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1. Abstract 

This is Part 5 of a 5-part paper which examines how science and technology enabled innovation 

is commercialised. 

Part 1 looked at the challenge of reconciling data from 7 distinct disciplines which address sub-

sets of this challenge: detailed review of the extant literature led to the design of a 

retroductive research strategy which enabled a quantitative examination of the ‘best’ unit of 

analysis followed by the measurement and analysis of 170+ variables. 

In Part 2, we described a more precise way to define maturity based on the Commercialisation 

Readiness Level (CRL) and compared this with the more commonly used Technology Readiness 

Level (TRL) to show how this provides a better descriptor of growth.  

In Part 3 we explored how 12 meso-economic Vectors, plus sub-vectors, and attributes (the 

levers governing growth) can be used to describe the key components of growth. 

In Part 4, we combined the maturity mapping based on CRL with the meso-economic Vectors 

to describe the Commercialism Journey more precisely. 

Here, in Part 5, we ‘animate’ the meso-economic Vector model to understand and model how 

‘ideological orientation’ can shape the relative importance and impact of the different vectors. 

We then look at a special case of ideological orientation, based on Sustainability, which aims 

to meet the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, and how this relates to the current interest 

in tackling the ESG (Environmental, Social and Governance) challenges perceived by investors. 

2. Introduction 

The fundamental objective in Part 5 is to understand how ‘ideological orientation’ can affect 

the key drivers of growth. In particular, we want to look in detail at Sustainability which 

constitutes a special case in our generalised treatment of ideological orientation, based on 

understanding the performative metrics associated with all the meso-economic vectors, sub-

vectors and attributes discussed in Part 3 of this paper. We also want to understand how 

different social, political, and economic stances can affect the growth trajectory of products, 

companies, and eco-systems. 

The ultimate goal is to create a new approach which enables sustainability to be addressed in a 

systematic way. 

We can translate this goal into the following research questions: 

• How can we use the meso-economic Vector Model to explicitly define the impact of 

‘ideological orientation’? 

• What range of ‘stances’ can we explore with this approach? 

• How can we apply this to create an explicit way of tackling the sustainability challenge (the 

UN sustainable development goals)? 

• What are the broad implications of this? 

• What implications does this have specifically for the different stakeholders involved in 

commercialising innovation? 

• What future research directions does this suggest? 



 

 
 

Idea to Impact Working Paper 1-5 Ideological Orientation v1.0   Printed: 16/05/2022 Page | 3 
©The Triple Chasm Company Ltd Registered in England. Company No. 12543964, Registered office: 1 Market Hill, Royston, Hertfordshire, SG8 9JL 

 

3. Previous Approaches & Limitations 

Our initial research on understanding the challenges around sustainability led to three 

important conclusions: 

• Sustainability can be defined in a number of different ways but all these definitions rely on 

assumptions about ideological orientation which are usually not explicitly declared 

• In a broad sense, however, virtually all current approaches to sustainability have the same 

starting point: this orthodoxy is reflected in a macro-economic perspective which 

emphasizes financial criteria such as return on capital, profit margins, and the importance 

of unfettered growth 

• As a consequence, the differential impact of different ideological orientations is hard to 

quantify because of this ‘variable’ baseline, which means that we need to develop an 

approach which looks at both ‘additive’ and ‘subtractive’ impacts on the commercialisation 

intensity (CI) of any vectors, sub-vectors, and attributes.  

In the context of the hegemony of neo-classical economic thinking, the UN Sustainable 

Development Goals1 are statements about overall social, environmental, and financial goals: 

apart from the non-explicit ideological assumptions, many of these goals overlap and it is 

difficult to convert these policy-level statements into actions. 

There have been several attempts to ‘re-wire’ the UN goals based on the actions of 3 key 

actors: government, business, and finance; but all these attempts end up with conventional 

financial assessment criteria2, and it is difficult to demonstrate causal linkages between policy 

decisions and outcomes. For example, the Triple Bottom Line approach3 looks at social, 

environmental, and financial drivers but always from a financial perspective; and Hybridity4 

looks at the balance between social and financial drivers. 

There have been several attempts to re-frame the whole debate, for example ‘Doughnut 

Economics’5:  this emerging approach is based on re-shaping eco-systems based on 

understanding social and environmental limits but still faces challenges when interacting with 

macro-economic constraints at system boundaries; every ‘doughnut’ currently has to operate 

within the conventional economic paradigm. 

