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Forms of Interaction in Sustainable Supply Chain Management:

An Analysis of Organisational Spheres

Dorli Harms
Centre for Sustainability Management (CSM), Leuphana University Liineburg

Scharnhorststr. 1, 21335 Liineburg, Germany

Abstract

This framework paper aims to outline and discuss how a company can interact with its stake-
holders to facilitate the creation of sustainable supply chains. Based on research and rooted in
literature on corporate sustainability, supply chain management and its intersection, a concep-
tual framework is developed to analyse four spheres of interaction in sustainable supply chain
management (SSCM). First, the inter-organisational sphere refers to how a focal company can
interact with its so-called primary supply chain stakeholders (i.e. suppliers at the supply side
and customers at the demand side). Second, the intra-organisational level describes the inter-
action between functional units that constitute the company’s internal supply chain such as
purchasing, manufacturing and sales, which is discussed with regard to SSCM. Third, the sub-
organisational interaction is also located within the company, but it focuses on supplementary
functional units, such as the sustainability or accounting department, that support the supply
chain. Finally, the supra-organisational sphere provides insights about how a focal company
can interact with secondary supply chain stakeholders, external to the company (also under-
stood as non-traditional chain members) such as NGOs and universities to contribute to
SSCM. This paper does not merely study the different spheres of interaction, but also discuss-
es the interaction of the spheres from a theoretical and practical point of view. Essentially, one
aspect highlighted in the paper is that SSCM asks for advanced forms of interaction to address
the multifaceted environmental, social and economic challenges companies are facing nowa-
days. Thereby, further insights into risk and opportunity-oriented approaches of companies to

SSCM are provided.

Keywords: corporate sustainability, interaction, resources, spheres, stakeholder, sustainable

supply chains, sustainable supply chain management, sustainability management
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1 Introduction

Companies face the challenge of being held responsible for environmental, social and eco-
nomic impacts not only of their own business but also their supply chains (e.g. Amba-Rao
1993; Seuring & Miiller 2008). Stakeholder demands for sound labour conditions at suppliers’
sites in the textile sector or for more fuel-efficient transportation leading to lower greenhouse
gas emissions in worldwide logistics exemplify the considerable relevance of sustainable sup-
ply chain management (SSCM). This paper deploys the argument that a company can gain
competitive advantage and it can foster the sustainable development of the economy, the envi-
ronment and society when it engages in creating sustainable supply chains. A sustainable sup-
ply chain, thereby, can be broadly defined as “one that performs well across all three dimen-
sions” (Ashby et al. 2012, p. 509) of sustainability. In this paper, it is argued that a company’s
engagement for SSCM can be facilitated if it interacts, meaning if it exchanges resources with
different types of supply chain stakeholders that can be located within and related to the com-
pany’s supply chain.

Stakeholders that are located within the supply chain are termed primary supply chain stake-
holders in the remainder of this paper (e.g. Cetinkaya 2011; Harms & Klewitz 2013). Those
being within the supply chain, but external to the focal company are, for instance, suppliers
and customers (e.g. Lambert et al. 1998; Mentzer et al. 2001; Seuring & Miiller 2008). In ad-
dition, departments such as purchasing, manufacturing and sales are also part of the supply
chain, but internal to the company (Harland 1996; Lambert et al. 1998; Harms 2011). Apart
from this, secondary supply chain stakeholders (e.g. Cetinkaya 2011; Harms & Klewitz 2013)
are not part of the supply chain, but are related to it and they can support a company’s SSCM
engagement. Functional units that are internal to the company such as the sustainabil-
ity/corporate social responsibility (CSR) department and human resources (HR) can be re-
garded as examples. Finally, secondary supply chain stakeholders that are also related to the
supply chain, but are external to the company such as non-governmental organisations

(NGOs) or competitors (e.g. Pagell & Wu 2009) can interact with the focal company.

By building on these distinctions and by pursuing the aim of analysing possible forms of in-
teraction in SSCM the following research question can be formulated: How can a company
interact with its supply chain stakeholders to facilitate the creation of sustainable supply

chains?

In order to address this question, the analysis of a company’s interaction with the different

kinds supply chain stakeholder is put forward by introducing four spheres of interaction. As it
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will be explained in more detail in the following the infer- respectively intra-organisational
sphere of interaction refers to interaction with primary supply chain stakeholder that are ex-
ternal respectively internal to the focal company. The sub- respectively supra-organisational
sphere, in contrast, refers to the cases when a company exchanges resources with secondary

supply chain stakeholders that are internal respectively external to the company.

While considering the different interaction spheres, in more general terms, SSCM can be un-
derstood as the connection between corporate sustainability (CS) and supply chain manage-
ment (SCM; e.g. Seuring & Miiller 2008; Schaltegger & Harms 2010; Ahi & Searcy 2013).
Thereby, SSCM not only involves dealing with risks such as damaged reputation due to unfa-
vourable conditions at the suppliers’ site or extra costs when environmentally or socially-
driven measures are implemented within the company and along the supply chain. SSCM can
also provide opportunities (Seuring & Miiller 2008; Harms et al. 2013; Harms & Klewitz
2013). Choosing an opportunity-oriented SSCM strategy and incorporating sustainability cri-
teria, companies can develop new products and services or introduce innovations on the pro-
cess or organisational level (Geffen & Rothenberg 2000; Carter & Jennings 2004; Seuring &
Miiller 2008; Harms & Klewitz 2013). A suitable illustration of such innovation and possible
market opportunities in SSCM is, for instance, a company establishing product recycling as a
closed-loop supply chain that includes a new product design in order to optimise resource use
(e.g. Matos & Hall 2007; Halldorsson et al. 2009). More generally speaking, literature refers
here not just to SSCM but also to terms such as environmental supply chain innovations, sus-
tainability-oriented innovations (SOIs) and innovations for sustainability (Fichter & Paech

2004; Hall 2006; Klewitz & Hansen 2013; Harms & Klewitz 2013).

In other words, when dealing with risks and opportunities in SSCM, a focal company can fos-
ter the relationships with its primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders and can interact
with them in different organisational spheres. Interaction itself is here understood as mutual
or reciprocal action among two or more elements, which affect each other (Siggelkow 2001;
Gronroos 2011; for more detail on this definition see section 2.3). For a better understanding
of the following sections, here, it has also to be noted that this framework paper focuses on
interaction between a focal company and its supply chain stakeholders. This comes about
while being aware that a huge variety of other stakeholders not impacting the supply chain

also exist. In addition, this paper mainly refers to supply chains rather than to networks.

While the focus on supply chains implies reduced complexity, integrating sustainability think-

ing, i.e. incorporating the three dimensions of business, environment and society into the con-
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text of supply chains, appears even more complex when compared with conventional SCM
(e.g. Gold et al. 2010; Kuik et al. 2011). Apart from the economic dimension (including a
considerable number and a diverse set of suppliers, a broad range of purchased products and
services), companies also need to consider the environmental and social dimensions relating
to their own areas of operations. These peculiarities of complex supply chains can refer, for
instance, both to dissimilarities in environmental laws or social circumstances in different
countries and to widespread expectations of a company’s engagement in SSCM by different

stakeholders such as NGOs (e.g. Seuring & Miiller 2008; Walker et al. 2008).

Accompanying this complexity, SSCM encompasses the management of a multitude of rela-
tionships between interacting partners. If supply chains are examined from the viewpoint of
interaction, research can build on a large body of literature (e.g. Seuring & Miiller 2008; Pe-
ters et al. 2011). However, the study of sustainable supply chains, and in particular the interac-
tion between a company and its primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders, is a rela-
tively new and evolving field of research and, consequently so far, it has been examined rather
less frequently (e.g. Ashby et al. 2012; Ahi & Searcy 2013). As a consequence, by drawing on
the inter-, intra-, sub- and supra-organisational spheres, and by combining these spheres, this
framework paper aims to simultaneously provide a systematic and a novel approach to the

analysis of interaction for sustainable supply chains.

A thorough analysis of forms of interaction is facilitated by the application of different theo-
retical lenses hereafter, which are linked to stakeholders and resources exchanged as well as a
mixed-method approach. The next section outlines the theoretical background on interaction
in SSCM, while the third section elucidates the typology of forms of interaction presented in
this paper. In section 4, the chosen interaction approach is discussed and extended, and some
propositions and managerial implications are put forward. Section 5 discusses several limita-
tions and suggests directions for future research. The framework paper closes with concluding

remarks.

2 Theoretical Foundation for SSCM and Interaction

In addition to the distinction between a risk-oriented and an opportunity-oriented SSCM strat-
egy, further deliberations can be found in the academic literature. For instance, literature anal-
yses other strategic approaches to SSCM (e.g. Halldorsson et al. 2009; Peters et al. 2011),
designs models of SSCM practices and their linkage to innovation (e.g. Pagell & Wu 2009)

and investigates the management of relationships in SSCM that are internal and external to the
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company (e.g. Harland 1996; Lambert et al. 1998). Nevertheless, current research suggests
that there is a particular need for further studies with a view to building a more advanced theo-
ry and a need for the development of new concepts for SSCM (e.g. Carter & Easton 2011;
Seuring 2011). Furthermore, a potential shift in research has been observed in companies
from conventional SCM and purchasing to more sustainability-oriented efforts (Pagell et al.
2010). In this framework paper aiming at the discussion of interaction in SSCM from the dif-

ferent organisational spheres, the outline of this PhD thesis is presented in

Figure 1.

Setting Context Unit of analysis Aim

Focal

company
is deemed
to be

Creation of
sustainable supply
chains

secondary
SC stake-

i holders

sible for
SC

Line of
argument

Focus on companies Analysis of supple- Discussion
and management mentary spheres
E:cetr[r:: nts Opportunities/ Inter-, intra-, sub- and supra- Reconceptualisation
analysis challenges organisational interaction

Figure 1: Outline of paper-based PhD thesis

Grounded both in the fields of CS and SCM, this context makes it possible to shed light on
SSCM research and practice from different points of view. The distinction between opportuni-
ties and challenges of SSCM offers a pragmatic classification of various SSCM aspects that
have also been taken into account by other scholars in their studies of drivers and barriers of

environmental SCM (Walker et al. 2008).

The unit of analysis of this framework paper is the interaction in sustainable supply chains
between at least two parties, i.e. between a focal company and its primary or secondary supply
chain stakeholder. The choice of interaction as the unit of analysis is based on the assumption
that competitive advantage can be gained when considering ‘supply chain vs. supply chain’,

rather than “firm vs. firm’ (Lambert & Cooper 2000; Persson & Hakansson 2009). This is due
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to companies competing on the basis of their supply chains, rather than as single entities. Hav-
ing this in mind, interaction along the supply chain can facilitate the acquisition, exchange and
use of resources, while also promoting the development of new products (e.g. Lambert &
Cooper 2000; Hartono & Holsapple 2004; Hult et al. 2010). Some authors even contend that
inter-organisational knowledge and the capabilities developed in supply chains can them-
selves be considered a resource that offers a competitive advantage (e.g. Gold et al. 2010; Lai
et al. 2010; Sarkis et al. 2011). The debate on resources and interaction with supply chain
stakeholders based on theoretical points of view, such as the resource-based view (Barney
1991) and the relational view (Dyer & Singh 1989), will be covered in further depth later in
the paper (section 3.4).

The aim of this thesis is reflecting on and reconceptualising SSCM approaches to facilitate the
creation of sustainable supply chains by building on empirical analyses and conceptual
schemes in the fields of CS and SCM. Thereby, this framework paper strives for contributing
to the development of SSCM theory and at the same time to being relevant from the practi-
tioner’s viewpoint. With this in mind, the next sections lay the theoretical foundations for the

analysis of interaction in SSCM.

2.1 SSCM as the Connection between CS and SCM

As the study of SSCM is an evolving field, it is not surprising that a wide range of definitions
is found, which can be reviewed comparatively (Ahi & Searcy 2013). Before the characteris-
tics of SSCM are specified, understandings of both CS and SCM are presented. These have
developed independently but parallel to SSCM over the last years (Ahi & Searcy 2013).

Corporate sustainability (CS) implies that all three dimensions of sustainability are simulta-
neously integrated into a company’s activities so that companies can contribute to both the
sustainable development of their own firm and the overall sustainable development of the
economy, environment and society (Schaltegger & Burritt 2005). Terms like CSR, sustaina-
bility management and business sustainability also arise and are sometimes used interchange-
ably (Loew et al. 2004). The meaning of supply chain management (SCM) is also subject to
constant change. It was introduced as a new concept in the early 1980s, but since then the fo-
cus has moved from the planning and control of material flows to include the management of
other flows, such as service and information. Further noticeable aspects are the references to

internal and external relationships and networks, value creation or efficiency and performance
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orientation (Harland et al. 1996; Lambert et al. 1998; Mentzer et al. 2001; Ahi & Searcy
2013).

Combining the understanding of CS and SCM allows the identification of some major charac-
teristics that form the basis for definitions of SSCM and Green SCM. In their literature analy-
sis, Ahi and Searcy (2013) compare 12 SSCM and 22 Green SCM definitions with those of
business sustainability and SCM. While they bear out that the SSCM definitions address a
wider range of aspects than their Green SCM counterparts, they also show that none of the
definitions investigated cover all of the aspects identified in CS and SCM definitions. They

therefore propose a more comprehensive definition:

“The creation of coordinated supply chains through the voluntary integration of eco-
nomic, environmental, and social considerations with key inter-organizational business
systems designed to efficiently and effectively manage the material, information, and
capital flows associated with the procurement, production, and distribution of products
or services in order to meet stakeholder requirements and improve the profitability,
competitiveness, and resilience of the organization over the short- and long-term.”

(Ahi & Searcy 2013, p. 339)

In line with the definition by Seuring and Miiller (2008, p. 1700), which was also part of the
comparative literature analysis, Ahi & Searcy (2013) emphasise inter alia a) the integration of
the economic, environmental and social dimensions into the business activities, b) the flow of
resources (material, information and capital) and c) the company‘s externally and internally
linked business activities. These three aspects — including expanded, more intense treatment of
the third — will also be the cornerstones of this framework paper. To deepen the understanding
of SSCM, the next section draws on theoretical and methodological approaches in research so

far.

2.2 Organisational Theories and Methodological Approaches in SSCM Research

Just as the definitions and research agendas in SSCM are multifaceted, so are the correspond-
ing organisational theories and methodological approaches. To structure this field, systematic
literature reviews that analyse definitions (Ahi & Searcy 2013), identify specific schools
(Seuring & Miiller 2007) or develop frameworks and models for (re-)conceptualising SSCM
(Carter & Rogers 2008; Seuring & Miiller 2008; Pagell & Wu 2009; Gold et al. 2010) provide
orientation. In addition, common theoretical approaches were analysed to propose future re-

search directions (Carter & Easton 2011; Sarkis et al. 2011). Thus, Sarkis et al. (2011) ana-
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lysed 14 organisational theories to establish their usefulness in expanding the understanding in
the field of Green SCM research. One of their results was that organisational theories were
well suited to the investigation of the organisation of sustainable supply chains. They further
claimed that it was possible to make use of established theories such as the resource-based
view (Barney 1991) and then develop new theories to address current as well as unforeseen
challenges. Carter and Easton (2011), in addition, reviewed the SSCM literature of the last 20
years focussing inter alia on the subject, the theoretical perspective and the methodological
approaches incorporated in the 80 papers investigated. With respect to the subject, they found,
for instance, that environmental issues were predominant compared to safety issues. They also
noted an increased adoption of multiple theoretical perspectives in one paper. Papers applying
one theoretical lens were most frequently based on the stakeholder approach (Freeman 1984)
while papers referring to the (natural) resource-based view (Barney 1991; Hart 1995) came
next. The methodology employed in most publications was the conduction of surveys, though
this reduced over time, while case study research increased. They also identified other meth-
odological approaches, such as archival data, systematic literature reviews, interviews and
conceptual theory building; however, these were found less often. In earlier research Seuring
et al. (2005) and Seuring (2008) had also investigated appropriate methodologies for (S)SCM.
While more recent studies were concerned with case study research, the earlier work particu-
larly highlighted the wide range of possible approaches and made suggestions on that what
was needed for new research methodologies was advanced conceptual and theoretical ap-
proaches. Based on these findings this framework paper aims particularly at advancing the

theory while structuring the field of SSCM in different spheres of interaction.

2.3 Interaction in Inter-, Intra-, Sub- and Supra-Organisational Spheres

The term interaction as it is applied in this paper, builds on definitions introduced in man-
agement literature. Firstly, interaction in the social context can be defined as a mutual or re-
ciprocal action between at least two parties, which affect each other (Gronroos 2011). A more
abstract definition considers two elements “to interact, if the value of one element depends on
the presence of the other element” (Siggelkow 2002, p. 127). Embedded in research on com-
plex interdependent systems, this second definition would also appear to be applicable to the
discussion of sustainable supply chains, which are equally considered to be complex. Thirdly,
the Industrial Marketing and Purchasing — in short IMP — group (e.g. Hakansson 1982;
Persson & Hékansson 2009) introduced an interaction model by connecting the dimensions of

the agent, the environment, the atmosphere and the interaction process itself, whereby the last
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encompasses the exchange of products and services, information, capital and social exchange
(Alfonso et al. 2010). The focus on the processual character of interaction in this framework
paper ergo implies that it will mainly be the ‘how’ of interaction that is analysed, while the
‘who and with whom’ (companies and stakeholders) and the ‘what’ is exchanged (resources)
will not be investigated in any great detail. However, to the enhance understanding of interac-
tions in (sustainable) supply chains, the next section provides some brief remarks on stake-

holders and resources.

2.3.1 Stakeholders and Resources

Stakeholders are characterised as groups or individuals, who affect or are affected by compa-
nies (Freeman 1984). While this is a broad definition for stakeholders in general, particular
characteristics can be depicted when stakeholders represent actors in the supply chain setting.
The so-called primary supply chain stakeholders relate directly to the focal company and its
business by having an official, formal arrangement with(in) the focal company, whereas the
secondary supply chain stakeholders are either not part of the supply chain, but have an influ-
ence on it, or they are themselves affected by the supply chain (Cetinkaya 2011). Another way
to classify the interacting partners can be seen in this five-fold distinction between stakehold-

ers (Henriques & Sardosky 1999; Harms & Klewitz 2013):

- Organisational stakeholders: are able to directly impact the focal company (e.g. custom-
ers, suppliers, employees);
- Regulatory stakeholders: set regulations or have an impact on the setting (e.g. govern-
ments, standardisation organisations, competitors);
- Community stakeholders: have the ability to mobilise public opinion (e.g. NGOs, local
communities, advocacy groups);
- Science stakeholders: generate and disseminate knowledge (e.g. universities, science
parks, research institutes);
- Media: exchange of information about e.g. current debates on sustainability issues (e.g.
press, telecommunication, internet media).
In the sustainability management literature, these five stakeholder groups have been widely
studied so that in the following sections frequent reference will be made to this research. As-
sociated with the SSCM definition, Figure 2 illustrates this classification of stakeholders

complemented by illustrating the flow of resources between the supply chain partners. In
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SCM terms, three kinds of resources are usually entailed (see also Seuring & Miiller 2008;

Harms & Klewitz 2013):

- Material: characterised as a feedstock or physical product with regard to its environmen-
tal/social impact when used;
- Capital: regarded as a financial means that indicates the monetary value of what is
bought from the seller or paid by the customer;
- Information: can be understood as “the creation of purpose-oriented knowledge”
(Schaltegger & Burritt 2000, p. 404).
As it will be shown in section 3.4, other resources may also be exchanged between the inter-
acting partners, such as energy or personnel commitment, but for now, the characterisation of
resources is restricted to those that are conventionally mentioned (Schaltegger 2002; Blanco

2009; Harms & Klewitz 2013).
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Figure 2: Stakeholders and flow of resources in SSCM interaction

(based on Harms & Klewitz 2013, p. 113 and according to the understanding of Harland 1996, p. S63;
Seuring & Miiller 2008, p. 1700, Cetinkaya 2011)

After having illustrated the understanding of interaction in the SSCM context in the following
sub-section, the different organisational spheres identified as relevant for facilitating the crea-

tion of sustainable supply chains will be presented and discussed in detail.
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2.3.2 Organisational Spheres

The extent and nature of a company’s interaction with their stakeholders for the exchange of
the necessary resources affect their capacity to manage innovation and risks. By referring to
work on networks (e.g. Clarke & Roome 1995), stakeholder impact (e.g. McLarney 2002) and
socialisation (e.g. Antonacopoulou & Pesqueux 2010) that distinguish between three levels of
interaction (inter- respectively trans-, intra- as well as supra-organisational), this paper con-
ceives the interaction within a company more diversely and adds sub-organisational interac-
tion as a fourth sphere. Consequently, this thesis adopts a typology of four organisational
spheres to illustrate how interaction in the context of sustainable supply chains can be under-

stood.

- Inter-organisational interaction: This can be considered as a conventional interaction
sphere in (S)SCM, since many according definitions include the direct relationship with
external supply chain partners such as suppliers and customers (e.g. Lambert et al. 1998,
p. 1; Carter & Rogers 2008, p. 368; Seuring & Miiller 2008, p. 1700; for an overview see
Ahi & Searcy 2013). Sometimes also termed verbatim as trans-organisational (e.g. Clarke
& Roome 1995; Hult et al. 2007), this form of interaction usually refers to SSCM that
stretches from the demand to the supply side of the external supply chain.

- Intra-organisational interaction: Such interaction is often discussed specifically in the
context of the connection between functional units or departments of an individual organ-
isation (Clark & Roome 1995; Lambert et al. 1998; Harms 2011; Kuik et al. 2011). In ap-
plying these findings to the supply chain, there are the purchasing, production, distribu-
tion and also sometimes mentioned the sales departments (Harland 196; Pagell 2004),
which shape the internal supply chain, as they are “involved in the flow of materials and

information from inbound to outbound ends of the business” (Harland 1996, p. S64).

- Sub-organisational interaction: As a complement to the intra-organisational sphere, other
functional units that are not part of the internal supply chain such as the sustainabil-
ity/CSR department, HR or accounting can also interact. In the context of this paper, they
support the company’s business activities aiming to create a sustainable supply chain by
developing environmental programmes, recruiting qualified employees or providing cur-

rent data on internal costs (Lambert et al. 1998; Epstein 2008).

- Supra-organisational interaction: This can be understood as the interaction of a focal
company with other organisations such as NGOs, competitors or universities, which share

“a common concern or set of problems” (Clark & Roome 1995, p. 193). So far, only a few
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in-depth studies on the supra-organisational perspective exist in the literature on
knowledge transfer, learning and innovation (e.g. Carayannis 1999). Pagell and Wu
(2009) were able to give examples of focal companies that interact with “nontraditional
chain members” (Pagell & Wu 2009, p. 39 with reference to Johnston & Linton 2000)
such as NGOs or regulators, while also pointing to the need for further research in the
field of sustainable supply chains. The authors use the expression to ‘reconceptualise’ the

supply chain, thereby proposing more refined approaches in SSCM.

Having outlined the key elements of this framework paper, the next section presents the find-

ings on the four spheres of interaction exposed in the dissertation project.

3 Findings on Spheres of Interaction in the Sustainable Supply Chain Context

Building on both empirical studies and conceptual work developed in the paper-based PhD
thesis, the findings on interaction in the sustainable supply chain context are critically evalu-
ated with the aim to achieve an advancement of theory and to contribute to corporate practice.
Figure 3 condenses the different spheres of interaction serving as a basis for future discussion.
The left side of the matrix represents the relation of stakeholders to the supply chain. Supply
chain stakeholders can be located within or related to the supply chain. The upper side of the
matrix refers to the relation to the company with locating stakeholders external and internal to
the company. Combining these two relations leads to four quadrants. If, for instance, a com-
pany interacts on an inter-organisational level with stakeholders within the supply chain and
external to the company this is illustrated by the upper left quadrant. Following this structure
clockwise all four interaction spheres can be examined as it will be done in the sections 3.1 to

3.4.

Relation to the company

External Internal

Within the Inter-organisational Intra-organisational
(ormary supply (e.. suppliers, (e.g. purchasing,

Relation chain s%lakehol)c/ier) GUSIDIMENS) production, sales)

to the

supply

chain
S:F')g};gggi:lhe Supra-organisational Sub-organisational
T Al (¢-9- NGOs, universities, | (e.g. sustainability/CSR,
chain stakeholder) competitors) HR, accounting)

Figure 3: Matrix of interaction spheres in the SSCM context
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3.1 Inter-Organisational Interaction

If a focal company exchanges resources with its suppliers or customers, these partners interact
on an inter-organisational level. There are contractual relationships between the focal compa-
ny and its first tier suppliers and customers whereas at a higher tier, usually no formal contract
is given. In closed-loop supply chains, the group of primary supply chain stakeholders com-
prises all (n-tier) suppliers and customers, as well as other business partners such as disposal
and recycling, as they — even if not bound by contract — have a direct impact on the supply

chain (Cetinkaya 2011; Kuik et al. 2011).

In the present research, a survey among 32 large German listed companies was conducted
between November 2008 and January 2009 to depict the current state of large German com-
panies (Schaltegger & Harms 2010; Hansen et al. 2011; Harms et al. 2013). By referring to
the conceptual distinction of SSCM strategies by Seuring and Miiller (2008), Harms et al.
(2013) analysed two SSCM strategic approaches — a risk-oriented and an opportunity-oriented
strategy — and focussed on supplier management. The risk-oriented strategic direction refers to
supplier evaluation and supplier selection, two of the three key aspects of supplier manage-
ment (Reuter et al. 2010), whereas the opportunity-oriented approach to managing supply
chains for sustainable products is rather assigned to supplier development. The analysis of the
large listed companies in Germany reveals that they pursue a risk-oriented strategic approach
rather than an opportunity-orientated one. Harms et al.’s (2013) findings, for instance, result
from the insight that the companies mainly formulated defensive goals for SSCM, such as
securing reputation or risk reduction. In addition, reactive supplier management measures
such as the exhortation of suppliers were more frequently employed, while market-oriented
departments such as research and development (R&D) and sales/marketing were not predomi-
nant drivers in SSCM. However, there were also signs of opportunity-oriented strategic ap-
proaches in SSCM: the large German companies expected customers to be their main future
drivers and also engaged in supplier development, which can be regarded as a more progres-

sive supplier management approach.

When examining Germany’s largest listed companies in terms of their size (by market capital-
isation; Schaltegger & Harms 2010; Hansen et al. 2011; Harms et al. 2011), the findings
demonstrate that the largest listed companies (large cap) had progressed further in the imple-
mentation of SSCM practice and that their processes were more formalised than those of the
second largest companies (mid cap). One reason for this can be seen in the fact that large cap

companies usually source from a larger number of suppliers from a wider range of countries
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compared to the mid cap companies. Therefore, supplier management is more formally organ-
ised to handle the complex process. In addition, larger companies seem to be more publicly
exposed (Hall 2000; Bernstein & Greenwald 2009) and therefore SSCM and supplier man-

agement are organised on a superior level.

Abstracting from these results and applying the empirical results of SSCM research to the
context of inter-organisational interaction allows some further suggestions and conclusions.
First, the key role of large focal companies in managing their supplier relationships becomes
evident because large companies may have the power not just to initiate environmental and
social measures in their supply chains, they also have the resources to develop their suppliers
in terms of reducing waste or improving the labour conditions at the suppliers’ sites. Such
improvements can subsequently trickle down (Holt 2004; Hansen et al. 2011). A multiplier
effect on the n-tier suppliers may result if the direct suppliers of a focal company in turn de-
mand similar enhancements from their suppliers (Preuss 2001; Hansen et al. 2011). Secondly,
a focal company can also learn and benefit from the interaction with its suppliers, as they may
have first-hand information on alternative material or sourcing options. Thirdly, the suppliers
may provide detailed data on the material properties that the companies demand for calculat-
ing the product’s environmental footprint, which, in turn, might be required by stakeholders of
the focal company. Fourthly, if supplier management and the creation of sustainable supply
chains are viewed from a more opportunity-oriented perspective, the basic understanding of
the interaction as being reciprocal, then a focal company can be well-advised to exchange
knowledge and experiences with its primary supply chain stakeholders in developing new
products and services and in developing the supply chain. Following this thought, the term
‘environmental supply chain innovation’ introduced by Hall (2000; see also Franks 2000; Hall
2006; Arlbjern et al. 2011) also highlights the inter-organisational innovation dynamic that

supports new value creation for stakeholders along the supply chain (Harms & Klewitz 2013).

Of course, although various opportunities for a focal company and primary supply chain
stakeholders can be created, inter-organisational interaction may not be as easy and simple as
it may appear at this point. In terms balance of power, for instance, it is conceivable that a
company is dependent on its suppliers because the supplier holds a monopoly position in the
market or a small and medium-sized enterprise (SME) has no access to needed resources
(Hékansson 1982; Hardy & Phillips 1998; Harms & Klewitz 2013). Therefore, with regard to
challenges of information asymmetry and uncertainty as well as transaction costs that consider
the new institutional economics (Coase 1937; Williamson 1975; Simpson et al. 2007; Hansen

et al. 2011), a focal company, its suppliers and its customers would be well advised to scruti-
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nise how they actually interact with company external supply chain partners. In addition,
companies can also interact within the supply chain in the intra-organisational sphere what

will be discussed in the next section.

3.2 Intra-Organisational Interaction

The exchange of resources between stakeholders internal to the company across the internal
supply chain and thereby the combined knowledge and experiences of several functional units
and departments of an individual organisation allows product features, such as material prop-
erties, market opportunities and sourcing options to be taken into account (Harland 1996;
Pagell 2004; Lambert et al. 1998; Darnall et al. 2008; Harms 2011; Kuik et al. 2011). Purchas-
ing, production, distribution as well as sales are mainly considered as the departments forming
the internal supply chain (e.g. Harland 1996; Pagell 2004). Purchasing, thereby, is the depart-
ment that fulfils the key role in managing the supply chain (e.g. Preuss 2001; Carter & Jen-
nings 2004).

Therefore, supply chain-related interaction within a company can be appropriately discussed
from a purchasing point of view. By adopting a conceptual study design and making use of
the knowledge-based theory (Grant 1996; Sveiby 2001), Harms (2011) studies, inter alia, the
interaction between purchasing and other functional units, which deal with sustainability as
well as SSCM issues. Based on the understanding that sustainability and the creation of sus-
tainable supply chains can be regarded as a cross-functional challenge, particular mechanisms
of knowledge transfer are evaluated in what follows to give us a better understanding of the
options for SSCM-associated information and the knowledge transfer between functional

units.

In this paper (Harms 2011), two distinctions were taken into account: a distinction between
explicit and tacit knowledge and another one between formal and informal communication
(Grant 1996). If, for instance, a company aims to develop a novel, environmentally friendly
and socially responsible product, its various functional units need to understand how they
might cooperate to adequately fulfil the economic, environmental and social demands. For
this type of product development, formal communication is helpful in making knowledge
transfer across the internal supply chain explicit; on the other hand, informal communication
will further the establishment of a common language across the various functional units
(Harms 2011). By referring to the development of a product, this paper already partly ad-

dresses interaction between functional units within the internal supply chain (such as purchas-
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ing and production) and related to it (such as research & development (R&D) and sustainabil-
ity/CSR). This interaction will be discussed in further detail (section 4.2), dealing with the

linkage between the intra- and the sub-organisational sphere.

If intra-organisational interaction takes place, internal improvements, such as more resource-
efficient production or services processes, can be achieved (Sarkis 2001; Windolph et al.
2013), since the according departments are working jointly together. However, similar to the
line of argument articulated in the context of inter-organisational interaction, hindering factors
can also be observed since departments such as purchasing and marketing and sales, tradition-
ally, appear structurally separated (Darnall et al. 2001). Moreover, it is imaginable that cultur-
al differences between the departments or conflicting interests can hamper an advantageous
interaction. Here, collateral activities require striving for the same or at least complementary
(strategic) goals. Developing and pursuing common goals might be facilitated by mechanism
related to the knowledge-based view such as routines or directives (Grant 1996; Harms 2011).
Weekly meetings or fixed guidelines on procedures, to name but a few, allow developing a

mutual understanding on how to interact.

3.3 Sub-Organisational Interaction

Establishing complex sustainability goals and practices within an organisation may also affect
given processes or create the requirement for the development of new processes, which can
result in the involvement of all functional units (Darnall et al. 2008; Epstein 2008, p. 90ft;
Windolph et al. 2013). The importance of cross-functional interaction and exchange of ideas,
moreover, becomes clear if a company develops new products or services (e.g. Tan & Tracey
2007). In applying these findings to CS and SCM, apart from the intra-organisational interac-
tion (see section 3.2) functional units that support supply chain activities can interact in a sub-

organisational sphere.

Empirical research on functional units, not focussed on sustainable supply chains, but on cor-
porate sustainability, builds on a survey among 468 large companies from eleven economical-
ly developed countries that was conducted between February and August 2012 (Schaltegger et
al. 2013). The findings reveal that, although sustainability was considered as a cross-
functional task, companies had different views on the way, in which functional units impact
sustainability. In all countries surveyed, sustainability engagement was promoted most strong-
ly by departments that were explicitly sustainability-related and externally-oriented, such as

sustainability/CSR and corporate communications/public relations (PR). In contrast, perfor-
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mance-oriented departments, such as finance and accounting appeared to show less of an ac-
tive commitment to sustainability issues. When compared to the other departments examined
(as cross-referenced to section 3.2), the departments of the internal supply chain ranked in a
range between the middle and the lower third when it was assessed to what extent they pro-
mote corporate sustainability. These results are in line with an earlier survey of 109 large
German companies, conducted between November 2009 and February 2010, which also
demonstrates that sustainability is as not yet implemented cross-functionally (Schaltegger et

al. 2011; Windolph et al. 2013).

In accordance with the typology introduced in this paper, strictly speaking the sub-
organisational sphere does not embrace all functional units because it focuses on departments
that do not form part of the internal supply chain but rather support the supply chain activities.
At a first glance, this distinction between main and supporting functional units appears similar
to the categorisation Porter (1985) proposed in his value chain concept (see also Lambert et al.
1998). However, Porter’s differentiation between primary and secondary activities refers to
the value chain and not to the supply chain, which implies that some functional units are re-
garded differently. Procurement, in particular, is part of the secondary activities in the value
chain concept, while it is one of the core functional units of the internal supply chain. In this
paper, the value chain concept is not discussed in great detail. Based on the idea of division of
labour, all departments which sub-organisationally interact are characterised by the circum-
stances that they are indirectly related to the product and service creation process, and they
undertake particular activities to support this creation process. For instance, one of the main
tasks of accounting is to provide the top management with relevant information for well-
founded decision making while establishing and maintaining a company’s legitimacy is one
core task of corporate communications/PR (Metzler 2001; Epstein 2008, p. 82; Windolph et
al. 2013). In addition, it has to be noted that sub-organisational interaction is subject to similar
challenges as intra-organisational interaction because every functional units is characterised
by its cultural and structural particularities as well as differing goals and tasks. This leads to
the understanding that not only a network of company external or internal supply chains is

complex but also the interaction related to the supply chain activities.

This argument will be developed further in the next section when the fourth sphere of interac-

tion, supra-organisational, is explained.
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3.4 Supra-Organisational Interaction

Supra-organisational interaction reaches furthest in terms of novel approaches in research on
sustainable supply chains while other fields of research, e.g. on networks or innovation (e.g.
Clarke & Roome 1995), more often discuss this sphere of interaction. For the creation of sus-
tainable supply chains, there is little knowledge at this point on how a focal company can in-
teract with its secondary supply chain stakeholders (Cetinkaya 2011; Harms & Klewitz 2013),
e.g. NGOs, the local community and competitors. On the one hand, it can be expected that
exchanging resources with these stakeholders on a supra-organisational level challenges com-
panies because the traditional view on supply chain management is broadened. On the other,
interaction with the organisations mentioned may offer companies innovative ideas that lead
to new products or sustainability-related improvements of the supply chain such as fewer
costs because of a less waste, reduced greenhouse gas emission due to optimised transport or

better occupational health and safety conditions due to appropriate precautionary measures.

Using the resource-based view (Barney 1991) and the relational view (Dyer & Singh 1989),
Harms and Klewitz (2013) developed a conceptual framework on “how resource flows can
occur in the interaction with different supply chain stakeholders” (Harms & Klewitz 2013, p.
105). The basis for the analysis was the idea that a company — in this case an SME — can come
up with innovations in products/services, processes or organisational structures, which are
environmentally and socially superior in character compared to a prior or other entity (Fichter
& Paech 2004; Hansen et al. 2009; Hansen & Klewitz 2012). In the development of the so-
called sustainability-oriented innovations (SOIs), it appears essential to take into account not
only the resources needed, but also the sourcing alternatives, as supply chain characteristics,
especially the duration of transport or the working conditions at the supplier’s sites, may be-
come particularly relevant for the marketability of the product/service. Due to their smaller
size and their consequent lack of resources, SMEs in particular need to interact with other
partners. Unlike the approaches introduced in sections 3.1 to 3.3, in the case of supra-
organisational interaction, the feasibility of the development of innovations with secondary
supply chain stakeholders, which can offer additional resources, such as information about
trends in consumption patterns (by consumer assistance office), or about new technological
trends (by science partners) is argued here. In the context of the ‘information’ resource, Pagell
and Wu (2009) classify these interaction partners also as ‘knowledge suppliers’, whereas in
this paper such stakeholders are rather broadly referred to as ‘secondary supply chain stake-
holders’. As proposed by Harms and Klewitz (2013), apart from the three types of resources,

typically considered in the (S)SCM research, of material, capital and information, other re-
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sources might also be exchangeable, such as natural resources and energy or personnel-
oriented resources, such as organisational commitment and learning (Schaltegger 2002; Blan-

co 2009).

A fundamental aspect of the supra-organisational approach is that the concept is based both on
the deliberations of the resource-based view and the relational view, and therefore considers
gaining a competitive advantage as a key principle. In this way, Dyer and Singh’s (1989) rela-
tional view can be regarded as an extension of Barney’s (1991) resource-based view (Gold et

al. 2010).

The interaction at a supra-organisational level can be more challenging, as the divergence of
objectives and problem-solving strategies amongst secondary supply chain stakeholders is
greater. Yet, “levelling knowledge disparities, differences in communication styles, etc., such
interaction may lead to more radical innovations and initiate learning along supply chains”

(Harms & Klewitz 2013, p. 121).

4 Discussion of Interacting Spheres to Create Sustainable Supply Chains

Pursuing the overall aim of this thesis, which is contributing to the creation of sustainable
supply chains, the discussion is mainly based on deliberations on the relational view (Dyer &
Singh 1998) as well as the resource-based view (Barney 1991). While these theoretical lenses
as well as further deliberations on, for instance, the principal agent theory (Coase 1937; Wil-
liamson 1975), the stakeholder approach (Freeman 1984) and strategic approaches in SSCM
(Seuring & Miiller 2008) are more extensively discussed in the single papers of the PhD the-

sis, they are not explicated in great detail here, but are regarded as underlying fundamentals.

In detail this section aims to contribute to an advanced SSCM theory and the development of
new approaches also for corporate practice. Having exemplified the different spheres and by
linking the spheres of interaction by twos (see Figure 4) the following sub-sections 4.1 to 4.4
will discuss interacting spheres. Thereby, these sections put forward theoretical propositions
and explicate managerial implications. The implications provided here shall be considered as
exemplary because sustainable supply chains can be very different due to a great variety of

companies and sectors.

Drawing on the matrix introduced in Figure 3 the Figure 4 illustrates the linkages between the
interaction spheres represented by the four numbered arrows. In addition, each linkage is
characterised by on notion to highlight its particularity. Spanning, for instance, combines in-

ter- and the intra-organisational interaction and allows for discussing its relevance in terms of
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boundary-spanning in the context of creating sustainable supply chains. Similarly, when turn-

ing in clockwise direction, all other three linkages can be investigated.

Spanning

Inter- Intra-
organisational organisational

Expanding Crossing

Supra- Sub-
organisational organisational

Bridging

Figure 4: Framework of interacting spheres

4.1 Spanning through Inter-Intra-Linkage

Bringing together the inter- and intra-organisational sphere leads to combining interaction
with primary supply chain stakeholders both internal and external to the company. This in
turn means that SCM can be understood as a boundary spanning activity (Fawcett et al. 2008
with reference to Bowersox et al. 1999). If interaction along the entire external and internal
supply chain is intended to develop approaches in order to reduce negative environmental or
social impacts such as greenhouse emissions and occupational accidents or to jointly develop
SOIs, boundary spanning teams can be formed (Matos & Hall 2007; Harms et al. 2011). Such
teams allow for covering sustainability issues of the entire product life cycle — including con-
siderations on win-wins or trade-offs as well as substitution and rebound effects (Seuring &
Miiller 2008; Boons et al. 2012; Harms & Klewitz 2013) — because the team members can
exchange know-how, combine their expertise and can jointly develop new ideas (Matos &
Hall 2007; Harms et al. 2011; Kuik et al. 2011). Of course it has also to be noted that, as
commonly known, such teaming up may lead to extra cost of coordination and other related
difficulties (Matos & Hall 2007). Imaginable difficulties are, for instance, differing expecta-
tions and goals by the team members or that they are differently equipped in terms of time,
personal and financial resources. As a consequence, a company may weigh advantages and
disadvantages of building boundary spanning teams that incorporate external supply chain
partners such customers and suppliers as well internal supply chain stakeholders such as mar-

keting and sales as well as purchasing.
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Apart from assigning, purchasing a boundary spanning role (e.g. Preuss 2001; Carter & Jen-
nings 2004; Persson, & Hékansson 2009) with regard to inter-intra-organisational interaction
purchasing is also credited with a gatekeeping function (Peters et al. 2011). This is due to the
potentially high relevance of evaluating, selecting and developing the suitable suppliers at the
right time in the integration of environmental and social issues in procurement. Gatekeepers
can be understood as key nodes within a system where communication and information flows
play as central role such as in SSCM and developing innovation (Tushman 1977; Peters et al.
2011). As consequence result, the purchasing department can be considered as to be or at least
to become strategically highly relevant when it comes to corporate responsibility of economic,
environmental and social impacts of the own business and of the supply chains. Especially
when novelties across the entire internal and external supply chain or of products/services
such as sustainable supply chain innovations or SOIs concerning improved eco-efficiency or
socio-efficiency (Lai et al. 2012; Boons et al. 2012; Windolph et al. 2013) are required, the
purchasing department may need to be facilitated not just with bargaining experiences but also
with supplementary knowledge, capabilities and tools like skills on how to take into account
environmental and social issues or how to guide change processes and collaborate with others.
When relation-specific investments such as seminars on collaboration are undertaken for the
purchasing department and its internal and external supply chain partners, the relational view

(Dyer & Singh 1998) argues that this can lead to a competitive advantage.
Proposition P1:

As purchasing plays a key role in SSCM, an advancement of capabilities and responsibilities
of purchasers in the functional unit is required to build up long-lasting relationships across the

entire external and internal supply chain.
Managerial implication:

Companies are well-advised to analyse how purchasing and supply chain processes are organ-
ised in terms of how inter- and intra-organisational interaction takes place. Such an analysis
allows for identifying potentials for more intense collaboration between the primary supply
chain partners and for focussing on strategically relevant partners. If it becomes apparent that
either the internal or external primary supply chain stakeholders are lacking essential
knowledge, capabilities and tools, two relation-specific investments can be made. First, com-
panies are asked for integrating environmental issues and social issues within their business
activities while also taking responsibility beyond the corporate boundaries in terms of creating

sustainable supply chains. Second, companies are also asked for approaching these sustaina-
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bility issues not purely as a risk, but as an opportunity to develop SOIls as well as supplier
relationships. Although this change process may take some time due to traditional practice
pioneers who try out new ways — first maybe in a pilot project — can gain competitive ad-

vantage by developing new relational-specific capabilities.

4.2 Crossing through Intra-Sub-Linkage

Both the intra- and the sub-organisational sphere cover forms of interaction within a company.
Yet, the distinction made in this thesis between functional units being within the supply chain
and related to it, on the one hand, appears to be useful in the context of sustainable supply
chains. This is because SSCM-main activities such managing the material, information and
capital flows and SSCM-supporting activities such as developing environmental programs or
recruiting employees can be separately examined. On the other hand, work on cross-
functionality, i.e. with regard to teams, processes, tasks, etc., is not just discussed in the (sus-
tainable) supply chain context, but also widely in general management and corporate sustain-
ability literature (e.g. Lambert & Cooper 2000; Epstein et al. 2008; Peters et al. 2011;
Schaltegger et al. 2013; Windolph et al. 2013). In addition, it has to be noted that literature
sometimes uses the term ‘cross-functional’ in a broader sense not making explicit which func-

tional units are actually meant.

Cross-functionality can be regarded as a pre-requisite to address sustainable supply chain
challenges and to comprehensively incorporate sustainability thinking and practice into day-
to-day responsibilities and business because it is often so complex that several departments
are required to contribute their proprietary knowledge (e.g. Matos & Hall 2007; Pagell & Wu
2009; Schaltegger et al. 2013). However, in order to enable fruitful interaction between the
different functional units, a consideration of appropriate mechanisms should be supplemented
by further aspects, such as establishing common goals, different cultural, etc. backgrounds or
the ability to acquire new knowledge (Harms 2011). Therefore, apart from just the strategy
and the structure of SSCM also cultural aspects can be addressed (Riiegg-Stiirm 2005), within
the purchasing department and the entire company. Here, companies can test alternative forms
of organisational structures to increase the capacity to meet the demands of intra-
organisational challenges in the integration of sustainability in the company and the supply
chain structures. In the context of manufacturing and information technology, for instance,
agile systems may be employed to continuously adapt to complex and constantly changing

tasks.
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As often discussed, top management’s commitment and leadership to encourage needed
changes and innovation also play a significant role in the CS and SCM context (e.g. Hen-
riques & Sadorsky 1999; Tan & Tracey 2007; Pagell & Wu 2009; Harms et al. 2013). While
the inclusion of SSCM issues in CSR reports document their relevance for the corporate im-
age, which also affect strategic management decisions and management behaviour, (Tate et al.
2010) it is necessary to emphasise that additionally middle management and eventually every

employee can have an impact on creating and further developing sustainable supply chains.

