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Abstract 

The non-market collaborative strategy school of thought has emerged from notions that firms 

are increasingly using collective political and social action to adapt to, and improve their 

competitive positions in, varied institutional settings. As part of this process, clusters of firms 

increasingly seek to enable the formation and development of new markets or new places or 

spaces of economic exchange, in which they can be more competitive. Non-market 

collaborations or trade associations and other collaborative forms that attempt to enable market 

emergence face institutional pressure, public policy and social instability risks, and non-market 

competition from others seeking to maintain the status quo. To defuse these pressures and 

enable market emergence, non-market collaborations need to be sufficiently resourced and 

embedded in their institutional settings and be adept in their selection of pertinent political and 

social actions that can influence public policy, social norms, and relevant stakeholders. While 

non-market collaborations can facilitate joint influencing and transaction cost reduction, the 

process by which they enable market emergence has barely been empirically considered.  

In this PhD thesis I investigate a key yet undertheorised value-creating mechanism in 

non-market strategy research, namely how market emergence, or the formation and evolution 

of markets, can be enabled by non-market collaborations. Similarly, I consider the systemic 

dynamics that underpin these collaborations’ enabling of market emergence. I define non-

market collaborations as a unique form of interfirm meta-organisation that is created to 

influence government policy agenda, social or cultural norm, and public opinion in order to 

enable market emergence and other non-market interests (Dahan, Doh, & Guay, 2006; Lawton, 

Rajwani, & Minto, 2018). Congruently, I define non-market strategy broadly as purposive 

political and social action aimed at influencing change and continuity to public policy and 

social norm within institutional settings (Baron, 1995, 2016; Dorobantu, Kaul, & Zelner, 2017).  
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The overarching research question of this thesis is: how do non-market collaborations 

use non-market strategy to enable market emergence? The thesis is presented as a series of 

three academic articles that contributes to the non-market strategy literature. The first article 

conceptualises how the enabling of market opportunities by non-market collaborations, 

especially trade associations, chambers of commerce, policy networks, and cross-sector 

partnerships, may be underpinned by firm pushing and other actor and factor pulling and these 

collaborations’ response with non-market strategy. The article contributes by providing a 

conceptual framework and testable propositions that explain this institutional process, 

including how these non-market collaborations derived diffusion of influence – enhanced and 

dispersed sociopolitical legitimacy.  

The second article discusses the results of a qualitative case study investigating how the 

longitudinal political strategy of LENTNZ – a New Zealand-based trade association – enabled 

the emergence of the nascent naumixie (pseudonym for a product) market nationally. Interview 

and longitudinal archival data were collected from LENTNZ executives and member 

representatives, which were analysed using the Gioia method of qualitative analysis (Gioia, 

Corley, & Hamilton, 2013). The findings show how this trade association sought state 

incentives to develop the nascent market and both acceded to and resisted government pressure 

for involvement in its political strategy selection. The trade association walked this tightrope 

using decoupled conforming and shaping political strategies, which concurrently aligned 

industry and government agency interests and influenced another stratum of government to 

legitimise the nascent market. The article provides a framework explaining this process and 

contributes using testable propositions to extrapolate its application in other settings.  

The third article also uses a longitudinal case study method, and interview and archival 

data from LENTNZ and its members. However, this article investigates how the trade 

association, which was small, underresourced, uninfluential, and initially had a deficit in 
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sociopolitical legitimacy, used non-market strategy to increase its legitimacy over time. This 

article offers a framework that describes how the constituency building and reputation building 

strategies of the trade association respectively enabled its adaptation to, and acceptability in, 

the non-market environment. It shows that neither of these non-market strategies necessarily 

increased LENTNZ’s proportion of engaged membership and that the pursuit of a novel 

standalone membership building strategy enabled the association to achieve this aim. This 

article contributes by way of testable propositions that extrapolate these findings to other 

settings and thus provide opportunities for future research. 

Overall, this thesis contributes to theory by providing novel insights on the value-

creating activities of non-market collaborations. It reveals the interactive process by which they 

enabled market emergence, and derived diffusion of influence benefits from enabling this 

process. Additionally, the thesis opens the “black box” on trade associations, and extends 

theoretical knowledge on these hard-to-empirically access non-market collaborations, by 

elucidating how their deployment of particular non-market strategies, enables market 

emergence and increases their sociopolitical legitimacy. Finally, the thesis contributes to 

practice by outlining risks, opportunities and business model considerations for firms seeking 

to enable market emergence by way of non-market collaborations, and for non-market 

collaborations themselves.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Non-market collaborations’ non-market strategy has been widely used to create value for firms 

(Lawton et al., 2018; Rizopoulos & Sergakis, 2010). Existing research identifies firm-related 

economic risk associated with, for example, unfavourable public policy and standards, social 

degradation, and ecological deprivation (Baron, 1995, pp. 81–83; Kolk, 2013; Kolk & Lenfant, 

2012). These works show how non-market collaborations employ non-market market strategy 

to influence and change government legislative agenda and cultural norms on behalf of firms 

(Patnaik, 2019; Pinkse & Kolk, 2012). This literature is emergent but has so far enriched our 

understanding of the significant influence of non-market collaborations and their deployment 

of non-market strategy to shape markets in their mature or declining phases.  

In this thesis, I focus on non-market collaborations’ deployment of non-market strategy 

to enable the emergence of new markets. Despite Bach and Allen’s (2010) call for research 

exploring non-market strategy deployment to create new market opportunities, works on such 

matters, especially on market emergence as a context, remain limited in both scope and depth 

in non-market strategy research. An emerging body of literature examines how market 

mediators such as non-market collaborations enable market emergence (Lee, Hiatt, & 

Lounsbury, 2017). This literature defines market emergence as the creation and evolution of 

markets and shows how it provides member firms with new business lines, revenues, and 

competitive spaces (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Prokopovych, 2015). One research stream here takes 

a cognitive perspective and explicates stakeholders’ sensemaking of collaborations’ role in 

enabling market emergence (Hiatt & Carlos, 2019; Khaire, 2017). Such works consider, inter 

alia, collaborations’ market boundary definition and standard setting but only partially examine 

their other institutional roles and strategies (Hutson, 2017; Selsky & Parker, 2005).  

Another research stream adopts normative and regulative perspectives and considers 

market emergence enabling by non-market collaborations, particularly trade associations, as a 
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multifaceted process. Works in this stream are few but have so far given some consideration 

to, for instance, collaborations’ pursuit of government incentives and response to institutional 

pressure, and regulation in new markets (Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). Nevertheless, the non-

market strategy of non-market collaborations and its formation are largely presumed (Dahan et 

al., 2006; Rajwani, Lawton, & Nelson, 2015) or broad scaled as “lobbying” (Papaioannou, 

Watkins, Mugwagwa, & Kale, 2016). Thus, Lawton et al. (2018) and Rizopoulos and Sergakis 

(2010) call for more research into these non-market strategies in specific industries. 

The objective of this thesis is to examine how non-market collaborations use non-

market strategy to enable market emergence. I draw upon neo-institutional theory as the anchor 

to examine the non-market strategy formation of these collaborations in relation to their 

enabling of market emergence. The neo-institutional theory is apposite here because, unlike 

stakeholder theory and theories taking a traditional economic view of markets, it focuses on 

organisational and institutional interaction (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012) and considers the role 

of varied organisations in market emergence (Padgett & Powell, 2012). I offer explanations as 

to the systemic interaction that underpin and facilitate non-market collaborations’ enabling of 

market emergence. I shed light on the mechanisms that propel collaborations’ response to 

government and other institutional pressure, non-market strategy selection and deployment, 

and key organisational and institutional effects related to market emergence.   

1.1 Outline of the Thesis 

Chapter 1 considers the theoretical and methodological contexts that underpin non-market 

collaborations’ enabling of market emergence. In pursuit of this aim, the rest of this chapter 

examines the neo-institutional theory literature and non-market collaborations literature on 

market emergence enablement. The chapter offers an analytical summary of such literature, 

outlines the research goals, and then defines the research design. 



 

3 

Chapter 2 is comprises the first article, which contributes to a deeper understanding of 

non-market collaborations’ enabling of market emergence by offering explanations on related 

systemic interactions that underpin this process. The article goes beyond the traditional focus 

on firm-related outputs of collaborations’ non-market strategy and considers the genesis and 

formation of such strategy. I suggest that the pushing and pulling of collaborations by firms 

and other actors and factors such as ecological degradation and social deprivation, underpin 

their enabling of market opportunities via non-market strategy. Non-market collaborations 

strategically acquiesce and resist isomorphic pressures based on the degree of member 

acceptance (Noel & Luckett, 2014; Oliver, 1991), and expected enhancement of their 

sociopolitical legitimacy (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994) and non-market influence generally (Baron, 

1995; Rajwani et al., 2015). This is where isomorphic pressure meets diffusion (Boxenbaum & 

Jonsson, 2017). The article builds on these works and details the hitherto ignored diffusion of 

influence benefit, which collaborations derive from enabling market opportunities. Related 

testable propositions are offered.   

Chapter 3 consists of the second article, which contributes by providing testable 

propositions building on empirical evidence derived from my examination of the rarely studied 

subject of trade associations and their political strategies. First, I use a longitudinal approach to 

explore how one trade association selected specific political strategies to develop a nascent 

market. I then develop a framework that explores the trade association’s combination of 

political strategies to understand its ways of influencing policy. Building on Boxenbaum and 

Jonsson (2017), I reveal the decoupling process and effect of the selected trade association’s 

pursuit of seemingly contradicting political strategies. Second, augmenting Holburn and 

Vanden Bergh’s (2000) notion of non-market strategy selection in multifaceted governmental 

contexts, I show how this trade association decoupled its conforming and shaping political 

strategies to influence the different strata of government. Third, drawing on Oliver (1991), 
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Hillman and Hitt (1999), Kshetri and Dholakia (2009), and Papaioannou et al. (2016), I show 

that trade associations develop shaping strategies to legitimise nascent markets when they can 

resist government pressure, and accede using conforming strategies to align industry–

government interests when resisting government pressure is not possible. 

Chapter 4 is comprised of the third and final article and examines the process(es) by 

which the non-market strategy of trade associations enhances their sociopolitical legitimacy –

“the value placed on an activity by cultural norms and political authorities” (Aldrich & Fiol, 

1994, p. 648) – as opposed to that of their member firms. As with the previous articles, I draw 

on neo-institutional theory, but consider it here in the context of organisational legitimisation 

and shed light on the sources of influence underpinning and enabling the management of 

legitimacy (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Suchman, 1995). I find that trade associations enhance 

their sociopolitical legitimacy through not only constituency building and reputation building, 

but also through a new type of non-market strategy, which I call membership building strategy. 

Furthermore, I unpack the components of these strategies showing that underresourced 

associations use constituency building through processes of stakeholder co-option, direction, 

and resource harnessing, whereas associations with limited influence use reputation building 

through processes of stakeholder education and corporate diplomacy. In contrast to 

constituency building and reputation building strategies, a membership building strategy is 

underpinned by processes of member involvement and symbolism. I offer two testable 

propositions regarding the non-market strategies of trade associations as my theoretical 

contributions. 

Chapter 5, the final chapter, provides a summary of the thesis’s findings and 

contributions and proffers suggestions for practice – both for non-market collaborations and 

firms. The limitations of the thesis research are likewise considered and new avenues for 

research offered under four domains. 
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Figure 1.1: Outline of the Thesis. 
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1.2 Neo-Institutional Theory and the Interactions of Non-Market Collaborations 

The aim of this section is to outline the ways in which neo-institutional theory supports the 

research objectives of this thesis. The section commences with an examination of the literature 

on neo-institutional theory and elucidates why a neo-institutional view is particularly suitable 

for exploring the non-market strategies of non-market collaborations that enable market 

emergence. I acknowledge Alvesson and Spicer’s (2019) concern about the proliferation of 

concepts and conceptions of institutions in neo-institutional theory, and thus restrict the focus 

of this thesis to four established yet relevant neo-institutional concepts relating to non-market 

collaborations’ enabling of market emergence – isomorphism, legitimisation, diffusion, and 

decoupling. 

Neo-institutional or new institutional theory has become a key construct to explain the 

ways in which non-market collaborations and other organisations interact with societies and 

affect existing and emergent markets (Jepperson, 2002; Meyer, 2010). The neo-institutional 

perspective is underpinned by a sociological worldview and emphasises how organisational 

agency or strategy is structured and shaped, and enabled and constrained, by the shared system 

of norms and rules of societies (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). The similarity, difference, and 

interaction between neo- and old institutional theories (Hirsch & Lounsbury, 1997; Selznick, 

1996) and their integration is an ardently debated topic (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; 

Rutherford, 1995) that falls outside of the scope of this thesis. Suffice it to say, however, old 

institutional theory emphasises social structure whereas neo-institutional theory focuses on 

agency and is widely used to explain how and why markets and other institutions emerge the 

way they do in particular contexts (Palmer, Biggart, & Dick, 2008; Scott, 2008).  

Neo-institutional theory takes seriously the symbiotic relationship between 

organisations, and the actors and factors that affect them, and institutions, and considers such 

interfaces from cognitive, regulative, and normative perspectives (DiMaggio & Anheier, 1990; 
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Scott, 2013). In other words, this theory considers the process of collective construction of 

organisations and institutions from the perspective of their decision-making, ideology, learning, 

symbols, norms, resources, regulations, laws, standards, and representations. Because neo-

institutional theory considers these considerations at the societal, organisational and individual 

levels (Meyer, 1977; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), non-market strategy scholars consider that it can 

clarify taken-for-granted subtleties and identify tensions, prejudices, and neutralities that 

underpin organisational strategy and institutional formation, change, and continuity decisions 

(Doh, Lawton, & Rajwani, 2012; Feinberg, Hill, & Darendeli, 2015). Non-market strategy 

scholars suggest that neo-institutional theory can explain, for instance, organisational exposure 

to governmental and other institutional pressures (White, Boddewyn, Rajwani, & Hemphill, 

2018) and the process by which non-market strategy enhances organisational legitimacy 

(Alakent & Ozer, 2014).  

1.2.1 Isomorphism effect on non-market collaborations. 

Neo-institutional theorists define isomorphism as institutional pressure arising from cultural 

norms, laws, rituals, and societal actors that encourage homogeneity in the structure, shape, and 

form of organisations and institutions (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, 1991). They identify three 

forms of isomorphism – normative isomorphism, mimetic isomorphism, and coercive 

isomorphism. Normative isomorphism centres on the values to which society believes 

organisations should subscribe, and involves pressure from, for instance, global standards and 

professional bodies that encourage the convergence of moral values (DiMaggio & Powell, 

1983; Teodoro, 2014). Non-market collaborations also impose such pressure on their members 

and sometimes contribute to the drafting and negotiating of standards proposed by professional 

and international standard organisations.  

