------------ 

 

Both SVC and AOC demonstrate good internal reliability, as Cronbach’s alpha and CR are 

above the threshold of 0.80 in both waves. Regarding convergent validity, AOC got acceptable 

results (AVE T1 = 0.65; AVE T2 = 0.66) but SVC is slightly lower than the threshold (AVE 

T1 = 0.43; AVE T2 = 0.42). This finding may be attributed to the integration of multiple 

constructs through the creation of the PSI, which may have inflated measurement error and 

attenuated the share of variability captured by the latent construct (Edwards, 1993). The model 

structure was assessed through confirmatory factor analysis to examine the model. The 

goodness-of-fit indexes, reported in Table 6, confirm that data are better represented by a two-

factor solution in both time points. 

 

------------------------------ 

Insert Table 6 about here 

------------------------------ 

 

Table 7 presents the results of the longitudinal invariance test: the Likelihood-Ratio test p-

value, the difference in CFI, and the difference in RMSEA. The model presents a good fit under 

configural, weak, and strong invariance constraints, and an acceptable fit under strict 



constraints. Similarly, invariance under weak and strong constraints is confirmed by a non-

significant Likelihood-Ratio test p-value. 

 

------------------------------ 

Insert Table 7 about here 

------------------------------ 

 

Path analysis under a strong measurement invariance hypothesis was employed to test the 

research questions. The model shown in Figure 2 presents a good fit (CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.95; 

RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.06). 

 

------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

------------------------------- 

 

Hypothesis 1 was not supported by data (β = 0.01; p-value = 0.75). Contrary to our assumption, 

increased SVC was not related to subsequent increased AOC. Conversely, there is statistical 

evidence to support hypothesis 2 (β = 0.16; p-value = 0.00), stating that AOC has a positive 

impact on SVC. The results show that AOC is positively associated with VC, suggesting that a 

strong sense of belonging to the organization facilitates alignment between workers’ values and 

those promoted by the company. 

 

Discussion 

Our study has produced three main theoretical contributions that advance the understanding of 

the relationship between AOC and VC, offering relevant insights to both P-O Fit and SIT, with 

a specific focus on sustainability-related values. 

Firstly, we found no significant relationship between VC and AOC, contradicting findings 

already reported in the literature (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; van Vianen, 2018). This can be 

interpreted in light of the complexity of VC. Although value alignment may be an important 

component, other contextual or personal factors, such as professional development 

opportunities or leadership characteristics, may have greater weight in determining employee 

commitment (Baron & Kenny, 1986). This result prompts reflection on the specific conditions 

under which value congruence influences commitment and suggests that the direct influence of 



VC on commitment may be mediated by other factors, such as the consistency of organizational 

actions with stated values (Aguinis & Glavas, 2019; Jiang & Johnson, 2018). Moreover, the 

lack of significance in the relationship between SVC and AOC can be explored through the lens 

of peripheral and central values (Cable & Edwards, 2004). VC, in the case it relates to 

sustainability values, may not be immediately perceived as a determinant of AOC, especially if 

sustainable policies and practices are not yet firmly embedded in organizational culture or 

visibly prioritized. This approach can help to explain why sustainability-related values, 

although relevant, may not yet occupy a central position in determining workers’ commitment 

to the organization. In the case of sustainability, it may not yet be perceived as a core value by 

workers. This may occur if the adoption of sustainable practices is perceived as superficial or 

peripheral to the organization’s strategic priorities, or if workers do not see a clear alignment 

between the organization’s stated sustainability values and the concrete actions taken (Sheldon 

& Elliot, 1999). In other words, sustainability may not yet be integrated into corporate culture 

as a core value but be perceived as an “ancillary” addition to traditional metrics of corporate 

success. As a result, alignment on these values may not be sufficient to generate strong affective 

organizational commitment, at least until employees perceive these values as fundamental and 

stable within organizational identity. 

