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Abstract. This research aims at moving a step forward tdwhe understanding of why
industrial companies show different postures towarstainability in their supply networks.
Specifically, the role played by external pressuiies, from government and market) and
internal capabilities (i.e., organizational commnetm supply management capabilities,
innovation power) in determining companies’ attéutbward suppliers’ sustainability is
theoretically and empirically investigated. To asl@ our objectives, a multiple case studies
analysis was performed since it is particularlytesiiwhen new complex phenomena are
approached. This paper contributes to former liteeaby proposing a new comprehensive
model specifying the role played by sustainable pupchain management’” (SSCM)
antecedents in driving industrial companies’ pastur
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1. Introduction

The sustainability concept synthesizes the impontalationship among economic growth,
social equity and respect for the environment (ijton, 1998). It was firstly applied within
companies boundaries and more recently it was dgteto the supply chain perspective. The
Sustainable Supply Chain Management (SSCM) dis@pivas proposed as “the strategic,
transparent integration and achievement of an dghon’s social, environmental, and
economic goals in the systematic coordination of ikéer-organizational business processes
for improving the long-term economic performancela individual company and its supply
chain” (Carter and Rogers, 2008, p. 368). Accordm§euring and Muller (2008), more than
three hundred papers investigating SSCM issues pudieshed in the last decades.

Although a significant amount of effort was spewntdoevious authors, relevant questions still
remain: why companies operating in the same inguate likely to develop different
strategies towards sustainability in their upstregtworks? To what extent government and
market forces will be able to guide sustainabilityoughout supply chains? Which is the role
played by companies’ capabilities (i.e., organ@al commitment, supply management
capabilities, innovation power) in determining afliencing firms’ posture toward SSCM?
(Koplin et al., 2007; Linton et al., 2007; Vermeuland Seuring, 2009). It seems that
different combinations of external pressures andrimal capabilities can result in different
companies’ behaviors, but it's not yet clear howchsuantecedents specifically drive
companies attitude toward supply network sustalitalfe.g., van Bommel, 2011; Zhu et al.,
2007).

This research investigates the reason why compahigs different postures towards supply
network sustainability. Specifically, this papemai at shedding further light on the role
played by external pressures and by firms’ cafasliin driving SSCM investments
undertaken by industrial companies.

In this work the unit of analysis is the focal camng, i.e., any firm operating within a supply
chain system (Lazzarini et al., 2001). Moreovege #tcent will be put on antecedents of
firms’ investments towards supply network sustailitstb

We relied on an inductive theory building approa&isenhardt and Graebner, 2007;
Meredith, 1998): first, a systematic literature iesw was performed to identify relevant
studies and define a preliminary conceptual frantkwbhen, a multiple case studies analysis
involving ten industrial companies was performedatove at a more lucid and reliable

picture of the phenomenon.



We can argue that this work makes at least thriswaet contributions: first, the research
simultaneously analyses the role of different asdeats in influencing sustainability
strategies and SSCM investments by industrial firfins the best of our knowledge none
empirical works face these issues simultaneousgcofd, the study clearly summarizes
previous research and provide normative propogtidor what concern the role of
government and market pressures. Most importahitygaper sheds further light on the role
played by firms’ capabilities in driving sustainktyi strategies and SSCM investments. Thus,
we can argue that this research represents a deggbnse to recent literature requests (van
Bommel, 2011; Vermeulen and Seuring, 2009).

The article has been structured as follow. SecHotlescribes the theoretical background,
main literature gaps and our specific researchtoues Section 3 is devoted to the research
methodology. Section 4 presents our multiple cdasdysanalysis. Concluding, section 5
discusses a new comprehensive framework and sumwsannain contributions and

limitations.
2. Background

2.1 Literature review

Sustainability is an increasingly discussed topithiw operations management and supply
chain management contexts. According to framewagpkgposed by former literature
(Aragon-Correa and Sharma, 2003; A& al., 2011; Carter and Rogers, 2008; Gavroriski e
al., 2011; Gold et al., 2010; Pagell and Wu, 20®8uring and Muller, 2008; van Bommel,
2011), to understand the supply chain sustaingiplitenomenon one has to focus on three

main elements: strategies, investments and thggers.

First, companies strategies for managing sustdityaban be classified along a continuum
that ranges from reactive to proactive behavioarg.( Maignan et al., 2002). At one end of
the continuum, a reactive and accommodative postsirea response to changes in
environmental and social regulations via defensoldbying and investments. Specifically,
reactive firms usually reject the social dutiesigre=sd by their stakeholders (Maignan et al.,
2002) and counteract only when the lack of sushdlit)g internal or within their supply

networks, shocks their profit or their ability targive. At the other end of the continuum,
proactive posture involves anticipating future dagans and social trends and developing
socially and environmentally friendly supply chaiosvering employee welfare programs,

conserving energy, reducing waste and recyclingerizds (Carter et al., 2000). According to
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Carter and Rogers (2008), proactive companies dhouégrate sustainability into their
business strategy by (1) differentiating the prasliiand command higher price for them, (2)
“managing” competitors by imposing a set of privaegulations or by shaping the
government rules, (3) cutting costs and helping #mwironment simultaneously, (4)
improving the management of risk, (5) making systeen changes that will redefine
competition in their market. While reactive stragsgdo not prescribe the adoption of any
specific SSCM initiatives, proactive postures ldada range of investments. First of all,
companies can undertake internal investments ¢apital expenditures allocated to improve
a companies’ sustainability footprint), aiming tevélop and institutionalize activities such as
design for the environment (DFE), internal managensgstems (e.g., 1ISO 14001, OHSAS
18001, SA 8000), and pollution prevention and ar(ite., reduction at the source and end-
of-pipe technologies) (Corbett and Kirsch, 2001rk8a 2001; Zhu et al., 2007). Consistently
with literature (Gavronski et al., 2011; Lucas, @)Ihese investments enable companies to
build complex capabilities that in turn can suppbe implementation of supply networks’
sustainability. Indeed, in line with the path degemce logic (Dierickx and Cool, 1989) of the
resource based view (RBV) theory of the firm (Ban#991), companies characterized by
high level of internal investments towards sustailitsgt will probably have mature
environmental and social systems in place and stélft to look at their supply network in
search of opportunity to improve the sustainabiityheir suppliers. Next, there is a complex
of SSCM mechanisms that can be carried out by compato assess and improve
environmental and social performance of supply neta: Supplier selection and monitoring
based on management systems (Nawrocka et al., Z@Zelius and Mark-Herbert, 2009)
and codes of conduct (Jiang, 2009) should be imgéed to ensure that environmental and
social dimensions are managed properly throughwustpply network. Additionally, further
significant improvements can be promoted by meahsntensive collaborations with
suppliers that can be involved in the developmériifeo cycle assessments (LCA) and other
similar initiatives (e.g., eco-design, design fomintenance, design for recycling) (Fava,
1997; Lamming and Hampson, 1996; Seuring, 2004)h Suitiatives aim at developing new
sustainable products and processes as well asildinguup suppliers’ own capacity of
handling sustainability issues.

Then, triggers for proactive strategies and SSCMestments can be seen as relevant
antecedents that drive companies’ attitude towaggply chain sustainability. Specifically,
four factors were identified by previous literatugovernment pressure, customers pressure,

companies’ organizational commitment and firmsbrgses and capabilities.
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First, pressure exerted by governments relatesheéortle of these in controlling firms’
environmental and social conduct through regulati@amd laws. Although the effect produced
by such pressures is quite debated, no consenses isached within literature. At a rather
general level, Barnett and King (2008) suggest firatspective tightening of regulations
might lead firms to set higher standards up fronoider to be prepared for the future and
avoid high readjustment costs. Accordingly, the gl contribution by Zhu et al. (2007),
indirectly supported by a the results of a recesKMsey survey (Bonini, 2008), points out
that an area in which a large share of companesaking action is responding to regulatory
constraints or opportunities. Nevertheless, Deah Brown (1995) argue that government
regulation might even act as a barrier to the immgletation of certain socially responsible
activities, particularly if the regulation is nailbred to specific industries. On the same line
of reasoning, previous contributions (Buysse anth¥lke, 2003; Stock and . 1998) argue that
regulatory pressures are not able to motivate pik@abehaviors and maintain that firms that
are more involved with environmental supply manageinranscend basic compliance with
regulations. This finding, that aligns with a recempirical investigation by Fields and
McGuinnes (2011), suggest that key barriers todineelopment of sustainability strategies
include the lack of government incentives. Accogtim empirical studies (e.g., Carter and
Carter, 1998; Carter and Jennings, 2004; Ehrgadl.e2011; Sharfman et al., 2009) fail in
finding a significant relationship between govermtgpressures and sustainability strategies

and practices.

