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a b s t r a c t

Sustainable Supply Chain Management (SSCM) and Dynamic Capabilities (DCs) are both relatively young
research fields examining dynamically changing corporate environments and industries. The food
industry is an example of such a dynamic environment. Customers have high expectations for food
safety and a growing demand for sustainably produced food. Companies fulfilling these demands target a
customer base with high awareness of all three dimensions of sustainability, i.e., the economical,
ecological, and social, circumstances in which food is produced and offered. This paper aims at describing
how SSCM practices allow companies to maintain control over their supply chain and achieve a
competitive advantage with the implementation of dynamic capabilities. Previously identified practices
in SSCM are related to DC theory by identifying them as basic routines that form specific DCs. We
conduct a literature review, including content analysis, examining publications (52 articles) on
sustainable food supply chains published in English, peer-reviewed journals. We form the link between
SSCM and DCs by integrating them into the same conceptual context. Specific DCs in the supply chain of a
sustainability-oriented industry are also identified, such as knowledge sharing and re-conceptualizing
the supply chain. Thereafter, we scrutinize the food industry according to SSCM and DC criteria and offer
insights into the strategies used in that business market. The results show that sustainability practices
and DCs in the supply chain are used among others to enhance traceability and tracking and to fulfill
customer demands. Further research is needed to extend the operationalization of the existing
conceptual frameworks.

& 2013 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Supply Chain Management (SCM) is a broad topic and has been
examined by researchers from different angles in the last years.
One prominent research field is sustainability in SCM, namely
Sustainable Supply Chain Management (SSCM). Both research and
practical implementation have been growing steadily in the last
decade in this specific area (Seuring and Müller, 2008a; Carter and
Easton, 2011; Ahi and Searcy, 2013). Among others SSCM allows
companies to implement corporate responsibility practices and
achieve a higher efficiency in logistics performance and resource
usage (e.g., Gold et al., 2010; Carter and Easton, 2011) while
pursuing the three dimensions of sustainability, i.e., economic,
social and environment goals. One driver for such corporate action
is constant changes in supply chain configurations, which have

raised concerns about how and whether this could contribute to
sustainability (Halldorsson et al., 2009) and demanding strategic
actions being taken. This offers a link into another young field of
management research, i.e., the dynamic capabilities approach.
They were first introduced by Teece and Pisano (1994) to explain
firm performance in dynamic business environments, focusing on
the capabilities that firms employ to reach a competitive advan-
tage. A first conceptual linkage between the two domains of
research has been presented in the paper by Beske (2012); however,
this remains at the conceptual level and lacks (any) empirical
research. Both theories aim to explain the achievement of a
competitive advantage in dynamic business environments. For our
study we choose the food industry which fulfills the requirements
for such a dynamic business environment (van der Vorst and
Beulens, 2002). First, it is under constant scrutiny of the public
attention (Faerne et al., 2001; Manning et al., 2006). Food safety is a
concern of almost every consumer, and governments are closely
observing practices and products of companies in the food industry.
Secondly, environmental issues like deforestation or social pro-
blems, e.g., in the form of fair wages for farmers, are reported
frequently by governmental agencies or Non-Governmental
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Organizations (NGOs) (e.g., Hassini et al., 2012). This forms another
link to SSCM since several companies are trying to counter these
problems by adopting sustainable SCM practices (Maloni and
Brown, 2006; Wiengarten and Pagell, 2012). Markets that target
customers with high awareness of all three dimensions of sustain-
ability like the sustainable food industry are exposed to dynamic
changes in customer perceptions and expectations. In such markets,
both strategic management theories, SSCM and DCs, can help
companies in reaching a high performance.

The objective of the paper is to assess SSCM practices and their
interlinks to DCs in the food industry. While this has already been
argued for on a theoretical basis (Beske, 2012), we extend the
objective and provide an empirical validation based on a systema-
tic assessment of peer-reviewed papers on SSCM in the food
industry. We hereby aim to integrate the theories of SSCM and
Dynamic Capabilities with the example of the food industry, which
has rarely been done for SSCM and to our best knowledge only
once for DC theory (Marcus and Anderson, 2006).

The paper is structured as follows: a brief introduction covers
the basic terminology of SCM, sustainability, SSCM, and DC theory.
In the same section, an overview of food supply chain manage-
ment and related sustainability issues is given. The next chapter
introduces the research method and selected papers for the
review. Next, the underlying frameworks for SSCM practices and
DCs in SSCM are described. In the results section, insights into
actual SSCM practices and DCs in the sustainable food industry are
revealed. The discussion highlights the contribution of the paper,
while the conclusion summarizes the findings of the paper.

2. Literature review and conceptual framework

2.1. SSCM practices

According to the definition given by Seuring and Müller
(2008a), SSCM can be defined as “the management of material,
information and capital flows as well as cooperation among
companies along the supply chain while taking goals from all
three dimensions of sustainable development, i.e., economic,
environmental and social, into account which are derived from
customer and stakeholder requirements.” Several points stand out
in this definition. First of all, it specifically calls for cooperation of
the partners in the chain. This is in line with other researchers
who put an emphasis on strengthened relationships in SSCM (e.g.,
Sharfman et al., 2009). Furthermore, the equal consideration of all
three dimensions of sustainability is suggested, something that
Elkington (1997) has termed as the Triple Bottom Line (TBL)
approach (Gimenez et al., 2012). Finally, the definition draws
special attention to the stakeholders of a supply chain, which
have to be recognized as having legitimate requirements to the
supply chains0 activities (Müller et al., 2009a). This not only
includes the customers, but also NGOs, suppliers or legal autho-
rities (Emmehainz and Adams, 1999; Seuring and Müller, 2008a).
In addition to this, we separate the stakeholders into two groups
depending on their actual power to harm or support the organiza-
tion (Madsen and Ulhøi, 2001; Buysse and Verbeke, 2003). Since
the resources to engage stakeholders are limited, organizations
usually concentrate more on those stakeholders that actually can
exert a certain amount of pressure (Polonsky and Scott, 2005).
Accordingly, we termed these pressure groups. At the same time,
especially for companies following a sustainability strategy, the
majority of stakeholders need to be taken into account as well;
therefore, we include them in the framework as more generalized
stakeholder groups.

This leads to the question of which practices are commonly
applied in SSCM, which is a widely discussed topic in related

literature (Zhu and Sarkis, 2004). While we introduce overarching
categories and the single practices only briefly, we would argue
that they form a sound conceptualization against the body of
literature enfolded in SSCM (see e.g., the reviews in Seuring and
Müller, 2008a; Gold et al., 2010; Carter and Easton, 2011) covering
strategic as well as operations aspects. The single categories and
practices are discriminant to each other, each describing a differ-
ent aspect of SSCM. Furthermore, all points taken together outline
aspects that can be used for comprehending SSCM, thereby
fulfilling the criteria of completeness that such a framework
should offer (Wacker, 1998). In the following, the categories in
which SSCM practice s can be structured are introduced. We
concentrate here on those practices that are relevant for our
conceptualization of sustainable supply chain management and
focus on practices that e.g., enhance relationships between the
partners, the flow of goods and information or issues of sustain-
ability, taken from the aforementioned definitions or SCM and
SSCM conceptualizations. Of course, a comprehensive list would
have to include aspects of SCM, such as benchmarking or financial
performance measurement.

