
Vifada Management and Social Sciences, E-ISSN 2987-1999 
This work is Licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License 

 

72 

 
Collaborative Sustainable Development Strategy: Linking 
Dynamic Capabilities To Sustainable Business Performance in 
The Indonesian Cocoa Value Chain 
 

Asni Mustika Rani (1*) Agus Rahayu (2) Lili Adi Wibowo (3) Alfira Sofia (4) Umari Abdurrahim 

Abi Anwar (5) 

 
(1,2,3,4) Universitas Pendidikan Indonesia, Bandung Indonesia 
(5) Universitas Islam Bandung, Bandung, Indonesia 

 
Received: 2025, 05,22 Accepted: 2025, 08,19  
Available online: 2025, 12,28 

 
*Corresponding author. 
E-mail addresses: asnimustika@upi.edu   

 
 

KEYWORDS  ABSTRACT 
Keywords: 
Dynamic Sustainable Supply Chain 
Capabilities; Collaborative 
Sustainable Development Strategy; 
Sustainable Business Performance; 
Cocoa Industry. 
 
Conflict of Interest Statement: 
The author(s) declares that the 
research was conducted in the 
absence of any commercial or 
financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict 
of interest. 
 
Copyright © 2025 AMAR. All rights 
reserved. 

 
Sustainability pressures in agricultural value chains are no longer distant 
policy discussions. They now influence how firms organize sourcing, 
production, and distribution on a daily basis. In Indonesia’s cocoa sector, these 
pressures go beyond compliance. Firms are increasingly required to embed 
environmental and social considerations into their operational decisions if 
they wish to maintain market access and competitiveness. This study 
examines how Dynamic Sustainable Supply Chain Capabilities (DSSCC) relate 
to Sustainable Business Performance (SBP) and whether a Collaborative 
Sustainable Development Strategy (CSDS) serves as the mechanism linking the 
two. Survey data were collected from 40 downstream bean-to-bar cocoa firms 
and analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-
SEM). The results reveal a clear pattern. DSSCC strongly supports the 
formation of CSDS, indicating that leadership commitment, sustainable 
sourcing, responsible processes, sustainable delivery systems, technology 
management, and social capability create the internal conditions necessary 
for collaboration. However, DSSCC does not directly improve SBP. 
Performance gains emerge when these capabilities are enacted through 
structured collaboration. CSDS fully mediates the relationship between DSSCC 
and SBP, suggesting that sustainability outcomes improve when firms work 
closely with farmers, buyers, communities, and regulators rather than relying 
solely on internal initiatives. The study draws on the Resource-Based View, 
Dynamic Capabilities Theory, Stakeholder Theory, and Institutional Theory to 
frame sustainability transitions as relational processes that unfold across value 
chains. The findings underline a practical implication: strengthening internal 
capability is important, but sustainable performance depends on how 
effectively firms translate that capability into collective action. 

 

Introduction 

Sustainable development has moved from an abstract agenda to an operational issue that directly 
affects how food value chains run. This shift is especially visible in agriculture, where supply chains 
connect smallholders to global markets. Sustainability demands now appear in day-to-day decisions 
about farming practices, sourcing arrangements, quality control, and market access. Regulations, 
buyer requirements, and international commitments have changed what counts as “acceptable” 
performance. Sustainability is no longer treated only as a compliance checklist or an internal efficiency 
project. It increasingly reflects collective outcomes shaped by interactions among firms, farmers, 
communities, and institutions. Cocoa is a clear example because ethical sourcing, environmental 
responsibility, and inclusive development are now expected across a fragmented and multi-actor 
chain. 
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In Indonesia, these external pressures meet persistent structural constraints. Cocoa used to be a 
strong contributor to national economic performance, yet the sector has weakened over time. 
Production has declined, cultivated areas have shrunk, and exports have lost momentum (BPS – 
Statistics Indonesia, 2024). Data from Directorate General of Plantations (Direktorat Jenderal 
Perkebunan, 2024) show that cocoa production fell from 767,280 tons in 2019 to 641,248 tons in 2024. 
This represents a cumulative decline of about 16.43% over five years, alongside a contraction in 
plantation area from roughly 1.7 million to 1.5 million hectares. Aging trees, pest and disease pressure, 
and limited rejuvenation continue to constrain productivity. Export volumes also indicate erosion of 
market position. By 2023, exports had decreased to around 340,000 tons, at a time when sustainability 
requirements are becoming more decisive for market access. 

