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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to examine how, and by whom, institutional logics are determined in
the action of sustainable organisation. The authors analyse a supply chain network structure to understand
how multiple stakeholders’ perceptions of sustainability emerge into a dominant logic and diffuse across an
organisational field.

Design/methodology/approach — Stakeholder network theory provides novel insights into emerging logics
within a chocolate supply chain network. Semi-structured interviews with 35 decision-makers were analysed
alongside 269 company documents to capture variations in emergent logics. The network was mapped to
include 63 nodes and 366 edges to analyse power structure and mechanisms.

Findings — The socio-economic organising principles of sustainable organisation, their sources of power and
their logics are identified. Economic and social logics are revealed, yet the dominance of economic logics creates
risks to their coexistence. Logics are largely shaped in pre-competitive activities, and resource fitness to
collaborative clusters limits access for non-commercial actors.

Research limitations/implications — Powerful firms use network structures and collaborative and
concurrent inter-organisational relationships to define and diffuse their conceptualisation of sustainability and
restrict competing logics.

Originality/value — This novel study contributes to sustainable supply chain management (SSCM) through
presenting the socio-economic logic as a new conceptual framework to understand the action of sustainable
organisation. The identification of sophisticated mechanisms of power and hegemonic control in the network
opens new research agendas.
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Introduction

Sustainability is increasingly positioned as the “new normal” in business and operations
management (OM) (Roy et al, 2018), although it remains a deeply political and socially
constructed concept. The complexity and scale of sustainable supply chains require inter-
organisational actors to coordinate operations, strategies, goals and critically — institutional
logics (Sayed et al, 2017). Institutional logics shape beliefs and behaviours and are defined as
“the socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs
and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize time
and space and provide meaning to their social reality” (Thornton and Ocasio, 1999, p. 804).
Logics bring order to a field and explain its structure and action (Friedland and Alford, 1991).
Institutional logics are a useful lens to reveal sow organisations understand and implement
sustainable operations across their supply networks. However, what remains unanswered in
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the literature is an understanding of how, and to what extent, dominant firms lead and influence
these shared logics across a field, and more crucially, how might this matter?

This research identifies the institutional logics of sustainable supply chain management
(SSCM) and explores the power structures that contribute to the development and diffusion of
its logics. The empirical case context is a global chocolate supply network. Our focus on
institutional logics responds to the call for further research of SSCM ideologies (Smart ef al,
2017). Institutional logics have a wide application in OM and have been used to: explain
stakeholder behaviours (Beer and Micheli, 2017); assess inter-organisational relationships
(Azadegan et al,, 2013) and to map a field’s maturity (Rabetino et al,, 2018). The potential
diversity of logics for SSCM is evident in the breadth of business models (Bocken et al., 2014)
and varying attitudes to stakeholders (Alvarez et al., 2010; Busse et al., 2017; Rowley, 2017),
yet it is an under-developed area of research. Institutional logics contribute understanding
and explanatory power to urgent societal concerns, including sustainability (Glimiisay et al.,
2020). However, progress in our field is hampered, as extant research has not made explicit
the underpinning logics and ideologies of SSCM. By exploring institutional logics, we identify
socioeconomic dimensions created from mechanisms of power that deepen our conceptual
understanding of SSCM.

This paper considers how, in a global supply network, the core values and organising
principles that frame sustainable organisation are shaped. We define sustainable organisation
as the action of organising sustainability within the institution. Specifically, we examine how
the logics that govern the definition and approach to sustainability are institutionalised
across a supply network. The study is grounded in stakeholder network theory (SNT) to
examine the structure of relationships, diffusion of practices and mechanisms of power
(Rowley, 1997, 2017) that manifest the underpinning assumptions and values among multiple
stakeholders in the supply network. For this study, the institution is the supply chain
network encompassing the field of expertise and activities to organise sustainably therein.

We contribute to the conceptual development of SSCM by identifying the institutional
logics of the action of sustainable organisation and revealing how logics act as a sophisticated
mechanism of power shaping network behaviour beyond economic assumptions. The focus
on institutional logics identifies the “paradigmatic core” of SSCM, which results from the
evolution of institutional logics across the network (Fuenfschilling and Truffer, 2014, p. 772).
From this vantage point, we show how alternative logics are restricted by the network
position of powerful actors. Our study highlights the importance of what we have termed
“concurrence”, whereby groups cluster pre-competitively to define sustainability principles
and further, to orientate the network in their favour. This new concept is critical to the
institutional logics of sustainable organisation, as the perspectives of multiple stakeholders,
commercial and non-commercial, require consideration, but risk being impeded through
dominant but narrowly framed economic logics. In the study, we aim to explore how, and by
who, are institutional logics determined in sustainable organisation. Therefore, the research
questions are: (1) what are the organising principles that underpin the institutional field? (2)
who are the powerful actors that define these? and (3) how is network structure used to define
and diffuse institutional logics?

The paper is organised as follows. The literature review outlines the current research on
institutional logics and SSCM'’s organising principles and sources of power. A conceptual
framework is developed using SNT to posit how organisations leverage their network
position through centrality and density mechanisms to influence institutional logics. The
methods adopted are explained and detailed. Empirical findings from the case study are
presented and these are discussed against the features of institutional logics and dimensions
of SNT. The theoretical contributions establish how organisations are fundamentally altering
the organising principles of SSCM, and we reappraise the sources of power of multilateral,
inter-organisational relationships derived from a socio-economic rationale,



Literature review

Institutional logics

Institutional logics consist of organising principles and sources of power (Thornton and
Ocasio, 1999). For the purpose of this study, we differentiate between logics as practice and
logics as organising principles, and our focus is on the latter, covering values, beliefs, rules
and assumptions. We believe this distinction necessary, as practices, commonly the focus for
SSCM research, are the behaviours formed by the organising principles. Logics as organising
principles are the frameworks for reason that govern belief systems (Scott, 2001), and their
sources of power shape a networks’ practices and structure (Thornton and Ocasio, 1999). The
organising principles that underpin SSCM practices have had scant attention in the field.

Dominant logics are those that take precedence in an institutional field (Giimiisay ef al.,
2020). As the boundaries of institutional fields (which in this instance is the supply network)
interplay and overlap, a paradigm shift can occur if alternative logics form and transform the
dominant logics of another field. Institutional logics are inextricably linked to power and
control, as they can legitimise profound change across a field (Suddaby and Greenwood,
2009). In commercial situations, dominant logics might predetermine the balance of value
appropriation afforded to each party in a contract, but in broader contexts, including
sustainability, there are consequences to this power play, particularly if the assumptions of
the dominant logics are not acknowledged and considered.

The urgency and scale of the sustainability challenge, coupled with the lack of prior
attention in the SCM field, necessitates change to SCM (Pagell and Shevchenko, 2014). The
suggestion here is that the need for fundamental change to achieve SSCM requires the
adoption of alternative logics. In dynamic and complex environments, multiple logics that are
fragmented and contradictory are likely to co-exist (Suddaby and Greenwood, 2009), or they
may be divergent or incompatible (Friedland and Alford, 1991; Thornton and Ocasio, 1999).
Alternative logics become apparent during periods of transformation, which are
characterised by heightened uncertainty, heterogeneity of fields, inter-organisational
co-evolution, shifts in belief systems and new organisational forms (Lounsbury, 2002).