� Strategic orientation: The first category encompasses the stra-
tegic orientation of a company. Here the company0s strategic
values are addressed. Companies following a sustainability
strategy are usually guided by the Triple Bottom Line (TBL)
(Dyllick and Hockerts, 2002; Nikolaou et al., 2011; Gimenez
et al., 2012), i.e., placing equal importance on all three dimen-
sions of sustainability for their decision making. Furthermore,
including the supply chain, i.e., a SCM orientation, in all
decisions, even those not directly affecting the supply chain,
is important for successful management of the supply chain
(Seuring and Müller, 2008a; Pagell and Wu, 2009). This second
part is a strong link to ‘conventional’ supply chain thinking as it
is seen as one of the underpinning aspects of SCM.

� Continuity: The second category of the framework is concerned
with the structure of the supply network. This concerns the
way the SC partners interact on a permanent level. Conse-
quently, practices used to build long-term relationships, the
development of SC partners, and the selection of qualified
partners are found here (Pagell and Wu, 2009; Gold et al.,
2010). These practices are summed up under the category of
continuity, the successful long-term competitiveness of the
supply chain (Ziggers and Trienekens, 1999; Ashby et al.,
2012; Miemczyk et al., 2012).

� Collaboration: Collaboration links structural aspects to busi-
nesses processes (Vlajic et al., 2012). On the one hand, struc-
tural decisions regarding how to technically and logistically
integrate the partners in the supply chain and the quality of
shared information are made (Vachon and Klassen, 2008). Joint
development aims to collaboratively develop new technologies,
processes, and products. On the other hand, the more opera-
tional organization can be linked to the processes level of SSCM.
Sustainable supply chains face high risks due to high pressure
group demands or a relatively small supplier base and the
related disruption risk (Walker et al., 2008; Seuring and Müller,
2008b).

� Risk management: This leads companies to the adoption of
various practices of risk management to mitigate these risks
(Seuring and Müller, 2008a; Holt and Ghobadian, 2009).
Individual monitoring of specific suppliers is a practice which
can be observed in SSCM. Often own auditors or company
employees are sent out to individual partners to identify their
needs and progress towards specific goals (Koplin et al., 2007).
Standards and certifications are usually more generalized, like
the ISO 14001 or EMAS, and target a broad range of companies.
At the same time, they can be handled by third-party auditors
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and retain high credibility (Müller et al., 2009b). Pressure
groups engage in activities that can have a destabilizing impact
on a company and can actually harm the reputation or
performance (Klassen and Vereecke, 2012). In terms of stake-
holder management they would not only have to be monitored
but actively engaged and managed (Seuring and Müller,
2008b). By adopting specific business practices, companies
respond to these pressures.

� Pro-activity (for sustainability): The wider set of stakeholders is
found in the pro-activity category of SSCM. By actively enga-
ging stakeholders like consumers, companies are able to
counter further pressure and benefit from stakeholder knowl-
edge (Pagell and Wu, 2009). Learning, e.g., from partners and
other sources, is another important practice. Furthermore, the
pro-activity regard of a product0s life cycle already in the
development stages and throughout the whole life cycle is
important when pursuing a sustainability strategy (Seuring,
2011). Finally, the general ability to be innovative as a company

is necessary in the dynamic environments of sustainable
markets. Innovation has been discussed as being especially
important for sustainable supply chains (Klassen and Vereecke,
2012).

The arguments given in this section can only summarize some
of the core points. Table 1 summarizes the SSCM categories and
practices as just outlined. These practices will be linked to
dynamic capabilities as the core theoretical contribution of this
paper, extending previous research. Therefore, it is necessary to
introduce dynamic capabilities and related supply chain research.

2.2. Dynamic capabilities

Dynamic Capabilities were first put forward by Teece et al.
(1997) to explain competitive advantage and performance on high
velocity and dynamically changing markets (see also Eisenhardt
and Martin, 2000; Easterby-Smith et al., 2009). Helfat et al. (2007)
define Dynamic Capabilities as “the capacity of an organization to
purposefully create, extend, or modify its resource base” and as
such to reach a higher economic value than their competitors. The
economic value is linked to the benefits for the customer (Peteraf
and Barney, 2003) and thus is not limited to economic perfor-
mance but can be gained in other performance areas as well, in the
case of SSCM within the other two dimensions of sustainability.
Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) state that DCs are the “[…] firm0s
processes that use resources – specifically the processes to
integrate, reconfigure, gain and release resources – to match and
even create market change. Dynamic capabilities thus are the
organizational and strategic routines by which firms achieve new
resource configurations […].” As such, DCs can be understood as
bundles of capabilities and not only single processes.

Following the definitions of Helfat et al. (2007) for a dynamic
capability, the proposed practices of the SSCM form the basis for
the dynamic capabilities as the capacities to reconfigure the
resource base, and they are the bundles of practices that make
up specific DCs (see Fig. 1).

Often DCs are discussed as firm-centered capabilities to
enhance the performance of one single company (Ambrosini and
Bowman, 2009; Easterby-Smith et al., 2009). So far only few
researchers have linked the dynamic capabilities approach with
SCM. Defee and Fugate (2010) present a framework for Dynamic

Table 1
SSCM practices.

SSCM Practices Acronym

Orientation
Supply chain management SCM
Triple bottom line TBL

Supply chain continuity
Long-term relationships LTR
Partner development PD
Partner selection SEL

Collaboration
Joint development JD
Technical integration TI
Logistical integration LI
Enhanced communication EC

Risk management
Individual monitoring IM
Pressure group management PRG
Standards and certification CER

Pro-activity
Learning LEA
Stakeholder management STM
Innovation INN
Life cycle assessment LCA

Fig. 1. Dynamic Capabilities in SSCM (based on Beske, 2012, p. 380).
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Supply Chain Capabilities, which should be implemented in supply
chains. Foerstl et al. (2010) focus on the managing of suppliers
within dynamically changing environments to reach corporate
social responsibility goals. Zhu et al. (2012) concentrate on the
path-dependent development of environmental capabilities and
the effect of learning and experience. Our work is based on a
framework that integrates SSCM and DCs, presented in Fig. 1.
Beske (2012) shows the overlapping applicability of SSCM and DC
theories. Both strategic management theories aim to explain the
achievement of a competitive advantage on globalized, often non-
transparent markets, where customer demands are dynamically
changing (Beske, 2012). Performance measurement is not limited
to financial indicators but indicators derived from customer
wishes and perception (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000).