In contrast to normative isomorphism, mimetic isomorphism arises from the propensity 

of organisations to imitate the agency of other organisations, which they consider to be a 
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superior or appropriate benchmark (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). This institutional pressure is 

underpinned by the concerns of non-market collaborations about consequential political and 

social uncertainty that can affect both market emergence and their organisational direction. The 

imitation of peer collaborations’ progressive ecological and other strategies has enabled some 

collaborations to reduce social and ecological dislocation in their contexts (Shah & Rivera, 

2013) and others to improve their overall organisational efficacy (Codagnone, Misuraca, 

Savoldelli, & Lupiañez-Villanueva, 2015; Vurro & Dacin, 2014). Aside from Brexit, Hong 

Kong protests and similar one-off events, political and social uncertainty is low or seasonal in 

some contexts – e.g., the developed country context. These risks may provide opportunities not 

for mimicking others, but for better linking the policy context and industry behaviour (Henisz 

& Zelner, 2003). Moreover, while imitation may increase the learnings on how other 

collaborations developed new markets, it may not necessarily stimulate market emergence per 

se.  

Coercive isomorphism varies from both normative and mimetic isomorphism, and 

involves institutional pressure arising from the cultural expectations of society and from firms, 

governments, and others (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The imposition of coercive pressure on 

non-market collaborations by contextual cultural practices and influential stakeholders is 

significant and may determine the survival and functional efficacy of these collaborations. 

Coercive pressure from firms – via competitive and cooperative actions – affect the shared 

strategy of non-market collaborations (Barnett, 2006; Bennett & Ramsden, 2007; Rizopoulos 

& Sergakis, 2010) and can, therefore, restrict and enable market formation, stability, and 

reformation (Fligstein, 1996; Ozcan & Santos, 2015). Coercive pressure from government is 

also potent and unfolds, for example, through regulations and conditions imposed on 

organisations and markets seeking government incentivisation (Eberlein, 2008). Although all 

isomorphism forms somehow affect the agency of non-market collaborations, coercive pressure 
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is the most potent and impactful on their strategic direction and legitimisation because it 

directly affects organisational resourcing, recognising, and strategising. 

1.2.2 Response to institutional pressure. 

As isomorphism evolves, so have learnings regarding organisational responses to it 

(Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017). Organisations strategically respond to institutional pressure 

using acquiescing or conforming, avoiding, defying, compromising and manipulating or 

shaping strategies, or a combination of these strategies (Oliver, 1991). Non-market strategy 

scholars have discussed these strategic responses (Doh et al., 2012; Dorobantu et al., 2017; 

Feinberg et al., 2015). Still not much is known about the responses by, and strategy selection 

within, non-market collaborations. Such learnings can shed deeper light on the interaction 

between institutional pressure, organisational strategy formation (Weber & Waeger, 2017), and 

market emergence. With this in mind, I broadly categorise responses as conforming and shaping 

because recent studies in non-market strategy research emphasise them and consider how they 

enable public policy influencing (Hillman & Hitt, 1999) and market development (Papaioannou 

et al., 2016; Patnaik, 2019).  

A conforming strategy involves compliance with institutional pressure in order to adapt 

to non-market environments, benefit from social and political embeddedness, and enhance 

organisational reputation and performance (Oliver, 1991; Tucker, 2008). This may include a 

combination of passive and active conformity which unfolds through structural conformity; 

governance and operational configuration, personnel conformity; staff and member 

certification, and procedural conformity; formal decision-making procedures and actual 

activity (Scott, 1992, pp. 210–212). Though barely explored in the context of non-market 

collaborations involved in market emergence enabling activities (Papaioannou et al., 2016), a 

conforming strategy can be used to align the varied and often conflicting interests of members 

and the interests of non-market collaborations and governments. Yet, without adept 
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intermediation and execution, a well-intended conforming strategy could misalign the market 

emergence interests of these parties and potentially damage the reputation of collaborations in 

both the business and political arenas. Overall, though, a conforming strategy can facilitate 

horizontal and vertical stakeholder coordination using varied activities to reduce information 

asymmetry and align stakeholder interests.  

The shaping strategy is underpinned by resistance to institutional pressure and involves 

co-opting and directing governmental actors and inter alia setting their legislative agenda 

(Hillman, Keim, & Schuler, 2004; Oliver, 1991). Because avoiding, defying, and 

compromising strategies also involve forms of resistance, I assimilate them into shaping 

strategy here. An avoiding strategy entails escaping contradictory firm and government 

pressure by inaction (König, Schulte, & Enders, 2012), whereas a defying strategy includes 

ignoring and contesting relevant norms, laws, and practices in courts and other relevant fora 

(Oliver, 1991). A compromising strategy differs from these two and involves balancing varied 

stakeholder expectations and defusing tensions among members and between members and 

others (Barnett, 2006; Oliver, 1991). Altogether, a shaping strategy involves lobbying, 

constituency building, campaign financing, and agenda setting to forcibly influence 

governmental decision-making and policy (Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Rajwani et al., 2015). These 

non-market strategies can both legitimise non-market collaborations and the new markets they 

are seeking to develop.  

1.2.3 Organisational and market legitimisation. 

In order to legitimise new markets, non-market collaborations, particularly small, 

underresourced, and uninfluential ones, may need to initially or concurrently enhance their 

sociopolitical legitimacy. Neo-institutional theory considers this, and assumes that 

organisational isomorphism enhances organisational sociopolitical legitimacy (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983; Scott, 1987). Deephouse (1996) found that regardless of an organisation’s age, 
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size, and performance, isomorphism in organisational strategies enhances legitimacy from, for 

instance, regulators and the media. Underpinning this process of organisational legitimisation 

is the notion that the social and political norms of society seep into organisations, and affect 

their sociopolitical legitimacy, strategy formation, and enabling of aims such as market 

emergence. Yet, section 1.3.2 disputes a passive only or involuntary conformity stance to 

pressure; it shows that organisations may adopt either passive, active, or a combination of these 

stances, in relation to institutional pressure and their legitimisation (Deephouse & Suchman, 

2008).  

Non-market collaborations and other organisations can also enhance their sociopolitical 

legitimacy by strategically acceding to, and resisting, institutional pressure (Elsbach, 1994; 

Oliver, 1991). This active management of organisational legitimacy by selective conformance 

and resistance to norms and laws (Boléat, 2003; Suchman, 1995) supports organisational 

adaptation to change (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Greenwood & Hinings, 1996) and can bolster 

their capacity to legitimise new or nascent markets and firms (Lee et al., 2017; Rutherford, 

Mazzei, Oswald, & Jones-Farmer, 2018). Organisations can actively enhance their 

sociopolitical legitimacy to, among other things, better adapt to non-market environments and 

increase public acceptance of them by influencing government policy, state officials, opinion 

leaders, firms, and local communities. 

Market emergence unfolds from complex interactions (Padgett & Powell, 2012) often 

driven and legitimised by non-market collaborations (Khaire, 2017; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009; 

Lee et al., 2017; Reinecke, Manning, & von Hagen, 2012). Much of these new market 

legitimisation interactions involve influencing not only firms but also governments to 

incentivise markets (tax breaks), categorise markets, create new business industry classification 

(BIC) codes – provide business-friendly regulation, and/or approve self-regulation. Because 

the formation of markets can change the competitive dynamics of members and other firms in 
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existing markets, it makes market legitimisation a necessarily complex process that aims to 

achieve not market homogeneity, but market heterogeneity.    

1.2.4 Diffusion of strategy and influence. 

Diffusion refers to both the heterogeneous response to institutional pressure and the 

introduction of new markets, ideas, practices, sources of influence, and strategies that diverge 

from conventional norms (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017). Diffusion diverged from the 

homogeneous foundation of neo-institutional theory and initially formed part of the mid-1990s 

scholarly conversation concerning the limits of this theoretical lens. Kraatz and Zajac (1996), 

for example, examined the longitudinal interactions of 631 private liberal arts colleges in the 

United States (US) from 1971 to 1986 and found that the causes and consequences of 

illegitimate organisational, and to some extent market, change is underpinned by adaptation to 

non-market environments. More recently, Love and Cebon (2008) showed that meaning 

systems within organisations and disparity in exposure moderate the effect of institutional 

pressures on the diffusion of administrative innovations or novel administrative practices.  

Despite receiving little consideration from non-market strategy scholars, the notion of 

diffusion underpins the logic of non-market strategy research – the pursuit of heterogeneous 

influence. To enable organisational adaptation to, and embeddedness in, non-market 

environments, non-market collaborations aiming to enable market emergence may seek 

diffusion of influence. Diffusion of influence and the pursuit thereof by non-market 

collaborations is multifaceted and may involve the deployment of conforming and shaping 

strategies or other seemingly conflicting non-market strategies. 

1.2.5 Decoupling of strategy. 

The pursuit of conflicting non-market strategies is tricky and may necessitate strategy 

decoupling to enable non-market collaborations to walk this tightrope and attain their desired 

market emergence aims. Neo-institutional theorists define decoupling as the separation or 
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divergent pursuit of two or more organisational strategies and functions to gain influence and 

maintain flexibility (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017) and consider its symbolic usage to preserve 

institutions (Hirsch & Bermiss, 2009; Westphal & Zajac, 2001) and conform to international 

standards (Jamali, 2010). Scholars identify two forms of decoupling: (1) policy-and-practice 

decoupling – the gap between organisational policy and action, and (2) means-and-ends 

decoupling – the gap between practice and outcome (Bromley & Powell, 2012). 

Despite being used mainly to preserve institutions, the utilisation of these decoupling 

approaches may also enable the emergence of new markets and other institutions by coalescing 

and meeting the demands of multiple stakeholders. Bromley, Hwang, and Powell (2012) 

showed how US not-for-profit organisations used policy-and-practice decoupling to segregate 

their strategic planning based on associational, managerial, and opportunistic factors to 

conform to funder, manager, and member pressure and pursue institutional outcomes 

acceptable to them. Conversely, non-market collaborations may use means-and-ends 

decoupling to, for example, use member engagement more to raise their own profile rather than 

necessarily advance the new market interests of members. In sum, though not considered in the 

context of non-market collaborations that enabled market emergence, decoupling can enable 

such organisations to both conform to and resist institutional pressure, and adapt to and 

influence non-market environments to gain, retain and extend their influence. 

Overall, unlike transaction cost economics and other conventional theories in strategic 

management, neo-institutional theory enjoys a sociological base and considers both the 

conformance and resistance to institutional pressure and mechanisms that enable their 

successful pursuit. Because this perspective considers the antecedents, formations and effects 

of conforming, shaping, and other organisational strategies, non-market strategy scholars 

acknowledge its theoretical richness and advocate its usage in non-market strategy scholarship 

(Doh et al., 2012; Feinberg et al., 2015). 
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1.3 Non-Market Collaborations’ Enabling of Market Emergence  

The objective of this section is to explore non-market collaborations’ enabling of market 

emergence using non-market strategy. The section commences by exploring the theoretical 

foundation of non-market collaboration research from a non-market strategy perspective. The 

basis for collective action as to the enabling market emergence through non-market 

collaborations is then explored. Finally, the literature on particular non-market collaborations 

– chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, policy networks and trade associations – 

is examined from the perspective of their enabling of market emergence. 

1.3.1 Non-market collaboration research from a non-market strategy perspective.  

Works on trade associations and other non-market collaborations, and the value-creating non-

market strategies they pursue, constitute an emergent yet fragmented research domain within 

non-market strategy scholarship (Lawton et al., 2018; Rizopoulos & Sergakis, 2010). However, 

an exploration of how these collaborations enable market emergence in the modern world 

would be premature without first considering the tenets of the body of work that underpin 

research on them. With this mind, I consider the relevant facets of the non-market strategy 

approach in the first instance and analyse the non-market collaborations literature as regards 

market emergence in the next. 

1.3.2 Understanding the non-market strategy approach.  

Non-market strategy research emerged from the seminal work of David P. Baron in the mid-

1990s, and has since gained notoriety as an esteemed domain within the discipline of strategic 

management (Lawton & Rajwani, 2015; Mellahi, Frynas, Sun, & Siegel, 2016). This approach 

draws on economic sociology, examines strategy beyond markets, and considers a sixth factor, 

social and political influence, which was missing from Porter’s Five Forces – the apogee of the 

then-dominant industrial organisation strategy approach (Baron, 2016). Although research on 

corporate social and political strategies preceded Baron’s work (see e.g., Keim & Zeithaml, 
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1986; Wood, 1991), those works were fragmented in scope and focus, and did not clearly 

demarcate between the non-market and market environments. Thus, non-market strategy 

scholars define the non-market environment as a social and political arena characterised by the 

influence of organisations and actors as to non-market issues, interests, information, and 

institutions, and the market environment as an arena characterised by economic exchange 

(Baron, 1995; Dorobantu et al., 2017).  

Scholars traditionally considered the political risk, ecological deprivation, non-market 

competition, and other non-market issues that threaten the competitive position and positioning 

of firms in existing markets (Husted & Allen, 2010; Markman, Waldron, & Panagopoulos, 

2016). They explored how organisations pursue regulation change, ecological reform, social 

embedment, and other non-market interests of firms using non-market strategies to change the 

laws and norms or maintain the status quo (McWilliams, Siegel, & Wright, 2006; Parnell, 

2018). Non-market strategies are informational, financial, corporate social responsibility 

(CSR), constituency building, and reputation building in nature and usually shape or fail to 

shape markets (Henisz, 2017; Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Kolk, 2016). Firms that pursue non-market 

strategies have recorded a substantial increase in their profits, capacity utilisation, and share 

prices on stock exchanges (Henisz, Dorobantu, & Nartey, 2014; Shaffer, Quasney, & Grimm, 

2000). Thus, non-market strategies can change the “rules of the game” and/or prevent others 

from changing it, and help firms improve their performance in existing markets, and enable 

market emergence or similar aims that create new market opportunities. 

It should be noted that market strategies can also influence changes to public policy and 

that both market and non-market strategies enjoy a reciprocal effect on each other’s arena. Funk 

and Hirschman (2017) showed how firm-led innovation or the creation of a novel process and 

invention, and implementation-driven change (market strategies), influences public policy 

change. This study did not challenge the notion that non-market strategies actually influence 
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market environments. What it did do, however, was to establish that market strategies also 

influence non-market environments. Interest in the reciprocal influencing of these strategies 

and, more specifically, the effect of this process on organisational strategy selection, extend 

beyond the realm of individual firms and has penetrated the non-market collaboration domain 

(Papaioannou et al., 2016; Rajwani et al., 2015). Notwithstanding, detailed consideration is yet 

to be given to how this reciprocal process affects both the selection of non-market strategies 

by non-market collaborations and the enabling of market emergence.  

1.3.3 Integration of market and non-market strategy.  

The misalignment of market and non-market strategies may erode or erase latent reciprocal 

benefits that individual or collectives of firms derive from their activities in market and non-

market environments. Thus, scholars advocated the integration of firms’ market and non-

market strategies as this can enable them to obtain maximum benefits from both strategies 

(Baron, 1999; Bonardi, 2008). Baron (1997), for example, showed how Kodak successfully 

lobbied the US government to reset that country’s trade policy with Japan, and benefitted by 

receiving better access to the Japanese market that enhanced its global competitiveness. An 

integrated strategy can also enhance the competitive positions of firms in domestic markets. 