The other literature relevant to this debate ignores the ideological constraints but starts with 

trying to make eco-system boundaries explicit, focusing on the key drivers of change within a 

system, and understanding how the drivers interact with each other6.  This ‘systems thinking’ 

approach is important because it challenges the idea of ‘unfettered’ growth, and its 

implications for sustainability7.  

The response of the investment community to this overall challenge has been to develop 

‘Impact Investing’, which is growing rapidly in popularity8,9.  The approach looks at goal-driven 

financial metrics where conventional criteria may be relaxed to accommodate other goals but 

there are concerns that some of the changes in investment priorities may turn out to be 

cosmetic – which has led to some debate about the dangers of ‘green-washing’10,11. 

We need to develop an approach which enables the impact of sustainability considerations to 

be explicitly articulated based on our detailed meso-economic treatment of the growth drivers. 
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4. Methodology 

Our overall approach to the commercialisation journey based on the data and insights from our 

retroductive research programme is described in Part 1 of this paper. The specific steps in 

applying this approach to ideological orientation and sustainability are shown in Figure 1 

below. 

 

 

Figure 1: Detailed Retroductive Research Methodology for tackling Sustainability 

Step 17a: Explore treatment for Ideological Orientation 

The first step in this approach is to understand how the commercialisation intensity scores for 

each vector, sub-vector and attribute can be ‘adjusted’ to account for how ideological 

orientation can affect these drivers. Our research shows that the commercialisation intensity 

for each attribute can be modified based on changes in the relevance and execution, discussed 

previously in Part 3 of this multi-part paper. 

Step 17b: Develop the concept of Ideological Orientation Offsets 

Applying this approach in practice revealed that simple adjustments based on modifying the 

intensity could provide inconsistent results because the ‘baseline’ data already includes 

variable (but not explicit) assumptions about the impact of ideology; for example, some of the 

investment and funding attributes are already ‘biased’ towards favouring strong financial 

returns while business model attributes typically reflect different biases. What this shows is 

that we need to look at both ‘positive’ and ‘negative variation in intensity to reflect orientation 
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accurately. We develop a simple model for applying ideological orientation offsets, which we 

describe in Section 5 below. 

Step 18a: Develop Sustainability Stance for tackling 'green' growth 

In this step, we used our research data to develop thinking about ‘green’ ideological 

orientation, reflecting a more precise definition of sustainability, which is described and 

discussed in Section 5 below. This leads to a more nuanced approach to understanding the 

impact of sustainability on all 12 Vectors. 

Step 18b: Compare integrative metrics for Sustainability vs the UN SDGs 

In this step we assess the 17 UN SDGs versus our more structured approach based on the data 

from Data Sample S3.  This enables us to compare commercialisation intensity for the 12 

Vectors (at product and company level) with the more generalised goals described by the UN 

SDGs. 

Step 18c: Understand overall implications of applying sustainability approach 

In this step, we explore the overall implications of sustainability on the 12 vectors. In particular, 

based on the 300 companies in sample S3, we examine key two aspects: the relative impact of 

sustainability on the different vectors, in order to understand any characteristic patterns of 

behaviour; and whether we can group this into distinct types of behaviour (or whether every 

single company is unique and no types can be identified).  

Step 18d: Identify and characterise key types of overall sustainability stance 

In this step, we identify three generic types of sustainability stance, reflecting the research 

data: 

• Type 1, which covers post-hoc small incremental ‘tweaks’ to strategic commercialisation 

plans 

• Type 2, which reflects the ‘biases’ typically dictated by impact investors (and related funds) 

in our research data 

• Type 3, which reflects radical changes to commercialisation priorities based on 

contributing to ‘net-zero’ targets. 

Step 18e: Define overall approach for net zero stance 

In this step, we use our research data to profile the impact of a strong sustainability stance on 

Type 3 products and companies. For this step, we look in detail at each of the vectors and sub-

vectors to understand and build a more detailed picture of this behaviour which we hope will 

act as a powerful antidote to ‘green-washing’.  