The framework introduces five categories of dynamic capabilities
which take these assumptions into account. These categories are
elaborated in the subsequent literature review (for a list of the DCs,
see also Table 2 in the findings section), where the prevalence of the
underlying theoretical categories in the existing literature is assessed.

� Supply Chain Re-Conceptualization: New partners not necessa-
rily directly involved with the business of the SC are integrated
into the SC. New partners could be local communities or NGOs
(Pagell and Wu, 2009), such as Fairfood (Dutch NGO) or
ActionAid (based in the UK), which can provide specific local
knowledge and contacts (Müller et al., 2009a).

� Partner Development: This category summarizes necessary cap-
abilities for developing the partners to be able to fulfill their
respective purposes in the SC or even to be able to follow a
sustainability strategy at all (Seuring and Müller, 2008a).

� Knowledge Management: All practices that deal with the acqui-
sition of new and the assessment of current knowledge of the
partners in the SC are included in this category. Such assess-
ment can be viewed as the capability that enables the under-
standing of knowledge possessed by supply chain partners
(Defee and Fugate, 2010).

� Co-Evolving: This refers to the adoption of capabilities “by
which managers reconnect webs of collaborations […] to
generate new and synergistic resource combinations among
businesses” (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Furthermore, the

development and implementation of new capabilities is sum-
marized here to enhance the overall performance of partners in
the chain (Pagell and Wu, 2009).

� Reflexive Control: Here, those capabilities and resources are
grouped that allow a company to constantly check and evaluate
their business practices and strategy against the requirements
of the business environment to maintain its functionality
(Seuring, 2006). Applying one or more of such DCs can lead
to a temporary competitive advantage (Eisenhardt and Martin,
2000) which in turn may lead to a sustained competitive
advantage (Helfat et al., 2007; Teece, 2007). Furthermore,
new capabilities might arise that can influence the competi-
tiveness of a company or SC.

2.3. The food industry as a field of application

The food industry is a very dynamic industry with constant
changes in customer demands (van der Vorst and Beulens, 2002;
Wiengarten et al., 2011; Trienekens et al., 2012). This calls for the
ability to quickly adapt strategies and reconfigure resources,
exactly the requirements for which the DC concept has been
posited (Teece et al., 1997; Barreto, 2010; Foerstl et al., 2010; Zhu
et al., 2012). In the modern food industry, processes have become
industrialized, characterized by mass production. Furthermore,
production, financing, and marketing have become internationally
integrated to form global food supply chains (Manning et al., 2005;
Roth et al., 2007; Trienekens et al., 2012). Such food supply chains
can be defined as “a set of interdependent companies that work
closely together to manage the flow of goods and services along
the value-added chain of agricultural and food products, in order
to realize superior customer value at the lowest possible costs”
(Folkerts and Koehorst, 1998). Globalization along with changing
marketing techniques, consumption trends, and modern technol-
ogy has simultaneously raised concerns in regards to the economy,
society, and the environment (Yakovleva, 2008; Zanoni and
Zavanella, 2012). At the same time, safety and quality is of utmost
importance in the food industry, which makes controlling the
entire supply chain (Manning et al., 2005), quality assurance
(Manning et al., 2006; Brown et al., 2002), and enhanced tracking
and tracing practices a special issue in this business (e.g., Wang
et al., 2009). A further practice discussed in this respect is the need
for collaboration (Matopulos et al., 2007) and coordination also
often emphasized for the food industry (Ziggers and Trienekens,
1999). Hence, consumers are becoming more concerned with the
products they consume, including their origin, the inputs used
during production, the labor standards implemented, e.g., by
farmers and food corporations, the treatment of animals, and the
environmental impact of production (Trienekens et al., 2012; Cross
et al., 2009). Therefore the sustainability, i.e., the ecological, social
and, economic impacts of the food industry have been under
scrutiny of the public for some time. Especially organic food and
fair trade initiatives are of importance in this regard. Our study did
not exclusively target these but through the keyword choice
includes a large body of articles focusing on such specific food
supply chains which seems appropriate when researching SSCM.
The relevance of food to all people, the industry dynamics, and the
aforementioned consumer demands qualify this industry as a
strong focus of research when integrating dynamic capabilities
into SSCM.

3. Research method

As the topic is quite abstract, the methodological choices were
limited. A single or few case studies would have their limitations

Table 2
Description of DCs.

Dynamic capability Acronym

Knowledge assessment
Knowledge sharing KS
Common IT system CIT
Licensing LIC
Knowledge acquisition and evaluation KAC

Partner development
Knowledge sharing (development) KSD
Partner development programs PDP
Improving overall performance IOP
Partner training PT

SC Re-conceptualization
Inclusion of NGOs NGO
Inclusion of neighbors, communities, policy makers NCP

Co-evolving
Joint development of products JDP
Joint development of processes JPR
Regular meetings RM
Partner-based synergies PBS

Reflexive control
Transparency TRA
Information sharing for monitoring ISM
Qualitative partner control/auditing QPM
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towards generalization, while the topic does not seem sufficiently
developed for a large scale survey to be feasible. An alternative
approach is analyzing existing publications and treating them as
“primary material” (Jauch et al. 1980). This is the typical approach
of a literature review, which was combined with a content
analysis. This might by now be called an established approach as
it has been applied in a number of papers, and the research
method is presented as a means in itself (Seuring and Gold, 2012).
The single steps of the research process will be explained.

To ensure validity and reliability, a process model proposed by
Mayring (2003) was followed (that has been used for similar
research objectives before; see e.g., Seuring and Müller, 2008a;
Gold et al., 2010). The model contains four steps and is the
following: (1) material collection, (2) descriptive analysis, (3) cate-
gory selection, and (4) material evaluation (see Fig. 2). Material
collection involves defining and delimitating the material as well
as defining the unit of analysis (i.e., the single paper). In the
descriptive analysis, the formal aspects of the material are
assessed, such as the number of publications per author, per
journal, or per year. Such classification provides the background
for further theoretical analysis. The next step, category selection,
requires structural dimensions and related analytic categories to
be selected. These dimensions are applied to the collected material
in the following step of material evaluation. To keep a reliable
quality of papers, we opted only to include articles published in
English language, peer-reviewed journals which already excluded
a number of articles published in the gray literature, i.e., con-
ference proceedings or project reports.