Holburn and Vanden Bergh (2014) showed how US energy firms used political contributions 

to influence the domestic regulatory approval process ahead of mergers and acquisitions 

(M&As) and obtained approvals for M&As when they were sought. These works provide 

insights on how an integrated strategy can create new value, but they focus on individual firms 

and do not consider the effect on market emergence.  

Despite the benefits of strategy integration, few organisations have combined the 

political and social aspects of their non-market strategy and, accordingly, few studies have 

considered a truly integrated strategy. Although political and social strategies were labelled as 

non-market strategies in the post-Baron era, scholars still studied them separately (Lawton, 
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Doh, & Rajwani, 2014; Mellahi et al., 2016). Thus, den Hond, Rehbein, de Bakker, and 

Lankveld (2014) observed that the joint examination of these strategies could inspire firms to 

align, and obtain synergies from aligning, them in practice. Some scholars responded by 

considering the political effect of CSR on an integrated strategy (Frynas & Stephens, 2015). 

Still where the non-market strategy of non-market collaborations is concerned, existing works 

remain fragmented along social and political dimensions (e.g., see Buchanan & Marques, 2018; 

Patnaik, 2019; Rizopoulos & Sergakis, 2010).  

1.3.4 Drivers of the non-market collaborations approach to enabling market emergence.  

While the antitrust laws of most countries prohibit non-market collaborations from obstructing 

market competition, such laws permit their enabling of market emergence. Thus, research on 

non-market collaborations enabling of market emergence broadly reflects the contemporary 

role and function these collaborations play in business and society (Dilley, 2013; Lawton & 

Rajwani, 2018). Two key factors underpin the increased influence of non-market collaborations 

in the 21st. First, business–government and business–society relations have become greater 

determinants of firm success in a context that is increasingly characterised by growing trade 

conflict, social activism, and state market incentivisation (Baron & Diermeier, 2007; Hillman 

& Keim, 1995). This has increased the transaction costs of firms, in some cases, beyond the 

extent to which they and their customers can viably absorb them. One way that firms respond 

is by coalescing their resources, information, and connections, and enabling market emergence 

and other new market opportunities through non-market collaborations (Dahan et al., 2006; 

Dorobantu et al., 2017; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). 

Second, governments generally prefer to deal with, and certainly pay more attention to, 

clusters of firms that represent the interests of particular markets and industries. This reduces 

the perception of government bias and corruption and improves governmental resource 

utilisation. Still, this form of collective action is not immune to free-rider problems and faces 
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other challenges. For instance, firms are predisposed to pursuing economic self-interests that 

seldom benefit the public (Olson, 1965) or their competitors. This makes it difficult for firms 

to find a balance between their competitive and communal strategies (Barnett, 2006). Lee, 

Struben, and Bingham (2018) conceptualise that market emergence-related collective action 

issues may be defused by purposively aligning member interests and coordinating member 

firms. However, this is yet to be tested in empirical contexts. Thus, there remain limitations in 

our understanding on how non-market collaborations pursue non-market strategies that are 

acceptable both to members who are interested and those who are disinterested in the enabling 

of market emergence. 

Because of their diverse structure and focus, non-market collaborations use conforming 

and shaping strategies to enable market emergence in different ways. While an array of 

collaborations unfolds in the non-market environment, exploration of the non-market strategies 

of all non-market collaborations was neither practical nor practicable in this thesis. Thus, I 

focused on chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, policy networks, and trade 

associations, as these are topical in non-market strategy scholarship and thus provide a basis 

for offering new learnings (Boddewyn & Doh, 2011; Dahan et al., 2006; Dilley, 2013; Rajwani 

et al., 2015). With the above understanding, I commence by examining the enabling of market 

emergence by chambers of commerce and then move to the other selected collaborations.  

1.3.5 Market emergence through chambers of commerce. 

Chambers of commerce can enable market emergence. Chambers of commerce comprise 

competing firms from varied industries who share the commonality of operating within the 

same city, region, or other geographic locales (Bennett, 2011; Dilley, 2013; Ilersic, 1960). 

While they have been in existence since the late-1500s and are thus the oldest non-market 

collaboration form, surprisingly, research on their market emergence enabling and non-market 

strategy is emergent. The non-market strategies of chambers of commerce vary but are usually 
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aimed at pursuing social and political stability and business-friendly public policy that both 

align with firms’ economic self-interest and enable business efficiency (Baron, 1995, pp. 82–

83). Since Baron (1995), works on chambers of commerce have been few in general but a 

noticeable stream of research originates from Germany and focuses on innovation capability 

development in that context. Although such works have not amply detailed their non-market 

strategies and considered market emergence per se, they, to a greater degree than others, 

provide insights into the enabling of processes that underpin it by chambers of commerce.  

Maennig, Ölschläger, and Schmidt-Trenz (2015) showed how German chambers of 

commerce initiated and moderated locale innovation initiatives by creating and maintaining 

networks, building reputations, providing information advisory services, and operating 

educational institutions. They found that this encouraged new firm registration, increased 

patent numbers, and expanded the role and influence of these collaborations. This indicates 

that chambers of commerce in Germany play a significant role in stimulating these pre-market 

emergence activities and in aiding regional competitiveness (Maennig & Ölschläger, 2011). It 

also highlights the need for chambers of commerce to be brought back into mainstream non-

market strategy scholarship and for the renewed focus to be placed on the conforming and 

shaping strategies they use to enable market emergence. 

1.3.6 Market emergence via networks: Cross-sector partnerships and policy networks.  

The enabling of market emergence unfolds through networks. A growing number of the 

networks operate in the non-market environment and focus on social and policy issues and 

interests relating to market emergence (Mahon, Heugens, & Lamertz, 2004; Rizopoulos & 

Sergakis, 2010). The term networks refers to contractual arrangements that are underpinned by 

resources capacity, information requirements and other interdependencies of members, and 

may be tightly or loosely coupled or joined depending on the market emergence and other 

interfirm aims (Barringer & Harrison, 2000, pp. 387–388). Research on networks in non-
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market strategy scholarship adopts a multisectoral focus mirroring the networks themselves, 

and offers much promise where the enabling of market emergence is concerned. However, 

deeper focus is needed on the strategy formation process of cross-sector partnerships and policy 

networks, to explain when, for instance, these contemporary networks use conforming strategy, 

shaping strategy, or both, to enable market emergence.    

Market emergence via cross-sector partnerships. 

Cross-sector partnerships vary in size, structure, and focus, and typically include firms, 

governments, and non-governmental organisations as members (Clarke & Fuller, 2010; Webb, 

Kistruck, Ireland, & Ketchen, 2010). Research on these collaborations seldom details the 

conflict between their conforming and shaping strategies and shows their decoupling processes. 

However, the body of work is transitioning from focusing solely on the conscience dynamics 

of these collaborations to considering market dynamics of a market emergence nature. Works 

on these collaborations traditionally focused on how they changed or failed to change domestic 

ecological values and norms (Selsky & Parker, 2005) but now also consider how market 

opportunities emerge from this process (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Kolk, van Tulder, & 

Kostwinder, 2008).  

The change in research focus mirrors a shift by large multinational firms such as Procter 

& Gamble and Johnson & Johnson, who have sought to solve social issues in ways that create 

market opportunities for themselves and jobs for communities (Kolk & Lenfant, 2012; Kramer 

& Pfitzer, 2016). The shaping strategies of arrangements have created shared value for 

shareholders by enabling knowledge transfer between participants, NGOs, and governments, 

encouraging the reduction in information asymmetry among them, local job creation, and local 

productivity enhancement. As a cross-sector partnership, The Grameen Bank, for example, 

enabled the emergence of the micro-finance market in Bangladesh. Even so, little is known 

about how the conforming and shaping strategies of this collaboration enabled market 

emergence because researchers typically focused on the actions of its conceptualiser – 
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Muhammad Yunus.  

Another stream of research considers the institutional gaps in governments’ 

provisioning of health, education and other public goods and shows how cross-sector 

partnerships helped to fill or supplement such gaps (Boddewyn & Doh, 2011; Doh & 

Boddewyn, 2013). The provision of collective goods is largely considered in developing 

country contexts and varies from traditional public–private partnerships, which usually unfold 

between particular firms and governments without including NGOs. Because this is a new 

business model that enables multinational firms to adapt to and shape non-market environments 

(Dahan, Doh, Oetzel, & Yaziji, 2010; Vachani, Doh, & Teegen, 2009), focus is placed on their 

conforming and shaping strategies rather than on the actual strategies of the collaborations per 

se. Consequently, insights on how the strategies of these collaborations may enable market 

emergence are restricted to market entry accounts provided from a firm’s perspective.     

Market emergence through policy networks. 

Policy networks also vary in size and structure but are comprised of policymakers, firms, 

academics, NGOs, trade associations, and usually focus on the shared consideration of one or 

more public policy issues (Rizopoulos & Sergakis, 2010; van Waarden, 1992). Traditionally 

examined by political scientists, especially during the 1970s and 1980s when policy networks 

were somewhat of a proviso to public policy formation (Lecours, 2005; Rhodes & Marsh, 

1992), research on these collaborations is emergent in non-market strategy scholarship. Though 

slightly minuscule, this body of work takes a firm’s perspective and barely considers the 

conforming and shaping strategies of policy networks. This literature focuses on the 

strengthening of market access for firms rather than on the enabling of market emergence for 

them.  

Dahan et al. (2006) examined the Transatlantic Business Dialogue through which 100 

firms, US Department of Commerce and the European Commission jointly negotiated 

transatlantic trade regulations. They found that this policy network offered an avenue for firms 
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to shape emergent institutions and converge cross-border institutional policies, albeit 

dependent on their relative power and the influence of firms versus that of governmental and 

other actors. While this study did not consider market emergence per se, its findings provide 

encouragement that the conforming and shaping strategies of policy networks can enable 

market emergence. The findings also indicate that the enabling of market emergence could 

prove problematic for these networks, if they are unable to deploy conforming and shaping 

strategies that can derive broad-based consensus on the key tenets and attributes of a balanced 

public policy that benefits both firms and publics. 

1.3.7 Market emergence through trade or industry associations. 

Trade associations may pursue conforming strategy (Oliver, 1991), and use shaping strategies, 

especially lobbying and promoting cooperation between members, to enable market emergence 

(Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009; Prokopovych, 2015). While scholars have been studying trade 

associations since their formation in the mid-1800s (Becker, 1971; Feldman & Nocken, 1975), 

much of this work is preoccupied with the influence of these collaborations rather than with 

their influencing of market emergence. The role and function of trade associations have been 

expanded (Barnett, 2018; Kahl, 2018; Staber & Aldrich, 1983) and this has prompted renewed 

interest in the non-market strategy that underpins their pursuit of such aims (Boléat, 1996; 

Lawton et al., 2018; Rajwani et al., 2015). Trade associations that enable potentially early stage 

market emergence (e.g., innovation), in particular, have noticeably shifted their non-market 

strategies from only lobbying governments to collaborating with them (Papaioannou et al., 

2016; Watkins, Papaioannou, Mugwagwa, & Kale, 2015).   

While this shift enabled such trade associations to adapt to, and shape, dynamic non-

market environments and increased the competitiveness of both firms and countries, focus was 

placed on their shaping strategy, whereas details of their conforming strategy and the 

conditions underpinning it, remain sketchy. Kshetri and Dholakia (2009), for example, showed 
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how India's National Association of Software and Services Companies (NASSCOM) used a 

shaping strategy to influence regulation and other government policies in order to enable the 

emergence of the nascent offshoring market. They highlighted the shaping strategy and 

influence of this trade association but did not detail its conforming strategy or amply reveal the 

strategies that provided the association with such influence in the first instance.  

The influence, resources, and legitimacy of trade associations make them the 

predominant choice of non-market collaboration for competing firms (May, McHugh, & 

Taylor, 1998). Thus, firms increasingly use associations to maintain social order (Barnett & 

King, 2008; Streeck & Schmitter, 1985) and enable market emergence (Prokopovych, 2015). 

This underpins the scholarly interests in trade associations both within non-market strategy 

research (Barnett, 2013, 2018; Lawton & Rajwani, 2018) and across management research 

disciplines (Barringer & Harrison, 2000, p. 393; Marques, 2017). However, it also highlights 

the need for deeper understandings on the conforming and shaping strategies which they use to 

enable market emergence. It also stimulates questions about their sources of influence (Rajwani 

et al., 2015) and the process by which small and underresourced associations enhance their 

legitimacy. 

1.4 Literature Analysis – Summary, and Research Goals   

In this section, I summarise my analysis of the key perspectives from the neo-institutional 

theory literature and the non-market strategy literature on non-market collaborations. The 

relevant limitations in the literature are briefly explained before the research goals are explored.  

1.4.1 Literature summary.  

In order to explore how non-market collaborations enabled market emergence using non-

market strategy, it was necessary for me to go beyond the strategy implementation of 

collaborations to unpack the related antecedent, formulation, and effect interactions. I turned 

to neo-institutional theory because it has a sociological flavour and sheds light on the 
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institutional pressures, and related rudiments, which underpin the everyday reality of 

organisations that pursue such aims (Oliver, 1991; Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). This theory 

considers the conformance to and resistance of institutional pressure, and diffusion and 

decoupling mechanisms. In that regard, neo-institutional theory varies from transaction cost 

economics and other conventional economics-based theories which are typically employed in 

strategy research. The emergence and legitimisation of markets and organisations are of keen 

interest to neo-institutional theorists, and they have offered refreshingly novel perspectives on 

them (Padgett & Powell, 2012). 

Neo-institutional theorists have not necessarily focused on non-market collaborations 

per se and how these organisations enable market emergence and their own legitimacy. Thus, 

a neo-institutional perspective can enrich the non-market strategy literature, and there is still 

room for it to be used to holistically explain the factors that stimulate and underpin the market 

emergence enabling strategies of non-market collaborations. I share the view of non-market 

strategy scholars, who argue that neo-institutional theory can best explain the symbiotic 

relationship between organisation, strategy, and non-market environment (Doh et al., 2012). In 

taking a neo-institutional perspective, these scholars have explicated the strategic response of 

regulatory agency to governmental pressure (White et al., 2018) and organisational legitimacy-

enhancing non-market strategy (Alakent & Ozer, 2014).  

The non-market strategy literature on non-market collaborations’ enabling of market 

emergence is promising, and some shed light on how non-market strategy deployment creates 

new market opportunities (Bach & Allen, 2010). Aside from conceptual works, the literature 

draws on qualitative research almost exclusively, and uses the case study approach to explain 

the fine-grain interactions that enable market emergence. However, I identified three key 

limitations of this literature. First, the literature is fragmented, and market emergence is 

undertheorised in it. Second, while different government–industry interaction mechanisms 
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were identified (Dahan, Doh, & Raelin, 2015), scholars inherently perceived government as 

passive and barely considered how governmental pressure influences the strategy formation of 

collaborations. Third, and finally, limited learnings exist on the foundation and formation of 

the non-market strategies of non-market collaborations (Dahan et al., 2006; Rajwani et al., 

2015). Thus, I believe that a focus on non-market collaborations and their market emergence-

enabling non-market strategies can provide learnings on these important yet understudied 

organisations.      