Second, market pressure refers to the role thaalsand environmental aspects such as
workplace safety, working conditions, and £é&nissions characterizing production facilities
play in customers buying decision (e.g., Christma@@004). Stakeholder theorists like
Frooman (1999) argue that the more dependent the if on the resources provided by
certain stakeholder, the more power that stakehdids over the firm. In a similar vein,
innovation management scholars (e.g., Green e1298) argue that once customers become
aware of the availability of an innovative feat(eeg., “green” products), they may no longer
by willing to purchase any other product or servicé containing the desired feature. Thus,
all players in the market are required to adopt thaovation. Relying on these arguments,
previous contributions (Ateet al.,, 2011; Carter and Jennings, 2004; Ehrgotl.e 2011)
provide empirical evidence of customers’ influermce the adoption of SSCM by proactive
companies.
Third, companies’ organizational commitment repn¢sethe extent to which top
management, middle management and employees pushindeeased effort towards
5



sustainability. Previous contributions point ousttsuch commitment towards environmental
and social issues represent an important antecedeptoactive stances (e.g., Atet al.,
2011; Bowen et al., 2001; Gavronski et al., 2014mbert et al., 1998). First, according to
Gavronski et al. (2011), “top management commitmefiérs to the emphasis top-level
managers place on the development of capabilities, their willingness to prioritize a
specific set of resources inside the organizatidp management commitment is a key
capability in the development of consistent andtanable programs for cultivating
relationship with suppliers (Chen and Paulraj, 20081oreover, literature adopting the RBV
perspective provide empirical evidences regardimgg ositive and significant link between
proactive environmental strategies and this spea@fganizational capability (Ageet al.,
2011; Gavronski et al., 2011; Pagell and Wu, 200®reover, middle management, that is
the link between top management and employees, beaseen as “champions” in the
organization and represent important motivatorssftainable supply management projects
(Carter and Dresner, 2001). Finally, employees #edves can likely play an important role
in incorporating sustainability initiatives withthe daily management of the supply network
(Carter and Jennings, 2004).

Last, two more factors are introduced by other @ouations to understand why companies
show different attitudes toward sustainability reit supply networks: supply management
capabilities (Bowen et al., 2001) and the innovagmwer (van Bommel, 2011). They are
related to the important role that has been regeatiognized in supply networks’ literature
to cooperation and experimental learning (Cousihsale 2006; Hofstede, 2006). The
importance of these approaches can also be fourdeirtheoretical framework of supply
chain management research proposed by Chen andajPE&@04b) and in the theoretical
framework of SSCM designed by Carter and Roger6§R®Bupply management capabilities
are made up of bundles of skills and resourcesdtatdeveloped through a more strategic
supply approach. According to Bowen et al. (200dxin supply management capabilities
are: detailed purchasing policies and proceduexshnical skills of purchasing personnel,
liaison between purchasing and other functions, padnership approach with suppliers.
Such elements relates to the presence of key aafsomal resources such as (1) formal
approaches to the selection and the empowermesumbliers, (2) shared-vision on how
priorities should be balanced (3) appropriate ke\aeid types of industrial experiences and
knowledge, (4) willing/ability to motivate supplgerand manage risks/revenues in high
dependency relationships, and (5) implement crosstional team working (Gold et al.,

2010). Then, innovation power is defined as thditglito continuously transform knowledge
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and ideas into new products, processes and sydiamihe benefit of the firm and its
stakeholders (Lawson and Samson, 2001). Accordinfptmer literature (Rohrbeck and
Geminden, 2011), companies’ innovation power relaigheir capabilities of foresight. The
corporate foresight can be understood as “an ostdray futures orientation of an
organization and is, therefore, considered a pérstmtegic (innovation) management
orientation of an organization” (von der Grachikt 2010, p. 381)n general, there are two
different situations where corporate foresight cantribute to the innovation process: before
the idea is born and when the idea is already kstt@l. In the first situation, it's applied as a
concept to inspire and create new ideas for innowagas previous literature (Von Reibnitz,
1988) indicates, corporate foresight provides cahensive insight into the future
development of the environment, which in turn inekiadeas for new products and services.
In the second situation, corporate foresight calp be assess either the commercial and
technological validity of the innovation. In thierse, it can help to assess either the
commercial and technological viability and adjust @abandon the innovation process
(Rohrbeck and Gemunden, 2011). To be greatly iningacompanies should develop an
open foresight that is characterized by transpaentethodological hybridity, context
orientation and participation, and it is set tdubi€ into the company’s decision-making and
blend into it instead of just preparing it (Daheand Uerz, 2008). In line with the RBV
perspective, these capabilities cannot be easikgliy as they are tacit, socially complex and
rare. They must be built over time from skills am$ources the firm has at its disposal:
according to the literature (e.g., Calantone et 2002; Hult et al., 2003), companies’
capabilities in terms of both supply management iandvation can be only build upon a
strong learning orientation as an intangible orgational resource. In the sustainability
management context, firms competing in the samasimg (and thus facing broadly similar
environmental and social pressures, threats andrtymities) appear in practice to follow
different and diverging strategies (e.g., Aragon¥€a and Sharma, 2003; Maignan et al.,
2002). A possible explanation of this is that tlléfer in their set of capabilities: in line with
the report by Bonini (2008), previous works proptselack of right capabilities and skills as
one of the most relevant barriers that prevent @mgs from capturing potential value from
sustainability initiatives (Gold et al., 2010; vBommel, 2011)



2.2 Literature gaps and our research questions

Research that have studied the role of SSCM detamts during the last decades is shown
by Table 1. It summarizes the methodology of thenidied papers, their focus and, most

importantly, the antecedents they investigate.

- Supply .
Study Methodology Perspective Government  Market Orgam;anonal management Innovation
pressure pressure  commitment o power
capabilities
Carter and .
Carter Survey Er;\{::(gﬂ&rps?:tal X X - Partially
(1998) g
Bowen et al. Green supply ) ) )
(2001) Survey management X
Carter and . .
Jennings Survey Pf;ghiﬂgi%iﬁ?mal X X X -
(2004) P y
Green supply
Zhu et al. Survey chain X X X -
(2007)
management
Carter and . Sustainable
Roger L'::\';?;\l,’vre supply chain - - - Partially
(2008) management
KOVACS Corporate
(2008) Case studies  responsibility in - Partially - -
supply chain
Seuring and . Sustainable
Muller L'::\';?;;‘vre supply chain X X Partially -
(2008) management
Pagell and Sustainable
Case studies supply chain - - X -
Wu (2009) management
Sharfman et Pilot cases Proactive
al. (2009) o SR environmental X - X Partially
' y management
. Sustainable
G((’Iz%%? . L'rts\ﬁg\ljvre supply chain - - - X
management
Proactive
Até%itl?l' Survey environmental - X X -
strategies
Ehrgott et Sustainable
al. (2011) Survey supplier selection X X X )
Gavronski Green supply ) )
et al. (2011) Y management i i
. Sustainable
van Bommel Literature :
(2011) review supply chain X X X -
management

Table 1. Literature on SSCM'’s determinants

Despite the efforts put in place by previous awghtiterature is not without gaps.



First, we identify a lack of works that evaluatee throle of SSCM determinants
simultaneously. Indeed, as shown by table 1, ntudyshas concurrently considered all the
elements that can drive and influence companiestype towards supply chain sustainability.
Thus, it is not completely clear yet why comparaperating in similar industries are likely to
develop different strategies towards sustainabifittheir upstream networks. (e.g., Koplin et
al., 2007; Linton et al., 2007; Vermeulen and Seyr2009)

Then, for what concern external pressures (i.esehby governments and customers),
literature lacks of a full consensus. Indeed, isedaustively clear yet how legislations can
influence companies’ sustainability strategies amdestments (e.g., an incentive to be
proactive vs a determinant of reactive investmernreover, although market stimulus
seems to play a significant role in leading sustiaility, further investigation would allow to
understand in which way companies’ behaviors angstments are actually driven by
customers (e.g., proactively vs reactively). Thiode of the most relevant gaps regards the
scarce understanding and empirical evidence thatezas the role played by companies’
capabilities. Considering supply management capialil only five works have studied their
effect in driving companies’ postures. Moreovemp@y management capabilities are mainly
investigated separately and independently one doothers: for instance, Carter and Carter
(1998) and Carter and Rogers (2008) exclusivelylistuthe role played by companies’
ability in coordinating with suppliers, while Shardn et al. (2009) has only considered the
role of trust in supporting collaborative enviromted management in supply chains. For
what concern the innovation power, only two worRadell and Wu, 2009; van Bommel,
2011) have considered its role in leading SSCMstments. These contributions mainly rely
on arguments coming from the strategic manageniedt (e.g., Aragon-Correa and Sharma,
2003; Christmann, 2000) and scarcely discuss hewptbsence of innovation capability can
influence the extent to which a company is involieid SSCM. Finally, the vast majority of
works focus on the environmental dimension of tipe bottom line while the effects of the
previously mentioned antecedents on the developmiesbcial supply chain programs has
been till now somehow neglected (Seuring and Mulie08).