The competitive challenge is no longer only about volume. Buyers increasingly consider quality 
and the ability to meet sustainability criteria. Indonesia remains one of the major cocoa producers, 
yet only a limited share of exports can be positioned as fine or certified cocoa. FAO (Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 2024) estimates that around 10% of Indonesian 
cocoa exports fall into the fine flavor category, still below levels observed in Ghana or Côte d’Ivoire 
where quality and certification systems have been institutionalized for longer. Nugraha and Hitchins 
note that sustainability certification has gradually become a normal sourcing condition rather than an 
optional premium feature (Nugraha & Hitchins, 2021). Under these conditions, sustainability is tied to 
whether firms can maintain access to international markets. 

Institutional forces intensify this pressure. Regulations, buyer requirements, and sector standards 
operate together, producing coercive, normative, and mimetic pressures that shape firm behavior 
over time (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Managers cannot organize production and supplier relationships 
in conventional ways and still expect to compete. They are pushed to revisit how they work with 
farmers, intermediaries, communities, and regulators. Many adjustments happen through learning and 
experimentation rather than through fully formalized programs. Sustainability, in practice, is 
becoming a baseline requirement for doing business rather than a reporting add-on. 

One common response has been capability building. This study focuses on Dynamic Sustainable 
Supply Chain Capabilities (DSSCC). Based on the Resource-Based View and Dynamic Capabilities 
Theory, DSSCC are treated as more than routine operational skills. They represent a sustainability-
oriented bundle that includes leadership direction, sourcing practices, internal processes, logistics, 
technology management, and social responsibility (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997). These 
capabilities should help firms sense change and reconfigure routines as sustainability demands evolve. 
Field observations in the Indonesian cocoa sector, however, suggest uneven capability development. 
Firms that operate closest to smallholders often face sharper resource constraints, coordination gaps, 
and limited institutional support, which weakens capability formation where it may be most needed. 

Capability building alone also does not guarantee better sustainability performance. Dynamic 
capabilities can support adaptation and learning (Beske, 2012), but their effects are often constrained 
when firms act in isolation. Evidence from emerging economy contexts points in a consistent direction: 
collaboration is frequently required to close implementation gaps and to turn strategic intent into real 
changes in practice (Dariah et al., 2025; Hall & Wagner, 2012). Cocoa supply chains are fragmented. 
Problems related to farmer livelihoods, environmental degradation, and certification readiness are 
distributed across many actors. A single firm rarely has the authority, resources, or legitimacy to 
address all these issues on its own. 

This study therefore positions a Collaborative Sustainable Development Strategy (CSDS) as a 
central mechanism that can translate internal capabilities into measurable outcomes. CSDS refers to 
structured collaboration among firms, farmers, buyers, communities, and regulators to pursue shared 
sustainability goals through farmer empowerment, productivity improvement, and environmental and 
social stewardship (Freeman, 2010; Gray & Stites, 2013). These arrangements create space for joint 
problem solving, shared investment, and regular exchange. They also allow sustainability-oriented 
capabilities to operate at value-chain level instead of remaining limited to individual organizations. 

