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Abstract
Perfectly operating markets only exist in theory. Market failures are known to not only inhibit the proper functioning 
of the market, but also affect sustainability and thus a sustainability transition. In this regard, much attention has been 
paid to externalities or missing markets, even though these are not the only market failures. In this paper, we argue that 
market power and its relationship with sustainability has been neglected, despite the fact that, back in 1931, Hotelling 
indicated the connection between the two concepts. However, research that has been dealing with this connection 
has not been comprehensive and has only looked at one aspect of sustainability and market power. Due to the rising 
relevance of market power as well as of sustainability concerns, the connection between the two deserves thorough 
attention. Accordingly, we propose initiating a new interdisciplinary research agenda to comprehensively analyze the 
complex relationship between market power and sustainability.

Keywords Market power · Sustainability · Sustainability transition · Interdisciplinary research · Resource depletion · 
Innovation

1 Introduction

It is acknowledged [1–3] that economic activities can have a negative impact on sustainability. This relationship between 
the economy and sustainability is most notably captured by the discussion surrounding market failures and sustainability. 
According to economic theory, a market should not create inefficiencies such as environmental destruction or human 
exploitation. Such negative impacts are understood to be partly the result of market failures that hamper efficient mar-
ket allocation [4]. The accused market failures are usually externalities, missing markets, public goods, and inadequately 
assigned property rights. It is understood that by, solving the problems of market failures, inefficiencies and thus sus-
tainability problems would disappear. Hence, to facilitate a sustainability transition it is key to at least reduce market 
failures. Accordingly, a great deal of research has been undertaken in this regard and initiatives have been created to 
provide solutions. Initiatives such as the Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) [5, 6], The Economics of Land 
Degradation (ELD) [7], and Carbon Trading Schemes [8–10] deal with the valuation of the environment or components 
thereof to internalize them in newly created markets [4].

Economics textbooks cover more than these market failures, so one may wonder whether other market failures impact 
sustainability as well; if so, they also need to be studied and addressed. The two market failures and their relationship 
with sustainability that have not yet been studied to the same extent as the ones above are asymmetric information 
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and market power. These two market failures are connected and, in practice, cannot be separated [11, 12]. Nevertheless, 
the following discussion is dedicated to market power and its relationship with sustainability and thus a sustainability 
transition.

An Industrial Organization1 textbook defines market power as “the ability to set prices above costs, specifically above 
incremental or marginal cost, that is, the cost of producing one extra unit” [13]. This definition has not only limitations 
due to its focus on prices, it is also limited as it does not indicate how market power is generated [14]. The provided 
definition could lead one to the conclusion that market power is easy to identify. Though, this is not the case. Yet, while 
market power is difficult to measure [12, 15–18], there are indications of increasing market concentration [4, 12]. An 
IMF [17] study showed that, in advanced economies, markups across industries have been rising [19–22]. In reality, the 
assumption of perfectly competitive markets is a condition that hardly ever applies. Accordingly, the markets are ham-
pered in their function to efficiently allocate goods and services. As Lipsey and Chrystal [4] pointed out, all companies 
have some degree of market power and “for this reason, no real market economy has ever achieved anything even close 
to perfect allocative efficiency.” And Cabral [13] states that successful companies have to maintain their market power. 
Thus, even if market power issues were not on the rise, the fact that market power is the norm rather than the exception 
and a sign of entrepreneurial success, calls for an analysis of the relationship between market power and sustainability. 
Research needs to clarify if and how market power contributed to sustainability issues in positive and negative ways.

While market power should be inhibited by governmental intervention to reduce inefficiencies and the thereby cre-
ated societal damage [4], market power seems to also have positive impacts. Interestingly, market power and its effect on 
natural resources has been discussed before. Hotelling showed in 1931 that monopolies are good for the environment, 
as they slow down resource extraction [23]. Since then, this relationship has been studied extensively [24–33]. However, 
all of those studies have been inconclusive, so it cannot generally be stated that market power has a positive effect on 
resource preservation.

This discussion is not the only one that would attest to market power having a positive effect. Some argue that market 
power supports innovation, which in turn may not only increase efficiencies,2 but is often also understood to be a cor-
nerstone to achieving sustainability [35–37]. This debate about market power and innovation, kindled by Schumpeter 
[4, 38], can also be found in transaction cost theory, where market power is accepted if it supports efficiency [39]. The 
focus on efficiency is of course born out of the basic economic ideas that cherish the elegance of the market economy 
to create efficient allocation of goods and services. One can speculate as to how far such perceptions on the positive 
effects of market power have contributed to the continued rise of market concentration and to a possible reconsideration 
of such views due to the increasing problems that result from this development [40]. While market power has received 
less attention as it was mostly seen in the light of efficiency gains [41], the topic has received more attention in the last 
years [42, 43]. Indeed, the discussion is not limited to big tech [44, 45]. Big pharma [46, 47] or agribusinesses are cases 
that have been criticized already earlier [48, 49].

Market power and sustainability are clearly related and, given the rising relevance of market concentration and that 
of sustainability, the relationship needs to be studied. Despite the obvious connection between market power and the 
environment, as uncovered by Hotelling, comprehensive research is lacking. While research does investigate the relation-
ship between market power and resource depletion, as noted above, sustainability is more than resource depletion. The 
nexus market power, innovation and sustainability would also indicate the need for further research. However, an explicit 
research agenda in this regard seems to be missing. This latter nexus indicates another important point: market power is 
more than markups, firm size, or market share. Themes that are related to market power that also relate to sustainability 
need to be included in research endeavors.

Market power is not a simple concept, but neither is sustainability. Despite the ubiquitous use of the term, there 
is considerable debate about what it really means. Which dimensions should sustainability encompass [50–55] and 
how should the dimensions relate with each other? Can one trade parts of one dimension with parts of another one, 
or are they all of equal importance [56–59]? Another core aspect of sustainability is inter- and intragenerational 
equity. Although sustainability concepts usually do encompass both aspects [51], there is no consensus on how to 
deal with these aspects [60–62].

While some have argued that sustainability should not be defined more precisely [63], we argue that it should 
be because any analysis will deliver different results depending on the sustainability stance taken. Thus, even if a 

1 Industrial Organization is an economics sub-discipline, specifically looking at ways firms compete (see [13]).
2 Inefficiency itself can also be understood to be unsustainable. See Ref. [34].
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universally accepted definition cannot be found, researchers need to be clear about the sustainability understand-
ing applied for their analysis. Hence researchers need to make an explicit normative decision when their research 
is conducted and disseminated. Clarity pertaining to the normative stance taken is relevant as it will determine the 
commensurability or incommensurability of sustainability and market power. However, this paper does not focus 
on normative questions, but rather outlines possible research avenues connecting market power ad sustainability. 
Sustainability is complex and, as will be shown below, market power is too. If one combines two complex matters, 
the result can be expected to be even more complex. For that reason, we are not claiming that this is a complete 
discussion of the relationship between market power and sustainability. The humble aim of this paper is to show 
that a long-overlooked research field needs to be studied further. It needs to be highlighted that understanding the 
relationship between market power and sustainability is key to understanding whether market power can support 
or hinder a sustainability transition.