Moreover, one must not lose sight of the fact that it is individual human beings, who transfer
not just knowledge, but also material and capital in the context of sustainable supply chains.
This will produce another set of challenges to intra-organisational interaction since individu-
als are likely to have different perceptions of situations, assign different values to environ-
mental and social concerns and represent imbalances in power, information and degree of

uncertainty.
Proposition P2:

Establishing cross-functional relationships enables all functional units to jointly create sus-
tainable supply chains because complementary subject areas are brought together. This is also

true for departments that may not be part of the internal supply chain but are supporting it.
Managerial implication:

Although the general advantages of cross-functional teams are known, companies might de-
vote more efforts in incorporating sustainability thinking into day-to-day business. For in-
stance, a company may invest in developing a common understanding of what creating sus-
tainable supply chains actually means for the entire company as well as for the single depart-
ments. Thereby, a shift from being risk-oriented to becoming more opportunity-oriented can
help to develop new approaches. New forms of company internal cooperation or improved
processes that foster the design of innovation or make the work more efficient due to regular
routines are illuminating examples. In addition, incentive systems that reward cooperation
with other departments or working temporary in a different functional unit can foster building
cross-functional relationships which are in line with mentioned changes on a strategically,

structural and cultural level.
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4.3 Bridging through Sub-Supra-Linkage

According to the typology introduced in this paper, a company interacts in the sub- or supra-
organisational sphere if it exchanges resources with its secondary supply chain stakeholders
whose typical area of activity is not within the supply chain, but is related to it. If a company
is divided into specialised functional units, cross-functional interaction takes place firstly be-
tween the different departments such as sustainability/CSR, R&D and the legal department, to
name but a few. Secondly, on a supra-organisational level a company can interact with its
external secondary supply chain stakeholders such as NGOs, science partners or regulatory
bodies. Combining both spheres means that, for instance, the R&D department and a universi-
ty body can jointly engage in an innovation process. For instance, the design of a product-
service-system (Hansen et al. 2009) that incorporates improvements along the supply chain
such as optimised transport can stem from the interaction of innovative minds inside and out-
side firm. If a company interacts with stakeholders that are more distant to the core business,
the idea of open innovation can be regarded (e.g. Chesbrough 2006; Harms & Klewitz 2013).
Open innovation refers to the idea of making “use of purposive inflows and outflows of
knowledge to accelerate internal innovation, and expand the markets for external use of inno-
vation, respectively” (Chesbrough 2006, p. 1). As a second example, the sustainability/CSR
department together with an NGO can establish voluntary sustainability initiatives in the con-
text of SSCM. These are regarded as institutional arrangements that include, inter alia, guide-
lines, policies, codes of conduct, certification schemes and roundtables (UNEP 2000; Peters et
al. 2011). Of course, a multitude of more examples, also within a network of three and more

interaction partners, is conceivable.

Building a bridge between functional units and external stakeholders with both being related
to and not being within the supply chain offers the opportunity to incorporate know-how and
experiences distant to the main supply chain activities when sustainable supply chains are
created. Certain know-how of an NGO on local conditions in a distant country or experiences
of how to establish codes of conduct by the sustainability/CSR department can be valuable for
the purchasing department and the entire company. Bringing together resources of remote
interaction partners can lead to more diverse and innovative approaches, however at the costs
of more disparities and more coordination needed (e.g. Matos & Hall 2007). Therefore, alt-
hough less usual relationships can lead to unique relation-specific capabilities and, thus, can
offer competitive advantage (Dyer & Singh 1998), in turn, possible negative consequences

have also to be considered. Moreover, it has to be taken into account that albeit diverse points
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of view might be useful in discussions to come up with new ideas in a company’s context

practicable solutions in terms of time and money are required.
Proposition P3:

Interaction with and between secondary supply chain stakeholders is valuable to broaden the

scope of action fields in sustainable supply chains.
Managerial implication:

Although bridge building between different (secondary) supply chain stakeholders might be a
challenging task due to a wide-ranging field of interests and backgrounds, a company can
benefit from new insights. A discussion on the (future) scarcity of natural resources, for in-
stance, is essential in terms of sustainable development of business and society as well as of
the company but can also be challenging when a diverse set of stakeholders and their demands
are considered. Nevertheless, assessing and possibly revising a company’s short-, mid- and
long-term goals of establishing sustainable supply chain can be worthwhile exercise together
with stakeholders. These efforts can be a legitimation for a company’s business and can pro-

vide market opportunities for product and service innovations.

4.4 Expanding through Supra-Inter-Linkage

Compared to inter-organisational interaction in the context of supply chains interacting on
supra-organisational level is a rather new idea, although research in the fields of innovation
and knowledge transfer offers work at this level (Clarke & Roome 1995; Chesbrough 2006;
Pagell & Wu 2009). Based on empirical research Pagell & Wu (2009) exemplify how expand-
ing the interaction with non-traditional supply chain members can take place with the result
that supply chains can actually be reconceptualised. Therefore, combining both spheres for
interaction offers a vast number of opportunities. First, companies are less dependent on par-
ticular interaction partners given they have access to a larger range of possible external supply
chain stakeholders. Second, the company can have access to so far more remote resources.
However, it has also to be taken into account that an increased number of primary and sec-
ondary external supply chain stakeholders require a proper management of the reciprocal rela-
tionships so that the costs for extra interaction may offset the advantages. In addition, it is
worthwhile to note that the interaction partners themselves can be interconnected. Therefore,
it is reasonable to view the structure of supply chains not just as single chains but as a net of
relationships of primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders. As a consequence, estab-

lishing networks can help to prevent contrary arrangements with the interaction partners. Of
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course, here it is also necessary to mention that setting up networks implies new challenges
such as interdependencies between the network partners as well as the risks related to infor-

mation asymmetry and uncertainty.
Proposition P4:

Expanding sustainable supply chain activities to interaction with external secondary supply
chain stakeholders allows for reconceptualising traditional approaches and become more in-

novative.
Managerial implication:

As the supra-organisational perspective has only recently been translated to research of sus-
tainable supply chains, adopting and reconceptualising established (S)SCM approaches, such
as supplier management, to the interaction with secondary supply chain stakeholders offers
further exciting opportunities. If a company evaluates, selects and develops also its external
secondary supply chain stakeholders, such as NGOs or universities, it may benefit also from
the knowledge of and experience in the management of secondary supply chain stakeholder.
Moreover, a company can benefit from encouraging a supplier, for instance, to work together
with a local NGO. If, all three partners aim at the same goal to improve the environmental
conditions at the supplier’s site, this might be not just favourable in terms of reduced risk of
reputation damage of the focal company, but also for the environment in-situ. Here, a compa-
ny may also consider alternative approaches such as collaborating with in industry associa-

tions to share costs for investing in developing the supplier.

5 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Considering interaction in the SSCM context in literature the use of terms such as external
and internal relationships, collaboration, cooperation, etc. is widespread (e.g. Hdkansson &
Ford 2002), and it appears that it is inevitable to understand them as key elements of SSCM.
In order to contribute to novel insights to this viewpoint, the present paper investigates suppli-
er management from the risk-oriented, as well as the opportunity-oriented side. In noting that
opportunity-orientation is not as frequently applied, future research could be directed to more
proactive approaches in the purchasing and supply chain departments. The IMP interaction
approach (e.g. Hékansson 1982) might offer a suitable basis for investigating market-
orientation in purchasing. Moreover, sustainable supply chain innovation (e.g. Hall 2001;
2006) features innovative approaches, as it asks for innovations across the supply chain, such,

which also provide value for the supply chain stakeholders.
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While this framework paper aimed at providing a structured analysis of interaction spheres to
facilitate the creation of sustainable supply chain some limitations provide directions for fu-
ture research. First, this thesis mainly refers to linear approaches in SSCM while closed-loop
systems can also be discussed from a critical point of view. On the one hand, they may offer
opportunities in terms of considering the entire life cycle of a product. On the other hand, such
approaches might also be challenging due to difficulties in organising the return system (Hall-
dorsson et al. 2009). In addition, future research may also be devoted not just to supply chains
but networks. Here, the interaction between more than two parties might be discussed as well
as the fact that a company can have two roles. Since a company can be a customer and a sup-
plier at the same time, this may lead to possible challenges such a different dependencies with
its business partners. Third, further studies can dedicate additional work to analyse the time
dimension with respect to a short-, mid- and long-term perspective, which has be just briefly

touched (see 4.3).

Apart from further developing theoretical approaches of SSCM, future studies may also de-
vote more attention to transdisciplinary research designs. Such a research design might be in
particular suitable to address key SSCM issues as it incorporates the practitioner’s viewpoint
and at the same time allows conducting rigorous academic research. Not only current but also
future challenges appear to be of considerable relevance for companies because an increasing
demand for resources, unstable economic and political conditions in distinct regions or dispar-
ity in health conditions can be observed worldwide. Transdisciplinary approaches may facili-
tate companies and scholars to develop concepts and measures that improve local, national
and global conditions, although the complexity of sustainable supply chains will probably

remain.

From a critical point of view, Halldérsson et al. (2009) bring also into the field that conven-
tional supply chain management might be considered as amongst the roots of unsustainable
behaviour due to (short-termed) economic driven management decisions. These decisions may
hamper the development of innovations, such as new ways of resource supply or the devel-
opment of sound working conditions. Yet, they argue that if sustainability becomes the pre-
dominant constituent of a company’s strategy alternative solutions such as a local sourcing
instead of global sourcing might be developed. Here, alternative forms of interaction with
primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders could also be regarded as advancing the
conventional field of SCM. Teaming up with NGOs or competitors might be challenging due
to — in the first instance — different goals or due to concerns of disclosing sensitive infor-

mation, but interacting with such stakeholders might also offer opportunities in terms of learn-
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ing about different points of view or sharing information and experiences in the same field of
business. Here, it has also to be noted that this framework paper focused on business. Of
course, endeavours to facilitate the creation of sustainable supply chain can also be undertak-
en by political bodies, such as fostering environmental or social initiatives to remedy short-

comings, such as poor labour conditions, across the supply chain.

More generally speaking, scholars, companies as well as political bodies are asked to reflect
on the question whether they strive for a sustainable supply chain management or even sus-
tainability supply chain management. This is in line with the distinction between sustainable
management and sustainability management. While sustainable management means that a
company addresses environmental and social issues supplementary to the established busi-
ness, sustainability management implies that a company attempts to contribute to the sustain-
able development of the enterprise as well as of the society and economy as whole (Schalteg-
ger & Wagner 2011). Taking this into account sustainability supply chain management can be
understood as an advancement of conventional SCM approaches. Here, measures taken along
the supply chain can, on the one hand, be attributed to the economic success of a focal com-
pany and its suppliers and customers. On the other, these measures could also contribute to
sustainable development in terms of improved environmental and social conditions along the
entire supply chain. With this in mind, together with their primary and secondary supply chain
stakeholders companies may start to reconceptualise their products and services as well as the
according supply chains. One already existing example is the fair trade idea, where companies
offer sustainable products while also having the explicit goal to improve the supply chain in

terms environmental and social aspects.

6 Concluding Remarks

Aiming for the creation of sustainable supply chains, understood as linking CS and SCM, is
increasingly of interest in research and for companies. Yet, current research also argues that
there is a need for an advanced theory building and a development of new concepts. With this
in mind, this thesis provided a structured analysis of how a company can interact with its pri-
mary and secondary supply chain stakeholders to facilitate the creation of sustainable supply
chains. Based on the distinction between the inter-, intra-, sub- and supra-organisational
sphere, this framework paper discusses alternative forms of interaction in order to provide
value for both scholars and practitioners. Thereby, this paper aims at a deeper understanding

of how interaction can take place and how the forms of interaction between supply chain
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stakeholders and the exchange of resources can be reconceptualised. Essentially, such a re-
conceptualising of supply chain thinking allows for the development of products and services
as well as supply chain innovations that contribute to sustainability while the companies can

gain a competitive advantage.
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ABSTRACT

Companies which manage global supply chains face a high level of complexity with a large
number of suppliers in diverse socio-economic contexts and growing expectations of custo-
mers and standardization schemes to control social and environmental aspects. In the context
of sustainable development, the effective management of supplier relationships has therefore
attracted particular attention in sustainable supply chain management (SSCM). This paper
investigates two SSCM strategic approaches in Germany's largest stock companies with regard
to supplier management. Supplier evaluation and selection adopts a risk-oriented strategic
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approach to managing supplier chains for sustainable products. The survey-based analysis
reveals that large German stock companies mainly implement risk-oriented SSCM strategies.
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Introduction

O REDUCE COSTS, MANY COMPANIES TRANSFER LARGE PARTS OF THEIR VALUE-ADDED PROCESSES TO SUPPLIERS IN

countries with lower cost levels (Beske et al., 2008; Cheung et al., 2009; Reuter et al., 2010). This often goes

along with high reputational risks due to poor working or environmental conditions at the production sites

of the suppliers (Reuter et al., 2010). Media attention and consumer boycotts in, for instance, the textile or
food industry illustrate this reputational risk (Locke, 2003; Teuscher et al., 20006). It does thus not astonish that
customers, media, and regulators ask for a proof that sustainability aspects have been considered well at all stages
of the global supply chains (Beske et al., 2008; Leire and Mont, 2010).

Hence, supply chain management (SCM) is not only challenging because of complex international distribution
channels of goods and services or long distances between a large number of suppliers (Reuter et al., 2010), but also
because of the diverse and often unstable political and socio-economic conditions, particularly with regard to suppliers
from developing and emerging countries (Teuscher et al., 2006; Beske et al., 2008).

In addition to such risk-related aspects sustainability can also be a source of business opportunities and innovations.
First, the demand for environmentally friendly and socially responsible products and services has increased in many
countries worldwide (Geffen and Rothenberg, 2000; Carter and Jennings, 2004; Guoyou et al., 2012), and secondly,
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Germany. E-mail: dharms@uni.leuphana.de
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sustainability-oriented innovations have become a major competitive driver between companies (Hansen et al., 2009).
Since sustainability-oriented innovations aim at developing products and services with (substantially) lower social and
environmental impacts across the whole life cycle (primary resources, parts and module supplies, production,
consumption, end-of-life, and waste/recycling), they also heavily depend on process innovations (Schumpeter, 1934,
2007; Geffen and Rothenberg, 2000; Hansen et al., 2009). Such innovations call for cooperation among partnering
companies and are related to supplier development as cooperation with suppliers involves the transfer of knowledge
and information — about economic, environmental, and social issues — between supply chain partners (Seuring and
Miiller, 2008a; Pagell and Wu, 2009).

Against this background, it is not surprising that academics and practitioners alike have started to discuss a wide
range of sustainability issues in SCM. Sustainable supply chain management (SSCM) aims at integrating environ-
mental and social issues in supply chain management (Seuring and Miiller, 2008a; Bai and Sarkis, 2010; Gold et al.,
2010; Wittstruck and Teuteberg, 2011). Systematic literature reviews document this growing interest (Carter and
Easton, 2011; Sarkis et al., 2011).

Based on such a literature review on SSCM Seuring and Miiller (2008a) propose a framework which analyzes
triggers for SSCM and distinguishes two norm strategies (Seuring and Miiller, 2008a, p. 1703): ‘supplier manage-
ment for risks and performance’ (2008a, p. 1704) and ‘supply chain management for “sustainable’ products™
(2008a, p. 1705). Although both norm strategies comprise complementing elements (Seuring and Miiller,
2008a), they emphasize distinct aspects which are referred to as a risk-oriented strategy and an opportunity-oriented
strategy in the remainder of this paper. The risk-oriented strategy is considered to be more reactive to pressures from
stakeholders and focuses on the avoidance of risks in SSCM; however, strictly speaking Seuring and Miiller’s
(2008a) first norm strategy also involves supply chain performance matters. In contrast, the opportunity-oriented
strategy that is also discussed in this paper focuses on opportunities related to SSCM and on developing sustainable
products as well as being innovative.

One important aspect of SSCM, which is addressed by these two strategies, is that they represent different
approaches in aligning suppliers with regard to sustainability. Two types of supplier management processes are
distinguished in this paper, which is based on existing literature: evaluation and selection, on the one hand, and
development of suppliers, on the other (Carter and Jennings, 2004; Koplin et al., 2007; Reuter et al., 2010). As
discussed later in more detail, the risk-oriented strategy refers more to evaluation and selection processes, whereas
the opportunity-oriented strategy emphasizes supplier development and training.

Existing research on supplier management refers to conceptual contributions (Carter and Dresner, 2001) or case
study designs (Mamic, 2005; Pagell and Wu 2009; Reuter et al., 2010). Up to now, only few quantitative studies
refer to supplier management processes in stock companies (Beske et al. (2008) carried out an explorative study
in the German automotive industry) and some quantitative studies more narrowly focus on one selected aspect of
sustainability in SSCM (Holt (2004) examined the ecological dimension of SSCM). Moreover, some studies may
also have partly lost their topicality due to dynamic changes in recent years (Beske et al. (2008) and Holt (2004)
use survey data collected in 2003 and 2002, respectively). None of the listed studies analyzes the norm strategies
suggested by Seuring and Miiller (2008a) and their linkages to managing supplier relationships.

It is thus the aim of this paper to shed light on the practice of these two strategies in aligning supply chains for
sustainability by exploring supplier management processes in large German stock companies and to investigate:
which strategic approaches large German companies apply to manage social and environmental issues in the supply chain?
In more detail, the paper analyzes:

« Do large German companies approach SSCM rather with a risk- or from an opportunity-oriented strategy (or a
combination of both) with regard to goals, drivers, and organizational responsibility?
« How do companies engage in specific supplier management practices (evaluation, selection, development)?

The research questions are addressed by means of an exploratory survey conducted among large and mid-cap compa-
nies listed on the German stock exchange (DAX and MDAX). These leading companies can be considered as focal com-
panies (Handfield and Nichols, 1999; Seuring and Miiller, 2008a) which influence the supply chains to a large extent.

The paper is structured as follows: The next section provides an overview on risk- and opportunity-oriented strat-
egies in SSCM and sustainable supplier management. The subsequent section depicts the research methodology
and the sample of companies surveyed, followed by a presentation of the results. Thereafter, the results are
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discussed in light of a comparison between the two strategic approaches. The paper concludes with a summary and
implications for managers and policy makers.

Literature Review

Supply Chain Management and Sustainability

SSCM extends the conventional scope of SCM by environmental and social issues and it attempts to explicitly con-
sider all three dimensions of sustainability in designing and optimizing the supply chain (Seuring and Miiller,
2008a; Bai and Sarkis, 2010; Gold et al., 2010). In recent years, SSCM has developed into an important field of
research (Seuring and Miiller, 2008b; Carter and Easton, 2011; Hansen et al., 2011; Sarkis et al., 2011). Important
goals of SSCM are the reduction of social and environmental risks across the supply chain or to improve the
company’s reputation (Cousins et al., 2004; Teuscher et al., 2006; Cheung et al., 2009). Furthermore, the realization
of opportunities like product development and process innovations are considered to be relevant goals (Geffen and
Rothenberg, 2000; Seuring and Miiller, 2008a).

The motivation for SSCM can result from pressures and requirements of different internal and external stake-
holders to improve the sustainability of products. Internally the top management and specialized support functions
like the sustainability and corporate responsibility department may play a crucial role in driving SSCM. They trans-
late stakeholder pressure and demands into actions or they implement the company’s policy on social responsibility
(Wycherley, 1999; Walker et al., 2008). External drivers can be grouped on three levels and typically include:

« Regulators and governments on the regulatory level (Carter and Dresner, 2001; Min and Galle, 2001).

« Customers and competitors on the market level (Lamming and Hampson, 1996; Klassen and Vachon, 2003;
Zhu and Sarkis, 2000).

« Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the general public on the societal level (Sharma and Vredenburg,
1998; Wycherley, 1999; Koplin et al., 2007).

Research also focuses on the relationship between the focal company (the company that governs the supply
chain; Seuring and Miiller, 2008a) and its suppliers (Walton et al., 1998; Holt, 2004) to integrate sustainability into
supplier management processes (Bowen et al., 2001; Wolf, 2011). These processes include activities such as the
assessment and education of suppliers, the communication between the focal company and its suppliers, or developing
purchasing criteria and checklists (Holt, 2004; Seuring and Miiller, 2008D).

Based on the distinction between supplier evaluation and selection on the one hand and supplier development on
the other (Reuter et al., 2010) the next sections describe the risk- and the opportunity-oriented strategies which have
been derived from Seuring and Miiller’s (2008a) framework and their linkages to supplier management. These
strategies will be empirically investigated afterwards.

Risk- and Opportunity-oriented Strategies

SSCM and supplier management taking a risk-oriented strategy
While companies are asked to take responsibility for their own business and for their supply chains, they are con-
fronted with a wide range of economic, environmental, and social challenges and risks (Cousins et al., 2004;
Teuscher et al., 20006). This is why SSCM deals with a broad variety of issues, such as the avoidance of child and
forced labor, the replacement of toxic substances, excessive energy and material consumption, or biodiversity
protection (Mamic, 2005; Halldérsson et al., 2009).

Instead of managing each issue in an isolated way, companies tend to conform to norms or to apply commonly
accepted standards (Beske et al., 2008; Seuring and Miiller, 2008a). Examples of such norms and standards (Koplin
et al., 2007; Beske et al., 2008) categorized by economic, environmental, and social aspects are:

« Economic criteria: for example, OECD guidelines or in the sense of quality aspects DIN ISO gooo.
- Environmental criteria: for example, Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) and DIN ISO 14001.
« Social criteria: for example, conventions of the International Labor Organization (ILO) and the UN Global Compact.
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Companies refer to codes of conduct to control the environmental or social impact of supplier activities across
their global supply chains (Pedersen and Andersen, 2006; Neilson and Pritchard, 2007). Codes of conduct as well
as norms and standards can serve as criteria for evaluating and selecting suppliers and to determine a minimum level
of improvement in order to create more sustainable products. In addition, the focal company can ask its suppliers
for labels and certificates which authenticate the compliance with environmental and social requirements. Such
norms, standards, and codes can provide valuable criteria for decision-making and, therefore, requiring compliance
deems appropriate for both risk avoidance and performance improvements along the supply chain.

Since the focal company governs its supply chains (Seuring and Miiller, 2008a), it also evaluates its suppliers by
means of setting criteria and minimum requirements. Therefore, suppliers can provide completed self-assessments
on environmental or social requirements. Supplier evaluation as part of supplier management processes can be
accompanied by incentives or sanctions (Peters, 2010). In the most extreme case, a negative evaluation may lead
to the termination of the business relationships (Delmas and Montiel, 2009). However, a termination always entails
a new search and selection of suppliers — which means additional costs. An alternative to this termination is to
develop suppliers, which is an important aspect of the opportunity-oriented strategy.

CSSCM and supplier management as an opportunity-oriented strategy

With Seuring and Miller’s (2008a) second strategic approach of ‘supply chain management for sustainable
products’, the focal company aims at developing and offering sustainable products. To develop products, which
meet environmental requirements while being produced under good social working conditions and at reasonable
costs, the members of the supply chain have to collaborate (Lamming and Hampson, 1996; Bowen et al., 20071;
Pagell and Wu, 2009). The adoption of a life-cycle perspective broadens the scope of buyer—supplier relationships
(Carter and Dresner, 2001; Matos and Hall, 2007) and a market- and opportunity-oriented perspective is taken.

With regard to supplier management processes, the relevance of supplier development is emphasized. Possible
measures of supplier development are, for instance, dialogues with suppliers, joint development of new products
and processes, awareness raising for sustainability aspects, and ensuring supplier continuity (Mamic, 2005; Pagell
and Wu, 2009). The focal company can invest in education and trainings of its suppliers and sub-contractors or also
can use — together with the suppliers — further specific measures such as establishing an R&D cooperation or taking
joint actions to reduce CO,-emissions in the supply chain (Mamic, 2005; Reuter et al., 2010). When a focal company
develops its suppliers it invests time and money to improve the supplier’s performance. Pagell and Wu (2009) high-
light that by collaborating with suppliers companies may also strive for acquiring new knowledge. Thus, supplier
development can lead to product and process innovations for both the buyer and suppliers (Geffen and Rothenberg,
2000; Guoyou et al., 2012).

Nevertheless, some drawbacks of supplier development have also to be mentioned. The development of suppliers
means that the improved conditions at the supplier’s site can be understood as common resources (Dyer and
Nobeoka, 2000) and other buying companies can also benefit from these efforts. Hence, investments in supplier
development are linked to the problem of free riding and, in the case that the focal company decides to change
the supplier at a later point of time, implies sunk costs (Mamic, 2005; Pagell and Wu, 2009).

Whilst a large body of literature exists on the specifics of the two strategies, only few empirical studies simulta-
neously analyze the practices of companies with regard to both strategies. Figure 1 summarizes the characteristics of
risk- and opportunity-oriented strategies in SSCM which are empirically analyzed in the next sections.

In the following we investigate whether the largest German stock companies rather implement a risk- or an
opportunity-oriented strategy in their SSCM and supplier management practices.

Methodology

The analysis is based on a quantitative survey in autumn and winter 2008/2009 among large and mid-cap companies
listed on the German stock exchange. A questionnaire with 38 questions (partly closed, partly open-ended) was
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CRITERIA RISK-ORIENTED OPPORTUNITY-ORIENTED
STRATEGY STRATEGY
SSCM considered as: Reduce and manage risks/costs Develop more sustainable products
(life-cycle improved)
Goals of SSCM: Reputation management, Becoming a market leader,
risk reduction fostering R&D
External drivers: Regulators, press/media Actual Customers/consumers
SSCM
Internal drivers: Purchasing strategy Marketing, R&D
Supplier management Supplier evaluation and selection Supplier development
processes:
Measures and corrective Termination of supplier-buyer relation- Dialogue with supplier, training
actions at suppliers’ site: ship in case of non-compliance

Figure 1. Risk- and opportunity-oriented strategies and supplier management in SSCM

designed on the basis of the literature on SSCM as introduced in the previous section and was used to depict the state of
SSCM practices in the enterprises as comprehensively as possible. The questions addressed different SSCM aspects
such as drivers and barriers as well as standards. To test the questionnaire, a pre-test was conducted with people
who worked in different companies in the area of purchasing or corporate sustainability.

The 8o largest companies listed on the German stock exchange (30 large-cap and 50 mid-cap companies) were
contacted with an initial telephone call to identify the responsible manager and to confirm the contact information.
Since 8 companies in general denied participating in surveys, the questionnaire was mailed to the remaining 72
companies by post or e-mail. The contacted addressees were predominately from the purchasing/SCM/logistic
department (57%); 25% worked in the sustainability or a related (quality/health/safety/environment) department;
and 9% in other departments (e.g. external relations). The remaining respondents (9%) did not reveal information
about the department for which they work. Table 1 illustrates the sample characteristics. The survey yielded 32
usable questionnaires, equaling a response rate of 44%.

Results

This section firstly discusses the characteristics of the supply chains of the surveyed companies as well as the
perceived risks and opportunities in the supply chains. Then the goals and drivers of SSCM are analyzed and means

Sample characteristics Data
Number of companies 32
Average number of employees 90,158
Average annual turnover in Mio. Euro (number of companies)’ 27,294 (25)
Sectors (sectors according to German stock exchange)

- Automobile 3 (9%)

- Banks/insurances 7 (22%)
- Chemicals/pharmaceuticals 6 (19%)
- Consumer 3 (9%)

- Industrial 6 (19%)
- Transport & logistics, retail 3 (9%)

- Others 4 (13%)
Total 32(100%)

Table 1. Sample characteristics (Data from annual reports 2007/2008).
"Twenty-five of the 32 companies disclose the turnover in their annual reports. The seven remaining companies belong to the financial
or insurance sector and disclose their total assets or gross premiums. These figures are thus not used for calculating average figures.
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to address sustainability requirements are examined. Finally the measures and corrective actions related to supplier
management processes in SSCM are presented.

General Supply Chain Characteristics and Sustainability Issues

This empirical investigation shows that large German stock companies often have a multitude of suppliers (53% have
more than 5000 and 25% have 1000 to 5000 suppliers) and that they source from a large number of different countries
(industrial, emerging, and developing countries; 47% of the companies source from 50 and more countries). Moreover,
they receive supplies from emerging (44%) and developing countries (28%). In line with this variety, most of the
respondents evaluate the international relationships with their suppliers as complex (50%) or very complex (31%).
Furthermore, the service and production sites of large German stock companies have become more international in
the last five years. These results indicate that international sourcing and production are confronted with highly complex
and diverse sustainability challenges. This confirms the results of earlier empirical research on companies in the textile
sector (Seuring et al., 2004) as well as in the oil and gas and agricultural biotechnology industry (Matos and Hall, 2007).
The data, furthermore, illustrates the growing importance of the globalization of the supply chains and associated
challenges, in particular with regard to emerging and developing countries (Beske et al., 2008; Reuter et al., 2010).
Table 2 summarizes the sustainability issues which the companies perceived as most important.

The wide range of relevant sustainability issues underlines that companies have to deal with a high level of diversity
of all three dimensions of sustainability (Seuring et al., 2004; Kumar and Malegeant, 2000). As discussed in the
following, the multitude of relevant sustainability issues in SSCM is related to a variety of risks and opportunities.

Perceived Risks and Opportunities of SSCM

When answering the direct question about which influence environmental and social issues have in the supply
chain, the companies assess SSCM rather as an opportunity than as a risk (Table 3). Nevertheless, the degree of
affirmation varies; factors such as reputation received a high percentage value whereas the potential for cost reduction
and turnover scored lowest.

Interestingly enough, 81% of the surveyed companies assess the innovation potential of SSCM as a relevant issue
(Table 2), although as less important compared to other economic issues such as supplier reliability or quality assurance
(both 97%).

Sustainability dimension Sustainability issues Relevance (% of companies)
Economic aspects Supplier reliability 97%
Quality assurance 97%
Cost reduction 94%
Competitive pressure 1%
Innovation potential 81%
Environmental aspects Waste reduction 1%
Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions 84%
Reduction of negative impacts on the environment 84%
Use of materials and resources 81%
Renewable energy 63%
Biodiversity 25%
Social aspects Health protection 88%
Human rights 88%
Child and forced labor avoidance 84%
Equal rights 81%
Freedom of association 75%
Job security 69%

Table 2. Sustainability issues relevant in the supply chain (multiple answers possible).
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...seen as ... (% of companies)

Perceived influence on an opportunity a risk without influence
Reputation 84% 13% 6%
Employer attractiveness 84% 0% 9%
Potential for innovation 81% 6% 6%
Turnover 66% 16% 16%
Potential for cost reduction 50% 34% o%

Table 3. Perceived influence of environmental and social issues in the supply chain (total may be more or less than 100% due to
multiple answers or no response).

Comparing these survey results with earlier research shows that risks of reputational damage and additional costs
also are emphasized in literature, for instance, for the chemical industry (Reuter et al., 2010). Research also under-
lines that cost and reputation advantage, supply chain pressure, and legislation are motives for product and process
innovations and that there is a need for a more fundamental change of the company to increase sustainability inno-
vations through SSCM (Preuss, 2007). Whilst companies perceive a stronger opportunity-oriented approach to
SSCM, the next sections investigate actual goals, drivers, and practices and how they relate to the two strategy
patterns.

Goals of SSCM

Asked as a general question, 83% of the surveyed companies state they consider environmental and social aspects in
their procurement. Figure 2 illustrates which goals the companies pursue when considering sustainability in their
purchasing activities.

The main ‘permanent’ goals are securing and improving corporate reputation (81%) as well as risk reduction
(66%). This is in line with a risk-oriented strategy, which is linked to a rather reactive attitude towards managing
sustainability issues in the supply chain. According to the companies, cost optimization is also an important goal
and supports the above-mentioned strategy interpretation, although this goal is formulated in a less systematic
manner (permanent 56% and temporarily 28%). In comparison, goals which can represent an opportunity-oriented
strategy such as fostering R&D or becoming a market leader were less frequently mentioned as permanent goals
and thus less relevant in practice. Innovation and product development, therefore, seem be less important in the
SSCM context than taking measures to safeguard the existing supply chain structures.

Reputation improvement

Cost optimization

Risk reduction

Fostering R&D

Becoming a market leader

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percentage of companies

B Permanent ETemporary

Figure 2. Goals (permanent/temporary) for the integration of environmental and social aspects in procurement
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External and Internal Stakeholders as Drivers

The company representatives consider customers/consumers (72%), legislators (national/international) (69%), share-
holders (56%), and press/media (50%) as the most important external drivers in the future. This shows that the results
of previous studies about the relevance of stakeholders are also valid for large German stock companies (Min and Galle
(2001) conducted a survey to investigate green purchasing practices among US firms; Klassen and Vachon (2003) used
a survey design for assessing the linkages between suppliers and customers in Canada). These answers reflect both a
risk- and an opportunity-oriented perspective on drivers for SSCM as market-related stakeholders (customers/consu-
mers) are nearly as often mentioned as regulatory stakeholders (legislators). Societal stakeholders (press/media) which
can be linked to the emergence of reputational risk are less frequently seen as important.

In contrast, the following internal drivers are most often seen as important: the sustainability/environmental
department (78%), top management (75%), the purchasing department (59%), and owners/shareholders (50%).
Other departments currently only play a subordinate role for SSCM: production, marketing, and R&D (each
19%), strategic planning (16%), as well as accounting and management control (each 3%).

As the marketing and R&D departments are less involved in SSCM, these results indicate that large German stock
companies do not particularly pursue a market- and opportunity-oriented strategy. This outcome seems to be surpris-
ing, taking into account that amongst the external stakeholders companies consider customers as one of the main
future drivers for SSCM. For a more opportunity-oriented management of the supply chain, the customers’ demand
for more sustainable products — and the related need to improve the product’s entire life cycle (Hansen et al., 2009)
— communication and collaboration between the purchasing department and more customer-related functions (e.g.
marketing) would be essential. For example, information about sustainability efforts and improvements throughout
the supply chain can be used for marketing campaigns or for product labeling (Carter and Dresner, 2001).

Means to Address Sustainability Requirements in Supplier Management Processes

As part of supplier management companies can use standards to formulate requirements for suppliers. Table 4
outlines how often companies integrate environmental or social requirements as explicit parts in formal (i.e. writ-
ten) supplier agreements.

When a focal company requires minimum sustainability standards (Table 4) as purchasing requirements, the
respective sustainability criteria are applied to the suppliers. These standards can be used for supplier evaluation
and selection since each supplier has to declare if and to what extent it complies with the established requirements
(Seuring and Miiller, 2008a). However, minimum standards may not only indicate a risk-oriented SSCM strategy
for selection and evaluation processes, but they can also serve as benchmarks and common guidelines for both
suppliers and the focal company to facilitate the development of more sustainable products and to improve the
sustainability performance of suppliers (Cousins et al., 2004; Seuring and Miiller, 2008a).

With regard to the overall life cycle, differences may exist in how deep a focal company actually reaches upstream
into the supply chain. The respondents of the survey state that they mostly ask all or many of their first-tier suppliers
for proof of compliance to codes of conduct (63%) as well as the globally well-known standards ISO 9ooo (44%) and

Means to address sustainability used in formal (i.e. written) Issues addressed (% of companies)
agreements with suppliers

Environmental Social
Minimum standards 84% 75%
Supply agreement, general terms and conditions 78% 72%
Code of conduct 66% 56%
Own supplier evaluation 66% 53%
Audits by own staff 66% 56%
Audits by external service providers 28% 28%
External supplier evaluation 25% 25%

Table 4. Environmental/social requirements set in supplier agreements explicitly in a written form.
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ISO 14001 (41%). Compliance with further standards such as the ILO core labor standards (25%), Global Compact
(13%), OECD guidelines for multinational companies (9%), EMAS, AA 1000, or SA 8000 (each 3%) are considered
less often. On the one hand, some standards such as SA 8ooo may be required more rarely because of their limited
practical applicability in several sectors (Graafland, 2002; Koplin et al., 2007). On the other, the findings for large
German stock companies do not show a widespread use of EMAS, which is in contrast to results of earlier studies
for the German automotive industry (Koplin et al., 2007).

Though there is case-based evidence that suggests a reach out to n-tier suppliers (Wolf, 2011), companies
surveyed show that they mostly address only first-tier suppliers with their management processes. This may be
explained by the more difficult access to information from n-tier suppliers. Furthermore, focal companies may
count on ‘green multiplier effects’ or ‘trickle-down effects’(Preuss, 2001; Holt, 2004; Zhu et al., 2008) where their
first-tier suppliers push environmental and social performance further upstream into the supply chain.

Measures and corrective actions in SSCM

Apart from selection and evaluation processes supplier development can also be an adequate method to establish
new SSCM practices. A focal company can use a wide range of measures to motivate and empower suppliers to
change and improve environmental and social conditions at their sites (Table 5).

Forty-seven percent of the surveyed companies state that they ‘always’ exhort a supplier in case of non-compliance
whereas the termination of a supplier—buyer relationship is an option for one quarter of the companies. Both measures
indicate a reactive, risk-oriented strategy of SSCM as they can serve as rapidly implementable measures to respond to a
non-compliant behavior of a supplier. The own control in situ (19%) is more a risk- than an opportunity-oriented activity
as it can help to prevent and avoid risks. Dialogues with suppliers (32%) and training of suppliers for the improvement
of sustainability conditions (9%), however, are opportunity-oriented measures. Compared with the two risk-oriented
measures (exhortation, termination of relationship), they are rarely adopted.

Thus, when investigating the concrete operative measures, companies are more risk-oriented and less opportunity-
oriented in their SSCM engagement with suppliers. This result may not be astonishing since significant investments
are necessary to improve the sustainability performance of suppliers. Nevertheless, the termination of supplier relation-
ships is not the first choice of the German companies either. In some industries and regions, non-compliance with sus-
tainability standards is a crucial issue (Welford and Frost, 20006; Peters, 2010) and a termination of supplier—buyer
relationships is not viable. Holt (2004), for example, demonstrates that suppliers are rarely affected by contract termi-
nation. Also from a sustainable development perspective, it mostly makes more sense to use instruments such as
standards and codes of conduct as a starting point for collaborative supplier development (Mamic, 2005).

Discussion

Sustainable supply chain strategies constitute the fundamentals for aligning suppliers to improve the economic,
environmental, and social issues in the supply chain. A distinction between two SSCM strategies has been previously

Type of measure Rule of application (% of companies)

Always Sometimes Never Do not know/no answer

Supplier exhortation in case of non-compliance 47% 35% 9% 9%
Dialogue with supplier to define potentials for improvement 32% 53% 9% 6%
Termination of the supplier relationship 25% 50% 9% 16%
Own control in situ 19% 69% 9% 3%
Trainings of suppliers for improving social and environmental conditions 9% 56% 25% 9%

Table 5. Measures and corrective actions in the SSCM of large German stock companies.
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suggested, for example by Vachon (2007) who observed a dichotomy of SSCM practices with sustainability ‘monitor-
ing’ as a market-based approach and sustainability ‘collaboration’ as an internalization approach in the organizational
hierarchy. Based on Seuring and Miiller’s (2008a) conceptual work, this paper examines the existence of risk- and
opportunity-oriented strategies in SSCM in large German companies. These strategies emphasize distinct perspectives,
however, they do not reflect totally opposing views, as they are rather complementary (Seuring and Miiller, 2008a;
Wolf, 2011).

The Risk-oriented SSCM Strategy

The surveyed companies largely follow a risk-oriented SSCM strategy, which is expressed in their stated goals, in the
internal departments or functions that are considered relevant, and in the nature of supplier management processes
applied. First, regarding the stated goals, the companies consider risk reduction, reputation improvement, and cost
optimization as the most important goals for integrating sustainability aspects in purchasing.

Secondly, only a few companies consider departments such as marketing and R&D as drivers for SSCM. The pre-
dominating internal drivers next to top management are the corporate functions that directly deal with SSCM such
as purchasing and the sustainability department. This indicates the challenge of cross-functional collaboration to
create sustainability in supply chains (Harms, 2011; Schaltegger, 2011; Wolf, 2011).

Thirdly, in supplier management processes, the risk-oriented strategy is expressed in the dominant use of minimum
standards such as ISO gooo or ISO 14001 to evaluate and select suppliers. Standards are a (cost-) efficient way for a
focal company to pass the requirement of providing proof of compliance with sustainability requirements on to its
suppliers, i.e. to ask for signaling by the supplier (Koplin et al., 2007; Beske et al., 2008; Hansen et al., 2011).

Moreover, in the continuous monitoring and evaluation of suppliers, focal companies apply various measures
and corrective actions to assure the compliance of their suppliers with environmental and social criteria. Exhorting
suppliers in cases of non-compliance is a measure which is most often used as a standard practice. Although the
termination of supplier relationships caused by non-compliance with environmental and social requirements exists,
it is not a frequent practice (Pedersen and Andersen, 2000). It bears the risk of additional costs as a new supplier
has to be found and a new supplier—buyer relationship has to be established. This shows that existing practices are
mostly targeted to secure the continuity of supplies (Pagell and Wu, 2009). This may at the same time make sense
from a sustainability perspective, as there is no guarantee that a substitute supplier would better fulfill the social and
environmental requirements; the termination of a supplier contract might imply that the abandoned supplier is
likely to continue unsustainable practices when supplying other focal companies.

Although the relevance of risk-oriented SSCM strategy patterns could be found empirically (Cousins et al., 2004;
Teuscher et al., 2006; Beske et al., 2008), the survey results also show signs of an emerging opportunity-oriented
SSCM strategy.

The Opportunity-oriented SSCM Strategy

The emergence of an opportunity-oriented strategy becomes apparent in the perceived role of SSCM, in the recog-
nized external drivers, and in the emerging practice of supplier development. First, companies generally perceive
SSCM as an opportunity rather than a risk (though, as the previous section showed, actual SSCM practice is still
risk-oriented).

Secondly, companies identify customers amongst all external stakeholders as the strongest future drivers of
SSCM practices. This indicates a strong awareness of potential market opportunities driven by customer demand
for more sustainable products (Carter and Jennings, 2004; Guoyou et al., 2012). The fact that this is not (yet)
mirrored by a high involvement of the respective departments (e.g. in the marketing and R&D departments) demon-
strates that the opportunities have not been grasped so far through an opportunity-oriented strategy. One reason
may be that companies are aware of customers’ unwillingness to pay substantially higher prices for more sustain-
able products (Wolf, 2011), a phenomenon also known as the attitude-behavior gap (Vermeir and Verbeke, 2000).

Thirdly, the companies’ stated relevance of supplier development reflects an opportunity-oriented strategy. These
general statements, however, rather indicate intention than current practice as approaches like dialogues for
improvements with suppliers and training of suppliers are rarely applied compared to risk-oriented measures.
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Apart from the illustrated merits, supplier development can also be accompanied by various difficulties. A focal
company runs the risk of strong resource dependency as its investments in supplier development may create sunk
costs (Holt, 2004). To protect their investments companies can make specific contractual and structural arrange-
ments such as R&D partnerships and supplier integration which may also increase trust between the supply chain
partners. Moreover, both partners can benefit from knowledge exchange and closer cooperation as which may lead
to process as well as product innovations (Bowen et al., 2001; Seuring and Miiller, 2008a; Guoyou et al., 2012).
Capacity building through supplier development is furthermore important for an opportunity-oriented SSCM strategy
as a means to (continuously) improve sustainability performance in the upstream stages of the supply chain (Leire and
Mont, 2010).

In terms of sustainable development, supplier development seems to be preferable to the termination of supplier
contracts because if suppliers are developed instead of being listed out, the local economic, social, and environmen-
tal conditions at the production sites of the suppliers can be improved. In case of the termination of a supplier
relationship, conditions and practices may remain unchanged as the suppliers neither have incentives nor financial
resources to change. A second reason for preferring supplier development compared to termination is that trickle-
down effects (Holt, 2004; Zhu et al., 2008) can be provoked if the first-tier supplier formulates sustainability
requirements for sub-suppliers. Furthermore, spill-over effects (Kolk et al., 1999) can be realized in the supplier’s
region and sector. From the perspective of an opportunity-oriented strategy, companies can capitalize on proactive
supplier development practices if they lead to better relationships and represent new sources for sustainability
communication and reporting. Overall, the literature is clearly in favor of supplier development for sustainability
(Pagell and Wu, 2009; Bai and Sarkis, 2010; Reuter et al., 2010).

Conclusions

Based on the conceptual distinction of SSCM strategies by Seuring and Miiller (2008a); Vachon 2007; Reuter et al.,
2010) the empirical analysis of supplier management strategies shows that large German stock companies rather
pursue a risk- than an opportunity-oriented approach. Signs for a risk-oriented SSCM strategy are when companies
formulate defensive SSCM goals such as risk reduction or securing a good reputation. Other indications for this
strategy pattern are when market-oriented departments (e.g. marketing or R&D) are only of marginal relevance
for SSCM, and when a company employs reactive measures in its supplier management (e.g. the exhortation of
suppliers).

Notwithstanding the dominance of a risk-oriented SSCM strategy and related practices, also indications could be
found that companies envisage aspects of an opportunity-oriented strategy. For instance, various companies consider
customers as main future drivers for SSCM, aim at using SSCM to foster R&D and engage in progressive practices
such as supplier development.

Limitations and Future Research

Based on an exploratory survey, this paper examines SSCM practices in large German stock companies. The results pro-
voke the question as to whether supplier management strategies are culturally influenced and whether large companies
also show a risk-oriented SSCM pattern in other countries, or whether differences exist between developed and devel-
oping countries. As company size may also influence SSCM strategies, further research could conduct a comparative
analysis of internationally operating small and medium-sized enterprises such as hidden champions (Simon, 1990).
Our empirical analysis focuses on practices which Pagell and Wu (2009, p. 52) classify as ‘supply base continuity’
(e.g. evaluation, development). The analysis of new SSCM practices of ‘reconceptualizing who is in the chain’ (Pagell
and Wu, 2009, p. 50) could provide further insight. Such strategies include practices such as creating closed-loop sup-
ply chains or the involvement of societal stakeholders such as NGOs or trade organizations who are not conventional
members of the supply chain, but related to supply chain issues.
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Implications for Business Strategy and Management

Some companies have started to implement measures of an opportunity-oriented SSCM strategy. A more far-reaching
and consequent opportunity-orientation, however, would require further integration and development of new customer
expectations (e.g. for more sustainable products) and a more substantial change of procurement policies which are not
dominated by cost considerations only. As with sustainability management in general there is no ‘automatic’ business
case for SSCM. A business case for sustainability, and in this case SSCM, needs to be proactively created (Schaltegger
et al., 2012). Managers are thus challenged to actively develop markets with sustainability-oriented customers, to
facilitate cross-functional integration, particularly between more market-oriented functions (e.g. marketing, R&D)
and procurement (Harms, 2011), and to focus on a smaller group of suppliers with whom sustainability improvements
are strategically developed.