Step 18f: Review implications for future research directions 

In this final step, we review the implications of our findings and identify specific areas for 

future research. 
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5. Modified Commercialisation Intensity based on Ideological 
Orientation Offsets 

The approach to modelling ideological orientation is to ‘adjust’ the commercialisation intensity 

for any variable by adding or subtracting the ideological offset score to reflect the modified 

impact in terms of performative metrics, as summarised below: 

CIio(n) = CI(n) ± IO(n) 

Where: 

CI(n) = Commercialisation Intensity for any variable n (where n can describe any vector, sub-

vector, or attribute) 

CIio(n) = Adjusted Commercialisation Intensity for any variable n (where n can describe any 

vector, sub-vector, or attribute, reflecting ideological orientation) 

IO(n) = Offset to correct for ideological orientation for attribute n (which can be positive or 

negative) 

 

The values of CIio(n) can change in linear or non-linear ways, but always within the following 

constraint: 

0 ≤ CIio(n) ≤ 100 

The use of positive and negative offsets is important because the baseline assessment is 

potentially already biased by the environment in which the company operates, and so we 

cannot guarantee a ‘neutral’ starting point before the bias is operated - this is because 

different companies in different market spaces and different geographies may already reflect 

biases which may not be explicit and may not have been declared. 

Having established the basic concept of ideological orientation, we can treat Sustainability as a 

special case of ideological orientation based on the integration of environmental health, social 

equity, and economic drivers. We explicitly declare the goals of this orientation by defining 

Sustainability in Section 6 below. 

6. Tackling Sustainability 

We define sustainability as follows: 

Sustainability is defined as the integration of environmental health, social equity and 

economic vitality in order to create thriving, healthy, diverse, and resilient communities 

for this generation and generations to come. 

The practice of sustainability recognizes how these issues are interconnected and 

requires a systems approach and an acknowledgement of dynamic complexity12,13.  

Sustainability constitutes a special case of Ideological Orientation, where we set IO = SS for 

sustainability stance (SS) quantification: 

CIss(n) = CI(n) ± SS(n) 
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6.1. Unpacking the UN SDGs 

Our research highlighted the challenges of ‘connecting’ the precise approach based on 

commercialisation intensity to the broad and often-overlapping statements associated with the 

17 UN Sustainable Goals. In particular, our data confirmed the following insights: 

• The UN SDGs are broadly aspirational goals: although target metrics have been defined for 

some of these goals, they generally apply at macro-economic level and are hard to 

translate into actions at an operational level. 

• The previous attempts to ‘re-wire’ these goals into specific actions have usually focused on 

three ‘generic’ actors: government, business, and finance. This high-level segmentation is 

hard to analyse given the absence of any robust ontology, compounded by the large, 

variable and often confusing overlaps between the activities of these actors. As a result, 

these re-wiring approaches have been largely ineffectual: there is not enough 

understanding of how macro-economic goals can be translated into meso-economic 

drivers, which requires more ‘granular’ data to understand the linkages. 

• Our research suggested that we should narrow our focus to understand the impact of the 

UN SDG’s on the real actors (both public and private) associated with the innovation eco-

system: innovation agencies, investors, growth companies, and their customers. 

• Our research data then enabled us to understand the relevance of all 12 meso-economic 

vectors to the UN SDGs: Our sample S3 data from the innovation eco-system enabled us to 

map the relevance at 4 broad levels: no relevance; low relevance; medium relevance; and 

high relevance. This enabled us to build an overall map which highlighted where the UN 

SDGs have the most relevance in innovation-enabled growth, as shown in Figure 2 below. 

 

 

Figure 2: UN SDG Impact vs Vectors - typical coverage 

E1 E2 E3 E4 I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 C1 C2
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The typical relevance clearly reflects the contents of our data sample S3 but it highlights two 

key aspects: 

• All the 12 vectors are important when tackling SDGS 3,6,7,9,11,12,13,14, and 15. 

• For the other SDGs, only some of the vectors are important. 

6.2. Understanding Sustainability Variants 

Detailed examination of the data from Sample S3 illustrates that sustainability can be 

manifested in different ‘shades’, which also explains why sustainability criteria are so hard to 

develop and deploy. 

Our response to this challenge was based on explicitly articulating the sustainability stance for 

any product (and company).  This treatment was applied consistently across all the vectors 

(plus sub-vectors and attributes where appropriate) for a single product, rather than looking at 

a limited number of growth variables, for example funding & investment. This holistic 

treatment provides an effective antidote to ‘green-washing’: some of the examples of green-

washing result from a partial treatment of a small number of vectors, intended to highlight 

‘green’ credentials rather than looking at the whole picture. 