Despite growing interest in sustainability capabilities and collaboration, many empirical studies 
still treat these streams separately. The result is a limited understanding of whether collaboration 
actually mediates the link between internal transformation and sustainability performance, 
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particularly in agricultural value chains within emerging economies. This study addresses that gap by 
testing the mediating role of CSDS in the relationship between DSSCC and Sustainable Business 
Performance (SBP) in the Indonesian cocoa value chain. Using PLS-SEM, the analysis estimates both 
direct and indirect relationships among the constructs. The study combines RBV, Dynamic Capabilities 
Theory, Stakeholder Theory, and Institutional Theory to offer a grounded view of sustainability 
transitions in agriculture. The practical implication is direct: capability strengthening matters, but 
sustainability performance is more likely to improve when capabilities are mobilized through 
collaboration and shared responsibility across the value chain. 

Literature Review 

  
      Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses Development 
 
The conceptual framework of this study assumes that sustainability outcomes within agricultural 
value chains emerge from the interaction between internal organizational capabilities and externally 
oriented collaborative strategies. DSSCC is expected to influence both CSDS and SBP, while CSDS 
functions as a mediating mechanism that translates organizational capabilities into broader value-
chain performance outcomes. This framework is grounded in the Resource-Based View, Dynamic 
Capabilities Theory, Stakeholder Theory, and Institutional Theory, which collectively explain how 
internal capabilities and external collaboration contribute to sustainability performance. 
 
Fragmented agri-food systems rarely achieve sustainability improvements through isolated 
organizational efforts. Firms must therefore mobilize internal capabilities through engagement with 
farmers, buyers, local communities, and regulatory institutions. Prior studies emphasize that 
sustainability-oriented capabilities and collaborative mechanisms are increasingly important in 
achieving long-term competitive advantage and organizational resilience (Beske, 2012; Dubey & 
Gunasekaran, 2016). 
 
The Influence of DSSCC on CSDS 
 
Dynamic Sustainable Supply Chain Capabilities (DSSCC) are expected to strengthen Collaborative 
Sustainable Development Strategy (CSDS) because organizations with adaptive sustainability 
capabilities are more capable of building strategic collaboration with stakeholders. Firms possessing 
sustainability-oriented leadership, sourcing, process management, and technological capabilities 
tend to engage more effectively with suppliers, farmers, regulators, and communities in achieving 
sustainability objectives. 
 
According to Teece et al. (1997), dynamic capabilities enable firms to integrate, build, and 
reconfigure competencies in response to changing environments. In the context of sustainable supply 
chains, these adaptive capabilities facilitate coordination and collaboration among supply chain 
actors (Beske, 2012). Similarly, Goyal et al. (2024) and Boeske (2023) argue that leadership 
commitment and sustainability integration strengthen stakeholder engagement and inter-
organizational cooperation. Therefore, organizations with stronger DSSCC are more likely to develop 
effective collaborative sustainability strategies. 
 
H1 : DSSCC has a significant positive influence on CSDS. 
 
     The Influence of DSSCC on SBP 
 
DSSCC are also expected to directly influence Sustainable Business Performance (SBP). Organizations 
with strong sustainable supply chain capabilities are generally more capable of improving operational 
efficiency, reducing environmental impacts, and maintaining social responsibility while achieving 
economic performance. Through adaptive and sustainability-oriented capabilities, firms can 
strengthen competitiveness and resilience in dynamic business environments. 
 
The Triple Bottom Line perspective emphasizes that sustainable business success should integrate 
economic, environmental, and social performance (Elkington, 1997). Zhu et al. (2008) found that 
sustainable operational capabilities contribute positively to environmental and economic outcomes. 
Furthermore, Hong et al. (2018) reported that firms integrating sustainable supply chain practices 
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with dynamic capabilities achieve more consistent sustainability performance. Carter and Rogers 
(2008) also highlighted that sustainability-oriented capabilities can create long-term organizational 
value and competitive advantage. 
 
H2 : DSSCC has a significant influence on SBP. 
 