Implications for Policymakers

Considering the importance of an opportunity-oriented strategy for sustainable development, policymakers are chal-
lenged to facilitate such endeavors, particularly by creating incentives for companies to engage in supplier development
processes. This includes approaches such as cross-sectoral partnerships and collaborations with NGOs and develop-
ment agencies such as South Africa’s Agricultural Ethical Trading Initiative (Chartered Institute of Purchasing &
Supply, 2009). This could also involve engaging companies in an industry-specific network which collaboratively devel-
ops suppliers, such as the Business Social Compliance Initiative does for retailers in Europe (Teuscher et al., 2000).
Such collaborative arrangements may decrease the risk of free-riding by competitors. Another means to support the
implementation of an opportunity-oriented SSCM strategy is to increase transparency (Gold et al., 2010) on social
and environmental conditions at production sites and of product characteristics. For example, stricter laws on the listing
of ingredients and labeling would support companies engaged in more proactive SSCM practices.

Our empirical analysis shows that in spite of the dominance of risk-oriented strategies of large stock companies
evidence exists that opportunity-oriented strategies for SSCM are emerging and could be supported with joint
efforts of companies, social organizations and politicians.
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Das Management globaler Supply Chains mit einer Vielzahl von
Lieferanten aus teils sehr unterschiedlichen sozio-6konomischen
Kontexten ist durch hohe Komplexitit gekennzeichnet. Die zuneh-
mend geforderte Integration dkologischer und sozialer Aspekte in
das konventionelle Lieferkettenmanagement, wie es durch das Sus-
tainable Supply Chain Management (SSCM) reprisentiert wird,
steigert diese Komplexitdt zusitzlich. Damit stellt sich die Frage,
wie das SSCM in der Unternehmenspraxis umgesetzt wird. Die vor-
liegende Studie untersucht die Massnahmen der grossten borsenno-
tierten Unternehmen in Deutschland. Der komparative Vergleich
von Umsetzungsmassnahmen des SSCM in DAX- und MDAX-Un-
ternehmen zeigt, dass die Massnahmen bei DAX-Unternehmen hiu-
figer angewendet und formalisierter ausgestaltet werden. Einfach
umzusetzende Massnahmen wie schriftliche Anforderungen werden
hiufiger verwendet als ressourcenaufwendigere Bewertungs- und
Audit-Verfahren. Gleichzeitig wird die steigende Bedeutung der Lie-
ferantenentwicklung deutlich.

Global supply chains, often spreading across countries from devel-
oped and developing nations, are exposed to diverse socio-economic
contexts. The increasing demand for a better control of social and
environmental criteria in supply chains, as Sustainable Supply
Chain Management (SSCM) argues for, further increases this com-
plexity. This raises the question how SSCM is implemented in cor-
porate practice. The presented survey-based study compares the im-
plementation measures of the largest German stock companies (large caps) with the se-
cond largest ones (mid caps). The results show that large caps have progressed further in
their implementation and that the processes are more formalized. Measures which are
easier to implement, such as written requirements and standards, are more often applied
than resource-intensive processes of evaluation and audits. At the same time, the increa-
sing importance of supplier development becomes apparent.
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1. Einfiihrung

Aufgrund eines starken Kostendrucks lagern Unternehmen hiufig bedeutende Anteile des
Wertschopfungsprozesses an Zulieferer aus Lindern mit komparativ niedrigerem Preisni-
veau aus und sehen sich somit mit einer hoheren Anzahl von Lieferanten und einer grosse-
ren Diversitit an Lieferlindern konfrontiert (Jabns et al. 2007; Reuter et al. 2010). Das
Management globaler Supply Chains (Giiter, Information etc.) und die Beriicksichtigung
von Logistik- und Transportleistungen wird dadurch zunehmend erfolgsrelevant (Arnold/
Efig 2002, 243; Kotzab et al. 2006; Stdlzle/Lukas 2007).

Supply Chain Management (SCM) im globalen Kontext ist jedoch nicht nur aus logisti-
scher Sicht komplex (Goldbach 2001; Stélzle/Heusler 2004; Jahns et al. 2007). Die inter-
nationale Verteilung der Zulieferer und die grosse raumliche Distanz beeinflussen die Ge-
schaftsbeziehungen durch sehr stark variierende politische und sozio-okonomische Rah-
menbedingungen, die eine Reihe von 6kologischen, sozialen und 6konomischen Nachhal-
tigkeitsherausforderungen beinhalten (Wittstruck/Teuteberg 2010a). Dies gilt insbesonde-
re fur Zulieferer aus Entwicklungs- und Schwellenldndern (Teuscher et al. 2006; Beske et
al. 2008). Die globale Verteilung der Lieferanten und starke Zergliederung der Lieferket-
ten fithrt zu Informations- und Kontrollverlusten des fokalen (d.h. die Wertschopfungsket-
te kontrollierenden) Unternehmens (Seuring/Miiller 2008), zu Reputations- und Produkt-
haftungsrisiken sowie Optimierungs- und Kontrollschwierigkeiten bei der Beriicksichti-
gung der Nachhaltigkeitsaspekte, die von immer mehr Kunden nachgefragt werden
(Goldbach 2001; Brubn/Meffert 2006; Peters 2010, 28). Reputationsprobleme bei Unter-
nehmen der Bekleidungs-, Lebensmittel- oder Automobilindustrie, die aufgrund von Miss-
stinden in Zulieferbetrieben in die Kritik geraten sind (Locke 2003, 40; Zadek 2004; Ma-
mic 2005), gehoren zu den zahlreichen bekannten Beispielen, die zeigen, wie bedeutsam
okonomische Nachhaltigkeitsaspekte in Lieferketten sein kénnen.

Vor diesem Hintergrund ist das zunehmende Forschungsinteresse an Sustainable Supply
Chain Management (SSCM) — also die Gestaltung globaler Liefer- und Wertschopfungs-
ketten unter okologischen, sozialen und ckonomischen Gesichtspunkten — zu erkliren
(Seuring/Miiller 2007; Seuring/Miiller 2008; Bai/Sarkis 2010; Gold et al. 2010;
Wittstruck/Teuteberg 2010 b).

Ein zentraler Aspekt fir die Umsetzung des SSCM ist die integrative Beriicksichtigung
von Nachhaltigkeitsaspekten in das Lieferantenmanagement — d.h. in die Prozesse der Be-
wertung, Selektion und Entwicklung von Lieferanten (Reuter et al. 2010). Es existieren
bisher wenige quantitativ-empirische Studien, die diese Umsetzung von SSCM im Lieferan-
tenmanagement ins Zentrum der Analyse stellen. Ein Teil der Untersuchungen ist rein
konzeptionell (Carter/Dresner 2001; Zsidisin/Siferd 2001) oder in Form von Fallstudien
aufbereitet (Mamic 2005; Pagell/Wu 2009; Reuter et al. 2010). Bisherige quantitative Stu-
dien fokussieren meist auf einzelne Aspekte zur Einfithrung eines SSCM (Min/Galle 2001;
Vachon 2007; Beske et al. 2008) oder konzentrieren sich auf Teilbereiche wie Holt (2004)
auf die okologische Perspektive im SSCM. Andere quantitativ-okonometrische Studien be-
handeln hauptsichlich die Verbindung aus SSCM-Massnahmen und finanzieller Perfor-
mance (Chien/Shib 2007). Aufgrund der dynamischen Verinderungen der letzten Jahre ha-
ben viele Untersuchungen an Aktualitit verloren (z. B. Beske et al. 2008 mit einer Befra-
gung aus dem Jahr 2003; Holt 2004). Internationale Studien zeigen zudem, dass SSCM be-
zogen auf die Unternehmensgrosse unterschiedlich ausgestaltet ist (z. B.: Bernstein/
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Greenwald 2009). In diesem Beitrag wird daher den folgenden Forschungsfragen nachge-
gangen:
1. Wie wird ein globales SSCM in Bezug auf das Lieferantenmanagement von grossen
borsennotierten Unternehmen umgesetzt?
2. Inwiefern unterscheiden sich die Ansitze von sebr grossen und grossen borsennotierten
Unternehmen?
Zur Beantwortung der Forschungsfragen dient eine Unternehmensbefragung bei den gross-
ten (DAX) und nichstgrossen (MDAX) Unternehmen an der Deutschen Borse. Dieser Fo-
kus ermoglicht eine hohe Aussagekraft bzgl. des Managements globaler Supply Chains,
verfiigen einige grosse Unternehmen doch iiber eine sehr ausgeprigte internationale Wert-
schopfungsstruktur (Mamic 2005). Diese Untersuchung nimmt die Perspektive der Agen-
turtheorie ein, um die Uberwindung von Unsicherheit und Informationsasymmetrien zwi-
schen Unternehmen und Lieferanten zu erkliren (Williamson 1975; Simpson et al. 2007).
Der Beitrag ist wie folgt gegliedert: Kapitel 2 gibt einen Uberblick iiber Ziele, Treiber
und Themen des SSCM. Das dritte Kapitel zeigt auf, wie Nachhaltigkeit in das Lieferan-
tenmanagement integriert werden kann. Kapitel 4 prisentiert die zentralen Ergebnisse der
Unternehmensbefragung. Darauf folgt im fiinften Kapitel eine Diskussion der Ergebnisse.
Kapitel 6 schliesst mit einem kurzen Fazit und Ausblick.

2. Ziele, Treiber und Themen des SSCM

Neben den Zielen des konventionellen SCM verfolgt das SSCM weitere Ziele, die von ei-
ner Reihe von Treibern unterstiitzt bzw. von Stakeholdern gedussert werden. Die konkre-
ten Inhalte des SSCM werden dabei einerseits von diesen Stakeholdern benannt. Anderer-
seits entwickeln sich die Ziele des SSCM aus der Kombination des Strebens nach Unter-
nehmenserfolg und diesen Stakeholder-Erwartungen an das SSCM.

2.1Ziele des SSCM

Das konventionelle SCM betrachtet in erster Linie Versorgung, Entsorgung und Recycling
uber Teile der Lieferkette oder die gesamte Lieferkette (Wildemann 2000, 12; Stélzle/
Heusler 2004; Werner 2008, 25 ff.). Dabei werden logistische, informatorische und finan-
zielle Aspekte optimiert (Gomm 2008; Hofmann/Westerfeld 2010). Bei der Erfiillung die-
ser Aufgaben wird besonders auf Quantitit, Qualitit, Kosten, Zeit sowie Liefer- und La-
germodalititen geachtet. Gut abgestimmte und aktuelle Informationsfliisse sowie die funk-
tionierende Koordination zwischen den Partnern innerhalb der hiufig globalen Lieferkette
gelten als wesentliche Herausforderungen (Cooper et al. 1997; Stolzle/Heusler 2004).

Von SSCM wird gesprochen, wenn bei der Gestaltung und Optimierung von Lieferket-
ten zusitzlich die Zusammenhinge zwischen 6konomischen, 6kologischen und sozialen
Aspekten explizit beriicksichtigt werden (Seuring/Miiller 2008; Bai/Sarkis 2010; Gold et
al. 20105 Teuteberg/Wittstruck 2010). Ein besonderes Augenmerk gilt dabei der Integrati-
on dieser drei Zieldimensionen (Schaltegger et al. 2007), was auch unter dem Stichwort
der ,, Triple Bottom Line“ diskutiert wird (Elkington 1999; Schaltegger/Burritt 2005). Zu
den Zielen des SSCM gehoren demnach die Reduktion sozialer und ékologischer Risiken
in der Lieferkette und die Realisierung von Chancen, z. B. durch kooperativ entwickelte
Produkt- und Prozessinnovationen. Vorrangiges Ziel ist eine iiber die Unternehmensgren-
zen hinausgehende, unternehmerische Entwicklung des Wertschopfungsnetzwerks, das zu
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einer nachhaltigen Entwicklung beitragt und sich positiv auf den Unternehmenserfolg aus-
wirkt (Pagell/Wu 2009).

2.2 Treiber des SSCM

Die vermehrte Befassung mit SSCM wird durch unternehmensexterne und -interne Treiber
angeregt. Als wichtige externe Treiber fiir das SSCM gelten auf der Regulierungsebene die
Gesetzgebung (Hall 20005 Carter/Dresner 20015 Min/Galle 2001; Walker et al. 2008), auf
Marktebene die Kunden und Wettbewerber (Lamming/Hampson 1996; Klassen/Vachon
2003; Zhu/Sarkis 2006) und auf gesellschaftlicher Ebene die NGOs und die Offentlichkeit
(Sharma/Vredenburg 1998; Wycherly 1999; Hall 2000; Preuss 2001; Koplin et al. 2007).
Entweder auf Basis dieser externen Treiber oder aufgrund eigener Wertvorstellungen tre-
ten auch intern verschiedene Akteure als Treiber in Erscheinung, insbesondere die Ge-
schiftsfiihrung und die Nachhaltigkeitsabteilung (Wycherly 1999; New et al. 2000).

Die Interessen der identifizierten Treiber sind fiir das fokale Unternehmen mit einigen
Risiken und Chancen verbunden. Ein Risiko ist die Produkthaftung, die teilweise die Ver-
antwortung fur Zulieferer einschliesst (Loew 2006; Winkler et al. 2007, 39). Durch die
Entwicklung des Internets und der Social Media haben Reputationsrisiken stark zugenom-
men, ermoglichen sie doch eine schnelle Informationsverbreitung iiber in beliebigen Wert-
schopfungsgliedern vorhandene, soziale oder ckologische Missstinde (Koplin et al. 2007).
Durch das gestiegene Bewusstsein fiir Nachhaltigkeitsthemen von Konsumenten ist dies
besonders kritisch (Brubn/Meffert 2006; BMU 2008). Diesem marktseitigen Risiko steht
die Chance gegeniiber, hinsichtlich einer ansteigenden Nachfrage von Produkten mit ho-

hen 6kologischen und sozialen Standards, Differenzierung zu erreichen (Reuter et al.
2010).

2.3 Themen und Standards des SSCM

Unter dem Begriff der Nachhaltigkeit sehen sich Unternehmen einer Vielzahl verschiedener
okologischer und sozialer Themen wie Kinder- und Zwangsarbeit, Materialverbrauch oder
Erhalt der Artenvielfalt gegenuiber, die entlang der Wertschopfungskette von Bedeutung
sein konnen (Mamic 2005). Eine sehr umfangreiche, weiter ausdifferenzierte Liste von
Nachhaltigkeitsthemen generell fur die Unternehmensfithrung enthalten die internationa-
len Richtlinien zur Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung der Global Reporting Initiative (GRI
2006). Des Weiteren sind fiir das SSCM Standards von Bedeutung, die Teilaspekte dieser
okologischen und sozialen Themen explizit fiir die Lieferkette bzw. das SSCM einbeziehen
(Beske et al. 2008; Seuring/Miiller 2008). Zunichst kann unterschieden werden zwischen
sozial- bzw. gesellschaftsorientierten Standards (z. B. Kernarbeitsnormen der Internationa-
le Labour Organization (ILO); Global Compact) sowie okologieorientierten (z. B. Eco-
Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS); DIN ISO 14001) und wirtschaftlich ausgerichte-
ten Standards (z. B. im Sinne von Qualitit: DIN ISO 9000; OECD Leitlinien). Dabei zeigt
sich, dass diese Standards z. T. mehr als eine Nachhaltigkeitsdimension ansprechen (Kop-
lin 2006, 223).

Parallel dazu nutzen Unternehmen firmen- oder brancheneigene (Verhaltens-)Kodizes,
sogenannte Codes of Conduct, um die Umwelt- und Sozialwirkungen der Lieferanten zu
steuern (Kolk et al. 1999, 152; Handfield et al. 2002). Codes of Conduct sind schriftlich
niedergelegte Richtlinien, die als Grundlage fiir das Verhalten von Unternehmen gegen-
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iber ihren Zulieferern, der Belegschaft oder anderen Akteuren, mit denen ein Unterneh-
men Geschiftsbeziehungen pflegt, dienen sollen (Mamic 2005). Sie sind i.d.R. spezifischer
als internationale Standards auf die jeweiligen Charakteristika der Branche und der betrof-
fenen Linder und Kulturen ausgerichtet und greifen als Branchen-Kodizes hiufig einer
drohenden staatlichen Regulierung vor (Kolk et al. 1999, 152).

Codes, Normen und Standards dienen im Lieferantenmanagement hiufig auch als Be-
wertungs- und Auswahlkriterium, auf das im Folgenden niher eingegangen wird.

3. SSCM und das Lieferantenmanagement

Ein globales SSCM ist charakterisiert durch interorganisationale Zusammenarbeit tber
nationale und kulturelle Grenzen hinweg und ist damit Risiken ausgesetzt (Teuteberg/
Wittstruck 2010). Unternehmen haben ublicherweise keine genaue Einsicht in die 6kologi-
schen und sozialen Bedingungen vor Ort bei den Lieferanten (De Nardo et al. 2010). Aus
agenturtheoretischer Sicht besteht eine grosse Unsicherheit aufgrund dieser hohen Infor-
mationsasymmetrie zwischen fokalen Unternehmen (Prinzipal) und Lieferanten (Agenten).
Diese Asymmetrie nimmt mit jeder vorgelagerten Stufe (Vorlieferanten) weiter zu und
kann durch Lieferanten opportunistisch ausgenutzt werden (Coase 1937; Willliamson
1975; Picot et al. 2003, 59). Diese Uberlegungen sind zu beachten, wenn Nachhaltigkeits-
aspekte in das Lieferantenmanagement und dessen Handlungsfelder integriert werden
(Carter/Jennings 2004; Koplin et al. 2007; Simpson et al. 2007; Miiller et al. 2009; Reuter
et al. 2010). Die Handlungsfelder kénnen unterschieden werden in: Bewertung, Selektion
und Entwicklung (Reuter et al. 2010).

3.1 Lieferantenbewertung und -selektion

Im Zentrum agenturtheoretischer Uberlegungen bei der Lieferantenbewertung und -selek-
tion steht das Problem der falschen Lieferantenauswahl vor Vertragsabschluss (Adverse
Selection) sowie das Problem, das Verhalten des Lieferanten nach Vertragsabschluss nicht
beurteilen zu konnen (Moral Hazard). Die systematische Bewertung und Selektion sowie
die Ausgestaltung expliziter Vertrige sind daher zentrale Bestandteile des Lieferantenma-
nagements (Reuter et al. 2010).

Als konkrete Instrumente zur Lieferantenbewertung dient hiufig eine Selbsteinschit-
zung der Lieferanten mittels Fragebogen (Mamic 2005). Weiterhin sind Zertifizierungen
und Audits vor Ort, jeweils durch Vertreter des fokalen Unternehmens selbst oder aber
mit Hilfe externer Dienstleister, moglich. Insbesondere die Auditierung und Zertifizierung
von Lieferanten durch brancheniibergreifende Organisationen oder externe Dienstleister
hat an Bedeutung gewonnen (Vachon 2007). Die bereits erwihnten Codes of Conduct,
Normen und Standards konnen als Basis fir die Bewertung und Zertifizierung dienen
(Walton et al. 1998; Holt 2004). Die verschiedenen Anforderung und Bewertungsmecha-
nismen koénnen auch innerhalb von Lieferantenvertrigen eingebunden werden, mit deren
Verhandlung und Durchsetzung allerdings Transaktionskosten entstehen (Mamic 20085;
Simpson et al. 2007).

Zusitzlich zu Labels und Zertifikaten, welche die Einhaltung von Umwelt- und Sozial-
standards im Voraus bescheinigen (Signalling), kann auch die Lieferantenbewertung als
Entscheidungskriterium in die Lieferantenselektion einfliessen. Dariiber hinaus wird die
Bewertung als Bestandteil eines kontinuierlichen Monitorings genutzt (Walton et al. 1998;
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Holt 2004). Mit dem Monitoring sind iiblicherweise Anreize oder Sanktionen verbunden.
Bei negativen Evaluierungsergebnissen konnen Lieferanten auch ausgelistet werden (Dar-
nall/Carmin 2005; Delmas/Montiel 2009). Eine Beendigung der Lieferantenbeziehung be-
deutet allerdings auch die Suche und Auswahl eines neuen Lieferanten, was mit zusitzli-
chen Transaktionskosten verbunden ist und nicht garantiert, dass der neue Lieferant in der
Umsetzungspraxis dann tatsichlich im Sinne der Erfiillung von umwelt- und sozialorien-
tierten Anforderungen besser arbeitet. Eine Alternative zur Auslistung eines Lieferanten
kann darin bestehen, Lieferanten mit Schulungsmassnahmen zu entwickeln.

3.2 Lieferantenentwicklung

Wenn auch im geringeren Masse als durch Bewertung und Monitoring (Holt 2004), spielt
das Instrument der Lieferantenentwicklung eine zunehmende Bedeutung fiir das SSCM
(Schaltegger et al. 2007; Seuring/Miiller 2008; Vachon et al. 2009; Reuter et al. 2010). Sie
dient der Qualifizierung der Lieferanten zu Nachhaltigkeitsthemen und ermoglicht so — im
Gegensatz zum Lieferantenwechsel — langerfristige Geschiftsbeziehungen. Die Lieferanten-
entwicklung dient zudem der Reduzierung von Informationsasymmetrien (und damit der
Verhinderung eines Moral Hazards), denn im Rahmen von Entwicklungsmassnahmen
kann ein (im Unterschied zum Monitoring) noch detaillierteres Bild der Lieferanten entste-
hen.

Mogliche Entwicklungsinstrumente sind beispielsweise Gespriche mit den Lieferanten,
um das Bewusstsein fiir die Bedeutung der Nachhaltigkeitsaspekte zu schirfen oder Ver-
besserungsmassnahmen zu vereinbaren (Mamic 2005; Delmas/Montiel 2009). Weiterhin
konnen konkrete Umsetzungsprojekte (z. B. um die CO,-Emissionen zu verringern) ge-
meinsam durchgefiihrt oder in Schulungen und Trainingsmassnahmen investiert werden
(Mamic 2005; Reuter et al. 2010). Durch gemeinsame Projekte entstehen zwar z. B. Koor-
dinationskosten, Informationskosten und -unsicherheiten werden jedoch reduziert.

4. Empirische Untersuchung der Managementpraxis von DAX- und MDAX-Unternehmen
4.1 Methodisches Vorgehen

Die vorliegende empirische Untersuchung basiert auf einer umfassenden Studie zum Pra-
xisstand des SSCM in DAX- und MDAX-Unternehmen. Der DAX umfasst die nach
Marktkapitalisierung und Borsenumsatz grossten und der MDAX die ndchstgrossen Un-
ternehmen (Deutsche Borse 2007). Auch andere Studien, die internationale Wertschop-
fungsketten analysieren, unterscheiden zwischen Unternehmen hinsichtlich der Marktkapi-
talisierung (Bernstein/Greenwald 2009). Wie Tabelle 1 zeigt, spiegeln sich die Grossenun-
terschiede der beiden hier untersuchten Unternehmensgruppen im Durchschnitt auch be-
ziiglich Jahresumsatz und Mitarbeiterzahl wider, obgleich Werte fiir einzelne Unterneh-
men leicht abweichen. Die Analyse basiert auf einer schriftlich-postalischen Erhebung mit
standardisiertem Fragebogen (mit geschlossenen und offenen Fragen), die von September
2008 bis Januar 2009 durchgefiihrt wurde (eine Ubersicht von Fragen befindet sich in Ta-
belle 4 im Anhang). Insgesamt nahmen 32 Unternehmen (15 DAX, 17 MDAX) an der Be-
fragung teil (vgl. Tabelle 1 fir die Branchenverteilung nach der Deutschen Borse). Fiir die
empirische Untersuchung wurden die an der Borse notierten 30 DAX- und 50 MDAX-Un-
ternechmen zunichst telefonisch kontaktiert, wobei acht der MDAX-Unternechmen eine
Teilnahme an der darauf folgenden schriftlichen Befragung grundsitzlich ablehnten. 15
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der insgesamt 30 DAX- und 17 der verbleibenden 42 MDAX-Unternehmen haben einen
ausgefullten Fragebogen zuriickgesendet. Dies entspricht einer Ricklaufquote von 50%
bei DAX und 40% bei MDAX. Die kontaktierten Unternehmensvertreter waren in den
Bereichen Einkauf/Supply Chain Management/Logistik (57%), Nachhaltigkeit/Quality,
Health, Safety, Environment (25%) und anderen Bereichen (9%) titig. Einige der Perso-
nen (9%) beantworteten die Frage zur organisatorischen Zuordnung nicht.

Charakteristika DAX MDAX
Anzahl Unternehmen 15 17

@ Mitarbeiterzahl 165.258 23.894

@ Jahresumsatz in Mio. Euro (Anzahl Unternehmen)’ 52.298 (11) 7.648 (14)
Branchenzuordnung

(nach Sektoren der Deutschen Borse)

= Banken/Versicherung 4 (27%) 3(18%)

= Chemie/Pharma 3 (20%) 3(18%)

* Handel und Transport/Logistik 1(6%) 2 (11%)

* Industrie/Konsumgiiter 3(20%) 6(35%)

= Andere 4 (27%) 3(18%)

= Gesamt 15 (100%) 17 (100%)

Tabelle 1: Ubersicht des Samples (basierend auf Daten der Geschiftsberichte aus
2007/2008)

In der vorliegenden Empirie werden zunichst die Charakteristika der Wertschopfungsket-
ten der zwei Unternehmensgruppen, die wichtigsten Treiber fiir das SSCM und die Rele-
vanz unterschiedlicher sozialer und 6kologischer Themen dargestellt. Dann werden die
Massnahmen zur Integration von Nachhaltigkeit in das Lieferantenmanagement unter-
sucht.

4.1 Charakteristika der Supply Chain, Treiber und Nachhaltigkeitsthemen

4.1.1 Komplexitat der internationalen Supply Chains

Im Vergleich zu MDAX-Unternehmen haben die grosseren DAX-Unternehmen eine hohe-
re Lieferantenanzahl (mehr als 5.000 Lieferanten: 73% DAX; 35% MDAX) und lassen
aus einer grossen Anzahl von Lindern liefern (mehr als 50 Beschaffungslinder: 60%

1 11 der 15 DAX-Unternehmen und 14 der 17 MDAX-Unternehmen weisen in ithren Geschiftsberichten
einen Jahresumsatz aus; die verbleibenden 4 DAX-Unternehmen und 3 MDAX-Unternehmen sind Ban-
ken bzw. Versicherungen, die in ihren Geschiftsberichten die Bilanzsumme bzw. Bruttobeitrige ange-
ben. Da die beiden letztgenannten Grossen nicht mit dem Jahresumsatz vergleichbar sind, werden sie
hier nicht zur Durchschnittsberechnung herangezogen. Hinsichtlich der Grossenordnung ist jedoch dhn-
lich zum Jahresumsatz festzustellen, dass Bilanzsummen bzw. Bruttobeitrige bei DAX-Unternehmen im
Vergleich zu MDAX-Unternehmen im Durchschnitt deutlich hher liegen (5- bis 31-fach héher).
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DAX; 35% MDAX). DAX-Unternehmen beziehen hiaufiger als MDAX-Unternehmen aus
Schwellen- und Entwicklungslandern (wihrend aus dhnlich vielen Lindern Asiens geliefert
wird, beziehen DAX-Unternehmen aus 9-31% mehr Lindern aus Afrika und Lateinameri-
ka Produkte bzw. Dienstleistungen). Des Weiteren ist bei beiden Unternehmensgruppen ei-
ne deutliche Internationalisierungstendenz der Produktions- bzw. Dienstleistungsstandorte
erkennbar (73% der DAX- und 76% der MDAX-Unternehmen geben dies an).

Wird nach Grinden gefragt, die fiir die Komplexitat in Lieferantenbeziehungen aus-
schlaggebend sind (vgl. Abbildung 1), zeigt sich, dass die DAX-Unternehmen in der Ten-
denz fast alle abgefragten Griinde als ausschlaggebender bewerten als MDAX-Unterneh-
men (mit Ausnahme der ,,Geringen Wihrungsstabilitat®). Insgesamt beurteilen die befrag-
ten Unternehmen ihre internationalen Lieferantenbeziehungen i.d.R. als komplex bis sehr
komplex (80% DAX; 82% MDAX). Die seitens der Unternehmen genannten Griinde spie-
geln dabei die besondere Rolle der Internationalitit in der Komplexitit der Lieferkette wi-
der. Andere empirische Studien bestdtigen die durch die Unternehmensgrosse induzierte,
zunehmende Internationalitat, insbesondere hinsichtlich der Entwicklungs- und Schwellen-
lander (Reuter et al. 2010).

100%
80% 3%
80%
£9% e 67% 66%
60% 53%
1% 41% 46% 0%
40% +— wv%
20%
0%
Lieferantenanzahl Kontrollimdglich- Vertrags- Kulturunterschiede Politische Geringe
keiten vor Ort gestaltung Bedingungen ‘Wahrungsstabilitat

ODAX mMDAX

Abbildung 1: Griinde fir Komplexitit in Lieferantenbeziehungen (Antworten ,ausschlag-
gebend“/,sehr ausschlaggebend“ zusammengefasst)

Die befragten Unternehmen ordnen in der Supply Chain vielen Nachhaltigkeitsthemen ei-
ne grosse Bedeutung zu (jeweils Minimalwert der Nennungen von DAX oder MDAX):
Abfallreduktion (> 88%), Gesundheitsschutz (> 87%), Kinder- und Zwangsarbeit
(= 82%), Menschenrechte (= 82%), Reduktion von Treibhausgas-Emissionen (> 82%),
Verminderung von negativen Umwelteinfliissen (= 82%), Gleichberechtigung (= 80%),
Material- und Ressourcenverbrauch (= 71%), Vereinigungsfreiheit (> 71%) und Arbeits-
platzsicherheit (= 65%). Trotz einer insgesamt hohen Relevanz in DAX- und MDAX-Un-
ternehmen zeigt sich im Detail, dass die DAX-Gruppe mit wenigen Ausnahmen (Gesund-
heitsschutz; Kinder- und Zwangsarbeit) die Themen hoher gewichtet als die MDAX-Grup-
pe. Dariiber hinaus ist feststellbar, dass die Bedeutung erneuerbarer Energien in der DAX-
Gruppe (80%) sehr viel grosser ist als bei der MDAX-Gruppe (47%). Ausserdem wird
dem Thema der ,,Artenvielfalt“ (als Teilaspekt der Biodiversitit) trotz internationaler und
nationaler Aktionsprogramme (z. B. nationale Biodiversititsstrategie der deutschen Bun-
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desregierung (BMU 2007) fiir die Supply Chain die geringste Bedeutung beigemessen
(27% DAX; 24% MDAX). Diese geringe Bedeutung zeigt sich auch in neueren empiri-
schen Untersuchungen zum unternehmerischen Nachhaltigkeitsmanagement (Schaltegger
et al. 2010).

Die als am bedeutendsten bewerteten Themen des SSCM, Abfallreduktion, Gesundheits-
schutz, Kinder- und Zwangsarbeit, Menschenrechte, Reduktion von Treibhausgas-Emis-
sionen und Verminderung von negativen Umwelteinfliissen, sind hiufig nabe an den Pro-
duktionsprozessen verortet. Weniger Gewicht werden tendenziell Themen wie Artenviel-
falt oder Arbeitsplatzsicherheit beigemessen, die nur indirekt oder mittelbar mit den Pro-
duktions- und Logistikprozessen in Verbindung gebracht werden kénnen. Dabei sind nur
wenige Unterschiede in der Gewichtung 6kologischer gegeniiber sozialen Themen festzu-
stellen.

Die als relevant angesehen Nachhaltigkeitsthemen verdeutlichen, dass das SSCM im
Vergleich zum konventionellen SCM insgesamt mit einer hoheren Komplexitit umgehen
muss (Goldbach 2003; Seuring et al. 2004; Kumar/Malegeant 2006; Gieffmann/Lasch
2010). Dennoch befassen sich immer mehr Unternehmen mit SSCM. Hierzu tragen eine
Reihe von Treibern bei.

4..2 Treiber

Das SSCM wird durch eine Vielzahl von Treibern ausserhalb und innerhalb der Unterneh-
men beférdert. Die wichtigsten zukiinftigen externen Treiber der DAX-Unternehmen, bei-
nahe gleich hdufig genannt, sind Kunden, Gesetzgebung, Aktionire (jeweils 60%) und
Medien (53%). Die hohe Bedeutung dieser Stakeholder zeigt sich auch in vorausgegange-
nen Studien (vgl. u.a. Carter/Dresner 2001; Walker et al. 2008). Diese vier Treiber sind
auch im MDAX am wichtigsten, aber mit grosseren relativen Unterschieden in der Haufig-
keit der Nennungen (Kunden 82%; Gesetzgebung 76%; Aktionidre 53%; Medien 47%).
Im Vergleich zeigt sich, dass bei MDAX-Unternehmen Kunden und Gesetzgebung hin-
sichtlich ihres Prozentanteils hiufiger genannt werden als bei DAX-Unternehmen; fiirr Me-
dien und Aktionire ergibt sich ein umgekehrtes Bild.

Aufgrund des vorliegenden Untersuchungsfokus auf die Umsetzung von SSCM, werden

im Folgenden insbesondere die unternehmensinternen Treiber fiir das SSCM diskutiert
(Abbildung 2).
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Abbildung 2: Interne Treiber fiir das SSCM

Wie in Abbildung 2 dargestellt, werden von mehr als der Hilfte der DAX- und MDAX-
Unternehmen sowohl der Nachhaltigkeitsbereich (bzw. Umweltbereich) als auch die Ge-
schaftsfiihrung und der Einkauf am hiufigsten als treibende Krifte fiir das SSCM gesehen
(mind. 5§9%). Die bedeutende Rolle der Geschiftsleitung fiir die Umsetzung von SSCM
wird vielfach genannt (vgl. u.a. Pagell/Wu 2009). Allerdings zeigen Carter et al. (1998)
auch, dass okologische Beschaffung eher durch das mittlere Management unterstiitzt wird.
Auffillig ist, dass marktseitige Funktionsbereiche (Vertrieb/Logistik/Distribution, Produkt-
management und Marketing) sehr viel hdufiger von den DAX- als von den MDAX-Unter-
nehmen als interne Treiber benannt werden.

Die Ergebnisse lassen den Schluss zu, dass bei den kleineren MDAX-Unternehmen die
zentrale Verantwortung fiir Nachhaltigkeitsthemen und das SSCM meist nicht in einer
spezifischen Nachhaltigkeitsabteilung liegt, sondern im Qualitits- oder Personalmanage-
ment als Zusatzaufgabe verortet wird. Weiterhin zeigt sich, dass die sonstigen Funktionen
— insbesondere die marktlichen (z. B. Vertrieb, Marketing) — beim MDAX viel seltener als
Treiber auftreten. Bei ihnen scheint noch keine systematische Integration in die weiteren
Funktionsbereiche stattgefunden zu haben. Eher wird Nachhaltigkeit als ,,parallele Orga-
nisation® in den oben erwihnten, hauptverantwortlichen Stellen betrieben (Schaltegger/
Wagner 2006; Hansen 2010, 143).
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4.2 Massnahmen im Lieferantenmanagement
4.2.1 Anforderungen, Bewertung und Auswahl

Fiir die Umsetzung des SSCM im Lieferantenmanagement formulieren Unternehmen z. B.
in Form von Standards explizite Anforderungen an ihre Lieferanten (vgl. Abschnitt 2.3),
um beispielsweise der Gefahr von Adverse Selection vorzubeugen. Tabelle 2 zeigt, dass
Anforderungen von DAX-Unternehmen hiufiger als von MDAX-Unternehmen schriftlich
festgehalten werden. Weiterhin ldsst sich firr beide Gruppen feststellen, dass eine explizit
schriftliche Fixierung eher fir ékologische Anforderungen als fiir soziale stattfindet. Ein
bedeutender Unterschied besteht auch in der Rolle der schriftlichen Fixierung bei eigener
Bewertung/Auditierung im Kontrast zu derjenigen durch externe Dienstleister.

Anforderung Okologisch Sozial
DAX MDAX DAX MDAX

Mindeststandards 100% 71% 93% 59%
Liefervertrige, AGBs 87% 71% 80% 65%
Code of Conduct 87% 47% 80% 41%
Audits durch eigenes Personal 60% 71% 60% 53%
Eigene Lieferantenbewertung 67% 65% 60% 47%
Audits durch externe Dienstleister | 27% 29% 33% 24%
Externe Lieferantenbewertung 33% 18% 27% 24%

Tabelle 2: Anteil der Unternehmen, die 6kologische/soziale Anforderungen in Vertrigen/
Vereinbarungen mit ihren Lieferanten explizit schriftlich festhalten

Die erkennbare stirkere Gewichtung okologischer Anforderungen (im Vergleich zu sozia-
len) steht dem Ergebnis gegeniiber, dass in DAX- und MDAX-Unternehmen Umwelt- und
Sozialthemen etwa gleich relevant sind (vgl. Abschnitt 4.1.1). Diese Abweichung kann da-
rauf zurtickgefithrt werden, dass Themen zwar dhnlich relevant sind, die 6kologischen As-
pekte jedoch besser zu quantifizieren und kontrollieren sind und somit besser als Anforde-
rung dienen konnen (Richards/Gladwin 1999; Schaltegger et al. 2007). Dies erweitert die
Erkenntnis aus der Literatur, in der allgemein eine hohere Bedeutung 6kologischer The-
men beobachtet werden kann (Seuring/Miiller 2008).

Unter der Annahme, dass grundsitzlich die gleichen 6kologischen/sozialen Massstibe
bei internen oder externen Bewertungen angesetzt werden, zeigen sich dennoch Unter-
schiede bei der entsprechenden Durchfiithrung. So ist zu erkennen, dass eigene Lieferanten-
bewertung und Audits im Unterschied zur Durchfithrung durch externe Dienstleister etwa
doppelt so hiufig angewendet werden, und dies, obwohl eine zunehmende Anzahl exter-
ner Dienstleister am Markt vorhanden ist (Mamic 2005). Die interne Durchfithrung
scheint mehr Freiheitsgrade zuzulassen und den eigenen Kompetenzaufbau zu fordern.
Insbesondere unter externem Legitimititsdruck kann es jedoch erforderlich sein, die zu-
ndchst interne Durchfithrung auf (unabhingigere) externe Dienstleister zu iibertragen
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(Zadek 2004). Einschrinkend ist jedoch zu erwihnen, dass externe Priifer nicht immer un-
abhingig sind (Mamic 2005; Miiller et al. 2009).
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Abbildung 3: Anteil der Unternehmen, die von ,vielen bis allen“ Lieferanten die Einhal-
tung von Standards verlangen

4.2.2 Einhaltung von Standards

Grundsitzlich kann jedes Unternehmen von seinen Lieferanten im Sinne von Signalling
Nachweise iiber die Einhaltung von Qualitits-, Umwelt- und Sozialstandards einfordern.
Die DAX-Unternehmen geben an, bei ihren Lieferanten am hiufigsten tiber Codes of Con-
duct oder die bekannten Standards und Normen (z. B. ISO 9000 und 14001) Nachweise
zu verlangen (Abbildung 3). Ahnliches gilt fiir die MDAX-Unternehmen, wobei Codes of
Conduct eine sehr viel geringere Rolle spielen und zu Umweltmanagementstandards etwas
weniger hiufig ein Nachweis verlangt wird (35%).

Einerseits bestitigen die empirischen Ergebnisse, dass einige Standards wie SA 8000 und
AA 1000 wegen ihrer Branchenspezifitit nur wenig eingesetzt werden, andererseits wider-
sprechen sie der iiblicherweise weiteren Verbreitung des EMAS-Standards (Koplin et al.
2007; Beske et al. 2008). Die globalen Supply Chains der hier untersuchten Unternehmen
sprechen dafiir, dass in diesem globalen Umfeld die internationalere ISO 14001-Norm
dem EMAS-Standard vorgezogen wird.

Wird dariiber hinaus nach der Anzahl der Vorlieferanten gefragt, von denen ein Nach-
weis iiber die Einhaltung von Nachhaltigkeitsstandards verlangt wird, zeigt sich, dass dies
im Gegensatz zu den direkten Lieferanten kaum eine Rolle spielt (maximal 13% der DAX-
bzw. 12% der MDAX-Unternehmen geben an, entsprechende Nachweise zu verlangen).
Hier liegt die Erklirung nahe, dass dies an der noch grosseren Anzahl von Vorlieferanten
und deren schwierige Erreichbarkeit auf vorgelagerten Stufen liegt. Anstatt direkte Mass-
nahmen zum Abbau der stark ansteigenden Informationsasymmetrien bzgl. der Vorliefe-
ranten zu ergreifen, konnen ,,Trickle Down“- oder ,,Green Multiplier“-Effekte (Preuss
2001; Holt 2004) erwigt werden, bei denen Lieferanten ihrerseits Massnahmen bei den
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Vorlieferanten durchsetzen. ,, Trickle down* bedeutet hier, dass Wirkungen der vom foka-
len Unternehmen getroffenen Massnahmen von den direkten Lieferanten zu weiteren Vor-
stufen in der Lieferkette ,,durchsickern®.

4.2.3 Lieferantenentwicklung

Unternehmen verfiigen iiber ein breites Sanktions- und Massnahmenspektrum, um Sozial-
und Umweltleistungen bei ihren Lieferanten nach Vertragsabschluss zu verbessern (Tabelle
3). DAX-Unternehmen legen dabei bereits in den Liefervereinbarungen Sanktionsmoglich-
keiten deutlich hiufiger schriftlich und mindlich fest (74%) als MDAX-Unternehmen
(36%), wie zudem aus Abbildung 4 ersichtlich ist. Wird nach der Haufigkeit des Ergrei-
fens von entsprechenden Standard-Massnahmen (Massnahmen die ,,immer* durchgefiihrt
werden) bei Lieferanten gefragt, zeigt sich, dass bei DAX-Unternehmen die folgenden
Massnahmen am haufigsten genutzt werden (mit sinkender Bedeutung): Verwarnung, Po-
tenzial-Gespriche, Beendigung der Lieferantenbeziehung und gleichermassen eigene Kon-
trollen sowie Schulungen. Die MDAX-Unternehmen scheinen in ihrem Standardvorgehen
wesentlich weniger kooperativ zu sein: Hier wird seltener verwarnt, es werden weniger
Gespriche gefiihrt oder Schulungen durchgefiihrt, dafiir aber 6fter eigene Kontrollen vor
Ort vorgenommen und die Lieferantenbeziehung beendet. Bei den Massnahmen, die fall-
spezifisch (d.h. ,manchmal®) durchgefiihrt werden, relativiert sich zumeist die schwichere
Ausprigung der MDAX-Unternehmen, mit Ausnahme der Schulungsmassnahmen.

Dass DAX-Unternehmen wesentlich stirker in kooperative Lieferantenentwicklung in-
vestieren, ist aus Sicht der Ressourcensicherung verstindlich, kann aber auch durch das
hohere Engagement in Entwicklungs- und Schwellenlindern erklirt werden, da in diesen
Lindern das Risiko besonders hoch und der Bedarf nach Know-how-Aufbau ausgeprigt
ist (Teuscher et al. 2006; Beske et al. 2008).

Haufigkeit Immer Manchmal Nie / k.A. / weiss
nicht
Massnahmen DAX MDAX | DAX MDAX | DAX MDAX
Eigene Kontrolle vor Ort 13% 24% 67% 71% 20% 5%
Gespriche, um Verbesserungs- | 40% 24% 47% 59% 13% 17%

potenziale zu bestimmen

Verwarnungen bei Nicht-Ein- | 53% 41% 34% 35% 13% 24%
haltung von Forderungen

Beendigung der Lieferantenbe- | 20% 29% 60% 41% 20% 30%
ziehung

Schulungen fiir Verbesserung 13% 6% 67% 47% 20% 47%
von Sozial- und/oder Umwelt-

bedingungen

Tabelle 3: Massnahmen, um Umwelt-/Sozialleistungen bei Lieferanten zu verbessern
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Abbildung 4: Festschreibung von Sanktionsmoglichkeiten in Lieferantenvereinbarungen

Unter einer zusitzlichen offenen Frage geben Unternehmen an, dass verschiedene Mass-
nahmen (z. B. Schulungen; schriftliche Verwarnungen und Auftragskiirzungen) einer Been-
digung der Geschiftsbeziehung vorgezogen werden. Die Auslistung von Lieferanten ist al-
so tendenziell anderen Massnahmen nachgestellt. Andere empirische Studien zeigen ein
dhnliches Bild: Verstosse gegen Standards werden in manchen Branchen eher als Regel
denn als Ausnahme identifiziert (Peters 2010, 50f.; PwC/Oekom Research 2009), so dass
auch eine Beendigung der Lieferantenbeziehung nur begrenzt als praktikabel angesehen
wird. Ausserdem wird beobachtet, dass Anforderungen in Bezug auf Standards und Codes
of Conduct nur als Ausgangspunkt fiir einen kollaborativen Entwicklungsprozesses gelten
und somit die harte Sanktionierung durch Beziehungsabbruch im Hintergrund steht (Ma-
mic 2005; Bernstein/Greenwald 2009). Auch Holt (2004) berichtet davon, dass Lieferan-
ten selten mit einem Beziehungsabbruch konfrontiert sind. Dies bedeutet, dass ein Liefe-
rantenwechsel derzeit hohe Wechselkosten verursacht und keinen entscheidenden Gewinn
an Information und Sicherheit beziiglich 6kologischer und sozialer Aspekte bringt, wih-
rend die Lieferantenentwicklung als 6konomisch sinnvoller bewertet wird, da die Kombi-
nation aus Schulungskosten und zusitzlichem Informations- und Sicherheitsnutzen hoher
eingestuft wird.