A structured keyword search was conducted in four major
electronic databases: Elsevier (www.sciencedirect.com), Emerald
(www.emeraldinsight.com), Wiley (www.wiley.com), and Springer
(www.springerlink.com). The following keywords were searched to
be in the title, abstract, or keywords: “food,” “supply chain,” and an

alternation between “green,” “sustainable,” and “sustainability.” Only
publications with a clear link between the food industry and
sustainable or green supply chain management were considered.
The search began with the year 2011 and continued until 2002,
covering a total of a decade of research. This is because the topic of
sustainable supply chain management has only gained the attention
for increased relevance in recent years. This approach was affirmed
during our research as in earlier years only single, if any, papers were
published. We included 52 papers in our review. Only 33 of these
articles have a strict food industry focus. To broaden the perspective
and generalizability of the study we nevertheless opted to include
the remaining 19 articles where the food industry was included as
one among other researched areas. As this paper is mostly conceptual
in nature, we concentrate on this aspect in the results section and do
not include all descriptive analysis results from the literature review
at this point. Furthermore, we opted to keep the data basis as broad
as possible; therefore, no geographical focus was taken during the
search for literature.

The process of content analysis (see also Seuring and Gold,
2012) was conducted by applying the categories of SSCM and DC
introduced in the literature review section. As the codes are taken
deductively from related literature, construct validity is ensured.
Each paper was coded accordingly thereby ensuring internal
validity. This also contributes to external validity as the research
design is set up in a rigorous manner and transparently described
here. A core challenge in such coding is reliability and, particularly,
repeatability. The latter one is ensured in the research process by
documenting the search criteria and data sources. In the subse-
quent coding process, the single codes, i.e., the used categories and
practices, have to be revealed. This is documented in our literature
review section. Reliability would ideally be ensured by joint coding
among several researchers. This was done for a test sample among
the research team thereby establishing the joint comprehension of
the single categories. However, time constraints only allowed a
single researcher to code each paper. To minimize the potential
bias we discussed controversial cases among the author group;
nevertheless, this is a limitation to the research. Overall, the
guidelines suggested in extant literature (Mayring, 2003; Seuring
and Gold, 2012) were followed.

4. Results

We find that all practices and dynamic capabilities are
described in the literature although to different extents. The
findings are discussed in detail in the subsequent sections.Fig. 2. Research process of a structured content analysis (Mayring, 2003, p. 120).

Fig. 3. Distribution of SSCM practices in the literature.
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4.1. Sustainable supply chain management practices

The frequency of occurrence of each SSCM practice is presented
in Fig. 3 with the respective acronyms described in Table 1. Most
articles describe a supply chain with a focal company or at least
from the viewpoint of one single company in the supply chain.

4.1.1. Orientation
Orientation consists of a dedication to SCM by an organization

as well as the orientation towards the TBL. After the analysis, the
results show that 51 out of all 52 articles place importance on the
commitment to SCM. An orientation towards the TBL is exhibited
by 32 of the total papers analyzed. The rest of the papers only
address two of the three major dimensions of sustainability,
namely economic and environment. The social dimension is often
neglected. These results show that companies are relying heavily
on SCM practices e.g., to ensure food safety and traceability (e.g.,
Fritz and Schiefer, 2009; Doluschitz et al., 2010). Furthermore, the
high count for TBL orientation shows a growing awareness of
sustainability issues in the food industry. Motivations for this
trend can be seen in the increasing concerns of consumers (e.g.,
Pullman et al., 2009; Paloviita, 2010), intrinsic motivation of the
company (e.g., Sharfman et al., 2009), pressure by NGOs (Müller
et al., 2009b) or legal requirements (Liu et al., 2011).

4.1.2. Supply chain continuity
In general, the articles describe cases where companies are

interested in stable and fruitful partnership relationships in their
supply chain, which reflects Continuity. Six articles describe that
companies engage in Long-Term Relationships with their partners.
These relationships are used to build up trust and commitment
(Pagell et al., 2010), sometimes starting with few important
partners and from there gradually spreading through the chain
(Vasileiou and Morris, 2006; Ras et al., 2007). In the majority of
their studied cases, including a snack foods business and a local
pizza restaurant chain, paying above market prices to suppliers
was preferred to provide prosperity across the chain (Pagell et al.,
2010). The Development of Partners is important in food supply
chains and is mentioned in eight articles. Examples for such
partner development include assistance and teaching of new
farming methods for producers or funding the costs needed to
convert to more sustainable farming (Ras et al., 2007). Financial
support to farmers, even in developed countries, can be a crucial
factor not only in making the greening of the supply chain
possible but also in strengthening the relationships among
actors, as farmers are often held responsible for costs involved in
the conversion of farming practices and distribution to retailers
(Ras et al., 2007). With a lower count than expected, six
articles report on Partner Selection. Partners are selected according
to their abilities (Tate et al., 2010) and also according to their
willingness to engage in sustainability practices (Wiskerke and
Roep, 2007).

4.1.3. Collaboration
In terms of Collaboration, the majority of the articles present a

mixed picture. Only six articles report a Technological Integration of
partners, and eight discuss a Logistical Integration (e.g., Beamon,
2008). While this might again be partly related to the non-
logistical focus of the majority of articles, especially the low count
of Technological Integration is surprising. The latter is somewhat
mitigated by the fact that 28 articles describe Enhanced Commu-
nication as an integral and important practice in their dealings
with partners. Here the quality of shared information is of high
importance even with the goal of a transparent supply chain (Solér
et al., 2010; Henningsson et al., 2004; Bergstroem et al., 2005;

Kumar and Nigmatullin, 2011). In the food industry, transparency
to consumers is critical, especially in regards to food origin,
production and processing methods, ingredients or inputs used,
etc., (Paloviita, 2010). The collaboration and Joint Development is
taking place on two general levels. This includes new product
development (Chiou and Chan, 2011; Sarkis et al., 2011; Liu et al.,
2011) and the general development and enhancement of processes
(Schiefer, 2002; Wolfert et al., 2010). Despite the emphasis in
previously published articles, only six articles in the sample
mention such Joint Development. This can partly be attributed to
the fact that relatively powerful focal companies often control
such supply chains (Ras et al., 2007) which already have more
sophisticated development capabilities than their smaller supply
chain partners. Another factor is the concentration on the farm
level, where, especially in developing countries, farmers might be
asked for experience but not take part in the actual development
of new processes.