While we are not intending to provide a definition of sustainability, we want to point out that sustainability is used in 
two different ways for this analysis. Firstly, sustainability can be understood as an end itself. This means that sustainability 
is pursued for the sake of sustainability, rather than for some other goal. Second, sustainability can be understood as 
an instrument. In that case, sustainability is not pursued for the sake of sustainability, but rather to pursue some other 
goal, such as profit. Some business literature does address the instrumentalization of sustainability, taking a rather 
positive perspective on this instrumentalization. It is presented as a business strategy to increase profits [37, 38, 64–66]. 
Ideas proposed in such literature are in line with win–win–win rhetoric, where sustainability creates profits for business, 
people, and the planet.

The remainder of the paper is structured along the identified potential research avenues. The first one is to under-
stand the co-occurrence of market power and sustainability issues as a coincidence. Next, we introduce the nexus of 
innovation, market power and sustainability. This is followed by two research avenues that have either market power or 
sustainability as a starting point for investigations. Finally, another nexus is introduced; policy, sustainability and market 
power. The introduction of these research avenues is concluded by a discussion section.

2  The avenue of (un)fortunate coincidence

The first possibility to study the relationship between market power and sustainability is to understand the connection 
as a (un)fortunate coincidence. Hotelling’s observation is the oldest known reference to the market power sustainability 
nexus [23, 67]. Reflecting on Hotelling’s work, Solow [67] made an observation that amused him: “There is an amusing 
sidelight here. It is not hard to show that, generally speaking, a monopolist will exhaust a mine more slowly than a com-
petitive industry facing the same demand curve would do. […] The amusing thing is that if a conservationist is someone 
who would like to see resources conserved beyond the pace that competition would adopt, then the monopolist is the 
conservationist’s friend. No doubt they would both be surprised to know it” [67]. It is flabbergasting that monopoly 
power may support the preservation of resources. However, it needs to be underscored that this is just a coincidence.

There is a difference between consciously preserving a resource or this merely being a fortunate coincidence. The 
fundamental rationale in both instances is the same: to increase profits. It is interesting to note that research connecting 
market power and sustainability (resource depletion), which is a well-established field of study, tends to describe the 
serendipity of market forces rather than the connection between market power and sustainability. It is a fortunate coin-
cidence that, with market power in place, the fishing stock may not be overexploited. While one could understand this 
as a verification of the elegance and sophistication of the market system and the invisible hand, it needs to be pointed 
out that studies in this regard are inconclusive. For example, Fischer and Laxminarayan [27] showed that market power 
may lead to an under-exploitation of resources in one area, but to an over-exploitation in another one due to spillover 
effects. van der Ploeg and Withagen [31] found that competition is better for preserving resources, while Gopinath and 
Wu [24] showed that monopoly is better for the environment. Accordingly, it is a risky strategy to leave sustainability to 
a fortunate coincidence. While more research about these coincidences is needed, it is more important to investigate 
ways to guide our society towards sustainability by conscious (business) decisions.



Vol:.(1234567890)

Research Discover Sustainability             (2022) 3:5  | https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-022-00073-y

1 3

3  Innovation—market power—sustainability

Another main research stream is the nexus between innovation, market power and sustainability. Innovation is not 
the same as an invention, nor does one condition the other. An innovation is a groundbreaking change or novelty, 
but an invention does not need to be groundbreaking [68]. Innovation does not only pertain to technology and can 
be related to all aspects of life. For example, business models [69], social systems [70], or supply chains [71] can be 
innovative. Thus, an innovation can be about how things are organized, whereat this innovation exhibits a funda-
mental improvement of the previous situation.

We live on a planet with finite resources. Human existence depends on the provision of these finite resources, so 
the continuity of humanity depends on the management of these finite resources [51, 72]. The human population 
continues to grow and lifestyles are becoming increasingly resource-demanding, so the challenge of managing the 
limited resources is becoming more pressing [3, 73–76]. Hope has been put in innovations, most notably technologi-
cal innovations, to minimize resource depletion and environmental pollution. This hope is not unfounded.

Innovations do not need to support sustainability. Leach, Rockström [77] argued that innovations need to be 
directed in order to tackle sustainability issues. Schaltegger and Wagner [78] stated that sustainability innovations 
need entrepreneurs who strive to positively contribute to sustainability. They also argued that sustainability inno-
vations call for radical innovations that create completely new markets and present a disruption for producers and 
consumers alike [see also: 64]. According to the research by Schaltegger and Wagner [78], such radical innovation is 
more likely for start-ups and small businesses. Best [38] concluded that sustainability can trigger innovations that 
may lead to competitive advantages, a perspective also taken up by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64].

Thus, sustainability issues are not understood as a burden, but as an opportunity. Companies need to deal with 
the reality of dwindling resources, of consumer demand for sustainable products and production processes, created 
by awareness raising campaigns of NGOs and the like [64, 79, 80]. Innovation is understood to be key in successfully 
dealing with this reality. Successful, in this context, does not refer merely to whether sustainability issues are solved, 
but also to the financial performance of firms. Thus, solving sustainability issues by companies is not interesting for 
the sake of sustainability, but is for profitability reasons [37, 64, 66]. Firms may want to pursue a sustainability busi-
ness strategy as it is a promising strategy to increase profits.

This suggestion fits well with industrial economics textbook wisdom, where market power is presented to be the 
cause for firms investing in ways to (further) improve their profits [12]. The connection between innovation and mar-
ket power has prominently been discussed by Schumpeter. Next to the argument provided by Hotelling, Schumpeter 
does also provide arguments for a positive relationship between market power and sustainability via the vehicle of 
innovation [38]. There is no agreement whether Schumpeter’s theory regarding disruptive innovation is correct or 
not [81, 82]. Nevertheless, it does tie nicely into the strategy suggested by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] pertaining 
radical innovation, which should be disruptive in nature [see also: 37]. It may not have been intended as such, but 
the book Embedded Sustainability by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] can also be read as a guide on how to increase 
market power using sustainability. According to Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64], this is because nothing needs to 
change pertaining the logic of our market economy, when their suggested sustainability business strategy is applied.

Profit maximization is understood to be the basis of firm behavior [10, 12]. Sustainability can either be understood 
as a challenge to profits or as an opportunity to increase profits. Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] explained how the 
sustainability challenge can be used as a business strategy to harness profits, arguing that sustainability should be 
understood as a competitive advantage, a strategy not to bolt onto, but one that is embedded into the company 
[37]. Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] present their strategy as a “set of new profit drivers”. Accordingly, the strategy 
is not limited to innovation, although innovation is a key aspect of how a company can successfully respond to 
sustainability issues.

4  Market power and sustainability

According to Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64], there are seven responses to the sustainability challenge that can create 
profit for the respective firm: (1) risk mitigation, (2) efficiency, (3) differentiation, (4) new markets, (5) brand image, (6) 
standards, and (7) innovation. Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] present their ideas in the book Embedded Sustainability: 
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the Next Big Competitive Advantage. This work builds on Porter’s work and refers, for example, to the relevance of dif-
ferentiation. The book by Best [38] does as well indicate a connection to Porter’s work. Best [38] focuses on technology 
management and on technological innovation as an endogenous variable to economic growth. For this analysis, it 
is relevant to point out that the last chapter of Best’s [38] book outlines the economic growth opportunities that the 
sustainability challenges provide. Translated to the business level, these opportunities are captured in the sustain-
ability challenges listed by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64].