5. Diskussion und Forschungsbedarf
5.1 Unternehmensgrésse und Supply Chain Charakteristika

Die empirische Untersuchung der DAX- und MDAX-Unternehmen zeigt, dass die Unter-
nehmensgrosse fur die Ausgestaltung des SSCM Bedeutung hat, insbesondere im Sinne ei-
ner hoheren Formalisierung der Massnahmen. Sie bestitigt damit Ergebnisse bisheriger
Studien zur Rolle der Unternehmensgrosse fur das SSCM (Delmas/Terlaak 2001; Neilson/
Pritchard 2007; Peters 2010). Vor dem Hintergrund, dass die bisherigen Studien z.T.
Grossunternehmen mit KMUs verglichen haben, ist es bemerkenswert, wie stark der Un-
terschied bereits zwischen borsennotierten Grossunternehmen des DAX und den nichst-
grossen Unternehmen des MDAX ausfillt. Dies kann zwei Ursachen haben: Erstens
scheint zusitzlich zu der Rolle der Unternehmensgrosse, die (im Mittel) bei DAX-Unter-
nehmen grosser als bei MDAX ist, die Bedeutung der (nach Marktkapitalisierung vorge-
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nommenen) Zuteilung zu Large Cap (DAX) oder Mid Cap (MDAX) fiir eine hohere Ex-
poniertheit (vgl. auch Peters 2010, 61) in der Offentlichkeit ausschlaggebend zu sein. Die
mediale Aufmerksamkeit konzentriert sich danach insbesondere auf die ,,fithrende* Grup-
pe der Large Caps. Auch internationale Studien im SSCM zeigen wesentliche Unterschiede
zwischen Mid und Large Caps (Bernstein/Greenwald 2009). Zweitens bedingt die Unter-
nehmensgrosse auch die Charakteristika der Supply Chain selbst. So haben die DAX-Un-
ternehmen im Vergleich zu MDAX-Unternehmen sowohl knapp doppelt so hiufig Liefe-
rantenbeziehungen mit mehr als 5.000 Lieferanten als auch mehr als 50 Beschaffungslan-
der sowie eine wesentlich hohere Beschaffungsquote aus Entwicklungs- und Schwellenlan-
dern. Dieser hoheren Komplexitit versuchen die DAX-Unternehmen mit formalisierteren
Managementmassnahmen zu begegnen. Da grossere Unternehmen i.d.R. auch iiber eine
umfangreichere Ressourcenausstattung verfiigen, konnen sie diese Massnahmen auch eher
realisieren (Neilson/Pritchard 2007). Dariiber hinaus ist zu bedenken, dass sich die offen-
kundige Komplexitit in internationalen Lieferantenbeziehungen noch weiter durch die Be-
riicksichtigung von Umwelt- und Sozialaspekten in der Wertschopfungskette erhoht.

Parallel zu diesen Ergebnissen hinsichtlich der Unternehmensgrosse lassen sich verschie-
dene Entwicklungen hinsichtlich der konkreten Massnahmen im Lieferantenmanagement
aufzeigen.

5.2 Anforderungen, Bewertung und Auswahl

Zur Festschreibung 6kologischer und sozialer Aspekte in Vereinbarungen und Vertrigen
setzen die DAX- und MDAX-Unternehmen am stirksten auf Signalling der Lieferanten
hinsichtlich der vom Unternehmen erwarteten Mindeststandards (vgl. Tabelle 2). Am
zweithdufigsten werden Anforderungen in Liefervertrigen festgeschrieben und somit ein
Interessenausgleich zwischen fokalem Unternehmen und Lieferanten durch mogliche Sank-
tionsmoglichkeiten geschaffen. Die drittwichtigste Gruppe beinhaltet die Bewertungs- und
Auditierungs-Mechanismen, die bei Anwendung wvor Vertragsabschluss einer Adverse
Selection entgegen wirken sollen sowie bei Nutzung nach Vertragsabschluss der Verhinde-
rung des Moral Hazards dienen. Insgesamt werden also zum Abbau von Informations-
asymmetrien beziuglich ékologischer/sozialer Aspekte eher auf leicht zu implementierende
Mechanismen zuriickgegriffen (Mindeststandards, Vertragsinklusion) als auf ressourcen-
aufwendige Screening- und Kontroll-Mechanismen. Nachhaltigkeitskriterien bleiben also
hdufiger auf dem ersten oder zweiten Niveau der (wenn auch verbindlichen) Anforderung.
Die Anforderungen werden allerdings nicht immer mit konkreten Kontroll- bzw. Auditie-
rungsmechanismen unterlegt. Dies konnte ein Zeichen fiir eine oberflichliche sowie auf
Reputation ausgerichtete Umsetzung sein (Miiller 2005, 88).

Mit Blick auf die Anforderungen der Unternehmen zeigt sich, dass bel einer entspre-
chenden schriftlichen Fixierung eine Tendenz zugunsten 6kologischer Themen gegenuiber
den sozialen beobachtet werden kann, obwohl Unternehmen die Bedeutung der Themen
weitgehend gleichmaissig einschitzen (vgl. Abschnitt 4.2.1). Die rund ein Jahrzehnt frithere
Betonung okologischer Themen (1980er Jahre) im Vergleich zu den sozialen Themen
(1990er Jahre) mag noch heute eine Rolle fiir die Formulierung von Anforderungen spie-
len (Andersen 2005, 67). Die grundsitzlich bessere Messbarkeit — und damit bessere Kon-
trollmoglichkeiten — von 6kologischen Aspekten kann ein weiterer Grund hierfiir sein (Ri-
chards/Gladwin 1999; Schaltegger et al. 2007).
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5.3 Lieferantenentwicklung

Die Untersuchung zeigt, dass zur Verbesserung der Nachhaltigkeitsleistung von Lieferan-
ten Vor-Ort-Kontrollen, Verwarnung, Potenzialgespriche sowie Schulungs- und Entwick-
lungsmassnahmen genutzt werden (vgl. Tabelle 3). Auch die Beendigung einer Lieferan-
tenbeziehung wird als letztes Mittel wahrgenommen. Diese ist allerdings weder eine wirk-
same noch effiziente Pauschallosung, ist sie doch mit hohen Transaktionskosten (z. B.
Such- und Vereinbarungskosten) verbunden. Noch wichtiger als die Rolle der Transakti-
onskosten erscheint jedoch, dass der Markt fir Lieferanten, die umfangreiche Nachhaltig-
keitskriterien erfullen konnen, viel knapper ist als fur solche, die nur konventionelle Lie-
ferkriterien erfiillen (z. B. Qualitit etc.; Reuter et al. 2010). Ausserdem besteht bei neuen
Lieferanten keine Sicherheit, dass diese tatsichlich nachhaltig im Sinne der Anforderungen
des fokalen Unternehmens handeln. In diesem Kontext erscheinen alternative Massnah-
men und dabei insbesondere die Lieferantenentwicklung von besonderem Interesse.

Im Unterschied zu ilteren Studien (z. B. Holt 2004), aber in Einklang mit anderen aktu-
ellen empirischen Untersuchungen (Mamic 2005; Reuter et al. 2010) ldsst sich auch in die-
ser Analyse eine hohe Bedeutung der Lieferantenentwicklung feststellen. Insbesondere bei
den sehr stark internationalisierten Supply Chains der DAX-Konzerne und der grossen Re-
levanz von Entwicklungs- und Schwellenlindern spielt die Lieferantenentwicklung fiir den
Know-how-Aufbau eine wichtige Rolle.

Der Bedeutungsgewinn der nachhaltigkeitsorientierten Lieferantenentwicklung ist aus
mindestens zwei Griinden wiinschenswert: Erstens werden im entgegengesetzten Fall der
Lieferantenaufkiindigung soziale oder 6kologische Missstande nicht aufgehoben, sondern
gef. sogar zementiert, da sich Lieferanten durch 6konomische Einbussen gezwungen sehen
konnen, weiter vornehmlich auf kurzfristige Kostenaspekte zu schauen. Zweitens fuhrt die
Lieferantenentwicklung zu erwiinschten Spillover-Effekten, so dass die nachhaltigkeitsori-
entierte Entwicklung der Lieferanten auch bei deren Vorlieferanten und in anderen Wert-
schopfungsketten, in denen die Lieferanten beteiligt sind, hineinwirkt. Lieferantenentwick-
lung gibt daher Impulse fur die Verbesserung der Nachhaltigkeitsleistung in ganzen Regio-
nen und Branchen.

Die Lieferantenentwicklung ist jedoch nicht ganz unproblematisch und sollte gut gema-
nagt werden. Im Unterschied zu Adverse Selection- und Moral Hazard-Problemen spielt
bei der Lieferantenentwicklung eher die Hold-up-Problematik (Gefahr einer Ressourcen-
abhingigkeit des fokalen Unternehmens durch getitigte Investitionen bei Lieferanten) eine
Rolle. Bei einem Wegfall des Lieferanten (z. B. durch opportunistisches Verhalten des Lie-
feranten, der sich durch verbesserte Leistungsfihigkeit auch anderen Kunden zuwenden
kann; vgl. Holt 2004) stellen bisher investierte Massnahmen wie Schulungen etc. verlorene
Kosten (,,Sunk costs“) dar. Unternehmen sollten daher anreizkompatible Vertrige (z. B.
langfristige Liefervertrige, strategische Partnerschaften, Lieferantenintegration) ausgestal-
ten, um die Investitionen in die Lieferantenentwicklung abzusichern.

Letztendlich kann eine Lieferantenentwicklung die Basis fiir eine angestrebte lingerfris-
tige Zusammenarbeit zwischen Unternehmen und Lieferanten sein. Dadurch wird es wie-
derum maglich, dass einem raschen Wechsel von Lieferantenbeziehungen durch Ausnutzen
von Standortvorteilen entgegengewirkt wird — da der Wechsel z. B. fiir soziale Aspekte wie
Arbeitsbedingungen oder langfristige Beschiftigung kritisch ist. Miissen niamlich neue Lie-
feranten an anderen Standorten und in weniger entwickelten Lindern wieder neu mit so-
zialer und 6kologischer Expertise aufgebaut werden, wird ein schneller Lieferantenwechsel
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weniger interessant. Der Vertrauensaufbau zwischen Unternehmen und Lieferanten einer-
seits und die Reduzierung von Lieferantenwechseln andererseits vermindern schliesslich
Transaktionskosten und kénnen sich so auch 6konomisch positiv auf die Kostenstruktur
des fokalen Unternehmens auswirken.

5.4 Forschungsbedarf und Limitationen

Die steigende Bedeutung der Kooperation mit Lieferanten sollte auch in der weiteren For-

schungsagenda beriicksichtigt werden. Drei Strategien sind denkbar:

= Mogliche Griinde, weshalb die weniger grossen Unternehmen (MDAX) insgesamt weni-
ger Umsetzungsstirke im SSCM zeigen, konnen hohe Kosten fiir Informationsbeschaf-
fung und Kommunikation sowie Monitoring und Entwicklung sein. Des Weiteren kon-
nen Spillover-Effekte eine Rolle spielen, wo andere Unternehmen (und vielleicht Wett-
bewerber) von den jeweiligen Massnahmen bei Lieferanten profitieren, ohne selbst zu
investieren. Daher sind interorganisationale Ansidtze wie horizontale Einkaufskoopera-
tionen oder -netzwerke (Picot et al. 2003, 306; Holt 2004) zu untersuchen.

= Die empirische Untersuchung bestitigt die hohe strategische Bedeutung der Beschaf-
fungsabteilung fur die Umsetzung von Nachhaltigkeit in Unternehmen (Giinther et al.
2005, 8; Preuss 2007). Zusitzlich ist sie herausgefordert, neben dem konventionellen
Know-how des Einkaufs zusammen mit anderen Funktionsbereichen soziale und 6kolo-
gische Expertise auf- und auszubauen. Zukiinftige Forschung sollte daher Ansitze
untersuchen, die eine intensivierte funktionsiibergreifende Zusammenarbeit ermogli-
chen, wie z. B. sog. ,,1:1 Gespriche“ zwischen Abteilungen (Hansen 2010, 215).

= Die enge Lieferantenkooperation kann auch als Basis fiir kollaborative Entwicklungs-
prozesse von nachhaltigkeitsorientierten Produkten dienen — denn diese erfordern eine
Betrachtung 6kologischer und sozialer Aspekte iiber den gesamten physischen Lebens-
zyklus (Preuss 2007; Vachon 2007; Seuring/Miiller 2008; Wagner 2008; Hansen et al.
2009). Eine enge Zusammenarbeit im Rahmen der Lieferantenentwicklung kann eine
gute Ausgangsbasis fur solche F&E-Kooperationen in der Supply Chain sein.

Bei der Interpretation der Ergebnisse ist zu beachten, dass die empirische Untersuchung

auf grundlegenden statistischen Analysen (insb. Hiufigkeiten) aufbaut, die keine prognos-

tische Wirkung haben. Eine Generalisierung der Ergebnisse ist auch aufgrund der kleinen

Anzahl der Unternehmen in den Untersuchungsgruppen DAX und MDAX (trotz der sehr

hohen Riicklaufquote) eingeschrankt. Weiterhin unterliegt die Studie durch den Fokus auf

soziale und 6kologische Themen wie andere Studien in diesem Bereich dem Storfaktor der

sozialen Erwiinschtheit (Fernandes/Randall 1992). Durch die anonymisierte Behandlung

der Unternehmen sowie durch das spezifische Design des Fragebogens (z. B. notwendige

Angabe von Beispielen) wurde dieser so weit wie moglich eingeschriankt. Zukiinftige Studi-

en konnten iiber die Selbstauskiinfte der Unternehmen hinaus eine direkte Befragung von

Lieferanten und kritischen Stakeholdern vornehmen.

6. Fazit und Ausblick

SSCM befasst sich mit der Gestaltung von Wertschopfungsketten unter 6konomischen,
okologischen und sozialen Gesichtspunkten. Insbesondere durch die hohe Internationali-
sierung der Wertschopfungsketten und der Beschaffung aus Entwicklungs- und Schwellen-
landern erlangt das SSCM sowohl in der Wissenschaft als auch der Praxis eine steigende
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Bedeutung. Das Lieferantenmanagement ist dabei von zentraler Bedeutung fiir die Umset-
zung von Nachhaltigkeitsaspekten in der Lieferkette. Die durchgefiihrte Unternehmensbe-
fragung bei DAX- und MDAX-Unternehmen zeigt, dass bei einem Grossteil der an der Be-
fragung teilnehmenden Unternehmen o6kologische und/oder soziale Aspekte im Lieferan-
tenmanagement des Unternehmens integriert werden. Dabei unterscheiden sich DAX- und
MDAX-Unternehmen in der Ausgestaltung des SSCM.

Entwicklungsbedarf besteht in Bezug auf die Ausweitung des Themenfokus des SSCM
von den direkt mit Produktionsprozessen in Verbindung stehenden Themen auf indirekt
wirkende Themen wie Artenvielfalt oder Arbeitsplatzsicherheit. Beziiglich der Massnah-
men ist eine Entwicklung von Kontroll- und Uberwachungsansitzen hin zu Ansitzen einer
partnerschaftlichen Lieferantenentwicklung zu erkennen und erforderlich. Vor dem Hin-
tergrund, dass die Kontrollkosten sehr hoch sind, die Nachhaltigkeitsrisiken entlang der
Lieferkette nur beschrinkt reduziert werden konnen und der Markt fur Lieferanten mit
hohen Sozial- und Okostandards begrenzt ist, sind Massnahmen zur Lieferantenentwick-
lung 6konomisch sinnvoll. Lieferantenentwicklungen sind auch fiir die (soziale und 6kolo-
gische) Nachhaltigkeit winschenswert, da durch Spillover-Effekte weitergehende Entwick-
lungsprozesse angestossen werden. Die Lieferantenentwicklung ist angesichts der Hold-up-
Problematik jedoch mit anreizkompatiblen Vertrigen auszugestalten oder durch Unterneh-
menskooperationen zu realisieren.

Zukiinftige Forschung sollte ein besonderes Augenmerk auf kooperative Lernprozesse in
der Supply Chain legen, da Kooperation fiir die Realisierung von nachhaltigkeitsorientier-
ten Geschiftsprozessen und Innovationen einen zentralen Faktor darstellt.

Anhang (Auszug aus dem Fragebogen)

Referenz Fragen

Abb. 1: Wenn Sie Thre internationalen Lieferantenbezichungen betrachten, wie ausschlaggebend sind fol-
gende Griinde fiirr die Komplexitit Threr Lieferantenbezichungen? (Auf der Skala: Uberbaupt
nicht ausschlaggebend | Wenig ausschlaggebend | Ausschlaggebend | Sebr ausschlaggebend /
Weiss nicht)

Abb. 2: Wer in Threm Unternehmen verlangt die Beriicksichtigung von ékologischen und/oder sozialen
Aspekten (z. B. die Verminderung von Emissionen, Anti-Diskriminierung, Reduzierung von Ge-
sundheits- und Unfallgefahren) in Threm Supply Chain Management durch schriftliche oder
miindliche Ausserungen? (Mehrfachnennungen miglich)

Tab. 2: Sind 6kologische / soziale Anforderungen (wie z. B. die Einhaltung von Umweltstandards / Ein-
haltung von Unfallschutzmassnahmen) in Vertrigen bzw. Vereinbarungen mit Ihren Lieferanten
explizit schriftlich festgehalten? (Nein, da nicht relevant | Nein, jedoch geplant / Nein, jedoch
miindlich / Ja, schriftlich | Weiss nicht)

Abb. 3: Bei wie vielen Lieferanten Thres Unternehmens verlangen Sie den Nachweis iiber folgende Quali-
tits-, Umwelt- und/oder Sozialstandards (inkl. Audits)? (Keine Lieferanten /| Wenige Lieferan-
ten / Viele bis alle Lieferanten | Weiss nicht)

Tab. 3: Wie hiufig ergreifen Sie folgende weitere Massnahmen, um Sozial- und/oder Umweltleistungen
bei Thren Lieferanten zu verbessern? (Nie / Manchmal / Immer /| Weiss nicht)

Abb. 4: Haben Sie bei Nichteinhaltung von ékologischen und/oder sozialen Vorgaben in Thren Lieferan-
tenvereinbarungen Sanktionsméglichkeiten festgeschrieben? (Ja, schriftlich / Ja, miindlich / Nein;
Wenn ja, welche Sanktionsmassnabmen baben Sie gegeniiber Ihren Lieferanten bziwv. Vorliefe-
ranten schon durchsetzt)

Tabelle 4: Auszug aus dem Fragebogen

104 Die Unternehmung, 6s. Jg., 2/20m



Hansen/Harms/Schaltegger | Sustainable Supply Chain Management im globalen Kontext

Literaturhinweise

Andersen, M. (2005): Corporate Social Responsibility in Global Supply Chains — Understanding the
uniqueness of firm behaviour, PhD Series 15.2005, Kopenhagen.

Arnold, U.JEfig, M. (2002): Grundlagen des internationalen Supply Chain Managements, in:
Macharzina, K./Oesterle, M.-]. (Hrsg.): Handbuch Internationales Management. Grundlagen,
Instrumente, Perspektiven, 2. iberarb. und erw. Aufl., Wiesbaden, S. 237-254.

Bai, C./Sarkis, J. (2010): Green Supplier Development — Analytical Evaluation Using Rough Set The-
ory, in: Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 18, No. 12, S. 1200-1210.

Bernstein, A./Greenwald, C. (2009): Benchmarking Corporate Policies on Labor and Human Rights
in Global Supply Chains, in: Occasional Paper Series, No. 5, Harvard.

Beske, P., et al. (2008): The Use of Environmental and Social Standards by German First-Tier Sup-
pliers of the Volkswagen AG, in: Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Manage-
ment, Vol. 15, No. 2, S. 63-75.

BMU (Bundesministerium fiir Umwelt, Naturschutz und Reaktorsicherbeit) (2007): Nationale Stra-
tegie zur biologischen Vielfalt, Berlin.

BMU (Bundesministerium fiir Unwelt Naturschutz und Reaktorsicherbeit) (2008): Umweltbewusst-
sein in Deutschland 2008. Ergebnisse einer reprisentativen Bevolkerungsumfrage, Berlin.

Brubn, M./Meffert, H. (2006): Umweltbewusstsein der Bevolkerung in der Bundesrepublik Deutsch-
land — empirische Ergebnisse einer Langzeitstudie, in: Die Unternehmung, Jg. 60, Nr. 1, S. 7-26.

Carter, C.R./Dresner, M. (2001): Purchasing’s Role in Environmental Management. Cross-Function-
al Development of Grounded Theory, in: The Journal of Supply Chain Management, Vol. 37,
No. 3, 5.12-27.

Carter, C.R., et al. (1998): Environmental Purchasing. Benchmarking Our German Counterparts, in:
International Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management, Vol. 34, No. 4, S. 28-38.

Carter, C.R./Jennings, M.M. (2004): The Role of Purchasing in Corporate Social Responsibility — A
Structural Equation Analysis, in: Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 25, No. 1, S. 145-186.

Chien, M.K./Shib, L.H. (2007): An empirical study of the implementation of green supply chain
management practices in the electrical and electronic industry and their relation to organization-
al performances, in: International Journal of Environmental Science and Technology, Vol. 4, No.
3,5.383-394.

Coase, R.H. (1937): The Nature of the Firm, in: Economica, Vol. 4, No. 16, 5. 386-405.

Cooper, M.C., et al. (1997): Supply Chain Management. More Than a New Name for Logistics, in:
International Journal of Logistics Management, Vol. 8, No. 1, 5. 1-14.

Darnall, N./Carmin, . (2005): Greener and cleaner? The signaling accuracy of U.S. voluntary envi-
ronmental programs, in: Policy Sciences, Vol. 38, No. 2-3, 5. 71-90.

Delmas, M.A./Montiel, I. (2009): Greening the Supply Chain. When Is Customer Pressure Effect-
ive?, in: Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, Vol. 18, No. 1, S. 171-201.

Delmas, M.A./Terlaak, A.K. (2001): A framework for analyzing environmental voluntary agree-
ments, in: California Management Review, Vol. 43, No. 3, 5. 44-63.

De Nardo, M., et al. (2010): Global Sourcing Footprint. Eine Portfolio-Methodik zur Unterstiitzung
der systematischen Entscheidungsfindung in der Beschaffung, in: Bogaschewsky, R., et al.
(Hrsg.): Supply Management Research. Aktuelle Forschungsergebnisse 2010, Wiesbaden, S. 221-
246.

Deutsche Borse (2007): Die Indexwelt der deutschen Borse, Frankfurt/Main.

Die Unternehmung, 6s. Jg., 2/20m 105



Aufsitze

Elkington . (1999): Cannibals with forks. The triple bottom line of the 21st century, Oxford.

Fernandes, M.F./Randall, D.M. (1992): The nature of social desirability response effects in ethics re-
search, in: Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 2, No. 2, S. 183-205.

Giefimann, M./Lasch, R. (2010): Der Einfluss der Beschaffungskomplexitit auf den Logistikerfolg.
Eine kausalanalytische Untersuchung unter Verwendung des Partial-Least-Squares, in:
Bogaschewsky, R., et al. (Hrsg.): Supply Management Research. Aktuelle Forschungsergebnisse
2010, Wiesbaden, S. 149-196.

Gomm, M. (2008): Supply-chain-Finanzierung. Optimierung der Finanzflisse in Wertschopfungs-
ketten, Berlin.

Gold, S., et al. (2010): Sustainable Supply Chain Management and Inter-Organizational Resources.
A Literature Review, in: Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, Vol.
17, No. 4, 5.230-245.

Goldbach, M. (2001): Akteursbeziehungen in nachhaltigen Wertschopfungsketten, EcoMTex-Dis-
kussionspapier, 3, Oldenburg,.

Goldbach, M. (2003): Koordination von Wertschopfungsketten durch Target Costing und Oko-Tar-
get Costing. Eine agentur- und strukturationstheoretische Reflexion, Wiesbaden.

GRI (2006): Global Reporting Initiative — Leitfaden zur Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung, Version
3.0, unter http://www.globalreporting.org/NR/rdonlyres/B77474D4-61E2-4493-8ED0O-D4AA9-
BEC000D/2868/G3_LeitfadenDE1.pdf, Abruf: 6.8.2010.

Giinther, E., et al. (2005): Green eBusiness. Auswertung der empirischen Untersuchung zu Hemm-
nissen umweltfreundlicher Beschaffung, Dresdner Beitriage zur Betriebswirtschaftslehre, 102/05,
Dresden.

Hall, J. (2000): Environmental supply chain dynamics, in: Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 8,
No. 6,5.455-471.

Handfield, R.B., et al. (2002): Applying environmental criteria to supplier assessment. A study in the
application of the analytical hierarchy process, in: European Journal of Operational Research,
Vol. 141, No. 1, S. 70-87.

Hansen, E.G. (2010): Responsible Leadership Systems. An Empirical Analysis of Integrating Corpo-
rate Responsibility into Leadership Systems, Wiesbaden.

Hansen, E.G., et al. (2009): Sustainability Innovation Cube — A Framework to Evaluate Sustainabil-
ity-Oriented Innovations, in: International Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 13, No. 4,
S.683-713.

Hofman, E./Westerfeld, S. (2010): Bestandsfinanzierung in Supply Chains durch Logistikunterneh-
men, in: Die Unternehmung, Jg. 64, Nr. 3, 5.291-312.

Holt, D. (2004): Managing the interface between suppliers and organizations for environmental re-
sponsibility — an exploration of current practices in the UK, in: Corporate Social Responsibility
and Environmental Management, Vol. 11, No. 2, S. 71-84.

Jabns, C., et al. (2007): The Quest for Competitive Advantage. Empirical Evidence of the Role of
Resources in a Global Sourcing Context, in: Die Unternehmung, Jg. 61, Nr. 3, S. 213-226.

Klassen, R.D./Vachon, §. (2003): Collaboration and evaluation in the supply chain. The impact on
plant-level environmental investment, in: Production and Operations Management, Vol. 12, No.
3,8.336-352.

Kolk, A., et al. (1999): International codes of conduct and corporate social responsibility. Can
transnational corporations regulate themselves?, in: Transnational Corporations, Vol. 8, No. 1,
S. 143-181.

106 Die Unternehmung, 6s. Jg., 2/20m



Hansen/Harms/Schaltegger | Sustainable Supply Chain Management im globalen Kontext

Koplin, J. (2006): Nachhaltigkeit im Beschaffungsmanagement. Ein Konzept zur Integration von
Umwelt- und Sozialstandards, Wiesbaden.

Koplin, |., et al. (2007): Incorporating sustainability into supply management in the automotive in-
dustry — The case of the Volkswagen AG, in: Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 15, No. 11,
5.1053-1062.

Kotzab, H.W., et al. (2006): The Implementation of Supply Chain Management within Organiza-
tions-Construct. Measurement and Explorative Empirical Discussion, in: Die Unternehmung, Jg.
60, Nr. 2, 5. 89-104.

Kumar, S./Malegeant, P. (2006): Strategic alliance in a closed-loop supply chain. A case of manufac-
turer and eco-nonprofit organization, in: Technovation, Vol. 26, No. 10, S. 1127-1135.

Lamming, R./Hampson, |. (1996): The Environment as a Supply Chain Management Issues, in:
British Journal of Management, Vol. 7, Special Issue, S. $45-562.

Locke, R. (2003): The Promise and Perils of Globalization. The Case of Nike, in: Kochan, T./
Schmalensee, R. (Hrsg.): Management. Inventing and delivering its future, Cambridge, S. 39-70.

Loew, T. (2006): CSR in der Supply Chain. Herausforderungen und Ansatzpunkte fiir Unterneh-
men, Berlin, unter http://www.4sustainability.org/seiten/csr-publikationen.htm, Abruf: 2.8.2010.

Mamic, 1. (2005): Managing Global Supply Chain. The Sports Footwear, Apparel and Retail Sec-
tors, in: Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 59, No. 1-2, 5. 81-100.

Min, H./Galle, W.P. (2001): Green purchasing practices of US firms, in: International Journal of
Operations & Production Management, Vol. 21, No. 9, 5. 1222-1238.

Miiller, M. (2005): Informationstransfer im Supply Chain Management. Analyse aus der Neuen In-
stitutionenokonomie, Wiesbaden.

Miiller, M., et al. (2009): The Contribution of Environmental and Social Standards. Towards Ensur-
ing Legitimacy in Supply Chain Governance, in: Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 89, No. 4,
S.509-523.

Neilson, J./Pritchard, B. (2007): Green coffee? The contradictions of global sustainability initiatives
from an Indian perspective, in: Development Policy Review, Vol. 25, No. 3, S. 311-331.

New, S., et al. (2000): Buying the environment — The multiple meanings of green supply, in: Fine-
man, S. (Hrsg.): The Business of Greening, London, S. 33-53.

Pagell, M./Wu, Z. (2009): Building a more complete theory of sustainable supply chain management
using case studies of 10 exemplars, in: Journal of supply chain management, Vol. 45, No. 2,
S.37-56.

Peters, N. (2010): Inter-organisational design of voluntary sustainability initiatives. Increasing the
legitimacy of sustainability strategies for supply chains, Wiesbaden.

Picot, A., et al. (2003): Die grenzenlose Unternehmung. Information Organisation und Manage-
ment. Lehrbuch zur Unternehmensfithrung im Informationszeitalter, 5., aktualisierte Aufl., Wies-
baden.

Preuss, L. (2001): In dirty chains? Purchasing and greener manufacturing, in: Journal of Business
Ethics, Vol. 34, No. 3-4, S. 345-359.

Preuss, L. (2007): Contribution of purchasing and supply management to ecological innovation, in:
International Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 11, No. 4, 5. 515-537.

PricewaterbouseCoopers (PuwC)/Oekom Research (Hrsg.) (2009): Corporate Responsibility bei Aus-
landsinvestitionen, Frankfurt am Main, unter www.oekom-research.de/homepage/german/
oekom_PwC_Auslandsinvestitionen.pdf, Abruf: 9.8.2010.

Die Unternehmung, 6s. Jg., 2/20m 107



Aufsitze

Reuter, C., et al. (2010): Sustainable Global Supplier Management — The Role of Dynamic Capabili-
ties in Achieving Competitive Advantage, in: Journal of Supply Chain Management, Vol. 46,
No. 2-3,5.45-63.

Richards, D.]./Gladwin, T.N. (1999): Sustainability metrics for the business enterprise, in: Environ-
mental Quality Management, Vol. 8, No. 3, 5. 11-21.

Schaltegger, S./Burritt, R. (2005): Corporate Sustainability, in: Folmer, H./Tietenberg, T. (Eds.): The
International Yearbook of Environmental and Resource Economics 2005/2006. A Survey of
Current Issues, Cheltenham, S. 185-222.

Schaltegger, S., et al. (2007): Nachhaltigkeitsmanagement in Unternehmen. Von der Idee zur Praxis.
Managementansatze zur Umsetzung von Corporate Social Responsibility und Corporate Sustain-
ability, 3. Aufl., Berlin/Liineburg.

Schaltegger, S./Wagner, M. (2006): Integrative management of sustainability performance, measure-
ment and reporting, in: International Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Performance Evalua-
tion, Vol. 3, No. 3, S. 1-19.

Schaltegger, S., et al. (2010): Corporate Sustainability Barometer 2010. Wie nachhaltig agieren Un-
ternehmen in Deutschland?, Frankfurt a.M./Lineburg,.

Seuring, S., et al. (2004): Managing time and complexity in supply chains — two cases from the tex-
tile industry, in: International Journal of Integrated Supply Management, Vol. 1, No. 2, S. 180-
198.

Seuring, S./Miiller, M. (2007): Integrated Chain Management in Germany — Identifying Schools of
Thought Based on a Literature Review, in: Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 15, No. 7,
S.699-710.

Seuring, S./Miiller, M. (2008): From a literature review to a conceptual framework for sustainable
supply chain management, in: Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 16, No. 15, S. 1699-1710.
Sharma, S./Vredenburg, H. (1998): Proactive corporate environmental strategy and the development
of competitively valuable organizational capabilities, in: Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 19,

No. 8,5.729-754.

Simpson, D., et al. (2007): Greening the automotive supply chain. A relationship perspective, in: In-
ternational Journal of Operations & Production Management, Vol. 27, No. 1, S. 28-48.

Stélzle, W./Heusler, K.F. (2004): Implementierung von Supply Chain Management — Ressourcenori-
entierte Ableitung eines konzeptimmanenten Kompetenzprofils, in: Efig, M. (Hrsg.): Perspekti-
ven des Supply Management — Konzept und Anwendungen, Berlin, S. 199-233.

Stolzle, W./Lukas, U. (2007): Griine Losungen fiir schwarze Zahlen. Universitit St. Gallen und DKV
pramieren nachhaltige Transportkonzepte, in: DVZ, Jg. 61, Nr. 98, S. 11.

Teuscher P., et al. (2006): Risk management in sustainable supply chain management (SSCM).
Lessons learnt from the case of GMO-free soybeans, in: Corporate Social Responsibility and En-
vironmental Management, Vol. 13, No. 1, S. 1-10.

Teuteberg, F./Wittstruck, D. (2010): A Systematic Review of Sustainable Supply Chain Management
Research. What is there and what is missing?, in: Schumann, M., et al. (Hrsg.): Tagungsband zur
Multikonferenz Wirtschaftsinformatik 2010, Géttingen, S. 1001-1015.

Vachon 8. (2007): Green supply chain practices and the selection of environmental technologies, in:
International Journal of Production Research, Vol. 45, No. 18/19, 5.4357-4379.

Vachon, 8., et al. (2009): Aligning competitive priorities in the supply chain. The role of interactions
with suppliers, in: International Journal of Operations & Production Management, Vol. 29, No.
4,5.322-340.

108 Die Unternehmung, 6s. Jg., 2/20m



Hansen/Harms/Schaltegger | Sustainable Supply Chain Management im globalen Kontext

Wagner, M. (2008): Die Funktion von Anspruchsgruppen bei Kooperationen in der Produktentwick-
lung. Eine empirische Analyse im deutschen Verarbeitenden Gewerbe, in: Die Unternehmung, Jg.
62, Nr. 6, 5.521-541.

Walker, H., et al. (2008): Drivers and barriers to environmental supply chain management practices.
Lessons from the public and private sector, in: Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management,
Vol. 14, No. 1, S. 69-85.

Walton, S.V., et al. (1998): The green supply chain: Integrating suppliers into environmental man-
agement processes, in: International Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management, Vol. 34,
No. 2, S.2-11.

Werner, H. (2008): Supply Chain Management. Grundlagen, Strategien, Instrumente und Control-
ling, 3. Aufl., Wiesbaden.

Wildemann, H. (2000): Supply Chain Management, Minchen.

Williamson, O.E. (1975): Markets and hierarchies. Analysis and antitrust implications. A study in
the economics of internal organization, New York.

Winkler, H., et al. (2007): Entwicklung eines Performance- und Risikomanagement-Konzeptes fiir
nachhaltige Supply Chain Netzwerke. Ein Projektbericht im Rahmen der Programmlinie Fabrik
der Zukunft, Berichte aus Energie- und Umweltforschung, 19/2007, Wien.

Wittstruck, D./Teuteberg, F. (2010a): Ein Referenzmodell fiir das Sustainable Supply Chain Ma-
nagement, in: Zeitschrift fiir Management, Jg. 5, Nr. 2, S. 141-164.

Wittstruck, D./Teuteberg, F. (2010b): Sustainable Supply Chain Management in Recyclingnetzwer-
ken der Elektro- und Elektronikindustrie. Eine empirische Studie zum Status Quo, in: Schumann,
M., et al. (Hrsg.): Tagungsband zur Multikonferenz Wirtschaftsinformatik 2010, Géttingen,
5.1029-1043.

Wycherley, 1. (1999): Greening supply chains — The case of Body Shop International, in: Business
Strategy and the Environment, Vol. 8, No. 2, S. 120-127.

Zadek, S. (2004): The Path to Corporate Responsibility, in: Harvard Business Review, Vol. 82, No.
12,5.125-132.

Zhu, Q.H./Sarkis, ]. (2006): An inter-sectoral comparison of green supply chain management in
China. Drivers and practice, in: Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 14, No. 3, S. 471-486.

Zsidisin, G.A./Siferd, S$.P. (2001): Environmental purchasing. A framework for theory development,
in: European Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management, Vol. 7, No. 1, 5. 61-73.

Die Unternehmung, 6s. Jg., 2/20m 109



Aufsitze

Erik G. Hansen, Dr., ist als wissenschaftlicher Assistent am Centre for Sustainability Man-
agement (CSM) der Leuphana Universitdt und als Visiting Fellow am Doughty Centre for
Corporate Responsibility der Cranfield University, UK titig.

Dorli Harms ist wissenschaftliche Mitarbeiterin am Centre for Sustainability Management
und promoviert zum Thema Sustainable Supply Chain Management.

Stefan Schaltegger, Prof. Dr., ist Ordinarius fir Betriebswirtschaftslehre, Leiter des Centre
for Sustainability Management und des MBA Sustainability Management an der Leupha-
na Universitit Liineburg.

Anschrift: Centre for Sustainability Management (CSM), Leuphana Universitit Lineburg,
Scharnhorststr. 1, 21335 Liineburg, Tel.: +49 (0)4131/677-2260,

E-Mails: erik.hansen@uni.leuphana.de; dharms@uni.leuphana.de;
schaltegger@uni.leuphana.de

Die Autoren danken den anonymen Gutachtern fir die wertvollen Hinweise zur Weiter-
entwicklung des Beitrags sowie dem deutschen Bundesministerium fir Umwelt, Natur-
schutz und Reaktorsicherheit (BMU) fiir die Forderung der Studie, die die Grundlage fiir
diesen Beitrag bildet.

10 Die Unternehmung, 6s. Jg., 2/20m



Contribution III (journal article, double blind peer reviewed, published)
Harms, D. (2011): Environmental Sustainability and Supply Chain Management: A Framework
of Cross-Functional Integration and Knowledge Transfer, Journal of Environmental

Sustainability, Vol. 1, No. 1, 121-141.



Environmental Sustainability and Supply
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Integration and Knowledge Transfer
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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this paper is to discuss mechanisms of intra-organizational knowledge
transfer within sustainable supply chain management (SSCM). Through a conceptual study design,
the focus of this paper is on the transfer of SSCM-associated information and knowledge between
functional units. Furthermore, the external stakeholder perspective is taken into account. To
support this conceptual framework, the knowledge-based theory provides a theoretical foundation
in order to study a company’s ability for knowledge sharing. Within this perspective one approach
distinguishes between internal and external structures and the individual competence. These
findings will be used as a basis to further develop a framework of intra-organizational SSCM
knowledge and information transfer as well as cross-functional integration.

KEYWORDS
Conceptual Paper, Cross-Functional Integration,
Knowledge-Based Theory, Sustainable Supply
Chain Management

I. INTRODUCTION

The linkage between sustainability management
and conventional supply chain management (SCM)
has gained an increasing amount of interest in the
academic and business community (Carter and
Rogers; Sarkis, Zhu, and Lai; Seuring and Miiller) to
the extent that sustainable supply chain management
(SSCM) is now seen as an established research
field (Seuring). Theoretical approaches refer, for
instance, to the differentiation between product- and

process-oriented perspectives on SSCM (Bowen et
al.) or internal and external relationships (Harland;
Lambert, Cooper, and Pagh). Nevertheless, current
studies still address the need for further research,
in particular with regard to an advanced building
of SSCM theory and development of new concepts
(Carter and Easton; Seuring). Overall, research
indicates (Pagell, Wu, and Wassermann) that there
is a potential shift from conventional SCM and
purchasing to more sustainability-oriented efforts.
This shift can be described as a decisive
move foracompany’s current and future procurement
and supply management activities because a
company often faces a high level of complexity.
Such complexity can be triggered by the necessity
to manage a large number of suppliers in diverse
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socio-economic contexts or by a growing demand
for an integration of environmental and social
criteria in supply chain management (Halldérsson,
Kotzab, and Skjoett-Larsen; Seuring and Miiller).
This integration is demanded, for instance, by
customers or media (Andersen and Skjoett-Larsen;
Carter and Dresner; Walker, Di Sisto, and McBain).
If a company is not able to meet these requirements,
it may risk a reputation loss. In contrast, however,
SSCM can also create opportunities such as product
and process innovations, which fit the increasing
market for environmental-friendly and socially
responsible products and services (Carter and
Jennings; Geffen and Rothenberg; Kassinis and
Soteriou). As a consequence of these challenges and
opportunities, the purchasing department is involved
in a dialogue not only with its suppliers, but also
has to exchange information and knowledge with
other departments within the same company such
as research and development (R&D), production, or
the sustainability department.

In this process, supply chains can be
divided into external (inter-organizational) and
internal (intra-organizational) components. External
supply chains (upstream and downstream; Vachon
and Klassen, “Extending Green Practices”) are
characterized by the flow of materials, capital, and
information between the different external partners
(e.g. suppliers, focal company, retail, consumers,
disposal/recycling), whereas internal supply chains
encompass the interaction among the different
functional wunits within the (focal) company
(Harland; Lambert, Cooper, and Pagh; Seuring and
Miiller). Combining both supply chain perspectives
implies that functional units have to exchange
sustainability-relevant information internally to
meet the requirements of external stakeholders (e.g.
information about human rights compliance) or to
comply with internal quests (e.g. reduction of CO,
emissions across the supply chain).

In this paper, focusing on the necessity of

transferring internal SSCM-related information
and knowledge raises the following question: How
does cross-functional integration play a role in
intra-organizational transfer of SSCM-relevant
information and knowledge?

To answer this question, a conceptual
framework has been developed. Although, there
is a considerable interest for SSCM and for new
theoretical approaches from both academic and
practitioner sides (Matos and Hall; Reuter et
al.; Simpson, Power, and Samson), the SSCM
literature is limited with regard to a discussion
of intra-organizational alignment from a theory-
based perspective (e.g., Gattiker and Carter). In
order to help fill this gap and to investigate SSCM
with the focus on cross-functional collaboration
and knowledge transfer, the knowledge-based
theory (Grant; Sveiby) has been deemed suitable
for this paper. This theory emphasizes the role
and relevance of knowledge for a company—the
“creating, storing, and applying knowledge” (Dyer
and Nobeoka 345)—to gain competitive advantage
(Grant; Spender). Sveiby applies this knowledge-
based approach of the firm (in the following simply
referred to as the knowledge-based view) to explore
a company’s internal and external transfer as well
as conversion of knowledge. However, Sveiby
does not explicitly portray the intra-organizational
integration or refer to sustainability issues so his
model will be modified conceptually with regard to
intra-organizational SSCM characteristics.

The paper is divided into five sections.
After the introduction, the second section gives an
overview on the background literature regarding
sustainable supply chain management and cross-
functional integration. The third section sketches
the knowledge-based view with focus on intra-
organizational aspects. In the fourth section, a
conceptual framework of cross-functional integration
in intra-organizational SSCM is developed
and discussed with regard to corresponding
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measurements. The final section draws a conclusion
and points out areas for future research.

I1. SUSTAINABLE SUPPLY CHAIN
MANAGEMENT AND CROSS-
FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION

As SSCM is already seen as an established research
field (Seuring) and cross-functional collaboration
has been discussed since the 1980’s (Takeuchi and
Nonaka), the following section provides an overview
on related literature and findings in these two fields
so far.
ILIL SUSTAINABLE SUPPLY CHAIN
MANAGEMENT

SSCM can be understood as a further development of
the conventional SCM—extended by the integration
of the three (environmental, social, and economic)
dimensions (Carter and Rogers; Seuring and
Miiller). In order to outline the underlying meaning of
the management concepts, this section sketches their
main characteristics.

The traditional notion of supply chain
management encompasses both the demand-oriented
(downstream) and supply-oriented (upstream) processes
(Cooper and Ellram; Esper et al.; Vachon and Klassen,
“Extending Green Practices”), although the term literally
focuses on the supplier’s side. SCM aims at “delivering
enhanced customer service and economic value”” (Mentzer
et al, with reference to La Londe). This term refers to the
management of the

activities  associated with the flow and
transformation of goods...as well as the
associated  information  flows....  Supply
chain management (SCM) is the integration
of these activities through improved supply
chain relationships, to achieve a sustainable
competitive advantage (Handfield and Nichols 2).

Environmental Sustainability and Supply Chain Management — A Framework...

This definition implies that SCM can be rather
complex, especially when regarding the different
stages of the supply chain. The focal company has
to manage not only the flow of materials and goods
but also the flow of information. To achieve a proper
flow, a company can use information system tools,
such as enterprise resource planning (ERP) software
or face-to-face interaction with external and internal
members of the supply chain (Pagell).

External members are the different suppliers
(1st tier, 2nd tier, etc.) on the supply side, whereas
customers (e.g., wholesalers), consumers, and
waste disposal recycling companies, respectively,
are members on the demand side. Furthermore,
the buying, producing, moving, storing and selling
of a company are core activities that characterize
the internal supply chain (New; Sweeney). All
departments that require purchased products
or services are, in the wider sense, a part of the
internal supply chain. In a narrower sense, these are
the functional units that participate in the internal
supply chain (e.g. purchasing, manufacturing, sales,
and distribution) (Harland S63). In addition to these
internal supply chain members, Lambert, Cooper, and
Pagh (2) included the departments’ R&D as well as
finance. First and foremost, the purchasing and logistics
departments play the central role in the management
of supply chains since they create an interface with
external suppliers (Cooper and Ellram).

For several years, SCM also has been
discussed with regard to environmental and social
issues (e.g., Carter and Easton; Carter, Ellram, and
Ready; Sarkis, Zhu, and Lai). Referring to Jayaraman,
Klassen, and Linton as well as Cruz, the authors
Pagell, Wu, and Wassermann (58) argue with regard
to SSCM that

evidence is growing that the field is reaching
a critical tipping point where wide-scale
adoption of sustainable sourcing practices may
potentially become a dominant dynamic in the
supply chain context.
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This further development of SCM leads to a more
comprehensive understanding of SSCM. In line
with the triple bottom line approach and the notion
of sustainable development (Elkington; Kleindorfer,
Singhal, and van Wassenhove; Schaltegger and
Burritt, “Corporate Sustainability”), Seuring and
Miiller (1700) define sustainable supply chain
management as
the management of material, information and
capital flows as well as cooperation among
companies along the supply chain while taking
goals from all three dimensions of sustainable
development,
and social, into account which are derived

i.e., economic, environmental

from customer and stakeholder requirements.

In sustainable supply chains, environmental
and social criteria need to be fulfilled by the
members to remain within the supply chain,
while it is expected that competitiveness would
be maintained through meeting customer needs
and related economic criteria.

Their definition is illustrated in Figure 1. As shown,
there are several internal and external stakeholders
who deal with sustainable supply chain management
issues.

For instance, there are external stakeholders
such as the (national and international) legislation
(Carter and Dresner; Walker, Di Sisto, and McBain)
and competitors (Klassen and Vachon; Zhu and
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Figure 1: Sustainable internal and external supply chain (according to the understanding of Harland S63;
Salzmann et al. 15; Seuring and Miiller 1700).
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Sarkis), investors and rating agencies as well as
NGOs and the general public (Koplin, Seuring,
and Mesterharm; Salzmann et al.; Svensson;
Wycherly). In addition, suppliers and customers
are external stakeholders (Carter and Dresner;
Klassen and Vachon). Due to the fact that in recent
years the amount of stakeholder requirements has
increased for corporate responsibility as well as for
environmental-friendly and socially responsible
products and services (Carter and Jennings; Kassinis
and Soteriou; Sarkis, Zhu, and Lai; Seuring and
Miiller), the importance of the company internal
knowledge transfer between functional units such as
public relations (PR) or the sustainability also has
risen.