Thus, the purpose of this work it to shed furthgitl on the role played by external pressures
and by firms’ capabilities in driving SSCM investmte. The scope of our investigation can
be summarized and articulated in the following aecle questions:

- Why do industrial companies show a different pasttowards supply network

sustainability?



- How do sustainability antecedents specifically droompanies’ posture? What is the

role of supply management capability and innovagiower?

3.  Methodology

3.1 Research design

A systematic literature review and a multiple catedy analysis were applied to obtain a
robust set of findings, characterized by both maér(i.e., causality) and external (i.e.,
generalizability) validity (Scandura and Willian200).

We firstly applied a systematic literature revieWgnfield et al., 2003) based on strategies
and pre-planned methods that limit bias and ran@orar (Cook et al., 1997). The main
outcomes of this step will be a preliminary concapmodel and its operationalization within
a questionnaire. Such comprehensive review hagsvatldo identify and (re)use constructs,
research protocols and main methodologies that Ieen previously used, ensuring the
reliability of research instruments (see sectid?).3cological/Environmental, social/ethical
and logistics/operations management journals reptesghe population of relevant
contributions to be included in the review. Therskdor interesting publications is mainly
conducted as a structured keyword search. Majaabdaes are used to search for related

articles, such as those provided by major publshé&isevier Wwww.sciencedirect.cojn

Emerald (vww.emeraldinsight.cojn Wiley (www.wiley.comn) or library services (e.g., Ebsco

www.ebsco.com Jstorwww.jstor.org). The keywords that are used can be categori#ed i

three groups: sustainable/environmental/social; plsup chains/supply  networks;
drive/management/implementation. Different comboret of these four groups of keywords
are used to search for literature published inyrs 1997-2011. After a first quick content
check, identified articles were in-or excluded frtme analysis. Reading the included papers,
cited references were used as secondary sourtbe &ind, almost 75 articles were identified
and analyzed. Main literature’s contributions weienmarized in the previous section.
Then,the second step has been an in-depth analysismgfarues’ sustainability strategy and
SSCM initiatives, and the reason why such investmeere undertaken. Case study analysis
offers the possibility to develop within case as#yas well as cross cases analysis, giving the
possibility to build a robust response to our regeauestions. As suggested by Eisenhardt
and Graebner (2007), the case study research weserchas it is an appropriate research
approach to describe and explore new phenomena build new operations management

theories. Moreover, case study research was seléeteause of the ability of cases data to
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offers insight into complex social processes ththieo kind of data cannot easily reveal
(Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). Multiple caseiestudill be performed in order to gather a
comprehensive and multi-perspective view. Multipteses typically provide a stronger base
for theory building and enable comparisons thatfgiashether an emergent finding is simply
idiosyncratic to a single case or consistently iocgped by several cases (Yin, 2009).
Suggestion for the number of cases to use in nelltigse study research vary, but Eisenhardt
(1989) suggests seven cases as the maximum tlasanpcan mentally process. Yin (2009)
is more circumspect with regards to hard numbetsiastead suggest that data should be
collected until saturation. We stopped to 10 cdsssause we were near or at a saturation
point and were also reaching the limits of the amiaf data that could be processed by one
study.

Multiple cases were selected from a populationtaifan manufacturing firms by relying on

the Aida data basevivw.aida.bvdep.coln Two selection criteria were used. First of tie

analysis were focused on manufacturing sectors AEECO 26: manufacture of computers
and electronic products, optical, medical electreguipment, apparatus for measuring and
watches; 27: manufacture of electrical applianaes electrical equipment for non-domestic;
28: Manufacture of machinery and equipment notstii@sl elsewhere; 29: Manufacture of
motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers). Supghains within these industries directly and
indirectly relate to economic wealth creation adlvas are responsible of impacts on the
natural and human environment along all stagehefproducts’ life cycle (Warren et al.,
2001). This result found additional empirical evide in a recent survey (Brickman and
Ungerman, 2008) that points out that for consunoexdg makers, high-tech players, and other
manufacturers, between 40 and 60 percent of a acoyfgpearbon footprint resides upstream
in their supply chain (i.e., from raw materialsartsport, and packaging to the energy
consumed in manufacturing processes). For thessomsaindustrial supply chains were
considered of interest. Then, the second selectiberion was the organizational size. There
is evidence suggesting that the adoption of susbéenpractices is more likely in larger firms
(e.g., Pagell et al., 2004). However, Sharma anatrigjees (2005) note that “small firms can
potentially create competitive niches via disruptimnovations in more sustainable product
designs or business models” (p.175). Moreover,rgoent study by Ciliberti et al. (2008)
points out that also SMEs are strongly committedlaia diffusing sustainability throughout
their supply networks. Our aim was to obtain aref@geneous sample that can allow to
control for organizational size effects. In selegtmultiple cases, the “polar types” sampling

approach was preferred (Eisenhardt and Graebn@i)2&xtreme cases (e.g., companies
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adopting a reactive strategy vs. proactive firmgravidentified by means of public
information (i.e., companies web-site) and prelianyncalls. This sampling approach leads to
very clear pattern recognition of the central Vales, relationships, and logic of the studied
phenomenon.

Multiple case studies have accommodated a ricletyaof data and triangulation was used to
ensure research reliability by obtaining the saimeegof information from different sources:
semi-structured interviews, internal documents apdblicly available information
(McCutcheon and Meredith, 1993). The sources oflange and the list of the analyzed
documents are reported in table 2. Semi-structurenlviews were based on a quantitative
guestionnaire operationalized during the literatergew step. The questionnaire is composed
of items taken from the literature and partiallapebd for the scope of our research (see table
Al in appendix). ltems were measured using a foierplikert scale. In order to properly
investigate our research questions and to perfouantifative comparisons between
companies, we built different constructs by considgloadings and indications provided by
previous researchers (see table Al in appendixk ptocedure is consistent with previous
works (von der Gracht et al., 2010). In order toifibias characterizing interview data (e.g.,
the ones caused by retrospective sensemaking) @asdegpa multi-perspective view of the
phenomenon, when possible more than one inform@mt®ach selected company were
interviewed. Specifically, our protocol called famterviews with managers of different

functions and operating in different hierarchicaldls.

Firm  Informants and their role Analyzed documents
A Purchasing director; Logistics Manager Sustainable development statement (2011)
B Purchasing director; Senior Buyer Environment obligation statement (2010)
C Purchasing director Suppliers’ questionnaire (2010)
D Purchasing director Corporate governance code (2011)
E Purchasing director; Senior Buyer Code of Ethics (2011)
£ Strategic sourcing manager; Technical Affair - Sustainability reports (2010); code of ethics
manager (2010).
G Purchasing manager; HR director Sustainability reports (2011)
H Sustainability director; Supply chain director Sustainability reports (2011); Sustainability

performance indexes (2010)
Sustainability reports (2009); Key

I Procurement manager; Logistics Manager Performance Indicators report (2010);
suppliers’ code of conduct (2011)
J Purchasing Director; R&D manager Energy saving brochure (2010)

Table 2.Source of evidence
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3.2 The sample

According to the procedure discussed before, weewedsle to quantitatively analyze
companies’ general profiles, sustainability stregeg SSCM investments and, most
importantly, the reason why they are behaving ¢erain way. Table A2 and A3 in appendix
summarizes all the relevant information that wdlused for the cross-case synthesis.

To analyze the collected data, we conducted finshadepth analysis of single cases. Single
cases are useful to describe companies’ attitudersestments as well as main motivators to
sustainability. A short description of the casesiposing our sample is reported below.
Company A

Company A is an Italian company that produces whfie types of industrial cranes (i.e.,
spreading from light-duty to heavy-duty craneshc8iit provides machinery and technology
for customers’ manufacturing processes, the comganybe classified as a “process” firm
(Spens and Bask, 2002). It is part of a group ofiganies with a global presence that largely
sells his product outside Europe (i.e., 40 % otrexes comes from U.S.A) to customers that
mainly operate in the construction industry. Thenpany is compliant with thdtalian
legislation on social responsibilityHowever, neither management systems (e.g., K01,
OHSAS18001) nor code of ethics are adopted. Furtber, the firm shows a very scarce
level of SSCM investments (see table A3 in appéndionly asks its suppliers to B®OhS
compliant and it has in place a collaboration with a woeddl chemical company for the
development of an hybrid painting systems thatwager-soluble epoxy bases, which allow
almost total elimination of solvent emissions. Ambog to its purchasing manager “such
initiatives represent the direct response to gavemt laws on one side (i.e., the case of
Roh$ and the reaction to explicit request by custontieass are looking for green products on
the other”.