Secondly, AOC has a positive significant impact on value congruence. This can be explained 

through SIT, which argues that – when people strongly identify with a group (in this case, the 

organization) – they are more likely to adopt its values and norms (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Stets 

& Burke, 2000). In other words, high AOC can catalyze internalizing corporate values, 

including commitment to sustainability. AOC can be an important vehicle for internalizing 

these values. This is particularly relevant in a context where sustainability is becoming an 

increasingly central theme in corporate strategy and employee expectations. The fact that 

sustainability values can be internalized through commitment suggests that organizations 

aiming to promote a sustainable culture should focus on strengthening employees’ sense of 

belonging and identification with the organization. 

Thirdly, our work broadens the understanding of how SV can be adopted not only as formal 

policies but also as integral components of employees’ value systems. This process highlights 

the crucial role organizations play, not only within their internal dynamics but also at a societal 

and economic level. By fostering and sharing sustainability values, organizations can actively 

facilitate a broader social transition, raise awareness, and drive society toward a more 

sustainable future. In doing so, they position themselves as active agents of much-needed 



change, bridging the gap between organizational processes and societal impact. These 

theoretical contributions enrich existing literature and pave the way for future research to 

explore the mechanisms through which SV shape individual behavior, organizational practices, 

and wider social and economic dynamics. 

 

Practical implications 

This research provides useful implications that are not only relevant at the managerial level but 

also from the social, political, and economic viewpoints. Organizations play a crucial role at 

the societal level in achieving sustainable development. Westley et al. (2013) underscore that 

sustainability transitions necessitate radical shifts in deeply held values and beliefs. As emerged 

from this study, organizations can shape the sustainability values of individuals, therefore 

playing a pivotal societal role by enabling sustainability transition. Organizations should 

therefore actively and consistently communicate their sustainability values (Urde, 2009). Our 

findings highlight how the affective bond with the organization is a key mechanism for value 

alignment, suggesting that fostering a sense of belonging can be an effective strategy for 

strengthening VC. This is crucial for organizations that focus on communicating the strategic 

plan aimed at promoting sustainable behavior (Weber & Dacin, 2011). 

The lack of significance for the inverse relationship (i.e., the impact of VC on the extent of 

AOC) highlights the need for organizations to actively transform sustainability values from 

peripheral to central, integrating them into their corporate culture and implementing daily 

practices visibly and consistently. Moreover, organizations should integrate these sustainability 

values into their core operations and strategic objectives, ensuring that all aspects of their 

business reflect a credible commitment to sustainability. Only when sustainability values are 

perceived as an integral and inalienable part of organizational identity can value alignment truly 

influence employee commitment. 

 

Limitations and further research 

This research was conducted in a company that has only recently started introducing and 

strengthening sustainability values. Our study could be replicated in companies with strong and 

rooted sustainability values. This would help test whether there is a significant difference 

between core and peripheral values. Replicability could be tested in different industries, 

countries, and cultures. Our measures relied on self-assessment, and collecting data from 

additional sources would be useful. Similarly, sustainability values were assessed with an 



instrument developed ad-hoc and only partially validated. Thus, testing it in other 

organizational settings could be beneficial. 

Future research should consider a third time point to ensure more stability and reliability in the 

causal relationship. Moreover, it would allow us to appropriately test the potential mediating 

and moderating role of other variables not included in the present study. In particular, the 

centrality of sustainability in the definition of one’s identity should be measured. 
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Table 1 

Sustainability Values scale 

Dimension Item code Item 

Environmental Sustainability   

 Item 1 Attention to climate change 

 Item 2 Protection of biodiversity (protection of the variety of living organisms) 

Social Sustainability   

 Item 3 Sensibility for future generations 

 Item 4 Equity and inclusion 

Economic Sustainability   

 Item 5 Circular economy (sharing, lending, reusing, repairing, reconditioning and recycling existing materials and products for as long as possible) 

 Item 6 Responsible consumption 

 

  



Table 2 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance 

Type of Invariance CFI ∆CFI RMSEA ∆RMSEA χ2 LRχ2 p-value 

Individual        

Configural 0.963 - 0.063 - 199.66 - - 

Weak 0.963   0.000 0.061 - 0.002 206.49 6.84 0.233 

Strong 0.958 - 0.005 0.061   0.000 231.35 24.85 0.000 

Strict 0.956 - 0.002 0.059 - 0.002 247.58 16.23 0.013 

Organization        

Configural 0.961 - 0.076 - 266.66 - - 

Weak 0.960 - 0.001 0.074 - 0.002 280.13 13.47 0.019 

Strong 0.957 - 0.003 0.072 - 0.002 302.48 22.35 0.001 

Strict 0.956 - 0.001 0.069 - 0.003 313.37 10.89 0.092 

 