After a summary of different elements and
links within sustainable supply chains, an overall
objective of SSCM can be formulated as

to make the supply chain more sustainable
with an end goal of creating a truly sustainable
chain. When we refer to a sustainable supply
chain we are in essence referring to an outcome
for that supply chain (Pagell and Wu, “Building
Theory” 38).

This goal seems to be—similar to the one of
sustainability—rather abstract, since it cannot easily
be defined in terms of form and extent (Haake and
Seuring). In order to put SSCM in more concrete
terms, Halldorsson, Kotzab, and Skjoett-Larsen
evaluated related issues, such as the carbon
management in the supply chain, and developed
possible generic SSCM strategies. The integrated
strategy is considered when sustainability issues
become consistent with SCM. Within the alignment
strategy, sustainability is complementary to SCM,
and in the replacement strategy, the conventional
SCM is substituted by full implementation of a
sustainability-oriented approach. Whereas these
strategies differ widely with regard to the extent of
change, the integrated strategy currently seems to be
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the most probable in terms of practicability.

According to the above-mentioned SSCM
definition by Seuring and Miiller, companies have
to manage material, information, and capital
flows within their internal and external sustainable
supply chains. This means the various stakeholder
requirements, such as the customers’ demand for
more sustainable products and services or the need
for compliance with norms and regulations on
sustainability issues have to be taken into account
(e.g. Bowen et al.; Seuring and Miiller). These
requirements are relevant since they are linked
to risks such as possible reputation damages or
they are related to opportunities, such as a market
potential due to sustainability-oriented innovations
and product developments. As a consequence, the
different functional units are supposed to work
together in order to meet the mentioned requirements
and to take the different disciplinary perspectives
(Wagner). Such cross-functional cooperation (Hsu and
Hu) demands a transfer of information and knowledge.
According to Schaltegger and Burritt (Contemporary
Environmental Accounting 404), such management
of information can be understood as “the creation of
purpose-oriented knowledge.” Key characteristics of
cross-functional integration are displayed in the next
section in order to improve the understanding of how
and which information can be transferred between the
functional silos.

ILIIL CROSS-FUNCTIONAL

INTEGRATIONIN THE CONTEXT
OF SSCM

As previously described, SSCM is not just an issue
that affects procurement but also departments
such as marketing, R&D, or production (Carter
and Dresner; Sarkis, Zhu, and Lai). Addressing
several sustainability issues (e.g. waste reduction,
health protection, or energy savings) that can be
relevant for more than just one functional unit, this
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phenomenon is, in fact, encompassing sustainability
measures since these often cover at least two of the
three (environmental, social, and economic) aspects
(Darnall, Jolley, and Handfield; Schaltegger et al. 6).
For instance, waste reduction can be both a matter
handled by the purchasing and in the human resources
departments since the employees might have to be
trained how to avoid waste in the most efficient and
effective way.
Nevertheless, every functional unit within
a company covers its own area of specialization in
order to fulfill particular tasks that are associated with
appropriate qualifications. From the perspective of the
knowledge-based view, specialization is needed since
bounded rationality is recognition that human
brain has limited capacity to acquire, store
and process knowledge. The result is that
efficiency in knowledge production... requires
that individuals specialize in particular areas of
knowledge (Grant 112).

However, it has to be taken into account that
specialization increases interdependencies and
the need for coordination between the separate
functional units (Olson, Walker, and Ruekert). As
a consequence, a balance should be kept between
benefits derived from specialization and the
integration costs incurred (Galbraith 118-119;
Thompson, 64; Turkulainen 16).

Looking at the SSCM literature, some
scholars emphasize that SSCM may be facilitated
by cross-functional collaboration and with the
partners working in unison (Bowen et al.; Gold,
Seuring, and Beske). However, there is indication
that cross-functional collaboration sometimes is
just wishful thinking (Pagell) and barriers do exist
(Carter and Dresner; Moses and Ahlstrom). These
barriers lower the potential of transferring internally
or externally (sustainability-oriented) information
from one member of the supply chain to another.
Moses and Ahlstrdm found problems in cross-

functional processes of sourcing decision making,
such as the interdependency between the functional
units, strategy complications, and functional goals
that are not aligned. In order to hurdle these barriers,
Moses and Ahlstrdm recommend that all functional
goals should be strategically coordinated so that
the purchasing strategy is in line with the sourcing
decision processes. Regarding these sourcing
decision processes, they also stress the necessity of
updated information (Leenders, van Engelen, and
Kratzer; Pagell) as well as the risk of information
overload (Olson, Walker, and Ruekert).
Therefore, it has to be assumed that the

“right” management of information and knowledge
is crucial for a successful SSCM. A lack of
knowledge might be an explanation for no or partial
cross-functional integration (Pagell). For this reason,
the knowledge-based view is used to expose the
potential of cross-functional interaction. Moreover,
the application of this theory-based approach is an
attempt to help overcome the mentioned challenges
within sustainable supply chains, such as risk of
a reputation loss and demand for environmental-
friendly and socially responsible products.

I11. KNOWLEDGE-BASED VIEW
FROM AN INTERNAL SSCM
PERSPECTIVE

The importance of knowledge transfer is discussed in
inter-organizational contexts (e.g., Dyer and Nobeoka;
Martinkenaite), intra-organizational contexts (e.g.,
Gattiker and Carter), or both (e.g., Cousins and
Spekman; Frazier). Information can be defined as
purpose-oriented knowledge (Schaltegger and Burritt,
Contemporary  Environmental Accounting 404),
whereas knowledge can be understood as “which
is known” (Grant 119). Although there are various
definitions of knowledge and of associated concepts
(e.g., for a typology of knowledge management, cf.
Geisler, Lavergne and Earl), this paper refers principally
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to the understanding of knowledge provided in Grant’s
knowledge-based view. Based on the resource-based
theory (Barney; Wernerfelt), knowledge is considered
a very important strategic resource that can promise
competitive advantage to the firm (Gold, Seuring, and
Beske; Grant; Kogut and Zander).

For setting up the foundations of the theory,
Grant (110-112) describes five characteristics of
knowledge that are relevant for the application
within a company:

*  Transferability: The knowledge has to be
transferrable with regard to time, space, and
between individuals. For a more precise
determination regarding transferability,
knowledge can be distinguished into
tacit and explicit. 7acit knowledge—also
known as knowing how—is what implicitly
exists through its application. Its transfer
is uncertain and can be costly and slow
(Kogut and Zander). Explicit knowledge,
in contrast, is the knowing about.
Regarding SSCM issues within a company,
corresponding explicit knowledge can be
transferred by communication between the
different functional units.

*  Capacity for aggregation: Knowledge
can be transmitted, receipted, and
aggregated. However, knowledge transfer
is dependent on the recipient’s capacity
to gain knowledge. If there is a common
language, this capacity is expanded. A
company’s internal job rotation system can
be a possible way to increase a person’s
capacity to acquire new knowledge.

For instance, job rotation can mean

that a purchasing manager works in the
sustainability department or in marketing
and sales. By rotating jobs, he or she

will have the chance to better understand
the tasks and processes within the other
functional units. Furthermore, he or she can
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become familiar with the specific language
and culture in the other functional units
(Turkulainen 136).

*  Appropriability: Regarding the
appropriability of knowledge, a distinction
should be made between the already
mentioned tacit and explicit knowledge.
Tacit knowledge cannot be appropriated,
as it is stored within individuals; however,
explicit knowledge might be acquired.

As a consequence for cross-functional
integration, Matos and Hall recommend
that collaborative teams should use both
tacit and explicit knowledge so that they
cover “a diverse spectrum of skills and
expertise” (Matos and Hall 1097).

o Specialization in knowledge acquisition: As
already mentioned (cf. IL.I1.), individuals
have limited capacities for acquisition,
storage, and processing knowledge.

Hence, specialization helps persons

and organizations to manage profound
knowledge. However, this specialization
requires coordination between the different
employees and functional units within a
company (Turkulainen 58).

*  Knowledge requirements of production:
Finally, the knowledge transfer starts
from “the assumption that the critical
input in production and primary source
of value is knowledge” (Grant 112). This
statement refers to the understanding that
knowledge is a prerequisite for people to be
productive. Therefore, they have to possess
and apply knowledge to, for instance,
construct or operate a machine (Grant).

As indicated, these five described characteristics
of knowledge have to be taken into account when
SSCM-relevant information and knowledge are
exchanged between the different members of the
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internal supply chain.
Knowledge within sustainable supply chains

Regarding sustainable supply chains, detailed
information about environmental, social, and
economic impacts and performance across the entire
(external and internal) chain has to be collected and
processed (Foster and Green). This requirement is due
to the fact that external stakeholders, such as customers
or media, are interested in product properties (e.g.
product carbon footprint) or production conditions
at the company’s and supplier’s sites (e.g. human
rights compliance). As a consequence, the different
functional units have to exchange corresponding
information (Carter and Dresner; Foster and Green).
For example, the purchasing department requires
environmental information from its suppliers, such as
left out hazardous substances. This information has to
be submitted to the production department, and finally,
sales and marketing can provide this information to
the company’s customers. Such typical information
flow within a supply chain can be associated with
the product life cycle perspective (Birou, Fawecett,
and Magnan; Carter and Dresner; Hayes and
Wheelwright). According to this perspective, several
members of the internal and external supply chain
are aligned so that there is a “greater cooperation
across functional boundaries” (Birou, Fawcett, and
Magnan 37). This collaboration requires transmitting
and receiving knowledge within the cross-functional
cooperation.

Transfer of knowledge in SSCM

In order to coordinate the transfer of knowledge,
Grant points out that the differences between
tacit and explicit knowledge (Nonaka) have to be
considered. As a consequence, the more informal
“knowing how” and the quite formal “knowing
about” have to be merged so that the specialized
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knowledge of the different functional units can be
integrated. Here, Grant (114—115) suggests four
mechanisms, where the first three aim at reducing
communication and learning costs and the last one
aims at relying on communication:

*  Rules and directives: These mechanisms
present a standardized format of
communication (Van de Ven, Delbecq,
and Koenig). In the context of SSCM,
there exist the European directives on
hazardous substances in the electronics
industry (Preuss). In another example,
some companies have created internal
rules concerning purchasing restrictions to
suppliers who exploit child labor (Koplin,
Seuring, and Mesterharm). Furthermore,
rules can convert tacit knowledge into
explicit (Grant).

*  Sequencing: According to Thompson,
sequencing can be coordination by
plans, meaning that knowledge and other
issues such as capabilities and activities
can develop gradually and dynamically
(Helfat and Raubitschek). Regarding
a logistical integration, production
planning or inventory management could
be measurements that affect energy
consumption across the entire supply chain
(Vachon and Klassen, “Supply Chain
Management”).

*  Routines: In comparison to the mechanism
sequencing, routines can be understood
as “simple sequences” (Grant 115).

They can differ greatly (Pentland and
Rueter) and, within a company, they

can be used for simultaneous activities
(Hutchins). Examples are assessment or
monitoring routines that help to evaluate
the environmental performance within a
company (Klassen and Vachon; Simpson,
Power, and Samson).
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*  Problem solving by groups and decision
making: Since problem-solving processes
by groups are communication intensive,
they can be rather resource consuming
(regarding time and capital). Thus, the
building of cross-functional task force
teams should focus on “unusual, complex,
and important tasks” (Grant 115). Product
development (Pagell) or crisis management
(Hutchins) are two such examples of cross-
functional teams.

With reference to product development activities,
Pagell states there are a considerable number of
related studies that emphasize the importance of
cross-functional team work (e.g., Wheelwright
and Clark). Although Pagell expresses a need
for internal cross-functional integration in such
occasional tasks, he also stresses that repetitive
tasks require other approaches. Such approaches,
in turn, can be connected to Grant’s first-mentioned
mechanisms, the rules and directives, sequencing,
and routines.

Based on Grant’s knowledge-based view,
Sveiby aimed at expanding the field of knowledge
transfer by focusing on strategy formulation. His
work will be outlined in the following section.

Strategies toward knowledge transfer

In his work, Sveiby distinguishes between three
dimensions of “intangible assets” (Sveiby 346—
347) of a company: external structures (e.g.
relationships with suppliers, customers, and
the company’s image), internal structures (e.g.
staff, infrastructure, and patents), and individual
competences (e.g. competences of the company’s
employees). All three dimensions are linked
reciprocally to each other. When knowledge is
transferred within a company, its value can be
created (Lavergne and Earl; Sveiby). Furthermore,
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the knowledge transfer can occur in different
kinds of activities within the internal structure.
For instance, such activities can focus on using
comprehensive database or ERP software (Pagell;
Sveiby). The enabling of these activities is “the
backbone of a knowledge strategy” (Sveiby 348).

In the following section, Sveiby’s model
(347) will be used and adjusted in such a way as
to focus on the particularities of sustainable supply
chains and the company’s internal perspective.
After having set this framework on intra-
organizational SSCM, potential measurements will
be discussed in regard to facilitating knowledge
transfer in internal SSCM.

V. FRAMEWORK OF
INFORMATION AND
KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER IN
SSCM

When Sveiby’s model is modified with regard
to SSCM, three different kinds of knowledge
transfer can be depicted (Figure 2): (1) the
intra-organizational knowledge transfer within
the company’s internal structure; (2) the inter-
organizational transfer of knowledge with
external stakeholders; and (3) the transfer
between individuals and the internal structure.
Knowledge transfer within internal
structures (1) implies that SSCM-relevant tacit and

internal
sustainable
| supply chain

external
sustainable supply
chain (demand side)

\ external
\ sustainable supply
\ chain (supply side) ;
. X
N Kang
S 47
\

/

\.
~ individual K4
~ -
~._ competences  _ .~

Figure 2: Knowledge transfer in sustainable supply
chains (modified from Sveiby 347).
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explicit knowledge can be shared and spread within
the internal boundaries of the company. Activities
such as using a common database (Sveiby), tools to
improve interactive I'T communication (e.g. intranet,
company’s internal wiki), or holding meetings on a
regular basis can support such knowledge transfer.
Furthermore, cross-functional collaboration can
facilitate the transmission and receipt of information
and knowledge. Since an internal structure is related
to a manifoldness of economic, environmental,
and social problems and solutions, the integration
of different functional units is proposed (Sweet,
Roome, and Sweet). The idea is to
capture this system complexity by integrating
information from different sources, and relating
this information to the unique environmental and
business contexts within which it arises (Sweet
266; with reference to Roome, Sustainability
Strategies, Taking Responsibility).

Furthermore, information and knowledge transfer is
not only necessary within the internal structure but
also with external stakeholders (2). Regarding the
entire supply chain, a company has to consider both
direct stakeholders, such as suppliers and customers,
and indirect stakeholders, such as legislative bodies,
NGOs, and media (cf. IL.I., Figure 1). While Foster
and Green focus on the information flows and links
for sustainability-oriented innovation processes,
they also refer to consultants and universities
as possible external collaboration partners for
innovations. Thus, it is worth noting that a lot of
different flows generally are related to sustainability-
oriented product and process innovations (Hansen,
GroBle-Dunker, and Reichwald). Furthermore, in
addition to the sheer quantity of information, the
variety of information and knowledge flows to and
from the different stakeholders has to be taken into
account. For the purpose of transferring knowledge,
collaborative teams can be built by internal and
external supply chain members (Matos and Hall).

These cross-boundary spanning teams are able to
combine their expertise and exchange ideas, and
they have to develop specific goals and strategies
as well as tasks. Nevertheless, such extensive team
work can consume many resources (e.g., time,
capital). This option is only of interest if the efforts
are reasonable with regard to the benefits, such
as new product development and effective crisis
management (Hutchins; Pagell).

The information and knowledge transfer from
individuals (3) to internal structures might involve
the integration of an individual’s competences in the
company’s structure (Sveiby). Since every employee
possesses his or her own skills, knowledge, and
experiences (Bowen et al.; Miiller and Gaudig; Sweet,
Roome, and Sweet), these skill sets can lead to a great
diversity of capabilities, which, in turn, can create
competitive advantage (Gold, Seuring, and Beske).
With regard to the diversity of capabilities and company
size, research indicates that larger companies do not
only have more resources, but also a wider variety of
them at their disposal (Gupta and Govindarajan; Van
Wijk, Jansen, and Lyles). Nevertheless, it can be more
challenging than in smaller companies to manage
these different kinds of specialized knowledge
(Turkulainen 141).

After having outlined the constituent parts
of the framework of information and knowledge
transfer in internal SSCM, the section below focuses
on measurements on how the transfer can take place.

IV.IL MEASUREMENTS TO
FACILITATE KNOWLEDGE
TRANSFER IN INTERNAL
SSCM

The measures that facilitate knowledge transfer
within and into internal SSCM can be structured
as “levels of knowledge transfer in SSCM” and
“coordination mechanisms” (7able 1). Whereas
the levels of knowledge transfer refer to the

130  Journal of Environmental Sustainability — Volume 1 — 2011



classification proposed by Sveiby, the categorization
of the coordination mechanisms is based on the
work of Grant. Within this paper, both perspectives
are placed in the context of internal SSCM.

Given the matrix above, 12 categories can
be distinguished with regard to how SSCM-relevant
information and knowledge can be transferred
within and into a company. In order to relate
these categories to practical application, the set of
potential measurements will be discussed by using
appropriate examples in the following.

(a) Within internal structures / Rules and
directives

In cross-functional collaboration, rules and directives
can serve as coordination mechanisms that minimize
communication (Grant). These mechanisms can be
useful if there is no or little need for coordination.
For instance, internal rules can refer to how IT

should be used. In such a way, internal policy can
govern how and when ERP systems are in operation
and what kind of SSCM-relevant information should
be integrated into the system. Furthermore, Bowen
et al. (177) suggest “detailed purchasing policies
and procedures” to formulate guidelines as to how
sustainability issues can be implemented in day-
to-day purchasing decisions. Rules and directives
do not only help to organize recurring tasks, they
also can facilitate an efficient mode of working in
collaborating with other functional units. Although
rules and directives might be used with little effort
and less communication once they have been issued,
it can take time and can create a need for deliberation
for establishing them in the first place.

(b) Within internal structures / Sequencing

Sequencing means it is already planned how different
functional units can share their expertise on SSCM-

Levels of (1) Within internal

knowledge transfer structure
in SSCM
Coordination
mechanisms

(2) From external to internal

(3) From individual
competence to internal
structure

structure

Rules and directives

(a) Setting rules on the
use of IT systems for

(e) Issuing directives for suppliers
about information transfer between

(i) Establishing rules on how
individuals should behave

meetings of different
functions (specific to
management level)

routines (exchange of information
between the focal company and its
suppliers on regular basis)

transferring SSCM suppliers and the focal company in case of difficult SSCM

information decisions

Sequencing (b) Transfer of infor- | (f) Learning from suppliers (e.g., job (j) Transmitting new
mation from internal | rotation between suppliers and focal knowledge (obtained in

experts company) | seminars, trainings, etc.) into a

database

Routines (c) Holding regular | (g) Establishing knowledge-sharing (k) Behaving sustainability-

oriented (waste/energy
reduction)

Group solving

(d) Setting up a task
force group for internal
improvements (waste
reduction, health protec-
tion, energy cost savings)

(h) Developing sustainability-
oriented products; stakeholder-
advisory boards/stakeholder
committees

(1) Providing experiences (with

crisis management)

Table 1: Measurements to facilitate internal knowledge transfer in sustainable supply chains
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relevant issues. For instance, if a new product has
to be assessed with regard to its environmental
impact, the different functional units, such as
purchasing, R&D, and manufacturing, can transfer
their specific knowledge into a database. Since some
of this information is dependent on background data
from other departments, this data collection can be
organized sequentially, meaning that a work flow is
generated. Alternatively, an (electronic) route card
can be used to inform the several functional units
about the new product and its environmental, social,
and economic characteristics so that the individual
departments can also process this information
within their unit.

(c) Within internal structures / Routines

Within internal structures, routines can help to share
knowledge between the various functional units.
Brief daily meetings of employees from different
departments can facilitate the transfer of up-to-date
information. In such cases, the emphasis is on basic
information and on exchanging information between
functional units, such as purchasing, sustainability
department, PR, manufacturing, R&D, marketing,
and sales. In addition to such daily cross-functional
activities, monitoring and assessment routines also
can help to estimate the environmental performance
within a company (Klassen and Vachon; Simpson,
Power, and Samson).

(d) Within internal structures / Group solving

Product development and crisis management
are potential application areas of group solving
processes (Hutchins; Pagell) within a company.
Group problem solving and decision making are
measurements that require the most coordination and
interaction, when compared to the three activities
explained above (Grant). Therefore, it is reasonable
to set up task force groups, whenever this effort

proposes a balance between the associated benefit
and the expenditure of time and capital. In this
context, Grant (115) cites “unusual, complex, and
important tasks” as examples of problem solving by
groups and decision making. However, it is worth
mentioning that task force groups can generate
and exchange SSCM-relevant tacit and explicit
knowledge. When they are brought together as a
cross-functional team, members can learn from each
other’s expertise and specialization.

(e) From external to internal structure / Rules
and directives

In the context of transferring knowledge from
the external structure to the internal, rules and
directives can be used to integrate the knowledge
from external stakeholders (e.g. suppliers,
customers, NGOs, universities). When a company
negotiates a cooperation agreement with one of
these stakeholders, the company can set rules that
stipulate what kind of information and knowledge
should be transferred to the company. For instance, a
company can be forced by its customers to transmit
related information with regard to carbon footprint
management (e.g., the retail sector, which has
begun to label products with information about the
carbon footprint; Halldorsson, Kotzab, and Skjoett-
Larsen). As a consequence, the focal company itself
can force its suppliers by directives to provide such
information.

(f) From external to internal structure /
Sequencing

In order to obtain external knowledge by sequencing,
companies and suppliers can establish a system of
transferring staff knowledge across firm boundaries.
This knowledge transfer may involve people
actually working temporarily in the other company
(Dyer and Nobeoka). The particular know-how of a
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staff member from the supplier can be used while he
or she works within the focal company, or his or her
(explicit) knowledge can be stored in documents and
IT systems. The latter alternative offers the chance
to integrate the knowledge sequentially at the time
it is required.

(g) From external to internal structure /
Routines

Dyer and Singh (1998) understand knowledge-
sharing routines as one potential source to gain
competitive advantage. Referring to Grant,
they define a routine as “a regular pattern of
interfirm interactions that permits the transfer,
recombination, or creation of specialized
knowledge” (Dyer and Singh 665). More
specifically a company and its suppliers, in
the context of SSCM, can create routines by
informing each other on a regular basis about
the latest developments in product innovation
or about relevant legislative projects. Such
institutionalized processes can be advantageous
due to fact that the partners share unique and
detailed knowledge.

(h) From external to internal structure / Group
solving

In order to stimulate the development of
sustainability-oriented products, a focal company
can form cross-organizational teams with its suppliers
and customers (Stank, Keller, and Daugherty;
Vachon and Klassen, “Supply Chain Management”;
Zhao, Selen, and Yeung). Moreover, companies can
establish groups with other stakeholders such as the
local community or NGOs. Stakeholder advisory
boards or corporate responsibility committees
(Hansen215)alsoare possibleinstitutions to integrate
external knowledge of sustainability-related issues
and concerns. The purchasing department can
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organize these committees directly at the suppliers’
sites to better understand the local conditions. This
acquired knowledge, in turn, can improve risk and
opportunity estimating of purchasing requirements
and supply chain matters (such as product quality,
working conditions, and avoidance of hazardous
substances). However, it has to be taken into account
that such inter-organizational collaboration might
be challenging to organize since several companies
(e.g. focal company, 1st tier, 2nd tier suppliers, etc.)
and organizations (e.g. NGOs, universities, etc.)
can pursue their own goals and strategies to achieve
product improvements. Furthermore, the external
stakeholders have their own organizational culture
and structure that can considerably differ from the
focal company’s traits. As a consequence, these
mentioned barriers have to be considered whenever
there are joint efforts to develop more sustainable
products and processes. One option to avoid these
hurdles might be an open and regular communication
between the internal and external stakeholders.

(i) From individual competence to internal
structure / Rules and directives

Based onthe assumption that critical SSCM decisions
exist, such as termination of the supplier relationship
due to noncompliance with environmental or social
guidelines, a directive can require that multiple
parties are involved for these crucial decisions. This
approach can be applied by employees of one single
department, or, in order to improve knowledge
transfer between functional units, it can also be
used as a rule so that employees from different
departments such as purchasing and R&D have to
decide collectively. Adopting such a directive might
allow a transfer of individual’s knowledge to the
internal structure and across the internal supply
chain. However, it has to be taken into account that
an individual’s perception and acceptance of such a
directive can be different depending on the personal
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and organizational context or situation he or she is
in. As a consequence, it has to be considered that
a successful application of rules and directives is
dependent on the attitude and behavior of every
single employee, although in general, rules and
directives might be of help to facilitate the transfer
of knowledge between functional units.

(j) From individual competence to internal
structure / Sequencing

With regard to SSCM and to the transfer of individual
competences to internal structures, sequencing implies
that an employee passes on information that he or she
has obtained in SSCM-associated seminars (such as
seminars about handling toxic substances, evaluation
of suppliers based on sustainability criteria, or using
codes of conduct). In order to process this information
sequentially, the employee is enabled to transmit his or
herknowledge into a database that offers open access for
all employees in other departments across the internal
supply chain, or the employee is appointed as a contact
person for transferring the specialized knowledge. As
a consequence, these knowledge transfer methods
can encourage cross-functional collaboration since it
supports other employees to possess SSCM-relevant
know-how.

(k) From individual competence to internal
structure / Routines

Measurements, such as waste reduction or
energy savings, can be SSCM-related routines
of individuals that have an impact on the internal
structure. On one hand, this might be understood
as a kind of tacit knowledge since it is “revealed
through its application” (Grant 111). On the other
hand, this can demonstrate explicit knowledge
provided the employee informs colleagues about his
or her activities.

() From individual competence to internal
structure / Group solving

If, for instance, an employee has gained experiences
in an exigency, such as an environmental accident
within the supply chain, he or she may transfer his
or her acquired knowledge to others within the same
organization. This knowledge might refer to how the
problem was solved, what kinds of measurements were
taken to minimize the risk within the supply chain, and
how this environmental accident harmed the company.
A pragmatic approach to convert this knowledge
can be that the employee plays an active role in a
company’s internal training programs (e.g. during
seminars that deal with crises management). Although
such seminars are be provided by external service
companies, an additional company’s internal seminar
can be more specific with regard to the peculiarities
of the company such as its culture and structure.
Furthermore, employees can be trained in specific
skills, such as being a mediator or intermediary, so that
they can contribute to problem-solving processes by
their specialized knowledge and experience.

After proposing the application of the 12
different measurements of knowledge transfer in
internal SSCM, the following section addresses
some practical implications for cross-functional
integration in the context of knowledge transfer.

IVII. IMPLICATIONS FOR CROSS-
FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION
IN INTERNAL SSCM

Based on the discussion of mechanisms to facilitate
internal knowledge transfer, this conceptual
paper offers practical implications. The outcome
of the widely conducted discussion can provide
suggestions concerning the role of cross-functional
integration with regard to the transfer of SSCM-
relevant information and knowledge.
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Knowledge sharing

Knowledge-sharing routines with suppliers are seen
as one potential source to gain competitive advantage
(Dyer and Nobeoka). This sharing of knowledge
also can be beneficial in the intra-organizational
context. If the different functional units across the
internal supply chain spread their know-how and
experiences among each other, they can improve
their understanding for internal and external SSCM-
relevant information. Furthermore, these units
can learn to speak a “common language” so that
sustainability-relevant information (e.g. about the
product carbon footprint, necessary information
for cause-related marketing activities, or details
about standards and norms) can be transferred more
casily between the different functional units. Since
“efficiency of knowledge aggregation is greatly
enhanced when knowledge can be expressed in
terms of common language” (Grant 111), it is useful
to take such appropriate measurements. Potential
measurements can be holding brief daily meetings,
where persons of different functional units come
together (cf. ¢), or setting up a task force group for
internal improvements (cf. d). In addition, incentive
systems can be an appropriate measurement with
regard to integration since incentives can encourage
individual employees of the different departments
to pursue one common goal (Pagell and Wu,
“Enhancing Integration”). Such reward systems
might include remunerations (e.g., when waste
reduction is achieved within the company through
the internal supply chain) or incentives when SSCM
goals (e.g., establishing a carbon management
system across the entire supply chain) are reached
commonly by the different functional units.

Informal and formal communication

Cross-functional integration and knowledge transfer
can occur in different modes of communication.
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Grant points out the difference between explicit
and tacit knowledge: explicit knowledge can
be transferred by communication, whereas tacit
knowledge cannot. Tacit knowledge, in fact, is
transferred via its application. Tacit knowledge in
cross-functional collaboration refers to knowledge
of an individual person, e.g. an employee from
purchasing can know how he or she is able to find
the most suitable supplier for components when
a new product is developed and how to reach
a compromise together with other departments
such as R&D as well as marketing and sales when
there are conflicting goals between the different
functional units about the components. In this
context, the employee from purchasing applies this
specific knowledge without making it explicit, e.g.
through documented guidelines useable through
other individuals. Explicit knowledge, in contrast,
refers to knowing about; this type of knowledge is
more easily transferred. Consequently, purchasing
may have knowledge about the properties of the
purchased component (e.g. its recyclability) and
is able to transfer it to other departments. Thus,
practitioners may wish to consider this difference
when establishing communication channels
between the various functional units. This implies,
on the one hand, that cross-functional meetings
are useful so that knowledge can be applied more
easily and, on the other, that communication tools
such as a database are helpful to store explicit
knowledge and make it retrievable.

Furthermore, research suggests distinguishing
informal and formal communication. Informal
communication is seen as an effective way to
address problems in real time that occur in the
different functions across the supply chain. In
contrast, formal communication such as reporting
systems can help to exchange information in a
more structured way (Daft 582; Pagell; Pagell and
Wu, “Enhancing Integration”). This recognition
of communication differences results in the fact
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that information and knowledge transfer might
be communicated formally and be organized by
mechanisms such as decision making (cf. d, &, 1),
but informal communication also is necessary to
cover all communication levels.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE
RESEARCH

This conceptual paper argues that cross-functional
integration assumes a substantial role in the
intra-organizational transfer of SSCM-relevant
information and knowledge. The knowledge-based
view is used to discuss different mechanisms and
levels of information and knowledge transfer. In
the context of SSCM, there are various internal
and external stakeholders whose requirements
are of relevance. In addition, to better understand
the implications with regard to cross-functional
integration in SSCM, the differences between tacit
and explicit knowledge, as well as the distinction
of formal and informal communication, need
to be considered. For example, when a new
environmentally friendly and socially responsible
product has to be developed, the different functional
units need to know how they can work together
in order to meet the requirements adequately.
Furthermore, they need to know about the
demanded properties of the new product. For such
a product development, on the one hand, formal
communication can be of help to make knowledge
transfer across the internal supply chain explicit, on
the other, informal communication can be beneficial
for establishing a common language across the
various functional units.

However, this conceptual framework,
like other research papers, also suffers from
limitations. First, there are limits regarding the
theoretical underpinning of the knowledge-based
view. Knowledge cannot be common between
all functional units (Grant). This fact involves the

assumption that every employee has his or her
individual background, and it might be difficult to
develop a similar understanding of what is relevant
information in SSCM. In addition, sustainability
issues have a value-laden character, meaning every
individual will have his or her own perception of
sustainability and related knowledge (Seelos;
Linnenluecke, Russel, and Griffiths).

Since entire supply chains are rather
complex, this paper’s approach to develop a
theoretical framework cannot cover all the specific
aspects such as the interdependencies between
internal and external stakeholders, the balance
of power, or the individual’s ability to learn and
acquire new knowledge. Also, it should be noted that
sustainability is a rather complex construct (Seelos)
that involves a great range of environmental, social,
and economic concerns and knowledge.

Therefore, in order to investigate more
thoroughly the knowledge transfer and cross-
functional integration in SSCM, future research
could focus on the unique characteristics of
knowledge that is to be exchanged between the
different functional units. Hence, the question can
be raised, what are similarities and differences
of environmental, social, and economic-related
information in the internal and external supply
chain? Furthermore, the transfer of information
and knowledge might be influenced by the
individual peculiarities of the transmitters and
recipients. Hence, it is worth asking who are the
particular persons and organizations that exchange
information? Within which structures and cultures
do they act? Based on the theoretical framework
developed in this paper, a case study or an action
research approach might be fitting to better
understand the complex structures of knowledge
and information transfer between different
functional units in SSCM.
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ABSTRACT

This paper compares empirical findings on the implementation of sustainability management
with the results of earlier surveys on corporate motivations to deal with sustainability. We
analyze the relevance of three different motivations, i.e. seeking corporate legitimacy, market
success, and internal improvement. This is accomplished by matching these motivations with
empirical findings on the engagement of functional areas. The underlying rationale is that differ-
ences in the engagement of functional areas can be expected to depend on the overall corporate
motivation for sustainability management. Our analysis shows low engagement in finance and
accounting, whereas the public relations department is actively engaged. Since this functional
area commonly aims to legitimize corporate activities, this finding contradicts the results of
earlier studies which concluded that legitimacy is not an important motivation for sustainability.
We discuss reasons for these contradictions and derive implications for future research and
business activities. Copyright © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment
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Introduction

USTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT CANNOT BE REALIZED WITHOUT THE CONTRIBUTION OF COMPANIES (DUNPHY ET AL., 2007;
Blindheim and Langhelle, 2010). It is defined as a three-dimensional approach integrating economic,
environmental, and social aspects of economic development that aims to consider future generations and
intergenerational justice (UNWCED, 1987; Schaltegger and Burritt, 2005). Sustainability management on

the corporate level includes both the internal development of the company as well as a contribution to the sustain-
able development of society and the economy (Shrivastava and Hart, 1995; Bansal, 2005; Schaltegger and Burritt,
2005; Kupers, 2011). The extent that companies contribute to this development depends, inter alia, on their motiva-
tion. Widely discussed motivations for corporate sustainability management in the literature include legitimacy,
market success, and internal improvement. This classification has been applied in the literature (Bansal and Roth,
2000; Darnall, 2003; Epstein, 2008) to explain the management of environmental and social issues by companies.
Striving for legitimacy, also termed approval or acceptability, refers to a company’s ambition to be perceived as
‘desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions’
(Suchman, 1995, p. 574). It is a reaction to sustainability-related laws and pressure from societal stakeholders, which
increasingly consider sustainable development as a value (Black and Hirtel, 2004). Legitimacy has been described
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as a motivation for sustainability management in several publications (Bansal and Roth, 2000; Bansal, 2005, Hahn
and Scheermesser, 2006). Market success is a motivation for sustainability management because consumers and
investors may reward the company’s engagement for sustainable development through their purchase and invest-
ment decisions (Miles and Covin, 2000; Beloe et al., 2004; Dunphy et al., 2007; Babiak and Trendafilova, 2011;
Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun, 2011). Company-internal improvement refers to optimizing internal processes and
related cost savings (Shrivastava, 1995, WBCSD, 2002; von Weizsicker et al., 2009).

In recent years, a number of empirical studies have investigated corporate motivations for sustainability manage-
ment, but their results do not provide a clear overall picture. Whereas legitimacy-related aspects such as societal and
political demands or avoiding negative publicity are found to be of lesser importance (Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2005;
Hahn and Scheermesser, 2006; A.T. Kearney, 2008), several studies find ethical reasons and ecological or social
responsibilities to be of high relevance (Graafland and van de Ven, 2006; A.T. Kearney, 2008; Brgnn and
Vidaver-Cohen, 2009; Babiak and Trendafilova, 2011). Further studies emphasize competitive pressure, branding,
or cost advantages (IFO, 2002; Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun, 2011) as important reasons for sustainability management.

Various explanations may account for the contradicting results between the empirical studies, including the
selection of industries, companies, and countries. The results may also be influenced by the data collection methods.
The typical method applied for these investigations is a survey explicitly asking company representatives about their
motivations for engagement. Due to society’s increasing interest in corporate social responsibility (CSR) and
sustainable development (Metzler, 2001; Campbell, 2007) and the pressure on survey respondents to protect the
company’s reputation, the responses to direct questions are likely to be biased by social desirability (Fernandes
and Randall, 1992; Banerjee, 2001; Fifka, 2009).

In contrast to these approaches, we apply an indirect measurement approach to investigate motivations for
sustainability management and analyze the extent to which functional areas, such as marketing or accounting,
engage in sustainability management. The underlying rationale is that the engagement of functional areas depends
on the overall company’s motivation for sustainability management (Hoffman, 2001). Afterwards, we compare our
empirical findings on which functional areas engage in sustainability management with motivations explicitly stated
in other studies. This comparison serves to identify and discuss contradictions.

Whereas a large body of literature argues that the implementation of sustainability management requires the
coordination across functional areas (Hoffman, 2001; Dunphy et al., 2007; Epstein, 2008; Lauring and Thomsen,
2009), it has to be acknowledged that sustainability management is still at an early developmental stage (Griffiths
and Petrick, 2001; Dunphy et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2007). The division of tasks into specialized functions, in
addition to information and communication barriers, as well as departmental prerogatives may hamper collaboration
within the company (Hoffman, 2001; Darnall et al., 2008; Epstein, 2008). Thus, we anticipate that sustainability
management has not yet been fully implemented as a cross-functional task in companies, and that it is embedded to
varying degrees in different functional areas (Dunphy et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2007).

The paper proceeds as follows. Based on a literature review, we match the three corporate motivations for sustain-
ability management with functional areas. Drawing on a survey of large German companies, we assess to what
extent these functional areas are engaging in sustainability management. We compare our empirical findings with
earlier studies that directly ask companies about their motivation for engagement. Finally, the paper discusses reasons
for possible contradictions and derives implications for future management research and business activities.

Corporate Motivations for Sustainability Management

Business motivations for corporate sustainability strategies have been analyzed in various papers (Bansal, 2005;
Dunphy et al., 2007; Moon, 2007; Delmas and Toffel, 2008; Frondel et al., 2008; von Weizsicker et al., 2009; Babiak
and Trendafilova, 2011; Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun, 2011). In the first part of this literature review, we analyze
publications that differentiate between possible motivations. Based on Bansal and Roth (2000), Darnall (2003), and
Epstein (2008), this paper groups motivations into the categories of legitimacy, market success, and internal improvement.
We refrain from analyzing ethical or moral attitudes of individuals (e.g. the top manager). Rather, we concentrate on
motivations generally relevant for business and potentially interesting to any company.

Copyright © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Mgmt. (2013)
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Bansal and Roth (2000) describe legitimation and competitiveness (in addition to ecological responsibility) as
motivations for ecological responsiveness. They see economic opportunities reducing environmental impacts while
lowering costs (e.g. by intensifying production processes) and increasing revenues through selling sustainability-
oriented products and services. Darnall (2003) distinguishes external drivers, including regulatory pressures,
market pressures, and social pressures, and internal drivers, featuring resources and capabilities, for example,
the capability for continuous improvement. Finally, Epstein (2008) describes the motivation for sustainability
management (besides societal and moral obligations) as government regulations, stakeholder pressures, and economic
profit. More specifically, he stresses a company’s need to gain a ‘license to operate’ from governments, communities,
and other stakeholders, and he emphasizes the increase of sales and the reduction of costs, for example, through pro-
cess improvements, as important business reasons for sustainability management.

To sum up, three main motivations have been highlighted in the existing literature. First, governments and
society exert pressure on companies, forcing them to gain and secure legitimacy. Second, the behavior of consumers,
investors, and competitors can create the motivation to achieve market success through sustainability management.
Third, internal improvement refers to optimizing processes and reducing costs.

The second part of this literature review examines how these motivations are expected to influence which
functional areas are particularly concerned by sustainability management. This serves to generate a framework, which
we will draw upon in the discussion. Ideally, sustainability-related expectations of stakeholders are managed by those
corporate functional areas that are best equipped and that have an established relationship to the stakeholders, for
example, marketing addresses customers whereas public relations (PR) deals with regulators and society (Hoffman,
2001; Delmas and Toffel, 2008). Depending on what functional areas engage in sustainability management, particular
sustainability management activities can be expected. These different emphases on sustainability issues can
furthermore influence the sustainability management of the whole company (Delmas and Toffel, 2008). For example,
if the PR department engages more in sustainability management than the marketing department, sustainability-
related media activities can be expected to be carried out more frequently than market activities (Hoffman, 2001;
Delmas and Toffel, 2008).

Yet, it is unlikely that it is left up to individual functional areas to choose which sustainability management
activities to undertake, since top management increasingly influences the overall direction of sustainability manage-
ment in the whole company (Epstein, 2008; Stead and Stead, 2008; Lauring and Thomsen, 2009). Thus, the choice
of which departments to charge with sustainability management expresses the overall corporate strategy. Corporate
departments can also engage in sustainability management on their own, but this engagement eventually requires
the acceptance of top management.

The next sections link different functional areas to the motivations of legitimacy, market success, and internal
improvement based on a literature review. This is followed by an overview of the match between motivations and
functional areas.

Functional Areas Striving for Legitimacy

For companies, legitimacy means that their actions are perceived as desirable or appropriate against the background
of societal norms or values (Suchman, 1995). To achieve legitimacy, one aspect of sustainability management is to
comply with environmental and social regulations and laws (Wheeler et al., 2003; Ramus and Montiel, 2005;
Epstein, 2008; Frondel et al., 2008). Institutional pressures are also created through private or self-regulations
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Campbell, 2007), and various actors within industries, for example, associations or
trade unions, foster the implementation of sustainability management in companies (Bansal, 2005; Aguilera
et al., 2000; Frondel et al., 2008; Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun, 2011).

When discussing legitimacy as a motivation for sustainability management, society also plays an important role
(Darnall, 2003). A variety of societal stakeholders, including non-governmental organizations (NGOs), are able to
substantially influence companies (Freeman, 1984; Frondel et al., 2008; Babiak and Trendafilova, 2011). In return
for considering stakeholder interests, companies may secure access to (‘critical’) resources (Pfeffer and Salancik,
1978; Suchman, 1995; Mitchell et al., 1997). These resources include workforce, capital, or the willingness to buy
products and services from the company (Hill and Jones, 1992). In addition, company violations can be scrutinized
by the media (Bansal, 2005; Ramus and Montiel, 2005). Since the monitoring of companies through stakeholders is
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well-established nowadays (Metzler, 2001; Campbell, 2007), companies attempt to gain and maintain a license to
operate (Bansal, 2005; Moon, 2007), for example, through the prevention of accidents (Frondel et al., 2008; Brgnn
and Vidaver-Cohen, 2009) and the publication of sustainability reports (Mitchell et al., 1997).

Establishing and maintaining stakeholder relationships is the main task of public relations or communications
(Clark, 2000; Metzler, 2001). This functional area identifies who is affected by corporate activities, and it collects
information on trends, opinions, and risks in the political and societal environment (Clark, 2000; Berg and
Holtbriigge, 2001; Metzler, 2001). According to Metzler (2001, p. 321), ‘establishing and maintaining organizational
legitimacy is at the core of most, if not all, public relations activities.” Similarly, Black and Hirtel (2004) argue that
social responsiveness results from both the CSR-orientation as well as the public relations-orientation of companies.

Functional Areas Striving for Market Success

While societal and regulatory aspects were decisive factors influencing environmental management in the 199os,
today the market also plays an important role. Customers and consumers ask for the consideration of environmental
and social aspects which have thus become a competitive factor (Wier and Calverley, 2002; Beloe et al., 2004; Moon,
2007; Delmas and Toffel, 2008). The notion of ‘market success’ describes an increase in turnover, competitiveness,
brand equity, or innovation (Bansal and Roth, 2000; Miles and Covin, 2000; Bansal, 2005; Dunphy et al., 2007;
Epstein, 2008; Brgnn and Vidaver-Cohen, 2009; Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun, 2o11).

Besides product and service markets, the labor and capital markets increasingly consider sustainability issues
(Hockerts and Moir, 2004; Moon, 2007). Sustainability management can improve employee motivation with the
company as well as employer attractiveness (Daily and Huang, 2001; Moon, 2007). On the capital market, socially
responsible investing (SRI) has also gained relevance (Peeters, 2003; Beloe et al., 2004; Hockerts and Moir, 2004).
SRI is defined as ‘an investment process that considers the social and environmental consequences of investments,
both positive and negative, within the context of rigorous financial analysis’ (Social Investment Forum, 2003, p. 3).

The task of marketing and sales is to identify sustainability-related customer demands and to develop and promote
products and services accordingly (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Black and Hirtel, 2004; Maignan and Ferrell,
2004; Maignan et al., 2005). Sustainability issues can support the development of a unique selling proposition and a
targeted customer approach (Dunphy et al., 2007). Moreover, new markets and business models for sustainability
products and services can be created (Frondel et al., 2008; Nidumolu et al., 2009; Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun,
2or11). Examples for linking marketing and sustainability management are sustainable product-service combinations
(Hansen et al., 2009) and cause-related marketing (Varadarajan and Menon, 1988; Garriga and Melé, 2004).

Another market-oriented department is research and development (R&D) which integrates sustainability expecta-
tions of customers into product or process innovations (McWilliams and Siegel 2001; Hall and Vredenburg, 2003).

Functional Areas Striving for Internal Improvement

Internal improvement mainly refers to the sustainability-oriented optimization of processes. More specifically,
increases in eco-efficiency or socio-efficiency, i.e. the relation between a firm’s value added (economic dimension)
and its environmental or social impact (Schaltegger, 1998; Dyllick and Hockerts, 2002; Schaltegger and Burritt,
2005), serve to reduce both resource consumption and costs (Shrivastava, 1995; Miles and Covin, 2000; WBCSD,
2002; Darnall, 2003; Bansal, 2005; von Weizsicker et al., 2009).

Internal improvement requires the engagement of purchasing, logistics, and the production department, which
form essential parts of the supply chain and whose collaboration is crucial for material and information flows
(Sarkis, 2001; Nidumolu et al., 2009; Gold et al., 2010). Purchasing contributes to sustainability management
through considering market und societal demands. They can purchase resources from responsible suppliers, they
can use recycled materials, and they can reduce packaging (Carter and Jennings, 2004; Gold et al., 2010; Leire
and Mont, 2010). Purchasing also has the potential to shape the supply chain and to foster sustainability efforts
in other departments such as production or marketing (Carter and Jennings, 2004; Carter and Rogers, 2008).