The explicit articulation of CIss for each of the 12 vectors provides a powerful way of 

understanding how commercialisation intensity can be impacted by an explicit sustainability 

stance. It also enables any inconsistencies to be identified and tackled. For example, our data 

shows that ‘green-washing’ is often manifested by a disconnect between how vector I6 

(funding and investment) and vector C2 (business model) are handled. 

Although our research data showed many different types of sustainability stance, we were able 

to group the results into three broad types of sustainability stance, where we could explore the 

strategic implications of the adopted stance. These three ‘types’ of stance can be described as 

follows: 

• Type 1: Products (and companies) where the sustainability stance adopted reflects small 

incremental changes to some of the overall vectors 

• Type 2: Products (and companies) where the sustainability stance is based on the 

requirements imposed by ‘impact investors’, based on their judgement of priorities and 

trade-offs 

• Type 3: Products (and companies) where there are significant changes in the 

commercialisation intensity of all the vectors, based on a serious commitment to achieving 

a ‘net-zero’ outcome. 

We discuss these three types below, where we compare the ‘native’ form of the overall vector 

profile versus the sustainability stance profile for companies at the same level of maturity, 

CRL=6, just prior to crossing Chasm II. 

6.2.1. No explicit Sustainability Stance 

Figure 3a shows the ‘baseline’ for the average values of commercialisation intensity for all 12 

vectors for products with a maturity level of CRL=6.  These results make no explicit 

assumptions about a sustainability bias, although some of the data may include some inherent 

non-explicit biases. 
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6.2.2. Type 1 Sustainability Stance: Incremental Changes 

Figure 3b shows the impact of an explicit Type 1 sustainability bias. The Type 1 stance typically 

consists of small changes or tweaks to the main vectors based on sustainability considerations. 

The main changes are reflected by small increases in commercialisation intensity for the 3 

external vectors concerned with market space definition (E1), proposition framing (E2), and 

distribution, marketing & sales (E4); and reflected in small increases in internal vectors 

covering talent, culture, and leadership (I5) and funding and investment (I6). This is then 

reflected in an increase in the intensity of the composite business model vector (C2).  

Type 1 sustainability was observed in over 80% of the sample data, reflecting the need for all 

companies to show at least some kind of response to the growing need for change. 

6.2.3. Type 2 Sustainability Stance: Impact Investor Bias 

Our research data showed a significant response to the sustainability challenge underpinned 

by pressure from (emerging) impact investors, who, at least in principle, are committed to 

tackling the sustainability challenge.  
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Figure 3: Average Overall Vector Profiles for different types of Sustainability Stance at maturity 

of CRL=6 

Our small data set of 300 products (and companies) showed this new kind of behaviour in 

about 15% of the companies in the sample. This sustainability stance, shown in Figure 3c 

above, exhibited significant increases in the following: 

• Vector E2 (Proposition Framing, Competition & Regulation) 

• Vector I3 (Product and Service definition and synthesis) 

• Vector I6 (Funding & Investment) 

• Vector C2 (Business Model) 

This behaviour was consistent with the expectations of impact investors, who are trying to 

respond to the sustainability challenge within the context of conventional financial pressures. 

6.2.4. Type 3 Sustainability Stance: Net-zero Target 

The radically new behaviour associated with Type 3 stances was only observed in about 5% of 

our data sample, but we expect this kind of behaviour to become increasingly important. This 

type of stance is associated with significant increases in the commercialisation intensity of all 

the vectors, starting with the ‘new’ market space (Vector E1). We discuss these changes in 

detail in Section 7 below. 
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7. Unpacking Sustainability Stance Type 3: net-zero targets 

In Section 6 above, we explored how the overall intensity of the 12 main vectors changes with 

sustainability stance, using data from example products at a maturity level of CRL=6, just on 

the cusp of crossing Chasm II.  We chose to illustrate the patterns at this level of maturity 

because, while our sustainability data showed the same variations in intensity with changing 

maturity, the impact of sustainability was highest around Chasm II crossing (as we expected 

based on the results discussed in Parts 3 and 4 of this paper). 

In order to understand the impact of sustainability in more detail we selected the specific 

example of a single company with a net-zero sustainability stance (as discussed above in the 

overall comparison) and explored the behaviour of all 12 vectors in more detail.  The example 

we selected was for a company operating in the emerging electric vehicle market space, with 

significant net zero aspirations. We discuss this detailed analysis below, vector-by-vector. 

