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Abstract

As the salmon farming industry is expected to increase production fivefold by 2050, it is
pertinent to explore how the firms in the industry manage their business operations. The
purpose of this Master Thesis is to examine how salmon farming companies can strengthen
their sustainability position through strategies and practices, in view of traditional business
administrative theories. Although novel theories and frameworks concerning sustainable
business procedures are being developed, such as the concepts of circular economy or
corporate social responsibility, we recognise that it will be applicable to rather explore new
phenomena using traditional business literature in a new context. This can be justified by the
idea that we want to understand what sustainability explicitly means to firms in the salmon
farming industry. We want to comprehend how organisations ensure profitability while
simultaneously reduce negative environmental impacts. The global shift in consumer- and
market trends regarding sustainability legislation and standards, implies that it is required for
businesses and industries to change rapidly to maintain or improve their reputation and solve
the operational challenges. The salmon farming industry constitutes one of the largest

industries in Norway in terms of export, and therefore has a great responsibility.

Semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted with eight business representatives from
seven salmon farming firms to examine their experiences with sustainability strategies and
practices. Overall findings and analyses show differences in the use of resources towards
sustainability implementation, which is characterised by different priorities among the salmon
farming companies. Various priorities are thus dependent on each firm’s resource
composition, considering intangible and tangible assets such as access to licenses, specialised
technologies/equipment, competencies, and compliance standards and certifications. The
willingness to invest in long-term specific projects are high, and the associated resources are
either tailored within the firm or in alliances with suppliers and partners. Finally, our findings
indicate that the firms’ competencies constitute the underlying resources that enable them to

foster sustainable innovation within the industry.

Key words: Sustainability, innovation, resources, resource-based view, transaction cost,
asset-specificity, development projects
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1. Introduction

1.1. Rationale and Actualisation

Norwegian salmon farmers have benefitted greatly from the country’s long coastline
comprising of over 100 000 km (Hersoug, Mikkelsen and Osmundsen, 2020). Over decades,
production methods and innovations have developed, and today Norway is recognised to be
among the largest producers of farmed salmon (Bailey and Eggereide, 2020). In 2019, the
Norwegian industry sold over 1.35 million tons of salmon with a value of more than 68.1
billion NOK (Fiskeridirektoratet, 2020a). Production of seafood has been identified as the
most rapid growing industry within the food sector (Béné, Barange, Subasinghe, Pinstrup-
Andersen, Merino, Hemre, and Williams, 2015), and salmon farming is considered the largest

production group within aquaculture (Asche, Roll, Sandvold, Segrvig, and Zhang, 2013).

Because of increased awareness among the public, the industry is encountered with criticism
for its production activities and associated negative consequences on the environment
(Osmundsen, Amundsen, Alexander, Asche, Bailey, Finstad, Olsen, Hernandez and Salgado,
2020). According to a research institution report, the mortality of farmed salmon in 2019
constituted 52.8 million fish (Sommerset, Walde, Bang-Jensen, Borng, Haukaas and Brun,
2020). This is a tremendous concern for the industry and is commonly associated to large
amounts of sea lice and diseases (Mattilsynet, 2020). Currently, other vast industry challenges
also involve escapes of farmed salmon and carbon footprint from fish feed (which is connected

to the issues of soybean production) (Guttormsen, 2015).

As the growing world population is expected to reach nine billion people by 2050, the demand
for food supply will increase consequently (Béné et al., 2015). The future prospect is radiant,
as it is indicated that production in Norway may increase five times as much within 2050
(Hersoug, Mikkelsen, and Karlsen, 2019). But to reach this goal, the industry challenges must
be solved to ensure sustainable development. More specifically, growth rely on factors such



as environmental impacts and fish welfare, which is why sustainability is pivotal to increase
production. Consequently, sustainability must be the key focus for companies, in the prospect
of the future (EY, 2019). These industry issues combined with the associated monetary
consequences make it applicable to examine salmon farming in Norway, as there is a great
need to explore how the industry can tackle sustainability-related challenges. This thesis
intends to illuminate how the salmon farming industry can align their sustainability strategies
and practices in balance with economic, social and environmental dimensions, to meet the

demand for food supply to feed the growing population.

1.2. The Research Problem

The aim of this research is to contribute to a better understanding around drivers and barriers
of implementing sustainability-oriented strategies and practices in the Norwegian salmon
farming industry. More specific, we want to identify factors that promote or hinder the industry
to practice sustainability and explore whether there are essential challenges that should be
considered. The thesis also aims to establish an understanding of what elements make
sustainability practices feasible and what works based on existing experiences in the industry.
One focus area is to evaluate how firms can be sustainable in a profitable and competitive way,
hence the focus will only be from a business perspective. A business perspective in this sense,
is what allows us to prioritise a business orientation rather than a technology orientation of the
industry, and focus on seeking understanding of overall business activities, processes,
interactions and relationships between them (Baghdadi, 2005). The academic purpose is to
contribute to enhance knowledge about challenges and opportunities regarding sustainability
in respect of capability and resource utilisation, explored in the context of the Norwegian

salmon farming industry. This leads us to the following research question:

“What are the drivers and barriers for Norwegian salmon farmers to define

and execute sustainable business strategies and practices?”



To help answer this question, we introduce the following sub-questions, which are based on

our theoretical background to keep us within the thesis boundaries:

Sub-question 1: What resources and capabilities are needed in order to meet economic,
social and environmental challenges in the industry?

This sub-question allows us to explore which resources are essential for differentiation and
advantages in a competitive environment.

Sub-question 2: In what ways can investments that increase levels of sustainability create
cost advantages or generate excess value?

From a strategic point of view, this sub-question let us identify why the various companies
make different investment decisions in their work towards sustainability.

We will explore what participants within the industry considers as economic, social and
environmental responsibilities, and what opportunities they see as when enhancing their
sustainability work.

1.3. Boundaries of the Thesis

This thesis targets the Norwegian seafood context, narrowed down to the salmon farming
industry. The scope of this thesis is limited to salmon farming companies with the intention of
being able to analyse the underlying reasons for their choices and priorities in the work towards

sustainability enforcement.

Boundaries were set, and the salmon farming industry, particularly the production stage of the
value chain, was chosen as focus. It was naturally to choose the salmon farming industry due
to its size and impact in Norway. This thesis is not performing a profitability analysis of firms
in the salmon farming industry, but merely examines sustainability implementation through
reviewing sustainable business strategies and practices. Thus, we assume that the companies
have financial capital from either government subsidies and/or through their own business

profits.