Production contributes to sustainability management by developing and implementing material-efficient and
energy-efficient manufacturing and service processes (Shrivastava and Hart, 1995; Epstein, 2008). Various authors
(de Ron, 1998; Sarkis, 2001; Frondel et al., 2008) discuss ‘cleaner’ production as the result of a continuous
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improvement of the quality of products and processes, efficiency, flexibility — for example, handling changes in the
material flow or using varying types of material (Sarkis, 2001) — or material recovery — for example, reclaiming
recyclable materials from products (Sarkis, 2001). In doing so, companies are able to reduce costs, to realize positive
employment effects, and to increase their market share (de Ron, 1998; Frondel et al., 2008). Similarly, logistics can
improve the efficiency of procedures by reusing resources, reducing waste, and controlling emissions (Kleindorfer
et al., 2005; Oglethorpe and Heron, 2010).

Internal improvement also requires the contribution of finance and accounting departments. These departments
provide top management with information for investment decisions, price calculations, as well as product and
process designs (Epstein, 2008; Schaltegger and Burritt, 2010). The integration of environmental and sustainability
data into corporate information management is essential for well-founded sustainability decisions and for financial
reporting and auditing (Epstein, 2008; Schaltegger and Burritt, 2010).

Another issue for internal improvement is employee satisfaction, a task mainly assigned to human
resources (HR). Sustainability management can contribute to employee motivation and thus enhances
productivity (Daily and Huang, 2001; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Moon, 2007; Carter and Rogers,
2008; Ehnert, 2009).

Framework: Linking Corporate Motivations and Functional Areas

Many functional areas can be linked to the motivations of legitimacy, market success, and internal improvement.
However, not all functions can be unambiguously categorized. For example, PR/communications is not only
society-oriented but also internally oriented. Purchasing can be internally oriented and market-oriented as well as
society-oriented. In this paper, we match functional areas according to their primary orientation as discussed in
literature. Yet, some departments consider societal, market, and internal aspects simultaneously. For instance,
strategic planning is concerned with all three motivations, as shown by Stead and Stead (2008, p. 72), who describe
‘sustainable development strategies’ as strategies simultaneously aiming at societal legitimacy, market differenti-
ation, and cost savings. The same holds true for environment, health and safety (EHS), sustainability, and CSR
units, which are often closely intertwined with strategic planning (Epstein, 2008). These functional areas are
not discussed here with regard to a particular motivation for sustainability management. Table 1 offers an
overview of the functional areas that we match with motivations for sustainability management. Of course,
the nomenclature may differ from company to company.

Motivation Aspects addressed Functional area

Legitimacy Governmental regulation, private and self- PR/communications
regulation, media and society (values, resources)

Market success Market for products and services, labor market, Marketing, R&D
capital market

Internal improvement Process improvements, resource use, eco-efficiency Purchasing, logistics/distribution, production,
and socio-efficiency HR, finance/accounting

Table 1. Matching motivations for sustainability management with functional areas

Table 1 shows that if legitimacy is a crucial motivation for a company, it can be expected that PR/communications
will particularly engage in sustainability management. By contrast, a strong market-orientation will probably lead to
the engagement of marketing and R&D, whereas production and logistics will be more concerned if internal
improvement plays an important role. In the following, we analyze the extent that functional areas actually engage
in sustainability management in practice.
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Annual turnover/total assets/gross Frequency Percentage
premiums (in million Euro)

> 50-500 12 11.01%
> 500-1500 18 16.51%
> 1500—-2500 24 22.02%
> 2500— 000 16 14.68%
> 5000—50 000 17 15.60%
> 50 000 19 17.43%
No answer 3 2.75%
Total 109 100.00%

Table 2. Annual turnover/total assets/gross premiums of the survey sample

Number of employees Frequency Percentage
51-250 1 0.92%
251-1000 12 11.01%
1000-10 000 55 50.46%
10 001-100 000 31 28.44%
> 100 000 10 9.17%
Total 109 100.00%

Table 3. Number of employees of the survey sample

Methodology and Sample

To empirically identify which functional areas engage in sustainability management, we use three indicators
representing an increasing level of functional engagement: first, which functional areas are impacted or affected
by sustainability issues; second, which functional areas promote the implementation of sustainability management
in the company; and third, which functional areas show a need for development of management tools (to identify
who is concerned with an increased engagement in the future).

The empirical findings are based on a survey of large German companies with more than €50 million turnover
and more than 50 employees (based on Welt online, 2009; Tables 2 and 3) conducted between November 2009 and
February 2010. We contacted the sustainability managers or those in charge of sustainability issues, and we asked
them to take part in our survey. If necessary, they would forward the questionnaire to other departments to secure a
high quality response. 331 questionnaires were sent out and the response rate was 32.9% (n=109). The respondents
were mostly sustainability managers, environment, health and safety managers, and CSR managers. In particular
cases, PR or communication managers responded as they were the official contact for sustainability management is-
sues. A pre-test was conducted to validate the survey. The data were analyzed with SPSS Statistics 19.

The following section presents the survey findings, which will be compared with the results of other studies in
the subsequent section.

Findings and Discussion

Survey Findings

Company representatives were first asked to what extent the departments in their companies are impacted or
affected by environmental and social issues (Figure 1).

Currently, sustainability/CSR, EHS, and PR/communications are the departments most impacted by both
environmental and social issues, whereas HR is particularly impacted by social issues. The findings for
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Sustainability/CSR
EHS
PR/communications

Production

Strategic planning
Purchasing
Logistics/distribution
Marketing

HR

Finance/accounting

4.33
4.36

4.31

= environmental issues

social issues

1 2 3

not at all a little partially

4 5

a lot entirely

Figure 1. Impact of environmental and social issues

sustainability/CSR and HR are not surprising since their main task is to deal with sustainability and social issues,
respectively. By contrast, finance and accounting are only marginally impacted by environmental and social issues.
Other functional areas, such as production, strategic planning, and purchasing, are moderately impacted.

The company representatives also assessed which departments promote the implementation of sustainability

management (Figure 2).

PR/communications
EHS

Strategic planning
Sustainability/CSR
Marketing

R&D

Purchasing

HR

Production
Logistics/distribution

Finance/accounting

0% 20% 40% 60%

80% 100%

Figure 2. Functional areas promoting sustainability management

PR/communications, EHS, strategic planning, and sustainability/CSR are mentioned most frequently. Moreover, at
least half of the surveyed companies evaluate HR, purchasing, R&D, and marketing as promoting the implementation
of sustainability management. Production, logistics/distribution, and particularly finance/accounting rank lower. This
is also in line with the findings on the impact of environmental and social issues (Figure 1).

Another indication of the engagement of functional areas is the perceived need for developing sustainability

management tools (Figure 3).
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Purchasing 30.3%

Strategic planning
Marketing
Production
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R&D

= environmental tools

Sustainability/CSR 15.6% social tools

Finance/accounting 14.7%

10.1%
HR 30.3%

2%
8.3%

7.3%

PR/communications

EHS

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure 3. Need for development of environmental and social management tools

The respondents express a particularly strong need for developing new environmental management tools for
purchasing and social management tools for the HR function (each more than 30%). More than 20% of the companies
perceive a need for developing environmental and social management tools in strategic planning. Combining this with
the previous findings on functional areas promoting sustainability management (Figure 2) shows that strategic
planning is an important department. Although it is already a strong promoter of sustainability management, the
respondents still express a need for the development of further suitable management tools. In comparison, only
half of the respondents consider purchasing to promote sustainability management. The pronounced need for
sustainability management tools, however, indicates that this functional area has potential to contribute more to
sustainability management.

In conclusion, our survey of large German companies reveals that different functional areas place different empha-
sis on sustainability management, which accordingly is not yet implemented as a cross-functional task. Differences can
be found for environmental and social impacts, the extent that functional areas promote sustainability management,
and the need for the development of management tools. The survey shows that PR/communications is actively engaged
in sustainability management, whereas market-oriented functions such as marketing and R&D are moderately
engaged. Finance and accounting, in particular, are only marginally concerned by sustainability management.

Analysis and Discussion

This section analyzes the empirical findings on the engagement of functional areas in sustainability management in
German companies. Based on the framework developed earlier (Table 1), the findings are compared with other
studies that explicitly examine the motivations for sustainability management. Finally, we discuss contradictions.

Legitimacy as an important motivation

The findings of our survey show high engagement of PR/communications in sustainability management and little
need for developing new tools. When matching functional areas with motivations for sustainability management
(Table 1), we found PR/communications to be mostly concerned with legitimacy. Thus, our findings indicate that
legitimacy is a highly relevant motivation in large German companies.

Other studies which directly asked company representatives about their motivations for sustainability engage-
ment find legitimacy-related aspects to be of lesser importance. In their investigation of German companies, Hahn
and Scheermesser (20006) asked for the reasons for sustainability management: environmental and social responsi-
bility was mentioned by more than 50% of the respondents, whereas stakeholder demands and responding to
political pressures were rarely classified as ‘very important’. Similar results were identified by the Bertelsmann Stiftung
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(2005). When asked for the reasons of societal engagement, their respondents mentioned NGO requirements least
frequently and employee motivation most frequently, which is matched with the motivation of internal improvement
in this paper. In their survey among food retailers and drugstores in Germany, Austria, and Switzerland, A.T. Kearney
(2008) identified ethical reasons as most important for the implementation of sustainability initiatives, with avoiding
negative publicity and complying with statutory rules and guidelines scoring lowest.

Yet, studies with a particular focus on the integration of functional areas into sustainability management support
our findings. Deloitte (2009) investigated the integration of CSR into functional areas in large German consumer
goods producers and retailers. In their study, PR scored highest, and correspondingly, reputation was the most
important reason for pursuing a CSR strategy, followed by legal and NGO requirements. Viehover et al. (2000)
confirm this outcome for German-speaking countries when asking for the departments that are impacted by
sustainability issues. They identified PR/communications as second most impacted function right behind top
management, and they found reputation to be the main reason for sustainability engagement.

Market success as moderately important motivation

Our findings show that market-oriented departments such as marketing and R&D moderately engage in sustainability
management. Nevertheless, their engagement is clearly less than PR/communications. This implies that market
success is a moderately strong motivation for sustainability management (Table 1).

Whereas some empirical studies of German companies identify competitive pressure and cost advantages as
important motivations for sustainability management (ifo, 2002), in most empirical studies market success is
not very important. For a considerable time span, legal and societal pressures were crucial for environmental
management, but market factors have become increasingly important (Moon, 2007). The results of other studies
support this trend towards a growing relevance of market success for sustainability management. For instance,
Bertelsmann Stiftung (2005), Hahn and Scheermesser (2006), and A.T. Kearney (2008) find market demand to
be of medium importance.

This has also been confirmed in the studies on the engagement of functional areas by Viehover et al. (2006) and
Deloitte (2009). Further potential is seen in an expanded use of labels (Deloitte, 2009). On the one hand, market-
oriented functions have become more important over time, and companies increasingly try to exploit the potential of
market-oriented sustainability management (Dunphy et al., 2007; Nidumolu et al., 2009; Ditlev-Simonsen and
Midttun, 2011). On the other hand, the market still plays a smaller role than sometimes predicted in management
literature (Meffert and Kirchgeorg, 1998; Wier and Calverley, 2002; Beloe et al., 2004). In the future, a stronger
integration of market-oriented departments is conceivable as our survey respondents indicate a need for developing
sustainability management tools in marketing.

Internal improvement as less important motivation

Our survey yields diverse findings when analyzing those functional areas matched with the motivation of
internal improvement (Table 1), i.e. purchasing, logistics, production, HR, finance and accounting. Whereas
purchasing is impacted by sustainability issues and perceived as promoting sustainability management to some
degree, finance and accounting are least impacted by sustainability issues and they promote sustainability
management the least.

Compared to the potential contributions of internally oriented departments to sustainability management (Daily
and Huang, 20071; Sarkis, 2001; Gold et al., 2010), our analysis shows that their overall engagement is rather low.
This is supported by the fact that the respondents see a comparatively high need for developing environmental
and/or social management tools for purchasing, production, and HR departments.

The low importance of finance and accounting has to be highlighted. The respondents perceive a need for the
development of environmental management tools but not of social management tools. Based on the current
situation, it is unlikely that these departments will be significantly more engaged in sustainability management,
especially social issues, in the future. The low engagement of finance and accounting presents a real dilemma
concerning the supply with sustainability information. It has been emphasized in literature that the task of these
departments is to provide management with sustainability information (Henri and Journeault, 2010; Schaltegger
and Burritt, 2010). Failing to consider this aspect, companies cannot make well-founded decisions on the implemen-
tation of sustainability management (Sarkis, 2001).
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Several other studies also conclude that internal improvement such as cost reduction and resource efficiency
plays a subordinated role for sustainability management (A.T. Kearney, 2008; Deloitte, 2009). Confirming these
results, empirical studies on functional areas find CSR to be of little relevance for finance and accounting, and that
these departments rarely engage in sustainability management (Viehéver et al., 2006; Deloitte, 2009).

Analysis of Contradictions

Comparing our survey findings with the motivations for sustainability management discussed in other studies
reveals support but also contradictions, which are discussed in this section. First, several studies find legitimacy
to be of little relevance for the implementation of sustainability management. However, the related departments
(i.e. PR/communications) are actively engaging according to our survey. One possible reason for this contradiction
is the social desirability bias which has been addressed by Fernandes and Randall (1992) and Banerjee (2001).
Asking explicit questions about the relevance of motivations bears the risk that answers are influenced by social
desirability, and that respondents overstate or understate particular aspects. Declaring that sustainability manage-
ment is motivated by the aim to gain legitimacy could be evaluated negatively by stakeholders and provoke criticism
of greenwashing or window dressing (Laufer, 2003; Ramus and Montiel, 2005). Hence, company representatives
may prefer not to unveil legitimacy as a driver when asked directly. Querying the relevance of motivations indirectly,
for instance through the integration of functional areas (as in our survey), might provide an alternative indication of
their actual relevance.

A second reason for contradictions might be that some companies do not communicate their sustainability
management motivations at all. Advertising and publicly announcing environmental and social engagement could
encourage the customers’ concern that this commitment leads to price premiums (Delmas and Grant, 2010).
Additionally, a company communicating about sustainability may again be more vulnerable in terms of criticism
of greenwashing (Laufer, 2003; Ramus and Montiel, 20053).

A third possible reason is that implementing sustainability management could lead to difficulties. In accordance
with the goals or strategy of a company, respondents may imply a high relevance of certain motivations, although
the company is not (yet) able to implement sustainability management as aspired. Possible reasons are a lack of
suitable management tools or the functional areas’ disposition to engage in sustainability management. Addition-
ally, the organizational structure and conflicting sustainability goals may inhibit the cooperation of departments
(Hoffman, 2001; Lauring and Thomsen, 2009), and relevant information for managing sustainability issues
may not be available.

Fourth, legitimacy and reputation may be suitable overarching goals serving as a ‘source of inspiration’ (Lauring
and Thomsen, 2009, p. 45) for the sustainable development of a company. It allows involving all departments, it is
easily understood by everybody, it is accepted to be part of top management’s job, and it is broad enough to consider
a large number of different sustainability activities. In turn, various functional areas may want to involve PR/com-
munications to leverage the benefits of their engagement and the communication with top management, even if
their activities are motivated otherwise, for example, by cost reductions.

Fifth, our paper reveals contradictions between theoretical ideals and corporate practice. Whereas many academic
papers postulate the cross-functional implementation of sustainability management, it is currently not implemented
as a cross-functional task in practice. Either companies do not see the necessity, or they are not (yet) able to do so.
Notwithstanding, the respondents often see a need for developing sustainability management tools, particularly in
those units whose main task is to deal with sustainability management and in strategic planning. This indicates a
high strategic relevance of sustainability management and that a stronger integration of all functional areas may
be achieved in the future.

Limitations

Some limitations of our research have to be highlighted. Matching PR/communications with the motivation
of legitimacy may be seen as a simplified approach. First, the field of activity of this department can be
wider. Second, legitimacy may also be gained through activities in other areas, for example, offering inno-
vative products or providing solutions to societal problems. Moreover, similar to all surveys, our

Copyright © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Mgmt. (2013)
DOI: 10.1002/csr



Motivations for Corporate Sustainability Management

questionnaire is subject to different interpretations. The respondents may understand or evaluate differently
what it means to be impacted by sustainability issues, and their departmental affiliation may influence their
response behavior.

In conclusion, rather than showing the ‘true’ motivations, our research reveals contradictions between the imple-
mentation of sustainability management and earlier surveys on the motivations for this engagement.

Conclusions

This paper argues that the choice which functional areas engage in sustainability management depends on the
corporate motivation for such engagement. The motivations of legitimacy, market success, and internal improvement
were linked with functional areas whose engagement was empirically assessed in large German companies. The
findings indicate that legitimacy is a dominating motivation for sustainability management. Market-oriented motiva-
tions are of moderate importance and internally oriented motivations are of little relevance. This result contradicts a
number of studies that identify legitimacy as less important motivation. The reasons for these contradictions, especially
the possibility of a social desirability bias, may bear implications for future research and management practice.

Implications for Management Research

Our analysis shows that the actual implementation of sustainability management can differ from the responses to
explicitly asked questions. This insight is relevant for management research in several respects. First, indirect
measures may be considered to cross-reference the results of explicit queries when designing company surveys.
Second, the insight gained from our analysis calls for caution when interpreting survey results and drawing impli-
cations from them. In particular, sensitive and fundamental aspects like the motivation for corporate sustainability
management can be influenced by social desirability. The question of how relevant legitimacy is as a motivation
shows that the data collection method can substantially influence the results in surveys and interviews.

These challenges call for further profound analyses of the development of sustainability management practices and the
reasons why companies care about sustainable development — or why they do not. Particularly in the realm of a normative
topic like sustainable development, it is of vital importance that researchers keep in touch with practice. To keep track of
developments and trends, it could be helpful to assess the integration of departments and the role of motivations over time.
In this context, a long-term analysis could be conducted on whether sustainability management is becoming a cross-
functional task (Shrivastava and Hart, 1995; Hoffman, 2001). Future research could also incorporate small and
medium-sized enterprises to assess if motivations differ according to exposure, market power, or company size. Moreover,
the survey could be expanded to an international comparison to analyze the relevance of motivations in different countries.

Implications for Business and Management Practice

It is essential to know the motivations for corporate sustainability management for the development of practicable
management tools, consulting, and developing effective public policies related to sustainable development (Bansal
and Roth, 2000). If legitimacy plays an important role in the sustainability management of many large companies, it
needs to be considered by researchers, politicians, and society in the design of measures and in the formulation of
expectations. Communicating the relevance of sustainability issues for corporate legitimacy and reputation can also
help to reduce criticism of greenwashing in the long run. Through a more open communication of motivations,
legitimacy may become a ‘legitimate’ motivation itself, such as ethical, internal, or market-oriented motivations.
To prevent sustainability management activities from being assessed as ‘only self-serving’, it is important to
combine and balance corporate with societal benefits. It is exactly this combination which can be an important
driver for sustainability measures (Fifka, 2009). The more businesses consider a variety of motivations for sustain-
ability measures, the more they can contribute to sustainable development in different ways, and the better they will
be able to benefit from the positive outcomes that corporate sustainability management can generate.
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FOREWORD

Prof. Dr. Emst-Ulrich von Weizsidcker

Co-Chair, htemational Resource Panel (UNEP) and Co-President of the Club of
Rome

More than forty years afterthe publication of the Club of Rome’s alarming message that humanity
exceedsthe globallimits to sustainable growth, we can still rec 0o gnize unsustainable busine ss a c tivi-
tiesalloverthe wordd. However, large companiesare not only c ontributing to the factthat human-
ity is cunrently living beyond natural planetary boundaries, but they also can play a crucialwle in

transforming c urre nt business prac tices into strategiesfor long-term sustainable development.

The Intemational Corporate Sustammability Barometer, jointly prepared by the Centre for Sustainabil-
ity Management, leuphana University Lineburg and ten intemationally renowned partner mstitu-
tions n Asia, Australia, Europe and North Americ a, assists such a transformation, as it surveys and
compares the curmrent state of corporate sustainability in eleven economically developed coun-
tries. It inve stigate s the intentions of companies to engage for sustanability and highlights the cru-
cialimportance of societal stakeholders such as NGOs. kcan be applied, Ilam sure, also in rating

companies with regard to the seriousnessoftheirapproach to sustainable development.

The survey furthermore reveals progress in the integration of sustainability into the companies core
business activitics and depicts the cument implementation of sustainabilty management

practices. Based on this portrayal of inte mational similarties and country-specific pattems, poten-
tials for future developments can be detected, such as intensifying stakeholder participation or

strengthening profits through increased resource efficiency.

In sum, thisreport not only emphasises the challenges the sustamability principle posesto compa-
nies all over the word, but this research also points out opportunities of corporate sustainabilty. I
am fimly convinced that the future belongs to those companies that contribute to global

sustainable development by recognising their social and envimnmental responsibilities in an eco-

nomic ally inteligent manner. n the long run, accepting the challengesofcormporate sustainability is

the sole way to create profits and safeguard jobs. Therefore, it isa great pleasure forme to con-
tribute to thisreport with a foreword.

Thope that the results of thisreport will provide a useful benchmark formanagers and researchers
arund the globe. Thumbly also express my hope that policy makers including lawmakers feel en-
couraged creating a frame within which the bestin class, according to this Barometer, will also fare
best with regard to economic success.
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FOREWORD

John Ekington

Executive Chaiman of Volans; co-founder, Envinrnmental Data Services, Sus-
tainAbility and Volans Ventures; the inventor of the triple bottom lne; and au-
thororco-authorof 19 books, the latest being The Z ronauts: Bre aking the Sus-
tainability Bamer.

The Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometeris welcome fora numberofreasons.

Fust, it is another signal that the sustainability agenda is finally coming of age. When we set up the
company SustamAbilty way back in 1987, the same year that the Brundtland Commission pub-
lished its report, we had to spell the word continuously and forseveral years. That's no longer the
main problem.

Second, experience shows that well-designed surveys of business-related issues and performance
canreally getthe competitive juices flowing in both companies and c ountries.

Third, it is great to see so many universities and business schools now beginning to get behind at
leastelementsofthisagenda. Some have been working in thisspace forquite some time, but mo st
continue to see this as a set of issues that still struggle to make it to the levelof company Boards
and C-Suite s.

Fourth, it is exciting to see a survey platform that evolved in Gemqmmany now going intemational
Germmany hasa great dealto offerin this space and it will be very interesting to see how this plat-
form, and the surveys, evolve overtime.

Fifth, and by no means finally, Thave long been an admirerof Stefan Schalteggerand his woirk, and
congratulate him and histeam forproducing this first generation survey and set of analyses.

Having said all of that, Talso feel strongly that much of what is cumently going on in the CSR and

even ‘sustainability’ space is useful to have, but doesnot really yet add up to the sort of solutions

we need to tackle the nature and scale ofthe globalchallengeswe face.

That is why we are encouraging business leaders to move from ‘Change-as-Usual mindsets and
strategies to ‘Breakthrough’ thinking and action. A growing numberof businessleadersare speak-
ing out on the need for system change and, forexample, forthe ending of perverse subsidies that
inc entivize companiesto do unsustainable things.

Ivery much hope that in future iterations of the Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer
elements of these widerchallengescan be embraced and corporate responses evaluated. In the
meantime, welcome to the first intemational Barometer—and I am sure that your suggestions for
future immprovements would be valued by the team.
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EXEC UIVE SUMMA RY

Dealing with sustainability topicsisa challenge and an opportunity forlarge companiesalloverthe
word —although every country hasits very own pec uliartie s and prio ritie s.

The goalofthe htemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer 2012 survey is to depict and com-
pare the state of the art and progress of sustainability management and corporate socialresponsi-
bility (CSR) practice atthe intemationallevel Forthe report the sustainability, envinnmental, he alth
and safety (EHS) orCSR managersofthe largest companiesin eleven countries from Europe, Asia,
Australia and North America were asked to fill in the questionnaire providing the data for this sur-
vey. This analysis facilita te s the id e ntific ation of patte ms, similaritie s and differences forthe countres
surveyed, and is meant to stimulate disc ussion of the manageralimplic ations of the findings. Over
all, the survey collected 468 corporate responses with a response rate of22.5%.

The Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer 2012 project builds upon the experience of a
seriesof previous surveysin Gemrmany since 2002. I focuseson three main aspects: the intention, the
integration and the implementation of corporate sustainability practice in large companies.

Intention: Why do companies manage sustainab ility?

This intemational survey reveals that companies worddwide assess society-oriented stakeholders
such as non-govemmental organisations (NGOs) and the media/public as promoting sustainability
management more strongly than market-oriented stakeholders such as suppliers, insurance com-
panies and banks. Securing legitimacy, therefore, appearsto be the predominant driver o f susta in-
ability engagement.

Also, the companies surveyed seem to primarly manage those social and environme ntal issue s
that are specifically required by stake holders. ssues such asoccupational health and safety, ener-
gy consumption, training/development and workplace/employment are of great relevanc e, unlke
biodive rsity. Intemational differences exist, for instance, between Spanish and Swiss companies,
with the formertending to manage most sustainability issues more closely, and the lattertending to
manage mo st sustainability issuesless closely than theirintemational peers. Stakeholderdemandsin
the United Kingdom (UK), Hungary and South Korea are often higher than average whereas the
Belgian and Swissresponsestend to be below the intemationalmean.

Integration: Tb what extent do companies embed sustainability in their core business and in their
organisation?

One halmark of corporate sustainability is how wella company is able to integrate envimnmental
and social policies into its core business. In all investigated countries, the majority of companies
claim to link sustainability to most orall segments of theircore business. Here, the Spanish, Belgian
and UKcompaniesscore best, whereas linking sustainability and the core businessislesswellestab-
lished in Australia.

On average, at the intemationallevel almost allorganisational units are perceived to promote a
company’s sustainability engagement, although to different degrees. The CSR/sustainability de-
partment, top management and public relations (PR)/corporate communications are most often
viewed as promoting sustainabilty management, whereas logistic ¢ distrbution, finance and ac-
counting are assessed asbeing neutralorlessinvolved.
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In the intemationalsample the most frequently addressed driversof a business case forsustainabil
ity are society-oriented (e.g. reputation) or intemally-oriented (e.g. efficiency), whereas market-
oriented drivers (e.g. revenue) are less common. For some drivers the responses differ widely be-
tween countres. While the largest differences can be found forcost reduction, the smallest differ-
ence canbe observed foremployee motivation.

Implementation: How iscorporate sustainability operationalized?

How companies manage their stake holder relationships is one aspect of the implementation of
comporate sustamnability. In all countries, although the surveyed companies frequently inform their
stakeholders about sustainability issues, intensive forms of stakeholder management are less fre-
quently used. More participative stakeholder relationships can be found for South Korean and US
companies. In contrast, participative forms of stakeholderengagement are only rarely undertaken
in Spain, Japan and Switzedand.

In addition, common pattems can be identified for the most frequently known and applied sus-
tainability management tools since flexible working time, envimnmental management systems and
quality management systemsare among the most widespread toolsin allcountries. However, large
differences can be found in relation to the awareness and application of tools in the c ountres in-
vestigated: UK US, Hungaran and Swiss companies know and apply numerus tools whereas the
awarenessand application of sustainability managementtoolsislessdeveloped in Belgium, France
and South Korea. Asa specialcase, the awareness ofthe most frequently known toolsis farabove
average in Spanish companies, but theirtoolapplicationisbelow average.

Most companies measure their impact on envimnmental and social issues such as energy con-
sumption aswellasoccupationalhealth and safety. n contrast, very few measure theirimpacton
consumer protection, chid labourforced or compulsory labour as well as biodiversity. Yet, some
country-specific differences do exist, since the French responses, forinstance, are stronger for the
issue of frredom ofassociation aswellasofchild labour/forced orcompulsory labour, whereas the
Swiss and Australian companies, respectively, score lowest. n addition overallabout halforless of
the companies analyse the impact of their sustainability management on business success or on
competitive advantage,thushampering the creation ofinformed busine ss ¢ a se s for sustainability.
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1 INTRODUCTION

"We may have allcome on diffe rent ships, but we 're in the same boatnow.”
(Martin IutherKing, Jr., 1929-1968)

What does Martin Inther King’s statement mean for corporate sustainability practice around the
word? The Intemational Corporate Sustanability Barometer discusses how companies in different
countries deal with the challenges sustainability poses and it inve stigate s their similaritie s and diffe r-
ences.

Sustainability is on everyone’s lips — also in the corporate word. Although sometimes used as a
catchphrase, its meaning is defined in the Brundtland Report from the Wordd Commission on Envi-
ronment and Development (WCED 1987) and hasdeveloped a high degree of practicalrelevance
forindividuals, countries and companies (e.g. Dyllic k & Ho c ke rts 2002; Starik & Kanashiro 2013). The
latter, as the focus of thisreport, play an important role for sustainable development because of
the substantial socialand envimnmentalimpacts of their purc hasing, production, communic ation,
design, product and service activities. Some 25 years after the Wordd Commission on Envionme nt
and Development in 1987 and some 20 years afterthe Earth Summit conference of the United Na-
tions (UN) in Rio de Janeim, it is well worth inve stigating the cument state and progressofcormporate
sustainability in diffe re nt c ountrie s around the globe.

D™ survey and analyse the state of corporate sustainability practice in intemational comparson is
the aim of the Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer 2012. Aftera decade of surveyson
corporate sustainabilty management n Gemany conducted by the Centre for Sustainability
Management (CSM) since 2002, the core elements of analysis, a similar empirical methodology
and the experiences gained in the process have been used to expand the project to an intema-
tional level Between February and August 2012 the survey was successfully camed out in eleven
countries on fourcontinents: Australia (AUS), Belgium (BED), France (FRA), Germany (GER), Hungary
(HUN), Japan (JPN), South Korea (KOR), Spain (ESP), Switze dand (SUI), United Kingdom (UK) and the
United Statesof America (USA).

Whereas many studies concentrate on single sustainability issues or challenges like envimnnmental
management, CEO perspectives orsustainability-oriented innovation (Baumast 2000; Wagner 2002;
Iacy et al 2010; Kiron et al 2013), the Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer covers a
wide range of corporate sustainability topics. It analyses sustainability issues (such as energy con-
sumption or occupational health and safety), stakeholder relevance (for instance of NGOs and
competitors) and comporate measures (such as increasing resource efficiency or communic ating
envimnmentaland socialac tivitie s). This allows the Intemational Cormporate Sustainability Barometer
to identify pattems aswellas similarties and differencesbetween the countres surveyed.

In this report, the focusis on each nation’s largest corporations by revenue. The survey provide s
insights into the companies’ intentions and goals forcormporate sustainability engagement, the in-
tegration of sustainability into theircore business and therimplementation of measuresto become
more sustainable. The findings of thisreport can be used to develop management recommenda-
tio ns.

Apart from this report the results of the Intemational Comporate Sustainability Barometer 2012 pro-
ject will also be presented in an edited volume, disc ussing in more detail the topics that are only
touched on in thisreport.
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Following this Introduction, Section 2 describesthe projectapproach and charac terises the intema-
tional sample. Subsequently, Section 3 presents the findings and intemational comparisons and
discusses implic ations. I distinguishes three main areas: the intention, the integration and the im-
plementation of corporate sustainability. Finally, the report concludes with a summary and an out-
lookin Section 4.
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2 APPROACH OFTHE INTERNATIO NAL C O RPO RA'TE SUSTA INA BILTTY
BARO MEIER

Comporate sustainability imples that economic, envimrnmental and social aspects are simultane-
ously integrated into a company’s conventional management ac tivities. With this ambition, sus-
tainability management doesnot only fosterthe sustainable development of the corporation itself,
but also contributes to the sustainable development of the economy and society asa whole. Only
if a company’s sustainability engagement becomes part of its core business and if the manage-
ment ofits social and envimnmental performance and impacts are stongly linked with economic
success, wil management be in line with sustainable development. This understanding of corpo-
rate sustainability has been developed over the past years and has recently gained increasing
attention (Sc halte gger & Bumitt 2005; Moneva et al 2006).

2.1 Purpose

The goalofthe Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometeristo depict and compare the cur
rent state and progress of sustainabilty management and CSR in different countries worddwide.
Why issuch a projectneeded?

Fustly, sustainability topics are of growing importance forcompanies alloverthe word (e.g. Bartels
2008; Iacy et al 2010; Bartelset al 2011; Kiron et al 2013). As a result of globalisation we can thus
expectthatcompaniesin different countries are similarin some respects c onc eming their sustaina-
bility efforts. Secondly, given that c ountrie s differ in history, c ulture and language aswellasin eco-
nomic, envimnmental and social conditions, it can also be presumed that differences exist in cor
porate prioritiesand managementappmaches. An empiricalsurvey may thus show globalpattems
aswellasnationaldifferences from which research and practice can leam to furtherimprove cor
porate sustainability management.

T enable intemational comparsons, the results of this survey are shown and discussed on a coun-
try-specific leveland are allanalysed according to the same struc ture. The following questions di-

rect the analysis:

u Inte ntion: Why do companies manage sustainability?
Depending on the motivation of a company’s sustainability commitme nt, diffe re nt strate gic
pattemsfordealing with diffe re nt sustainability issues may be approprate.

" Integration: To what extent do companies embed sustainability in their core business and in
theirorg anisation?
The hallmark of corporate sustainability is how wella company is able to embed environ-
mental and social policies in its core business, how well it relates sustainability to its value
creation and profit-making activities and if it involve s all org anisa tional units in this proc e ss to
ensure fullorganisational commitme nt.

. Implementation: How is cormporate sustainability operationalized?
The implementation of corporate sustainability is reflected in the intensity of stakeholder re -
lationships, in the awareness and implementation of sustainability managementtoolsand in
the measurement ofthe successofcormporate sustainability ac tivitie s.
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2.2 Methodology

The Intemational Corporate Sustainabilty Barometeris based on an online survey camed out be-
tween February and August 2012 in eleven countries in Europe, Asia, Australia and North America.
The project was coordinated by the Centre for Sustainabilty Management (CSM) at Ieuphana
Unive rsity Liineburg in Germany while in every country a national academic institution organised
the country-specific survey. The questionnaire was developed by the CSM and was provided to
parner institutions in English. Before the survey started, pre-tests were conducted to validate the
questionnaire. Fach country partner, if necessary, translated the questionnaire into the country’s
main language. Back translations were undertaken to ensure that the questionnaires asked the
same questionsin each country and, thus, to enable valid multi-c o untry ¢ omp arisons.

In each country, the sustamnability managers or EHS or CSR managers of the largest companies
were contacted by phone oremailand were asked to fillin the online questionnaire. In total, 2,076
questionnaires were sent out, which yielded 468 responses. The overallresponse rate was 22.5% and
thus meets the validity requirements set by Bartlett et al (2001). It is furthermore within the standard
deviation range Baruch and Holtom (2008) identify for high quality surveys among organisations.
The data can thusbe assumed to build a comprehensive picture of sustainability management in
large companies armund the globe.

This report presents the results as meansorasvald percentages, ie. the percentage iscalculated
excluding missing responses for the particular question. Foreach question the numberof valid re-
sponses is ndicated by ‘n’. In the very few casesin which data are not available for all countres
this is indicated below the figures. The data were analysed using IBM SPSS Sta tistic s 20. The main
features ofthe intemationaldataset are outlined in Table 1.

Number
Academic institution ofre-

sponses

Centre for Ac counting, Govemance and Sustaina bility,

Austra lia AUS Unive rsity o f So uth Austra lia 48 26%
Belgium BEL HEC Management School, University of liege 22 16%
Franc e FRA CERIMES/ C'E/DAG gestion, Unive sity Paris De sc arte s — Paris 20 29%
Sotbonne Cité
Gemany GER Ce ntre for Sustainability Manage ment, [euphana Unive rsity 159 40%
Liine burg
HUN Susta inability Indic ators Re searc h Centre, Institute of Enviro n-
Hungary mentalSciences, Corvinus Unive 1sity of Budapest 28 33%
Graduate Schoolof Busine ss Administration, Kobe Unive rsity &
Japan JPN Fac ulty o f Busine ss Ad ministra tio n, Ho se i Unive rsity 48 16%
So uth KOR Sustainability Management Re se arc h Institute, Inha Unive rsity 39 15%
Korea So uth Kore a & Griffith Busine ss Sc ho o1, Griffith Unive rsity Austra lia ‘

Faculty of Ec onomic s and Busine ss Ad ministra tio n, Unive rsity o f
Spain ESP Zaragoza & Faculty of Ec onomic s and Busine ss Studiess, 23 26%
Unive rsity o f Basque Country

Sc hoolof Busine ss — Institute of Manage me nt, Unive rsity of

Switze and SuI Applied Sciencesand Arts Northwe ste m Switze dand 25 12%
Unite d UK No ttingham Busine ss Sc hooL No ttingha m Tre nt Unive rsit 36 16%
Kingdom g g y ¢
United States USA Departmentof Civil Engineering T c hnolo gy, Environme ntal 34 19%
of Americ a Management & Safety, Roc hester Institute of Technology ?
Table 1: Participating countries, partneracademic institutions and responses
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The survey focuses on the largest companies by revenue in each participating country. The com-
panies were identified using nationaldatabases such asthe Fortune 500 list in the USA (CNN Money
2012), SABLin Spain (Bureau Van Dik 2012) or Welt online in Germany (Welt Online 2012). fa com-
pany indicated thatitsrevenue wasbelow 50 million euros (orthe respective equivalent in domes-
tic cunrency), it wasexcluded from the analysis. fa parentcompany and a subsidiary were among
the largest companies and the subsidiary did not manage sustainabilty issuesindependently, it was
excluded from the List n order to avoid double-counting of responses. Corporations of all sectors
were taken into account (see Figure 1,2, 3 and 4 forthe sample c harac terstic s).

100% -
15% [ 14% mMore than €50,000 million
80% -
EMorethan €5,000 million
and up to €50,000 million
1]
2
S 60% mMorethan €2,500 million
g and up to €5,000 million
8
o More than € 1,500 million
3 40% - and up to €2,500 million
n
mMorethan €500 milion and
20% up to €1,500 million
b -
mMorethan €50 millionand
up to €500 million
0% -

AUS BEL FRA GER HUN JPN KOR ESP Sul UK USA

Fgure 1: Annualrevenue, n = 468
(Figuresinclude totalassets forbanksand gross premiums forinsurancescompanies)

100% -
19% I 23% mMore than 100,000
80% -
m10,001 - 100,000
8
€ 60% - 1,001 - 10,000
Q.
£
o
[&]
° =251 - 1,000
& 40% -
<
n
mUp to 250
20% -
0% -

AUS BEL FRA GER HUN JPN KOR ESP Sul UK USA

Figure 2: Numberofemployees, n = 465
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100% -

mCommodities, auxiliary
materials, energy, chemical

80% - &pharmaceutical industry

8 Finance &services
S 60%
Q.
1S
o
o
)
2 400
Z 40% 1 mConsumergoods, trade,
& logistics
20% -
[ ] Incjugtry, capital goods,
15% building
0% -
AUS BEL FRA GER HUN JPN KOR ESP Sul UK USA
Fgure 3: Core business, n = 468
100% -
mMorethan 80%

80% - BMorethan 60% and

up to 80%

mMorethan 40% and

60% - up to 60%

More than 20% and
up to 40%

40% -
mMorethan 1% and
up to 20%

Share of companies

20% - mUpto 1%

0% -

AUS BEL FRA GER HUN JPN KOR ESP Sul UK USA

Fgure 4: Share of non-domestic salesin totalrevenue, n = 370
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3 COMPARISON AND PATIERNS

3.1 Intention: Why do companies manage sustainability?

This Section elaborates on motives for corporate sustainability, stakeholder demands and which
sustainability issues are partic ulady relevant to the companies.

Key finding s

= Onintemationalaverage and in most countries NGOs and the media/public are the stake-
holderspromoting corporate sustainability the mo st.

= Market-oriented stakeholders such as suppliers, insurance companies and banks are fre-
quently anked aspromoting corporate sustainability le ss strongly.

= Significant differencesbetween the participating countriescan be found among the stake-
holder demands for specific sustainability issues as well as among the companies actual
management ofthese issues.

3.1.1 Background

Aparnt from intemalmotives forcormporate sustainability, such asefficiency improvement orenhanc-
ing employee motivation, companies extemal motiwes for sustainability engagement include
achieving legitimacy and market success (Bansal & Roth 2000; Epstein 2008). On the one hand,
striving for organisational legitimacy is a reaction to sustanability-related regulations and pressure
from societalstake holders (push factors). Market success, on the otherhand, isa motive forcormpo-
rate sustainability if consumers or investors offer incentives (pull factors; e.g. Dunphy et al 2007,
Moneva & Ortas 2010; Babiak & Trendafilova 2011; Ditle v-Simonsen & Midttun 2011). In the Inte ma-
tional Corporate Sustanability Barometer this was addressed by the question how different stake-
holders influence the implementation of corporate sustainability in the companies.

In addition, there is a wide range of envimnmental, social and economic issues that companies
can deal with, such as energy and water consumption, occupational health and safety or con-
sumer protection (Babiak & Trendafilova 2011; GRI 2012). The commitment to engage in spec ific
sustainability issues can be triggered by stakeholder demands. Moreover, the relevance of these
issuescan also depend on the company’s core business. The Intemational Corporate Sustainab ility
Barometersheds light on what issues are currently in the focus of corporate sustainability manage-
me nt in diffe re nt c o untries.

3.1.2 Findings ofthe Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer

Overall, the results on the impact of external stakeholders are faidy c onsistent (Figure 5, displaying
the items with the five highest and lowest values). In allcountries most stakeholders promote orare
neutral conceming a company’s sustainability engagement. On intemational average company
representatives assess NGOs, a society-oriented stakeholder, as most strongly promoting the im-
plementation ofcorporate sustainability, whereasinsurance companiesand banksscore lowest.

Country specifics can be found, e.g., for Belgian companies, which rate all stakeholder impacts
lower than the intemational average. The opposite is true for the surveyed Japanese companies,
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which gauge the impactof all stakeholders (particulardy consumers/end users), trade associations
and banks) higher. Asa consequence, Japanese companies assess the different stakeholders in a
more balanced mannerthan companiesin all other countries. & is also striking that in Japan not
NGOsbut community isregarded asthe stakeholderthat promotesengagement most strongly. Of
all stakeholders and all countries, the UScompanies regard NGOs to most promote engagement,
which is surprising since the UScompanies evaluate the impact of all other stakeholders more or
lesscomparable to, forinstance, the UK

While some market-oriented stakeholders are assessed with relatively low values in all countres
(e.g.banks and insurance companies), the assessment of othermarket-oriented stakeholders such
ascompetitors, rating agencies and consumersis more diverse. Whereas Belgian companies eval-
uate competitors and rating agencies as slightly mhibiting, competitors are assessed as tending to
promote sustainabilty engagement in the UK Investors and consumerorganisations are othermar
ket-oriented stakeholdersassessed aspromoting engagementon intemationalaverage.

I is also interesting to note that Swiss companies view intemational authorities as promoting en-
gagement more strongly than allotherstakeholders, whereas French companiesevaluate national
authorties as being the most promoting stakeholder. h Hungary, on the other hand, scientific insti-
tutions score highest, whereasconsumers/end usersscore lowest.

Promoting 5
USA
% usa . ooF E;;%a FRA
4'@ e N e .

L ]
PR ﬁ X x O] g JPN
[CaCwCnCuCn|

I . @ A
BEL BEL -;-fffff,-ﬁ [ SnCm | *‘ %

PP K X2
Neutral 3 Ul i

N

BEL
I
BEL BEL BEL
2
Inhibiting 1 T T T T T T r r :
NGOs/ Media/ Inter- Commu- National  (Inter- Suppliers Trade Insurance Banks
environ- public national nity authori- mediary) unions  compa-
mental/ authorities ties/ vendors/ nies
socialorg. legislators business
customers
. AUS . BEL FRA GER
B HUN T JPN KOR ESP
EEERSUI R UK USA X Intl average

Figure 5: Impactofextemalstakeholderson cormporate sustainability, n ranging from 393 to 450
(Single countriesmay notbe visible due to overdaps; Figure inc luding allitemsis displayed in the Annex)
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The overall picture of the importance of sustamnability issues is more diverse. Figures 6 and 7 reveal
issue-specific and country-specific differences. The issues range from those that are managed
closely to those where a necessity to manage isnot seen (Figure 6). Whereasoccupational health
and safety, energy consumption, training/development and workplace/employment are the most
important issues, in contrast, transport and child labour'forced orcompulsory labouraswellasbio-
diversity are regarded aslessimportant issues.

The se results differ, however, when analysed on a country-specific level. Compared to otherissues,
biodiversity is only marginally managed on intemationalaverage, but Japanese and Spanish com-
panies appear as outliers as they report managing biodiversity more closely. Spanish companies
also engage in materialand waterconsumption management more frequently than companiesin
any other country, whereas the Belgian responses formaterial consumption are farbelow intema-
tional average. In addition, the Belgian and French responses are low for the management of
emissions/ waste waterwaste, whie Gemman and Swiss companies engage lessforfreredom of as-
sociation/right to collective bargaining than companiesin any othercountry. Austraian companies
differ substantially from the intemational average because of theirlow emphasis on transport and
chid labourforced orcompulsory labour as well as biodiversity. The social issues of dive rsity and

equalopportunity, in contrast, score highest among UScompanies.
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I e
AUS
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Not
necessary 1 . . . . . . .
Occupa- Energy Training Work-  Emis- Freedomof Consu- Transport Child, Bio-
tional con- and place/  sions/  associ- mer forced  diversity
health and sumption develop- employ- waste ation/right protec- and
safety ment ment  water/ tocollec-  tion compul-
waste  tivebar- sory labour
gaining
I AUS INBEL FRA GER
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Fgure 6: Managed sustainability issues, n ranging from 442 to 463
(Figure including allitemsis displayed in the Annex)
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Generally great similarities exist between the managed sustamnability issues (Figure 6) and the
stakeholder demands regarding these issues (Figure 7). On intemational average occupational
health and safety, workplace/employment and energy consumption are the issue s with the highest
stakeholder demands. In contrast, demands regarding biodivesity, transport, water consumption
and child labour/forced orcompulsory labourare less strong in mo st c ountrie s.

The actual country-specific extent of stakeholder demands varies stongly. Stakeholder demands
tend to be above average in Hungary, South Korea and the UK whereas partic ulady the Swiss and
to some extent the Belgian responses are farbelow average. Futhermore, Australian companies
face strongersocial than envimnmental demands, since they show high values, e.g., foroccupa-
tional health and safety, diversity and equal opportunity as well as consumer protection but the
lowest value forbiodiversity. On the contrary, the Hungaran companies are above average forall
enviro nme ntal issue s.