The seven responses listed by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] should drive down costs and increase profits. Compared 
with the industrial organization literature [12, 13], one can see that these responses play a key role in market power 
research. Belleflamme and Peitz [12] specifically dedicated three chapters to the sources of market power (part III): prod-
uct differentiation, advertising and marketing strategies, as well as consumer inertia. Cabral [13] discussed themes such 
as product differentiation, innovation, networks, and efficiency. Other chapters in the book by Belleflamme and Peitz 
[12] deal with market segmentation, branding, and innovation. In Porter’s work market and industry structure are key 
factors that determine the potential profitability of a business [83]. Market structure is commonly part of market power 
estimations [84–86]. Thus, it can be argued that the responses brought up by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] are common 
themes within market power research. Accordingly, these responses not only support the profitability of companies, but 
may also give rise to market power. Hence, to analyze the relationship between market power and sustainability, one 
should not only look at markups, but also at other aspects of market power.

As analytical lens to study the connection between market power and sustainability, two different starting points can 
be chosen from; market power or sustainability. These starting points are introduced below.

4.1  Sustainability as a starting point

Above it was indicated that sustainability can be viewed as an instrument. This section focuses on sustainability as an 
instrument to predominantly serve business interests. Sustainability can be seen as the trigger for actions [37, 64, 66]. 
Sustainability is a complex issue that comprises at least three dimensions, with inter- and intragenerational relevance. 
Sustainability issues need to be perceived; otherwise they will not be considered [87]. Sustainability is not perceived 
in its entirety, and instead different stakeholders perceive different problems that are all part of the sustainability issue. 
Each stakeholder will find different sustainability issues relevant and then push to address these issues. Civil society and 
politicians may want to address sustainability issues through some sort of regulation or standards. While this may also be 
an avenue for companies, they may as well strive for increased efficiency realizing that the resource base is dwindling. Fig-
ure 1 illustrates the chain of actions, starting with sustainability issues and the cognition of these issues by stakeholders.

Companies need to react to the problems they are facing in order to stay in business (see in Fig. 1 items below 
“problems”). Sourcing, production, processing, logistics, sales and products need to be adapted to align with changing 
circumstances. This is the response to a recognized problem as described by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64], which ide-
ally leads to an innovation (see in Fig. 1 “product"). In order to profit from the innovation, it needs to be merchandized. 
From a marketing perspective, an innovation is, in the first instance, a means to differentiate. The differentiated product 
needs to be labeled and/or offered on a niche market (see in Fig. 1 “marketing”).

The successful marketing of the innovation is a crucial step. If a company cannot demand a premium price for the 
innovation, it may not invest in its development [79]. The competitive advantage of the innovation can also be realized 

Fig. 1  Sustainability triggers market power. From recognizing a specific sustainability problem to demanding product improvements, to 
marketing the improved product, to generating above-average returns
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by lobbying for industry-wide standards to profit from the first-mover principle [12, 88]. It is not only companies that 
use lobbying or other communication channels and tools. NGOs and civil society groups may also lobby for sustain-
ability standards, and may even create the demand for sustainable products. It is the task of innovative companies to 
foreshadow such developments, have the demanded products ready and communicate the availability through labels. 
Companies may not only be able to increase profits, as they can ask for a premium for their innovative product, but may 
even be able to demand a higher product price due to their market position.

Reacting to circumstances may put companies in the position of a first mover, being the only company providing a 
specific demanded good. This position can be enhanced through entry barriers, which can be installed through patents, 
for example. Other options are lock-ins, tying consumers to the innovation by providing specific products that only work 
with the new product or creating path dependencies. Another means of tying consumers is through brand image, which 
also makes it possible to ask a higher product price (see in Fig. 1 “profit”).

Therefore, we argue that the responses introduced by Laszlo and Zhexembayeva [64] happen at different stages. First, 
a firm needs to be aware of a problem that could pose a risk to the business operations. Based on this recognition, a 
company must craft a solution (the innovation), which must then be monetized in order to be a viable business strategy. 
Therefore, following a sustainability business strategy is not only palatable because it can be profitable, but also because 
it can create, enhance and/or solidify market power.

It is beyond the scope of this article to discuss all stages and elements of Fig. 1 in detail. A detailed discussion would 
exceed the space that one paper offers, so we leave this to future research. Nevertheless, in the following, each element 
is outlined briefly.

The mechanisms that connect market power and sustainability cannot be singled out. A successful sustainability busi-
ness strategy will need to make use of a compound of elements. In fact, depending on the innovation, the innovation 
alone may not generate excess profits. The innovation may only generate a competitive advantage on its own if efficiency 
gains and costs reductions are large enough. If this is not the case, research needs to investigate innovations in concert 
with additional abilities of a respective company to increase their profits. Communication is a key factor here and relates 
to lobbying, standards, labels, or brand image (marketing). Further, the capacity to create dominance on a certain market 
will matter. Will a company be able to install entry barriers or create lock-ins or path dependencies?

Whether these mechanisms are positive or negative for sustainability depends on the goals of the respective company 
applying them. For example, entry barriers can hinder startups from successfully marketing new technologies that are 
more sustainable [89]. On the other hand, entry barriers, such as those created by patents, can be positive as they can be 
an incentive for companies to undertake the necessary investment to develop new products [46]. However, patents can 
lead to societal welfare losses caused by the created market power [90, 91]. Moreover, patents can create lock-in effects 
[92]. Depending on the product, this may or may not be desirable from a sustainability perspective. A lock-in may cause 
path dependencies, prohibiting new and potentially better technologies from being developed and marketed [89, 93, 94].

Another interesting complex is related to communication, ranging from lobbying to branding. Specific communication 
tools cannot be singled out because they are usually connected as part of a larger business strategy. For example, the 
introduction of standards and labels can be influenced by lobbying. Standardization allows the harmonization according 
to specific criteria. A standard can apply to processes as well as to behavior (such as a code of conduct, or supply chain 
governance). Thus, standards are not only limited to technology, but can help regulate social aspects of life as well. A 
well-known example that links sustainability, with lobbying, standardization, and market power is that of DuPont. Hav-
ing an alternative ready, DuPont lobbied in 1991 for the phasing out of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), which put them in 
a favorable market position [95]. Cozier [96] and Puller [97] provided a couple of examples of companies influencing 
decisions pertaining to standards. These examples illustrate not only that companies lobby for the reduction or delay 
of standards, but also the opposite. Increasing standards can provide a competitive advantage for companies that have 
technology ready [98]. Such strategic disruption aims to increase competitor’s transaction costs [99, 100]. Hence, a sus-
tainability strategy can increase or consolidate a company’s market share.

Labels and standards do not have to be initiated by governmental regulations; they can also be businesses’ or indus-
tries’ strategies to harmonize production processes [101] or satisfy consumer demand [102]. Standards and labels are 
not only a means of communication, but also a means of securing market share [103]. Henson and Reardon [101] argued 
that, in the agri-food sector, competition shifted from a mere price to a quality (label) competition. They further pointed 
out that standards are not only a means of communication, but also a means of differentiation.

Product differentiation is a strategy for making a product stand out on a respective market based on its product char-
acteristics and aims to trigger consumers’ specific taste. The more a product differentiates itself from alternatives, the 
more market power the respective company may obtain [13]. One aspect through which products can be differentiated 
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is sustainability. There are numerous sustainability characteristics, which are usually communicated through labels. To 
profit from this differentiation, the performance pertaining to a specific label matters less than simply using a label [104].