1.4.2 Research goals. 

The research goals of this thesis are underpinned by the limitations identified in the literature 

in the previous sections, which were refined by interplay with the data and summarised above. 

The overarching purpose of this thesis is to contribute to an assessment, not of how non-market 

collaborations – acting on behalf of competing firms – enable market protection using non-

market strategy, but of how they use such a strategy to enable market creation and expansion 

in particular settings. While it is known that the lobbying of governments and promoting of 

cooperation among members (shaping strategies) of non-market collaborations enable market 

emergence, such collaborations operate in dynamic contexts that demand the use of 

conforming, shaping, and possibly other divergent strategies, to enable market emergence. 

Non-market collaborations conform to laws and pressure to collaborate with 

governments (Dahan et al., 2006; Oliver, 1991; Papaioannou et al., 2016). Yet, little is known 

about their conforming strategy in non-market strategy research, and how it and their shaping 

strategy are affected by governmental and other institutional pressure, the interaction of which 

enables market emergence. My aim is to attempt to answer the primary research question: how 

do non-market collaborations use non-market strategies to enable market emergence? 

To study non-market collaborations and the non-market strategies that permit them to 

enable market emergence, it is necessary to (un)bound these unique meta-organisations 
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(Cropper & Bor, 2018; Lawton & Rajwani, 2018). Because trade associations and other non-

market collaborations are usually explored in isolation from each other, learnings on the 

comparative logic underpinning them have been restricted (Spillman, 2018). The underpinning 

systematic interactions, which stimulate, propel, and culminate in, market emergence, are 

barely explored in the first instance, and/or considered on the topic of particular collaborations, 

in the next (see, e.g., Dahan et al., 2006; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). The goal of Article 1, 

presented in Chapter 2, is to theoretically define and compare the institutional pressure and 

non-market strategy that underpin the enabling of market opportunities by trade associations, 

chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and policy networks. In addition, this article 

aims to determine the benefits that non-market collaborations derive from enabling such 

pursuits, which stimulate market emergence.  

Scholarly focus is needed on trade associations, as they are the preferred collaboration 

choice of firms seeking to shape public policy and norms (Lawton & Rajwani, 2018; May et 

al., 1998) to order to enable market emergence (Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). These interactions 

mostly involve governments (Dahan et al., 2015), which are largely perceived in the literature 

as passive actors, that are influenced by the political strategy of associations (Lawton et al., 

2018), yet do not somehow also influence that strategy. Thus, while trade associations’ enabling 

of market emergence is fittingly topical (Khaire, 2017; Prokopovych, 2015), their response to 

governmental pressure during this process is barely considered (Oliver, 1991; White et al., 

2018). Learnings on these matters have been hindered by the scarcity of empirical works on 

associations, especially since scholars seldom go beyond their lobbying activities and consider 

their political strategy selection and deployment holistically (Papaioannou et al., 2016; Rajwani 

et al., 2015). The goal of Article 2, presented in Chapter 3, is to empirically examine how trade 

associations use divergent political strategies to enable nascent or early-stage market 

emergence.     
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Trade associations are greatly used by small and new firms that are seeking to enable 

market emergence but lack the sociopolitical legitimacy to do so on their own (Aldrich & Fiol, 

1994; Prokopovych, 2015). Yet, while trade associations have been legitimising firms and 

markets since their formation in the mid-1800s, the sociopolitical legitimacy of some 

associations is questionable, especially those that are small, new, underresourced, and relatively 

uninfluential. As a result, limited learnings exist on the sources of influence of these trade 

associations and the non-market strategy (Rajwani et al., 2015) they deploy to enhance their 

own sociopolitical legitimacy. The goal of Article 3, presented in Chapter 4, is to empirically 

examine the process(es) by which the non-market strategy of trade associations enhance(s) their 

sociopolitical legitimacy, as opposed to that of their member firms.  

Overall, this thesis aims to reveal the possible links between the systematic process and 

mechanisms that underpin non-market collaborations’ enabling of market opportunities, then 

to analyse trade associations’ use of non-market strategy to enable nascent market emergence 

in particular contexts, and finally to describe the use of non-market strategy to enhance their 

sociopolitical legitimacy. The successful pursuit of these aims is contingent on the application 

of an appropriate research design.   

1.5 Research Design  

The objective of this section is to outline the research design of the thesis by considering the 

ontological and epistemological stances that I have adopted and their implications for my 

methodological selection. In particular, I detail how and why my ontological and 

epistemological stances informed my selection of the qualitative case study research 

methodology, single case study design, case selection, and data triangulation. 

1.5.1 Ontological and epistemological perspectives. 

The research design is underpinned by the philosophical view I take and guides the process of 

examining how non-market collaborations use non-market strategy to enable market 
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emergence. A research design, according to Creswell and Poth (2017), is the logic that underlies 

my philosophical position and is employed as a standard of quality in collecting data, analysing 

data, writing a narrative, and verifying results. The research design is underpinned by three 

interrelated components that inform the “basic set of beliefs that guides action … taken in 

connection with a disciplined inquiry” (Guba, 1990, p. 17): ontological, epistemological, and 

methodological. These components invariably define what is deemed real and factual by 

different segments of the scientific community (Kuhn, 1970) and represent the connection 

between the data collected and the conclusions drawn (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008).  

Ontology is a metaphysics consideration referring to the notion of being, in particular 

becoming, existence, and reality; it is broadly categorised as the positivist and interpretivist 

paradigms (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The positivist paradigm is underpinned by the notion of 

realism – meaning that objects are viewed as having an existence independent of the knower 

(Denzin, 2008). In this paradigm, meaning exclusively resides in objects and a researcher’s aim 

is to obtain that meaning. On the other hand, the interpretivist paradigm centres on the concept 

of relativism, which means that reality is subjective and varies among individuals (Denzin, 

2008). This ontological paradigm suggests that there is no single reality and thus meaning 

differs between researchers. I adopt an interpretivist stance because I believe that the reality of 

how non-market collaborations enable market emergence is contextual and varied rather than 

universal.    

In contrast to ontology, epistemology refers to a researcher’s stance in relation to the 

nature of knowledge (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). Epistemology is a vast field that is subject to 

intense philosophical deliberations across academic disciplines (Denzin, 2008; Guba, 1990; 

Guba & Lincoln, 1994). However, the fundamental consideration concerning a researcher’s 

epistemological stance relates to whether s/he considers knowledge as independent of 

him/herself or whether s/he participates in the construction of that knowledge (Guba & Lincoln, 
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1994). In considering the stances generally taken in management research (Gummesson, 2000; 

Rose, Spinks, & Canhoto, 2014), I adopt a social constructionist stance because it aligns with 

my interpretivist position and belief that market emergence and non-market strategy are jointly 

constructed considerations. In contrast to, for instance, a realist stance that welcomes both 

positivism and interpretivism (Creswell & Poth, 2017), social constructionism is premised on 

the basis that knowledge “is subjective, constructed and based on shared signs and symbols that 

are recognized by members of a culture” (Grbich, 2013, p. 7). 

The philosophical stances that I adopt above are inductive and best support the 

exploration of the phenomenon. This supports the “observations/findings – theory” process and 

is unlike the deductive approach, which assumes a “theory – observations/findings” route 

(Bryman, 2012, p. 26). An inductive approach is typically employed in situations such as the 

one in this thesis where there is limited theory and empirical evidence available concerning the 

research questions or the research questions are not comprehensively addressed by existing 

theory (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008; Eisenhardt, 1989). Furthermore, the stances adopted 

theoretically align with social constructionist views that pervade the non-market strategy 

(Lawton et al., 2014), market emergence (Ozcan & Santos, 2015; Santos & Eisenhardt, 2009), 

and neo-institutional theory literatures (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012; Scott, 1995, 2013). 

Scholars in these theoretical traditions suggest that non-market collaborations and other 

networks are jointly constructed through their interaction with governments, firms, and 

societies (Doh et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2017; Powell & Oberg, 2017). Thus, the stances I adopt 

align with works in the substantive bodies of literature underlying my thesis.  

1.5.2 Overview of methodological perspective. 

The third component of the philosophical triad, methodology, integrates my interpretivist and 

social constructionist stances and defines the sampling logic, data collection, and data analysis 

process and reduction processes (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008; Guba, 1990). Put differently, the 
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methodology aligns the research emphasis of this thesis with the procedures selected to identify, 

process, and analyse information on the phenomenon and generate knowledge. This makes the 

elements of the thesis consistent, especially the research questions, prior works, research 

design, and theoretical contributions (Edmondson & McManus, 2007) and logically aligns with 

the traditional literature review and qualitative research methodological selections I make in 

relation to data collection and analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  

First, a traditional literature review method was employed because the data set (articles) 

on non-market collaborations’ enabling of market emergence is emergent and fragmented. This 

approach differs from the systematic literature review method that involves the use of a 

predefined process and is typically suitable for examining larger datasets that span several 

databases and literature (see Jesson, Matheson, & Lacey, 2011; Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 

2003). Additionally, the systematic review approach usually involves date restrictions as a 

search criterion and is more suitable for studies using established data sets on a particular 

phenomenon. For these reasons, recent literature reviews in non-market strategy have used the 

traditional literature review method (see, e.g., Dorobantu et al., 2017; Mellahi et al., 2016). 

Second, a qualitative approach is appropriate for the empirical articles because it 

explores relationships within systems rather than making causal relationships among variables; 

it provides a thorough understanding of participants’ accounts of phenomena and answers 

research questions using either phenomenology, grounded theory, narrative research, 

ethnography, and case study, or a combination of these (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998a). 

The case study method was employed because it is phenomenon-focused and supports 

in-depth examinations that provide new theoretical understandings from empirical activities 

(Rowley, 2002; Tsang, 2013). From that perspective, “case data can usually get much closer to 

theoretical constructs and provide a much more persuasive argument about causal forces than 

broad empirical research can” (Siggelkow, 2007, pp. 22–23). The case study method is 
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undeniably grounded in real life situations, supports a detailed examination of the phenomenon, 

and provides a deep understanding of case activities and the dynamics within a single setting. 

Thus, it has been argued that case studies are appropriate for examining “how and why” 

questions in relation to contemporary events over which a researcher has no control (Yin, 2014, 

p. 9).  

The single case study approach supported the research aim of achieving transferability 

through the examination of the phenomenon (Denzin, 2009; Golafshani, 2003). Put differently, 

a single case study method enabled a thorough investigation of the phenomenon and permitted 

the use of multiple data collection methods to uncover the inherently iterative process and 

richness. Multiple case studies may arguably provide added validity, enable cross-case 

comparisons, and potentially offer some basis for generalisation (Yin, 2017). However, this 

research sought transferability rather than generalisability. Furthermore, Guba and Lincoln 

(1982, p. 238) affirmed that in case study research, “generalizations are impossible since 

phenomena are neither time nor context free.” Overall, I concur with Donmoyer’s (2000) 

suggestion that a single case study approach employs an embedded design in which multiple 

levels of analysis may occur. The richness of such analysis, however, is largely contingent on 

the case selection.  

The case selection occurred on three levels: (1) the trade association, (2) members 

within that association, and (3) individual participants representing both groups. The primary 

unit of analysis informed my selection of the purposeful sampling technique (Ghauri & Firth, 

2009; Patton, 2002). Furthermore, I selected the purposeful sampling technique because, unlike 

extreme sampling that looks at highly unusual manifestations, it supports the research aims by 

enabling case selection based on data appropriateness and richness (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998a; 

Marshall, 1996). Patton (1990, pp. 169–186) provides a catalogue of purposeful sampling 

approaches, from which I selected the theoretical, homogeneous, and snowball methods. These 
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approaches differ from, for instance, the maximum variation method that is mainly used in 

multiple case studies (Patton, 1990). The theoretical method supported the identification of a 

suitable trade association, while the homogeneous approach encouraged the selection of 

particular members from that association. Conversely, the snowball method facilitated the 

identification of hard-to-locate participants on the recommendations of other participants. 

These approaches enabled me to utilise pre-existing networks to identify participants (Feldman, 

Bell, & Berger, 2004).  

The application of theoretical, homogeneous, and snowball sampling encouraged the 

selection of a New Zealand-based trade association and representatives of 30 member 

organisations, including those who served as executives of the association. New Zealand (NZ) 

represents a suitable setting from the perspective of research cost and convenience. However, 

NZ is also a theoretically interesting setting because there is high business support for trade 

associations, yet most associations in this country are generally smaller and not as strong as 

their peers in comparable countries such as Ireland (Perry, 2012). Besides, several trade 

associations in NZ pursue dual and contradictory strategies aimed at, for instance, protecting 

firms’ positive environmental image while simultaneously advocating less stringent 

environmental regulatory outcomes (Collins & Roper, 2005). Overall, the NZ setting can 

provide an insightful perspective on how associations that are strong in business support, but 

deficient in broader sociopolitical legitimacy, use non-market strategy to enable market 

emergence and enhance their legitimacy.     

Data collection involved semi-structured interviews and longitudinal archival texts in 

respect of Articles 2 and 3. These methods permitted the collection of a pertinent, adequate, 

and in-depth verbal and textual data set that supports the research objective of the thesis (Patton, 

1990; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). I used semi-structured interviews because, unlike structured 

interviews, they involve asking participants prepared lead questions and follow-up questions 
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where further clarification is necessary to deepen empirical understandings of the phenomenon 

(Rowley, 2012). In particular, this approach provided added flexibility and reflexivity for me 

to ask on-the-spot questions to validate information received in texts and prior interviews 

explaining how the trade association enabled market emergence and enhanced its sociopolitical 

legitimacy. I relied on the longitudinal approach, since, unlike the snapshot offered by cross-

sectional research, it offers textual data providing deeper insights into how non-market 

environments and strategy processes interrelate and evolve over time to enable market 

emergence (Pettigrew, 1990; Scott & Christensen, 1995; Silverman, 2006; van de Ven, 1992). 

In considering the inductive approach previously articulated in this thesis, I relied upon 

the Gioia methodology to analyse the data collected because, compared with the Eisenhardt 

method, for instance, it represents a better methodological fit for the single, in-depth case study 

approach (Gehman et al., 2018). Moreover, the Gioia methodology provides a systematic and 

rigorous approach to analysing qualitative research data supporting the articulation of grounded 

theory and new concept development (Gioia et al., 2013). Details on the deployment of this 

methodology and related processes are outlined in the individual articles in Chapters 2, 3, and 

4, and an overview of the data collection, analysis, and results generated of the articles generally 

is presented in the next section. 