Comparng Figures 6 and 7 also reveals that, although the two scales are notlabelled identic ally,
the companiesrate theirmanagement of sustainability issue s with highervaluesthan the respec tive
stakeholderdemands. This is partic ulady true forthose issuesthat show a large difference between
the two values. For example, energy consumption as well as training/development rank higher
among the managed sustainability issues (Figure 6) than among the stakeholderdemandsregard-
ing these issue s (Figure 7).
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Fgure 7: Stakeholderdemands to manage sustainability issues, n ranging from 443 to 461
(Figure including allitemsis displayed in the Annex)
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The results on the sustainability issues which companies assess as relevant in the future are twofold.
On the one hand, some issues (such as energy/ GHG emissions in the environmental field or dive rsi-
ty/equal opportunity in the socialfield) appearto be relevant future issues forcompanies in neary
allcountries investigated (Table 2). On the otherhand, in most countries some issues are of partic u-
lar future relevance for their companies (e.g. transport in France; supply chain management in
South Korea). Additionally, it could be observed that single companiesreported very spec ific issues
aspotentially rele vant in future, such asgreen IT, soilconservation orurban development.

Frequent examples of sustainability issues rele vant in the future (in 5 to 10 years)

Environmental Social

Austra fia Fne rgy/GHG e missions; water Dive rsity/ e qual o p p o rtunity; ¢ o mmunity
development
Be lgium Energy/ GHG e missio ns; re po rt- Taming/employee qualific ation; wo rk-
ing/labelling life balance
France Energy/ GHG e missions; transport Dive m{ty/equalopportumty; demo-
graphic change
Energy/ GHG e missio ns; ma te ni- Dive rsity/ e qual o p p o rtunity; train-
Gemany . . .
aly/resources ing/employee qualific ation
Hungary Energy/ GHG e missio ns; waste Workplace/employment; safety/ he alth
. H ights; di i 1 -
Japan Energy/ GHG emissions; water nman ng ts; diversity/equaloppor
tunity
South Korea Energy/ GHG e missio ns; ma te ni- Safety/health; supply chain manage-
als/resources ment
. . Di i 1 ity; h
Spain Energy/ GHG e missions; resources .1vers1ty/equa opportunity; human
rig hts
Switze dand Energy/ GHG e missio ns; ma te ri- Dive mlty{equalo pportunity; employee
aly/resources generation
USA Energy/ GHG emissions; water ?jiit;y/health; diversity/equaloppor-

Table 2: Sustainability issues assessed asrelevantin the future
(UK: no data available)

3.1.3 Interpretation and Implic ations

Comporate sustainability can be extemally and intemally motivated. While intemal drivers will be
discussed in more detailin Section 3.2, thispart of the report explores extemalmotives such as striv-
ing forlegitimacy and market success.

The overall intemational picture shows, first and foremost, that NGOs are the stakeholders most
strongly promoting cormporate sustainabilty and that in neary every country securing legitimacy
seems to be the predominant driver of sustainability engagement. This interpretation is supported
by the fact that othersocietal stakeholders who influence legitimacy and reputation (media, gov-
emment authorties and community) also have a strong positive influence on companies. Com-
munic ating engagement for sustainability, for instance, could help to legitimate corporate ac tivi-
ties and secure reputation. Though more transparency might also provoke criticism by societal
stakeholders (Iaufer 2003; Ramus & Montiel 2005; Morsing & Sc hultz 2006), such feedback can be
beneficialif it is c o nstruc tive and ifthe company and its stakeholders establish an open, trustful and
on-going dialogue which is used to continuously inprove sustainability management. In addition,
to prevent corporate sustainability activities from being assessed as ‘only self-serving’ it is reasona-
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ble to combine and balance comporate with societal bene fits (Fifka 2009). In this context compa-
nies might considerhow they can increase theirengagement with market-oriented stakeholders.

T some extent, a market orientation in sustainability management can be identified, as inve stors,
competitors and consumerorganisations are also assessed as being somewhat important. The in-
fluence of these stakeholders can be related to market demands as they are able to stimulate
companies to offer envimmnmentally friendly and socially responsible products and services, to in-
ve st in sustainability-oriented businesses and to innovate. The integration of end user demands into
the product design phase ornegotiations with investors about possible effective and efficient pro-
jectsthat fulfil sustainability criteria are examplesofthe wide range of possible measures combining
sustainability with a market orie ntation.

With regard to sustainability issues both socialand envimnmentalissues are of significance, partic u-
laddly occupational health and safety, energy consumption, training/development and work-
place/employment. Futhermore, most countries have in common that biodiversity is given little
weight by stakeholders and corporate management. However, by engaging in less popularissues
companies may gain a competitive advantage and contrbute to sustainable development in
neglected areas. Recent reports, initiatives and handbooks on biodiversity (e.g. Earthwatch Insti-
tute et al 2002; Biodive rsity Network Japan 2007; Schaltegger & Bestindig 2010; Bishop 2012) open
up business opportunities such as participating in bio-carbon offset efforts, reinforcing the supply
chain orsecuring the license to operate.

Info box: “United Nations Decade on Biodive rsity”

The United Nationshasdeclared the “UN Decade on Biodiversity 2011-2020”. The goalof this initi-
ative is to protect global biodiversity as defined at the “Conference of the Panties” (COP;
www.cbd.int/cop) n Japan in 2010. Moreover, the goal of the UN decade is to implement the
“Strategic Plan for Biodiversity”, which coversareas such as agricultural, island and inland waters
biodiversity. Current actions on the nationallevelare presented on www.cbd.int/2011-2020.

The results reveal that most companies primarily manage issues that are specifically required by
stakeholders. In addition, it can be seen that companies tend to rate their sustainability manage-
ment efforts for all issue s with highervalues than the respective stakeholderdemands. This provide s
indication that companies not only respond to extermal requirements but also manage sustainabil-
ity issues proactively. Strong engagement might be driven by an intrinsic motivation such as the
goalto increase a company’s sustainability pefformance. With respect to resource consumption,
companies might expect a cost reduction potential or with respect to training companies might
want skilled staff able to deal with the wide range of corporate envimonmental, social and eco-
nomic issues. Yet, forinstance, while managing materal and waterconsumption atleastto a cer
tain degree most companies stil seem to have improvement potential when it comes to generat-
ing competitive advantage through a more efficient use ofresources.

More generally speaking, companies are recommended to identify not only ¢ unrent sustainab ility
issue s forwhich stakeholdersrequire engagement but also issues which may become important for
the company’s performance in the future. Managers may take intemational differences into ac-
count as public and politicalawareness of issues can cross nationalboundaries, creating busine ss
risks and opportunities influencing the company’s competitive advantage. Collaboration and dia-
logues with stakeholders might help to identify and prioritise issues. Once relevant issues have been
determined a company should develop action planson how to manage these issueson a national
and/or glbal level Following intemational guidelines and principles (e.g. the Equator Principles;
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www.equator-principles.com) or participating in mundtables (e.g. the Asia Pacific Roundtable for
Sustainable Consumption and Production; www.aprscp.net) may support the effective manage-
ment of sustainability issues. Iast but not least, as corporate sustainability is c ontinuously develop-
ing, a professional sustainabilty management requires the redesign of management systems and

the measurementofprogress (see Section 3.3).

3.2 Integration: To whatextentdo companies embed sustainability in their
core business and in theirorganisation?

T™ develop a sustainable organisation, a company should link envimrnmental and social improve-
ments to economic success and integrate its engagement in sustainability into the core busine ss.
Such integration requires the mvolvement of all organisational units in corporate sustanability and
enablesthe creation of business c ases forsustainability.

Key findings
= 'The majorty of the companies surveyed in all countries claim to link sustainability to most or

allsegments of theircore busine ss.

= Almost all organisational units are promoting or at least neutral towards a company’s sus-
tainability engagement, although to differentdegrees.

= On intemationalaverage the driversofa business case forsustainability tend to be intemal-
ly-oriented or society-oriented whereas market-oriented drivers are less frequently ad-
dressed.

3.2.1 Background

Around the word, companies are challenged to meet both business and societal re quire ments
such as achieving long-term financial success while avoiding negative envimnmental and social
mpacts. b meet these requirements, it is argued that comporate sustainability should not be treat-
ed asa peripheralconcem but nstead needsto be an integralpartofa company’score busine ss
(Schaltegger & Bumnitt 2005; Porter & Kramer 2006; Schalteggeret al 2012a). This integration chal-
lenge meansthatcormporate activity hasto be linked to sustainability measures. There are nume ro us
examples ranging from ensuring occupational health and safety to the development of more en-
ergy efficient production processesorinnovative produc ts.

Such integration can be achieved by managersand employeesin variouscorporate func tions, like
purc hasing, manufacturing, research & development (R&D), sales or marketing. In a nutshel, all
steps of value creation and all organisational units should be included in sustainability manage-
ment in order for it to become effective (Porter 1985; Carter & Rogers 2008; Singh et al 2008;
Schalteggeret al 2011). mvolving all organisational units is essential to create comprehensive sus-
tainability solutions and to prevent sustainability problems from being partially or superficially ad-

dressed.

Though efforts in envimnmental and social engagement — like routine managernal activities, too —
could be a source of costs, theycan also —iffmanaged well—increase cormporate successand cre-
ate business cases forsustainability. A “business case forsustainability is[...] characterized by creat-
ing economic successthrough (and notonly along with) a certain envimnmentalorsocial ac tivity”
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(Schaltegger & Liiddeke-Freund 2012, p. I). The starting point is an activity to solve a social or envi-
ronmentalproblem and the challenge isto integrate it into the core businessin a way that ncreas-
escompetitiveness. n doing so,a company can gain competitive advantage by being a sustain-
ability leader or mnovatorin a mass market. Commonly, corporate sustainability engagement is
divided into efforts linked to societal ormarket-relevant drivers, such asreputation and revenue, or
more intemally-oriented drivers, such asefficiency and employee motivation. The charactersation
of drivers of business cases for sustainability presented in Thble 3 is based on sustainability man-
agement literature (e.g. WBCSD 2002; Steger2004; Schaltegger & Liideke-Freund 2012; Schaltegger
etal 2012a).

Driverof business cases . -
Susta ina bility m e a sure

for susta ina bility

Costs Envimnmentaland socially-oriented cost management
Efficiency Producing with more efficient use ofresources

Employee mo tivation Promoting employee mo tivation

Innovation Developing new business segmentsrelated to sustainability
Reputation Externalcommunic ation of envimnmentaland socialac tivitie s
Revenue Developing new c ustomerse gments

Risk management Envimnmentaland socially-oriented risk management

Table 3: Drivers o f busine ss ¢ ase s for sustainability

3.2.2 Findings of the Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer

Overall, the integration of sustainability into the core business is similarin all countrie s since the ma-
jority of the companies (54% to 83%) claim to link sustanability to most orallsegments of theircore
busine ss (Figure 8). Only a smallminority of companiesin all countries state they link sustainability to
only a few orno segments of theircore business. Core business integration is most pronounced in
Spanish, Belgian and UKcompanies, whereas Australian companies rank lowest. What is striking is
that Spanish and French companies most often state they consiste ntly inte grate sustamability into
theircore business (43% and 40% re spec tive ly).
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Fgure 8: Linking sustainability with the c ore business, n = 457

Additionally, the companies were asked to provide examples of how they link their sustainab ility
engagement with their core business. Examples mentioned by the companies in the four sectors
(see also Figure 3) are:

=  Ihdustry, capitalgoods, buiding:e.g.reduction of envimnmentalimpact ofconstruc tion
projects, using renewable energy;

= Consumergoods, trade, logistics: e.g. energy efficiency in storesorwarehouses, transport

emissions control;
= Fnance &semwices:e.g.green ITorfinancialproducts, ethicalbonds;

=  Commodities, auxiliary matenals, energy, chemical & pharmace uticalindustry: e.g. usage

ofrenewable resources,clean energy.

Another quite consistent aspect of integration is related to organisational units, since the findings
show that almost allof them are promoting oratleast neutraltowards a company’s sustainability
engagement (Figure 9). On intemational average, the CSR/sustainability department, top man-
agement and PR/cormporate communications are evaluated as promoting engagement most
strongly, whereas lo gistic s/ distrbution, fmance and accounting are assessed asratherneutraland,
thus, lessinvolved.

Contrasting the country-specific results shows that the responses for CSR/sustainability and
PR/cormporate communication are quite similar whereas the evaluation of manufacturing, logis-
tic s/distibution and accounting differs between countries. Japanese companies, for instance,
which assess almost all organisational units as (strongly) promoting engagement, also evaluate
manufacturing and logistics above average. In contrast, Australian companies evaluate these or
ganisational units more neutrally. Australia, France, Belgium and Switzedand generally assess the
surveyed organisational units as promoting sustainabilty management less strongly. In line with this
finding, Figure 9 illustrates some further outliers: the French responses score lowest forinvestor rela-
tions, employee council and accounting whereas the Belgian and Australian responses are lowest

formanufac turing .
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Fgure 9: Impactoforganisationalunitson corporate sustainability, n ranging from 325 to 460
(Figure including allitemsis displayed in the Annex)

Next to linking sustainability with the core business and the involvement of organisational units, the
third aspect analysed with regard to integration is the creation of business c ases for sustainability.
Overall, Figure 10 shows that society-oriented (located to the left in Figure 10), market-oriented (in
the middle) and intemally-oriented drivers (to the right) of such a businesscase are addressed with
related measures to very different degrees. The most common measures addressing business c ase
drivers on intemational average are intemally-oriented (producing with more efficient use of re-
sources, promoting employee motivation) and society-oriented (envimnmental and socially-
oriented risk management, external communication of envimnmental/'social ac tivities). Ma rke t-
oriented measures (envimnmental and socially-oriented cost management, developing new cus-
tomersegments) are less frequently undertaken (see also Table 3).

For some drivers the country-specific responses differ notably, particulady for c osts, re putation, risk
management and innovation. Whereas the top values for all drivers are observed in Japanese
companies, the drivers are addressed least often in Australia or Belgium or, in the case of innova-
tion, in the USA.
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Figure 10: Drivers of busine ss ¢ ase s for sustainability, n ranging from 397 to 405
(South Korea and Spain: no data available)

3.2.3 Interpretation and Implic ations

Linking sustainability engagement to the core business and the mvolvementofallcorporate organ-
isational units are needed to systematically integrate envimnmental and socialissuesinto the com-
pany'sconventional management and into its value-creating activities. The majority of companies
in allcountries claim to link their sustainability ac tivities with their core business and give examples
of this linking, even though country-specific differences exist. Noticeably, Belgian companies are
among the most progressive onesconceming the integration of sustainability into the c ore busine ss,
although for other topics discussed in this report Belgium often ranks low. This can partly be ex-
plained by the factthatthe Belgian companiesin the survey are comparably small Therefore, with
regard to the relatively low Belgian scores both forthe management of sustainability issues and the
impactofextemal stakeholders, it is possible that Belgian companies do not possess the means to
tackle all sustainability-related issues and are not as exposed to stakeholder demands. Still, the re-
sults suggest that there isa high awareness of sustainability among the Belgian companies, which
fre q ue ntly re sults in the inte gration of sustainability to pic s nto the companies’ core busine ss.

On the whole, the quite high percentage of companies claiming to link sustainability to their core
business may serve as a foundation forfuture e fforts to make business ac tivities more sustainable. A
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similar re sult is shown in a recent study with a focus on sustainable energy by Accenture and the
United Nations Global Compact (2012) in which the majority of 70 companies from 19 industrie s
state they link theircore business with a more sustainable use of energy (that is, energy efficiency,
energy accessand renewable energy).

When companies evaluate sustainability as an integralpart of strategic and operational planning,
there isnew moom foraltered businessopportunitiesand changesin processesaswellasin products
and services offered (e.g. Schaltegger & Wagner 2011). Yet, such a development takes time and
further stages of development are not predictable. Companies could, for example, start with a
piot project to gain experience and to leam about possible positive and negative impacts on the
company’'s business and the company’s envimnment. The case study of Eectrolux in Sweden
(Mc Aloone & Andreasen 2004) exemplifies how testing product service systems in a piloting phase
togetherwith consumers served to id e ntify busine ss opportunities and challenges. Such a pilot pro-
ject, in tum, can be a starting point for rolling out similar sustainability measures in the entire com-

pany.

A company striving to inte grate sustainability into its core businessiscalled upon to actually include
it in its daily business activities in all parts of the organisation and every organisational unit (e.g.
Shrivastava & Hart 1995; Schalteggeret al 2011). On the one hand, R&D, manufac turing, quality
control and marketing as wellas supply chain-related departments such as purchasing and logis-
tics have to be involved to design, produce and promote sustainable products and services
(Carter & Dresner 2001; Damallet al 2008; Seuring & Miiller 2008). On the otherhand, the ¢ o mmit-
ment of top management and the involvement of supporting func tions such as CSR/sustainability,
strategic planning, PR, investor relations, the legal department/complance, finance, accounting
aswell as the personnel department/HR are required to transform key business processes. The in-
volvement of all organisational units and intemal stakeholders can promote intemal support and
appropriate strategic goalsetting, can ensure the embedding of sustainability management in the
cormporate strategy, can foster the provision of adequate mformation and strengthen employee
motivation (Porter 1985; Shrivastava & Hart 1995; Schaltegger & Bumitt 2005). In sum, allcorporate
functions are challenged to contrbute to corporate sustainability, no matter whetherthey engage

in company-intemalactivitiesorin extemally visible measures (Schalteggeretal 2011).

Within the companies however differences in the impact of organisational units are observable.
Explicitly sustammability-related as well as extemally-oriented deparments such as CSR and
PR/'communications promote engagement most strongly, whereas intemal, performance-oriented
units like finance and accounting appearto be left out. These findingsreveala gap between the
status quo n practice and the demands formulated in academia to handle cormporate sustainabil-
ity as a cross-func tionaltask.

Furthermmore, the results on organisational units indicate that the companies surveyed are largely
concemed with securing their reputation and legitimacy through sustainabilty management — ra-
ther than with their actual sustainability pefformance. However, bearing in mind that accounting
designs and manages the core mformation system formanagers and playsa gatekeeperrle be-
tween top management and otherdepartments, a stronger involvement of these organisational
units that have been so farleft out is highly ecommended in orderto link sustainability with finan-
cialinformation (Schalteggeretal 2011). The c ountry-specific findings also indic ate that the organ-
isational units of Japanese companies are more involved in the implementation of corporate sus-
tainability than is the case in the othercountries surveyed.
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Info box: the “business c ase forsustainability”

The key issue behind the business case for sustainability is how enviornmental and social perfor
mance can increase a company's competitiveness and business success (Schaltegger et al
2012a). Therefore, companies are challenged to examine theircurrent and potential future core
busine ss ac tivitie s to id e ntify how drivers of busine ss c ases forsustainability can be positively influ-
enced.

The mvolvement of all organisational units in corporate sustainability and linking sustainability with
the company’score business may support the creation of business c ases for sustainability. Busine ss
casescanbe created by addressing individual business case drivers (Table 3). When analysing the
intemational findings, it is striking that the drivers risk management and reputation are —in general
and in patticularforJapanese companies—addressed most frequently. As with extermal stakehold -
ers, this indic ates that the companies mostly act in a risk-averse fashion to gain and secure organi-
sationallegitimacy.

In addition to these extemal drivers, intemal drivers such as efficiency and employee motivation
are also important on intemational average. This is interesting in so farasit can also be seen that
organisational units such as accounting appearto be less involved in corporate sustainability alt-
hough one oftheircentraltasksisto provide data in orderto increase efficiency in a company. This
contradiction emphasizes the desirability of cross-functional collaboration between the different
organisational units. Snce employee motivation is also an important business case driver for sus-
tainability, the CSR/sustainability department and HR are called upon to jointly work on suitable
measures to ensure occupational health and safety, to establish sustainability-oriented inc entive
systemsor, forinstance, to offertraining programmestailored to meeting sustainability challenges.

In sum, the results on the drivers of business cases for sustainability indic ate that, next to inte mally-
oriented ones, society-oriented measures are more common than market-oriented measures. Mar
ket-oriented drivers such as innovation and revenue, however, bearthe potentialto develop new
markets, business models and product/service designs not only for a niche but also for the mass
market.

3.3 Implementation: How is cormporate sustainability operationalized?

The focus of this Section is on the implementation of corporate sustainability, inc luding the man-
agement of stakeholder relationships, the awareness and application of sustainability manage-
menttoolsand the measurementofcorporate sustainability impactsand success.

Key findings

= T manage their stakeholder relationships, companies in all countries surveyed frequently
inform and, to a lesserextent, observe theirstakeholders. More intensive forms of stakehold -
ermanagementare lesscommon.

= Companies primarily apply sustainability managementtools which addressemployee issues,
serve to communic ate sustainability orhelp to gain a broad overview of sustainability ac tivi-
tie s.

= About halforless ofthe companies analyse the impact of their sustainability management
on theirbusiness successorcompetitive advantage.
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3.3.1 Background

Stakeholders are defined as groups orindividuals who can affect the achievement of corporate
goals or, vice versa, who are themselves affected by a company’s activities (Freeman 1984).
Stakeholders can support a company with resources but they can also express their critical and,
ideally, constructive opinion on a corporation’s sustainability engagement, which can help a com-
pany to receive an extemal view on its sustainability perfformance. Moreover, a company and its
stakeholders can share ideas and discuss future challenges and trends on enviionmental, social
and economic topicsto help the company act and innovate more sustainably and compe titive ly
(Ruppel & Hamington 2000; Harting et al 2006; Troshani & Doolin 2007). Stakeholder relationships
can be managed in different ways depending on how strongly the stakeholders are involved into
corporate sustainability endeavours. The formsofstakeholderrelationship managementrange from
more passive to more participative engagement (modified from Kricket al 2005):

= Observing stakeholders;

= Informing stakeholders;

. Dialogue with stakeholders/seeking advice;

= Involvement,consideration in decision-making process;
= Cooperating, networking to develop joint solutions;

] Empowement;

= Delegating decision-making authority.

Management tools supporting interaction with stakeholders include, for instance, stakeholder dia-
logues, community advisory panelsorcorporate volunteering (e.g. Schalteggeret al 2002; Tenc ati
et al 2004; European Commission 2004). n addition, companiescan make use of several sustaina-
bility management tools addressing the broad range of sustainability topics. Sustainability man-
agementtoolsserve, forinstance, to communicate and market the company’s sustainability e ffo rts
(e.g. a sustainability report orlabels), to develop and plan sustainability-oriented measures, prod-
ucts and services (e.g. risk analysis, sustainable design) orto manage and monitor corporate sus-
tainability (e.g. envimnmental management systems). The Intemational Corporate Sustainability
Barometer analyses 79 tools as well as 12 standards and noms (such as ISO norm 14001 or the
OECD Guidelines) and asks which of these are known and applied in the companies surveyed. The
awareness and application of such toolsis essential fora systematic and effective imple mentation
ofcomorate sustainability.

In a last step, the Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer sheds light on the expected im-
pactofcormporate sustainability and identifie s whic h sustainability issues are measured. Only if com-
panies measure their mpacts and the success of their sustainability e fforts ¢ ontinuous improve-
mentscanbe achieved.

3.3.2 Findings of the Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer

On the whole, the results on stakeholder relationships demonstrate that numerous companies use
the fullspectrum of stakeholdermanagementapproaches—-ranging from the observation of stake-
holdersto the delegation ofdecision-making —atleaston a case-specific basis (Figure 11). Acloser
look reveals that less participative measures (located to the left in Figure 11) are more common
than more participative measures (located to the right). n all of the countries surveyed ‘informing
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stakeholders’ is the most widespread form of stakeholder engagement (ranging from 92% in Hun-
gary to 100% in France, Japan, South Korea, Spain, Switzeddand, UKand the USA). In contrast, ‘dele -
gating decisions isthe least used method in each country investigated.

Country-specific differences exist, forinstance, for ‘observing stakeholders’, which is used by 100%
of the companies surveyed in France, South Korea and the USA. In contrast, only 52% of the com-
panies surveyed in Spain and 71% of the Hungaran companies observe stakeholders. ‘Dialogue
with stakeholders/seeking advice’ belongs to the most often used stakeholder management ap-
proachesin Spain (100% of the companies) and in Belgium (95%). Also, the responses for‘delegat-
ing decisions differ considerably: whereas most of the South Korean companies surveyed (63%)
state they use thismeasure atleaston a case-specific basis, only few ofthe Spanish (25%) and Swiss
(21%) companies use thismeasure.

In summary, South Korean and UScompanies are most participatory in their stakeholder relation-
ship management. In contrast, participative forms of stakeholder engagement are rarely used in
Spain, Japan and Switzedand. In general, Hungary uses the methodsofengaging with stakeholders
le ss fre q ue ntly.
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Figure 11: Managementofstakeholderrelationships, n ranging from 438 to 458
(totalofcase-specific and generaluse)
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The awareness and especially the application of sustainabilty management tools are valid indica-
tionsof whetherand how cormporate sustainability isimplemented on an operationalbasis. Not only
are there many potential sustainabilty management tools available, but they are being continu-
ously developed. Table 4 (Top 10 known tools) and Table 5 (Top 10 applied tools) show which tools
are curmently of relevance in practice. Both tables relate tools (columns) to countries (rows). Blue
shaded cellsin the matrix highlight valuesabove the intemationalaverage (bottom row).

The columns in Thble 4 show that sustainabilty management tools ranking among the 10 most
known sustainability management tools include tools that serve: () emplbyee motivation and in-
volvement (flexible working time, incentive system, further education and corporate/employee
volunteering), (i) to gain ¢ broader overiew of sustainability activities (envimnmental manage-
ment system, quality management system), (ii) to communicate compormte sustainability (sustaina-
bility and envionmentalreport and envimnmental mission statement) and (iv) to develop and plan

susta inability-o rie nte d me a sure s (risk ana lysis).

The data in Table 4 reveal that in several countries most of the top 10 known toolsare known by a
very large number of companies and more than on intemational average (UK, Spain, Hungary,
Switzedand, USA, Gemmany and Japan). In contrast, this awareness is below average in France,
South Korea and Belgium formostoralltools.

Analysing the 10 least known tools shows that most are connected to measuring and companng
comporate sustainability perfformance, such as envimnmental shareholder value (known in 40% of
the companieson intemationalaverage), sustainability ac c ounting (40%) oreco-compass (31%).

He xib le i i Further

wo rking i i edu- missio n
time ili i cation sta te -
ment

UK 100% 97% 92% 97% 92% 97% 94% 89% 97% 86%
ESP 96% 96% 96% 91% 87% 96% 91% 83% 83% 83%
HUN 93% 96% 96% 86% 93% 93% 96% 89% 86% 93%
SUI 92% 84% 96% 96% 96% 88% 96% 88% 80% 80%
USA 94% 94% 79% 97% 79% 88% 91% 94% 88% 91%
GER 94% 88% 97% 87% 87% 89% 95% 82% 70% 80%
JPN 92% 98% 94% 81% 81% 69% 56% 96% 98% 85%
AUS 94% 94% 81% 79% 88% 90% 77% 83% 79% 81%
BEL 77% 86% 82% 68% 86% 77% 73% 68% 68% 73%
KOR 72% 91% 88% 81% 66% 66% 63% 78% 81% 50%
FRA 80% 75% 75% 80% 85% 75% 75% 75% 65% 30%
fntl 91% 91% 91% 86% 85% 85% 85% 85% 80% 78%
average

Table 4: Dp 10 known sustainabilty managementtools, n ranging from 467 to 468
(shaded celsindicate valuesabove intemationalaverage)
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Table 5, llustrating the 10 most applie d sustainabilty management tools, shows a similarpattem as
for the most known tools. Again, the columns reveal that sustainability management tools which
serve (i) to fosteremployee motwation and involve ment, (i) to receive a broaderovemwiew of sus-
tainability ac twitie s, (i) to communicate cormporate sustainability and (iv) to develop and plan sus-
tainability-oriented measures can be found among the most popular tools. The two most wide -
spread toolsare applied by atleast 50% ofthe companiessurveyed in each country.

However, the results differ from Thble 4 in terms of ranking order. holsforemployee motivation and
involvement tend to be more often applied than tools which help to communicate cormporate sus-
tainability. Moreover, with regard to the application of tools comporate giving replaces the envi
ronmentalreport (see Table 4) in the top 10.

Table 5 reveals that in the UK the USA and Hungary, followed by Switzedand, numerous tools are
more frequently applied than on intemational average. In Belgium, Spain, Australia, France and
South Korea, in contrast, application of most toolsis below average. Strikingly, only one of the 10
intemationally most applied tools has above average values in Spain although the awareness of
toolsisabove average fornine ofthe top 10 toolsthere (Table 4).

An analysis of the 10 least applied tools reveals that these mainly serve to measure and compare
cormporate sustamability such associalcost accounting (applied in 11% of the companies on nter
nationalaverage), eco-budgeting (9%) oreco-compass (5%). Only social/fairlabel (10%) is one of
the 10 toolswhich can be linked to communication and marke ting.

Hexible Further Quality i Envtl
wo 1k- edu- mgmt i missio n

cation syste m ili sta te -

UK 83% 89% 78% 78% 81% 81% 75% 92% 81% 83%
USA 91% 88% 88% 74% 74% 71% 85% 97% 85% 74%
HUN 82% 79% 89% 93% 79% 86% 46% 79% 54% 64%
SUI 84% 72% 88% 80% 80% 72% 76% 56% 48% 44%
GER 88% 72% 93% 85% 69% 78% 63% 42% 49% 61%
JPN 79% 96% 44% 75% 63% 42% 56% 75% 85% 75%
KOR 50% 84% 50% 78% 44% 50% 63% 59% 69% 38%
FRA 55% 55% 70% 50% 75% 50% 70% 65% 50% 15%
AUS 75% 75% 69% 60% 81% 67% 50% 77% 54% 56%
ESP 74% 74% 74% 65% 70% 65% 74% 48% 43% 35%
BEL 59% 68% 55% 46% 68% 55% 50% 23% 46% 50%
:lfemge 79% 78% 77% 76% 70% 68% 63% 61% 60% 59%

Table 5: Hp 10 applied sustainability managementtools, n ranging from 467 to 468
(shaded celsindicate valuesabove intemationalaverage)
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Of the twelve sustainability-relevant standards and norms analysed in this report, only three are
appled by more than half of the companies surveyed, ie. ISO 14001, ISO 9000 and the GRIguide-
linesofthe Global Reporting Iitiative . Strikingly, almost allsurveyed Japanese companiesapply ISO
14001 (98%) and they are also leading with regard to ISO 9000 (79%). The consideration of the GRI
guidelines is particularly common in Spain (83% application). Faidy low is the application of these
three standardsin Belgium and Australia.

Sig nific ant differences between the countries also exist conceming the measurement of the com-
pany’s sustainability impacts (Figure 12). Differencescan be found for similarissues as descrbed in
Section 3.1.2 with regard to the management of sustainability issues and stakeholder demands.
However, the differencesidentified formeasurement are more profound.

On intemational average, energy consumption, occupational health and safety, work-
place/employment, emissions/waste waterwaste and training/development are the five most
commonly measured aspects (measured in more than 90% on intemational average). In contrast,
only few companies measure theirimpact on consumer protection (50%), chid labour/forced or
compulsory labour(45%) and biodive rsity (29%).
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Figure 12: Measured sustainability impacts, n ranging from 425 to 454
(Figure including allitemsisdisplayed in the Annex)
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On the nationallevel, the results reveal large differences for some of the issues investigated. The
largest intemational difference (56%) exists for child labourforced or compulsory labour, which is
fre quently measured in France but only rarely measured in Australia. Smilady, company impacton
freedom of association/right to collective bargaining aswellas consumerprmotection, forexample,
is frequently measured in France, whereas such measurements are made by a minority of compa-
nies in Switzedand and Gemany. In general, UKcompanies are above intemational average for
severalissues.

The companies surveyed were also asked whether they measure the impact of their sustainab ility
managementoncorporate successorcompetitive advantage (Figure 13). On average, about half
orlessofthe companies analyse the effect on the different drivers of business case s for sustainabil-
ity. In addition, severaldifferencescan be found with regard to both drivers and countries. Regard-
ing the drivers, the impact on costs, reputation as wellasemployee motivation is measured most
fre quently, whereas the impact on innovations (for products and processes, etc.) and business
model innovations is measured least frequently. The effect on these and the remaining drivers is
measured very inc onsiste ntly in the different c ountries. Especially, the influence on employee mo ti-
vation ismeasured by the companiesto very different degrees, anging from 13% in Belgium to 68%
in Spain and Switzedand.
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Fgure 13: Measured impactoncompanysuccessorcompetitive advantage, n ranging from 385 to 395
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The country-specific data furthermore show that South Korean and Spanish companies belong to
those companies most frequently measuring the impact of their sustainabilty engagement (be-
tween 48% and 75%), whereas especially Belgian and Hungaran companies show lower values
(between 12% and 46%).

3.3.3 Interpretation and Implic ations

Ifa company is attempting to implement comporate sustainability it is challenged to manage its
stakeholder relationships, to choose approprate sustainabilty management tools and to measure
and assessits sustainability performance and impactson corporate success.

Ascompanies usually dealwith a large numberofstakeholders who are able to affect the organi-
sation through their demands and their positive and/or negative crticism, managers are well-
advised to ncormporate company-intemalaswellas extemal views in their management decision-
making processes. Certainly not all issues raised by stakeholders are of equal importance, but less
mportant stakeholders and issues could gain attention in the future (forinstance suppliers, if unsus-
tainable conditions in the supply chain become apparent). Recently, Deloitte (2012) has charac-
terised stakeholdersas‘scorekeepers’ who are engaged in evaluating companies by their busine ss
mpact on the envimnment and society. h a globalised word not only companies but also their
stakeholders make use of real-time media to report on a company’s sustainability performance.
Knowing that such a fast trackoption to publish and gain access to information and opinions cre-
ates opportunities and rsks, a more profound analysis and management of stakeholders and their
claims appears approprate. Deloitte (2012), for instance, suggests a process of managing envi-
ronmental, social and govemance issues by starting to analyse stakeholder perception of the
company’s performance on these issues. An intemational study of the Melboume University on
stakeholderinte re sts (Australian Institute of Company Dire c tors 2007) showed that about 40% of the
surveyed Australian company directors rank shareholders highest whereas in the USA shareholders
rank higherin about 80% ofthe cases.

Linking these insights to the findings of the Intemational Comporate Sustainabilty Barometer on
stakeholdermanagement, it appearsreasonable foran intemationalcompany to classify relevant
stakeholders and to assess sustainability issues of global relevance raised by stakeholders. The
company can then decide which of the stakeholder management appmaches are approprate
(see Section 3.3.1). Obviously, thisdecision also dependson financialand time re stric tio ns.

A stakeholderdialogue isone possible measure to interact with stakeholders. Although it is ¢ urre ntly
notamong the 10 most frequently known orapplied tools, a dialogue isvaluable to effectively gain
an extermal view on a company’s sustainability performance. Comparable to other tools in the
wide spectrum of available sustainability management tools, stakeholderdialogues do notoffera
one -size -fits-all solution. Instead, it isrecommendable forcompanies to frequently examine c umnent-
ly applied aswellaspotentialnew tools to furtherdevelop them according to changing corporate
sustainability challenges. As new tools are created (such as recently the water footprint) and/or
existing ones are developed further (such as incentive systems) being up to date seemsto be es-
sential to effectively implement corporate sustainability. If the benefit from applying such tools is
rather uncertain, a company could start with a pilot project to gain experience. Moreover, when
testing and evaluating a new tool, a company can profit from joint projects with othercompanies,
NGOsoracademic partners, forinstance, to share the costs while leaming how to apply, ¢ usto mise
and furtherdevelop tools.
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Info box: “water footprint”

A water footprint measures the use of fresh waterby consumers or producers. The Water Foot-
print Network (WEN), for instance, works as a platform to connect organisations and companies
interested in the (global) use of water. The network provides information about current develop-
ments, shares data and offers methods such as an assessment of water footprints
(www.waterfootprint.org). One of the founders of the WIN in 2008 was the UNESC O -IHE Institute
for Water Educ ation, which works to improve capacity buiding, research and education forwa-
ter, envionnmental and infra struc turaltopic s (www.une sc o-ithe .org).

Finally, the assessment and measurement of corporate sustainability efforts are essentialfora com-
pany to examine whetherthe actions taken fulfil business, social and environmental re q uire me nts.
Measurement is also necessary to be able to manage and achieve company-specific goals. This
includes quantitative data (such as amount of waste, the costs for energy and their impact, the
numberofoccupationalaccident) and qualitative sustainability nformation (such asthe degree of
employee motivation, quality of trainings).

Once the data are collected theycan be used by the organisationalunits that gathered it but also
by other departments. Sharing the data initiates company-intemal disc ussions which help to raise
awareness and increase innovation. Increasing company-specific knowledge on the sustainability
performance can foster a cross-functional understanding of challenges, goals and measures that
companiesface when implementing cormporate sustainability.
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4 SUMMARY AND OUNIOOK

Countries as well as companies worddwide differ historically, politically and culturally as well as in
their legislative, economic, envimrnmental and social conditions. Yet the Intemational Corporate
Sustainability Barometer reveals that dealing with sustainability topics is a global challenge and
opportunity that large companies all over the wordd have in common. Building on the threefold
struc ture covering intention, mtegration and implementation this report aims to reveal similaritie s
and dissimilaritie sin corporate sustainability managementin eleven c ountries on fourc ontine nts.

Intemational similartie s exist, forexample, with regard to securing legitimacy, which c umre ntly tums
out to be the predommant dnverof sustainability engagement in neardy all of the countres inve sti-
gated. This outcome is supported by the fact that the companies surveyed from alloverthe word
assess society-oriented stakeholders as promoting sustainability management more strongly than
market-oriented stakeholders. A similar picture emerges for the drvers of a business case for sus-
tainability, since intemally-oriented and society-oriented drivers are more frequently addressed
than market-oriented ones. Still, it should be noted that for some drivers the country-specific re-
sponses differwidely.

With respect to different organisational units the CSR/sustainability department, top management
and PR/corporate communic ations promote corporate sustainability mo st strongly. This result again
emphasises reputation and legitimacy as driving forces. The lessimportant ole of intemal o ptimisa-
tion asa motive forcorporate sustainability is also reflected by the fact that, on ntemationalaver-
age,only few companies measure the impact of their sustainability management on busine ss suc -
cessorcompetitive advantage.

Intemational differences, however, exist for the management of various sustainability issues and
stake holderdemands to manage these issues. Forexample, both the surveyed Spanish and Japa-
nese companies manage biodiversity more closely. n contrast, companiesin some c¢ountries man-
age severalsustainability issueslessclosely, especially in Switze dand, Australia and partly in Belgium.
With regard to stakeholder demands for sustainability, the Hungaran, South Korean and UKcom-
panies are often above average whereas the Belgian and Swissresponsestend to be below aver-
age. Also, the Australian companies seem to face strongerstakeholderdemands forthe manage-
ment of several social issues (such as occupational health and safety, diversity and equaloppor-

tunity aswellasconsumerprotection) than othercountres.

With respect to the integration of corporate sustainability into the core business Spanish, Belgian
and UKcompanies score best, whereas Australian companies link sustanability to their core busi-
ness the least. The surveyed Japanese companies, furthemore, state that most of their organisa-
tional units support corporate sustainability. For the management of stakeholder relationships it is
imtemationally most common to mform and observe stakeholders, whereas, forexample, decisions
are rarely delegated to them. The country-specific analysis, futhermore, revealslaige differences
between the intemationalaverage and specific national pattems. Forexample, Spanish and Hun-
garian companies observe stakeholders far less frequently than companies elsewhere. Although
the delegation of decision-making is comparably rare on intemational average, a significant ma-
jority of South Korean companies use this means of stakeholder involvement on a case-specific
b asis.

Iarge differences exist forthe most frequently known and applied sustainabilty managementtools.
UK, Hungarian, Swiss and US companies know and apply numerus tools whereas the Belgian,
French and South Korean companies know and apply less of the queried sustainability manage-
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ment tools. Asa specialcase, the awareness of sustainability managementtoolsisfarabove aver-
age in Spanish companies, buttheirtoolapplicationisbelow average.

Finally, majordissimilaritiescan be found forthe measurement of cormporate sustainability. Fistly, the
impact on sustainability issues is measured to different degrees. Whereas eneigy consumption is
measured by a substantial majority of the companies in all countries, large country-specific differ
encescan be observed, e.g. forfreedom of association/right to collective bargaining, consumer
protection aswellaschild labourforced orcompulsory labour. Secondly, huge differencesexist for
the measured impacton company successorcompetitive advantage. South Korean and Spanish
companies measure this impact of sustainability management on company success more fre-
quently than companies from othercountries, whereasin Belgium and Hungary the impact is only
measured by few companies.

Summarsing the results on a country-specific level Table 6 provides an overview of the main find-
ingsofthe ntemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer.

Characteristics of corporate sustainability

Socially-orie nted and potential forstrongerinte gration

Australian companiesseem to face strong stakeholderdemandsto manage socialissues.
However,besidesa generally low integration of organisational units into sustainability man-
agement, Australian companiesdo notassesstop managementasone ofthe organisational
Austra lia units promoting corporate sustainability the mo st. Furthermore, severalcompanies state they
connecttheirsustainability engagement only to some segmentsoftheircore business and
sustainability measures are not syste matic ally integrated into value creation ac tivitie s (via driv-
ers of busine ss c ase s forsustainability). Also, the applic ation of sustainability managementtools
isnotyetvery widespread among the companies. Taken together, Australian companiesap-
pearratherunlikely to take a strategic approach to sustainability manage ment.

Companies small, but high sustainability aware ne ss and potential for strongerimple me ntation

Forseveralissuesthe Belgian valuesare below intemationalaverage. Thismightbe partly e x-
plained by the relatively smallsize ofthe companiesin the Belgian sample. Neverthe le ss, the re
Belgium seemsto be a high awarenessofsustainability which isindicated by the pronounced integra-
tion o f sustainability issue s into the companies’ core business. However, the imple mentation of
corporate sustainability seemsto be in an initial phase, which isindicated by the low integra-
tion oforganisationalunits and the ow awarenessand applicationoftools.

Mid-position with some pantic ularitie s

Formany ofthe topics, French companiesrange around the intemationalaverage. Yet they
often state they c onsiste ntly link sustainability to theircore business, which consistsofservice s
Fance and financialservicesin 70% ofthe companiesin the sample. With regard to the integration of
organisationalunits, however, the French responsesscore low, partic ularly forinve storrelations,
employee counciland accounting. The application ofsustainability managementtoolsisnot
very widespread among French companies. However, they belong to those companiesmost
fre que ntly me asuring the impact oftheirsustainability manage ment.

Close to inte mational average

The German results are neithe rsignificantly above norbelow average formost topics. One
exceptioncanbe detected with regard to the awareness of sustainability managementtools,
Gemany | whichismore comprehensive in Germany. Forsingle issuessuch ascorporate engagementfor
freedom ofassociation/rightto collective bargaining, German companies have a ratherweak
performance. The Corporate Sustainability Barometer 2012 disc usse s the German re sults in
more detail (Schalteggeretal 2012b).

Environme ntally conscious while having the potential forstrongermarket orie ntation

Although the companiesin the sample are small, the Hungarian valuesforstakeholderde-
mandsare above average forseveralenvironmentalissues. However, in Hungary c onsum-
ers/’end users are the stakeholders who promote corporate sustainability the least. h addition,
several Hungaran companiesindic ate they link theirsustainability commitment to only a few
segmentsoftheircore business. Also, the managementofstakeholderrelationshipsislesspar-
ticipative than in othercountries. Howe ver, nume o us sustainability managementtools are
frequently known and appled.

Hungary
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Proactive and fore sighted

In many casesthe Japanese responsesare above intemationalaverage which indicatesthat
corporate sustainability isofgreatimportance formany companiesin the sample, which con-
tainsnumermusvery large butonly few service orfinancialservice companies. Especially the
Japan integration of organisational units and the integration of sustainability into value creation (via
drivers of business c ase s forsustainability) are strong. Yet while Japanese companiesare lead-
ing with regard to the application ofISO standards, there is furtherpotentialto imple me nt tan-
gible measures, forinstance with regard to the increased awarenessand applicationofcorpo-
rate sustainability tools.

Tac kling challenges and opportunities, rorom formore imple me ntation

Compared to the intemationalaverage South Korean companies show very pronounced
stakeholderdemandsaswellasthe most progressive and inte nsive formsof managing stake-
South holderrelationships. The South Korean companiesin the sample, more than halfof which be-
Korea long to the industry/capitalgoods/building sector, measure the impactof sustainability man-
agementon company success more frequently than companies from most othercountries.
However, several South Korean companies still show potentialto strengthen the linking of their
sustainability commitment to theirc ore business, to increase the integration of organisational
units and to enhance the awarenessand application of sustainability managementtools.

On the nighttrack with a focus on the environment and employees

Forseveralissues, Spanish companies are slightly above intermationalaverage. Forexample,
togetherwith Japan they manage biodiversity most closely. Spanish companies very often link
Spain sustainability to theirc ore busine ss. The personneldepartment/ HRreplaces PR/corporate
communic ation among the three organisationalunits that promote engagement most strong-
ly. Spanish companies know numerousofthe top 10 sustainability managementtools. Yet, the
values forthe top 10 applied toolsare below average.

Comorate sustainability enabled by tools, potential formore inte gration

Swisscompaniesrankcomparatively low compared to the intemationalaverage with regard
to severalsustainability topics. The low integration of stakeholdersmay be due to the factthat
Switze - stakeholderdemandsare lesspronounced in Switze dand. Sustainability manage me nt se e ms to
land be oflittle strategic relevance, since top managementisnotvery involved. Yet, severalsus-
tainability managementtools are frequently known and applied in the Swiss c ompanies sur-
veyed,of which a large share belongsto the finance and service sector. Compared to other
country samples with a large share of service companies (France, Belgium and Spain), the

inte gration of sustainability into the core businessisless pronounced in Switzedand.

Se veral hig hlig hts and often above average

UKcompaniesevaluate the impactcompetitorsand consumerorganisations (marke t-orie nte d
Unite d stakeholders) have on companies activities as highestofallcountries and they are among the
Kingdom top three countries linking sustainability commitment to mostorallsegmentsoftheircore busi-
ness. Also, in the UKthe awarenessand application ofsustainability managementtoolsisrela-
tively high, and UKcompaniesare among those notable fortheirme asure ment of sustainablity
impac ts.

Stake holder-orie nted and well- provided with tools to engage (more) in sustainab ility

The USsample, which mainly consists of very large companies, showsthatthe managementof
Unite d stakeholderrelationshipsismore progressive and intensive than in mo st otherc ountrie s. Nu-
Statesof merous sustainability managementtools are frequently known and applied. What is striking,
Americ a however,isthatofallstakeholdersand allcountries, NGOsare assessed as most strongly pro-
moting engagementbythe UScompanies, whereastop managementdoesnotbelong to the
organisationalunits promoting sustainability the mo st. This indic ate s that sustainability isnot
necessarnly incorporated on a strategic levelin the surveyed UScompanies.