Furthermore, we will be interviewing a limited number, eight informants, of seven different
salmon farming firms within Norway. A specific boundary on the number of companies were
set, and the restrictions had to be confined to manage the phenomenon. There are some
important aspects to consider when delimiting the number of companies and the scope of
information gathering, such as, the study’s purpose and what it aims to achieve. In this
research, we want to examine the experiences of leading companies within the industry in the
context of sustainability implementation. Thus, one of the conditions/criteria were to have
different company sizes but that they were among the most influential salmon farming firms
within the industry. In this way we could attempt to compare companies and examine contrasts
between them through evaluating in what ways they are heterogeneous and vice versa. The
firms are of dissimilar size and structures, which pose different prerequisites for each
informant to answer interview questions, due to their various positions and knowledge
backgrounds. The informants are in general working within areas of sustainability, R&D,
innovation, communication and fish health/-biology, and their knowledge and background

cover many aspects of salmon production.

1.4. Thesis Structure

To answer our research question, our thesis will be structured as follows. In Chapter 2, we
commence with introducing the evolution/history of Norwegian salmon farming and how
salmon has become the most salient export industry in Norway after oil and gas. We also
identify sustainability definitions and aspects of the pertinent industry. The idea is to recognise
the scope of sustainability issues within the industry. In Chapter 3, the thesis outlines the
chosen theoretical concepts about resource-based views and concepts within transaction cost
economics, and thus explore its relevance to our context. In Chapter 4, we present the business
model canvas, a framework or management tool applicable to propose strategic plans towards
a desired outcome, which we will later apply into our findings in the context of sustainability.

This framework outlines key components imperative to complete that plan.



Our methodological approach will be presented in Chapter 5. Thereafter, in chapter 6 we will
include our findings from the semi-structured interviews, in which we break down our main
findings into components of a modified business model and we use a VRIO framework to
evaluate pertinent segments from findings. In chapter 7, we elaborate on the principal findings
and discuss how these can be explained using our main theoretical concepts. Ultimately, in the
final chapter we draw a conclusion and present implications, limitations and suggestions to

further research.

1. Introduction

2, Industry Background &
Sustainability Dimensions

3. Literature Review

4, The Concept of Business Models

5. Methodology

6. Findings

7. Analysis and Discussion

8. Conclusion

Figure 1: Outline of the thesis structure



2. Industry Background & Sustainability
Dimensions

2.1. Evolution of the Norwegian Salmon Industry

The salmon industry has a long tradition in Norway. Salmon has over history comprised a rich
source of seafood and have been of great value to fishers. The salmon rivers in Norway are of
the “largest spawning grounds for wild Atlantic salmon” globally (Liu, Olaussen and
Skonhoft, 2011). And not to mention, the advantages of location and the entire Norwegian
coastline of over 100 000 km (Hersoug, Mikkelsen and Osmundsen, 2020). Norwegian salmon
farming commenced in the 1960s as a political-supported activity and as a reaction to the
decreasing wild fisheries and economic decline in rural fishing communities. Since then,
aquaculture has evolved due to technological and biological developments, such as dry feed
and smolt rearing. Salmon farms were in the beginning owned by small family businesses,
targeting markets in the local areas. Further, the small businesses emerged in the 1970s due to
great profitability and dominated over the wild fish production, significantly (Liu et al., 2011).
This was the beginning of a change in the industry structure, as the number of small firms
declined, and fewer but larger firms evolved, from at least 800 operational firms in the 1980s
to 186 operational firms in 2009. Salmon farming turned into a large-scale industry in the
1980s and has since then experienced prominent economic growth (Liu et al., 2011; Larsen &
Asche, 2011). However, growth has been led by requirements regarding operational capital,
and the seek for economies of scale and scope in terms of production and sales. Other growth
factors in the salmon industry over the past decades include industry contracts. Such contracts
are incorporated with the purpose of reducing both transaction costs and risk (a concept which
we will come back to in the literature review). Contracts within the salmon industry are,
according to Larsen and Asche (2011) based on the intention of “regularising quantity flow,
allowing better production planning for producers, better capacity utilisation in the supply
chain, and reduction of quantity risk for both parties”, with the parties being the exporter/seller

and the importer/buyer.



The sustainability dimensions have been an interest from the inception, and the industry
considers aspects of economic, social and environmental sustainability. These factors include
the economic profitability of the industry, the employment possibilities of the industry and the
environmental impacts from the industry. Sustainability has historically, to an extent always
been a concern for the industry and this is still pertinent to this day (Hersoug et al., 2020). The
evolution of how this aspect has changed over time will become more evident in the next

following chapters.

By 2050, the growing human population is expected to reach 9 billion people. Thus, the
demand for food supply will experience a steady growth as a result. Production of fish is
recognized as the most rapid growing within the food sector (Béne et al., 2015) and salmon
farming is identified as the largest production group within aquaculture (Asche et al., 2013).
Research has revealed that the aquaculture industry (i.e., incl. salmon industry) can intensify
the current production of its animal protein that is essential to feed the growing population.
Given the scope that salmon farming only exists in some limited areas in the world such as
Chile, Scotland, the Faroe Islands, Ireland, Canada, USA, Tasmania (Australia) and New
Zealand (Mowi, 2020), Norwegian salmon farmers have with their extensive capability been
able to dominate most of the production (Hersoug et al., 2019), and maintain their prominent
position as one of the most sustainable among food protein producers (Norwegian Seafood
Council, 2019). This can be supported by the fact that three of the largest seafood companies
in Norway has been ranked among the top in the world when it comes to sustainable production
(Norwegian Seafood Council, 2020), and considering that farmed salmon is the animal with

the lowest carbon footprint compared to other protein sources (Global Salmon Initiative, n.d.).

In 2019, Norwegian production accounted for over 1.35 million tons of salmon which
generates over 68,1 billion NOK in value (Fiskeridirektoratet, 2020a). Salmon export is
superior to domestic sales, this makes the industry the greatest in Norway after the petroleum
industry of oil and gas (Hersoug et al., 2019). However, in 2009, the Norwegian aquaculture
constituted not more than 0.3 percent of the Norwegian Gross Domestic Product (GDP). This

can be explained by the fact that the production requires great product inputs, constituting 75



percent of production. Also, 50 percent of the product inputs consist of fish feed. This is the
reason why the industry amounted the low percentage for the Norwegian GDP, despite
generating substantial monetary value (Zahirovic, 2012, p. 13). Nevertheless, the salmon
industry is imperative for the Norwegian economy especially in terms of creating employment
and for the export market (Liu et al., 2011). In the long-time prospect, it is believed that

Norway could possibly increase its production fivefold by 2050 (Hersoug et al., 2019).