     The Influence of CSDS on SBP 
 
Collaborative Sustainable Development Strategy (CSDS) is expected to positively influence 
Sustainable Business Performance (SBP). Collaborative strategies enable organizations to share 
resources, knowledge, and sustainability responsibilities with multiple stakeholders. Such 
collaboration can improve productivity, strengthen social legitimacy, and support environmental 
stewardship across supply chain networks. 
 
Freeman (2010) explains through Stakeholder Theory that organizations achieve sustainability 
objectives more effectively when stakeholder interests are incorporated into strategic decisions. In 
addition, Hall and Wagner (2012) argue that collaborative sustainability initiatives improve innovation 
capability and operational performance, particularly in resource-constrained environments. Gray and 
Stites (2013) further emphasized that partnerships among firms, communities, NGOs, and regulators 
strengthen organizational legitimacy and sustainability outcomes. In agricultural value chains, 
collaboration among firms, farmers, communities, and regulators is therefore essential in creating 
long-term sustainable performance. 
 
H3 : CSDS has a significant positive influence on SBP. 
 

The Mediating Role of CSDS in the Relationship Between DSSCC and SBP 
 
CSDS is proposed to mediate the relationship between DSSCC and SBP because internal sustainability 
capabilities may not fully generate performance outcomes without effective collaboration 
mechanisms. Although DSSCC provide the organizational foundation for sustainability practices, 
collaborative strategies enable these capabilities to be implemented and expanded across the 
broader value chain. 
 
Beske and Seuring (2014) explain that sustainable supply chain capabilities become more effective 
when supported by collaborative relationships among supply chain actors. Similarly, Dubey and 
Gunasekaran (2016) argue that collaborative mechanisms strengthen the influence of dynamic 
sustainability capabilities on organizational performance. Through collaboration, firms can improve 
coordination, trust, resource integration, and collective problem-solving, which ultimately enhances 
sustainable business performance across economic, environmental, and social dimensions. 
 
H4 : CSDS significantly mediates the relationship between DSSCC and SBP. 
 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 
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Research Design and Methodology 

     Research Approach and Design 
    This study uses a quantitative design to examine relationships among DSSCC, CSDS, and SBP in 
Indonesia’s cocoa industry. A cross-sectional approach was used to capture how sustainability-
oriented capabilities and collaborative practices are structured and applied across firms at a 
particular point in time. 
 
The hypotheses were tested using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). PLS-
SEM fits the study because the model includes multiple latent constructs and assesses both direct and 
mediated relationships with a relatively small and specialized sample. The method allows 
simultaneous estimation of direct and indirect paths. It is also suitable for complex models and data 
that may not follow strict normality assumptions, which is common in firm-level survey contexts.. 
 