Company B

Company B is an Italian manufacturer that produseaving systems, loom browser and
healed frames solutions. It is part of a group @bfpanies and mainly sells his products in
the Chinese textile market. As in the previous casgher management systems nor formally
written code of ethics have been implemented witt@mpanies boundaries. Moreover,

scarce SSCM investments were deployed: the comadgveloping a suppliers’ code of

! ltalian legislation on social responsibility: “DIRETO LEGISLATIVO del 9 Aprile 2008, n. 81,
http://www.lavoro.gov.it/NR/rdonlyres/0D78BF49-822BBA-854F-064DE686809A/0/20080409_Dlgs_81.pdf
2 ROhS: “Restriction of the Use of Certain Hazard@usstances in Electrical and Electronic Equipment”
http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/nmo/docs/rohs/supfientature/nmo-rohs-leaflet-in-blue-and-updatedfipdf
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conduct and an audit plan with the aim to guaratiteeespect of minimum requirements in
terms of quality, environmental emissions and wagkconditions by its direct suppliers.
Furthermore, firm B is collaborating with a smatbgp of strategic suppliers (i.e., mainly
product-related vendors) to reduce packaging, harsubstances and waste along production
and logistics processes. For what concerns supplsepses, the motivator of such initiatives
is the threat that future legislation could impacmpanies’ reliability. With regards to
collaborations, re-engineering practices are maagdyried out to improve efficiency: the
senior manager has highlighted that their involveinvath SSCM is a collateral effect of the
global market competitive pressure that calls foeaper solutions. “In this sense”, said the
senior buyer, “our products and services refle¢h lmur concerns for the environmental and
social impacts of our business as well as our puos@conomic values”.

Company C

Company C manufactures cabs, driver units, bodyworkponents and cabs heating and air
conditioning systems for track loaders, wheel loadéozers, mini-excavators and excavators
and tractor. It has production plants in Italy, i@ as well as in East Europe, South America
and China. It sells all around the world and maitdyautomotive OEM. It has adopted
internal management systems (i.e., ISO 9001:vig6A0; 1ISO 14001), has developed a
suppliers self-assessment questionnaire and isdsmerconsiderable effort in auditing
suppliers. It is also collaborating with supplidos improving logistics performance and
developing recycling loops. However, scarce effeat putted in collaborating with upstream
partners to develop more sustainable productscahgany operates Make To Order, and its
products are usually designed by customers (i.etpnaotive OEM). The company is
developing their own sustainable supply processaume final markets are increasingly asking
for business characterized by reduced environmaniphcts and social equity. Further,
operating in the automotive industry, the companysimprevent any possible supply
disruption: “we are forced to empower our supplggess, reducing the risk that suppliers
will not be compliant with future requirements &t by government and downstream
partners”, the purchasing director said.

Company D

Company D is the Italian factory of a well-knowrogp that holds a global leading position
as producer of cutting machine tools and energytisnls. Company D covers the group’s
first line of business (i.e., manufacturing cuttim@chine). The group has 12 factories located

in Europe and Asia, buying and selling all arouhd tvorld. Nowadays, the group has
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developed a particular business model in which kengpare also seen as potential customers:
the purchasing director declares that the organizdis committed to purchase goods, for
instance electronics parts for our ultrasonic lasachines, only from those OEMs that in turn
are actually buying, or can be willing to buy, théechnologies and solutions”. As a
consequence of that, the company is not willinglégelop partnerships or increase business
with specific suppliers: “if we strongly depend sappliers and something goes wrong, then
we lose not just a source of goods but, most inapdist, a source of revenues”. The company
focuses on internal management systems and investneward solar energy, while the
supply chain perspective is largely disregardedpiirchasing director declares that the stand-
alone SSCM investment implemented in the last thyears regards an initiatives of
packaging reduction that has been mainly condutdedeconomic reasons (i.e., reduce
shipments and disposals costs).

Company E

Company E produces pneumatic components and equigforethe industrial automation. It
is part of a group with a global presence thatudek four corporate divisions: automation
(i.e., the one here analysed), large size machowds,t textile machinery and general
manufacturing (i.e., from hot brass pressing/foggio plastic injection moulding). The
company mainly sources within European boundages {able A2 in appendix), while most
of its revenues comes from large-size firms opegaith north America. The firm is strongly
committed towards sustainability: the top managdniemmotivated by a genuine concern
towards social responsibility and deploy resoufoegontinuously improving the company’s
environmental footprint and employees’ health aatistaction. For instance, it has adopted
management systems such as ISO 9001, ISO 14000HBAS 18001, it has developed a
code of ethics and have pushed it throughout tipplgunetwork with the aims to avoiding
business relationships with suppliers that do eepect human rights and the environment.
Nevertheless, the company has faced many problanmsanaging SSCM initiatives: with
regards to the supply process, it was not ableffectevely motivate its suppliers towards
sustainability, especially when cultural and comroational barriers are in place (i.e., in
managing Chinese suppliers). On the other sidéglmmiations towards sustainability quickly
came to the end because of unfruitful resultssétsior buyer was quite sad describing that
“recent initiatives of packaging reduction and neamponents developments involving
suppliers have been abandoned because of scandés rigs terms of both environmental

improvements and economic returns”.
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Company F

Company F is one of the European leading manufactand distributors of major domestic
appliances (e.g., washing machines, dryers, didmvas fridges, freezers, cookers, hoods,
ovens and hobs). It is the leader in markets sschady, the UK and Russia. The company
has 14 production facilities all around the world (taly, Poland, the UK, Russia and
Turkey). In this study we analyse the ltalian fiéagilheadquarter of the group. The firm has
built a business model in which the “social respaiti/ is not only a duty towards future
generations, but it is also the main avenue toiiesponfidence and credibility in the
stakeholders and to create value and competitivge eih a medium and long-term
perspective”. The company is moving toward supm@work sustainability in various ways:
it is increasingly focused on human capital andfgesional development (e.g., 80% of
employees contract are of infinitive duration; miag activities for a total of approximately
8,000 hours, only in 2010), it seeks to strengtiteties with the territories where it operates
(e.g., 44% of suppliers are from ltaly), it priygkes transparent dialogue with suppliers (e.g.,
in 2011, 221 Self assessments of Suppliers of Divkaterials, 600 formal audits, 80% of
suppliers at least certified ISO 9001) and collabes with them toward sustainability (e.g., in
2010 a Supplier Collaboration Portal was impleméntan award for best sustainable
innovations by suppliers was launched each yearesit®10, in 2011 a new polyurethane
foam proposed by the supplier that has won the 20%€ainable innovation competition was
adopted by the company’s top class refrigeratarsesihe new material was characterized by
an high thermal insulation and can be utilized educed quantities, allowing for reduced
environmental impacts and logistics savings).

Company G

Company G is the Italian leading facility of a gpothat is nowadays global specialist in
energy management. Starting from its roots in the and steel industry, heavy machinery,
and ship building, in the last decades the groupedointo electricity and automation
management (i.e., it produces network connectisytstems, power and energy monitoring
systems, circuit breakers, telemetry systems,.efdthough the group has a worldwide
presence (e.g., it sources and sells in westeropeyrAsia, Africa and north America),
company G mainly operates within Europe (i.e., 96qpurchases come from European
suppliers, 70% of revenues are from European cuas®m Since 2006, every year a

sustainability report is published and the comphag been promoting the principle of the
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United Nations Global compactvithin its organization and with its suppliers.e8ifically,

the firm is undertaking different initiatives: rema&ble energy investments (e.g., avoiding
4,000 tons of CO2 emissions into the air each yeanployees’ well-being programs (e.g.,
19% decline in frequency of lost time accidentsimuyrthe last two years), internal
management systems (see table A2 in appendix), négtnation of annual surveys
investigating suppliers’ sustainability, actions geescribe commitment and reduce supply
network environmental and social impacts (e.g20&1 60% of purchases are from suppliers
who signed the global compact, 100% of strategipbers embracefSO 26000 guidelinés
According to what stated by its HR director, thenpany “is proactively responding to the
rising of customers awareness toward sustainalaihty, operating in the Energy industry, is
personally committed toward reducing negative ingpaaf their business as well as to
positively contribute to the world’s CO2 emissiorduction”.