1.6 Overview of the Articles  

In order to contribute to the non-market strategy literature, I explore the central yet emergent 

considerations of how non-market strategy enables the creation of market opportunities (Bach 

& Allen, 2010); considering those deployed by non-market collaborations, especially trade 

associations (Dahan et al., 2016; Rajwani et al., 2015; Spillman, 2018). In particular, I focus 

on the systemic process that underpins the enabling of market opportunities by non-market 

collaborations (Article 1), and empirically explore how trade associations use divergent non-

market strategies to enable nascent market emergence (Article 2) and enhance their 
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sociopolitical legitimacy during this period (Article 3). I provide a brief overview of the three 

articles, their methods, and their contributions in Table 1.1. 
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Table 1.1 

Overview of Articles, Methods and Contributions  

Article Journal status Data collection Data analysis Contribution 

Article 1: Enabling market 

opportunities and deriving diffusion 

of influence: The pushing and pulling 

of non-market collaborations 

Under review  

(first round): 

Journal of 

Management 

Studies 

N/A (Conceptual article) N/A  

(Conceptual 

article) 

Conceptualises the systemic pushing and 

pulling of particular non-market 

collaborations by firms and other actors 

and factors to enable market formation 

and reformation and diffusion of influence 

Article 2: Conforming to and 

shaping government policy: 

Decoupling collective political 

strategies to enable nascent market 

emergence 

Revise and 

resubmit:  

Business and 

Society 

Semi-structured 

interviews and 

longitudinal archival 

minutes of meetings and 

reports   

Inductive 

approach (Gioia 

methodology) 

Shows how trade associations accede to 

and resist different government pressures 

using decoupled conforming and shaping 

political strategies  

Article 3: Enhancing the 

sociopolitical legitimacy of trade 

associations using non-market 

strategy 

 

Revise and 

resubmit:  

Strategic 

Organization 

Semi-structured 

interviews and 

longitudinal archival 

minutes of meetings and 

reports   

Inductive 

approach (Gioia 

methodology) 

Describes the process by which the 

constituency building, reputation building, 

and the membership building strategy of 

trade associations enhance their 

sociopolitical legitimacy 
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1.6.1 Article 1. 

Despite the growing interest in non-market collaborations, their value creation beyond 

protecting markets is barely considered. Previous works have scarcely considered the 

mechanisms that underpin the enabling of market opportunities by non-market collaborations 

(Dilley, 2013; Rajwani et al., 2015; Waeger & Weber, 2019) and have not compared the 

systemic interaction of trade associations, in particular, with those of other collaborations 

(Cropper & Bor, 2018; Spillman, 2018). The first article, presented in Chapter 2, draws on neo-

institutional theory and describes the mechanisms by which non-market collaborations enable, 

and benefit from enabling, market opportunities for firms. I argue that there is a systemic 

pushing by firms and pulling by other actors and factors of trade associations, chambers of 

commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and policy networks to enable market formation and 

reformation and that these collaborations derive diffusion of influence from using non-market 

strategy to propel this process. This article diverges from the typical firm perspective taken in 

the existing literature; it takes a non-market collaboration perspective and demonstrates why 

these collaborations enable market opportunities on the one hand, and how they actually benefit 

from enabling it, on the other.  

1.6.2 Article 2. 

Beyond the theoretical conceptualisations that pervade the non-market strategy literature, the 

way trade associations select political strategies to enable nascent market emergence remains 

unknown. In particular, the deployment of divergent political strategies by trade associations is 

barely considered in such contexts (Papaioannou et al., 2016), and the selection of collective 

political strategies is generally presumed (Lawton et al., 2018; Patnaik, 2019). The second 

article, presented in Chapter 3, tackles these literature gaps using 30 semi-structured interviews 

and longitudinal archival data from an NZ-based trade association, from its formation in 2001 

to 2018. This article takes a neo-institutional perspective and shows how the trade association 
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sought government incentives and acceded governmental pressure for involvement in its 

strategy formation using a conforming strategy while resisting pressure using a shaping 

strategy. I argue that trade associations develop shaping strategies only to influence the strata 

of government whose pressure they can resist and combine lobbying, agenda setting, and 

constituency building as components of integrated shaping strategies rather than as standalone 

activities.  

1.6.3 Article 3. 

The sociopolitical legitimacy of trade associations makes them key legitimisers of firms, 

entrepreneurs and markets (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). However, these 

studies presume that associations have sufficient sociopolitical legitimacy to perform their 

institutional roles. Consequently, the legitimacy-enhancing process of trade associations is 

undertheorised and their underpinning sources of influence barely explored in the non-market 

strategy literature (Rajwani et al., 2015). The third article, presented in Chapter 4, addresses 

this literature gap using 30 semi-structured interviews and longitudinal archival data from this 

small and young NZ-based trade association that sought to enhance its sociopolitical 

legitimacy, from its formation in 2001 to 2018. Taking a neo-institutional theory perspective, I 

describe the process by which constituency building and reputation building enhance 

associations’ adaptation to, and public acceptance in, non-market environments. I show that 

neither of these non-market strategies necessarily increases the proportion of engaged 

membership and describe how trade associations pursue a standalone membership building 

strategy enabling them to achieve this aim.  

The three articles summarised above are presented in the ensuing chapters.  
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Chapter 2. Article 1: Enabling market opportunities and obtaining 

diffusion of influence: The pushing and pulling of non-market 

collaborations 

2.1 Introduction  

Trade or industry associations (henceforth trade associations), policy networks, and other non-

market collaborations create value for firms using non-market strategy (Dahan et al., 2006; 

Lawton et al., 2018; Manning & Roessler, 2014; Prokopovych, 2015). Non-market strategy 

scholars define non-market strategy as purposive political and social actions, which non-market 

collaborations and other organisations use to shape public policy and opinion, and social norms 

in pursuit of non-market interests (Baron, 1995; Rajwani et al., 2015). Scholars traditionally 

considered the deployment of political and social actions separately, but recent studies integrate 

them and highlight their practical effect (den Hond et al., 2014; Mellahi et al., 2016). These 

studies largely show how non-market collaborations shape government policy and cultural 

norms in order to reduce political and social risk (Dorobantu et al., 2017; Kaul & Luo, 2018) 

and protect markets for firms (Becker, 1971; Vázquez-Maguirre & Hartmann, 2013). 

Despite the growing interest in non-market collaborations, their enabling of market 

opportunities is barely considered. Thus, Bach and Allen (2010) called for new research 

considering how these and other organisations use non-market strategy to enable market 

opportunities or new consumer demand for products and services. Scholars have so far 

responded by showing how non-market collaborations lobby governments to remove trade and 

legislative barriers that restrict the growth of established markets (Bennett, 2011; Rizopoulos 

& Sergakis, 2010) and confront social and environmental deprivation to enable new market 

formation (Kolk & Lenfant, 2012; Kramer & Pfitzer, 2016). However, these studies largely 

focus on firm institutional effects rather than on non-market collaborations and their outcomes 
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per se. Furthermore, previous works scarcely considered the mechanism underpinning the 

enabling of market opportunities by non-market collaborations (Dilley, 2013; Rajwani et al., 

2015; Waeger & Weber, 2019) and, in particular, do not compare the systemic interaction of 

trade associations with those of other non-market collaborations (Cropper & Bor, 2018; 

Spillman, 2018).  

The purpose of this research is to examine the mechanism by which non-market 

collaborations enable, and benefit from enabling, market opportunities. In pursuit of this aim, 

we draw on neo-institutional theory because unlike stakeholder theory and theories taking a 

sociological view, it focuses on the organisational and institutional interaction and effect of 

non-market collaborations and other organisations (Doh et al., 2012; Hoffman, 2001; Powell 

& DiMaggio, 2012; Scott, 2013).  

Using neo-institutional theory, we make two theoretical contributions to the non-market 

strategy literature using the terms pushing and pulling to explain the interaction between non-

market collaborations and their settings. First, we develop a conceptual framework in Figure 

2.1 describing how the systemic pushing and pulling of non-market collaborations by firms and 

other actors and factors such as ecological degradation and social deprivation underpin their 

enabling of market opportunities. We suggest that non-market collaborations both strategically 

acquiesce and resist isomorphic pressures based on the degree of member acceptance (Noel & 

Luckett, 2014; Oliver, 1991) and expected enhancement of their sociopolitical legitimacy 

(Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Raven, Kern, Verhees, & Smith, 2016). Second, we demonstrate how 

four different non-market collaboration forms derive diffusion of influence and we offer related 

testable propositions. Previous studies showed that non-market influence and strategy are 

central to the efficacy of non-market collaborations (Baron, 1995; Rajwani et al., 2015) and 

integrate isomorphic pressure and diffusion (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017). However, we go 
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further by linking these works and explaining the process by which non-market collaborations 

best derive diffusion of influence. 

The rest of the paper is organised into three sections. Section 2.2 identifies the 

theoretical considerations in relation to non-market collaboration: pushing and pulling, 

strategy, and diffusion of influence derived from enabling market opportunities. Section 2.3 

uses the conceptual view developed in the previous section to describe the mechanism by which 

four non-market collaborations have enabled market opportunities and derived diffusion of 

influence in the non-market environments. Finally, section 2.4 briefly discusses and further 

concludes by explaining key outcomes from previous sections, our theoretical contributions 

and managerial implications for non-market collaborations and firms, and avenues for further 

research. 

2.2 Systematic Interactions of Non-Market Collaborations 

In this section, we explore non-market collaborations, the pushing and pulling of them, their 

non-market strategy, and the diffusion of influence they derive from enabling market 

opportunities. To guide the reader, we summarise the issues covered in this section in Figure 

2.1.  

2.2.1 Non-market collaborations as enablers of market opportunities. 

Non-market collaborations vary in form, structure, and function (Bennett, 1998; Boddewyn & 

Doh, 2011; Boléat, 1996) and are meta-organisations whose membership comprise other 

organisations (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2008). We define non-market collaborations as distinct 

meta-organisations primarily created to pursue the non-market interests of firms and other 

members (Barnett, 2013; Baron, 1995; Kolk & Lenfant, 2012). In contrast to international 

standards organisations, sports associations, and other meta-organisations, non-market 

collaborations typically comprise voluntary members confined to a locale and primarily use 

non-market strategy to advance the economic interests of firms. Examples of non-market 
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collaborations include the American Bankers Association, British Chambers of Commerce, and 

Living Goods and Brookings Institution in the United States (US). 

These and other non-market collaborations enable market opportunities in complex 

non-market environments or social, legal, and political spaces or places that facilitate activity 

in market environments – arenas of economic exchange (Baron, 2016; Boddewyn, 2003; 

Dorobantu et al., 2017). Non-market collaborations are appealing to firms because they 

represent broad constituencies and pursue shared interests, and governments usually prioritise 

their policy concerns relative to those of individual firms (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Hillman & 

Keim, 1995). Firms, entrepreneurs, and market-based clusters can shape non-market 

environments through innovation, acquisitions, and other market strategies (Alvarez, Young, 

& Woolley, 2018; Funk & Hirschman, 2017; Porter, 2000). However, few possess the depth of 

non-market influence, resource, and embeddedness required to individually shape non-market 

environments and enable market opportunities. The confluence of these considerations 

increases the appeal of non-market collaborations and affects the mechanism by which they 

enable market opportunities.  

  

Figure 2.1: Non-market collaboration enabling of market opportunities and diffusing their 

influence. 
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2.2.2 Isomorphic pressures and responses as pushing and pulling. 

Non-market collaborations can enable market opportunities voluntarily but typically do so in 

response to member firm pushing and other actor and factor pulling. Firms demand favourable 

and stable public policy and publics pressure non-market collaborations for social and 

ecological intervention (Rajwani et al., 2015; Selsky & Parker, 2010; Slack & Hinings, 1994). 

Firm pressure is underpinned by firms’ interest in influencing the removal of legislation and 

social barriers that prevent the expansion of established markets (Bennett, 2011; Johanson & 

Vahlne, 1992) and the creation of new ones (Khaire, 2017; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). 

Conversely, societal pressure stems from other actors and ecological degradation and social 

deprivation factors that pressure non-market collaborations to enable market opportunities in 

ways that address these non-market issues (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Selsky & Parker, 2005; 

van Wijk, Stam, Elfring, Zietsma, & den Hond, 2013). 

Neo-institutional theory categorises these pressures as either normative isomorphism, 

mimetic isomorphism, or coercive isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Doh et al., 2012; 

Feinberg et al., 2015). Normative isomorphism involves external pressure for standardisation 

and behavioural change from, e.g., global professional standard networks, multilateral 

agencies, governments, and NGOs, while mimetic isomorphism refers to pressure arising from 

social and political uncertainty that prompts non-market collaborations to imitate peer 

organisations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). In contrast, coercive isomorphism involves 

pressure imposed by cultural norms and key stakeholders, particularly firms, upon which the 

funding and survival of non-market collaborations largely depend (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).  

Non-market collaborations respond to isomorphic pressures broadly by acquiescence, 

resistance or both. Acquiescence involves complying with isomorphic pressures, while 

resistance comprises an array of contrasting choices – compromising, avoiding, challenging, 

and influencing the non-market environment (Oliver, 1991; Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). We 
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consider that these responses can prevent undesirable stakeholder actions such as member firms 

withdrawing or reducing their participation in market opportunities, activist groups making 

criticisms, and governments reducing resource and support, all of which threaten the success 

and survival of non-market collaborations. The extent to which non-market collaborations 

select particular responses to isomorphic pressures hinges on member acceptance or consensus 

(Noel & Luckett, 2014) and expected sociopolitical legitimacy – defined as the degree of 

embeddedness and influence, trust, and acceptance accorded to them by firms, governments, 

and societies (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994, p. 648; Raven et al., 2016; Rhodes, 1996). Overall, non-

market collaborations typically seek to gain, strengthen, and retain adequate sociopolitical 

legitimacy through their strategic response to isomorphic pressures (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; 

Oliver, 1991; Suchman, 1995). 

2.2.3 The strategies of non-market collaborations. 

Congruent with their decision to acquiesce, resist, or both, non-market collaborations use non-

market strategy to enable market opportunities (Aldrich & Staber, 1988; Rajwani et al., 2015). 

They deploy political and social strategies comprising cognitive, regulative, and normative 

activities that influence member and non-market environments (Buchanan & Marques, 2018; 

Prokopovych, 2015). The alignment of political and social strategies supports the duality of 

non-market collaborations and lets them pursue firm and other interests simultaneously 

(Kramer & Pfitzer, 2016; Staber & Aldrich, 1983; Watkins et al., 2015). While these non-

market strategies are distinct, they interrelate in principle and their joint deployment improves 

the enabling of market opportunities. For example, the deployment of political and social 

strategies creates reputation synergies (den Hond et al., 2014), which can enhance the 

sociopolitical legitimacy of non-market collaborations (Khaire, 2017; Schwartz & Bar-El, 

2015). 
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The political strategies of non-market collaborations are underpinned by activity of 

financial incentive, information exchange, and constituency building nature (Hillman & Hitt, 

1999; Hillman et al., 2004). The deployment of political strategies makes market opportunities 

possible by influencing policymakers and publics and creating favourable and stable public 

policy environments for members (Dorobantu et al., 2017; Rizopoulos & Sergakis, 2010). 

Scholars traditionally focused on how non-market collaborations lobby policymakers for 

scarce benefits but have recently expanded their focus to highlight cooperation between these 

organisations and government to enable innovation programmes and economic development 

(Papaioannou et al., 2016). The latter approach increases the prospect of accessing government 

grants, incentives, and technical resources, which can reduce the transaction cost of firms and 

non-market collaborations and fast-track the enabling of market opportunities.   