      Population and Sampling Technique 
      The population comprises downstream cocoa firms in Indonesia operating under the bean-to-bar 
model and engaging in sustainability-oriented practices. Bean-to-bar firms are relevant because they 
manage the value chain end-to-end, from sourcing cocoa beans to producing finished chocolate. This 
structure allows sustainability initiatives to be embedded across sourcing, processing, and delivery 
rather than applied as separate interventions. Based on information released by the Ministry of 
Agriculture and reported in national media in 2023, there were 31 registered bean-to-bar and 
artisanal processors in Indonesia  (Gandhi, 2023). The segment has continued to evolve as demand 
grows for traceable, premium, and sustainably produced chocolate. New entrants have appeared, 
particularly in specialty markets. By 2025, the exact number of active firms could not be confirmed 
because no central national registry was available. This limitation reflects the fragmented structure 
of the sector. Data collection was therefore conducted with support from the Indonesian Bean-to-Bar 
Chocolate Association and in coordination with the Ministry of Agriculture. Through these channels, 
40 bean-to-bar firms voluntarily participated and provided complete responses. 
A saturated sampling approach was applied. All identifiable firms reachable through available 
networks and institutional links were invited to participate. This approach aimed to reduce selection 
bias and to capture variation in sustainability practices within a small industry segment. Respondents 
were senior personnel (e.g., supply chain, operations, or sustainability managers) involved in 
strategic decisions on sourcing, production, and sustainability. Their roles help ensure that responses 
reflect firm-level strategic orientations rather than purely individual preferences. 
Given the census-oriented and voluntary design, the study emphasizes analytical rather than 
statistical generalization. The results are intended to deepen understanding of how sustainability 
capabilities and collaborative strategies operate in premium cocoa value chains in emerging economy 
contexts, rather than to produce population estimates. 
      The sample size (N = 40) reflects the scale of the bean-to-bar segment in Indonesia and satisfies 
common guidelines for PLS-SEM. Using the 10-times rule, the minimum sample should be at least ten 
times the largest number of structural paths pointing to any endogenous construct. In this model, 
SBP has two incoming paths (from DSSCC and CSDS). The minimum implied size is 20. The achieved 
sample exceeds that requirement. 
The census-oriented approach also strengthens internal validity. Including all identifiable firms within 
a small and well-defined segment allows the analysis to reflect sector realities rather than a narrow 
subset. In niche industries where the population is limited but strategically meaningful, this approach 
is methodologically reasonable and substantively relevant. 
 
     Data Collection Procedure 
     Data were collected between January and February 2025 using a structured questionnaire 
measuring DSSCC, CSDS, and SBP. Respondents rated each statement on a seven-point Likert scale 
from strong disagreement to strong agreement. This scale was selected to capture finer variation and 
allow respondents to express nuanced differences in the implementation and outcomes of 
sustainability practices. 
      Before the main survey, the instrument was reviewed by a small group of academics and 
practitioners with expertise in supply chain management and sustainability. The review ensured item 
clarity, contextual fit, and alignment with the Indonesian cocoa sector. Minor wording adjustments 
were made based on feedback. Questionnaire items were developed through a detailed review of 
relevant literature and mapped explicitly to the six DSSCC dimensions, three CSDS dimensions, and 
four SBP dimensions. The survey was distributed through formal email invitations with follow-up 
reminders to improve participation and completeness. Clarification interviews were also conducted 
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with selected respondents to reduce misinterpretation, particularly for sustainability practices that 
may differ across firms. 
 
     Data Analysis Technique 
     PLS-SEM analysis followed a two-stage procedure. The first stage assessed the measurement 
model. Reliability was evaluated using Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability (CR). Convergent 
validity was assessed using Average Variance Extracted (AVE). Indicator reliability was examined via 
outer loadings. Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the 
Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratio. 
 
The second stage evaluated the structural model and tested hypotheses using path coefficients, 
bootstrapped t-statistics, and R² values. Statistical significance was assessed at the 5% level, with t-
values above 1.96 indicating significant effects. The structural equations were: 
 

"CSDS" = 𝛽𝛽1"DSSCC" + 𝜀𝜀1 
"SBP" = 𝛽𝛽2"DSSCC" + 𝛽𝛽3"CSDS" + 𝜀𝜀2 

 
Mediation was examined through the indirect effect of DSSCC on SBP via CSDS using bootstrapping. 
This approach is widely used in PLS-SEM because it estimates mediation without strong distributional 
assumptions. The next section reports results, beginning with the measurement model and followed 
by the structural model. 