Company H

The Company H is the Mediterranean representativa group formed by 8 regional
subsidiaries (i.e., Northern Europe, Central Eurddediterranean, North America, South
America, India & Africa, North Asia, South Asia)ahis global leader in power and
automation technologies (i.e., switchgear, cirdagakers, cables, power transmission and
distribution grids, generators, drives, etc.). Td@mpany sells its products to worldwide
leaders operating in the utilities sector, in tlwoenotive industry as well as in the nautical
market. “With regards to our sustainability strafegsaid the sustainability director, “we
work to ensure that sustainability considerationd @alues are understood, implemented,
measured and communicated across our entire véla@ c.. our strategy then results in
specific investments such as: code of conduct ®eB0 % of our total suppliers in 2009, a
series of pilot audits of various suppliers undarng hazardous work in high-risk countries
was carried out by a third party company in 2010marous face-to-face training with
vendors in 2011, on-line training developed andlalbke for primary vendors during 2012".
In 1996, the company has obtained a certificat@mnits LCA methodology. Discussing with
its supply chain director, it seems that the comydaas changed the focus of its actions from

the procurement of standardized inputs to jointsgatreation methodologies since almost

% Un Global compact: “a strategic policy initiatif@ businesses that are committed to aligning tbeérations
and strategies with ten universally accepted ppiesiin the areas of human rights, labour, envirmrand
anti-corruption” http://www.unglobalcompact.org/

#1S0 26000 guidelines: “social responsibility”
http://www.iso.org/iso/iso_catalogue/management_satiership_standards/social_responsibility/sr odisgn

g_is026000.htm
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twenty years. This conversion has allowed the campa effectively deploy its strategy: the
supply chain manager has pointed out that “wheresice over-time, poor waste disposal
practices or lack of protective equipment for woskeere identified, the majority of vendors
were willing to develop corrective action planscgrthey trust our organization”.

Company |

Company | is part of a group of companies with abgl presence and organized in four
divisions (i.e., automation, building technologiesistomers products and Energy). Firm I,
situated in the center of Italy, is manly activeahe areas of information and communications,
home automation, and medical systems. The comp&ongty embraces sustainability
through its business strategy: according to itspsughain manager “environmental and
social issues are at the center of the daily d@ouns Furthermore, we're investing resources
in pioneering projects and technologies that prenbe well-being of people worldwide
while minimizing environmental impact. For examphee’re developing healthcare solutions
that make high-quality individualized patient caneailable at affordable prices; and we're
providing intelligent infrastructure solutions thare helping transform the world’s
metropolises into sustainable cities”. The compasnglso committed in boosting industrial
productivity substantially with innovative techngles jointly developed with key upstream
partners. Accordingly, the company seems to hageifgiantly invested toward supply
network sustainability (see table A3 in appendexy., 123 corporate responsibility suppliers’
self-assessments and 120 supplier quality audits avsustainability module were carried out
in 2009, 50 suppliers with energy-intensive productprocesses were integrated in a new
energy efficiency program in 2010, a suppliers aunsbility award was launched in 2010.
“Sustainability in our supply network”, said theopurement manager, “can be further
developed and implemented only because we haveanoonsly improved our relevant
procurement methods, we have shared our knowledyesuppliers, and we have intensively
relied on cross-functional cooperation with our pamy. For, instance, managing suppliers’
sustainability increases the demands on the comgeteand skills of our people involved in
supply chain management”.

Company J

Company J is an individual firm that designs andnufactures modular and air cooled
equipment for heating and air conditioning wateistegns, using a proprietary-owned
technology. It's is a well-known brand that opesate Europe and north America and sells its

product to both businesses and private customehng. firm is dedicated to dynamic

18



progression in research, development and promatfomnovative, safe, environmentally-
friendly, and energy-efficient products, througle tommitment and caring of its employees
and partners. Such values have been consolidatedhamed in a clear message to upstream
organizations: the company is developing supplieeff-assessment questionnaires that
consider the well-being of employees, the respectte environment and the capacity of
partners to propose innovative solutions. Mostt®fsuppliers are 1SO-14001 certified and a
new vendor rating methodology that takes into antsuppliers’ environmental performance
is going to be adopted in the daily managementh@®fsupply base. Company J is also dealing
with co-design initiatives that aim at (1) reducithg presence of harmful substances within
final products, (2) reducing emissions and inedindy of its solutions during the utilization
steps. Although the company shows to be quite pKr@acin the management of
environmental and social issues in their supplyvogk, its R&D management argues that
“sustainability initiatives, especially collabomti and involvement of suppliers during the
product developments phases, are motivated by tbeimg interest that final users and
business partners demonstrate to green produgislbas social impacts of industrial firms”.
“However”, continued the purchasing director, “owpen-mindedness, our frequent
interactions with partners, as well as the liaisomong our internal departments have
represented three essential factors for the deredap of our sustainability strategy and its

deployment upstream in the supply chain”.
4.  Analysis and research propositions

Cross case analysis helps us to understand whtimalucompanies show different attitude

toward supply network sustainability and how egobcgic combination of antecedents have
contributed to define a peculiar SSCM postureetves as a form of replication, where the
role of all SSCM’s antecedent is analyzed in ddfdr settings: it is concerned with

identifying patterns across the various organizegtio

Specifically, we primarily investigate the relatghp between sustainability strategies and
SSCM investments. Then, we focus on each specifecadent trying to shed further light on

the direct and/or indirect effect it might have 88CM investments. As a result, we derive a

set of research propositions.

4.1 Reactive vs. proactive postures

As shown by figure 1a, we found that certain conggmdeclare to be quite proactive in their

strategy (e.g., F, G, H and I) while certain otheot out that they are mostly coping with
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sustainability issues (e.g., A, B and D). Thenurfeg1lb shows a clear pattern: sustainable
supply processes (e.g., rating and monitoring me€t and collaborations toward
sustainability (e.g., LCA involving suppliers) ausually undertaken jointly by industrial
companies. Specifically, accordingly to what stated the most of our informants “the
evaluation of suppliers environmental and sociafggmance is usually a first important step
that is undertaken to enable for a strong coopmratvith vendors”. Furthermore, by
comparing the distributions shown by figure la diglre 1b, we found that SSCM
investments are quite proportional to the degreepadactiveness that characterizes
companies’ sustainability strategies. Indeed, caongzathat simply cope with sustainability
have scarcely relied on SSCM investments (e.g.,pemmes A, B and D), certain others are
developing environmental and social initiativesathieve a “sufficient” level of performance,
both internally and in their upstream network (efgm C, E and J), while the ones that
declare to be proactive are looking at supply netvenistainability as a new opportunity and
continuously try to reduce environmental and saamgacts involving suppliers (e.g., F, G, H

and I). Thus, we can state the following researcpgsition:

RP1. The more proactive the sustainability strategythe higher the SSCM investment
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o L e oy e e e
Eo : : ! : :
T Lo R [ L P
: : : | ; :
PO I C RO
- § ....... R SR : ,,,,,,, e @ ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘
S S o
‘g 8 | o U L e @
= > . . . | . . .
12 = : : : : : :
z & L @@ |
R=1 = N N N o — —
B @ : : : | :
s = A
‘C‘G <SS e \ I ....... 4444444444444444444444444
E 5 | | © z
wn 7 : : : ! :
m ....... @ e 4444444 : ....... .......................
| : : ! :
N . RO SUUURI PO TN ORI S
3@ |
Reactive : : : : : : : :
—p
Low High
Collaborations towards sustainability
(A) (B)

Figure 1. Companies’ sustainability proactiveness and SSGMstments

A final consideration concerns the difference be&mvenvironmental and social investments:

it seems that environmental initiatives (i.e., aigiito reduce harmful substances and CO2
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emissions) has a high priority for industrial comigg. Nevertheless, consistently with the
literature (Elkington, 1994), informants have highted that the adoption of new and less

polluting operations is also undertaken to indigeichprove employees health and safety.

4.2 Government pressure

Quite interestingly, as revealed by figure 2, comes showing a low level of SSCM

investments are the ones who perceive high goverhpressure.