Note. N = 811. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; ∆CFI = Difference in Comparative Fit Index; 

RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; ∆RMSEA= Difference Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation; χ2 = Chi-square; LRχ2 = Likelihood Ratio Chi-square 

 

  



Table 3 

Reliability of the SV scale – Time 1 and Time 2 

  Time 1   Time 2   

  Loading α CR Loading α CR 

Individual   0.82 0.83  0.84 0.84 

 Item 1 0.67   0.71   

 Item 2 0.74   0.74   

 Item 3 0.57   0.66   

 Item 4 0.54   0.55   

 Item 5 0.73   0.75   

 Item 6 0.73   0.71   

Organization   0.89 0.89  0.89 0.89 

 Item 1 0.77   0.74   

 Item 2 0.82   0.80   

 Item 3 0.82   0.82   

 Item 4 0.72   0.67   

 Item 5 0.66   0.71   

 Item 6 0.78   0.82   

 

Note. N = 811. α = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = Composite Reliability 

 

  



Table 4 

Convergent and Divergent Validity of the SV scale – Time 1 and Time 2 

 AVE SV – Individual SV – Organization AOC 

Time 1     

SV – Individual 0.45 1   

SV – Organization 0.58 0.33 1  

AOC 0.65 0.12 0.34 1 

Time 2     

SV – Individual 0.48 1   

SV – Organization 0.58 0.29 1  

AOC 0.66 0.20 0.40 1 

 

Note. N = 811. AVE = Average Variance Explained; SV = Sustainability Values; AOC = 

Affective Organizational Commitment 

 

  



Table 5 

Means, Standard Deviations, Inter-Correlations, and Internal Consistencies (between 

brackets) 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. AOC_t1 3.71 0.85 (0.84)      

2. SVC_t1 4.79 0.32 0.31 ** (0.80)     

3. AOC_t2 3.63 0.86 0.62 ** 0.21 ** (0.84)    

4. SVC_t2 4.75 0.36 0.28 ** 0.46 ** 0.37 ** (0.80)   

5. Age 44.22 9.94 0.13 ** 0.07 0.14 ** 0.09 -  

6. Tenure 15.24 11.87 0.15 ** 0.06 0.13 ** 0.07 0.83 ** - 

 

Note. N = 811. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; AOC = Affective Organizational 

Commitment; SVC = Sustainability Value Congruence. 

† p < 0.10 

* p < 0.05 

** p < 0.01 

 

  



Table 6 

Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis – Time 1 and Time 2 

 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

Time 1     

A – 1 factor 0.61 0.48 0.22 0.13 

B – 2 factors 0.97 0.96 0.06 0.04 

Time 2     

A – 1 factor 0.61 0.48 0.22 0.12 

B – 2 factors 0.95 0.94 0.08 0.05 

 

Note. N = 811. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual 

 

  



Table 7 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance of the Model 

Type of Invariance CFI ∆CFI RMSEA ∆RMSEA χ2 LRχ2 p-value 

Configural 0.959 - 0.051 - 374.71 - - 

Weak 0.958 - 0.001 0.051 0.000 390.46 15.76 0.027 

Strong 0.955 - 0.003 0.051 0.000 418.22 27.76 0.001 

Strict 0.939 - 0.016 0.057 0.006 526.03 107.81 0.000 

 

Note. N = 811. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; ∆CFI = Difference in Comparative Fit Index; 

RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; ∆RMSEA= Difference Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation; χ2 = Chi-square; LRχ2 = Likelihood Ratio Chi-square 

 

  



Figure 1 

Hypothesized model 

 

Note. H1 = Hypothesis 1; H2 = Hypothesis 2 

  



Figure 2 

Path Analysis 

 

Note. N = 811. 

† p < 0.10 

* p < 0.05 

** p < 0.01 

 