Findings and Discussion 

    Findings 
    Reliability, Convergent Validity, and Discriminant Validity 
The measurement model was evaluated before assessing structural relationships. Overall, the 
indicators show satisfactory measurement quality and meet common psychometric standards. 
Internal consistency reliability was assessed first. Cronbach’s Alpha values for all constructs exceed 
0.70, indicating strong consistency across items. Composite Reliability (CR) results support the same 
conclusion. CR values range from 0.941 to 0.975, indicating reliable measurement across constructs 
(Table 1). These results align with established reliability guidelines and support the robustness of the 
measurement model (Hair et al., 2022). 
Table 1. Reliability result  

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

rho_A CR AVE 

Collaborative Sustainable Development 
Strategy 

0.930 0.933 0.941 0.593 

Dynamic Sustainable Supply Chain 
Capabilities 

0.965 0.967 0.969 0.634 

Sustainable Business Performance 0.972 0.973 0.975 0.693 
 
Convergent validity was examined using AVE. CSDS (0.593), DSSCC (0.634), and SBP (0.693) exceed 
the 0.50 benchmark, indicating that each construct explains more than half of the variance in its 
indicators. Discriminant validity was then checked to confirm that constructs are empirically distinct. 
Outer loadings show that indicators load strongly on their intended constructs. The Fornell–Larcker 
criterion indicates that the square root of AVE for each construct exceeds its correlations with other 
constructs. HTMT ratios also remain below conservative thresholds. Together, these results indicate 
clear separation among DSSCC, CSDS, and SBP. The measurement model therefore provides a reliable 
basis for structural model evaluation. 
 
     Coefficient of Determination (R²) 
     Model explanatory power was assessed using R² values for endogenous constructs (Table 2). CSDS 
has an R² of 0.649, meaning DSSCC explains 64.9% of the variance in collaborative strategy. This is 
substantial and indicates that internal sustainability capabilities strongly shape collaboration. SBP 
has an R² of 0.761, indicating that DSSCC and CSDS jointly explain 76.1% of performance variance. 
Using Hair et al.’s benchmarks (Hair et al., 2022), both values fall in the substantial range, showing 
strong predictive relevance in this context. 
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Table 2. Coefficient of determination  
R Square R Square 

Adjusted 

Collaborative Sustainable Development Strategy 0.649 0.639 
Sustainable Business Performance 0.761 0.748 

 
      Path Coefficients and Hypothesis Testing  
      Structural results provide direct evidence for the proposed relationships (Table 3; Figure 2). 
DSSCC has a strong positive effect on CSDS (β = 0.805, t = 13.898, p < 0.001). Firms with stronger 
sustainability-oriented leadership, sourcing, processes, delivery, technology management, and social 
capabilities are more likely to engage in structured collaboration with value-chain stakeholders. 
CSDS also shows a significant positive effect on SBP (β = 0.787, t = 5.894, p < 0.001). Stronger 
collaboration is associated with better sustainability performance across economic, social, 
environmental, and supply chain dimensions. The size of this relationship highlights collaboration as 
a practically meaningful driver of outcomes. 
The direct path from DSSCC to SBP is not significant (β = 0.103, t = 0.717, p = 0.473). This indicates 
that capability development, when not supported by collaboration, does not translate directly into 
better performance within this segment of the Indonesian cocoa value chain. 
Mediation analysis reinforces this interpretation. The indirect effect of DSSCC on SBP through CSDS 
is positive and significant (β = 0.634, t = 5.381, p < 0.001). CSDS fully mediates the relationship 
between DSSCC and SBP. Capability effects appear to materialize mainly through collaborative 
strategy rather than through isolated deployment. 
 
Table 3. Path coefficient result  

Original 
Sample 
(O) 

Sample 
Mean 
(M) 

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV) 

T Statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) 

P 
Values 

Collaborative Sustainable 
Development Strategy -> 
Sustainable Business Performance 

0.787 0.783 0.134 5.894 0.000 

Dynamic Sustainable Supply Chain 
Capabilities -> Collaborative 
Sustainable Development 
Strategy 

0.805 0.806 0.058 13.898 0.000 

Dynamic Sustainable Supply Chain 
Capabilities -> Sustainable 
Business Performance 

0.103 0.104 0.144 0.717 0.473 

Dynamic Sustainable Supply Chain 
Capabilities -> Collaborative 
Sustainable Development 
Strategy -> Sustainable Business 
Performance 

0.634 0.630 0.118 5.381 0.000 
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Figure 1. Estimated Structural Model of DSSCC, CSDS, and SBP Using PLS-SEM 
 
   Discussion 

   This discussion focuses on three applied questions: how DSSCC influences CSDS, whether CSDS 
mediates the DSSCC–SBP relationship, and what these patterns imply for sustainability practice in 
cocoa. The results point to a consistent message. Internal capabilities matter, but their performance 
effect is realized mainly through collaboration across the value chain. 
 