Statistics of the industry's historical development 1998-2019:

The statistics displays the salmon farming industry's historical development from the past
twenty-one years (from 1998 to 2019). As depicted in figure 2, quantity of sold slaughtered
salmon (shown in tons) by Norwegian counties (before county fusion in 2020) has increased
over the last decades. The most recent statistics demonstrate a total of 1.35 million tons of
slaughtered salmon in 2019. Further, as displayed in figure 3, value of slaughtered salmon
(shown in NOK) by Norwegian counties (before the county fusion) shows a steady growth
between 1998 and 2019. The latest data depict a value of 68.1 billion NOK of slaughtered
salmon in 2019 (Fiskeridirektoratet, 2020b).

Sale of slaughtered salmon. Weigh in metric ton round
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Figure 2: Sale of slaughtered salmon (1998-2019), in weight, metric ton round
weight. Source raw data: (Fiskeridirektoratet, 2020Db).



Value of slaughtered salmon. Value in 1000 NOK
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Figure 3: Value of slaughtered salmon (1998-2019), in 1000 NOK. Source raw data:
(Fiskeridirektoratet, 2020b).

2.2. Sustainability Terms and Definitions

There are a numerous of definitions concerning sustainability. For example, what conditions
are essential for sustainability or how sustainability is achieved. However, the actual
sustainability term is not clearly defined (Brown, Hanson, Liverman and Merideth, 1987).
Nevertheless, a common definition of sustainability (or sustainable development) is described
as utilising resources to “meet the needs of the present without compromising future
generations’ ability to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 1987, cited in Verma, 2019). The
term sustainability does however vary in different contexts. Business management contexts
are progressively exploiting the triple bottom line perspective, concerning economic, social
and environmental concerns (three-dimensional). This perspective allows managers to
increase awareness on the life cycle implications of decisions being made. It is about
understanding the impacts throughout the value chain, from raw material extraction to end-
user delivery (Ahi and Searcy, 2013). In a business context, scholars also recognise
sustainability activities as ‘corporate sustainability’ or ‘corporate social responsibility’ (CSR).

In addition to the three dimensions, businesses implementing sustainability in their activities
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are often keeping their focus on: the stakeholders’ needs, the voluntary nature of acting
sustainable, being resilient and adapt to changes, and maintaining long-term sustainability
activities (Ahi and Searcy, 2013).

Another big and trending concept within sustainability is circular economy. In simple terms,
the idea of a circular economy is to reduce waste by reusing resources. The aim is to ‘close
the loop’, which means to limit the number of resources fading to waste or emissions and
instead reuse these resources (Jargensen and Pedersen, 2018, p. 104, 112). There are several
main principles for the circular economy to take place, including “a) designing out waste, b)
separating the biological from technical nutrients where the former is turned back to the
biosphere, and the latter are used indefinitely, and c) use renewable energy to reduce
dependence on finite resources and develop sustainable systems” (Veleva and Bodkin, 2018).
Circularity encourages the idea of creating and implementing a collective system change for
the whole value chain. Thus, a unified effort from all actors (policy makers, business
representatives from the entire chain, academic field, etc.) is required to ensure and create new
opportunities for the future (Eijk, 2015). Albeit the idea of circular economy being a salient
concept within sustainability, circularity is in this thesis context considered impractical as
challenges and concerns are related to sea lice, escapes and fish feed ingredients. Therefore,

we will not focus on circularity at this point when examining sustainable approaches.

2.2.1. Transition towards sustainability

Many scholars have acknowledged the literary relevance of business models for sustainable
development and firms’ performance (Schaltegger, Hansen and Ludeke-Freund, 2016).
Bocken, Short, Rana and Evans (2014) claim that business models for sustainability
incorporate more than changing what services and products one offer. It is rather about
changing how one do business, and that companies must focus on maximising environmental
and social/societal benefits in addition to economic benefits. Foss and Saebi (2017) consider

the greater need for sustainability as “a major antecedent for business model innovation”.
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Nidimolu, Prahalad and Rangaswami (2009) refer to sustainability as the “key driver to
innovation”, and present various stages towards sustainability, each which has its challenges,
and requires new company capabilities to manage. The next sections explain various

approaches to advance sustainability, and thus how opportunities for innovation transpire:

Viewing certifications and standard compliance as opportunities. Countries, regions and even
cities have different legal standards to minimise environmental impacts. In addition, there are
several non-governmental agencies that have developed industry-specific standards, which
also apply across country borders and put increased pressure on entities (Nidimolu et al.,
2009). Examples of global sustainability initiatives within the seafood industry includes,
Agquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC), the Paris Agreement, Global G.A.P. and the Global
Salmon Initiative (GSI). Nidimolu et al. (2009) argue that such industry initiatives tend to be
more stringent than national regulation. Therefore, companies can achieve first-mover
advantages if they comply with such standards before they potentially become imposed. This
requires the skill to collaborate with other entities for problem solving solutions. The
opportunity for innovation is to persuade companies to test new and sustainable processes,
materials and technologies. In terms of environmental issues, this process makes companies
more proactive and aware (Nidimolu et al., 2009). Certifications and product labels put firms
in a position of differentiation, because it conveys information to consumers about their
products’ quality, sustainability and safety (Banterle and Stranieri, 2013). Although there are
benefits of gaining first-mover advantages such as brand recognition and image or technology
leadership through intellectual property rights (e.g., patents), first-mover disadvantages may
also occur. Technology pioneers’ activities are exposed to the public, and new entrants (i.e.,
followers/late-movers) can learn from first-mover mistakes and thus develop new and more
efficient solutions. First-mover disadvantages are often related to cost disadvantages, which
can highly affect the firm performance, long term (approximately 10-12 years’ time frame).
Therefore, managers should evaluate how their cost structure and revenue streams will be
affected and whether the potential revenue advantages exceed prospective cost disadvantages,
long term (Boulding and Christen, 2001).
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Next, making value chains sustainable, is about increasing efficiency throughout value chains.
More specifically, companies must focus on reducing waste and minimise the use of non-
renewable resources, like natural gas, coal, petroleum and water. Many companies offer
incentives to their suppliers by persuading them to reduce emissions and waste and spend less
on product packaging costs. However, required competencies include the propensity to
redesign business operations and production to less energy consuming activities and to
generate less waste from production. By redesigning business operations and productions into
innovation opportunities, companies can contribute with increasing the use of more
sustainable energy and raw material sources and find new ways of utilising returned or surplus

products (e.g., waste) (Nidimolu et al., 2009).