Institutional logics of SSCM
Sustainability’s ideology necessitates shared value among social and economic actors (Silva
and Figueiredo, 2017) as an instrumental precondition (Burger and Christen, 2011). It is within
this context that multiple stakeholders with diverse heterophilous values and practices,
operating within a network, redraw a system boundary to create sustainable stakeholder value.
Scholars have long recognised the need for sustainability to adopt a change of mindset from
competitive to collaborative advantages for multiple stakeholders across supply chains
(Vachon and Klassen, 2008), yet insufficient attention has been paid to its conceptual
foundations. Organising principles, as an element of institutional logics (Thornton and Ocasio,
1999), are situated a step back from practice, as the values that shape SSCM practice. It is at this
deep, often unseen level of organising principles, that tensions between SSCM and “traditional”
SCM priorities and metrics are situated. A lack of synergy between SCM and ethics-based
research and theories (Quarshie ef al, 2016) and misaligned core logics between socially-
oriented and commercial stakeholders (Longoni et al, 2019) adds weight to the call for
fundamental change in priorities and practice to enable SSCM (Pagell and Shevchenko, 2014).
Sustainability ideology, as a transformative logic across organisations, industrial networks
and societal fields, is resulting in the emergence of a new organisational form — sustainable
organisation — the action of organising sustainability within the institution (Fuenfschilling and
Truffer, 2014). In organising sustainably, stakeholders’ needs are not points to be resisted by
individual firms (Rowley, 1997) or reconciled into their economic logics (Margolis and Walsh,
2003). Rather, sustainable organisation represents the collaboration of multiple stakeholders on
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sustainability initiatives with logics beyond the commercial realm (Laasch, 2018; Schneider,
2015). Non-commercial actors can impose normative demands on the system and have been
shown to advance the social dimensions of SCM through acting as a bridge between business
and society (Rodriguez et al, 2016), to broaden the spectrum of social issues that are considered
and mainstreamed (Kelling et al, 2020).

An emergent body of research recognises the importance of logics in the SSCM field (c.f.
Nath et al, 2020; Pullman et al., 2018; Sayed et al.,, 2017), with the complexity of competing or
multiple logics being a common focus. The multiple logics related to sustainability in SCM are
evident within the breadth of business models represented (Bocken ef al., 2014), the diversity
of stakeholders (Miemczyk et al., 2012; Seuring and Miiller, 2008) and how environments are
shaped through focal firms’ attitudes towards stakeholder (Alvarez et al, 2010; Busse et al,
2017; Rowley, 2017). As logics partly determine which stakeholders are attended to (Crilly
and Sloan, 2012), it is important that these are revealed and understood. While multiple
stakeholders can facilitate the development of alternative logics that are essential for
sustainability, organising complex supply chains with multiple logics exposes a gap in the
SSCM research base around which actors define the organising principles that underpin the
institutional field and the role of the network structure in diffusing these logics.

While progressive research has set out to show the different approaches to the logics of
sustainable organisation (Nath et al, 2020; Sayed et al., 2017), two critical issues remain. First,
while heterogeneous value logics are co-shaped by SCM and organisations (Laasch, 2018),
privilege is given to economic theory and the role of business in understanding sustainability
(Johnston et al., 2007). Nascent discourses transcend the economic focus, in particular in the
value-laden debates (Fuenfschilling and Truffer, 2014; Schneider, 2015), and applications of
institutional theory (Pullman et al, 2018; Sayed et al, 2017). Therefore, SSCM research cannot
assume economics as the defining force, despite the dominant hold it has had (Margolis and
Walsh, 2003). Second, while the dimensions of sustainability are addressed in relation to
practices, the implicit values and mechanisms that determine how the dimensions are
handled remain under-scrutinised in supply chain and OM research. The theoretical
development of SSCM is limited by the implicit economic assumptions in extant research;
thus by continuing to study SSCM within the logic of SCM, we fail to capture and understand
the fundamental differences of sustainability (Pagell and Shevchenko, 2014).

Sources of power in SSCM

Given the tensions of accommodating sustainability under an economic logic (Longoni and
Cagliano, 2015) and the potential for alternative values, understanding how organisations
gain and sustain power over logics is a critical gap in SSCM'’s development. While the seminal
work of French and Raven (1959) has provided a foundation for understanding the bases of
social power in intra-organisational settings, the SCM literature develops our knowledge on
sources of power to direct inter-organisational commercial practices (c.f. Gold ef al, 2010;
Marshall et al, 2016; Meehan and Wright, 2012; Touboulic et al,, 2014). Supply chains are
increasingly complex structures requiring vertical (Pagell and Wu, 2009) and horizontal
alignment (Carter and Rogers, 2008) of multiple commercial and non-commercial
stakeholders through the supply network (Alvarez et al, 2010). Yet, SSCM typically
focuses on focal firms (Golini and Gualandris, 2018; Meinlschmidt et al, 2018) who are
considered, at least commercially, to hold the locus of power, orientation and decision-making
across the supply chain (Seuring and Miiller, 2008).

The power discourse has evolved beyond transactional and dyadic relationships bounded
by hierarchical organisation, to a more nuanced view of social organisation (Hearnshaw and
Wilson, 2013). Networks are increasingly seen as the “foundational unit of analysis” to
understand the global economy and supply chains (Dicken et al, 2001, p. 91), and research is



moving the focus from dyadic to network power (Johnsen et al,, 2020; Meqdadi et al,, 2019). In
networks, decentralised social mechanisms and institutionalising organising principles allow
for broader concepts of benefit, with gains accruing beyond channel leaders (Hearnshaw and
Wilson, 2013).

The power dynamics between dominant and dependent actors determine a network’s
organising principles, and power imbalances shape economic practices for how sustainability
standards are diffused (Gold et al,, 2020). Power to influence a network’s organising principles
brings institutional logics to the fore, as they play a key role in setting the rules, values and
success criteria within the system. Hegemonic stakeholders are able to use dominance,
authority and mastery to shape the legitimating ideas and norms within a network, whilst
simultaneously limiting the articulation of alternative ideologies (Johnsen et al, 2020). Control
over logics can become hegemonic if a dominant firm’s strategic agenda is accepted in the
common interest through a lack of attention on values (Ben-Porat, 2005). Stakeholders’ values
can influence the mainstreaming of sustainability logics across an institution (Kelling et al,
2020), although if these do not sufficiently accommodate the wellbeing of both human and
environmental resources, progress is questionable (Silva and Figueiredo, 2017). In broader
institutional contexts where there are misaligned social and commercial logics, relational
mechanisms can contribute to managing tensions (Longoni ef al, 2019), adding further weight
to the importance of reconceptualising SSCM in the context of sustainable organisation by
accounting for power beyond that which is embedded in dyadic commercial contracts.

Stakeholder network theory (SNT)

SNT considers how network configurations affect power dynamics between a firm and its
stakeholders (Rowley, 1997). As a source of pressure, the network constitutes the stakeholders
who shape institutional rules. In doing so, SNT helps explain how the organisation relates to its
institution. Supply chain networks represent the configuration of members and their links
beyond dyadic ties of trading partners (Zhu ef al, 2018). There are calls for studies to use
network-orientated mapping (Fabbe-Costes et al, 2020) and a recognition that in supply
networks, influence emerges and diffuses, rather than being determined by more directed,
linear power mechanisms of any one party (Meehan and Bryde, 2015).

Network analysis allows power and the influence of multiple and interdependent
relationships on logics to be studied (Law, 1990; Rowley, 2017). Power forces at play, within
the network structure, affect behaviour (Rowley, 1997). The structural dominance of a firm
within a supply network is a long-identified critical component of power (Cox, 1999). Yet,
what is missing from the SCM literature is a recognition and understanding of the deep
structures — the space where rules are historically and socially shaped (Thornton and Ocasio,
1999), and the protected spaces that allow for transformation and maturation of the
institutional context (Fuenfschilling and Truffer, 2014). The complex array of actors and their
interactions in SSCM requires exploration from a network perspective. Stakeholder relations
are commonly examined in SSCM with interesting insights into governance (Alvarez et al.,
2010) and visibility (Busse et al, 2017), but the network foci are still viewed, ultimately,
through an economic focal company perspective (Svensson ef al., 2018).