Social strategies, on the other hand, define how non-market collaborations relate with 

and engage internal and external stakeholders (Doh & Guay, 2006; Husted, Allen, & Kock, 

2015; Mellahi et al., 2016; Selsky & Parker, 2005). The social strategies of non-market 

collaborations go beyond membership decisions (Barnett, 2018) and involve them acting as 

self-regulators (Barnett & King, 2008; Dilley, 2013; Stone, 2013) and reputation agents for 

members (Maennig & Ölschläger, 2011; Tucker, 2008). This involves the promotion of CSR 

and member coordination to elevate member culture and behaviour (Buchanan & Marques, 

2018; King & Lenox, 2000; Schaefer & Kerrigan, 2008) and stimulate their pursuit of market 

opportunities (Béland & Lecours, 2005; Kahl, 2018). The social strategies of non-market 

collaborations thus influence societal cultural norms, enforce voluntary member rules, and 

provide assurance on firm product/service quality, fair dealing and professionalism. In sum, 

they legitimise markets and self-regulate and endorse members but demand significant 

sociopolitical legitimacy of non-market collaborations.  
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2.2.4 Diffusion of influence – driven by market formation and reformation. 

Neo-institutional theorists acknowledge that diffusion of outcome (influence) inherently 

neutralises isomorphic pressures and increases organisational power and capacity to shape non-

market environments (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017; Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; Kraatz & 

Zajac, 1996; Love & Cebon, 2008). Diffusion of influence is the spillover benefit of enhanced 

resourcing, membership, and sociopolitical legitimacy which non-market collaboration derives 

from improvements in firm, government, and public perception of their trustworthiness, social 

consciousness, and reputation (Appleyard, 1996; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009; Maennig et al., 

2015; Tucker, 2008). Non-market collaborations can derive diffusion of influence from 

enabling both market formation and market reformation.  

Market formation or the creation of entirely new consumer demand in market 

environments (Kramer & Pfitzer, 2016; Lee et al., 2018; Padgett & Powell, 2012) can provide 

diffusion of influence through expanded constituencies: new membership and fee income, 

increased overall market “pie” and contribution to growth in gross domestic product and 

employment. Efforts to derive diffused influence may be constrained by member tensions and 

turf wars that forestall market formation (Ozcan & Santos, 2015). However, non-market 

collaborations use trade-offs to retain shared yet distinctive member interests and identity (Lee 

et al., 2017). This allows them to enhance their influence and reputation from stimulating 

market formation and new investment activity (Dalziel, 2006; Tucker, 2008). Some studies 

indicate that non-market collaborations derive diffusion of influence by increasing their 

constituencies and revenues and shaping “new rules” and norms that provide blocs of members 

with first mover advantage and increase locale competitiveness (Lee et al., 2018; Schwartz & 

Bar-El, 2015).  

Non-market collaborations also derive diffusion of influence from market reformation, 

which involves changing to the “rules of the game” by removing or reducing trade and other 
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barriers and establishing new norms that stimulate firm investment and expand market size 

(Bennett, 2011; Dorobantu et al., 2017). This diffusion of influence can arise from increased 

member fees and grants in relation to tax and other savings that firms derive from the removal 

of trade barriers. Market reformation changes business cycles but demands firm and 

government support and involves intense intermediation and negotiation between them and 

non-market collaboration over several political cycles (Dahan et al., 2006; Feinberg et al., 

2015). Market reformation can thus increase member and public confidence in non-market 

collaborations. This enhanced confidence comes from them expanding the size of markets, self-

regulating, protecting intellectual property rights, and influencing public policy (Athreye & 

Chaturvedi, 2007; Barnett & King, 2008; Tucker, 2008). 

2.3 Non-Market Collaboration Forms: Enabling Market Opportunities and 

Attaining Diffusion of Influence  

In this section, we examine the mechanism described in Figure 2.1 using four non-market 

collaborations. Considering our focus on the enabling of market opportunities, we used the 

following two selection criteria to identify which non-market collaboration forms to 

concentrate on collaborations that (1) have a distinct mission and membership structure that 

involve firms, and (2) are loosely joined entities that pursue non-market interests. Applying 

these criteria, we identified four distinct non-market collaboration forms: trade or industry 

associations, chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and policy networks. Next, we 

describe how these non-market collaboration forms shape non-market environments, enable 

market opportunities, and derive diffusion of influence outcomes. The findings are summarised 

in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1 

Non-Market Collaboration Approaches and the Diffusion of Influence  

 

Trade associations comprise mainly competing firms with shared sociological identity 

pursuing their social, political, and economic self-interest (Barnett, 2018; Lawton & Rajwani, 

2018; Staber & Aldrich, 1983). In contrast, chambers of commerce comprise a collection of 

firms operating within the same city, region, country, or other geographic locales, seeking to 

obtain and maintain social and political stability and business-friendly public policy supportive 

of their economic self-interest (Dilley, 2013; Ilersic, 1960; Maennig & Ölschläger, 2011). 
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These non-market collaborations also experience pulling from governments seeking increased 

taxation revenue and job creation (Spencer, Murtha, & Lenway, 2005) and other actors 

pursuing varied interests. However, in contrast to cross-sector partnerships and policy networks 

that have multisector memberships, trade associations and chambers of commerce consist of 

firms whose primary interest lies in improving their economic performance and activity and 

relative competitiveness.  

Cross-sector partnerships comprise interdependent firms, government agencies, and 

NGOs that confront social and ecological concerns in ways that can enable market 

opportunities from shared socio-economic activity (Hartman & Dhanda, 2018; Vurro, Dacin, 

& Perrini, 2010). Conversely, policy networks comprise an even more diverse membership that 

includes firms, legislators, trade associations, chambers of commerce, NGOs, universities, 

media, and government agencies focused on enabling policy formulation (agenda setting and 

policy negotiation), implementation, and evaluation (Dahan et al., 2006; Rhodes & Marsh, 

1990; van Waarden, 1992). However, policy networks and cross-sector partnerships pursue 

broader and often contending political, social, and economic interests relative to those pursued 

by trade associations and chambers of commerce. Furthermore, we consider that the relative 

power, autonomy, and position of firms in cross-sector partnerships and policy networks is 

largely negligible, and that their desire to enable market opportunities may not resonate with 

predominant members.   

Building on the above, we propose: 

P1:  Trade associations and chambers of commerce are more likely to comply with 

firms’ pushing to enable market opportunities than are policy networks and 

cross-sector partnerships. 

P2:  Policy networks and cross-sector partnerships are more likely to comply with 

other actors and factors pulling to enable market opportunities than are trade 

associations and chambers of commerce. 
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2.3.1 Trade associations. 

In response to firm pushing and pulling by others, trade or industry associations use non-market 

strategies to influence preferential legislation and regulation, cultural norms, and firm 

behaviour that enable market opportunities and derive diffusion of influence (Boléat, 1996; 

Dorobantu et al., 2017; Rajwani et al., 2015). We identify market formation and market 

reformation streams and consider how trade associations derive diffusion of influence through 

them.  

Market formation studies focus on how trade associations, when either pushed or 

pulled, enabled market creation and derived diffusion of influence by coordinating members 

and stakeholders (Boléat, 2003; Kahl, 2018; Schwartz & Bar-El, 2015). These studies 

demonstrate how member coordination stimulates firm discourse on market activity and 

improves firm participation in new markets. Prokopovych (2015) showed how the member 

coordination activity of the US Shellfish Industry Associations increased firm participation in, 

and revenue from, the new markets for environmental services. He suggested that trade 

associations play an important role in promoting firm collaboration and influencing their 

decisions to participate in new markets. These studies demonstrate the key role of member 

coordination and the enhanced information exchange, broadened firm participation in pre- and 

post-market creation activities, and the increased government acceptance which trade 

associations derive from it (Dalziel, 2006; Schwartz & Bar-El, 2015). They also highlight the 

lack of empirical work concerning trade associations’ enabling of market formation.  

 Trade associations also lobby and collaborate with government to set their policy 

agenda and enable market formation (Papaioannou et al., 2016; Watkins et al., 2015). The latter 

two studies focus on how pushing by firms and pulling by “others,” encourage trade 

associations to deploy a non-market strategy that influences government to incentivise new 

markets and confront political and other risks. Kshetri and Dholakia (2009) demonstrated how 
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India's National Association of Software and Services Companies (NASSCOM) influenced 

government regulation, and tax and intellectual property protection policies, to support market 

formation. They suggested that the trade association derived significant influence from this 

enterprise – to the extent that the public perceived it as a form of government. In sum, we note 

that trade associations derive diffusion of influence by improved member, government, and 

public confidence, increased funding and technical resources, and expanded membership.  

Market reformation studies show how firms’ pushing and trade associations’ changing 

of “the rules of the game” in markets at their mature or declining phases enable market growth 

and diffusion of influence (Kautto, 2007; Rajwani et al., 2015). These studies explain why 

some trade associations expand markets and derive diffusion of influence while other 

associations fail to do so (Hirsch, 1975; Johanson & Vahlne, 1992). Procassini (1995) showed 

how the US Semiconductor Industry Association responded to firm pushing using non-market 

strategy to influence the US government foreign trade policy agenda in relation to Japan and 

Europe. He found that this provided preferential access that grew member firms’ share of these 

foreign markets and enabled diffusion of influence for the trade association, which later created 

a member category for foreign firms.  

Another stream of studies considers trade association self-regulation and 

standardisation as shapers of market reformation and diffusion of influence (Gunningham & 

Rees, 1997; Haufler, 2013). This trade association strategy provides voluntary third-party 

assurance for firms and enlarges public confidence in them. They provide diffusion of influence 

through effective market governance, bolstering and repairing firm profile, and enhancing 

member, customer, and government perception of the quality control systems at the market 

level. Conversely, poor regulatory enforcement and firm malfeasance can decelerate market 

activity and erode public confidence in firms (King & Lenox, 2000). However, such erosion of 

confidence can prompt firms’ pushing and other actors’ pulling of trade associations to enhance 
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self-regulation. Barnett and King (2008) showed how the establishment of a new self-

regulation entity by the national chemical industry association in the US reduced industrial 

accidents in the market and spillover harm to publics. These strategies enhance public 

acceptance of trade associations (Cashore, Auld, & Newsom, 2004) but barely explain their 

agency in relation to market formation and reformation (Rajwani et al., 2015; Rao, 1994; 

Streeck & Schmitter, 1985). 

2.3.2 Chambers of commerce.  

In contrast to trade associations, the social identity of firms in chambers of commerce is defined 

not by the industry of origin but by their shared geographical space (Bennett, 2011; Maennig 

et al., 2015). Thus, firms from varied industries push chambers of commerce to use non-market 

strategy to influence legislation and behavioural change by members in ways beneficial to 

them. We identify market formation and market reformation streams and show how chambers 

of commerce derive diffusion of influence.   

Market formation studies show how chambers of commerce stimulate market formation 

by influencing the reduction in member transaction cost or the cost of doing business (Dilley, 

2013; Ilersic, 1960). In response to pushing and pulling, chambers of commerce coordinate 

both members and the wider local community in order to create new products for firms, jobs 

for citizens, and taxes for governments (Maennig & Ölschläger, 2011; Ridings, 2001). Maennig 

et al. (2015) demonstrated how German chambers of commerce enable market formation, 

founding and moderating locale innovation initiatives, creating and maintaining networks, 

building reputations, providing information, advisory services and references, and founding 

and managing educational institutions. They found that this stimulated new firm registration, 

increased patent numbers, and expanded the role and influence of chambers of commerce. We 

note that diffusion of influence came from efficacy in governance, public education, and 
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business stimulation and maintenance, and observe the scarcity of empirical works conducted 

in diverse non-market environments.  

An alternate stream of research also considers how chambers of commerce reduce 

information asymmetry costs, strengthen property rights, and engage foreign firms, 

governments, and non-market collaborations to enable market reformation (Bennett, 1996; 

Doner & Schneider, 2000). These studies concentrate on the role expansion of chambers of 

commerce and explain how member and community coordination through business networking 

and events and governance analysis elevate their public profile and non-market influence. 

Studies in this stream show how the deployment of non-market strategy by these non-market 

collaborations increased local investment activity and expanded firm access to overseas 

markets within political and economic blocs – e.g., the British Commonwealth and European 

Union (Dilley, 2013). We observe that these activities provided diffusion of influence by 

expanded human and financial resource, membership, and public recognition locally, 

nationally, and globally.   

Both chambers of commerce and trade associations are largely populated and directed 

by firms in competing industries and derive diffusion of influence from enabling market 

formation (Bennett, 1998; Maennig et al., 2015; Prokopovych, 2015; Schwartz & Bar-El, 

2015). However, trade association members operate in similar industries and segments of 

industries, while chambers of commerce members are dispersed across varied competing 

industries. The Greater New York Chamber of Commerce, for instance, has car and motorbike 

dealers, and pharmaceutical and natural product firms as members. Chambers of commerce 

can defuse this interindustry competition, especially where there is a local culture of 

collaboration and broad member participation in the supply chain of newly created markets 

(Maennig et al., 2015). Still, such deep member integration seldom unfolds in chambers of 

commerce located outside particular countries. Therefore, we consider that the dynamic of 
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greater competition and the challenge of designing new markets to benefit most members 

moderates the enabling of market formation by chambers of commerce. In view of the above 

discussion, we proffer our third proposition:  

P3:  Trade associations are more likely to derive diffusion of influence from enabling 

market formation than are chambers of commerce. 

2.3.3 Cross-sector partnerships. 

Cross-sector partnerships are multisectoral and focus on changing social and ecological values, 

laws, and norms that improve the shared responsibility, consciousness, and behaviour of firms 

and other stakeholders within non-market environments (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Doh & 

Boddewyn, 2013; Vurro et al., 2010). Cross-sector partnerships are subject to pushing by firms 

and pulling by other actors and factors (Kolk et al., 2008) and use non-market strategies to 

confront non-market issues through four arenas: business–nonprofit, business–government, 

government–nonprofit, and tri-sectoral (Selsky & Parker, 2005). Transaction costs and other 

challenges can restrict the implementation of cross-sector partnership strategy; hence, 

consideration should be given to how they address problems of member opportunism and 

information asymmetry (O’Regan & Oster, 2000). 

Cross-sector partnerships enable market formation by influencing public policy and 

making markets from social issues and public service (Boddewyn & Doh, 2011; Kramer & 

Pfitzer, 2016). Studies in this research stream indicate that cross-sector partnerships are born 

from firms’ non-market strategy, and non-market strategies of these non-market collaborations 

helps firms expand into foreign markets and create markets for the provisioning of collective 

goods. Boddewyn and Doh (2011) conceptualised four such governance models for engaging 

governments, NGOs, and local communities: market contracting, alliance, internalisation, and 

assistance. They indicate that from a firm perspective, these models demand the selection and 

implementation of a non-market strategy that manages dependencies, deters incumbents and 



 

54 

prospective entrants, and facilitates the transition of the local economy and public ordering 

system. Empirical works are few here. However, cross-sector partnerships derive increased 

publicity and public recognition nationally and abroad for creating shared value for firms and 

publics (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Sagawa & Segal, 2000).  