High

SSCM investments
T
I
I
i
I
|
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
t
I
I

Low

Low High
Government pressure

Figure 2. Cases distribution in terms of SSCM investmentsgandrnment pressure

Legislations play a major role for companies thaweh poorly invested in sustainable
initiatives involving suppliers (e.g., firms A, Bhd C). Conversely, companies that largely
rely on SSCM and are trying to push sustainabtliypughout their supply networks (e.qg.,
firms F, G, H I) declare that legislations do ngpresent a relevant motivator (see table A3 in
appendix). We found a simple explanation for thagulations are not tailored to specific
industries and scarcely consider the supply chamspgective. In this sense, the sustainability
director of company H stated that “regulations dymgefine minimum levels of social and
environmental performance that should charactaine generic company ... however they
are actually disregarding the life cycle perspeci¥ industrial products and the important
rule that each company can play in influencing lledavior of upstream organizations”.
Concluding, we can argue that government pressaialynrelate to reactive postures (e.g.,
company A has improved its supply process onlyr dftat regulations imposed the adoption

of safer electrical components). Thus, our secesdarch proposition states that:

RP2. There is a positive direct effect of goverrirpeessure on (reactive) SSCM investments.
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4.3 Market pressure

Figure 3 shows that customers and downstream parémeareness towards sustainability lead

to both proactive postures and reactive investments
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Figure 3. Cases distribution in terms of SSCM investmentsnaaudket stimulus

On the one hand, the emergence of “green consun(ielighgton, 1994) is seen as a great
business opportunity that must be exploited. Acomlg, companies F and H, that pursue a
proactive strategy and largely invest in SSCM, sestainability as a way to differentiate their
products and penetrate new market niches. Spdbificmpany F suggested that market
pressures will mainly influence cooperative effat&l sustainable purchasing practices rather
than internal investments toward sustainabilitydeled, as stated by its technical affair
manager, “since final customers are asking for nsustainable product, we are pushed to
select sustainable suppliers and involve themontonew product development: our solutions
cannot be truly defined sustainable whether compisnare not designed and produced in a
sustainable way”. On the other hand, market presscan also cause higher investments by
itself as an immediate response to customer regeinés, indicative of a reactive approach.
For instance, major customers of company C (i@toraotive OEMS) are asking for more
detailed information on the products made by tha.fiThis pressure was directly resulted in a
reactive investments aiming to evaluate environaleahd social performance of major
suppliers in order to produce the required inforomat

Therefore, the following research propositions barstated:
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RP3a. There is a positive indirect effect of marfiketes on SSCM investments through a
more proactive strategy;

RP3b. There is a positive direct effect of mar&atds on (reactive) SSCM investments.

However, some companies in our sample are not egpmsmarket stimulus (i.e., firms B and
D). These two cases are quite idiosyncratic: compBAnsells its products to emerging
countries where customers seems to disregard sabilty issues, while company D have
developed a particular business model in which ntaistomers are also main suppliers.
Hence, consistently with literature (Emmelhainz #&uhms, 1999; Kovacs, 2008; Zhu and
Sarkis, 2006), our analysis suggests that marke¢misustainability is not equally present in
every industrial sector: whereas it has been obselin the automotive industry (e.g.,
company C) or consumer goods (e.g., company F$, skems to be less the case who
manufacturer special machinery and equipment (eampany B, D and 1), signifying that
B2C more than B2B, and “product” companies morentfi@ocess” firms are particularly

exposed to this kind of pressure.

4.4 Organizational commitment

The genuine personal motivation that top managemeiddle managers and employees
maintain towards social equity and respect foreinaronment appears to be a relevant driver
of SSCM (see figure 4).
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Figure 4. Cases distribution in terms of SSCM investmentsoaganizational commitment.
First, the ethical responsibility characterizing tnanagement, i.e. its willingness to transact a
business in a manner expected and viewed by soagtyeing fair and responsible, even
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though not legally required (e.g., Carroll, 1998)pears to be critical in the deployment of
proactive strategies and supply network sustaiitgbHor instance, in the case of company |,
a relevant amount of resources is made easily ablailfor the development and the
implementation of proactive investments since ttegomresponsible for such resources (i.e.,
the company’s board of directors) believes in timpartance of being environmental and
social sustainable. In the same vein, the heabeo§tistainability department of the company
H states that cross functional coordination anctree collaborations toward sustainability
were become easier when such initiatives have badorsed from the top. Conversely, the
absence of commitment by top-level managers reptesa relevant barrier for the
development of proactive strategies and their depémnt throughout the supply network (i.e.,
see the case of company D).

Second, a relevant facilitator is represented bykers who are committed toward
sustainability. In our sample, companies that slaoproactive posture toward SSCM have
strongly invested in developing shared-vision tiglmout the organization. For instance,
companies F has been managing an employees’ perficarmanagement system that offers
almost twenty different training programs per ysance the last decade (note that 30% of
such programs focus on sustainability-related ssuurthermore, in company J, fair-minded
collaboration among management, employees and gewwloepresentatives play a central
role. The company also declares to spend aboutOEER00 each year per employee for
developing training courses as well as socialiratiotivities. In other words, it seems that
when ethical goals are pushed top-down in the azg#an, the intra-organizational diffusion
of SSCM is more likely to happen when human resesirare trained to understand the
environmental and social consequences of theiorgtas well as the benefits of being
sustainable. Such diffusion in turn seems to berdgd for effectively deploying SSCM
investments. Furthermore, it seems that when tiseseganizational commitment, it is highly
unlikely that SSCM investments are not guided lpaptive approaches.

In line with the above arguments, we propose thewving proposition:

RP4. There is a positive indirect effect of orgatianal commitment on SSCM investments

through a more proactive strategy.

4.5 Supply management capabilities and the innovatn power

By considering government pressure, market stimahg organizational commitment, one
can expect company E more active than companyel tidde A3). In the same way one

should wonder why company E shows a lower proacéiss with respect to company |, or
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why company C have invested more than company A.slstainability phenomenon can be
better understood by considering companies’ innomapower and supply management
capabilities. Figure 5 shows the distribution ademaccording to this two dimensions and can
allow to shed further light on the reasons why firemow different attitudes towards supply

networks sustainability.
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Figure 5. Cases distribution in terms of innovation power angply management capabilities

Focusing on innovation power, company E seems tpdrgally deficient with respect to
companies | and J. First, its management doestig¢veein the importance of knowledge
sharing with external stakeholders (e.g., supplisyseffectively innovate. Furthermore, the
firm has developed a “follower” strategy and a fteclogy push” approach (Ortt and Smits,
2006): it mainly innovate by leveraging re-enginmegipractices and internal R&D programs.
Conversely, company J gets a more open foresighigeviing that future changes can be
anticipated and shaped through continuous intenastand open dialogs with external parties.
In the same way, company | is used to develop rsa#hario analyses involving key
suppliers and continuously tries to figure out nawarket opportunities through
collaborations. We identify an interesting examptbe most common reasons to use
questionnaires or codes of conduct in the supplginchare: (1) evaluating partners’
sustainability performance, (2) proscribing unsustle behaviors. Differently, firm | is
strongly relying on such instruments as a way tllecbinnovative ideas from upstream
partners: thanks to the company’'s open-mindeddnassmonitoring tool (i.e., the
sustainability questionnaire) was become an extémmavledge management instrument that
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have also led to fruitfull collaborations towardgply network sustainability and to inter-
organizational learning. In this sense, companiabifity to continuously innovate seems to
represent a needed condition for the developmeptazictive sustainability strategies and the
deployment of SSCM.

Accordingly, our research propositions states that:

RP5. There is a positive indirect effect of innaatpower on SSCM investments through a

more proactive strategy.

Considering supply management capabilities, firnhds not invested in restructuring its
supply base and doesn’t implement asset-specifesiments with its key suppliers. The lack
of such initiatives, that mainly relates to theeaix® of partnership approaches, doesn’t allow
to align goals and build trust throughout the sypmtwork. According to former literature
(Jiang, 2009; Pedersen and Andersen, 2006; Rob2083), these two are essential
prerequisites for prescribing vendors’ commitmemd for properly managing collaborations
towards sustainability. As a result, although comypé& is characterized by a high
commitment, the lack of such mechanisms of govereamas resulted in a strong reduction
of SSCM investments during time (e.g., look at siregle case analysis). Differently, within
company J, sourcing strategies use total cost afeoship approaches and focus on joint-
value creation methodologies, relationships angblsepnetworks in a long-term perspective.
For instance, the procurement function of compais/aktually rewarded on value creation:
its performance is not simply measured on purckasts reduction and purchasing managers
has the incentive to build up value added relahigpsswith suppliers that can potentially lead
to fruitful innovations. Furthermore, in companytldere is a regular liaison between
procurement and the R&D department that bringshngeaf specialist perspective to bear on
environmental and social problems. Hence, supplpagament capabilities of company J

constitute a genuine facilitator and enabler oS5 CM investments.

By analyzing supply management capabilities, omeatso better understand why companies
A and C show diverging behaviors. The main lackaabilities that characterizes company
A relates to the absence of formal plans, procedaral priorities that would facilitate the

introduction of sustainability in the supply prose8eing not able to accurately evaluate
suppliers business performance and lacking a de#tance on how priorities may be

balanced, company A finds it difficult to develop sustainable supply processes.
Furthermore, being not able to identify sustainagepliers, it cannot start collaborations
with them in order to reduce environmental andadanpacts of products and processes. On
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the contrary, company C has got clear procedurésvamdor rating programs and, as a
consequence, was able to easily translate extetimalllus into concrete actions toward
supply network sustainability (e.g., see singleecasalysis).