SNT uses centrality and density as a schema to examine power through the structure of
relationships, diffusion of practices and the influence on outcomes (Roy et al., 2006). Centrality
refers to an actor’s relative position in the network based on direct and indirect ties and
control over others (Rowley, 1997). The relative importance of a firm’s reputational quality
and informal power are indicative of the regime that constructs the logics. High centrality
enables information to flow or be restricted, providing a source of power through controlling
liaison between disparate players (Vurro et al.,, 2009) and accessing information sources from
multiple actors in the network (Meehan and Bryde, 2015). Density describes the network’s
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overall structure and connections (Lambert and Cooper, 2000). High-density links allow the
diffusion and conformity of institutionalised norms (Vurro ef al, 2009). The diffusion of
institutionalised norms increase efficiencies as denser links enable flow, communication and
knowledge exchange; and the more central an organisation, the greater their ability to diffuse
influence (Rowley, 1997). However, by increasing density to achieve these gains, this can
conversely have a constraining effect on diversity, as norms are institutionalised limiting the
development of alternative logics. Network analysis provides a framework for understanding
the degree of institutionalism of dominant logics, and the variable degrees of centrality and
density suggest transformative structures that enable alternative logics (Fuenfschilling and
Truffer, 2014).

In sum, for SSCM, alternative sustainability principles and value propositions beyond an
economic focus require examination. While extended boundaries of responsibility and the
importance of multi-stakeholder collaboration are recognised in the extant literature, our
knowledge of the foundations and values upon which sustainable organisation rests is scant.
This leads us to our first research question: What are the organising principles that underpin
the institutional field? Here we aim to identify the business models, stakeholder relationships
and inter-organisational activities across the supply network that manifest the assumptions
and values at play among multiple stakeholders. The inclusion of non-commercial
stakeholders in the analysis provides opportunities for a richer understanding of network
relationships and power and the impact these may have on shaping logics for sustainability.
This leads us to our second research question: who are the powerful actors that define the
organising principles? Given that logics are antecedent to SSCM practice, power is deeply
embedded in how, and by whom, these develop. Rather than focussing on focal firm or
contractual influence, our final research question asks: how is network structure used to
define and diffuse institutional logics? The adoption of SNT captures measures of centrality
and density to reveal wider relationship structures that may shed light on how the network
enables institutional logics to be shaped and diffused.

Methods

This study explores the institutional logics of the chocolate supply chain. Case research is
common in OM (Voss et al., 2002) and is used in this study to understand how institutional
logics related to sustainability emerge and diffuse within a supply network. In a mixed
method approach, we use interviews, documentary evidence and social network analysis to
examine the organising principles and sources of power within the chocolate supply network.
Social network analysis is an analytical method for SNT (Hansen et al, 2011) and is gaining
popularity in the OM/SCM field as a method to analyse patterns of connectivity (Alinaghian
et al., 2020; Kim et al, 2011; Wichmann and Kaufmann, 2016). Social network analysis is
adopted to uncover the network structure and associated mechanisms of power.

Empirical context — the chocolate supply network

The world consumes over seven million tonnes of chocolate annually and the global chocolate
confectionery market is worth over USD 114.33bn with the top five companies representing
52.4% of the market share in 2019 (Euromonitor International, 2020). The concentration of
power has led to uneven value distribution across the supply chain (Barometer Consortium,
2016). To meet growing consumer demands, global cocoa production rose by 15% to
approximately 4.6 million tonnes in 2017/18 (Fountain and Hiitz-Adams, 2018). Over 70% of
production is in the West African countries of Cameroon, Ghana, the Ivory Coast and Nigeria,
approximately 17% in the Americas, i.e. Brazil, Columbia, Dominican Republic and Ecuador
and 9% from Asia and Oceanica (Franchise Help, 2020). It is within these developing



countries that sustainability issues come into relief. Climate change and socio-political effects
have put a strain on production, farmers, communities and the environment (Fountain and
Hiitz-Adams, 2018). More than five million farmers and nearly 50 million workers are
dependent on cocoa, a highly volatile commodity, and many workers are among the 2.01
billion people living on less than £1.48 a day (Fairtrade International, 2018).

The chocolate supply chain has five broad tiers through which the core commodity, cocoa,
is grown, processed, manufactured, packaged and retailed as chocolate (Figure 1) (Fountain
and Hitz-Adams, 2018). Despite a relatively simple and linear product flow, the network
consists of multiple commercial and non-commercial organisations. The primary commercial
companies are classified as farmers/farming associations, traders/processors, manufacturers
and retailers. The secondary commercial companies are classified as packaging, third-party
logistics providers and warehousing. Non-commercial partners consist of non-government
organisations (NGOs), certifiers, national and local governments, international governmental
organisations and trade unions.

Data collection and analysis

Phase 1. Network mapping. The mapped network included connections among 63
stakeholders collaborating for sustainable organisation. The research design is
summarised in Table 1. The population parameter was network stakeholders,
representative of organisations that capture commercial and non-commercial values. The
inclusion of non-commercial stakeholders in the research design was essential to capture
multiple logics. National governments while playing regulatory and fiscal roles were not
within the scope of this study, although their role has been studied by others (c.f. Annala et al,
2019). The units of observation were purposely selected due to (1) their activities or expertise
with the phenomenon of sustainable organisation in the institution and (2) the values of
sustainable organisation represented by the range of organisational types. FAME and
Euromonitor databases provided comparative profiles of organisations including size,
industry, location and corporate structure.

Nodes are treated as discrete structural objects and were examined to map network
relationships. A snowballing technique, as recommended by Rowley (1997), was used to map
the nodes and edges that defined the network boundaries and capture the institutional field’s
organisations and relationships. Node ties explained the organisational activities of
interorganisational relationships. It was not within the resources of this study to examine
every discrete event/interaction occurring over a period of time, and the focus was on
establishing the quality of ties (Borgatti et al., 2018). A total of 63 network nodes and their 366
edges were mapped. Further mapping followed the coding phase.

PRODUCTION TRADE PROCESSING MANUFACTURE DISTRIBUTION
Growing, harvesting, Buying Station/ Roast, Grind & Produce chocolate Retail &
fermenting & drying Local Agent/ Pressed Consumption

Export
. ) ) Cocoa bean o Cocoa butter is ” )
mica el Transports t ° 1 “ocoa butter is © 95% chocolate is
" Soilholder frmers, “exporter processed into mixed with sugar & distrbuted by
mostly unorganized'bm ® Packages & cocoa liquor other ingredients in grocery retailers
some represented by ts beans to * Liquor is pressed conches o Over 3 million tons
farmers associations ng location ‘;‘é‘\lé‘é{flf butter or consumed annually

Poverty, land use i Energy use, labour issues, '  Energy use & carbon + Energy use & carbon 1 Energy use & carbon
intensity, climate i bi-product waste H issi p ! issh reent ' P . h
change, water, well- gases, water use, bi-
being & livehoods, : product waste, labour
urbanisation, market i + issues, waste, health & ssues,
inequity, education, 1 | safety . safety
gender equality

,  gases, labour issues,

+ health & safety, obesi
| malnutrition, waste:
| packaging, miles & food
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Table 1.
Research design
summary

Research design  Example in study Rationale

Unit of analysis ~ Chocolate supply chain network The supply chain network is the institution
to determine the institutional logics of
sustainable organisation