The third stage, designing sustainable products and services, accounts for the challenge of
redesigning existing offerings or develop new ones to reduce environmental impacts as a
response to customers’ awareness and demand. It is essential to understand consumer
preferences and concerns, as well as being able to thoroughly examine the life cycle of the
company’s products. To make this feasible it is crucial to understand which products are
causing the most harm or requiring the most energy and what changes can be done to it.
Innovation opportunities include transforming techniques in product development through

biomimicry (natural-like processes) and create eco-friendly packaging (Nidimolu et al., 2009).

The fourth stage, developing new business models, is about finding new and different ways to
capture revenues and deliver value through services. It is once again necessary to understand
customer needs and preferences and enable to meet those demands in different and more eco-
friendly ways. Innovation opportunities involve identifying new revenue streams and change
from product-oriented to service-oriented business models. Companies may identify the value
of disposed waste using new technologies and thus learn how to reduce waste or recover the
value from waste. For instance, companies should think entrepreneurially and collaborate with
entities that, e.g., use novel technologies to extract carbon dioxide from manufacturing

emissions, and then utilise the carbon dioxide to create new products (Nidimolu et al., 2009).
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The latter stage, (5) creating next-practice platforms, is about moving beyond existing
practices and question the underlying assumptions of current business practices. Corporations
must understand how industries and ecosystems are affected using non-renewable and
renewable resources. Moreover, companies must assess scarce resources — how can we
produce using less non-renewable energy sources? Competencies on environmental
commitment and social responsibility among workers are crucial. Innovation opportunities
occur when companies explore new, but less energy consuming alternatives of business
operations. One of the main objectives with changing current practices through innovative
solutions is to cater the needs of more people than what traditional economic systems do
(Nidimolu et al., 2009).

Despite a diverse number of terms and definitions of sustainability, this thesis will adapt to a
business-level approach where we seek to understand the individual firm’s ability and
incapability from their perspective and secondary data. The context of sustainability in terms
of strategies or practices is referring to firm’s decisions and actions towards long-term
economic, environmental and social value creation. In our approach, we will build on existing
traditional business literature and theoretical concepts and develop an understanding of what
causes drivers and barriers of strategic sustainability implementation in a Norwegian salmon
farming context. Further, this thesis will address the dimensions in the triple bottom line in the
industry, meaning the economic, social and environmental sustainability aspects. This is
because the three dimensions are intertwined and relevant to the overall outcomes of salmon

farming.
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2.3. Consequences of Salmon Farming

As with natural resources in general, fishes in the aquatic biodiversity are also threatened and
affected by anthropogenic (human originated) activities (Glover, Solberg, McGinnity, Hindar,
Verspoor, Coulson, Hansen, Araki, Skaala and Svasand, 2017). According to a risk assessment
analysis completed by the Norwegian Institute of Marine Research, some of the most salient
hazards (i.e., environmental challenges) by salmon farming include direct effects on marine
biodiversity inclusive benthic animals (flora/fauna on bottom of the sea), transfer of diseases,
fish escapes leading to “genetic interaction with wild populations”, and implications with sea
lice (Taranger, Karlsen, Bannister, Glover, Husa, Karlsbakk, Kvamme, Boxaspen, Bjgrn,
Finstad, Madhun, Morton and Svasand, 2015). We hereby present the main sustainability

problems in real-time, as it is relevant for our context-specific discussion later in the thesis.

Sea lice. The Norwegian Food Safety Authority reported that the mortality rate of farmed
salmon and algae-eating fish in the Norwegian seafood industry is high, with 52,8 million fish
perished in 2019. This is commonly due to sea lice and diseases, as a reflection of suboptimal
fish welfare and lack of efficient preventive measures (Mattilsynet, 2020). Sea lice (Copepods,
Caligidae) is a marine parasite that is largely infesting fishes. Lepeophtheirus salmonis is the
parasite that impacts Atlantic salmons. When salmons are infested by sea lice, the parasite can
remove skin and underlying tissues from the fish, which further causes harm and stress towards
the salmon’s natural life cycle and its implications leads to serious threats and increases

mortality among salmons (Costello, 2006).

Lice treatments. There are two types of delousing methods that should be distinguish from
one other, medical approaches and non-medical approaches. The industry is attempting to
avoid medical approaches and thus many new non-medical methods have emerged over the
past years, and these include (1) mechanical treatments that are delousing operations “where
the lice are mechanically removed” from the salmon. There are three different technologies,
for this type of treatment, FLS delouser, SkaMik and Hydrolicer (Overton, Dempster,
Oppedal, Kristiansen, Gismervik, and Stien, 2019).
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(2) Thermal treatments are delousing operations involving warm water. Existing technologies
for these treatments are Thermolicer and Optilicer. (3) Underwater laser is adopted as a
delousing approach, which entails using a laser to strike lice off the salmon. Existing
technologies are Optical Delousing and Stingray (Holan et al., 2017; Overton et al., 2019). (4)
Cleaner fish is used as a delousing approach, the process entails that cleaner fish eats the lice
directly from the salmon body (Overton et al., 2019). (5) Lastly, well boats are utilized as a
delousing approach, which involve freshwater treatment (Powell et al., 2015; Hjeltnes et al.,
2018; Overton et al., 2019).