The label itself is not only a means of differentiation, but also a way to generate market power. Having or not having a 
specific label can influence a company’s revenue. The endeavors to create one’s own label are explained by their intention 
to circumvent difficult eligibility processes and differentiate on a respective market [105]. Differentiation can also be a 
means of exploring alternative markets as a reaction to changed circumstances. Oberling, Obermaier [89] investigated 
the differentiation endeavors of oil majors as a reaction to the call for alternative fuels. They also highlighted that those 
already in power will determine the path ahead. Regulations can cause product differentiation, which can then also lead 
to price distortions [106]. This is a clear case where the quest for more sustainability causes market power. The case study 
presented by Purnomo, Guizol [107] is an example of a private label, which is a means of differentiation, creating an entry 
barrier and thus giving rise to market power considerations. Differentiation is a clear example of how the demand for 
more sustainable products can generate market power issues.

Standards and labels can be entry barriers, thus contributing to market power issues. Greenberg [108] analyzed the 
South African wine value chain and indicated the importance of sustainability standards for the sector. Any company 
that is not able to comply with minimum standards cannot participate in the market. Additionally, particularly in frag-
mented markets, transaction costs for labeling are too high and, thus, also forecloses small players [109]. In this respect, 
the sustainability challenge, which leads to the demand for sustainable products, and the introduction of sustainability 
standards, both represent entry barriers. Vos and Boelens [110] analyzed the effect of private standards in the water 
industry, consolidating market power. Some of these standards are not due to the sustainability challenge but rather 
reasoned by tractability.3 Still, companies use standards and certifications to satisfy the demand for more sustainable 
products. While smaller companies may be at a disadvantage pertaining to labeling and standardization costs, compli-
ance becomes even more important for large companies. Gulbrandsen [80] elaborated the reason for eco-labeling, 
finding that it is not demand, but NGOs’ power to name and shame that leads companies and retailers to apply private 
standards. Moreover, NGOs target big companies as leverage, rather than small ones [111, 112]. Market power related 
to labels is interesting because it illustrates vertical power structures. Foley and Havice [113] analyzed the Marine Stew-
ardship Council (MSC) eco-label, originating from the Unilever company and initiated by World Wildlife Fund (WWF), 
which lost part of its market power due to the decision by Walmart, the world’s largest retail chain, to also support other 
labels. A similar case was reported by FAO [114] in the banana sector. Thus, market power on one level can be mediated 
by market power on another level.

Finally, corporate social responsibility (CSR) makes up another avenue for future research to investigate the relationship 
between sustainability and market power. CSR can be understood as a form of lobbying or, how Lock and Seele [115] 
put it, “politicized CSR”. Companies’ benevolent actions can be ascribed to their CSR activities, which can be marketed to 
support the company’s reputation. Edson, Fernandes [116] reported from a bank that invests in CSR to increase its brand 
value. Hicks [117] indicated a connection between firm size and the likelihood of engaging in CSR activities, pointing 
out that larger companies are more likely to take up CSR activities because they do have the financial means to do so. 
The relationship between national governance and CSR was highlighted by Schleifer [112], who found that internation-
ally operating companies diverge their CSR efforts depending on the respective country. It is argued by Schleifer [112] 
that consumer’s preferences influence a company’s incentive to invest in CSR. Thus, in developing countries, consumer 
preferences lead to reduced CSR efforts. This finding opposes the notion that companies would take over governmental 
responsibilities and instead indicates that companies intend to respond to consumers’ demands. Hence, CSR may mostly 
be a means to improve a company’s reputation and thus its market share.

4.2  Market power as a starting point

The second starting point for an analysis of market power and sustainability is market power. The aim of this paper is 
not to give a normative perspective on the relationship between market power and sustainability. However, it can be 
stated that market power might be questioned altogether from a strong sustainability perspective as it is not in line with 
equity.4 This is subject to future discussions. Instead of a normative discussion, we attempt to deliver an analysis of the 

3 In the highly complex commodity chains of the global market, standards can be used to simplify the complexity [120].
4 Equity refers to the social dimension of sustainability. Taking a strong sustainability stance, anything that is based on and/or creates ine-
quality should be avoided. Market power is based on the unequal distribution of (tangible or intangible) assets and is therefore not in line 
with equity.
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potential relationship between market power and sustainability. If one does not question the system as such, but merely 
looks at how market power can support or hinder the implementation of certain sustainability measures, then the key 
aspect is the potential lever of a company with market power [65, 118].

Sustainability is again understood as a business strategy, but now the focus is on how the application of such a strat-
egy affects and is related to sustainability as a goal. Whether or not a company takes up a sustainability business strat-
egy depends on factors such as the goals of the respective company. Thus, nothing can be stated in general regarding 
whether market power has a positive or negative effect on sustainability. However, what is the result for sustainability 
if a company with market power applies a sustainability business strategy? Obviously, a company with market power 
has a larger lever to impact sustainability goals in one or the other way. This explains why NGOs specifically target large 
companies with their campaigns. They try to either cooperate with them [79] or name and shame them [80, 119, 120]. 
Either way, the goal is to harness their leverage.

The lever of companies works within a respective market structure [119]. This structure and the power one actor has 
over the other actors within this structure may increase the lever. The market structure and how companies can make use 
of this market structure affects the lever. One can distinguish between horizontal and vertical market structures, both of 
which can exhibit various forms. Gereffi, Humphrey [121] provided a comprehensive discussion on how companies can 
control value chains depending on the respective chain structure.

The abuse of market power is prohibited by anti-trust legislation, which also covers the abuse of market power hori-
zontally (collusion) as well as vertically [122–124]. Harnessing market power through market structures is also a balanc-
ing act. A company may need market power to control the value chain (vertical), but it may not need market power to 
cooperate with other firms on the same level (horizontal).

The control over the value chain is also relevant for sustainability [119]. If a company decides to make use of the sus-
tainability business strategy, it will be easier to implement sustainability measures along the value chain if the company 
has control (power) over it. A prominent example in this regard is Walmart. The impact of a large multinational company 
greening its entire supply chain is larger than when a comparatively smaller company does the same [65, 103]. Unilever 
represents another example with ambitious sustainability goals. One of its best known initiatives is the MSC label, which 
the company installed together with the WWF. Despite being criticized for various reasons, this label has become the 
most important standard in the fishing industry [125].

Freidberg [126] argued that the power of companies is not sufficient to change sustainability along the value chain 
as companies may not have the necessary means (such as knowledge). While that may be the case, it does not override 
the potential ability of companies with market power to affect sustainability; instead, it points out that other factors are 
relevant too. However, this is the case for any response to sustainability issues and this makes up the difference between 
successful and unsuccessful companies. Not every company will be able to innovate and profit from this innovation. 
Those that are able to do so increase their chances of establishing, increasing, and/or solidifying market power [127]. This 
may be a reason why companies invest in sustainability issues without the immediate ability to market it. Companies 
are aware that sustainability has become a sales argument and investments need to be undertaken to maintain their 
market position [22].

Horizontal cooperation (legal or illegal) may not require the participating companies to have market power. Horizontal 
cooperation may not only refer to practices such as price fixing, but also to the establishment of industry-wide standards. 
The Chicken of Tomorrow initiative represents such a case. In the Netherlands, retailers (as well as suppliers) agreed to 
establish an industry-wide minimum standard for broiler chicken. Interestingly, despite the potential positive effect on 
animal welfare (as an example of a sustainability issue), the Dutch competition authority did not allow the initiative to 
continue due to market power issues [123, 128]. A company with market power can indirectly coerce the industry to 
adhere to its private standard. If a company is large enough and has enough influence, other companies will have to catch 
up [120, 125]. Another option is that a company with market power lobbies for (or against) an industry-wide standard 
issued by the government [97]. Thus, there are different avenues a company can take in reference to horizontal structures.