4.1.4. Risk management
Among Risk Management practices, the most prominent is the

adoption of Standards and Certifications with 24 articles mention-
ing this approach. Such standards come in the form of Code of
Conducts of individual focal companies (e.g., Kolk, 2011) or in the
form of general certifications like the ISO 14001 or SA 8000
(Vermeulen, 2010; Bitzer et al., 2008). Individual Monitoring by
members throughout the entire supply chain is particularly
necessary in food supply chains as tracking and tracing are crucial
to sustainable food production (Fritz and Schiefer, 2009;
Parmigiani et al., 2011). However, this practice is mentioned in
eight articles, far less than the more broadly applied standards and
certification practice. Pressure Group Management shows a similar,
differentiated picture. This deals mostly with the pressures by
NGOs and their power to harm the reputation of a company
(Müller et al., 2009a; Vermeulen, 2010; Miao et al., 2011). Some
articles describe that the customer demands for sustainable
products have grown to the point where they could be seen as
pressures to adopt certain processes or not to sell out to a bigger
competitor (Pullman et al., 2009; Sharfman et al., 2009). Govern-
ment pressure is seen in diverse ways. For more pro-active
companies, it is of no or low importance since they already employ
higher standards than those enforced by governments (Solér et al.,
2010), or it might lead to pro-active implementation of certain
sustainability practices (Smit et al., 2008). Governmental interest
in a particular supply chain may also correspond to the interest of
the chain, which can be seen from a positive perspective. For
example, government initiatives may promote sustainable agri-
culture (e.g., organic production) and assist with the conversion by
providing subsidies or allowing for shorter conversion times (Smit
et al., 2008). However, the interests often do not align, and the
pressure is often seen in a more negative light. Overall, pressure
groups have a high importance for companies, and 22 articles
describe it.

4.1.5. Pro-activity
For a dynamic, especially with regards to organic or fair trade

food, and still relatively young industry like the sustainable food
industry Pro-activity is a necessity since many new processes and
technologies still have to be established. One important practice in
this regard is Learning. Consequently, this includes the acquisition
of new knowledge from NGOs, government development agencies
(Ras et al., 2007), and researchers, educators, and partners in the
chain (Baecke et al., 2002). Six articles include this practice. Not
surprisingly, Stakeholder Management is a practice that is com-
monly mentioned in the literature, namely 17 papers. Already
the definition by Seuring and Müller (2008a) lists stakeholder
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requirements as a necessary influence factor on SSCM. Stake-
holders such as NGOs are integrated to benefit from their expertise
and contacts, to gain credibility, and use their knowledge for
process or product development (Alvarez et al., 2009; Schrader
et al., 2011). This is the main difference to Pressure Group
Management since stakeholders are not perceived as a threat
but as a way to enhance performance, products, and processes.
Innovation encompasses the possession of capabilities to encou-
rage new idea generation and pursuing new technologies. This
practice is mentioned in thirteen papers. Examples are the adop-
tion of new innovative technologies or processes, e.g., using a
living lab as an open innovation approach for leveraging both
internal and external sources of ideas (Wolfert et al., 2010). Life
Cycle Assessment is an inter-organizational effort used to measure
the environmental impact of production and is often applied in the
food industry (Yakovleva, 2008; Apaiah et al., 2006; Virtanen et al.,
2011; Dobon et al., 2011; Hall and Howe, 2011; Sonesson and
Berlin, 2003). However, without a SCM orientation a LCA is
difficult to achieve as the necessary information from the supplier
and buyer sides might not be shared with the focal company. The
assessment in a food supply chain may involve all on-farm
activities, inputs used, transportation, etc. (Peacock et al., 2011).
Therefore, joint efforts are needed from all actors in the chain. LCA
is described twenty times in the literature sample, making it the
most commonly discussed item in the Pro-Activity category.

4.2. Dynamic capabilities

The proposed DCs (see Beske, 2012) have to be understood as
categories in which distinctive DCs are formed. The formation of a
DC can be understood similar to a matrix organization, where,
whenever necessary, whole or parts of routines are recruited to
build a dynamic capability for a specific task. Furthermore, as
Teece (2007) argues, DCs are not clearly observable, which makes
a detailed description impossible. Nevertheless, we identified
relevant DCs from the food industry which differ in their exact
form and design from company to company. The results are shown
in Fig. 4.

4.2.1. Knowledge assessment
Knowledge is the basis for several activities observed in the

articles. The general sharing of information and knowledge is an
important key to achieve a more transparent or even totally
transparent supply chain (Vermeulen, 2010). The benefits of such
transparency have already been shown related to the “Bullwhip
Effect” to react to dynamically changing environments (Lee et al.,
1997), but such information systems do not fully meet the

definitions of a DC. Here, the information and knowledge needs
to be of high quality and often situation specific. Therefore, we
argue that for the abilities to develop new products, technologies,
and processes, Knowledge Assessment is of high importance (Defee
and Fugate, 2010). A cornerstone of the knowledge-accessing
dynamic capability is an extension from the traditional goals of a
learning orientation in that it does not focus solely on acquiring
and absorbing more knowledge. Instead, this DC has a more
holistic perspective, as the accessing and understanding of cap-
abilities possessed by some supply chain members will benefit the
others (Defee and Fugate, 2010). Knowledge Acquisition and Eva-
luation goes a step further and involves acquiring new knowledge,
evaluating the information, and applying what is most useful or
beneficial. Only three papers directly address the topic of knowl-
edge acquisition and evaluation. Doluschitz et al. (2010) develop
an integrated IT system, for example, but they indicate that an
independent third party with sufficient industry (e.g., meat)
knowledge should be appointed to operate the IT system, revealing
also that certain qualifications are demanded to interpret and
apply knowledge. Before companies make an effort towards the
other categories, like Common IT Interfaces and Licensing, they
must first decide if they are even willing to embrace Knowledge
Sharing and, if so, to what extent and by which means (e.g,
through technological integration or joint development). Since
this is typically a preceding decision or activity to the items to
follow, it is not surprising that with 15 papers, the most papers
from the capability of knowledge assessment belong to knowledge
sharing. In order to ease the transfer and exchange of knowledge,
Common IT Interfaces can be developed, which has been high-
lighted in ten of the papers analyzed. Essentially, such systems can
also lead to leaner inventories, lower inventory costs, lower
transaction costs, and, in general, better logistics (Marcus and
Anderson, 2006). Providing Licensing, e.g., for software, for all
chain members certainly enhances the overall transparency. In a
study of wine distribution, the use and licensing of a software
called CargoScope was introduced, allowing users to collaborate
and build a complete supply chain network, including the storage,
transportation, and processing parameters for each echelon of the
chain (Cholette and Venkat, 2009). Despite the potential benefits,
only four papers discuss licensing.

4.2.2. Partner development
Partner development may be pursued because the overall

success of a chain can be limited to the performance of the
weakest link. The implementation through inter alia Knowledge
Sharing (in terms of development) can lead to changes within the
supply chain. Quite often, focal firms must provide the necessary

Fig. 4. Distribution of DCs in the literature.
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knowledge to their suppliers to even make the production of the
demanded raw material possible (e.g., organic products), which is
revealed in six of the papers analyzed. Partner Development
Programs and Partner Training are also methods permitting such
knowledge sharing (Alvarez et al., 2009; Henningsson et al., 2004;
Ciliberti et al., 2008) and are discussed in the papers, one and six
times, respectively. A willingness to Improve the Overall Perfor-
mance of the supply chain should be exhibited by all chain
members. With the highest number of papers within the cap-
ability of partner development (12 papers), the inference may be
made that a commitment to improving the overall performance
initiates partner development activities (Zhu et al., 2008; Zanoni
and Zavanella, 2012). Nonetheless, research shows that, despite
the literature and theories on SCM and viewing the chain from a
holistic perspective, initiatives in practice usually only focus on
chain fragments when aiming to improve the chain0s performance
(Ras et al., 2007). This calls for a greater need for a holistic
approach in practice.