Studies on cross-sector partnerships largely centre on how they coordinate members 

and other stakeholders to create platforms comprising financial, ecological, and technical 

resources (Selsky & Parker, 2010) and enable market reformation (Bachmann, 2003). These 

studies acknowledge the complexity of social norms and other cultural dynamics that obstruct 

member and stakeholder coordination and market reformation (Clarke & Fuller, 2010). They 

indicate that business astuteness and defined social values can stimulate public support for 

initiatives and market growth. Kolk and Lenfant (2012) showed how civil wars in the 

Democratic Republic of Congo threatened the survival of cross-sector partnerships 

implementing female literacy, HIV/AIDS education, and village farming there. They found that 

cross-sector partnerships used knowledge transfer facilitation between local participants to 

reduce stakeholder information asymmetry and expand job creation and productivity.  

Cross-sector partnerships use non-market strategies to influence government in other 

ways that enable market reformation (Webb et al., 2010). Studies in this stream of research 

indicate that firms seeking deeper embeddedness push cross-sector partnerships, while gaps in 

government provisioning of security, education, transportation, and healthcare pull them into 

providing collective goods (Doh & Boddewyn, 2013). This study focuses on cross-sector 

partnerships establishing, steering, facilitating, operating, and monitoring agreements with 

governments, and shows how such actions address public policy concerns and improve the 

provisioning of collective good. They demonstrate how such agreements increase government 

efficiency, labour productivity, and agricultural activity, and enable firms to acquire local 

knowledge, acceptance, and embeddedness (Webb et al., 2010). Overall, cross-sector 
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partnerships that are effective in stakeholder communication and service delivery derive deeper 

embeddedness and increased public confidence (Kolk et al., 2008). However, prior works 

highlight government efficiency and related institutional outcomes and could instead more 

deeply consider the diffusion of influence and other organisational outcomes of cross-sector 

partnerships.   

2.3.4 Policy networks. 

Policy networks vary in structure, governance, and focus (van Waarden, 1992) and this affects 

the degree to which their non-market strategy actually shapes public policy (Lecours, 2005; 

Rizopoulos & Sergakis, 2010). While firms push to influence policy network strategy, 

government and activist groups also influence these non-market collaborations’ direction, 

membership, sociopolitical legitimacy, and efficacy and the enabling of market opportunities. 

Furthermore, governmental priorities and changes in ideological views impose considerable 

pressures on the formation, strategy, reformation, and dissolution of policy networks (Botterill, 

2005; Daugbjerg, 1999; Smith, 1993).   

Where market formation is concerned, policy networks play a key role in Germany and 

Japan and other corporatist countries, where they form part of the centralised bureaucratic 

apparatus (Jepperson, 2002; Spencer et al., 2005, p. 326). Jacobsson and Lauber (2006) showed 

that the lobbying efforts of policy networks comprising trade associations and other 

organizations played a significant role in influencing the political process and regulatory 

framework that enabled the creation of wind energy and solar cells markets in Germany. They 

found that this process of public policy influencing transcended political regimes and involved 

government subsidisation that strengthened the research capability of the German industry 

relative to that of Denmark and other competing countries. This diffusion of influence largely 

hinges on government recognition and support of policy networks (Botterill, 2005; Mintrom & 
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Vergari, 1998). Additionally, such works indicate that policy networks seeking to enable 

market formation can influence government to provide tax incentives and research resources.     

Policy networks enable market reformation using resource pooling and knowledge 

transfer strategies to derive member and stakeholder consensus on public policy formulation, 

implementation, and review relevant policy issues (Braun, 2009; Mintrom & Vergari, 1998). 

This stream of research considers how member coordination enables the formation of balanced 

public policy and has reformed markets in ways that upheld consumer rights, privacy laws, and 

other normative and regulative considerations and broadened the influence of policy networks. 

Firm membership in policy networks contributes to this as the networks usually tap into 

member resource and push for network transformation, which increases the prospect of shaping 

relevant public policy (Mintrom & Vergari, 1998; Rizopoulos & Sergakis, 2010). Trémolières 

and Walther (2017) show how policy networks pulled by the Nigeria, Ghana, and Niger 

governments and the OECD used resource pooling and knowledge sharing to launch poverty 

reduction and water resource expansion programmes that facilitated regional integration in 

West Africa. We observe the diffusion of influence here by knowledge transfer and resource 

pooling.     

Policy networks also pursue foreign trade policy reform through periodic symposia and 

events. These interactions enable policy networks to clarify their mandate over time, and seek 

public and parliamentary consensus on the way forward and pursue a collective policy position 

(Atkinson & Coleman, 1989; Börzel, 1998). Dahan et al. (2006) showed how a policy network 

comprising over 100 firms, trade associations, legislators, and technocrats from the US 

Department of Commerce and the European Commission lobbied policymakers from the US 

and Europe to improve trade terms and provide better reciprocal market access as part of the 

Transatlantic Business Dialogue. This study highlights the challenges that policy networks face 

in finding consensus on complex public policy concerns and shows that market reformation by 
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policy networks is often a slow and tedious journey for firms. We note that while lengthy policy 

negotiation processes can erode stakeholder confidence in policy networks, they can also 

expand their influence across countries and continents. Overall, the policy network domain 

suffers from a dearth of empirical research.    

Both policy networks and cross-sector partnerships comprise multisectoral 

membership, face governance and implementation challenges, and use non-market strategy to 

enable market reformation (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Dahan et al., 2006; Rizopoulos & 

Sergakis, 2010; Webb et al., 2010). However, policy networks are acutely diverse and deficits 

in government recognition and continued support of them threatens their existence (Botterill, 

2005) and restricts their ability to enable market reformation (Daugbjerg, 1999; van Waarden, 

1992). Furthermore, we believe that the diversity of member interests restricts the timing and 

ability of policy networks to achieve consensus on policy formulation and implementation. 

Conversely, cross-sector partnerships pursue more targeted policy interests, which directly 

benefit communities and embed them in non-market environments (Doh & Boddewyn, 2013; 

Selsky & Parker, 2005). Considering the above arguments, we offer our fourth proposition:     

P4:  Cross-sector partnerships are more likely to derive diffusion of influence from 

enabling market reformation than are policy networks. 

2.4 Discussion and Conclusion  

This article explored the mechanism by which non-market collaborations enable market 

opportunities and derive benefit. Using neo-institutional theory, we demonstrated by way of a 

framework in Figure 2.1 how firms’ pushing and other actors’ and factors’ pulling of non-

market collaborations impact the enabling of market formation and market reformation and the 

diffusion of those collaborations’ influence. The diffusion of influence comprised enhanced 

sociopolitical legitimacy demonstrated through increased membership and member 

participation, financial and other resourcing, and stakeholder recognition and support. The 
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sufficiency or deficiency of sociopolitical legitimacy relates to the degree of influence 

possessed by non-market collaborations and is affected by member and public trust of, and 

confidence in, them (Lee et al., 2017; Noel & Luckett, 2014; Rajwani et al., 2015; Raven et al., 

2016).  

Our work aligns with that of others linking the diffusion of influence of non-market 

collaborations with their acquiescence in, and resistance to, institutional pressure (Boxenbaum 

& Jonsson, 2017; Doh et al., 2012; Oliver, 1991). These studies indicate that diffusion of 

influence enables non-market collaborations to adapt and change non-market environments and 

show that they derive such diffusion of influence by using non-market strategy to expand their 

membership and institutional functions (Cropper & Bor, 2018; Lawton & Rajwani, 2018). We 

observe that diffusion of influence can be attained by pushing and pulling non-market 

collaborations not only to protect markets but also to enable market opportunities. For example, 

trade associations enjoy official or quasi membership in policy networks such as the NZ US 

Council while the memberships of the Confederation of British Industry and other peak 

associations are comprised of trade associations and chambers of commerce. As the functional 

and membership boundaries of non-market collaborations expand, so too will their sources and 

depth of influence. 

2.4.1 Theoretical contributions.  

Drawing on neo-institutional theory, we make two theoretical contributions that extend the non-

market strategy literature on non-market collaborations. Our first contribution comes by way 

of a conceptual framework in Figure 2.1 explaining the mechanism through which non-market 

collaborations enable market opportunities. Previous studies suggested that “the next frontier 

in strategic management is deliberately to shape the non-market environment, creating new 

market opportunities and lasting competitive advantage through a carefully crafted non-market 

strategy” (Bach & Allen, 2010, p. 48). Other works have considered the collective enabling of 
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market opportunities from firm (Ballesteros & Gatignon, 2019; Dorobantu et al., 2017) and 

societal perspectives (Kolk & Lenfant, 2012) but without linking them and comprehensively 

exploring the interactions of particular non-market collaborations per se (Bachmann, 2003; 

Rajwani et al., 2015; Spillman, 2018). Our study builds on these works and on the notion of 

isomorphic pressures and organisational responses (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Oliver, 1991). 

We show how firms’ pushing and other actors’ and factors’ pulling underpin the enabling of 

market formation and market reformation by trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-

sector partnerships, and policy networks. 

Our second contribution emanates from using testable propositions to extrapolate how 

trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and policy networks 

derive diffusion of influence from enabling market formation and market reformation. Previous 

studies showed that non-market influence is an underpinning logic of non-market strategy 

research (Baron, 1995; Hillman & Hitt, 1999) and a key determinant of non-market 

collaborations’ success and survival (Hirsch, 1975; Lawton et al., 2018; Maennig et al., 2015). 

Other studies indicate that non-market influence empowers organisations to strategically 

neutralise isomorphic pressure and enables diffusion of influence (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 

2017; Oliver, 1991). We build on these studies and demonstrate how non-market collaborations 

use non-market strategy to enable market opportunities in ways that benefit them through 

diffusion of influence. Our study elevates the notion of diffusion of influence in non-market 

strategy scholarship and broadens learnings on this important yet previously taken-for-granted 

consideration.  

2.4.2 Managerial implications. 

The managerial implications of our study relate to both non-market collaborations and firms. 

Non-market collaborations should develop business models enabling them to draw on their 

substantial member and market knowledge, in carefully considering which pushing and pulling 
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to acquiesce to and which to resist. This can enable non-market collaborations to, for example, 

avoid diffusion of influence that is temporary or highly concentrated among a few members 

and stakeholders. Considering this, non-market collaboration executives should practise 

cautious pragmatism or decision-making which, when taken as a whole, ensure organisational 

stability and provide shared benefits to the majority of members (Barnett, 2006; Staber & 

Aldrich, 1983). We do not advocate that non-market collaborations ignore the pushing and 

pulling from larger firms and powerful stakeholders who appear self-interested (Barnett, 2013; 

Kolk, 2013). Instead, we suggest that they engage all members in discussing which market 

opportunities, if enabled, align with their mutuality principle, and can provide shared member 

benefit (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Boléat, 2003).     

Firm enabling of market opportunities via non-market collaborations will become the 

new norm, and such collaborations may have to develop new business models that assimilate 

this contemporary approach. This will help firms select non-market collaborations that best 

support the integration of their market and non-market strategy (Lawton et al., 2014). Firms 

should consider which non-market collaboration are best placed to enable particular market 

opportunities, ameliorate their deficit in non-market influence and resources (Ahuja, 2000; 

Aldrich & Fiol, 1994), and permit the fair sharing of transaction costs and benefits (Boddewyn 

& Doh, 2013). Some firms may elect to, for example, enable market reformation through trade 

associations instead of via chambers of commerce if this permits better industry-specific 

influencing and increases their competitiveness relative to other firms from substitute industries 

in their locale. Alternatively, firms pursuing market reformation via chambers of commerce 

may have to insist that these collaborations develop new industry-specific strategies to 

complement their sector-wide strategies. 
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2.4.3 Avenues for further research. 

As existing markets become increasingly complex and competitive, more firms will seek to 

enable market formation and reformation via non-market collaborations. This offers significant 

possibilities for future empirical research within the non-market strategy domain, 

entrepreneurship, and elsewhere in management scholarship, and in other disciplines, e.g., 

political science, marketing, and economics. Future research should broaden learnings in these 

areas using qualitative and quantitative methods to test our propositions on the pushing and 

pulling of trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and policy 

networks and their enabling of market formation and reformation and diffusion of influence. 

Research in this area can provide further insights into the systemic interactions of these non-

market collaborations considering, for example, hybrid and inertia strategies (Gray & Purdy, 

2018; Oliver, 1991), which enable them to influence both market and non-market environments 

(Funk & Hirschman, 2017).  

Through longitudinal research, scholars may examine the pushing and pulling of 

cyberspace-based and other non-market collaborations not explored here, and consider the 

novel non-market strategies they use to enable market formation and reformation and derive 

diffusion of influence. Further studies should consider the basis of appropriating social, 

political, and economic value arising from the pushing and pulling of non-market 

collaborations, bearing in mind the intermediation between firms and related stakeholders to 

align their interests. Finally, future studies can shed light on, for instance, resistance to pushing 

and pulling and the failure of non-market collaborations, exposing unresolved organisational 

and institutional tensions, which have held them back from enabling of market opportunities.  
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Chapter 3. Article 2: Conforming to and shaping government policy: 

Decoupling collective political strategies to enable nascent market 

emergence 

3.1 Introduction 

Trade or industry association political strategy has been widely used by firms to improve their 

performance (Barnett, 2013; Betton, Branston, & Tomlinson, 2018; Dür & Mateo, 2012; 

Lawton et al., 2018; Patnaik, 2019). Non-market strategy scholars define political strategy as 

purposive individual or collective actions of firms, third-party consultants, and trade 

associations that influence public policy and opinion to create value for firms (Baron, 1995; 

Boddewyn, 2003; Liedong, Rajwani, & Mellahi, 2017; Rehbein & Schuler, 1999). These 

studies identify firm-related economic risk associated with unfavourable public policy and 

show how trade associations’ political strategies − traditionally information exchange, financial 

incentives, and constituency building – influence and change government legislative agenda on 

their behalf (Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Rajwani et al., 2015).   

Despite the growing interest in trade associations and their behaviours, few empirical 

studies consider trade associations’ political strategies outside of the context of mature or 

declining markets. An emerging body of literature investigates how trade associations enable 

nascent market emergence and provide member firms with new business lines, revenues, and 

competitive spaces (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Prokopovych, 2015). These studies define nascent 

market emergence as the process by which market categories in their formative phases are 

created and expanded (Hiatt & Carlos, 2019; Santos & Eisenhardt, 2009). One research stream 

within this literature takes a cognitive perspective and explains stakeholders’ sensemaking of 

trade associations’ role in enabling market emergence (Khaire, 2017). These studies consider 

trade associations’ boundary definition and standard setting but examine their institutional role 

and strategy only partially (Boléat, 1996; Hutson, 2017). Conversely, other studies adopted 
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normative and regulative perspectives and consider nascent market enabling by associations as 

a multifaceted process involving, for example, pursuing government incentives and responding 

to governmental pressure, and regulating new markets (Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). 

Nevertheless, trade associations’ strategy selection is largely presumed (Rajwani et al., 2015) 

and their use of divergent political strategies barely considered (Papaioannou et al., 2016). 