   The Influence of DSSCC on CSDS 
   The relationship between DSSCC and CSDS is strong (β = 0.805). Capability development clearly 
shapes whether collaborative strategies emerge and how they are sustained. Firms with stronger 
sustainability-oriented leadership, responsible sourcing, improved processes, sustainable delivery, 
effective technology management, and social engagement are better positioned to initiate 
collaboration and keep it working. 
This finding fits RBV and Dynamic Capabilities Theory, which emphasize internal competencies as 
enablers of strategic action (Dubey et al., 2023; Teece, 2018, 2023; Teece et al., 1997). The result 
also adds an important nuance. Capability is potential. It does not automatically become collective 
action. Collaboration requires deliberate design: routines, commitments, and governance 
arrangements that channel internal strength outward. DSSCC can be understood as latent capacity, 
while CSDS represents how that capacity is organized into joint action. 
The pattern aligns with studies linking dynamic capabilities to sustainability adaptation (Beske, 2012; 
Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). In supply chain settings, these capabilities support reconfiguration of 
resources and routines toward sustainability objectives (Hong et al., 2018). The evidence here 
suggests that the strategic value of DSSCC lies not only in making firms more adaptable internally, 
but in making them more capable partners externally. 
 
   CSDS as a Mediator Between DSSCC and SBP 
   The mediation results provide the central insight of the study. DSSCC does not show a significant 
direct effect on SBP, yet the indirect effect through CSDS is strong and significant. CSDS fully 
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mediates the relationship. Collaboration is the mechanism that converts internal sustainability 
capabilities into performance. 
This pattern reflects realities in many emerging economy value chains. Stand-alone sustainability 
actions can be meaningful, but they often fail to produce stable performance gains when 
implemented without wider coordination. In Indonesian cocoa, critical resources and legitimacy are 
distributed across smallholders, cooperatives, NGOs, certification bodies, and government agencies. 
Sustainability cannot be delivered by one firm alone. CSDS functions as a conduit that connects 
fragmented actors and aligns goals, investments, and learning processes across the chain. 
The result also resonates with prior work emphasizing collaboration as a mediator. Klassen and 
Vereecke (Klassen & Vereecke, 2012) show that strategic collaboration strengthens resilience and 
sustainability through trust and joint decision-making. Foerstl et al. (Foerstl et al., 2015) similarly 
identify buyer–supplier cooperation as a key pathway linking internal capabilities to environmental 
performance. The implication is direct: collaboration is not an optional supplement. It is the route 
through which sustainability becomes operational. 
 
    Practical Implications for Cocoa Supply Chains 
    The practical message is straightforward. Internal improvement alone is insufficient. Firms should 
still invest in DSSCC, but these capabilities need to be embedded in structured collaboration along 
the supply chain. 
CSDS provides a practical architecture for organizing this engagement. Farmer empowerment, joint 
productivity initiatives, and shared environmental and social stewardship make it easier to distribute 
risk, share knowledge, and coordinate resources. This matters in cocoa value chains that are 
geographically dispersed and institutionally fragmented, where power asymmetries can also 
complicate implementation. 
The performance benefits associated with CSDS are likely to touch all SBP dimensions: supply chain, 
economic, social, and environmental. Many benefits are relational and may not appear immediately 
in conventional metrics because they are rooted in trust, legitimacy, and resilience. Pagell and Wu 
(Pagell & Wu, 2009) argue that firms integrating sustainability into core operations while nurturing 
collaborative relationships achieve more robust outcomes. Vachon and Klassen (Vachon & Klassen, 
2006) also show that upstream and downstream collaboration is essential for extending sustainable 
practices across complex networks. 
 