4.2.3. Supply chain re-conceptualization
Sustainable supply chains are designed differently from con-

ventional ones. Consequently, the need for Supply Chain Re-
Conceptualization, i.e., to change the old ways of doing business
or to differ from the usual way business is done, is described in
many articles in the sample. An important capability lies in
searching and selecting the right partners for the SC. As shown
in Fig. 4, this capability was identified frequently in the
sample with counts of 15 and 14 regarding the inclusion of new
members. This includes partners that are business related, such as
farmers able to produce the necessary organic produce (Ras et al.,
2007), or outside agencies like NGOs or even Governmental
Bodies/Policy Makers, such as development aid agencies
(Wiskerke and Roep, 2007). Other possible candidates might even
be neighbors or communities found in the nearby areas of
production.

4.2.4. Co-evolving
Co-Evolving is characterized firstly by improved relationships

between the different partners in the chain. Supply chains must
grow and change together, keeping the interests and visions of
each member in alignment. Distinction is given between Joint
Development of Products and Processes to illustrate the extent to
which firms are collaborating. Surprisingly, the collaborative
efforts are often not identified hand-in-hand. Three papers identi-
fied JDP while four emphasized JPR. Holding meetings on a regular
basis allows for enhanced communication, helps partners form
relationships, allows for discussion and decision-making on joint
projects, and can, therefore, reaffirm that supply chain members
are moving forward together in the same direction (Alvarez et al.,
2009). With only four papers mentioning the importance of
regular meetings, it is revealed that the benefits have yet to be
realized by most. Partner-based Synergies are new resources and
benefits towards a competitive advantage that result from partner
collaboration and co-evolution (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000).
Only two articles explicitly address partner-based synergies. An
exemplar case is in the article on the construction of a sustainable
pork supply chain, where a pork producer forms a partnership
with an environmental engineering bureau director who shares
similar views on regional farming (Wiskerke and Roep, 2007).
Their complementarities are specifically outlined: the producer
has a strong network in the primary sector, and the director has
strong relations with environmental NGOs and government offi-
cials working in subsidy programs for agriculture (Wiskerke and
Roep, 2007).

4.2.5. Reflexive control
Strong evidence was found for Reflexive Control of the supply

chain, which involves comparing and evaluating the functionality
of the supply chain to the needs of the supply chain. This is done
not only by the analysis of financial data but also through the
evaluation of key performance indicators (Seuring and Müller,
2008a), which should be adjusted when deemed necessary. Nine-
teen papers discuss Transparency, referring to both the degree of
understanding of and access to product-related information
(Wognum et al., 2011; Gadema and Oglethorpe, 2011;
Hamprecht et al., 2005). Information Sharing specifically for
monitoring purposes was identified in ten articles. In many food
supply chains (e.g. cold chains), products are monitored during
distribution from the manufacturers or producers to the retailers.
Every chain partner visually inspects the products and compares
results to the pre-determined acceptance or rejection parameters
(Schliephake et al., 2009). Thirteen articles present Qualitative
Partner Control and Auditing as an important capability. Certifica-
tion by third parties, auditing, and analysis using written scor-
ecards are all methods in which suppliers can be evaluated. By
implementing an effective and efficient partner control system,
performance can also be routinely monitored, making it possible
for more efficient and accurate long-term contract development in
terms of costs and quality specifications (Parmigiani et al., 2011).

4.3. Linking DCs and SSCM

The high number of companies dedicated to SCM is in line with
general assumptions that without top-management support,
effective (S)SCM is hard to reach. Furthermore, as the number of
papers discussing a TBL orientation is less than that of SCM
orientation, it could imply that a SCM orientation is also necessary
before a chain can commit to the triple-bottom line. Thus, a
commitment to incorporating members of a supply chain (i.e.,
making decisions together, sharing knowledge or the capability to
access knowledge, integrating technology and logistics, pursuing
partner development, etc.) can be considered a prerequisite to the
fulfillment of a commitment to sustainability.

4.3.1. On the nature of dynamic capabilities
DCs in general are a very complex topic and, therefore, are hard

to grasp and still heatedly discussed in the scientific community.
Teece (2007) argues that they are not observable; otherwise, they
would be rather best practices. This is exactly what Eisenhardt and
Martin (2000) claim in their work. Winter (2003) even writes of
“the mystery and confusion surrounding the concept of dynamic
capabilities.” We describe general DCs, which in their specific form
and organization will differ from company to company; they will
have common features even when implemented in different firms
but might be idiosyncratic in their specific form (Foerstl et al.,
2010). Furthermore, we identify several practices, or in the
terminology of dynamic capabilities, routines (e.g., Teece et al.,
1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Barreto, 2010) which form the
bundle of which the DCs consist. DCs integrate these routines
through which managers pool their knowledge and skills to generate
new knowledge, solutions, or resource configurations (Eisenhardt
and Martin, 2000). They might be common in organizations, but the
DC is finally made by what a company wants to achieve with the
routines. On the one hand, they can be used for day-to-day business.
On the other hand, if bundled together and used in a strategic
manner, they can purposefully change the business environment
(Helfat et al., 2007) by forming new partnerships, changing the
relationships of partners in the chain and through this having anti-
competitive purposes as well as performance enhancement pur-
poses. Furthermore, they enable the development of new processes
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and products, which alter the way business is carried out among the
supply chain partners and in the industry as well.

4.3.2. The link between SSCM practices and dynamic capabilities
Table 3 shows the relationship of SSCM practices and SSCM DCs

in the form of a matrix. We derived the distinctive DCs from our
observations during the literature review. The matching was done
based on the reviewed literature and through experience in the
related research fields. Exemplarily, this is described in more detail
in the case of the Product and Process Development DC (Sarkis
et al. 2011; Wolfert et al., 2010; Schiefer, 2002). This was chosen
because similar DCs have been put forward by other researchers as
possible candidates for further research (e.g., Eisenhardt and
Martin, 2000). Furthermore, it is very complex and covers a
wide span of SSCM practices. The orientation towards SCM and
the TBL already at the beginning of the development process are
necessary to encompass all possible opportunities from the SC

partners (Wu and Pagell, 2011). Including the dimensions of
sustainability is, of course, a pre-condition if the goal is to produce
a sustainable product or have appropriate processes. Long-term
relationships have been shown to be beneficial for the collaborative
development of products or processes (Vachon and Klassen, 2006),
partly because under such conditions trust can evolve and sharing
of information is more open (Gold et al., 2010). Also, it allows for the
development of specific capabilities in the partners if necessary for
the joint success. If this is not possible, Partner Selection is required
to identify and integrate a new partner that can fill the gap.
Technological Integration fosters the exchange of information and
knowledge and has a positive influence on collaboration on various
levels (Vachon and Klassen, 2006). The Joint Development Practice
speaks for itself, since it contains the routines necessary to be able
to carry out such projects jointly. Enhanced Communication,
including safe modes of transfer of sensible, high-quality informa-
tion is another pre-condition to engage in collaborative develop-
ment (Seuring and Müller, 2008a). Pressure Group Management is

Table 3
Matrix relation of SSCM practices and SSCM dynamic capabilities.