1. Mechanical treatments
FLS delouser SkaMik Hydrolicer

2. Thermal tfreatments
Thermolicer Optilicer

3. Underwater laser
Optical delousing Stingray

4. Cleaner fish

5. Well boats (freshwater treatment)

Figure 4: Overview of non-medical treatments

Escapes. The problem of salmon escapes is considered as a challenge related to sustainability
for the salmon farming industry in Norway. One of the consequences of escaped farm salmon
is how it is influencing the genetics of wild salmon. When farmed salmon escapes, they either
migrate to rivers with wild salmon populations, dies from starvation or diseases, or becomes
eaten by predators. Due to the possible negative effects on the environment and the impacts
on the wild salmon, salmon farmers are trying to reduce the amount of escaped farm salmon

to zero escapes (Guttormsen, 2015).
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Fish feed and the carbon footprint. Further, fish feed ingredients are also seen as highly
problematic, due to destruction of rainforest and other vulnerable areas of forests (Fylkesnes
and Haltbrekken, 2019, p. 1). The increased volume of salmon production is among others
depended on fish feed for the salmon. One of the challenges is to find protein ingredients to
the fish feed with the lowest environmental impact (Solberg, Moiseyev, Hansen, Horn, and
@verland, 2021). Most of the vegetable protein ingredients of fish feed today stems from
soybeans, i.e., soy protein concentrate (SPC), produced in South America. Soy protein
production requires large areas of land. For example, SPC imported into Norway in 2017
required land areal of 1505 km? in Brazil (Fylkesnes and Haltbrekken, 2019, p. 1).
Additionally, 0.55 kg soybeans are required to produce 1 kg salmon (Lundeberg and Grgnlund,
2017). This is a great concern and a cause of vast issues, as the soy industry in South America
and its associated problems of extensive environmental damages and immense carbon
footprints are justamong some of the dilemma that poses a substantial challenge for the salmon
farming companies that use SPC in fish feeds. This place salmon farming companies in a
difficult position, considering that 1,35 million tons of salmon was produced in 2019
(Fiskeridirektoratet, 2020a), which also means that at least half the number in million tons of

soybeans were involved.

2.4. Sustainability Initiatives

2.4.1. Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC)

The Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC) is a non-profit organisation which is driven by
“aquaculture producers, seafood processors, retail and foodservice companies, conservation
groups, scientists and consumers” to provide certifications on sustainable farmed seafood.
ASC has its own label on the products of member organisations, which therefore communicate
environmental integrity to customers during the purchasing moment (Mowi, 2020, p. 38). ASC
is a third-party certification, specialised for aquaculture operations. ASC was established in
2010 by the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and the Sustainable Trade Initiative (IDH).
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This certification standard is verifying to the market and consumers that they are purchasing
a product that is considered environmentally sustainable and in compliance with UN
Sustainable Development Goals (Vince & Haward, 2017; Aquaculture Stewardship Council,
n.d.). The certification standards entail seven different principles that companies need to

follow in order to get ASC certified (Aguayo and Barriga, 2016).
{1) Comply with all applicable national laws and local regulations
(2) Conserve natural habitat, local biodiversity and ecosystem function
{(3) Protect the health and genetic integrity of wild populations
{4) Use resources in an environmentally efficient and responsible manner
(5) Manage disease and parasites in an environmentally responsible manner

(6) Develop and operate farms in a socially responsible manner

{7) Be a good neighbour and conscientious citizen

Figure 5: The seven principles of ASC certification (Aquaculture Stewardship
Council, 2019).

2.4.2. Paris Agreement

The essence of the Paris Agreement, which was signed in 2015, was the unification of 195
countries and their shared commitment to cut carbon footprint and keep global warming to
below 2°C. This climate change accord sends a clear message to businesses and investors that
the future markets focus lies on renewable energy, low-carbon products and new technology.
The agreement also entailed crucial aspects such as ending deforestation and reducing energy

and transport emissions (Jacobs, 2016).
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2.4.3. Global G.A.P

The Global G.A.P was established in 1997 and is an organisation that was shaped from
growing concerns in terms of conditions such as “product safety, environmental impact, the
health and safety of workers and animal welfare” (Aguayo and Barriga, 2016). Global G.A.P
Aquaculture was further made to make fish farms become more transparent. The goal was to
help companies document and present their sustainability work (regarding environmental
impacts and animal welfare) and make it more visible to stakeholders. Focus areas are “food
safety, protection of the environment, work environment and animal welfare” (Kiwa, n.d.).
Global G.A.P certification entails having third-party inspections to certify aquaculture
products (Aguayo and Barriga, 2016).

2.4.4. Global Salmon Initiative

The Global Salmon Initiative (GSI) was created by a network of global firms in the salmon
industry. The coalitions’ purpose is to collaborate on tackling environmental challenges and
work together to increase sustainability in the salmon farming industry. For example, one of
the sustainability initiatives that GSI members have committed to, is their aim to certify
salmon farms with the ASC certifications (Bush, 2018).

2.5. Licenses

The salmon farming industry in Norway are regulated by licenses or concessions, which are
essentially permits that allow salmon farmers to access the industry. There are two
fundamental explanations highlighting the need for regulation. First, the control of production
volume and the whom the producer is, and secondly, the protection of the environment in
terms of costal sea areas. The former can create risk of overproduction if not controlled and
the latter can have harmful externalities towards other species and stakeholders in the areas
(Hersoug, 2015).
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The purpose of licenses and quotas is to control and measure production volume. From 2005
and onwards, production quotas are coordinated based on a system called maximum allowable
biomass (MTB) (Hersoug, 2015), which entails the limit on how much fish that can be in the
water at the same time (Guttormsen, Davidsen, Sather, Berg, Knutsen, Ellingsen and
Brandvik, 2012). The regulations for salmon farmers are separated into regions, from
Nordland County and southwards as one, while northern areas such as Troms and Finnmark
have another. An ordinary license for the former consists of 780 tons MTB as a limit and the
latter has 945 tons (Hersoug, 2015). Meaning that this is the maximum allowance that the

license permits the location to have of living fish in ocean (Guttormsen et al., 2012).