5  Policies—sustainability—market power

Finally, a potential avenue for research is the nexus policies, sustainability and market power. Governmental interven-
tion may be necessary in order to support the sustainability transition. The market economy cannot be separated from 
the socio-political environment in which it is embedded. Thus, analysis of the relationship between market power and 
sustainability should also cover the role of policies. Indirectly, this relationship has already been discussed above by 
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referring to lobbying, as well as standards, or granting of patents. Policies may lead to unintended side effects, such as 
increasing market power and undermining sustainability.

Policies aiming to improve sustainability may have the opposite effect to what is intended, since higher prices can 
lead to lower adoption of (more) sustainable practices and the lower purchase of (more) sustainable commodities [129, 
130]. This shows that just internalizing costs, through higher prices may not be sufficient to solve a specific sustainabil-
ity problem. Such examples show that policy makers must be careful when formulating environmental policies as they 
may create unintended effects that countervail environmental protection. Hareau [131] described lower adoption of 
biotechnology due to price mark-ups caused by the market power of multinational corporations in the seed industry. 
The sustainability of genetically modified plants is another discussion [132]. However, assuming a general case of the 
development of more sustainable agricultural technologies, low adoption due to price distortions would affect sustain-
ability negatively. Governmental intervention may not always be the most efficient way to achieve a certain goal. The 
socio-economic system is complex and the ways in which it works is often disguised. Therefore, thorough analysis of 
policies to support sustainability is required. Another interesting example of governmental intervention gone wrong was 
reported by Reinert [133], who examined how the Finish government wrecked the traditional Finnish reindeer industry.

In some cases, governmental support is needed to support sustainability. In fact, the absence of governmental regula-
tion can be a hindrance to the quest towards sustainability. While EU and national anti-trust regulations aim to ensure 
that market power is disabled, they can pose a hindrance to sustainability initiatives. This has been showcased by two 
initiatives in the Netherlands. Energie Akkoord in the energy sector and Chicken of Tomorrow in the food sector are ini-
tiatives that support industry-wide sustainability. However, both initiatives intended to integrate several players within 
the sector, making them cases for anti-trust legislation. Finally, neither initiative was allowed to continue due to market 
power issues [123]. Competition law can present a hindrance to sustainability initiatives and has recently been put on 
the agenda of EU institutions [134, 135]. It can be concluded from this that if an industry intends to change practices 
industry-wide, standards need to be enacted by governments in order to avoid infringing on anti-trust legislation. Thus, 
the two above-mentioned cases also represent instances in which legislation is slower than industry in terms of making 
considerable changes towards sustainability. It was indicated above that large companies can indirectly install industry-
wide standards due to their market position, which forces other companies to go along [125]. Further, large actors in 
particular are often expected to regulate quality through the installation of standards [126]. Thus, there is a paradox, 
where individual powerful companies can indirectly install industry wide standards without any legal consequences. In 
contrast, if this happens through cooperation among companies, it is a case for anti-trust legislation.

6  Discussion

This paper showed that market power and sustainability are connected in various ways. Market power and sustainability 
are increasing in importance and are both complex matters. Sustainability has received wide attention in the scientific 
community but also in the political arena or in civil society. Due to recent discussions around big tech, big pharma or 
agribusinesses market power has as well attracted more attention. Though, this attention is only slowly penetrating into 
the scientific community. While many people are aware that sustainability is complex, market power is often believed 
to be limited to market share and firm size. This is not the case, as explained in Biely, Maes [14]. We believe that there is 
a need for a new research area that investigates the connection between those two complex themes. The complexity 
does not allow simple answers. While aspects of market power are interrelated, analysis will have to focus on some of 
these aspects. It will also be necessary to connect findings to avoid losing sight of the bigger picture.

Since market power and sustainability are connected in various ways, market power does also affect a sustainability 
transition. No general statement can be made, whether market power inhibits or supports a transition since this depends 
on many factors. One such factor is how sustainability is framed. How does a sustainable future look like? Can market 
power be part of this future after all? All potential research avenues presented in this paper are relevant for a transition 
towards sustainability. Are we putting a blind eye to power imbalances, since market power may coincidentally lead 
to resource preservation? Do we need market power for sustainability innovations? Or are innovations suppressed by 
powerful companies? How are powerful companies influencing or even orchestrating a sustainability transition through 
lobbying, standardizations, brand image or the creation of entry barriers? Are policies further solidifying market power 
and by that unintentionally inhibiting a sustainability transition? Would powerful companies or the (illegal) collaboration 
among companies be faster and more efficient in propelling a sustainability transition?
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In this paper we have addressed some relevant avenues for research as well as two potential starting points. However, 
the presented avenues are not a complete list, and the avenues are not discussed in full depth. For example, each item 
illustrated in Fig. 1 would need further research. In the same section we have referred to Porter [83] and Best [38] who 
use different approaches to competitive advantage research; market-based and resource-based. Placing either focus 
on market power and sustainability could also be investigated further. As there are different approaches to competitive 
advantage research, there are as well different approaches to market power research and models. A review of market 
power estimation models in relation to sustainability issues could be another interesting endeavor. Further, attention 
needs to be given to the social dimension of sustainability and the connection to market power. The question of systemic 
stability and resilience in the context of sustainability and market power would also provide options for future research. 
Normative questions also need to be addressed. This starts with the selection of a sustainability concept (such as weak 
or strong). Results will differ depending on the chosen sustainability concept.

The title of this paper calls to establish a new research agenda analyzing the connections between sustainability and 
market power. It needs to be highlighted that this would need to be an interdisciplinary quest. Thus, this is not a research 
avenue that should be investigated by economists alone. Hence, another research avenue would be to investigate the 
scientific fields that could contribute to this interdisciplinary research agenda and which methods could potentially 
be employed. The complexity of both themes requires comprehensive analysis. Market power clearly transcends the 
economic sphere, and sustainability is about more than economic sustainability and it is more than just an instrument.

Acknowledgements We would like to thank the reviewers of this paper for their valuable feedback. Their feedback provided a valuable con-
tribution to this version of the paper.

Authors’ contributions All authors whose names appear on the submission. (1) Made substantial contributions to the conception or design of 
the work; or the acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data; or the creation of new software used in the work; (2) drafted the work or revised 
it critically for important intellectual content; (3) approved the version to be published; and; (4) agree to be accountable for all aspects of the 
work in ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are appropriately investigated and resolved. All 
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding The researchers did not receive funding from any third parties. Thus, the research was funded by Antwerpen University and Hasselt 
University.

Data availability Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analysed during the current study.

Code availability Not applicable.

Declarations 

Competing interests The authors declare that there are no competing interests.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

 1. Common M, Stagl S. Ecological economics: an introduction. Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Cape Town, Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi, 
Mexico City: Cambridge University Press; 2005.

 2. EEA. State of nature in the EU: Results from reporting under the nature directives 2013–2018. European Environmental Agency; 2020. 
Contract No.: 10.

 3. EEA. Is Europe living within the limits of our planet? An assessment of Europe’s environmental footprints in relation to planetary bounda-
ries. European Environment Agency, Swiss Federal Office for the Environment; 2020.