SSCM practices SSCM dynamic capabilities

Knowledge management Partner
development

SC Re-conceptualization Co-evolving Reflexive control

Knowledge
assessment

Knowledge
acquisition

Ability
development

Search,
selection,
integration

Supply chain
link foundation

Product, process
development

Relationship
management

Transparency Control and
monitoring

Total
(9)

SCM orientation ● ● ● ● ● ● 6
67%

TBL orientation ● ● ● ● 4
44%

Long-term
relationships

● ● ● ● ● ● 6

67%
Partner
development

● ● ● ● ● ● 6

67%
Partner selection ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 7

78%
Technological
integration

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 9

100%
Logistical
integration

● ● ● ● ● 5

56%
Joint
development

● ● ● 3

33%
Enhanced
communication

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 8

89%
Individual
monitoring

● ● ● ● ● 5

56%
Pressure Group
Management

● ● ● ● ● ● 6

67%
Standards and
certifications

● ● ● ● 4

44%
Learning ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 8

89%
Stakeholder
management

● ● ● ● ● ● 6

67%
Innovation ● ● ● ● ● 5

56%
Life cycle
assessment

● ● ● ● 4

44%
Total (16) 9 7 11 12 9 13 10 12 9 Average

56% 44% 69% 75% 56% 81% 63% 75% 56% 64%
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necessary to forecast where a new process or product might collide
with the interest of this specific group of stakeholders (Seuring and
Müller, 2008a), whereas Stakeholder Management covers the
inclusion of general stakeholders, e.g., customers, to incorporate
their ideas and desires. To understand dynamically changing
requirements and act accordingly is a source of competitive
advantage (Foerstl et al., 2010). This information and other sources
of knowledge are codified and incorporated into the knowledge
pool with the SSCM practice of Learning (Skjoett-Larsen et al.,
2003). The Innovation practice permits the development through
means of actual willingness and ability to pursue new ways of
thought and be innovative in a pro-active manner (Pagell and Wu,
2009). Finally, as stated before, LCA connects to the TBL orientation
to have the whole life cycle and related positive and negative
impacts of the product or process already in mind while it is
actually developed.

4.3.3. Enhanced relationships through dynamic capabilities
In general, the majority of the DCs are very relationship-specific

and oriented to improve the relationships among supply chain
partners. Six of the proposed nine DCs are directly related to
building or maintaining strong and trusting relationships. This
includes Ability and Values Development, which influences the
basis of the relationship and can be applied to deepen the
relationship. This is in line with the definition of Seuring and
Müller (2008a) who call for a cooperation of the partners in the
chain. Relationship quality has been discussed in other manage-
ment theories already as well, specifically the relational view
(Dyer and Singh, 1998), to improve overall performance.

The next is the search, selection, and integration capability
where especially the last item aims to build a relationship. Good
relationships are necessary for Product and Process Development,
but especially the latter can introduce processes which foster the
relationships of supply chain partners. The capability of Relation-
ship Management has as the goal of developing strong relation-
ships between the partners.

Another set of capabilities deals with knowledge and learning. It
is assumed that capabilities are most valuable when they allow a
learning environment (Foerstl et al., 2010). These are Knowledge
Assessment and Knowledge Acquisition. DCs can consist of routines
especially for knowledge generation or preservation and use techni-
ques like copy, transfer, and recombination (Eisenhardt and Martin,
2000; Easterby-Smith et al., 2009). Overall it seems that rather pro-
active companies pursue such a dedicated and dynamic sustainability
strategy (Wiskerke and Roep, 2007; Smit et al., 2008).

Crosslinking SSCM practices and DCs proves quite interesting as
Table 3 reveals. While we only do so in a qualitative manner, there
are at least five practices linked collectively to each of the nine
DCs. The range of 3–9 shows a clear interrelation. This also holds if
the links are assessed vice versa, where each DC is linked to 7–13
SSCM practices. Here, it must be noted that the theoretical
framework presented in Section 2 only argues for the link from
SSCM practices to DCs.

5. Discussion

The contributions of the paper are building both on the
theoretical as well as the empirical part of the research. On the
theoretical side, we establish a link among supply chain practices
and dynamic capabilities in SSCM. Building on the work of Beske
(2012), we drive the comprehension of DCs into further detail
thereby adding to theory building in SSCM. Different to previous
research (e.g., Defee and Fugate, 2010; Zhu et al., 2012), we directly
link supply chain practices to DCs. Given the many facets of SSCM,
the selection of practices is a critical step, which we only partly

justify. Explaining each practice in detail would make up an entire
paper, making this certainly a limitation in our research.

Further, the food industry proves quite suitable as the many
links identified illustrate (see Table 3). Still, this is a limitation, as
we have conducted the research for only one sector thus far. An
extension to other sectors would allow identifying similarities and
differences among sectors. This, however, points to the empirical
research already conducted, which makes up the second major
contribution.

While Marcus and Anderson (2006) found that DCs will not result
in higher performance of an environmental management system, we
argue, however, that the application of DCs for SSCM can result in a
better sustainability performance for the overall supply chain,
thereby including the environmental performance at least of the
focal company and often of the other supply chain partners as well.

In addition, using a research method building on analyzing
secondary data even allows a much more aggregative perception
of related research than any research collecting primary data
would be able to achieve. Using peer-reviewed papers as the unit
of analysis places the research into the existing body of literature,
but moves beyond the single contribution and aims at analyzing
somewhat “larger” streams of theory building. The research
process applied allows even testing our conceptualization of DCs
in SSCM. Staying in line with other researchers on SSCM and DC
theory (e.g. Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Seuring and Müller,
2008a; Pagell and Wu, 2009; Carter and Easton, 2011) we show
the high importance of enhanced relationships between the
supply chain partners to achieve high performance in the empiri-
cal setting of the food industry.

The top three categories of both SSCM practices and DCs with the
highest frequencies of occurrence (i.e., EC, CER, PG, KS, NGO, and
NCP; see Figs. 3 and 4) can be considered relevant for relationship
management in food supply chains. As knowledge sharing may be
critical for ensuring the safety of a product and even improving the
shelf life in terms of perishable food products, it is not surprising that
enhanced communication is also highly identified in the literature,
since improving the means of communication would most likely
allow for better knowledge sharing. Meeting certification standards,
often a result of addressing pressure groups, helps to achieve trust in
partner relationships. Additionally, the re-conceptualization of the
supply chain, e.g. to include NGOs, policy makers, etc., may also lead
to improved relationships by allowing more involvement of stake-
holders. Whether these results hold true only for the food industry
would have to be determined through further studies; however, one
could presume similarities across other chains where sustainability is
a priority.