Concluding, we can state our last proposition:

RP6. There is a positive direct effect of supplynaggment capabilities on SSCM
investments.
5.  Discussion and conclusion

5.1 Proposed theoretical model

So far, literature on SSCM initiatives is not coetply able to explain why SSCM initiatives
have been taken off by some companies, while @ygnlication remains limited for others
that operate in similar industries and face theesatential benefits. Aiming to provide a
more clear picture of SSCM’'s antecedents and tiwdé in influencing companies posture

towards supply network sustainability, we propdse ¢comprehensive framework shown by
Government
pressure
RP3a RP3b

Org. R Proactive RP1
Commitment RP4 7 strategy
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figure 6.
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Figure 6. A new model describing the role of antecedentsiuindgg SSCM investments.

RP6

The model allows us to understand how the considemstecedents influence SSCM
investments both directly and indirectly througloamtive strategy. We will consider first the
direct effects on SSCM investments and then intoaes.

Considering the direct impacts on SSCM investmethis, model demonstrates that SSCM

investments start as a consequence of proactisgtegies as well as in response to external
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pressures from governments and customers. Impbrtamir framework shows a direct
positive effect of supply management capabilitiesS&SCM investments.

In line with environmental literature (e.g., Atet al., 2011; Bowen et al., 2001), we found
that companies showing proactive strategies largiploy investments towards supply
network sustainability. On the contrary, legislasseem to mainly account for initiatives that
are undertaken when the lack of sustainabilityhie supply network might shock firms’
profits and ability to survive. Buysse and Verbg¢R@03) arrive at a similar conclusion when
they segment their sample of European companiestimee groups (i.e., environmentally
leading, environmentally proactive, and environrmaintreactive companies): government
pressure is significant only for the reactive ausfThen, market pressure can cause higher
SSCM investments by itself as an immediate resptmsastomer requirements (e.g., At

al., 2011; Ehrgott et al., 2011). For instance oading to literature on socially responsible
purchasing (Carter and Jennings, 2004), compahigsestheir supplier management policies
in order to provide a consistent social reportHeirt customers. Further, Zhu and Sarkis
(2007) state that often customers encourage compamimake (reactive) green supply chain
management investments. Next, we argue that inesdtmtowards supply network
sustainability are higher when companies’ supphnagement capabilities are higher. Such
capabilities “crucially define the status-quo ofawls feasible for companies when intending
to conceive and implement sustainable sourcingegjies” (Gold et al., 2010). They facilitate
the deployment of both proactive and reactive itmests by building essential prerequisite
such as: (1) formal procedures to integrate sumaity within the supply process (e.g., Noci,
1997), (2) good understanding of potential consegeg of buying decisions in terms of
environmental and social impacts (Carter and Cat&98), (3) supply network visibility and
trust to support inter-firm knowledge transfer dedrning processes in core areas such as
product/process development or design (Gavronsél.ef011; Vachon and Klassen, 2008).
The difference between internal investments onasuability and SSCM investments is that
there must be a collective governance, giving gaciner incentives to focus on the network.
In this sense, such capabilities prepare the grdongrofitable interactions by allowing
companies to prescribe suppliers’ commitment towauastainability (Jiang, 2009; Simpson
et al., 2007).

In synthesis, companies show different posturesatdsy supply network sustainability for
three main reasons: (1) they focus on differemtsties, (2) they operate in different sectors,

facing a different pressure from government andaorusrs, (3) they hold different supply
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management capabilities and thus show differeritiabiin translating strategies and external
incentives into SSCM investments.

Considering the indirect effects on SSCM investragtite proposed model allows us also to
explore the roles that customer pressure, orgaoimdtcommitment and innovation power
have in driving firms’ sustainability strategy aimdlirectly SSCM investments.

First, in our sample, companies who declare to fgatlty proactive in their sustainability
strategy identify their-self with the customer tsats high sustainability requirements and is
willing to pay a premium price for sustainable prots. Accordingly, previous literature
demonstrates that growing customers awarenesspbreate social conduct doesn’t stop only
to firms’ manufacturing activities (Deephouse aneugens, 2009) and it leads companies to
manage environmental and social issues going fewritebasic compliance with regulations
(Ehrgott et al., 2011). Customer awareness seerns &ways less limited to the knowledge
of a firm’s product but extend to its social belwaythus leading firms towards the adoption
of proactive sustainability strategies (GonzdBenito and GonzaleBenito, 2006). Second,
the link between organizational commitment and mmrnental strategies has been
investigated in several studies (Aragon-Correa 8hdrma, 2003; Daily and Huang, 2001,
Drumwright, 1994; Gavronski et al., 2011; Lee ankde®& 2007) and our research offers
additional insights to extend such result for wt@tcerns social programs. The intention and
willingness of managers and employees to be engageénvironmental and social
management and to improve companies’ sustainabibbytprint represents a relevant
antecedent of proactive sustainability strategi@ben there is organizational commitment,
SSCM investments are greatly guided by a proagitosture that strongly relates to the self-
esteem that people within the organization (e.ganagement and employees) derive from
operating responsibly. The presence of commitmemann enables for a correct deployment
of internal resources such as capital equipmeiit,askndividual employees, finance and so
on. Such resources appear to be critical for ctitng relationship with suppliers (Chen and
Paulraj, 2004a) and for the development of proacewvironmental and social programs
(Ehrgott et al., 2011; Gavronski et al., 2011).r@ihthe model shows a positive direct effect
of innovation power on the proactivity of compangsstainability strategies. According to
our analysis, it seems that an organization withopen foresight is facilitated in the
development of proactive strategies in three wags Bommel, 2011; von der Gracht et al.,
2010). First, by having state-of-art technology &ottling the capacity to build and market a
technological breakthrough, the company is morelyikiko be committed to leveraging

sustainability to innovate; second, the organizai® not likely to miss the opportunities
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created by emerging market demand because it kalsnthwledge and ability to understand
and anticipate customer needs; third, an innovadrganization is likely to learn how to
move towards sustainability not only by leveragdineir internal resources but also by relying
on valuable interactions with important stakehad@.g., suppliers). The innovation power
can also be seen as a complementary asset to veépi@ent of proactive environmental
strategies: innovative firms have been shown tdeaelers in sustainability (Christmann,
2000). As suggested by Pagell and Wu (2009) anddBaki et al. (2011), the capability to
manage innovation and external knowledge actstagger to proactive strategies and then

results in high investments towards a more sudtéersupply chain.
5.2 Research implications and further developments

This research investigates the reasons why compahmv different postures towards supply
network sustainability. Specifically, in this wonkwe focused on antecedents that can
determine and drive companies’ sustainability sgges and SSCM investments.

First, we understood that industrial companiesaagproach supply network sustainability as
a consequence of the introduction of new legistetitlowever, this pressure and the threat of
their future tightening seem to be able to stinmlahly reactive investments towards the
reduction of suppliers’ environmental and socialpatts. On the contrary, high SSCM
investments are observed when companies face cesfothat care about firms’ social
behaviour: market stimulus represents a relevatdcadent of both proactive postures and
reactive investments toward supply network sushiiitig Then, the extent to which an
industrial company is engaged into SSCM investmgnégtly relates to its organizational
commitment toward sustainability. The genuine comder the environment and society by
management and employees appears to be a top tootavad a relevant prerequisite: the
presence of commitment is observed to foster tladlability of key internal resources (e.g.
capital equipment, skill, finance) that enable pooactive postures towards supply network
sustainability. Finally, the major result of ousearch regards the role played by innovation
power and supply management capabilities. Inded&tiput considering these two elements
one cannot completely explain why companies that &milar external pressure and are
equally committed towards sustainability show iagtice different attitudes. First, industrial
companies that continuously try to anticipate thange and are characterized by context
orientation and participation appear in practicéeéomore prone and, at the same time, more
capable to develop proactive sustainability striategSecond, companies that want to

translate proactive strategies into SSCM investmdrdve to change the mind of their
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procurement function (e.g., from a focus on proglaectd suppliers to a focus on relationships,
from a focus on price and savings to a focus oal wist of ownership and value creation)
and find better means to push suppliers towardsntipeovement of their environmental and
social performance. Thus, the presence of inteasalurces such as good technical skills and
formal approaches in selecting suppliers and irrdinating with them is relevant to turn
sustainability intentions into SSCM investments.