 4. Lipsey R, Chrystal A. Economics. 11th ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2007.
 5. Spash CL. Bulldozing biodiversity: the economics of offsets and trading-in Nature. Biol Cons. 2015;192:541–51.
 6. TEEB. The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity Ecological and Economic Foundations. London and Washington; 2010.
 7. ELD. The rewards of investing in sustainable land management. 2013.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Vol.:(0123456789)

Discover Sustainability             (2022) 3:5  | https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-022-00073-y Research

1 3

 8. McAfee K. Green economy and carbon markets for conservation and development: a critical view. Int Environ Agreements Politics Law 
Econ. 2016;16(3):333–53.

 9. Ulucak R, Yücel AG, Koçak E. Chapter 5—the process of sustainability: from past to present. In: Özcan B, Öztürk I, editors. Environmental 
Kuznets Curve (EKC): Academic Press; 2019. p. 37–53.

 10. Verbruggen A. Pricing carbon emissions: economic reality and utopia. New York: Routledge; 2021.
 11. Ferraro PJ. Asymmetric information and contract design for payments for environmental services. Ecol Econ. 2008;65(4):810–21.
 12. Belleflamme P, Peitz M. Industrial organization: markets and strategies. 2nd ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 2019.
 13. Cabral LMB. Introduction to industrial organization. 2nd ed. Cambridge, Massachusetts, London: The MIT Press; 2017.
 14. Biely K, Maes D, Van Passel S. Market power extended: from foucault to meadows. Sustainability. 2018;10(8):2843.
 15. Bhuyan S. Visiting an old battleground in empirical industrial organization: SCP versus NEIO. Appl Econ Lett. 2014;21(11):751–4.
 16. Murphy S. Concentrated Market Power and Agricultural Trade. Ecofair Trade Dialogue; 2006.
 17. IMF. World Economic Outlook, April 2019. Growth Slowdown, Precarious Recovery. Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund; 2019.
 18. Podszun R. The arbitrariness of market definition and an evolutionary concept of markets. Antitrust Bull. 2016;61(1):121–32.
 19. De Loecker J, Eeckhout J. The Rise of Market Power and the Macroeconomic Implications. National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc; 

2017.
 20. Cavalleri MC, Eliet A, McAdam P, Petroulakis F, Soares A, Vansteenkiste I. Concentration, market power and dynamism in the euro area 

European Central Bank; 2019. Contract No.: 2253.
 21. Autor D, Dorn D, Katz LF, Patterson C, Van Reenen J. The fall of the labor share and the rise of superstar firms*. Q J Econ. 

2020;135(2):645–709.
 22. ETC. Who Will Control the Green Economy? Corporate Concentration in the Life Industries. ETC; 2011. Contract No.: 107.
 23. Devarajan S, Fisher AC. Hotelling’s “economics of exhaustible resources”: fifty years later. J Economic Lit. 1981;19(1):65–73.
 24. Gopinath M, Wu J. Environmental externalities and the optimal level of market power. Am J Agr Econ. 1999;81(4):825.
 25. Datta M, Mirman LJ. Externalities, market power, and resource extraction. J Environ Econ Manag. 1999;37(3):233–55.
 26. Halsema A, Withagen C. Managing multiple fishery pools: property rights regimes and market structures. Environ Dev Econ. 

2008;13(6):775–94.
 27. Fischer C, Laxminarayan R. Managing partially protected resources under uncertainty. J Environ Econ Manag. 2010;59(2):129–41.
 28. Fischer C. Market power and output-based refunding of environmental policy revenues. Resour Energy Econ. 2011;33(1):212–30.
 29. Damania R, Bulte EH. The economics of wildlife farming and endangered species conservation. Ecol Econ. 2007;62(3):461–72.
 30. Cinner JE, Marnane MJ, McClanahan TR, Clark TH, Ben J. Trade, tenure, and tradition: influence of sociocultural factors on resource use 

in Melanesia. Conserv Biol. 2005;19(5):1469–77.
 31. van der Ploeg F, Withagen C. Is there really a green paradox? J Environ Econ Manag. 2012;64(3):342–63.
 32. Cabo F, Martín-Herrán G, Martínez-García MP. Property rights for natural resources and sustainable growth in a two-country trade model. 

Decis Econ Finan. 2014;37(1):99–123.
 33. Kotchen MJ, Salant SW. A Free Lunch in the Commons. NBER Working Paper. 2009 (15086).
 34. Van Passel S, Van Huylenbroeck G, Lauwers L, Mathijs E. Sustainable value assessment of farms using frontier efficiency benchmarks. J 

Environ Manage. 2009;90(10):3057–69.
 35. Nidumolu R, Prahalad CK, Rangaswami MR. Why sustainability is now the key driver of innovation. Harvard Business Review. 2009.
 36. Pesch U. Paradigms and paradoxes: the futures of growth and degrowth. Int J Sociol Soc Policy. 2018;38(11/12):1133–46.
 37. Williams F. Green giants: how smart companies turn sustainability into billion-dollar businesses. New York, Atlanta, Brussels: AMACOM; 

2015.
 38. Best MH. The New Competitive Advantage: The Renewal of American Industry: Oxford University Press; 2001.
 39. Williamson OE. Hierarchies, markets and power in the economy: an economic perspective. Ind Corp Chang. 1995;4(1):21–49.
 40. The Economist. What more should antitrust be doing? The Economist. 2020 06.08.2020; Sect. School brief.
 41. Parramore L. Chicago School Economists Got it Wrong. Strong Antitrust Policy Boosts the Economy. Institute for New Economic Thinking.; 

2021. https:// www. inete conom ics. org/ persp ectiv es/ blog/ chica go- school- econo mists- got- it- wrong- strong- antit rust- policy- boosts- the- 
econo my.

 42. Stucke M. Antitrust Spring, Institute for New Economic Thinking. 2019. https:// www. inete conom ics. org/ persp ectiv es/ blog/ antit 
rust- spring.

 43. Fernandez R, Klinge TJ, Hendrikse R, Adriaans I. How Big Tech Is Becoming the Government. Tribune. 2021 05.02.2021.
 44. Antitrust Enforcement Beyond Big Tech: Other Industries to Watch (press release). Bloomberg Law. 2021.
 45. EU regulators team up with U.S. and UK on pharmaceutical mergers (press release). Reuters. 2021.
 46. Carbone J. Ethics, patents and the sustainability of the biotech business model. Int Rev Law Comput Technol. 2003;17(2):203–18.
 47. Levy MS. Bib pharma monopoly: why consumers keep landing on “park place” and how the game is rigged. Am Univ Law Rev. 

2016;66(1):247–303.
 48. James HS. The Ethics and Economics of Agrifood Competition. In: James HS, editor. Dordrecht: Springer. 2013.
 49. McMichael P. The power of food. Agric Hum Values. 2000;17(1):21–33.
 50. FAO. SAFA Guidelines: sustainability assessment of food and agriculture systems. 2014.
 51. Spindler E. the history of sustainability the origins and effects of a popular concept. In: Ian J, Roland S, editors. Sustainability in Tourism. 

Wiesbaden: Springer; 2013.
 52. Seghezzo L. The five dimensions of sustainability. Environ Politics. 2009;18(4):539–56.
 53. Purvis B, Mao Y, Robinson D. Three pillars of sustainability: in search of conceptual origins. Sustain Sci. 2019;14(3):681–95.
 54. Weber-Blaschke G, Mosandl R, Faulstich M. Histroty and mandate of sustainability: from local forestry to global policy. In: Wilderer PA, 

Schroeder ED, Kopp H, editors. Global sustainability: the impact of local cultures, a new perspective for science and engineering, eco-
nomics and politics. Weinheim: Wiley-vch Veralg GmbH & Co. KGaA; 2005. p. 5–19.