While the interlinks presented in Table 3 are qualitative, we can
establish the relationships in a strong manner. All SC practices are
linked to a minimum of three (out of nine) DCs. As we predomi-
nantly argue this way (see Fig. 1), we have to be cautious about
reversing our arguments. By further analyzing the table and taking
into account that each DC is connected to at least seven (out of 16)
supply chain practices, there is a sound basis for assuming such a
connection also holding. This would be another suggestion for
future research, where contingencies among both dimensions of
analysis would be computed thereby allowing in-depth, statisti-
cally supported insights (see, e.g., Gold et al., 2010, for such an
approach). Looking at the SSCM side, transfers or uptakes of theory
from other fields of management and even beyond seem quite
welcome, thereby contributing to enriching the theoretical foun-
dations often asked for by researchers (Seuring and Müller, 2008a;
Halldorsson et al., 2009). Despite the current increase in SSCM
related publications, such a further development of SSCM theory is
still in demand (Zhu et al., 2011).

There are also practical implications of the research presented
here. The food industry was chosen as an example that ensures a
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number of dynamic characteristics. Both changing customer
demands as well as the strive for more sustainability in related
food supply chains will drive the dynamics further. The dynamic
capabilities identified offer insights into the opportunities enter-
prises can build on in actively managing and developing their
supply chains in a sustainable manner. Knowledge management
and partner development would go hand in hand with each other.
Focal companies might aim at offering training for their suppliers
in developing their knowledge about environmental issues and
ensure sound conduct (Ras et al., 2007; Wiskerke and Roep, 2007).
On the social side, this would imply monitoring that codes of
conduct are implemented. Yet, a partnership approach (Sharfman
et al., 2009) demands a joint learning process (co-evolving). In
terms of operations, the transparency created would contribute to
tracking and tracing efforts implemented in many food chains in
response to food scandals and subsequent legal action. Finally,
practitioners might be able to identify practices which they
already employ to group them together to form a DC with which
they can enhance their competitive advantage.

As already stated, the secondary nature of our database poses a
clear limitation for the results. Especially in the case of Dynamic
Capabilities, which are difficult to conceptualize and describe, this
might limit the significance of the propositions. Nevertheless,
since few descriptions and conceptualizations of DCs exist to date,
these results provide a valuable step in the consolidation of SSCM
and DC research alike. Of course, the practices and DCs have to be
further evaluated, ideally starting with empirical case-based,
qualitative research. Furthermore, the list of practices and DCs is
not comprehensive, but relevant for our research.

This leads over into suggestions for future research. While
analyzing papers covering another sector (e.g., more technical,
such as the automotive or electronics industry) has already been
mentioned, there seems to also be the need for more theory driven
analysis. While the dynamic capability approach seems to be
rapidly taken up with (S)SCM related literature, it stays in the
dark whether DCs can really be argued for in a supply chain
environment. The approach has been posited for individual enter-
prises but not supply chains. Hence, it would have to be assessed
whether the assumptions of the DC approach allow this or how
they have to be modified accordingly. Further research will
identify additional DCs, as existing research already points out
practices like benchmarking and performance goals as practices in
SSCM which we did not include in our study. Furthermore, as
several practices and DCs point towards long-term, trusting
relationships and commitment, the power of individual companies
diminishes. This is especially relevant for the smaller partners, i.e.,
the suppliers in the supply chain, since their relative transaction-
specific investments will most likely be higher than those of the
focal firm (Ras et al., 2007). Since we are by far not the first or only
researchers to suggest such relationship quality aspects as impor-
tant for competitive SSCM, it is surprising that so far research into
the willingness and ability of the smaller partners to engage into
such partnerships in the SSCM context is rather limited.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we identified several practices in the SSCM
context. In the terminology of Dynamic Capabilities, these prac-
tices can be considered as routines which, if combined, form a
distinctive DC. We identified several DCs for SSCM in the sustain-
able food industry and propose them for evaluation. Furthermore,
we describe the necessary SSCM practices as the basic routines for
the DCs. So far, such a detailed description of DCs in the literature
is still scarce. Furthermore, a description of the underlying
routines has not been posited for the sustainable food industry

or for general SSCM. In total, we propose eight distinctive
capabilities based on a literature review. These are: (1) Knowledge
Assessment, (2) Knowledge Acquisition, (3) Ability Development,
(4) Search, Selection and Integration of Partners, (5) Supply Chain
Link Foundation, (6) Product and Process Development, (7) Relation-
ship Management, and (8) Reflexive Control. These capabilities can
be applied in a general way. For example, the acquisition and
codification of knowledge is a basic function of a company which
simply integrates new information into the knowledge pool. But if
this information is actively searched for and used to solve a specific
challenge, e.g., information about new sustainable production tech-
niques needed to react to a sudden drought, then it becomes
dynamic. In other words, if the capabilities are used to change the
business environment, the resource base of the supply chain, or to
adapt to sudden changes from the outside, then they actually can be
considered as a DC. Future case-based empirical research will be
necessary to further validate this catalog of Dynamic Capabilities.

Not all practices and DCs have been described in the papers as
often as we initially expected. Especially the need to commit to Co-
evolvement has been mentioned only a few times. One reason
might be that most researchers have examined a process of
transforming a supply chain or a relatively young supply chain
configuration. The need to jointly develop products and processes
or hold regular meetings so that supply chain members can
participate is slowly being realized. Another explanation lies in
the second hand nature of data coming from a diverse set of
research including agriculture, ethics, and strategic management
journals. Far from being homogenous, the different research fields
require different foci not always consistent with the nature of the
strategic management disciplines of Dynamic Capabilities and
SSCM. But especially those practices and DCs need to be evaluated
in more depth with directed research. Furthermore, the high count
for the TBL orientation shows a growing awareness of the
consumers and the food industry for sustainability issues. Similar
to other literature reviews on SSCM, the smaller representation of
the social dimension compared to the environmental dimension
was to be expected. Although nearly every major food producer
states to follow sustainability practices, the fact that the social
dimension is often excluded is somewhat sobering.

With our research we show a possible way of identifying and
describing DCs even when their somewhat “mysterious” nature
(Winter, 2003) makes this a challenging feat. The insights gained
from this literature review integrating DCs and SSCM provide a
solid foundation from which future empirical research can be
based. As Helfat and Peteraf (2009, p. 92) said, “emerging and
evolving theories develop slowly, over long periods of time.”
Implementing dynamic capabilities into sustainable supply chain
management is certainly no exception.
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