    Policy and Institutional Implications 
The findings also carry policy implications. Governance focused only on compliance is unlikely to 
trigger deeper sustainability transitions. Collaboration requires relational infrastructure. Public 
institutions can play a catalytic role by creating platforms and mechanisms that sustain joint action, 
such as regional sustainability hubs, shared traceability systems, collective certification 
arrangements, and co-investment in community development. 
Incentives also matter. Policies that reward cooperative behavior—joint capacity building, 
participatory governance, and inclusive value creation—are more aligned with the logic of CSDS and 
with SDGs 8, 12, and 17. The full mediation effect implies that stricter enforcement or technology 
upgrading alone will not be sufficient. Sustainability governance needs tools that enable long-term 
collaboration and shared responsibility. 
 
    Theoretical Contributions 
    This study contributes by treating mediation as an active strategic process rather than a passive 
statistical bridge. CSDS does not merely “carry” effects from DSSCC to SBP. Collaboration reshapes 
how capabilities are interpreted, recombined, and aligned with stakeholder expectations. 
This perspective challenges firm-centric readings of RBV and Dynamic Capabilities Theory that 
emphasize internal optimization (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Teece, 2018, 2023; Teece et al., 1997). 
In sustainability settings—especially in emerging economies—capabilities often translate into 
performance only when embedded in collaborative and institutional arrangements (Beske, 2012; Hong 
et al., 2018). Using Stakeholder Theory and Institutional Theory, the study also positions firms as 
actors involved in co-creating norms and governance mechanisms rather than only responding to 
external rules (Seuring & Gold, 2013). The findings complement work on collaborative governance by 
showing empirically how relational structures strengthen accountability and co-created value in 
sustainability transitions (Foerstl et al., 2015; Hall & Wagner, 2012). 
 
     Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
     Several limitations should be noted. The study focuses on downstream bean-to-bar firms, which 
provides only a partial view of upstream dynamics involving farmers and intermediaries. Future studies 
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could adopt a multi-actor design to examine interactions across the full chain from farm to finished 
product. The cross-sectional design also limits inference about how CSDS evolves over time. 
Longitudinal research is needed to examine how collaboration is built, adjusted, and sometimes 
weakened. Comparative research across other agricultural sectors or ASEAN contexts would also help 
clarify how institutional and cultural conditions shape the effectiveness of collaborative sustainability 
strategies. 

 
Conclusion 
    This research set out to understand why capability development does not always lead to visible 
sustainability performance improvements. Evidence from Indonesia’s cocoa sector suggests that the 
issue lies not only in the strength of internal capability, but in how that capability is mobilized. 
DSSCC provide an important foundation. They shape leadership orientation, sourcing practices, 
production systems, logistics, technology use, and social responsibility. Yet these internal strengths 
do not automatically produce better sustainability outcomes. The findings show that performance 
improvements occur when those capabilities are activated through collaboration. 
The mediating role of CSDS clarifies this mechanism. Collaboration connects fragmented actors, 
aligns incentives, and enables shared learning. In agricultural value chains characterized by 
smallholders and institutional complexity, sustainability cannot be delivered by a single firm acting 
alone. It is produced through coordinated effort. 
Although the empirical focus is the Indonesian cocoa industry, the implications extend more broadly 
to emerging economy supply chains facing similar sustainability pressures. Firms seeking long-term 
resilience should not treat sustainability as an isolated technical project. It requires relational 
investment, institutional engagement, and governance structures that allow internal capabilities to 
generate collective impact. Sustainable business performance, therefore, is not simply a function of 
internal excellence. It reflects how effectively firms participate in and shape collaborative systems. 
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