In Norway, different set of licenses has emerged, and these includes green licenses,
development licenses, viewing licenses, research licences and teaching licences (Nofima,
n.d.). The most pertinent ones in this research context are ‘light-green’, ‘dark-green’ and
‘development licenses’ (Christiansen and Jakobsen, 2017). A green license gives salmon
farmers the possibility to increase production. However, it requires companies to use
technology and production approaches to mitigate salmon escapes and lice (Lekang, Salas-
Bringas and Bostock, 2016). The green licenses have stringent conditions, the ‘light-green’
have criteria such as “upper limit of 0.25 adult female sea lice per salmon” and the ‘dark-
green’ have “maximum of 0.10 sea lice per salmon” (Hersoug, 2015). In 2013, 45 green
licenses were available, 15 of these licenses were auctioned off in a closed bidding round and
the remaining 30 were allocated for a fixed price of ten million NOK per license (Guttormsen,
2015). On another hand, development licenses are subsidies from the government. The
conditions to gain development licenses are also very strict, companies must invest substantial
amounts in the projects and develop new technological solutions towards becoming greener.
This is only to become eligible to be considered among the applicants and the competition is
fierce considering the high number of participants and the limited number of licenses
available. The development licenses have mostly been granted to companies that focus on
ocean farming, which has entailed large development projects of creating different and/or new

technology/constructions (Christiansen and Jakobsen, 2017).
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Licenses are issued by the aquaculture authorities, more specially by the Norwegian
Directorate for fisheries, and are allocated to firm’s based on different criteria, conditions and
requirements (Christiansen and Jakobsen, 2017). There are limitations to licenses being
granted, as part of the authorities' objective to control access to the market (Hersoug, 2015).
However, the demand for licenses is high among the companies and thus the competition to
obtain them are evident (Christiansen and Jakobsen, 2017). Subsequently, licenses are not only
difficult to obtain but companies must also pay substantial prices (except from development
licenses) and go through a demanding application process for the licenses (Hersoug, 2015).
The low supply of licenses can be assumed to have prompted many of the creative innovations

that have emerged in the industry (Christiansen and Jakobsen, 2017).
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3. Literature Review

The following chapter presents the theoretical foundation of our thesis. The theory will be
structured into two main sections, namely Resource-based theory and Transaction Costs

Economics.

Subchapter 3.1: Resource-based Theory presents different aspects of resource-based views
(RBV) that has evolved over several decades. The theory conveys how companies can utilise
and gain resources to achieve competitive advantages which then leads to superior firm
performance. The RBV concept is explained with the subchapters covering (1) economic rents,
which involves the exceeded surplus earned by the company’s unique resources, (2)
assumptions of resource-based view, (3) resources and capabilities and (4) The VRIO
Framework. However, it is important to include aspects such as ‘Tacit Knowledge’ and
‘Dynamic Capabilities’. The latter creates an extension of the VRIO framework, thus
encompassing companies’ ability to utilise resources in an economically sustainable manner.
Ultimately, we present a subchapter about critique, to provide an open insight into weaknesses
of the RBV concept. We chose this theoretical concept to explore the importance of firms’

resources and capabilities in a transition towards sustainability.

Subchapter 3.2: Transaction Costs Economics (TCE) allows us to build on the resource-based
view by adding a primary understanding of why investments of new resources (i.e., related to
sustainability-motivated innovations) are complex. Additionally, TCE theory conveys how
companies should proceed when acquiring new and unique/tailored resources. The TCE theory
is outlined through these consecutive subchapters: (1) Transaction attributes, (2) governance
structures, (3) bilateral and unilateral dependency and conclusively (5) the SAM construct, for
addressing the complexity of investments. Our aim is to demonstrate how companies can most
efficiently create value when investing in solutions to preserve the environment, but also claim

value in return.
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3.1. Resource Based View

According to Barney and Clark (2007, p. 14), resource-based theory publications of Wernerfelt
(1984) have been contemplated as a ‘dualistic reasoning’ for competitive advantages, as it
builds on Michael Porter’s (1980) view on market positioning as a competitive advantage.
Wernerfelt conveyed that the degree of competitive advantages is influenced by the resources
a company acquires or develops. Thus, he developed the idea of a 'resource-based view' and
presented a different explanation to the same problem as Porter, among others, did with his
five forces market positioning model (Barney and Clark, 2007, p. 14). While traditional
industrial organisation literature focuses on external industry factors (Mahoney and Pandian,
1992), resource-based view has an intrinsic focus and contends that companies constitute a
portfolio of resources through which they gain superior firm performance, competitive
advantages and economic rents (Tate & Bals, 2018; Chatzoglou, Chatzoudes, Sarigiannidis &
Theriou, 2018; Mahoney, 2001). Environmental changes are nonetheless crucial to be aware
of, because it “may change the significance of resources to the firm” (Penrose, 1959, cited in
Mahoney & Pandian, 1992).

3.1.1. Economic Rents

Mahoney (2001) claim that “resource-based theory is a theory of firm rents”. To further
understand the meaning of this statement, it is salient to clarify the term rents. Scholars explain
the phrase in various ways. Tollison (1982) define rents as “a return in excess of a resource
owner’s opportunity cost”. This means that rents are the extra earnings that exceeds the
anticipated return of a resource. However, rent earnings are not solely in terms of money
(Peteraf, 1993). There are three types of rents: Ricardian rents, Monopoly rents, and
Entrepreneurial rents. These various types provide other returns like ownership and market
power (Bain, 1968; Mahoney & Pandian, 1992).
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First and foremost, “rents may be achieved by owning a valuable resource that is scarce”
(Ricardo, 1817, cited in Mahoney & Pandian, 1992). A firm can gain Ricardian rents if they
are in possession of a limited resource such as valuable land, patents and copyrights (Mahoney
and Pandian, 1992). The key element is to have minimal in supply of the scarce resources. The
firm “can sustain this type of competitive advantage only if their resources cannot be expanded
freely or imitated by other firms” (Peteraf, 1993). Hence, heterogenous resources (which will

be discussed below).

A firm can gain Monopoly rents if they are able to “maximize profits by consciously restricting
their output relative to competitive levels”. This means that a firm is in a position where they
have the market power to control production and regulate prices without having to fear
competitors in the market (Peteraf, 1993). Thus, monopoly rents can often be earned at the
expense of consumers. To illustrate, Apple is for instance a company with great market power
and can to an extent maximise profits. Monopoly rents is often gained by for example
government protection (Bain, 1968; Mahoney & Pandian, 1992).

Entrepreneurial rents (also known as Schumpeterian) are described as “value created when
economic actors combine resources in new and different ways, and when the value of these
resource combinations is not known, ex ante” (Rumelt, 1987, cited in Alvarez, 2007). This
means that entrepreneurial rents often occur under uncertain conditions. It also implies that a
firm needs to be innovative and willing to take risk to use resources in a rare way to earn rents
(Alvarez, 2007). In other words, there must be a difference between a firm’s ex post value and

ex ante costs for entrepreneurial rents to exist (Rumelt, 1987; Peteraf, 1993).