 55. Jacobs M. Sustainable development, capital substitution and economic humility: a response to Beckerman. Environ Values. 
1995;4(1):57–68.

https://www.ineteconomics.org/perspectives/blog/chicago-school-economists-got-it-wrong-strong-antitrust-policy-boosts-the-economy
https://www.ineteconomics.org/perspectives/blog/chicago-school-economists-got-it-wrong-strong-antitrust-policy-boosts-the-economy
https://www.ineteconomics.org/perspectives/blog/antitrust-spring
https://www.ineteconomics.org/perspectives/blog/antitrust-spring


Vol:.(1234567890)

Research Discover Sustainability             (2022) 3:5  | https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-022-00073-y

1 3

 56. Attfield R. Sustainability. International Encyclopedia of Ethics. 2013.
 57. Hector DC, Christensen CB, Petrie J. Sustainability and sustainable development: philosophical distinctions and practical implications. 

Environ Values. 2014;23(1):7.
 58. Hediger W. Sustainable development and social welfare. Ecol Econ. 2000;32(3):481–92.
 59. Ang F, Van Passel S. Beyond the environmentalist’s paradox and the debate on weak versus strong sustainability. Bioscience. 

2012;62(3):251–9.
 60. Beckerman W. “Sustainable development”: is it a useful concept? Environ Values. 1994;3(3):191–209.
 61. Serafy SE. In defence of weak sustainability: a response to Beckerman. Environ Values. 1996;5(1):75–81.
 62. Daly HE. On wilfred Beckerman’s critique of sustainable development. Environ Values. 1995;4(1):49–55.
 63. Hugé J, Waas T, Dahdouh-Guebas F, Koedam N, Block T. A discourse-analytical perspective on sustainability assessment: interpreting 

sustainable development in practice. Sustain Sci. 2013;8(2):187–98.
 64. Laszlo C, Zhexembayeva N. Embedded Sustainability: the next big competitive advantage. USA: Greenleaf Publishing; 2011.
 65. Ponte S. Business Power and Sustainability in a world of global value chains. London: Zed Books; 2019.
 66. Ottman JA. The new rules of green marketing: strategies, tools, and inspiration fo sustainable branding. Sheffield: Greenleaf Publishing; 

2011.
 67. Solow RM. The economics of resources or the resources of economics. Am Econ Rev. 1974;64(2):1–14.
 68. Brozen Y. Invention, innovation, and imitation. Am Econ Rev. 1951;41(2):239–57.
 69. Schaltegger S, Lüdeke-Freund F, Hansen EG. Business cases for sustainability: the role of business model innovation for corporate sus-

tainability. Int J Innovation Sustain Dev. 2012;6(2):95–119.
 70. Olsson P, Moore M-L, Westley FR, McCarthy DDP. The concept of the Anthropocene as a game-changer a new context for social innova-

tion and transformations to sustainability. Ecol Society. 2017. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5751/ ES- 09310- 220231.
 71. Kusi-Sarpong S, Gupta H, Sarkis J. A supply chain sustainability innovation framework and evaluation methodology. Int J Prod Res. 

2019;57(7):1990–2008.
 72. Du Pisani JA. Sustainable development—historical roots of the concept. Environ Sci. 2006;3(2):83–96.
 73. Rockstrom J, Steffen W, Noone K, Persson A, Chapin FS, Lambin EF, et al. A safe operating space for humanity. Nature. 2009;461(7263):472–5.
 74. Dauvergne P. The problem of consumption. Glob Environ Politics. 2010;10(2):1–10.
 75. Ewing B, Moore D, Goldfinger S, Oursler A, Reed A, Wackernagel M. The Ecological Footprint Atlas 2010. Oakland: Global Footprint Net-

work. 2010.
 76. Horton P. We need radical change in how we produce and consume food. Food Security. 2017;9(6):1323–7.
 77. Leach M, Rockström J, Raskin P, Scoones I, Stirling AC, Smith A, et al. Transforming innovation for sustainability. Ecol Soc. 2012. https:// 

doi. org/ 10. 5751/ ES- 04933- 170211.
 78. Schaltegger S, Wagner M. Sustainable entrepreneurship and sustainability innovation: categories and interactions. Bus Strateg Environ. 

2011;20(4):222–37.
 79. Freidberg S. The ethical complex of corporate food power. Environ Planning D Soc Space. 2004;22(4):513–31.
 80. Gulbrandsen LH. Creating markets for eco-labelling: are consumers insignificant? Int J Consum Stud. 2006;30(5):477–89.
 81. Carrier MA. Two Puzzles Resolved: Of the Schumpeter - Arrow Stalemate and Pharmaceutical Innovation Markets. Iowa Law Review. 

2008;93.
 82. Gilbert R. Looking for Mr. Schumpeter: where are we in the competition—innovation debate? Innovation Policy Econ. 2006;6:159–215.
 83. Porter ME. Competitive advantage: creating and sustaining superior performance. Free Press; 2008.
 84. Maes D, Vancauteren M, Van Passel S. Investigating market power in the Belgian pork production chain. Rev Agric Food Environ Studies. 

2019;100(1):93–117.
 85. Bakucs Z, Fałkowski J, Fertő I. Does market structure influence price transmission in the agro-food sector? A meta-analysis perspective. 

J Agric Econ. 2014;65(1):1–25.
 86. Syverson C. Macroeconomics and market power: context, implications, and open questions. J Econ Perspect. 2019;33(3):23–43.
 87. Geels FW, Kemp R. Dynamics in socio-technical systems: typology of change processes and contrasting case studies. Technol Soc. 

2007;29(4):441–55.
 88. Pindyck RS, Rubinfeld DL. Microeconomics. 7th ed. Edinburgh: Pearson; 2009. p. 739.
 89. Oberling DF, Obermaier M, Szklo A, La Rovere EL. Investments of oil majors in liquid biofuels: the role of diversification, integration and 

technological lock-ins. Biomass Bioenerg. 2012;46:270–81.
 90. Faunce T. Global artificial photosynthesis project: a scientific and legal introduction. J Law Med. 2011;19(2):275–81.
 91. Xue D, Tisdell C. Safety and socio-economic issues raised by modern biotechnology. Int J Social Econ. 2000;27(7/8/9/10):699–708.
 92. Fischer C, Laxminarayan R. Sequential development and exploitation of an exhaustible resource: do monopoly rights promote conserva-

tion? J Environ Econ Manag. 2005;49(3):500–15.
 93. Bjørnåvold A, Van Passel S. The lock-in effect and the greening of automotive cooling systems in the European Union. J Environ Manage. 

2017;203:1199–207.
 94. Bjørnåvold A, Lizin S, Van Dael M, Arnold F, Van Passel S. Eliciting policymakers’ preferences for technologies to decarbonise transport: 

a discrete choice experiment. Environ Innov Soc Trans. 2020;35:21–34.
 95. Maxwell J, Briscoe F. There’s money in the air: the CFC ban and DuPont’s regulatory strategy. Bus Strateg Environ. 1997;6(5):276–86.
 96. Cozier M. Business highlights. Biofuels Bioprod Biorefin. 2008;2(1):3–5.
 97. Puller SL. The strategic use of innovation to influence regulatory standards. J Environ Econ Manag. 2006;52(3):690–706.
 98. Hammoudi A, Hoffmann R, Surry Y. Food safety standards and agri-food supply chains: an introductory overview. Eur Rev Agric Econ. 