Concluding, we can argue that this work providegerasting contributions for both
academicians and practitioners. First, this re$eapostitutes a direct response to the specific
request highlighted by Vermeulen and Seuring (208801 by van Bommel (2011) to
formulate and test theories and models for undedstg the reason why companies show
different postures towards supply network sustalitab Our framework is built upon
literature and theories that come from differeetds (e.g., operations management, strategic
management and innovation management), it consilsenvironmental and social issues,
and it is developed through multiple case studieslitionally, our work provides a clear map
of the most relevant variables that should be tak#®n account when investigating
sustainability strategies and investments withippdy chains. Hence, we can argue that
future works could leverage on our framework asualance for further investigation and
theory testing. From the practitioners’ perspectihes research can be considered significant
for two main reasons. First of all, the researchvjoles support during the companies’
decision-making process that concerns SSCM invegsnd-or instance, the knowledge
generated by this research could allow managedsstard in advance SSCM strategies that
would be harmful for their company (e.g., becaukéacks of capabilities). Secondly, we
offer detailed information, useful examples andjioial insights that can guide practitioners
in identifying which resources and actions havéé¢odeveloped to properly pursue supply
network sustainability targets.

Finally, we would like to highlight some limitatisrand perspectives. Our model suggests a
linear process, therefore it is simplifying realifjifferent short-cuts and loops will be found
in practice. For instance, a loop might exist bemveompanies capabilities and SSCM
investments: the adoption of SSCM initiatives caadl to improved innovation and supply
management capabilities. Furthermore, the relatipnsetween sustainability strategies and
SSCM investments might be mediated by internal stments (e.g., environmental
management systems, code of ethics) necessaryldopbeliminary resources for an effective

implementation of SSCM (e.qg., Gavronski et al., PDOThus, for future research, we suggest
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longitudinal studies that could shed more lighttloa causality of the effects as hypothesised
and supported by this study.

Although we can argue that our results can be géimed (i.e., our sample is composed by
small and big firms that operate in different iniaé sectors and that manage local and
global networks), future studies should replicated s&extend this analysis in different
industries and in different countries to furtherdarstand the phenomenon. Furthermore,
future works should focus on the investigationh# tole played by contingent factors (e.g.,
exogenous complexity and uncertainty) in influegdhe effect exerted by external pressures
and internal capabilities on SSCM investments (eAgagon-Correa and Sharma, 2003;
Sharfman et al., 2009).
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Appendix.

Table Al.Variables and measures

Variable Items (measured on a 5-point likert scale) Loadings Reference
How much do you agree with the following sentencés8tfongly disagree; 5: strongly agree)
c
_g > Going beyond basic compliance with laws and regarlaton sustainability issues 3 (Bowen
i 2 E etal.,
DC% 7 We effectively and proactively manage environmeatal social risks % 2001)
Indicate the effort put into implementing the faling action programs in the last three years (1: @ob: high)
Development/adoption of questionnaires or code afdacts in order to monitor
;; suppliers’ compliance
7 " Requiring suppliers’ environmental and social ciediions (e.g., 1SO 14001, § (Gavrons
n
% § OHSAS18001, SA 8000) E ki et al.,
-g S Development/adoption of scoring systems to ranipkes on their environmental and & 2011)
% social performance =
Development of audits to evaluate the sustainglifisuppliers’ plants
" - Working together with suppliers to reduce sociall @nvironmental impacts of our
c L. c
% - E activities (e.g., BPR, TQM, etc.) S (Gavrons
S g & Collaborations with suppliers to evaluate and redswmeial/environmental impacts of E ki et al.,
s) < - .
c=; o § products along their life-cycle (e.g., LCA, co-dgsetc.) % 2011)
O ®  Conducting joint planning to anticipate and resalustainability related problems -
How much do you agree with the following sentencés8tfongly disagree; 5: strongly agree)
§ Our interest toward sustainability is motivated dayironmental and social laws and 0.91
g legislations already in force ’
o P . - . - (Ehrgott
= The sustainability implementation in our supplywatk is mainly motivated by the 0.94 ot al
[} . . - . .
threats that future laws might disrupt our business
£ 9 P 2011)
O;J Laws and legislation on social and environmentiés will became more strict whether 091
8 our sectors do not autonomously increase its suaidity standards and performance '
Requirement by our customers to reduce environmeartdl social impacts of our 252
(] .
§ 5 products and processes (Ates et
g g Customers request detailed information to assure@upliance 2.60 al., 2011)
o
Pressure to meet environmental and social requirenset by our main customers 2.57
E Commitment of top management for environmental awibs management and policies 3.46
o5 g (Ates et
o E al., 2011)
g Support for environmental and social initiativesnfr mid-level managers and employees 3.42
o
Future changes can be anticipated/shaped by méansractions 0.60
% Relevant collaboration with important stakeholdeirs énd outside) take place to 010
=3 anticipate changes and innovate effectively ' (von der
c
S Open dialogue (with focus on the communication digtussion process) take place 0.20 Gracht et
g continuously, does not end when hard objective iogect have been achieved ' al., 2010)
E Frequent development of analysis aiming to antteiganges and innovate effectively 0.10

(e.g., innovation ideas, scenarios, etc.)

38



Variable

Items (measured on a 5-point likert scale) Loadings Reference

Please,

rate how competent purchasing currently thafollowing elements (1:scarce; 5:high)

= Detailed purchasing policies and procedures -
R i i i o (Bowen
_Z g = High technical skills of purchasing personnel g
o 99 z et al.,
= — . :
a S § Liaison between purchasing and other functions % 2001)
g © Partnership approach with suppliers =
Table A2. Company profiles
) Purchases % of
Firm fonﬁzgt(i)tf)n Z':;g Gsr?zuep ATECO Final market local s/;\:r?c?;?gs
% of Raw % of Sub- sourcing!
materials assemblies
B2C; B2B
A 1955 450 1763 29 (process firm) 60 40 70 ISO 9001
B2B
B 2000 545 4500 28 ) 20 80 80 ISO 9001
(process firm)
B2B ISO 9001; ISO
C 1966 648 1360 29 (product firm) 30 70 40 14001
D 1870 283 5445 28 B2B 10 90 80 IS0 9001
(process firm)
B2B ISO 9001; ISO
E 1964 383 2700 28 duct f 40 60 60 14001; OHSAS
(product firm) 18001
ISO 900; ISO
F 1975 1000 16177 27 B2C 10 90 30 14001; OHSAS
18001; SA 8000
ISO 9001; ISO
G 1836 700 126481 27 B2B 5 95 60  14001; OHSAS
18001
ISO 9001;1SO
H 1988 7624 130000 27 B2B 20 80 45 14001;0HSAS
18001
ISO 900;1SO
| 1899 2439 360000 26 B2C;B2B 5 95 65 14001;0HSAS
18001
B2C;B2B ISO 9001; ISO
J 1956 220 - 28 (process firm) 25 75 60 14001

o5 of local sourcing measured as the % of suppls ftalian vendors
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Table A3. Quantitative data about companies

(Note: values are normalized while their meansraog

g 7 o

g 8 2 3 o _ 5 5 Y

s 3 2 E =z E 7 S

o2 SE ¢ 5 2 E g. 2

o 8§ sg 2 £ & E £E£ 58

= S »n _8 c - c = 8 > = T

3 8 Q0 ©© = o e s S 8 >

S 28 =0 O > S o Qo Q

= > 2 o 5 0 o = S ©

o na O o 0] Q = @) n o =
A -1.18 -154 -159 -158 1.02 083 -0.72 -190 -1.15
B -0.90 -0.63 -0.82 -0.73 1.30 -1.72 -0.72 -0.81 70.9
C -055 -0.45 -0.31 -0.39 1.56 0.83 -0.72 -0.27 -1.06
D -153 -136 -1.07 -1.23 022 -1.73 -1.79 -0.81 80.8
E 0.47 -0.09 -0.31 -0.20 -0.33 0.20 1.08 -0.27 -0.35
F 0.79 1.00 0.97 099 -1.13 0.83 1.08 0.81 1.17
G 0.82 1.18 0.72 0.96 -0.60 0.18 0.36 0.81 0.99
H 1.14 0.63 1.23 093 -0.86 0.22 1.08 0.81 0.72
I 1.14 1.18 1.23 1.21 -1.13 -044 0.72 1.36 1.35
J -0.20 0.09 -0.05 0.02 -0.05 0.84 -0.36 0.27 0.19

Mean 3.30 3.13 3.07 3.10 3.07 2.57 3.50 4.13 3.39
Std. Dev. 1.50 1.38 1.30 133 1.24 0.52 1.39 0.46 1.12

* calculated as the average of sustainable sypplyess and collaborations towards sustainability

40