7.1. Vector E1 - Market Space 

Our research revealed that any serious consideration needs to start with Vector E1 which 

defines the market space: it also explains why attempts to ‘retro-fit’ sustainability 

considerations are not very effective.  Our data showed the need to specifically understand the 

following changes to market-space-centric value chains: 

• The value chain components for sustainable propositions may be different from the 

‘conventional’ value chain, with the creation of new components and potentially the 

destruction of some components, very much in the spirit of Schumpeter’s thoughts about 

‘creative destruction’ being critical to deep innovation. 

• Sustainability considerations can lead to the re-ordering of the different value components, 

with or without new components being added. 

• Sustainability can also lead to new feedback loops, which promote ‘non-linear’ behaviour; 

the most extreme example of this can result in circular value chains, where outputs can be 

directly connected to inputs. 

 

 

Figure 4: Market-space-centric value chain for the EV Market space 
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The emerging Electric Vehicle (EV) value chain shown in Figure 4 above highlights all these 

features: for example, the creation of new charging infrastructures, re-ordering of customer 

services and the many feedback loops, including connecting customer telematics services to 

the technology associated with storage in EV production. 

7.2. Vector E2 - Proposition Framing 

In our analysis we were able to build on this new market-space-centric value chain in order to 

understand how sustainability considerations can impact the framing of a specific proposition, 

emerging competition and regulation, and the potential roles of partners and suppliers. 

In this example, illustrated in Figure 5 below, the proposition was focused on the provision of a 

new charging infrastructure, which resulted in the need to understand the impact of 

sustainability much more deeply. It also highlighted the need to anticipate and (where 

possible) shape regulation to create a stable business model. 

 

 

Figure 5: Framing propositions vs market-space-centric value chain for the EV Market space 

The detailed framing of the value chain also enabled a deeper analysis of the overall 

sustainability impact. Our research resulted in the development of two key tools to tackle this: 

• More precise definition of the metrics associated with environmental criteria 

• Application of these metrics to the value chain using the concept of sustainability lenses 

Figure 6 below shows the metrics developed during the research to address a broad range of 

environmental factors relevant to the EV Market Space. These metrics covered a wide range of 

factors, and also enabled an assessment of the potential overall integrated impact of these 

metrics on the proposition. 
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Figure 6: Sustainability Metrics 

 

 

Figure 7: Sustainability Lenses applied to the EV Value Chain 

Using these metrics and applying them across all components of the value chain enabled us to 

design a new sustainability lens, which allowed us to assess the sustainability impact at a much 

greater level of detail, rather than general statements about the commitment to sustainability. 

We see this kind of evidence as the key to overcoming ‘green-washing’. 
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7.3. Vector E3 - Customer Definition 

This vector, focused on customer definition highlights the need to understand sustainability- 

conscious consumers, the charter customers the company needs to target in order to establish 

a business model and cross Chasm II. Our research data showed how this particular group of 

customers are a smaller set of all potential consumers who also display some quite specific 

characteristics; both these factors affected the development of the business model which we 

discuss below in Section 7.12. 

 

 

Figure 8: Sustainability-conscious consumers for EV Products & Services 

Figure 8 above shows how sustainability-conscious consumers fit into the overall Customer 

envelope. In particular it highlights that the number of potential customers is significantly 

smaller for EV products and services at this point in time. The profile of sustainability-conscious 

consumers of EV products is also different from those buying ‘conventional’ automotive 

products, as Figure 9 below illustrates. 

 

 

Figure 9: Comparing profiles of sustainability-conscious consumers vs ‘conventional’ consumers 
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7.4. Vector E4 - Distribution, Marketing & Sales 

The go-to-market Vector, E4 shows significant differences for ‘net-zero’ EV products compared 

to the conventional vehicle market space. This is illustrated in Figure 10 below. In particular, 

this highlights differences in the focus on product and process improvement, channel mix, and 

demand and resource management. 

 

 

Figure 10: Different go-to-market priorities for net-zero EV market 

7.5. Vector I1 - Contingent Technology Deployment 

Our research data allowed us to compare the sub-vectors for Vector I1 (contingent technology 

deployment) for conventional vs EV technologies. Figure 11 compares the two data sets. The 

key differences in this case relate to the use of multiple third-party technologies and a much 

stronger focus on data, applications, and tools, which is consistent with the insights provided 

by the market-space-centric value chain. 