Captures the diversity of organisational

types and varying sustainability values

Units of 63 organisations

observation (1) 28 commercial

nine retailers
eight manufacturers
five farming associations
five traders/processors
one packager
(2) 35 non-commercial
e 19 non-profit organisations
e nine trade associations
e seven certifiers
Level of analysis ~ Sustainable organisation

Enables analysis of the logics of sustainable
organisation among diverse units of
observation

Network of organisations mapped from
sources emerging from interviews/
secondary data. Nodes and edges define
network boundaries

Data collection Snowball sampling

Data sources (1) 35 semi-structured interviews Data sources used to
. (2) 269 documents .
(1) Primary e 148 internal organisational (1) Map the network using snowball
(2) Secondary documents sampling by identifying relationships
e 121 external documents from @ Collect data

websites, project reports, action

plans, guidelines, announcements

and training literature
Data analysis (1) Thematic analysis of data sources (1) To identify the organising principles
1) Axial into 1st and 2nd order codes and and logics of sustainable organisation

i aggregate constructs (RQ1). To identify mechanisms of
o g‘;\r}ng (2) Centrality and density measures power within the network (RQ2, RQ3)
@ (2) To examine network configurations

affecting the power dynamics (RQ2 and
RQ3)

Phase 2. Qualitative data collection. Pilot interviews were held with four representatives of a
major brand manufacturer to test and refine an interview protocol. Two rounds of interviews
examined how stakeholders determine and construct institutional logics. The first round
(December 2015-January 2016) was with key contacts in the chocolate network. Key contacts
identified other actors engaged in SSCM and the network was mapped. Participants in the
second round of interviews (July 2016—April 2017) were directors or held senior commercial
roles (buying, selling and marketing) within their organisations.

A total of 35 semi-structured interviews with key decision-makers from 13 commercial
and 22 non-commercial organisations were conducted, each lasting approximately an hour.
Participants were primarily based in the UK and Europe, but included others from China,
America and South America. Interviews outside of the UK were completed by video call or
telephone. All interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Sustainability
activities that denote ties within the institutional field were obtained from secondary sources.
Secondary data are commonly used in sustainability (Meehan and Pinnington, 2021). A total



of 269 documents captured the diversity of organisational types and sustainability priorities.
Table 1 outlines the data sources and research design.

The global sustainable cocoa supply chain was selected because it had prior history in
SSCM, public scrutiny of sustainability principles and provided a context that was within the
resources of the researcher to collect data from. Multiple data sources enabled triangulation of
interpretations and to establish chains of evidence. To ensure rigour and relevance through
the research process, the four evaluation criteria were adhered to (Yin, 2014), see Table 2.

Phase 3. Axial coding. The multiple data sources were transcribed and arranged
systematically. All data, primary and secondary, were treated as one dataset. The dataset
was coded using NVivo software against sensitising concepts in the literature relating to SSCM
logics and sources of power. To capture how institutional logics shape the network, the data
were analysed against business model value, stakeholder value and inter-relational activities, as
outlined in Table 4 (findings section). From these themes, units of meaning were developed into
first-order codes and analysed for patterns. The codes were reduced and abstracted further
(Strauss and Corbin, 1998) to define and develop the structures and mechanisms in the emerging
conceptual framework (Neuman, 2014), see Figure 2 in findings section. These patterns are
captured as categories in second-order codes, from which aggregate constructs were theorised to
describe the institutional logics of sustainable organisation and its sources of power.

Phase 4. Network measures. The dataset was exported to NodeXL analytic software to
map the edges in the network using social network analysis (Rowley, 1997, 2017). The 63
nodes and their 366 edges were cross-examined, using the constructs outlined in Table 3, to
understand how institutional logics are diffused across the network structure using power

Phase of
Tests Design considerations research
Construct (1) The extant literature to inform research questions and interview Research
validity questions design
(2) Pilot interviews
(1) Multiple sources of primary and secondary data Data collection
(2) Informants corroborate findings and evidence
(1) Establish chain of evidence Data analysis
(2) Data triangulation through use of multiple sources of evidence
Internal (1) Interviewees well informed on sustainability Research
validity design
(1) Pattern matching between data in NVivo to achieve data saturation = Data analysis
for congruence with predicted patterns in the conceptual model,
without threats being found to accomplish literal and theoretical
replication
(2) Explanation building of sustainable organisation given multiple
interpretations of sustainability
(3) Address rival explanations
External (1) Augmenting study design with “how” questions to develop Research
validity theoretical propositions or whether rival explanations are necessary  design
(1) Scope of case study, unit of analysis and context confirmed Research
design
Reliability (1) Use of a case study protocol Research
design
(1) Audio recording and transcribing of interview data Data collection
(2) All data held electronically in NVivo for coding
(1) Develop case study database Data collection
(1) Data analysis and interpretation of findings by more than one author ~ Data analysis

and who did not gather data

The
institutional
logics of
sustainability

259

Table 2.

Case study tactics for

four design tests




[JOPM
41,3

260

Table 3.
SNA constructs

Construct Definition Measure
Node (Borgatti and Li, An actor/entity in the network Commercial and non-commercial
2009) stakeholders

Edge/Ties (Borgatti ef al.,
2018)

Centrality (Rowley, 1997)

(1) Degree centrality
(Vurro et al., 2009)

(2) Closeness (Hansen
et al,, 2011)

(3) Betweenness
(Hansen et al., 2011)

(4) Eigenvector ratio
(Hansen et al, 2011)

Density (Lambert and

Cooper, 2000)

Clustering coefficient

Relationship quality along
multiple dimensions, e.g. duration
and frequency

An actor’s network position
relative to others based on direct
and indirect ties

The relative importance of
reputational quality and informal
power

Level of importance in the network

Describes how a node acts as a
gatekeeper or bridge to control the
flow of information

Depicts influence scores for
strategically connected actors
Overall structure and connections
of the network

A group of transitive nodes closely

Connection activity between two nodes

The number of direct ties to other actors,
interdependent access to others and control
over other actors

Counts the number of connections a node
has

The average shortest distance between
nodes, indicating a central position

All the shortest paths to calculate the
nodes’ frequency, i.e. closeness, and then
calculating how many times a node falls on
one, therefore depicting it as a bridge
between nodes. The higher the score, the
higher the node’s importance

The total number and degree of
connections

The number of links as a ratio to the
number of relationships

The degree to which organisations tend to

(Hansen et al, 2011) interrelated cluster together

mechanisms (Rowley, 1997). Axial coding identified two value co-creation activities,
collaborative and pre-competitive activities that were used as ties/edges to map connections
among nodes. Social network analysis explored relationship patterns and their implications
(Wasserman and Faust, 1994), allowing for different levels of collectively, such as
organisations, associations, clusters, industries and sectors (Borgatti et al, 2018). We
analysed stakeholders’ positions of influence to pursue their interests through the network
(Rowley, 2017). The relational environment and organisational values were used to explain
the interplay between activities that institutionalise the logics of sustainable organisation.
Centrality and density illustrate the network determinants and enable analysis beyond
economics-based theories (Rowley, 2017).

Findings

SNT and axial coding were used to identify institutional logics representing economic and
social dimensions of sustainability. The organising principles and sources of power develop a
new understanding of sustainable organisation, evident in the range of traditional and
alternative archetypes, power dynamics and practices, as illustrated in our conceptual
framework (Figure 2).

Organising principles of institutional logics
The organising principles of institutional logics identified are summarised and categorised in
Table 4 and explained below.

Business model value
All business models identified across the 63 organisations in this study capture some aspect
of sustainability, yet patterns occur. The classical business models, including the triple



238 o
58532 0§
RN
228
~ <
92} +—
D]
g g
[4)]

Table 4.