2009;36(4):469–78.
 99. Averyt WF, Ramagopal K. Strategic disruption and transaction cost economics: the case of the American auto industry and Japanese 

competition. Int Bus Rev. 1999;8(1):39–53.
 100. Bruce A, Faunce T. Sustainable fuel, food, fertilizer and ecosystems through a global artificial photosynthetic system: overcoming anti-

competitive barriers. Interface Focus. 2015;5(3):20150011.

https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09310-220231
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-04933-170211
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-04933-170211


Vol.:(0123456789)

Discover Sustainability             (2022) 3:5  | https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-022-00073-y Research

1 3

 101. Henson S, Reardon T. Private agri-food standards: implications for food policy and the agri-food system. Food Policy. 2005;30(3):241–53.
 102. Riganelli C, Marchini A. Governance and quality disclosure: the palm oil issue. Br Food J. 2017;119(8):1718–31.
 103. Dauvergne P, Lister J. Big brand sustainability: Governance prospects and environmental limits. Glob Environ Chang. 2012;22(1):36–45.
 104. Dekhili S, Akli AM. Eco-labelling brand strategy: independent certification versus self-declaration. Eur Bus Rev. 2014;26(4):305–29.
 105. Hadjimichael M, Hegland TJ. Really sustainable? Inherent risks of eco-labeling in fisheries. Fish Res. 2016;174:129–35.
 106. Chakravorty U, Nauges C, Thomas A. Clean Air regulation and heterogeneity in US gasoline prices. J Environ Econ Manag. 

2008;55(1):106–22.
 107. Purnomo H, Guizol P, Muhtaman DR. Governing the teak furniture business: a global value chain system dynamic modelling approach. 

Environ Model Softw. 2009;24(12):1391–401.
 108. Greenberg S. A gendered analysis of wine export value chains from South Africa to Sweden. Agrekon. 2013;52(3):34–62.
 109. Ebeling J, Yasué M. The effectiveness of market-based conservation in the tropics: forest certification in Ecuador and Bolivia. J Environ 

Manage. 2009;90(2):1145–53.
 110. Vos J, Boelens R. Sustainability standards and the water question. Dev Chang. 2014;45(2):205–30.
 111. Leat P, Revoredo-Giha C, Lamprinopoulou C. Scotland’s food and drink policy discussion: sustainability issues in the food supply chain. 

Sustainability. 2011;3(4):605–31.
 112. Schleifer P. Private governance undermined: India and the roundtable on sustainable palm oil. Global Environ Politics. 2016;16(1):38–58.
 113. Foley P, Havice E. The rise of territorial eco-certifications: new politics of transnational sustainability governance in the fishery sector. 

Geoforum. 2016;69:24–33.
 114. FAO. The State of Agricultural Commodity Markets Trade and food security: achieving a better balance between national priorities and 

the collective good. 2015.
 115. Lock I, Seele P. Politicized CSR: how corporate political activity (mis-)uses political CSR. J Public Affairs. 2018;18(3):e1667.
 116. Edson RS, Fernandes J, Kormann BD. Corporate social responsibility to build strong Brazilian bank brand. Int J Bank Marketing. 

2012;30(6):436–51.
 117. Hicks MJ. BP: social responsibility and the easy life of the monopolist. Am J Business. 2010;25(2):9–10.
 118. World Economic Forum. Fostering effective energy transition. 2019.
 119. Manning S, Boons F, von Hagen O, Reinecke J. National contexts matter: the co-evolution of sustainability standards in global value 

chains. Ecol Econ. 2012;83:197–209.
 120. Kolk A. Corporate social responsibility in the coffee sector: the dynamics of MNC responses and code development. Eur Manag J. 

2005;23(2):228–36.
 121. Gereffi G, Humphrey J, Sturgeon T. The governance of global value chains. Rev Int Polit Econ. 2005;12(1):78–104.
 122. Arquit KJ. Market power in vertical cases. Antitrust Law J. 1991;60(3):921–34.
 123. Toma I. Competition Law and Sustainability in the Netherlands: Sustainability exemptions to competition law in the Netherlands as role 

model for Europe? Fair Trade Advocacy Office; 2016.
 124. Gilo D, Yehezkel Y. Vertical collusion. Rand J Econ. 2020;51(1):133–57.
 125. Murphy PE, Murphy CE. Sustainable living: unilever. In: O’Higgins E, Zsolnai L, editors. Progressive business models: creating sustainable 

and pro-social enterprise. Cham: Springer International Publishing; 2018. p. 263–86.
 126. Freidberg S. Assembled but unrehearsed: corporate food power and the ‘dance’ of supply chain sustainability. J Peasant Studies. 

2020;47(2):383–400.
 127. Laurin F, Fantazy K. Sustainable supply chain management: a case study at IKEA. Transnatl Corp Rev. 2017;9(4):309–18.
 128. Bos JM, van den Belt H, Feindt PH. Animal welfare, consumer welfare, and competition law: the Dutch debate on the Chicken of Tomor-

row. Anim Front. 2018;8(1):20–6.
 129. Hughes JE. The higher price of cleaner fuels: market power in the rail transport of fuel ethanol. J Environ Econ Manag. 2011;62(2):123–39.
 130. Chakravorty U, Nauges C, Thomas A. Clean air regulation and heterogeneity in US gasoline prices. J Environ Econ Manage. 

2008;55(1):106–22.
 131. Hareau GGM, Bradford F, Norton GW. The potential benefits of herbicide-resistant transgenic rice in Uruguay: lessons for small develop-

ing countries. Food Policy. 2006;31(2):162–79.
 132. Nowicki P. Vertical Integration within the Agricultural sector: the European dimension. In: Wiseman R, editor. Sowing the seeds for sus-

tainability: World Conservation Union; 2000.
 133. Reinert ES. The economics of reindeer herding. Br Food J. 2006;108(7):522–40.
 134. FTA. The link between the EU competition law and sustainability rises in the eu agenda: Fair Trade Advocacy; 2019. https:// fairt rade- 

advoc acy. org/ other- infor mation/ the- link- betwe en- the- eu- compe tition- law- and- susta inabi lity- rises- in- the- eu- agenda/.
 135. CoR/EESC. Conference on Sustainability and Competition Policy: Bridging two Worlds to Enable a Fairer Economy. 2019. https:// cor. 

europa. eu/ en/ events/ Pages/ cor- eesc- susta inabi lity- compe tition- policy. aspx.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://fairtrade-advocacy.org/other-information/the-link-between-the-eu-competition-law-and-sustainability-rises-in-the-eu-agenda/
https://fairtrade-advocacy.org/other-information/the-link-between-the-eu-competition-law-and-sustainability-rises-in-the-eu-agenda/
https://cor.europa.eu/en/events/Pages/cor-eesc-sustainability-competition-policy.aspx
https://cor.europa.eu/en/events/Pages/cor-eesc-sustainability-competition-policy.aspx

	Market power and sustainability: a new research agenda
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 The avenue of (un)fortunate coincidence
	3 Innovation—market power—sustainability
	4 Market power and sustainability
	4.1 Sustainability as a starting point
	4.2 Market power as a starting point

	5 Policies—sustainability—market power
	6 Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