Additionally, it is imperative to clarify that rents occur solely when there is lack of competition
involved, which further entails that rents are seemingly controlled by the existence of
competition in a market (Mahoney and Pandian, 1992). Ultimately, RBV theory perceive
ownership or control of resources as paramount to enable the process of earning rents for the
firm (Lavie, 2006; Verwaal, Commandeur & Verbeke, 2009), i.e., Ricardian rents and

Monopoly rents.
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3.1.2. Assumptions of the Resource-based View

To expand on Mahoney’s statement about resource-based theory of firm rents and how they
induce them, four theoretical conditions are introduced: heterogeneity, ex post limits to
competition, imperfect mobility and ex ante limits to competition (Peteraf, 1993). Resource-
based theory builds on the assumptions that company resources are (1) heterogeneously
distributed among companies, (2) difficult to imitate or replace, (3) imperfectly mobile and

(4) protected from cost offsetting rents (Foss, 1998).

The assumption of resource heterogeneity conveys that companies are viewed as bundles of
different resources that are unique for each firm, e.g., their innovation team, which create core
competencies as a source of strengthened competitiveness (Barney, 2013, p. 124-125; Siméao,
2010; Chatzoglou et al., 2018). Ex post limits to competition indicate that when a resource is
heterogeneous, a firm will only sustain its superior position and competitive advantage if there
exist barriers to protect the heterogeneity condition from competitors (Peteraf, 1993). Such
barriers indicate that it should be complex or unfeasible for rivals to mimic or replace a firm’s
rent-yielding resources. From a resource-based perspective, there are two imperative aspects
hampering ex post competition, which is ‘imperfect imitability’ and ‘imperfect
substitutability’ (Peteraf, 1993). Imperfect imitability, also referred to as ‘isolating
mechanisms’, is a condition when a firm is protected from imitation from competitors and can
sustain their rent flows or competitive advantages (Rumelt, 1984, cited in Peteraf, 1993). More
specifically, heterogeneous or scarce resources can be shielded from competitor’s ability to
imitate them if they are protected by e.g., patents, licenses, intellectual property rights or
safeguarded by firms’ tacit knowledge on an organisational level (that can be embedded in a
firm’s specific ‘learning by doing’ experiences) which makes it difficult to imitate (Rumelt,
1987; Peteraf, 1993; Howells, 1996; Teece & Pisano, 1994). Imperfect substitutability is a
condition when a firm is protected from its resources being substituted by other competitor’s
equivalent resources (Barney, 1991). Competitors’ incentives to substitute can be reduced by
building isolating mechanisms around holding resources and capabilities and thus create entry-
and mobility barriers (Amit, Raphael, and Schoemaker, 1993).
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However, substitutability can appear in different ways, even though a firm’s resources may
not be imitated, it may still be substituted by an equivalent resource which can provide similar
outcomes (Barney, 1991). Nevertheless, imperfect imitability and substitutability are barriers

that can enable a firm’s position to sustain and protect resource heterogeneity and earn rents.

Resource immobility (or imperfect mobility) refers to resources being highly costly to imitate,
which potentially cause sources of competitive advantages (Barney, 2013, p. 125). Resources
are immobile when they are specific to a firm and cannot be transferred to another company.
To elaborate, resources can be perfectly immobile if they are not as valuable for other
companies than the firm employing them. In the sense that if resources are catered to a specific
firm (e.g., certain competencies or equipment), making the resources idiosyncratic in the sense

that they may not be useful or valuable for other companies (Peteraf, 1993).

The last condition, ex ante limits to competition, convey that prior to the establishment of a
superior position of resources, the existence of competition for that position must be limited
(Wade and Hulland, 2004). To exemplify, when a firm obtain a new location for its business,
the location must be attained in the absence of competitors for the site to become superior and
gain above normal returns. This momentum is practically stating that limited competition is

salient to prevent costs from offsetting the rents (Peteraf, 1993).

The four conditions are to a certain degree connected, although not being completely
dependent of one another or in a chronological order. The assumption of RBV is that resources
are heterogeneous when ex post limits to competition is present, whereas resources are
immobile when there exist ex ante limits to competition. However, it is salient to note that all
four conditions must be met for resources to have sustained competitive advantage and thus
sustained rents. One or two condition alone is not sufficient to preserve competitive
advantages, but at best merely parity or temporary as will be discussed in the VRIO chapter
(Peteraf, 1993).
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Figure 6: A conceptual model of the resource-based view’s four resource
conditions

3.1.3. Resources and Capabilities

Barney (2013) describe company resources as ‘“‘all assets, capabilities, competencies,
organisational processes, firm attributes, information, knowledge, that are controlled by a firm
and that enable the firm to conceive and implement strategies designed to improve its
efficiency and effectiveness” (p. 125). RBV articulates the imperative of synthesis between
capabilities and resources for organisational success and value creation (Ngo and O’Cass,
2009). According to Collis (1994), a simple definition of capabilities is “the ability to conceive
of new ways to create value”. Capability is also the firm’s ability to create value for
stakeholders. This can for instance be distinctive technological capabilities or general
management capabilities, which are needed in e.g., system development processes (Tate &
Bals, 2018; Wade & Hulland, 2004). In other words, capabilities refer to the way a firm,
through organisational processes, deploy its resources to achieve a desired goal (Amit et al.,

1993), given there are no ex-ante competition.
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Resources are assets or capital that are either tangible or intangible. Intangible assets (or
invisible assets) are non-physical resources and tangible assets are visible items (Yallwe and
Buscemi, 2014). Resources are categorised into four, physical and financial capital, human
capital and organisational capital (Tate and Bals, 2018). Physical capital consists of visible
assets, such as equipment, machines and other physical technologies, geographical location or
access to raw materials, which are essential for business operations to take place (Aranda-
Usén, Portillo-Tarragona, Marin-Vinuesa & Scarpellini, 2019; Barney, 2013, p. 125).
Financial capital includes monetary resources companies holds to implement strategies.
Sources to financial capital include equity- and bondholders and banks. Human capital covers
the intelligence, experience, training, judgment, relationships and insights of workers and
managers in all levels of the company. Organisational capital is the administrative aspect and
includes the structure of the firm’s formal “reporting, planning, controlling, coordinating;
culture and reputation, as well as informal relations among groups within the company and

between the firm and those in its environment” (Barney, 2013, p. 125).