Organising principles
themes and categories

JOINORINUBIA] , 101050) A[PALIRIOCR[[0D I0OM URD 9M 9I9UM SBIIR [} 918 JeyM Jnoqe
UOISSNOSIP P03 JO J0[ B SI 2191} ‘0§ "ULID)-3UO[ 9y} UI S[RIAUNA A[[enba ¢ [[& [[2m
910719 ], ‘wiv]qo1d a1 91e3nIwt 03 pad[ay 3¢ 01 SUIOS 10U 31,9M TR} SUBSW ‘DI0J19Y)
1 pue ‘SUNNALIIU0D 3¢ [[1IS [[IA S[0YM B SB 10109S I} 1By} SUBSW JBY} ISTIRISY 70U
op s19yj0 Ay} [[e J1 ureyd Ajddns sy ur 3oeduwr a3ueyod ayew ay) Suonpar Aueduwod
Quo ur jutod ou S 219 ], “SUIY) SWES 9} J0J SUIOO[ [[B UIIJO 1M 9SNLBIA( )Sed| JB
Aem BWOS U ‘BaIR 2AN1}2dW00-01d JBY[} OJUI SIUWOD J1 ‘SANSST AN[ICRUIRISNS YILM U}JO
£38\ "APANIRAWOd-21d 310M 0] A[BIISIP PUE I[GISEI] S J1 9I0YM PUR [[B 0} UOWUIOD
91 OIYM SBIIR 918 9.9 JBY] SI APO(| 10199S B 10 UOLBIDOSSE 9PB] 9} JO 1XaIU0D Y[,
UONBIDOSSE 9pel],  smrddns 1oy JO [[B yIim SIY) 9)BUIpI0-0d

PUEB [911BD 0) PIaU AJLIBSSI09U £3() ureyd AJddns a1jus J19y) Yora1 0) juem A[ear £3y)
JUSI SUBIW JBY) JeyM ‘0G "ABM PISIUBSIO A[[BI11I9A A[919[dWO0D B Ul SUBI(] SUIDINOS
91943 1no AJ[edtdAy jou st Auedwod papueiq y WS ‘swijddns ysnoay) syonpoid
POYSIUL-IWSS DY} IO S[BLIDIBW MBI I9Y[} SUIINOS JPIS [RIISWIWOD Y} UO [[1IS
91,491} ‘owm) awres 9y} Je N Saryder3093 JO IoqUINU UIRLID) B PUB SI9ULIRJ JO Idqunu
UIB}I00 B UM A[JOSIIP SULYIOM 9149 [ * "ULSLIO UI SISULIE] YONO0) JBY) SONIATIOR
PUE SeATIENIUL AJ[IGRUTBISNS T8y} 2ARY [[Im saruedwiod papuelq ay) ‘Af[edtdA ],

I9[RIY oM SE
PpaajoAur Suraq sar)red J9YJ0 WO UIBS] UBD I AN “SIY} JNOqe JurSOoLIE A[[8)0) 8¢ 0} JUBM
J0U 0P ] JS3U0Y 3¢ 0] [[oM SB SUTUIR] s os[e pue saydeoidde mo o3 [qissod s yonu
SB Ul pue op am Se dwes 3} Sutop 9[doad 19yjo YINOoIy} 2I0W IASIYIR UBD I,

JoInjoR UE
. 'S[ROS pUB SIaN[BA INO YIM SN 10} 0P £3Y) Jeym ugi[e 0} sda)s Surye) a1e dp “pliom
9} puno.e sisured SSaUISN( PUB SJURINSU0D ‘S11dANS JO SPUBSNOY) UM JI0M I,

uonjesiues1o 31jo1d-uoN - AN[Iqeureisns o} jusuodwod A3y e St
ureyo Ajddns 2y} SS0I0B 1 9INLISIP SIONBA ABM 9T} PUE J2S T. Sa0L1d Jet)) Aem ) ur
9o11d Jet]) [99] OS[E 9M ISNBIAC AN[ICRUTEISNS INOE SUN[E) T8 OYM SIYI0 JO SIUAYIS
J9U10 WO.IJ JUISIIP )ND 218 9 A\ "UIy} 9m 210ym AJ[Ba1 Moy ST 11ed dIou0dd ay I,

I9[1RIY 'SI[IUIE] J19Y) pue s1eonpoid
B0J0D JO SAAT] 3} Suraoxduar £G19y) ‘AWOU09 B020D 9[qeijoId pue s[qeure)jsns
2 98910 0} UOHIGUIE 3} AIBYS 9M ‘UONEPUNO,] BOI0)) PIIOA 33 JO JOCUIAUI B S,

2150] [e100S

2130 OIWIOUOIF]

2130] [e100S

J130] OIIOUOIF]

2130] [R100S

2130 OIWOUOIF]

UOLBIOQR[[0)
EINGIRETe10(0s)
-91 - OUILINOUOY)

UOIIRIOCE[[0)

£1a1da09y

30UB)SISAY

A1091)
JIWOU0Dd JALRUIANY

A1091)
IWOU0I [BIISSE[D)

SINIANDR pue sswwesold

‘sdnoidyiom ur agesuy
93ueyoXd

UOTJBULIOJUI PUE 3Fpajmouy]

S[eo3 pue

sordourid ‘98enSue] uowwo))

Juawdo[aAap Jutof
3ureys uoneWLIOU

PUE UOIEIIUNUITIOD PRdUBLUF
uor1e1dood pue UOIBUIPIO0))

JUSWUSI[E [BOL)
sanuorid pue

UOIJEJUILIO JOP[OYDIEIS JOPISUO))

an[eA Jp[OYaNeIS

mw.HEQmu Ppue s9)eald ssaursng
J9p[oyas[e)s uo jJoeduwl ssauIsng
uorjesiren}deouod [euonesiue3Io
(M SIOPOYAEIS USIY

JIOp[OyaNEIS

WO anjeA amyded ssaursng

I9p[oyPY RIS
Aq pajoeduur ssauisng
sSnoud3Ipuy

90.N0S JB an[eA
openIre,|
aaneIado-0)

dioy-g

asodnd 10 31jo1J
an[eA pareys urear)
aur wopoq adLiy,

SoNIALOR
[BUONE[3I-IU]

anfea
ploYEeIS

anea
[opou ssaursng

sajonb Juepuodsar aALBIIpU]

1ONNSUOd
Ae3u33y
Sa130]
[euonmISuy

SOP0D JOPIO-PUOIAG

SOP0D JOPIO-ISIL]

Y,

sopdrourid Suisiuesi(




[JOPM
41,3

262

Figure 2.

Conceptual framework
of the socioeconomic
logics of sustainable
organisation

bottom line and B-Corp models, categorise business models whose logic is founded on fitting
sustainability into existing firm-level economic theory, in line with the predominant framing
in the extant SCM literature. The second category captures business models including fair
trade and co-operatives, whose logic is founded upon alternative, socially oriented logics, as
to how the wider economy should organise and rebalance. Despite the presence of
alternatives, classical economic models represented the dominant logic across the
organisational field.

Inequitable value distribution is reported between upstream farmers and downstream
multi-national corporations (MNC) traders, manufacturers and retailers. The interviews
illustrate tensions. A manufacturer, aligned to the classical business model, describes how
“we seek to integrate [sustainability] as closely as possible within our business model”, while
another said: “there is a challenge in putting plans into practice given differing sustainability
perspectives”. In contrast, a respondent from a non-profit organisation, aligned to the
alternative business model stated, “There is no definition unless people can add value at source.
Sustainability is about capturing optimal amounts of value at source. We do not talk of ‘supply
chains’in our awareness-raising work but of ‘value chains’ as it puts the focus on who is creating
value and who is getting paid how much. Supply chains are about supplying big companies”.
Tensions are felt as margins are squeezed upstream in commodity markets with the living
wage considered particularly problematic.