 

 

Figure 11: Technology deployment priorities for net-zero EV vs conventional vehicles 

7.6. Vector I2 - IP Management 

Detailed analysis of the components of the IP Management vector showed some important 

differences between well-established conventional vehicles and EV products and services 
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targeting net-zero. Our research data highlights important differences in the management of 

open-source IP and the rights associated with algorithms, know-how, and specialised 

knowledge. Figure 12 below shows these differences more clearly. 

 

 

Figure 12: IP Management - the Impact of Net-zero 

7.7. Vector I3 - Product Definition & Synthesis 

The design of ‘net-zero’ products and services compared to conventional vehicles highlighted 

the importance of customer input into the design criteria, consistent with the results for Vector 

E3. 

 

 

Figure 13: Impact of Net-zero on Product & Service Design Criteria 

7.8. Vector I4 - Manufacturing & Deployment 

The results for the manufacturing and deployment Vector I4 illustrated the impact of a serious 

commitment to net-zero propositions: in particular, this showed the increased intensity in the 

sub-vectors associated with installation and set-up, monitoring, active management & 

maintenance, and inter-operability, given the large number of emerging technologies and 

paucity of standards. 
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This important difference is also reflected in the importance of supplier management, as 

shown in Figure 14 below. 

 

 

Figure 14: Impact of net-zero on Manufacturing & Deployment 

7.9. Vector I5 - Human Capital 

Figure 15 below shows the significant impact of a Type 3 sustainability stance on all the sub-

vectors associated with human capital, in particular the following sub-vectors: 

• The core competences required 

• Entrepreneurial orientation 

• Hybrid techno-commercial skills 

These results confirm the need for new thinking to deliver on net-zero aspirations14. 

 

 

Figure 15: Impact of net-zero on Human Capital 

7.10. Vector I6 - Funding & Investment 

The funding sources for net-zero companies remain problematic given the inherent bias for 

commercial returns shown by virtually all classes of investors. The data associated with this 

net-zero company confirmed this ongoing difficulty with few systematic differences associated 
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with different classes of investors, suggesting this will continue to remain a challenge for some 

time to come. However, our research data showed some important differences in the relative 

importance of the components required to justify the valuation of the company.  

 

 

Figure 16: Sources contributing to Valuation of the Company 

This particular EV company was able to justify its valuation for investment purposes based on 

the following criteria: 

• The product portfolio 

• Overall differentiation 

• Operational resilience 

• Business model resilience 

• Explicit commitment to sustainability 

Figure 16 above highlights these differences. 

7.11. Vector C1 - Strategic Positioning 

 

 

Figure 17: Impact of net-zero on Strategic Positioning 
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Figure 17 above shows the differences in the vectors contributing to strategic positioning. It 

highlights once again, the importance of clarity around the (new) market space; proposition 

framing; customers; and distribution, marketing & sales. These variables are more important 

from a positioning perspective than technology and product. 

7.12. Vector C2 - Business Model Development 

Figure 18 highlights the differences in the business model for net-zero EV products compared 

to conventional vehicles. In particular, it highlights the importance of the following variables: 

• How the proposition is framed 

• The new business model architecture - the revenue and cost allocation logic 

• The importance of revenues and cash flow management, especially given new charging 

and funding approaches 

These results confirm the need to need to reflect the changing market-space structure in the 

business models15. 

 

 

Figure 18: Impact of net-zero on Business Model Priorities 

8. Conclusions 

In this Part 5 of the 5-part paper we discuss the application of Ideological Orientation and the 

special case of Sustainability Stance to the triple chasm model, incorporating maturity 

definition and the meso-economic vector model of growth.  

The results provide the first comprehensive data-driven approach to managing growth from a 

sustainability perspective. While confirming the power of this approach (compared to 

generalised macro-economic approaches), the results confirm that a variety of sustainability 

stances can be adopted in practice: critically the data from this initial ‘proving’ data set 

confirms that we can group the treatment of sustainability into generic types of stances, which 

can guide sustainable growth strategies. The research also confirms the challenges with 

adopting a net-zero strategy and suggests ways of tackling the risks of greenwashing. 
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9. Future Research  

The results discussed here suggest several major strands for future research: 

• Expand the data set of sustainable companies from 300 companies to 3000 companies 

spanning the full range of market spaces and different sustainability stances 

• Analyze the wider data set to further validate the applicability of the Triple Chasm 

Approach 

• Derive new aggregate metrics which can support future investment and strategic decision-

making to increase the chances of success for sustainability-focused companies 

• Explore how these tools and insights can be used by the full range of actors: policymakers, 

innovation agencies, investors, and growth companies. 
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