Intangible assets consist of two categories, formal and informal. Formal includes copy rights,
patents, licenses and R&D, whereas informal contains tacit knowledge, customer trust and
relationship (Yallwe & Buscemi, 2014; Howells, 1996), technology, brand image, corporate
culture, management skills and control of distribution, which encompass sources of
adaptability and competitive power. Invisible assets can be gained through different sources
of information, including environmental, corporate and internal information. Information that
flows from the environmental to the company create invisible assets such as customer
information and production skills. Corporate information circulates from the company to the
environment and include brand- or company image and reputation. Internal information moves
around within the firm and include norms and morale among employees, corporate culture and
management capabilities. On one side, companies should rely on projects that correspond to
their skills and area of expertise. However, to achieve business growth and development,
companies should seek to accumulate new invisible assets. For instance, companies that aim
to enhance an eco-innovate culture and -attitudes (Aranda-Uson et al., 2019), should

acknowledge that their competitiveness may be less effective than prior to this transition.
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This transition is however crucial for potential growth and development (Barney and Clark,
2007, p. 19-20).

Figure 7: Illustration of how resources are constructed

Tacit Knowledge

Tacit knowledge is “non-codified, disembodied know-how that is acquired from learned
behaviour and procedures”. In other words, knowledge, skills and capabilities that is acquired
through actual experiences. Tacit knowledge can generally not be directly or easily transferred,
as the knowledge and procedures are often individual and specific (Howells, 1996). When tacit
knowledge is obscured and disorganised, it becomes complex for others to assimilate it (Cohen
& Levinthal, 1990; Howells, 1996). To obtain tacit knowledge, it requires aspects such as
‘learning by doing’, ‘learning by using’ and ‘learning to learn’, which makes it complex to
imitate (Howells, 1996). Considering that tacit knowledge creates barriers for imitation, this
imply that, for example if a company have knowledge that is socially embedded in the firm
which requires network of relationships among the employees that work together, this can
become difficult to replicate. Thus, when tacit knowledge is high and there is a barrier for
competitors to imitate, it becomes likely for firms to sustain a competitive advantage (Teece
and Pisano, 1994).
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Dynamic Capabilities

Dynamic capabilities are described as “the firm’s ability to integrate, build and reconfigure
internal and external competences to address rapidly changing environments” (Teece, Pisano
and Shuen, 1997). In simple words, it means the abilities to quickly respond and adjust in a
changing environment. Although accumulating new strategic or technological assets is vital
to gain competitive advantages, it is not fully adequate in a dynamic environment. Teece et
al., (1997) presented the term ‘dynamic capabilities’ as a pivotal approach for firms to
“demonstrate timely responsiveness and flexible product innovation, coupled with
management capability to effectively coordinate and redeploy internal and external
competences”. The dynamic capability perspective argues that capabilities have a greater
effect on competitive advantages in the context of dynamic environments than resources alone,
because it is crucial that companies use their intrinsic knowledge combined with their
resources to attain strategic objectives (Cardeal and Antonio, 2012). Applying dynamic
capabilities to RBV can generate innovation and create economic performance for firms
(Penrose, 1959; Kor & Mahoney, 2004).

The ability to quickly respond to and deliver on potential legal restrictions of energy, land or
resource use to reduce waste and negative environmental impacts can be an example of a
company’s dynamic capability. For example, if a Norwegian seafood company, e.g., head of
salmon farms, can use its internal resources to renew their capabilities and expertise in order
to reduce annual fish waste rate or CO2 emissions from production, they achieve congruence
with the changing business environment (Sodhi, 2015; Teece et al., 1997). The company then
purposefully uses its capabilities to build, integrate, and configure competencies and thus
extend and modify its resources. In contrast to organisational capabilities, which are existing
core competencies, dynamic capabilities are created as employees quickly learn how to
develop and integrate strategic knowledge into their business model and processes (Lenssen
and Smith, 2019, p. xxxiv). In terms of dynamic capabilities, it is also essential to notice
outcomes such as learning capabilities (or experiences), that will be gained over time. More
specifically, this refers to the capability that is acquired/learned when there exists earlier

execution experience.
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For example, when a company build a product, they gain experience (which can be considered
as a learning capability) and the experience they acquire will enable them to repeat the process

and possibly build a better product because of former practices (Teece and Pisano, 1994).

3.1.4. VRIO Framework

To analyse the heterogeneity and immobility of a particular company’s capabilities and
resources, we introduce a management tool, the VRIO (valuable, rarity, inimitability and
organisation) framework. VRIO was developed by Barney (1991), and was initially VRIN,
which N stood for non-substitutable. The framework was later altered, and the N was
intertwined with I, and O was added to the framework as we know it today (Barney, 1991,
Cardeal & Antdnio, 2012). RBV theory claim that VRIO is a framework to understand the
relationship between firm resources and competitive advantage (Barney and Clark, 2007, p.
68-69). The framework helps evaluate internal strengths and weaknesses of resources and
capabilities in terms of firm performance. Thus, portrays four requirements a company must
obtain to gain competitive advantages (Barney, 2013, p. 129; Bresser, Rudi & Powalla, 2012).
However, such benefits are either temporary or sustained (competitive advantage) depending
on the resources’ position, compared to players in the competitive environment the firm is

operating in.

Value. A company’s resources and capabilities are valuable when utilised to respond to
environmental opportunities or neutralise occurring threats from the environment (Barney,
2013, p. 129). Valuable resources contribute to economic value through e.g., reduced costs or
increased revenues, and make business assignments more efficient and effective to complete
(O’Riordan, 2006; Cardeal & Antonio, 2012). For example, if the geographical location of a
corporate headquarter is nearby a cluster of resourceful business partners, it gives access to
more business opportunities compared to being in a less populated district (O’Riordan, 2006).
If resources and capabilities are not creating value, due to increased costs or decreased income,
the firm is experiencing a competitive disadvantage. To solve this problem, the firm should

consider replacing the resource with a different one or enhance the current one (Knott, 2015).
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Rarity. A resource is rare if it is “controlled by only a small number of firms”. If a resource or
capability is valuable, but held by many competing firms simultaneously, it is not likely that
these resources will result in any competitive advantage. If competitors utilise the same
resources and thus develop the same value creating strategies, the valuable resource will not
strengthen the competitiveness (Bresser et al., 2012; Cardeal & Antonio, 2012). A resource
that lacks rarity results in the state of competitive parity, leading to unchanged or average
economic performance, which is good for survival, but no firm can obtain competitive
advantage, because the same resource is held by several firms (Barney and Mackey, 2016). In
contrast, if a company possess resources and capabilities tha