Stakeholder value

Stakeholder value captures sustainability’s social imperative through attitudes to
stakeholders. Two streams of discourse were identified, which we categorise as resistance
and receptivity. Resistance assesses the impact of stakeholders on the business in relation to
the value they can create and manifests from an economic logic. In receptivity, the business
considers its impact on stakeholders. It represents the value of partnerships with commercial
and non-commercial organisations and as such manifests from a social logic.

Inter-relational activities

Inter-relational activities reveal how, and when, network collaboration takes place. The data
describe alignment, implementation and maintenance of inter-relational activities that
develop and sustain relationships for mutual advantage. Organisations experienced in
collaboration are moving beyond traditional dyadic partnerships and focussing on sectoral-
level partnerships. An interesting and unexpected finding is that socially driven,
non-commercial collaboration is identified, and crucially, this is pre-competitive
collaboration. We term these activities “concurrence”. Concurrence requires high
collaborative capacity. Firm-led initiatives, such as those by Unilever and Danone to scale-
up the B-Corp business model to MNCs are seen, as well as sectoral partnerships such as the
merger of UTZ and Rainforest Alliance to create a single sustainability standard adopted by

ORGANISING PRINCIPLES SOURCES OF POWER INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS

o Classical economic theory shapes business model value
o Resistant attitude to stakeholder value
e Collaborative inter-organisational activities

o Hierarchical power mechanisms Economic logic

o Alternative economic theories shape business model value ==
* Receptive attitude to stakeholder value e Facilitatory power mechanisms Social logic
® Pre-competitive inter-organistional activities




85 member companies. The leading cocoa and chocolate companies are strategically forming The
agreements for sustainability stewardship programs under the World Cocoa Foundation institutional
(WCF). The WCF’s Cocoa Action scheme attempts to accelerate sustainability through ten of logics of
the largest traders and manufacturers working with governments and key stakeholders. 10g1CS|
sustainability
Sources of power
Table 5 outlines ties used as mechanisms of power by members of the network. SNA 263
illustrates how powerful actors leverage their centralised position in social networks, through
pre-competitive concurrence activities that legitimise and mainstream their expertise within
the institutional field. Sophisticated social practices are observed, whereby experience and
resource fitness enables dominant firms to have network influence that is more subtle,
oblique and hegemonic than dyadic or directed actions. Alternative logics are marginalised
Institutional
Sources of power logics
Second-order ~ Aggregate

First-order codes codes constructs Indicative respondent quotes
(1) Power over vertical Hierarchical Economic logic  “When we are looking upstream at

integration supplier management, because of a lot of
(2) Consolidation of power in what we're achieving around raw

collaborative materials, which is where we think the

partnerships biggest impacts are, is to do with
(3) Direct or indirect engaging our suppliers to say, “You

influence of supply know it is all outside our direct control.
(4) Economic power relative What we are looking for is progress in

over stakeholder these areas. Increasingly, how can you
() Scaling up/down help us with driving progress in these

depending on demand areas? And we are looking to embed
(6) Leveraging certification these discussions into our commercial
(7)  Use the market to scale ways of doing business, our normal
(8) Leveraging contracting process so that it becomes

sustainability to be part of the way that we buy and procure

market leaders raw materials. And again that becomes
9) Changing the business most effective because again it is

model mainstreaming it within our supplier
(10) Restructuring supply relationships.” Manufacturer

chains and operations

(1) Perceived as leader Facilitating Social logic “The nature of the type of companies
(2) Leveraging soft power to involved is that some are leaders. . . It's

develop relationships good for us to align with those leaders.
(3) Social power relative to We want to learn from them, but also

stakeholder become leaders ourselves and encourage
4) Consolidation of power in others to get involved. It was an easy

pre-competitive decision for me and others to make in

partnerships some way. We obviously had to
(5) Business functions convince the business of why it is

collaborating important, but those really big kinds of
(6) Leveraging resources to collaborative forums are the ones that

incentivise we want to be involved in.” Retailer
(7) Leveraging partners to Table 5.

strengthen network
position

Sources of power
themes and categories
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because less powerful organisations do not have the resources to leverage access, for example
multi-stakeholder collaborative events, whereby smaller organisations were not present.

Firms develop multi-stakeholder approaches to harness sophisticated and complex
relational power mechanisms. Practices frequently take the form of leadership and focus on
changing mindsets and behaviours. Two types of influence approaches were displayed,
which we label as hierarchical and facilitating. Practices are tempered by an organisation’s
attitude to stakeholders as an organising principle, which serves as a central variable in
determining stakeholder relationships.

Hierarchical

Hierarchical approaches centre on economic position including scale, brokerage, purchasing
power and contract terms were used by dominant, typically downstream firms, to influence
supply chain orientation towards their conception of sustainability. For example, firms
perceived as legitimate market leaders hold privileged central positions of influence on pre-
competitive platforms, roundtable events, inter-governmental initiatives and across media.
Resource and scale are used to consolidate power in clusters, such as the WCF trade
association. Clusters are considered hegemonic because these communities are populated
with downstream MNC manufacturers and retailers, and except for a co-operative retailer, all
operate within the organising principles of classical economic theory, potentially impeding
the development of alternative logics. Various structural activities drive their sustainability
agenda, including mergers and acquisitions, transparency and traceability systems, resource
sharing and investment, incremental and radical systemic change and organisational
reorientation.

Facilitating

Facilitating approaches build relational ties through which firms aim to shift from mandate to
legitimacy, accountability to trust, openness to honesty and recognition to validation. The
commercial and pre-competitive collaborations revealed in the organising principles involve
social practices that define, align, implement and develop a sustainability agenda. Firms use
alliances through clusters and strategic communities to shape sustainability logics.
Legitimacy is furthered across a wider society, as the firms’ CEOs have central roles on
global platforms such as DAVOS. However, these collaborations are imbalanced. Actors
representing alternative organising principles, such as farmers and their representative
associations, have a diminished voice as they often cannot afford access and do not have the
resources to initiate or direct structural activities, are represented by a third-party NGOs, or
are dependent on dominant firms. Thus, members with a peripheral position in the network
structure have no means of leveraging structural mechanisms of power, limiting their
influence and the voice of alternative values.

Stakeholder networks as a source of power

The inter-relational collaborative and concurrent activities rely on ties generated in the
institutional field to enable the shaping of legitimating ideas and norms. The mapping,
outlined in Table 6, reveals highly centralised actors operating within a low-density network,
characteristic of greater agency for independent behaviours, an increased ability to resist
external pressure and lower levels of isomorphism of institutional logics. To overcome issues
of isolation and individual behaviour, organisations are responding through collaboration
and pre-competitive clusters. As a retail respondent reported: “You ve got to get that kind of
thing where we can actually achieve more for businesses through this not being a competitive
space and by this being a collaborative space. A lot of this is around, vight we can all do one thing,



and we know that it will cost us much more individually, and will we get better quality out of this
by doing our own thing, by individually managing that? And that’s a veally useful question and if
the answer to that is no, then the answer is very often, most usually, some kind of pre-competitive
alliance or collaboration, and would be a more sensible way to approach this”.