Table 6: Corporate sustainability profile of participating c ountrie s

A review of the country-specific findings emphasises that companiesin all countries show certain
similartie s, but that allcountries can also be characterised by some individual features. Asa con-
sequence, companies are challenged to deal with both their country-specific partic ularities, suc h
as the nationallegislation, the economic situation and the given infrastructure, as wellas globally
relevant opportunities and risks, such astechnological developments, poverty orclimate change.
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Sustainability management can thus not be designed and implemented as a one -size -fits-all solu-

tio n.

The Intemational Corporate Sustainabilty Barometerreport gives a snap-shot of the cumrent state of
comporate sustainability practices in several countries. Future academic studies can buid on the
results obtained by conducting in-depth analyses on the different aspects of sustainability man-
agement such asthe driversofbusinesses cases forsustainability, the involvement of organisational
units or stakeholdermanagement. Prospective workmay also compare sustainability management
within different sectors in order to analyse whether particular pattems may be influenced by the
industry compositions of different countries. Since this report yields some surprising c ountry-spe c ific
findings, further research may address these particularties by analysing national ¢ harac teristic s
such as people’s attitudes, consumer behaviour and legislation. For practitioners worddwide this
report provides a useful benchmark. k identifies c ountry-specific strengths and weaknesses which

canserve asa basisfordeveloping cormporate sustainability management further.

The Intemational Cormporate Sustainability Barometer 2012 prject finds companies around the
word to be in the same boat regarding a varety of corporate sustainability topics. They are all
confronted with stakeholderdemandsaswellasglobaldevelopments of unsustainability and as a
result are increasingly challenged to contribute to sustainable development. b conclude, formost
sustainability challenges (like globalpoverty orclimate change) to achieve the necessary progress
it is essential forcompanies from various countries to increase theirengagement. We are allin the
same boatnow —and everyone hasto row in the same direction if we are to move forward.

In addition to thisreport, an edited volume including country-specific analyses of the Intemational
Cormporate Sustainability Barometerwillbe avaiable soon.
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ANNEX

A) Supplement to Figure 5 (impactofextemalstakeholderson cormporate sustainability), allite ms
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B) Supplement to Figure 6 (managed sustainabilty issues), allite ms
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C) Supplement to Figure 7 (stakeholderdemandsto manage sustainability issues), allitems
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D) Supplement to Figure 9 (impactoforganisationalunitson corporate sustainability), allite ms

abesane ju| X vsn N A INS EZzzs
ds3 =[0)7] Nd S NNH S
439 vdd 139 - SNV
souey|d uoneolu (sHa
uon Buis -woo juawl -NWw o9 ‘Joul)
-nquisIp -eyound  pusw -Jedep Buiuue|d olel usw Aljige
Bui /So1} 1ounod  Buunyoey  Ausw -Jedep |osuoo  [dUUOS Bun oife] suoneps -odiodo -sfeuew -ulelsns
-unod%oy eoueul4 -sibo7 eehojdwz -nuepy -aundold  [efe  Auenp -4ed/HH  -odEeN amsyd -BlIS  JOIs8AU| /dd doj /4SO
vdAd Ins
s SNV vH4 My
== B sy HoM HOM
RA p— . sny NS vdd
%ﬂ EErrr ] yoy [
M\MM e BN snv
=y . < 5. 2R G 22 gy snv
R s W) T esresd
- Zn__) — Zn__) )
e NdF ez
Ndl Zn=.
Zn:,

L Buniaryu

€ [eaNeN

L g Bunowold

Intemational Corporate Sustainability Barometer




E) Supplement to Figure 12 (measured sustainability impac ts), allite ms
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Innovation in sustainable supply chains
—Interaction for resources from an SME
perspective

Dorli Harms and Johanna Klewitz

Abstract

Supply chain management is increasingly challenged to integrate environmental (e.g.
product recyclability) and social issues (e.g. labor conditions) to establish sustainable
supply chains. Apart from a risk-orientation in sustainable supply chain management
(SSCM) companies can also pursue an opportunity-oriented strategy linked to innova-
tion. In this paper we develop the argument that SSCM is an opportunity for compa-
nies to develop sustainability-oriented innovations (SOIs), that is, improved or new
products, processes, and organizational structures. For this purpose we focus our
analysis on SSCM from the perspective of small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs)
as, so far, little is known on how SMEs manage SSCM within the business-to-
consumer (B2C) context, even though SMEs are important for sustainable develop-
ment. We argue that SSCM can play a central role for SOIs of SMEs by making re-
sources accessible through the interaction with primary (e.g. customers, suppliers) and
secondary supply chain stakeholders (e.g. competitors, universities). Building on the
resource-based and relational view we develop a conceptual framework which dis-
cusses how resource flows can occur in the interaction with different supply chain
stakeholders. As a result, we explicate theoretical propositions and implications for
practice.

1 Introduction

Supply chain management (SCM) and purchasing is increasingly discussed with re-
gard to environmental and social issues (e.g. Carter et al., 1998; Seuring & Miiller,
2008; Walker et al., 2012) as recent systematic literature reviews document (Seuring &
Miiller, 2008; Carter & Easton, 2011; Sarkis et al., 2011; Hoejmose & Adrien-Kirby,
2012). The integration of environmental and social issues (e.g. product recyclability,
sound labor conditions) in traditional SCM is termed as sustainable supply chain man-

R. Bogaschewsky et al. (Hrsg.), Supply Management Research, Advanced Studies in Supply
Management, DOI 10.1007/978-3-658-03061-2_5, © Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden 2013
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agement (SSCM; e.g. Carter & Rogers, 2008; Seuring & Miiller, 2008; Gold et al., 2010;
Tate et al., 2012). In SSCM two strategic directions can be differentiated (Seuring &
Miiller, 2008; Harms et al., 2012): For one, companies can concentrate on a risk-
oriented strategy. Risks can result from requirements and pressures through diverse
company-external and -internal stakeholders such as non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), customers, or employees to comply with environmental or human rights
standards, for instance (Hall, 2000; Carter & Dresner, 2001; Coté et al., 2008; Walker et
al., 2008; Foerstl et al., 2010). Second, companies can pursue an opportunity-oriented
strategy. This strategy refers to “sustainable supply chain management for sustainable
products” (Seuring & Miiller, 2008, p. 1703). Based on this understanding companies
can view SSCM as an opportunity for innovation and a means to gain competitive
advantage by redesigning products, services, and processes (Sharma & Henriques,
2005; Pagell & Wu, 2009). Such sustainability-oriented innovations (SOIs) encompass
the development and improvement of products, processes, and organizational struc-
tures that are environmentally and socially superior in their characteristics compared
to a prior or other entity (Fichter & Paech, 2004; Hansen et al., 2009; Hansen & Klewitz,
2012a; Paech, 2005; 2007).

As SOIs present a process towards sustainability, they require deliberate management
(Paech, 2007; Hansen et al., 2009; Hansen & Klewitz, 2012a) and both SSCM strategies
can take effect. On the one hand, if companies offer environmentally improved prod-
ucts (e.g. which use less water in the entire production process and supply chain) they
need to monitor their suppliers’ environmental performance (Seuring & Miiller, 2008).
On the other, companies that aim to minimize social risks (e.g. child labor) in their
supply chains (e.g. through supplier development) can realize social improvements in
their products (e.g. through social labeling; e.g. Seuring & Miiller, 2008). Hence, SSCM
offers companies opportunities to innovate for sustainability at the product, process,
and organizational level while minimizing risks, improving performance, and thereby
achieving competitive advantage.

Even though there is a growing literature on the issues in SSCM and to what SSCM in
practice amounts to (e.g. Peters, 2010; Harms et al., 2012; Tate et al., 2012), studies
suggest that there is still little known on how companies manage environmental and
social issues in their supply chains (Carter & Rogers, 2008; Hoejmose & Adrien-Kirby,
2012).

Furthermore, research on SSCM often focuses on large, multinational companies. On a
global level these companies have to deal with a complex set of suppliers and there-
fore diverse environmental and social challenges across their supply chains arise such
as supplier reliability, reduction of COzemissions, or improved labor conditions (Cili-
berti et al., 2008; Pagell & Wu, 2009; Cetinkaya, 2011). Little research has been con-
ducted on SSCM from the perspective of small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs)
even though they play a considerable role for sustainable development. First, they
play a major role economically as figures for the United States show, where small
businesses represent 99.7% of all employer firms (SBA, 2007; Zhou, 2012). In the Euro-
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pean Union SMEs present 99% of all businesses (ECEIL 2010). Second, even though
SME:s are less socially exposed than larger, globally operating companies (Hall, 2000;
2006) they may be particularly responsive to pressure by internal and external stake-
holders such as employees, environmental regulators, suppliers, and customers as
SMEs are linked more closely to these stakeholders or as they are more dependent on
their acceptance to stay in the market (Darnall et al., 2010). Third, with their specific
capabilities (e.g. flexibility) and structure (e.g. less structural inertia) SMEs are at-
tributed with innovation propensity for sustainability as they can respond quickly to
customer and market demands (e.g. Noci & Verganti, 1999; Bos-Brouwers, 2010; Dar-
nall et al., 2010; Klewitz & Hansen, 2011).

To analyze SSCM from an SME perspective, it is necessary to go beyond the often
discussed role of an SME in its position as a supplier to a larger company, that is, with-
in a business-to-business context (e.g. Jorgensen & Knudsen, 2006; Ciliberti et al.,
2008). Therefore, the present analysis will take on the perspective of SMEs within a
business-to-consumer (B2C) context. We will furthermore focus our SSCM analysis on
resources, first, because resources play a pivotal role within SSCM documented in
according (S)SCM definitions (e.g. Harland, 1996; Seuring & Miiller, 2008). Second,
they are crucial to SMEs which can lack initial resources to engage in SOIs (e.g. Noci &
Verganti, 1999; Hansen & Klewitz, 2012b) and third SOIs themselves can be resource
intensive due to their market and directional risk (e.g. Paech, 2005; Hansen et al., 2009).
Thus, a central challenge for SMEs is to identify means by which they can access rele-
vant resources (material, capital, information; e.g. Seuring & Miiller, 2008) for SOIs
through SSCM.

To access these resources through SSCM two groups of supply chain stakeholders are
relevant which can hold and exchange them. The first group refers to members along
the supply chain, so called primary supply chain stakeholders (Cetinkaya, 2011). Sup-
pliers, customers, and end consumers are stakeholders which typically belong to this
first group. The second group refers to “nontraditional chain members” (Pagell & Wu,
2009, p. 39 with reference to Johnston & Linton, 2000) which are also termed secondary
supply chain stakeholders (Cetinkaya, 2011). Non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), competitors, local communities, and universities are examples for such stake-
holders (Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Pagell & Wu, 2009; Cetinkaya, 2011).

Against this background two research questions arise:

(1) How can resources be exchanged and shared across an SME'’s sustainable supply
chains for SOIs?

(2) How can the interaction with primary and secondary stakeholders in sustainable
supply chains contribute to SOIs of SMEs?

We will address these questions in a conceptual approach to explore and map the
wide-ranging academic field of SSCM, SOIs, and SMEs whereby we can show the
interconnection of these so far seldom overlapping literature streams. To underpin our
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approach we will build on a resource-oriented perspective including the resource-
based view (RBV) as introduced by Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney (1991) and its exten-
sion, that is, the relational view (RV) by Dyer and Singh (1998). Both are interconnect-
ed and appropriate to discuss the linkages between the resource flows that occur in the
interaction with stakeholders.

To develop our argument the paper is organized as follows. We provide a literature-
based overview on the interconnections of SSCM and SOIs in an SME context. Here,
we also explicate our resource-oriented perspective. In the third section we suggest a
conceptual framework of resource flows between an SME and its primary and second-
ary supply chain stakeholders. Next, we discuss this framework and put forward
theoretical propositions. Finally, we provide a conclusion with limitations, an outlook
on future research, and implications for practice.

2 Literature review

To analyze SSCM and the according resource flows that can occur in interaction be-
tween SMEs and their primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders for SOIs, we
consulted literature by searching for terms such as SSCM, SME, sustainability, innova-
tion, product development, resources, collaboration, etc. Thereby, we intended to
show the linkages of the research, in particular, rather than presenting a complete
overview in the sense of a systematic literature review (e.g. Seuring & Miiller, 2008;
Hoejmose & Adrien-Kirby, 2012; Tate et al., 2012).

Before analyzing SSCM and resource flows (means perspective), we need to first expli-
cate the context of this paper (Figure 1), that is, SMEs (actor perspective) that aim for
environmentally and socially superior products, processes, and organizational struc-
tures (goal perspective).

The prevailing literature reveals that SMEs are faced with a range of disadvantageous
characteristics, such as difficulties in attracting venture capital, resource scarcity, or
limits in their capacity to monitor technological knowledge (Spence, 1999; Del Brio &
Junquera, 2003; Jenkins, 2004; Bos-Brouwers, 2010). But, research also recognizes that
SMEs can capitalize on advantageous characteristics, such as less structural inertia,
flexibility, or their owner-manager control (Darnall et al., 2010). Furthermore, whereas
resource scarcity may restrict SMEs in their innovation behavior, at the same time it
may push SMEs to use their resources differently in order to seek competitive ad-
vantage (Noci & Verganti, 1999; Darnall et al., 2010), for instance, through SOIs.

108



Innovation in sustainable supply chains

Figure 1: Model for literature analysis
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SOIs (see for definitions Fichter & Paech, 2004; Paech, 2005; 2007; Hansen et al., 2009)
are products, processes, and organizational structures that incorporate sustainability
aspects, i.e. improved economic, environmental, and social outcomes, in their design
and can be sold successfully in the market place (e.g. Hansen et al., 2009). Even though
SOlIs present a range of opportunities, for instance, through product differentiation or
unlocking of new markets, they are also attributed with higher risks than conventional
innovations, that is, their market and directional risk (e.g. Rennings, 2000; Fichter &
Paech, 2004; Paech, 2005; Hansen et al., 2009). To deal with the market (e.g. considera-
tion of price premium in sustainable product as a result of internalizing external costs,
e.g. less pollution) and directional risks (e.g. accurate estimation of long term envi-
ronmental and social effects, consideration of potential rebound effects), SOIs need to
be managed deliberately and can be resource intensive (Paech, 2007; Hansen et al.,
2009; Hansen & Klewitz, 2012a).

Hence, SOIs of SMEs can be related to specific management challenges (cf. Figure 1)
because SMEs may be reluctant to allocate its limited resources to SOIs but at the same
time are attributed with innovative capacity for SOIs (e.g. Noci & Verganti, 1999;
Aragon-Correa et al., 2008; Bos-Brouwers, 2010; Klewitz & Hansen, 2011). Having
briefly outlined the management challenges from our actor (SME) and goal perspec-
tive (SOIs of SMEs) we now move our focus to the analysis of SSCM.
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2.1 Sustainable supply chain management

For several years, SCM has also been discussed with regard to environmental and
social issues (e.g. Carter et al., 1998; Seuring & Miiller, 2008; Tate et al., 2012; Walker et
al., 2012) such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions from transport and avoiding
child and forced labor. This indicates that SSCM has reached “a critical tipping point
where wide-scale adoption of sustainable sourcing practices may potentially become a
dominant dynamic in the supply chain context” (Pagell et al., 2010, p. 58).

Based on a conceptual distinction of SSCM strategies (Seuring & Miiller, 2008; Harms
et al., 2012) a risk-orientation can be a response to pressures of various company-
external stakeholders (e.g. NGOs, local community, and governments; Hall, 2000). Yet,
in an SME and B2C context external pressure by NGOs and media might not be the
first and foremost reason for implementing SSCM since smaller companies are less so-
cially exposed (Hall, 2000; 2006). Nevertheless, SMEs may be stimulated by customer
demands, for instance, to develop environmentally friendly and socially responsible
products and services that can be considered as a market opportunity and that can be
linked to the second, the opportunity-oriented SSCM strategy. In addition, internal
stakeholders may also be drivers for a risk- or opportunity-oriented strategic approach
in SSCM (e.g. top management, employees, sustainability manager; Walker et al.,
2008).

If an SME develops SOIs and as a focal company implements SSCM various challenges
arise from the integration of environmental, social, and economic requirements.
Seuring and Miiller (2008, p. 1700) imply that SSCM can be rather complex regarding
the different requirements across the supply chain when they define it:

“as the management of material, information and capital flows as well as coop-
eration among companies along the supply chain while taking goals from all
three dimensions of sustainable development [...]. In sustainable supply chains,
environmental and social criteria need to be fulfilled by the members to remain
within the supply chain, while it is expected that competitiveness would be
maintained through meeting customer needs and related economic criteria”.

As the definition highlights, on the one hand, resources such as material, information,
and capital have to be managed when sustainability issues are integrated in SSCM. On
the other, partners along the supply chain as well as other stakeholders and their re-
quirements play a crucial role in implementing SSCM. Regarding interaction with
other stakeholders, Pagell and Wu (2009, p. 39) suggest “reconceptualizing the supply
chain” meaning that stakeholders which do not form part of the traditional supply
chain can help the supply chain members (i.e. focal company, suppliers, customers) to
interact. Hence, for SOIs of SMEs it is important that they engage with both their pri-
mary and secondary supply chain stakeholders as here essential resource flows occur.
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As we argue that a central role of SSCM for SOIs of SMEs lies in making resources
accessible through the interaction of primary and secondary supply chain stakehold-
ers, we will next analyze the role of resources.

2.2 Resource-oriented perspective on SSCM

Whereas, the above analysis already points to the importance of resource flows in
SSCM, we will now highlight the relevance of resources, first, from a resource-based
view (RBV, Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991) and extend it, second, to the relational view
(RV, Dyer & Singh, 1998).

The RBV is appropriate to refer to in this paper as it is one of the main theoretical
approaches in SSCM literature (Carter & Easton, 2011). Moreover, it is argued that a
broad set of resources and capabilities lead to competitive advantage (Barney, 1991;
Sarkis et al., 2011). Lai et al. (2010), for instance, found that knowledge about green
issues across the whole supply chain can be understood as a resource itself. The RV, in
addition, emphasizes a partner-oriented SCM and enables the investigation of interac-
tions that include the exchange and sharing of resources to gain competitive ad-
vantage (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Gold et al., 2010; Paulraj, 2011). These interactions in-
clude dyads as well as networks between supply chain partners where resources are
exchanged and shared in a unique way (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Chen & Paulraj, 2004;
Scholten et al., 2010). With regard to network approaches Chen and Paulraj (2004)
incorporate the RV and highlight aspects such as long-term relationships, cross-
functional teams, and the integration of suppliers in the development of products. As
emphasized by Dyer and Singh (1998) exchanging and sharing, i.e. combing resources,
is of great importance.

We build on Barney’s (1991, p. 101) understanding when referring to an SME’s supply
chain and describe resources as those which include all assets, processes, supply chain
attributes, etc. combined in a supply chain dyad or network. The main characteristics
of a resource-oriented perspective on SSCM can be summarized as follows (Barney,
1991; Carter & Rogers, 2008, Gold et al., 2010; Sarkis et al., 2011):

The goal is to gain competitive advantage by the possession and use of supply
chain-specific resources and capabilities that are valuable, rare, imperfectly imita-
ble, and not strategically substitutable; such as flexibility (e.g. Liao et al., 2010) or in
the context of SSCM greening the supply chain (e.g. Gold et al.,, 2010; Lai et al.,
2010).

The problem orientation focuses on competence development.

Relationships are established to have access to complementary resources.

111




Wissenschaftliche Forschungsbeitrédge

The assumption is that strategic resources are heterogeneous across companies or
supply chains and that there is bounded rationality, i.e. a necessity of trust between
the interacting partners.

If analyzing SSCM from a resource-oriented perspective, the resources material, capi-
tal, and information are predominately discussed (Seuring & Miiller, 2008).

Material, in particular, may not only be described as feedstock or a physical (interme-
diate, finished, or waste) product, but also by its characteristics with regard to its envi-
ronmental or social impact (e.g. Lee & Billington, 1993). Therefore, aspects such as
product recyclability, manufacturing characteristics (e.g. adequate working conditions
with reasonable wages), or an improved energy-efficiency are relevant material prop-
erties (Lamming & Hampson, 1996; C6té et al., 2008). Nevertheless, the design of inno-
vative products does not just imply to consider new or different types of material,
these innovations also need to have a sound financial concept.

Therefore, capital is the necessary resource to invest in further development such as
new products or advanced infrastructure (Klassen & Vachon, 2003). Capital is also an
integrated part of daily business between the SME as a focal company and its primary
and secondary supply chain stakeholders, since money represents a value as well as a
medium of exchange of offered products and services (e.g. Simmons, 1947). As the
assessment of value may differ between distinct organizations, countries, or industries,
negotiation about price and value of products are standard practice in SCM and pur-
chasing. In addition, the interaction in (S)SCM is not purely related to material and
capital because the exchange of information can also be of value although it is not
necessarily charged for.

The management of the resource information can be understood as “the creation of
purpose-oriented knowledge” (Schaltegger & Burritt, 2000, p. 404). Although there are
various definitions of knowledge and of associated concepts (e.g. for a typology of
knowledge management, cf. Geisler, 2007) this paper refers to the understanding of
knowledge provided in Grant’s (1996) knowledge-based view where it is considered
an important strategic resource that can lead to competitive advantage (Kogut & Zan-
der, 1992; Grant, 1996; Gold et al., 2010; Harms, 2011).

As the resources material, capital, and information flow through the interaction of
supply chain stakeholders the resource-oriented perspective and the RV, in particular,
allow us to explore how resources for SOIs are shared and exchanged in a unique way
between individual supply chain stakeholders and SMEs.

How and with whom SMEs can interact for resources for SOIs needs to be elaborated
further, as is done next.
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2.3 Interaction in SSCM for resources

“An interactive process among multiple participants to combine complementary re-
sources” (Hartono & Holsapple, 2004, p. 6) is defined as collaboration. Thus, collabora-
tion can be understood as the interaction of multiple actors that are connected by re-
source flows. It facilitates companies, for instance, to identify issues needing to be
addressed in innovation for sustainability (Van Kleef & Roome, 2007). Moreover, it
enables access to new or complementary resources and enhances an SME’s problem
solving capacity (e.g. Roome, 2001; Lozano, 2007). For instance, if SMEs establish com-
prehensive stakeholder networks through partnerships with primary and secondary
supply chain stakeholders, they can exchange and share information, search for inno-
vation through joint problem identification, seek legitimacy for innovations, or secure
and identify future markets (e.g. Van Kleef & Roome, 2007). Hence, for SOIs SMEs are
challenged to obtain resources along their supply chains from both primary and sec-
ondary supply chain stakeholders. More specifically, the resources have to be com-
bined between the partners.

Figure 2: Relationships in and related to sustainable supply chains
(according to Cetinkaya, 2011; Harms, 2011, p. 124)

/ NGO University Consultant Bank/ Legislative Infrastructure \

investor operator

2nd tier | | Isttier | | SME | Retail Customer/ | | Disposal/

supplier supplier end consumer recycling

Media/press Trade Local Potential Competitor Business

K association community employee customer /

Legend Primary supply | Secondary supply
. chain stakeholder : | chain stakeholder

As is visualized in Figure 2 primary supply chain stakeholders have direct and more
formalized relationships to the focal company, whereas secondary supply chain stake-
holders are influential without being directly linked to the company’s core business
(Pagell & Wu, 2009; Cetinkaya, 2011).

To adequately analyze the resource flows that can occur between an SME and its pri-
mary and secondary supply chain stakeholders, these stakeholders need to be further
distinguished into different types. This we will do based on their relationship to the
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focal company and its supply chain by building on Henrique and Sadorsky (1999, p.
89). Based on this we can differentiate into four types of stakeholders:

Organizational stakeholders: With a tight link to the focal company these stakehold-
ers “have the ability to impact [an organization’s] bottom line directly” (Henriques
& Sadorsky, 1999, p. 89). Across the supply chain, customers (demand side) and
suppliers (supply side) are the stakeholders that directly impact the company’s
downstream and upstream supply chain processes (e.g. Klassen & Vachon, 2003).
Moreover, the company’s employees and shareholders are directly linked as they
make resources such as knowledge and capital available (e.g. Klassen & Vachon,
2003).

Regulatory stakeholders: They “either set regulations or have the ability to convince
governments to set standards” (Hall, 2006, p. 235). Typical regulatory stakeholders
are governments, (national and international), the legislative, or standardization
organizations (e.g. Carter & Dresner, 2001; Walker et al., 2008). These stakeholders
introduce rules, laws, standards, and norms. Moreover, competitors, trade associa-
tions or informal networks (e.g. Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999) can influence how
the regulations are set and adopted.

Community stakeholders: NGOs, local communities, or advocacy groups are stake-
holders “who can mobilize public opinion” (Hall, 2006, p. 236). This leads to both
external pressure as well as motivation for the company to seize the opportunity to
develop and offer SOls.

Media: For several years press and media’s interest in the companies’ sustainabil-
ity-oriented business, products and services as well as in their supply chain activi-
ties has become notable (e.g. Walker et al., 2008). Although, as mentioned above,
SME:s are less socially exposed due to their size, a smaller company may overall be
stimulated by an increased media interest in sustainability issues in terms of
awareness.

Whereas this typology already provides a useful distinction between diverse stake-
holders in and related to the sustainable supply chains, we propose to consider an
additional type of stakeholder, i.e. science stakeholders such as higher education institu-
tions, universities, or research institutes (e.g. Pittaway et al., 2004; Cetinkaya, 2011). If
universities, for example, interact more closely with industry (Perkman & Walsh, 2007)
universities can turn into key sources of knowledge (e.g. Etzkowitz & Zhou, 2006) and
may positively impact the innovative capacity of companies (Bishop et al., 2011).

With this literature analysis we have established our argument that SSCM can contrib-
ute to SOIs of SMEs by establishing links between the focal company (here SME) and
its primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders to manage the essential resource
flows. Thereby, from an SME perspective, SSCM provides an opportunity to first deal
with resource scarcity (e.g. capital) inherent within the firm and second to better man-
age riskier SOIs in a deliberate way (cf. Figure 1). We will next elaborate on the re-
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source flows between the SMEs and the individual supply chain stakeholders by
providing illustrative examples where adequate.

3 Framework of resource flows and stakehol-
ders in SSCM

The interaction between SMEs and its primary and secondary supply chain stakehold-
ers from a resource-oriented perspective can be structured first according to the ex-
changed resources and second with regard to the primary and secondary supply chain
stakeholders as different interaction partners (Table 1). For this purpose, first, we catego-
rize the resources in accordance to the SSCM definition (e.g. Seuring & Miiller, 2008)
and with reference to a similar approach chosen by Giannakis and Croom (2004): ma-
terial, capital, information. Second, we classify primary and secondary supply chain
stakeholders as possible interaction partners and, here, we differentiate five different
types of stakeholders (cf. section 2.3). In the framework we provide illustrative exam-
ples for how resources can flow between an SME and its supply chain stakeholders for
SOIs (e.g. joint R&D between university and SMEs).

Table 1: Resource flows in SSCM and primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders
Supply Primary Secondary
chain [ 5 0anizational Regulatory Community Media Science
stakeholder | ooy eholder: e.g. | stakeholder; e.g. | stakeholder; stakeholder; e.g.
supplier, custom- | government, e.g. NGO, local university, re-
Resource er, and employee | competitor community search institute
1) Material | Setting-up a Participation in Sharing material | ./. Joint R&D on
network of reuse | standard-setting | with NGOs, e.g. sustainable
processes processes seeds in organic materials, e.g.
regarding re- farming characteristics,
quired material sourcing options,
properties product life cycle
assessments
2) Capital | Estaplishment of | Co-opetition | Applying for . Access to fund-
new/modified when developing | grants for sus- ing through
capital flows and | innovations and | tainapility initia- university-
processes, e.g. supply chain tives with e.g. government
leasing instead of | improvements NGOs programs
buying
3) |']f°"' Employee in- Information Monitoring and Access to infor- | Exchange of
mation volvement to exchange to assessing envi- | mation about information on
harness internal | promote e.g. ronmental/social | future trends, SSCM and SOls
knowledge on improved infra- conditions at the | current debates | based on re-
SSCM and SOI structure or sites of the on sustainability | search and
by means of e.g. | regional devel- SME'’s suppliers | issues practice
workshops opment by e.g. NGOs
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In Table 1 we distinguish three categories of resources (rows) in connection with the
primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders (columns).

As described in section 2.2 the resource material can be described as feedstock or a
physical (intermediate, finished, or waste) product as well as by characteristics with
regard to its environmental or social impact. Examples for material flows between
primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders and SMEs are as follows:

Customers and suppliers can be one of the key stakeholders for SMEs to develop new
products (e.g. Qualey, 2003; Hong & Jeong, 2006) because customers can pressure
SMEs to avoid harmful substances in products and in turn SMEs can push custom-
ers towards more sustainable consumption with SOIs (e.g. Walker & Preuss, 2008).
One form of interaction is boundary spanning teams where the focal company
works together with a number of retailers and end consumers as well as suppliers
in order to establish a common ground of understanding on market demands and
supplier capabilities. Moreover, a focal company, its customers, and suppliers can
establish a network of reuse processes for consumer products (Guide et al., 2003;
Matos & Hall, 2007), sometimes also termed as closed-loop supply chains (e.g.
Guide et al., 2003; Guide & Van Wassenhove, 2009). By exchanging the resource
material the interaction partners may become, on the one hand, more dependent
on the contributions of others, on the other, they can build up unique relationship
that makes their supply chain more competitive (Dyer & Singh, 1998). Further-
more, if a network of reuse processes is established all interaction partners may
benefit from a reduction in costs and negative environmental impacts (such as less
waste) due to the closed-loop (Guide et al., 2003; Guide & Van Wassenhove, 2009).

Interaction with regulatory stakeholders such as standardization organizations can be
beneficial for an SME when it develops products (McGaughey, 1998) to better mon-
itor environmental and social characteristics of their products along the supply
chain. Such interaction may help to lower costs of compliance or even lead to influ-
encing the policy making level (Epstein, 2008, p. 78-80; Gonzalez-Padron & Nason,
2009). Though a single SME may have little power to influence regulatory stake-
holders McGaughey (1998) shows that an SME can participate in standard-setting
processes while it is developing a new product. Thereby, the SME can attempt to
influence the content of the standard. The standard, in turn, may influence the de-
velopment of the product and the related material properties (e.g. ban of distinct
toxic substances) across the entire supply chain. This, however, may prove a time
and resource consuming activity.

NGOs and SMEs can interact, as Farrington and Biggs (1990) show. Here, an SME
and an NGO shared material such as different kinds of seeds or equipment as a
common resource when they aimed to develop new methods and technologies. In-
put from NGOs, may also support SMEs in diffusing more radical innovations, as
they can act as stakeholders that support the adaption of innovations to the local
context (e.g. Van Kleef & Roome, 2007). Nevertheless, interaction with community
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stakeholders such as NGOs can be difficult since these types of stakeholders may
pursue other, non-economic goals.

To supplement its R&D efforts SMEs can interact with science partners. This would
present an indirect exchange of material, for example the shared use of technolo-
gies, access to expertise on material properties and conducting life cycle assess-
ments, or the co-development of prototypes of a product (Matos & Hall, 2007; Bos-
Brouwers, 2010). In interaction with universities and research centers, SMEs can
strengthen their innovative capacity to become more competitive (e.g. Bishop et al.,
2011; Hansen & Klewitz, 2012a). However, SMEs may find it difficult to find access
to science partners due to differences in communication, for instance (Hansen et
al., 2002).

In SSCM the resource capital is necessary to invest in new products or advanced infra-
structure (Klassen & Vachon, 2003) and is overall an integrated part of daily business
between the focal company and its suppliers as well as customers (i.e. sellers and buy-
ers). Resource flows in terms of capital can occur, for example, between SMEs and
these stakeholders:
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The interaction between customers and an SME can lead to fewer costs if material
consumption is reduced. Sarkis (2012) shows, by using the example of Xerox, that
both the focal company and its customers adopted a leasing approach instead of
the sale of copy machines.

Regqulatory and community stakeholders can share costs for SOIs with SMEs. Consider-
ing that competitors can also count as secondary supply chain stakeholders (Hen-
riques & Sadorsky, 1999) in terms of capital an SME can gain cost advantage when
it engages in co-opetition, i.e. collaborates with a competitor. Thereby, the SME can
benefit from a joint investment in an innovation or supply chain improvement.
Supplier development in terms of training on environmental and social issues is an
example where an SME may benefit from a joint investment (Gnyawali & Park,
2009; Harms et al., 2011). From a resource-oriented view co-opetition appears as a
reasonable alternative for SMEs because their competitors are likely to possess rel-
evant resources as their markets are similar and SME and competitor can develop
innovations together which strengthens their market position (Gnyawali & Park,
2009). Another form of capital transfer along the supply chain occurs in collabora-
tion with community stakeholders such as NGOs. When an SME and an NGO
jointly develop a product both partners can raise capital by applying for grants that
aim at fostering such interaction.

Science stakeholders and SMEs can apply for research funding, for example, to de-
velop a new sustainable product portfolio in an SME. Thereby, an SME can coun-
terbalance its shortage of resources and the science stakeholders have access to
real-life business problems in order to pursue rigorous and relevant research. For
this purpose financial funding may need to come from a third party, e.g. govern-
mental funding programs (Hansen & Klewitz, 2012a).
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The resource information flows between SMEs and its stakeholders to stimulate the
combination of expertise and exchange of ideas. For information sharing and exchange
SMEs can interact with stakeholders as follows:

Suppliers, customers, and employees who are all primary supply chain stakeholders,
can provide the resource knowledge essential for innovation (Kogut & Zander,
1992; Grant, 1996). If, for instance, an employee has acquired experiences with sus-
tainability issues such as carrying out an eco-audit, this knowledge residing within
the individual employee can be transferred through knowledge management pro-
cesses or through the common informal communication channels typical in SMEs
(e.g. Bos-Brouwers, 2010; Harms, 2011). Moreover, in a study on environmental
performance in SMEs, Lefebvre et al. (2003), for example, found that learning for
sustainability occurs along the supply chain with an SME'’s sustainability activity
linked to the processes of its suppliers and customers. However, such interaction
can also be difficult as the SME may not have the financial resources or power (e.g.
Hardy & Phillips, 1998) to initiate and push the whole innovation process.

Regulatory stakeholders can establish or influence the setting of regulations (Hen-
riques & Sadorsky, 1999; Hall, 2006). Interaction with the local government and au-
thorities, for instance, can lead to knowledge transfer about environmental and so-
cial challenges between the SME and public bodies (e.g. Hansen & Klewitz, 2012a).
One example is a public-private partnership that aims at waste reduction or the in-
troduction of eco-innovations in SMEs to contribute to the sustainable develop-
ment of the overall region (Hansen & Klewitz, 2012b). Furthermore, governments
can promote sustainable procurement when sourcing from local SMEs (e.g. Walker
& Preuss, 2008) which can lead to trickle down effects in the purchasing practice of
SMEs.

SMEs and community stakeholders such as NGOs can interact to share current in-
formation on, for instance, specific local environmental developments (e.g. initia-
tives for renewable energies). Additionally, NGOs can monitor locally an SME’s
suppliers and thereby provide it with first-hand information about existing condi-
tions (e.g. Ciliberti et al., 2008).

Media and SMEs can exchange information on current sustainability trends and
existing business practice. However, as SMEs are less socially exposed compared to
larger companies (Hall, 2000; 2006) media may be of marginal relevance. Yet, on a
regional level media might be able to draw attention to an SME’s business and in-
fluence positively or negatively the society’s perception (Hall, 2006).

Science partners and SMEs can interact in, for example, workshops, research part-
nerships, or employee development programs whereby science partners can turn
into key sources of knowledge (Etzkowitz & Zhou, 2006; Hansen & Klewitz,
2012a).
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By outlining in our framework how resource flows can occur between SMEs and its
primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders within SSCM for SOIs we can con-
tribute to the reconceptualization of sustainable supply chains. This we will discuss
next by putting forward theoretical propositions.

4 Discussion

Essentially, we view SSCM as an opportunity for SOIs and argue that the correspond-
ing combination of resources that are “more valuable, rare, and difficult to imitate than
they had been before they were combined” (Dyer & Singh, 1998, p. 667) is a means by
which SMEs can gain competitive advantage (Sharma & Henriques, 2005; Pagell &
Wu, 2009).

Based on this understanding and our conducted analysis we develop three theoretical
propositions. Our discussion builds on the suggested matrix (cf. Table 1) and aims to
further develop the two dimensions, namely, the resource dimension (P1) and the
supply chain stakeholder dimension (P2). Furthermore, innovation in an SME’s supply
chain context is discussed from which a third (P3) proposition is deduced.

Resources exchanged within sustainable supply chains

In this paper, so far, the SME’s management of sustainable supply chains has mainly
been discussed with regard to the resources material, capital, and information that
traditionally form part of (S)SCM literature. Through analyzing these resources with
regard to interaction with different supply chain stakeholders we were able to demon-
strate that most of the resources are relevant in the context of an SME’s supply chain.
However, literature on environmental and social issues also discusses other resources,
such as natural resources and energy (e.g. Schaltegger, 2002) as well as “personnel-
based resources (e.g. organizational commitment and learning)” (Blanco et al., 2009, p.
478). Incorporating these may facilitate SSCM practices for SOls as a common ground
of understanding and commitment for environmental and social initiatives is more
easily reached between the partners. If such a personnel-based resource is unique it
can contribute to an SME’s competitive advantage. Moreover, flexibility attributed to
SME supply chains for SOIs can also be considered as a resource (e.g. Liao et al., 2010)
when considering that the function of purchasing and logistics as well as boundary
spanning become of strategic relevance (e.g. Reuter et al., 2010). Here, we argue that
flexibility can also be “transferred’ between the supply chain partners so that the whole
supply chain becomes more competitive. In sum, we suggest the first proposition:

P1: To innovate for sustainability through SSCM, SMEs may need to incorpo-
rate resources beyond material, capital, and information to adequately ad-
dress environmental, social, and economic challenges.
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Primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders

SSCM requires SMEs to integrate environmental and social issues such as energy-
efficient production processes and sound labor conditions at supplier factories into
their supply chain (e.g. Seuring & Miiller, 2008). Here, interaction with primary as well
as secondary supply chain stakeholders is one engagement strategy. This is also re-
flected in research on open innovation (e.g. Chesbrough, 2006; Fichter, 2009) where a
multitude of stakeholders is considered important. The idea of open innovation refers
to “the use of purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal
innovation, and expand the markets for external use of innovation, respectively”
(Chesbrough, 2006, p. 1).

As sustainability issues are considered to be interconnected and often complex
(Roome, 2001; Schaltegger, 2011) using an interactive approach to innovation for sus-
tainability can be beneficial (Clarke & Roome, 1999; Roome, 2001; Van Kleef & Roome,
2007). Traditional SCM, however, refers above all to interaction with suppliers and
customers (or within a larger company to internal collaboration with other depart-
ments; e.g. Harland, 1996). Hence, for SOIs the analysis of secondary supply chain
stakeholders is important, because thereby SMEs can access traditional and non-
traditional resources from a diverse range of stakeholders and can overall incorporate
the perspective of non-traditional supply chain partners (e.g. universities, NGOs;
Pagell & Wu, 2009; Cetinkaya, 2011).

If an SME interacts with its primary and secondary stakeholders it might be beneficial
to first establish common goals (e.g. Hardy & Phillip, 1998; Lozano, 2007) and ap-
proaches on where the interaction should lead to. It is also reasonable to define the
commitment of the individual partners, for instance, in terms of time and personnel.
This may help to avoid genuine conflicts (referring to structures and interests) which
can lead to a lock-in situation in the innovation process. Furthermore, co-opetition
might be of high value for an SME as interaction with competitors enables access to
resources that are similar to the SME market (Gnyawali & Park, 2009). Such similari-
ties, on the other hand, bear the risk that structures are imitated by the interaction
partner without explicit permission. As a consequence, it is recommendable to arrange
contracts that allow the partners to protect their intellectual property.

In sum, we argue that interaction with primary and secondary supply chain stake-
holders holds the potential for SMEs to gain competitive advantage by building sus-
tainable supply chains for SOIs. As a consequence, the following proposition is de-
rived:

P2: If SMEs incorporate both their primary and secondary supply chain
stakeholders in their interaction approach, they may engage more easily in
resource intensive and riskier SOIs.
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Sustainability-oriented innovation and supply chain innovation

If partners across an SME’s sustainable supply chain innovate jointly for SOlIs, the
innovation is not just limited to a single product, but can reach across the entire supply
chain so that closed-loop supply chains can be approached. For instance, recycling
networks can be created or reuse processes can be build up. Additionally, a focal com-
pany can interact with its supplier by jointly using the same information technology
(IT) such as an internet tool that enables every supply chain member to have access to
current data (e.g. Arlbjorn et al., 2011) — as for example, on environmental impacts
such as CO:z emissions or water consumption along the supply chain. Such a shared IT
tool may help a smaller company, in particular, as they may lack the initial technolo-
gies to obtain such specific data. In the long term the shared use of technologies (e.g.
planning and modeling tools, databases) may lead to a more effective use of the tools
and learning effects across the entire supply chain. Such changes within supply chains
that aim to increase new value creation for stakeholders are referred to as supply chain
innovations (Franks, 2000; Hall, 2000; 2006; Arlbjeorn et al., 2011).

Innovations along the supply chain which incorporate sustainability makes supply
chain challenges more complex as the environmental and social dimension need to be
considered beside the traditional economic aspects (Ciliberti et al., 2008). To tackle
these challenges an SME may benefit from the interaction also with secondary supply
chain stakeholders that at first glance have less in common with the focal company. If
an SME interacts with a university, for instance, both partners can benefit from this
interaction as they have different points of view and playing fields. With regard to
SSCM and SOIs, on the one hand, an SME may benefit from the university’s
knowledge and the scientific approaches currently used. A university might provide
knowledge on life cycle assessments, for instance, which help to assess environmental
and social impacts of a product in the design phase of an SOI while taking into ac-
count the different stages of the supply chain (Viere et al., 2011). On the other hand,
the university may also benefit from the interaction with the SME as they can be part-
ners in a research project where the university obtains useful insights into business
practice. Even though the interaction between more distant partners can be challeng-
ing, for instance, in terms of levelling knowledge disparities, differences in communi-
cation styles etc. such interaction may lead to more radical innovations and initiate
learning along supply chains. From this we propose:

P3: If SME supply chains are able to integrate different stakeholder require-
ments into core business and at the same create value for primary and sec-
ondary supply chain stakeholders SOIs and supply chain innovation are facil-
itated. For this purpose multiple stakeholder interaction (P2) which allow for
traditional and non-traditional resource flows (P1) can be important.
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5 Concluding remarks

Based on our literature study the interaction with diverse primary and secondary
supply chain stakeholders is one strategy for SME supply chains to access relevant
resources for SOIs. Interaction presents an opportunity to go beyond traditional ways
of developing products, services, and processes. From a resource-oriented perspective,
SME supply chains can hereby exchange and share complementary resources, let
knowledge permeate organizational boundaries to overall nurse their innovative ca-
pacity, and develop new capabilities. Of course, this positive view on interaction with
supply chain stakeholders may be also associated with risks and costs, if, for instance,
power is unequally distributed. Overall, SMEs are challenged to design strategies for
interaction with primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders that enable SOIs
and secure a balance of benefits and costs.

5.1 Limitations and future research

As the present research builds foremost on a literature analysis, empirical studies are
necessary. Such studies could challenge the suggested framework and the developed
propositions with real-life data, for instance, by building a cross-case analysis. Here,
SMEs that have failed or have successfully interacted with diverse stakeholders to
innovate for sustainability would present valuable polar types for a cross-case analy-
sis. Also by underpinning our framework with the RBV and RV less attention is given
to individual SME supply chain characteristics with regard to sustainability strategy,
power, history, or industry. As a consequence, a link to the resource dependence theo-
ry (e.g. Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Carter & Rogers, 2008) could further expose the em-
ployment of resources with regard to power imbalances. With the classification of
resources as well as primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders based on the
reviewed literature, not all resources relevant for SOIs, e.g. shared vision or trust (Pe-
ters, 2010), were included in the framework.

Further research is necessary of current SMEs’ sustainable supply chain practices.
Besides survey based data, in-depth case studies that analyze various resource flows of
sustainability-oriented companies (e.g. ecopreneurs or sustainable entrepreneurs;
Schaltegger & Wagner, 2008) across diverse industries could greatly develop the un-
derstanding of barriers and opportunities encountered. Also the role of micro and
smaller companies for developing sustainable supply chains is a promising avenue for
future research.

5.2 Implications for practice

For practitioners a thorough analysis of primary and secondary supply chain stake-
holders, i.e. potential interaction partners, could aid SME managers to design interac-
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tion strategies and to identify the most relevant stakeholders. For instance, the devel-
opment of an ‘interaction-roadmap” for SOIs would be useful tool. Such a roadmap
could be used to assess the interaction with (possible future) supply chain stakehold-
ers by gathering relevant information categorized into resources that an SME needs for
SOIs, expected cost and benefits as well as possible performance measures. By using
such a roadmap, an SME can gain a structured overview of with whom and how it can
interact with its primary and secondary supply chain stakeholders for SOIs. Moreover,
such a roadmap may include alternative measures or the time dimension to analyze
when which resources are needed.

When an SME and its supply chain stakeholders and in particular non-business stake-
holders such as NGOs, universities, or local community work together it may be bene-
ficial to incorporate a temporary exchange of personnel as one possible form of inter-
action. This may promote, for instance, a member of an NGO to get a more compre-
hensive understanding on sustainability challenges across the SMEs supply chain
which helps that the SME and NGO explore ideas how to develop SSCM practice.
Additionally, research on learning-action networks (e.g. Clarke & Roome, 1999;
Roome, 2001) provide an example for innovative forms of interaction where multiple
actors interact via the flow of knowledge, information, and ideas that go beyond and
complement organizational learning and innovation (Clarke & Roome, 1999).

As the management of interaction requires time and financial commitment by all part-
ners involved, it is reasonable to agree on contracts or terms of how the collaboration
is coordinated. Moreover, an open and regular communication seems inevitable so
that the interaction partners can develop a collective understanding, define common
goals, and pursue strategies which are suitable for, preferably, all partners.
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