Interestingly, however, our results reveal that in this low-density network, this shift in
mindset, from individual to collective action, requires resource fitness to enable increased
centrality or access to clusters. A total of 49% of organisations analysed have below-average
degree centrality and 62% below-average clustering coefficient. This explains why
commercial farmers’ associations remain isolated, as they reported limited resources to
develop ties. Conacado, a union of cocoa cooperatives integrated with Fairtrade partnerships,
being the only exception found in our study. In comparison, within the non-commercial
cohort, four (out of nine) trade associations have below-average centrality, but are able to
compensate with above-average clustering coefficients owing to their high levels of resource
fitness.

To counteract the polarised power dynamics, organisations with aligned strategic
priorities related to materiality impacts have created clusters. The first set of clusters occurs
within collaborative partnerships but is structurally rooted in commercial organisations’
direct supply chains. A critical and unanticipated result is the identification of the second set
of clusters that occur pre-competitively through trade associations and these exhibit dense
interconnections. To compensate for the increased challenge of compromising in a dense
cluster, companies have kept the definition of sustainability broad with a focus on
dimensional priorities rather than ethical values.

The network has a low number of connections, but their quality denotes high-density links
illustrated by greater levels of graph density (36-50%). The institutionalisation of
sustainability norms and practices is illustrated by the degree of concurrent interaction. Of
the 366 unique connections, 129 are concurrent, of which, 66 are with trade associations. The
average clustering coefficient in the network is 35%, indicating cohesion and high local
transitivity. Pre-competitive collaboration institutionalises organising principles, as an MNC
retailer explained, “The key message is leverage. Can we grow our leverage by joining in with
others? You can find similarities, but they will apply differently. So you need the indicators,
the KPIs, the measures, the language to be the same.” Peripheral industries, such as retailers,
leverage the betweenness and eigenvector centrality of network members to gain access to
farmers to collaborate with.

The mapping identifies two significant communities. The first is upstream focused on
sustainable agriculture (representing 69% of all relationships) and the security and stability
of commodity supply. The second community is downstream focused on waste, carbon and
energy. An indicative example is Ceflex, a consortium of European companies and
associations including Amcor, Marks and Spencer (M&S), Nestlé and Unilever. Ceflex is
engaged in developing a circular economy for packaging, with similar initiatives being

Metric Average value Maximum value Minimum value
Number of nodes 63 - -

Number of unique relationships 366 - -

Density 19% - -

Mean degree centrality 11.629 27 1

Mean closeness centrality 0.008 0.010 0.005
Mean “betweenness” centrality 35,571 288.339 0.000
Mean eigenvector centrality 0.016 0.037 0.000

Clustering coefficient 0.354 1:000 0.000
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adopted across the network by trade associations and NGOs, such as WRAP, the Carbon
Trust, Institute of Grocery Distribution (IGD) and the Consumers Goods Forum (CGF). These
communities enable organisations to position themselves centrally within the cluster while
remaining on the periphery of the network. Examples include Tesco and M&S'’s participation
in the WCF downstream to strategically sustain cocoa production and, upstream, IGD to
tackle waste and the CGF to drive consumer change.

As an inverse measure of centrality, the network’s low closeness score (0.008) suggests
that partners are directly connected with high centrality. The organisations lacking centrality
were retailers and trade associations, for whom cocoa was not the primary commodity or
those who represented an alternative paradigm, such as Traidcraft and Proudly Made in
Africa. Retailers committed to embedding sustainability, optimise clusters and place
themselves in central positions within communities of strategic interest, with one retailer
commenting “Most supply chains, particularly commodity supply chains, ave kind of hourglass-
shaped and there’s nearly always a certain point in that supply chain where there are a relatively
smallnumber of actors. We recognise that we do have a leadership role within a vetail sector, and
we have chosen to participate with almost every forum that you can think of”. For example,
M&S has higher-than-average connections (degree centrality = 18), and while this denotes a
relatively low central position in the overall network, the firm uses sophisticated connections
to influence. Their higher-than-average eigenvector value (0.023) and betweenness centrality
(49.46) suggests it controls flows through strategically important nodes and clusters,
evidenced through their lead role in trade associations, allowing them to act as gatekeepers in
collaborative and pre-competitive activities.

Across the network, 29 organisations have an above-average eigenvector score of 0.016,
suggesting influential positions. As a more sophisticated representation of degree centrality,
eigen centrality assumes that not all connections have equal value in terms of quantity and
quality. The groups that tend to lack influence are retailers, non-agricultural trade
associations and NGOs. However, there are exceptions, such as Cocoa Barometer (0.029),
Solidaridad (0.037) and Oxfam (0.023).

Discussion

We contribute to the nascent area of logics research in SSCM (Nath ef /., 2020; Pullman et al.,
2018; Sayed et al., 2017), by identifying the socioeconomic organising principles of sustainable
organisation, their sources of power and their logics. Sustainable organisation produces
alternative logics for SSCM that go beyond the traditional economic logic of SCM to
transform network dynamics. Extent SSCM research builds largely on the modification of
economic logic to integrate sustainability into existing business models (Carter and Rogers,
2008; Longoni and Cagliano, 2015). Our findings support prior research that suggest that the
economic logic is dominant (Johnston ef al, 2007; Margolis and Walsh, 2003), as this is
manifest within the organising principles of sustainable organisation.

Although economic logics remains dominant, we find evidence of alternative business
models (Bocken et al, 2014), social responsibility and an emerging logic that is receptive to
diverse stakeholders (Miemczyk et al, 2012; Seuring and Miiller, 2008). Sustainability
requires logics beyond commercial dimensions (Laasch, 2018; Schneider, 2015), and we build
on prior work by revealing the critical role of collaboration with non-commercial stakeholders
in seeding and diffusing alternative values. These variant logics characterise the
transformative logic of sustainability ideology resulting in new forms of socioeconomic
organisation and new facilitatory sources of power. By revealing the new logics of
sustainable organisation, our results add further weight to the call that sustainability
requires fundamental changes to traditional economic-oriented conceptions of SCM (Pagell
and Shevchenko, 2014).



Scholars have long reported that efforts to “resolve” sustainability are difficult to
accommodate under an economic logic (Johnston et al., 2007; Longoni and Cagliano, 2015). We
reveal the coexistence of logics, rooted in heterogeneous business and sustainability
principles, which provide explanatory power to SSCM theory by exposing why it is not
possible to fully integrate sustainability into SCM unless the social logic is also weighted
rather than being treated as a trade-off. Yet, it is here we expose hidden tensions and potential
risks from the dominant economic logic. While stakeholder engagement can advance social
logics across a field (Kelling et al., 2020; Longoni et al, 2019; Rodriguez et al., 2016), the
prevailing economic framing of power asymmetries, common in business relations, create
stakeholder resistance (Touboulic ef al, 2014). Our results confirm that economic logics are
associated with stakeholder resistance and crucially, also maintain a focal company
perspective, in line with the common positioning in the literature (Svensson et al., 2018), rather
than adopting a network view. This latter point is important, as it reinforces dyadic economic
power bases and the primacy of a firm’s outcomes, rather than wider, shared, social and
environmental benefits.

Our concept of receptivity emerges from a social logic and reframes sustainability
priorities by considering the impacts of a business on stakeholders, rather than how a
business is impacted by stakeholders. The extant literature focuses on economically oriented
mechanisms for managing in multi-stakeholder environments, notably through structural
alignment (Alvarez et al, 2010), that can potentially lead to reductive approaches for fields
with competing or multiple logics (Nath et al,, 2020; Pullman et al., 2018; Sayed et al., 2017). Our
results demonstrate that misaligned core logics between socially oriented and commercial
stakeholders (Longoni ef al., 2019) are not necessarily incompatible and they need to coexist
as socioeconomic logics for sustainable organisation. Further, we posit that non-commercial
stakeholders play a larger role than purely brokering issues from society to business
(Rodriguez et al., 2016), which can assume the fitting of social logics “into” economic logics.
We extend the theoretical discourse on the value of non-commercial actors, as they have
agency in shaping new and emergent logics across an institutional field. Recognising the
importance of the coexistence of logics, as opposed to focussing on competing logics, may
help to address the lack of integration between ethical theories and SCM (Quarshie
et al,, 2016).

Our study highlights the importance of “concurrence” whereby groups cluster pre-
competitively to define sustainability principles and further, to orientate the industrial
network in their favour. The practice of concurrence is indicative of the need for shared
responsibility and collective action, which demand the inclusion of non-commercial
stakeholders. These mechanisms matter as it is in the precompetitive space where values
and logics are built and legitimised, thus are antecedents of SSCM practice. Concurrence
demands sophisticated inter-relational activities and social logics, and yet the broader
organising principles at play are still frequently grounded in economic assumptions. This is
evidenced, as access to these activities remains predicated on resource fitness and structural
power. We contribute here to SSCM by identifying how institutional logics act as a
sophisticated mechanism of power to provide a deeper understanding of the values that
shape network behaviour.

The focus on institutional logics identifies the “paradigmatic core” of SSCM, which result
from the evolution of organising principles across the network (Fuenfschilling and Truffer,
2014, p. 772). From this vantage point, we show that powerful actors have hegemonic
potential (Johnsen et al,, 2020) through influencing sustainability values that are accepted as
in the common interest, and the restrictive access simultaneously constrains the logics of
particular stakeholders, often non-commercial parties. Through the use of SNT (Rowley,
1997, 2017) and social network analysis (Alinaghian ef al, 2020; Kim et al, 2011; Wichmann
and Kaufmann, 2016), we reveal how this is achieved by strategically positioning themselves
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in collaborative and concurrent inter-organisational relationships. Thus, whilst logics can co-
exist and are transformed in sustainable organisation to socioeconomic logics, they are at risk
of being dominated by powerful firms, whose status in a network and its legitimacy and
ability to leverage facilitatory mechanisms of power is a critical source of social power.

An important contribution from our study is recognition of the network in SSCM. While
the network approach gains momentum in supply chain research (Fabbe-Costes ef al., 2020
Zhu et al, 2018), we extend the knowledge on network power. Network mapping in the
institutional context of sustainable organisation draws attention to the role of centrality and
density. Within centralised positions of power, dominant actors use economic and social
mechanisms. The transformation from hierarchies with economic value to networks with
socio-economic value requires control of the logics across the institution. An understanding of
power-based diffusion mechanisms through the lens of commercial contract, direct or
indirect, is too reductive for the logics of sustainable organisation in SSCM. As with the
principle of resource dependence in markets as a theoretical construct to understand
commercial control, we see that the principle of social dependence in sustainable organisation
is a necessary construct to fully understand power in SSCM. Therefore, the work of French
and Raven (1959) that has shaped much of our discipline’s understanding of dyadic power is
msufficient for true network perspectives.

Similarly, stakeholder research that takes a focal firm perspective (Alvarez et al., 2010
Busse et al., 2017, Svensson et al., 2018), while illuminating various stakeholder issues, risk
obscuring other power factors at play. Our findings support emerging research that identifies
the criticality of network approaches to power (Hearnshaw and Wilson, 2013; Johnsen ef al.,
2020; Meehan and Bryde, 2015; Meqdadi et al., 2019). Clusters identified across the network
provide interaction opportunities and the frequent communication within these groups leads
to a convergence of ideas, opinions, behaviours and language. In this sense, power is not
owned by a firm but becomes embedded within the network through the legitimisation of
dominant logics.

Conclusion

Our study reveals the institutional logics of sustainable organisation that are creating a
paradigm shift in the institutional field of SCM. We contribute to SSCM through presenting
the socio-economic logic as a new conceptual framework to understand sustainable
organisation. Socio-economic logics act as a sophisticated mechanism of power. Logics align
through the supply network, accounting for value beyond the economic logics of financial
rationales, corporate size or market dominance. The extant literature understands the
necessity of the social logic in extending our understanding of “boundaries of value” for
greater responsibility stakeholders (Pagell and Wu, 2009; Seuring and Miiller, 2008; Vachon
and Klassen, 2008) and collaborative advantages (Gold et al., 2010; Gunasekaran et al., 2015;
Miemczyk et al., 2012). Our study contributes to this discourse by explaining the institutional
impact of socio-economic logics that are co-located in both economic and social mechanisms
of power.

Sustainability, dictated by an emergent social-economic logic, requires a new modus
vivendi that demands the collaboration of multiple stakeholders. Logics have an enduring
quality, as they establish unchallenged social “facts” (Ocasio et al, 2015). Shared
responsibility and multilateral stakeholder engagements require us to understand the
emerging logics of SSCM as new mechanisms of power. The results demonstrate that
sustainability needs different mechanisms of power because of the different institutional
logics of SSCM.

In sustainable organisation, power is co-located — structurally and relationally — outside of
contractual relationships. And yet, we draw attention to potential hegemony of concurrent



pre-competitive collaboration act, as it demonstrates the power of social relations to shape
institutional logics while restricting alternative logics. Our study also highlights the
importance of concurrence whereby groups cluster pre-competitively to define sustainability
principles and further, to orientate the industrial network in their favour. Access to clusters is
based on stakeholders’ capability to exercise social and financial capital across the network
and is grounded in an economic logic, creating tensions. This new concept is critical to the
institutional logics of sustainable organisation, as the perspectives of multiple stakeholders,
commercial and non-commercial requires consideration. Our focus on logics, as an antecedent
to practice, highlights the need for all parts of the network to be more inclusive and accessible.

Implications for practice and further research

There is a normative imperative to our findings that highlights how dominant firms are
using resources and sophisticated mechanisms of power across the social network to
influence the institutional logics. If practitioners (and researchers) are to have an accurate
understanding of how to manage supply chains sustainability then the concepts, theories
and models that support this must stem from the institutional logics of sustainable
organisation and not traditional SCM, which we argue is insufficient. Organisations need to
pay attention to the subtler forms of power that they create and maintain within the network
activities and its clusters and identify ways to enable access to non-commercial
stakeholders. Alternative logics from multiple stakeholders may create tensions within
the network, but suppressing them or diluting them through integration into economic
logics does not remove them. Organisations should surface tensions across the network,
rather than treat them only as trade-offs. In practice, we see the limitations of mediated
power within the context of pre-collaborative social relations that are non-competitive by
law, highlighting the potential importance of considering differentiated logics of sustainable
organisation in its entirety.

The notion of tensions/trade-offs within the institutional field is alluded to in the extant
literature and was raised by interviewees. We observed the dichotomy between social and
economic logics through the emergence of patterns in the analysis, such as resistance versus
receptivity, but as this study explored the mechanisms that shape logics, rather than
practices and decisions, it has not looked at the trade-offs between social and economic logics.
However, we recommend this potentially rich line of enquiry for further research, and how
these may differ across different industry contexts and networks. Different empirical
contexts offer opportunities to include policy and government actors into research of the
institutional field. Of potential interest here could be research into the sustainable
organisation of complex social-ecological supply chain systems to explore institutional
logics through policy frameworks including the United Nations Social Development Goals or
the planetary boundaries framework. Further research on the tensions between centrality
and density and the implications of these could help us understand how socioeconomic logics
are actualised in practice. Finally, we recognise a theoretical gap in the extant literature where
studies are systematically bounded by economic and linear/dyadic frames. We call for
critically oriented research to reframe the paradigm of SSCM and for a broader consideration
of power and hegemony beyond the boundaries of contractual relationships and economic
systems.
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