Thus, Lawton et al. (2018) call for more research into these collective political strategies in 

specific industries.  

This paper attempts to examine how trade associations use political strategies to enable 

nascent market emergence. Using neo-institutional theory as the anchor to examine its strategy 

selection choice, we explore the notion of divergent collective political strategies with respect 

to a trade association, which enabled nascent market emergence. Our findings indicate that the 

association’s decoupled conforming and shaping strategies enable it to simultaneously adapt 

the policy context and influence the policy of different strata of government. We develop a 

framework for how a trade association creates a conforming strategy involving reputation 

building and capacity building, which enables it to have a broad convergence with state agency 

policy and scaled production capacity, and influence diffusion across government. Conversely, 

we show that the trade association’s shaping strategy was underpinned by constituency 

building, agenda setting, and lobbying activities – which influenced regional and local councils 

and the relevant government ministries’ market incentivisation, categorisation, regulation, and 

boundary definition.  

Our study further uses neo-institutional theory to develop three contributions to the non-

market strategy literature by providing empirical evidence on this rarely studied subject of trade 

associations and their political strategies. First, using a longitudinal approach, we explore how 

this trade association selected specific political strategies to develop a nascent market. We 

develop a framework that explores trade associations’ combination of political strategies to 
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understand their ways of influencing policy. Building on Boxenbaum and Jonsson (2017), we 

reveal the trade association’s decoupling process and the effect of its decoupling seemingly 

conflicting political strategies. Second, augmenting Holburn and Vanden Bergh’s (2000) notion 

of non-market strategy selection in multifaceted governmental contexts, we show how this 

trade association decoupled its conforming and shaping political strategies to influence the 

different strata of government. Third and finally, drawing on Oliver (1991), Hillman and Hitt 

(1999), Kshetri and Dholakia (2009), Papaioannou et al. (2016), we show that trade 

associations develop shaping strategies to legitimise nascent markets when they can resist 

government pressure, and accede using conforming strategies to align industry–government 

interests when resisting government pressure is not possible.  

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In section 3.2, we explore theoretical 

considerations on government incentivisation of the nascent market, institutional pressure, 

trade association political strategy, decoupling, and nascent market emergence enablement. 

Thereafter, we detail our methods in section 3.3 and summarise our findings in section 3.4. In 

the subsequent section – 3.5, we describe and discuss the longitudinal process by which trade 

associations enable nascent market emergence. We make theoretical contributions by offering 

propositions that theoretically extrapolate our findings to trade association political strategy 

selection in other contexts and consider the practical implications and limitations of our study. 

We conclude in section 3.6 by highlighting key considerations in trade associations’ 

conforming and shaping strategy selection.  

3.2 Theoretical Motivation 

3.2.1 Collective political strategies, nascent markets, and government pressure. 

The collective political strategies pursued through trade associations can align firm–

governmental interests and influence public policy, yet the outcomes they generate are both 

restricted and enabled by the political characteristics of governments (Astley, 1984; Patnaik, 
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2019; Watkins et al., 2015). These studies show how the association–government 

interrelationship and the political philosophy of governments influence their reaction to the 

political strategy of trade associations in nascent markets. Building on Rajwani et al. (2015), 

we define trade associations as industry-specific interfirm meta-organisations whose members 

pay subscriptions or make donations to pursue their shared interests in particular markets, 

industries and societies. Based on this definition, UK Finance and the semiconductor industry 

associations in the US and China are examples of trade associations whose political strategies 

and outcomes interact with, and are affected by, the current political characteristics of the 

governments in their contexts. 

The political characteristics of governments influence trade associations’ strategy 

selection, and affect not only which markets emerge but also how they emerge. This market 

emergence process can be stimulated by government incentivisation or stifled by non-

incentivisation (Georgallis, Dowell, & Durand, 2018). Incentivisation stimulates market 

emergence by, for instance, tax relief and grant funding that reduces firm transaction costs and 

incites new investment and consumer spending, while non-incentivisation stifles it where 

production cost and pricing render demand and supply uneconomic (Lawton et al., 2014, p. 

194). Governments are seldom submissive actors who incentivise nascent markets without 

imposing conditions on trade associations and industry. They impose industry structure, market 

competition intensity (Georgallis et al., 2018), and other conditions through an interactive 

institutional process that influences trade association strategy selection and market emergence 

(Bohnsack, Pinkse & Waelpoel, 2016; Boléat, 1996; Haley & Schuler, 2011).  

Government pressure of this nature and its effect on the agency of trade associations 

and other organisations is a central research focus of neo-institutional theory (Doh et al., 2012; 

Powell & Oberg, 2017; Weber & Waeger, 2017). Neo-institutional theorists broadly categorise 

this as institutional pressures – normative isomorphism, mimetic isomorphism, and coercive 
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isomorphism – and consider how they encourage organisational and institutional homogeneity 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, 1991). Normative isomorphism involves pressure from, among 

other things, global standards and professional bodies that inspire moral values convergence in 

trade association strategy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). In contrast, mimetic isomorphism stems 

from social and ecological dislocation and political uncertainty (Wood & Budhwar, 2016), 

which prompts trade associations to imitate the strategy of peer associations (Shah & Rivera, 

2013). While these pressures, which affect the moral basis and risk tolerance embedment of 

trade associations’ political strategy, are seldom initiated by governments, they are often tacitly 

supported by them. 

Coercive isomorphism juxtaposes normative and mimetic isomorphism and involves 

pressure imposed by especially cultural norms and governments upon whom the legality of 

trade association agency largely depends (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Governments use 

antitrust law, regulation, and market incentivisation to influence trade association strategy 

(Lynn & McKeown, 1988; Schaede, 2000). In addition to this, NGOs, entrepreneurs, and firms 

can use incentives and advocacy to influence trade associations’ strategies and nascent market 

emergence enablement (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; van Wijk et al., 2013). Ironically, however, the 

legality of the customs and mechanisms whereby they exert influence is largely dependent on 

government legislation or tacit approval. Governments coerce trade associations to formalise 

market incentivisation conditions, ensure that terms accepted subsist through their strategy, 

protect consumers, and oversee the fair distribution of incentives amid firms. Overall, 

government pressure is part of the everyday life of trade associations pursuing state incentives 

to develop nascent markets.  

3.2.2 Response to government pressure and strategy decoupling. 

Organisations such as trade associations respond to government pressure using avoiding, 

defying, compromising, acquiescing or conforming, and/or manipulating or shaping collective 
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political strategies (Oliver, 1991; Weber & Waeger, 2017). Through trade associations, firms 

employ these collective political strategies to bolster their political adaptation, public policy 

influencing, and nascent market enablement (Patnaik, 2019). The ways of avoiding, defying, 

compromising, conforming, shaping and decoupling are strategies previously discussed in the 

non-market strategy literature, but little is known about these choices within trade associations. 

We focus on trade association conforming and shaping strategies in this article because extant 

works concentrate on them and elucidate how they influence public policy (Dorobantu et al., 

2017; Papaioannou et al., 2016) and nascent markets (Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009).  

An avoiding strategy involves, for example, abandoning market enablement to escape 

government pressure of a kind, which restricts trade association decision-making and 

sovereignty (König et al., 2012). Conversely, a defying strategy involves resisting, ignoring, 

and contesting relevant laws, norms, and practices in court and elsewhere (Oliver, 1991; Slack 

& Hinings, 1994). These strategies could trigger conflict with the government and encourage 

them to withhold or withdraw state incentives. This may necessitate a compromising strategy, 

which involves balancing varied stakeholder expectations and, for instance, placating tensions 

between public policy impartiality and firm self-interest (Barnett, 2006; Oliver, 1991). 

However, this strategy could be a non-starter where political ideology and pressure from the 

citizenry restrict or preclude government action until a trade association complies with political 

engagement laws and norms.  

We know from previous studies that conforming strategy involves “active agency” and 

strategic compliance with relevant laws and norms to adapt political contexts, maximise 

available government expertise, enhance organisational reputation, and pursue particular 

interests (DiMaggio, 1988; Oliver, 1991; Tucker, 2008). This involves structural conformity – 

namely governance and operational configuration; personnel conformity – namely staff and 

member certification; and procedural conformity – namely formal decision-making procedure 
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and actual activity (Scott, 1992, pp. 210–212). While conforming strategy can align trade 

association and government interests, it may be a double-edged sword as alignment with, for 

instance, unpopular and corrupt governments may suppress the association’s non-market 

influence, harm its image, and constrain negotiation of market incentivisation. In contrast, 

shaping strategy can co-opt and control publics, legislators and other governmental actors, and 

set government legislative agenda (Hillman et al., 2004; Oliver, 1991). This strategy involves, 

for example, lobbying, constituency building, campaign financing, and agenda setting to 

forcibly influence and change governmental decision-making and incentive policy (Dorobantu 

et al., 2017; Hillman & Hitt, 1999).  

Trade associations may utilise multiple and conflicting strategies in responding to 

government pressure and political uncertainty, which may increase their governmental 

influence and resource pool (Boléat, 1996; De Villa, Rajwani, Lawton, & Mellahi, 2018; 

Oliver, 1991). Paradoxically, the use of conflicting political strategies may also increase 

government pressure on trade associations to appease public displeasure about their rent 

seeking and possible extending of intra-governmental conflict regarding policy priorities. 

However, trade associations and other complex not-for-profit organisations can undoubtedly 

utilise divergent strategies but decouple them, e.g., to reduce organisational and institutional 

risks and derive dual or multiple outcomes (Bromley et al., 2012). 

Decoupling denotes the separation or divergent pursuit of two or more organisational 

functions and strategies to gain influence and maintain flexibility (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 

2017). Decoupling separates policy-and-practice – the gap between organisational policy and 

action, and means-and-ends output – the gap between practice and outcome (Bromley & 

Powell, 2012). Using policy-and-practice decoupling, US not-for-profit organisations’ 

executives segregated their strategic planning based on associational, managerial, and 

opportunistic factors (Bromley et al., 2012). Policy-and-practice decoupling enabled them to, 
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for example, conform to funder, manager, and member pressure while pursuing institutional 

outcomes acceptable to all. Conversely, means-and-ends decoupling may divert resources 

earmarked for influencing government incentive policy to extend trade associations’ 

governmental reputation. Overall, trade associations can decouple their political strategy to 

adapt to contexts and gain or retain influence to develop nascent markets (Boxenbaum & 

Jonsson, 2017). However, insights into the exact effects of government pressure on trade 

association political strategy selection and decoupling to develop nascent markets are limited.   

3.2.3 Conforming strategy. 

All trade associations engage in some form of conformity to entrenched and emergent 

government laws and norms – yet this does not necessarily exemplify conforming strategy. 

Studies in this stream demonstrate ”active agency” or ”strategic conformity”, where trade 

associations, by government compulsion and member consent, conform to increase their 

political embeddedness and competence at enabling markets (Doner & Schneider, 2000; 

Laothamatas, 1992). Trade associations’ conforming strategy demonstrates their 

trustworthiness and shows government their competence in enabling nascent market growth 

and competition and local capability development (Georgallis et al., 2018; Marques, 

Yigitcanlar, & da Costa, 2015). The conforming strategy of associations enables them to shift 

“away from ineffective lobbying to a new political approach that emphasises partnering with 

government in the pursuit of … broader development aims” (Papaioannou et al., 2016, p. 66). 

The literature considers structural, procedural and personnel conformity; hence, we explore the 

same three types here.   

Existing studies view structural conformity as trade associations’ compliance with 

government-imposed configuration terms and polity laws and norms (Aldrich, 2018; Weber & 

Waeger, 2017, p. 892) and consider reputation building as a separate activity (Henisz, 2017; 

Tucker, 2008). Such works demonstrate how associations align market self-regulation design 
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to complement government regulation and competition policy (Gunningham & Rees, 1997; 

Schaede, 2000). However, they focus on industry governance and offer limited perspectives on 

trade association political strategy selection and influence diffusion per se. Trade associations’ 

procedural conformity to government ordinance increases their credibility and assures 

government that market capability growth and incentive conditions are attainable and 

sustainable (Laothamatas, 1992; Marques et al., 2015). For example, trade associations in 

Brazil have used procedural conformity, such as political protocols, to enhance their 

governmental proficiency, market awareness, production capability, and government trust 

(Schwartz & Bar-El, 2015). Procedural conformity thus stimulates government trust and market 

growth, while non-conformity can erode trade association reputation and government 

acceptance of nascent markets. 

Trade associations also build nascent market capacity using personnel conformity to 

align with government quality benchmarks (Rao, 1994; Scott, 1992). This alignment increases 

an association’s technical competence and knowledge transfer by, for example, firm training 

and certification programmes, which enable skill uniformity and sufficiency and enrich the 

government’s understanding of nascent market expertise and prospect. Personnel conformity 

can thus improve firm expertise and competitiveness in nascent markets (Doner & Schneider, 

2000) and restrict the growth of uncertified non-members (Barnett, 2006; Rao, 1994). Overall, 

we observe that extant works mainly consider personnel conformity in terms of the mechanism 

of training and thus overlook other mechanisms for ensuring conformity, for example, de facto 

and formal trade association membership. Furthermore, government pressure on trade 

associations may necessitate either personnel, structural or procedural conformity or all of these 

as preconditions to market incentivisation. Finally, organisational reputation and conformity 

interrelate, yet the above studies scarcely consider trade association reputation building as a 

component of conforming strategy. 
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3.2.4 Shaping strategy.  

The shaping strategy domain shows how trade associations use lobbying, agenda setting, and 

constituency building to stimulate and legitimise nascent markets (Dorobantu et al., 2017; 

Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009; Prokopovych, 2015). Legitimisation is a 

process of nascent market institutionalisation involving nascent market acceptance by firms 

and publics, and governments’ categorisation of a new market (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; 

Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 2002). Trade associations legitimise nascent markets by an 

agency-centred process involving legislative agenda setting and public policy influencing. 

Intriguingly, campaign financing is hardly featured in these works, and lobbying, agenda 

setting, and constituency building are seldom considered as interrelated activities.  

Trade associations’ lobbying and agenda setting resist or defuse government pressure 

and influence legislative decision-making and public policy to legitimise the nascent market 

(Jacobides, 2005; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). These studies emphasise the broad institutional 

role of trade associations and show how shaping strategy enables them to fill key governance 

voids in nascent markets. Kshetri and Dholakia (2009) demonstrate how India’s NASSCOM 

lobbied legislators in Andhra Pradesh State in that country, set their legislative agenda, and 

derived tax incentives, data protection, and piracy policy. They linked the resources and 

influence of the trade association, and showed how these affected the provision of law 

enforcement and self-regulation authority in the nascent offshoring market. We consider it 

noteworthy, however, that while NASSCOM effectively lobbied and set the legislative agenda 

at home, it was not freed from pressure by governments in the US and elsewhere. In addition, 

the two studies just cited presuppose the origination of trade association lobbying and agenda 

setting and do not sufficiently detail the interactions that bring them into being.    

Studies on trade association constituency building show how firm co-option and 

direction influence nascent market discourse, cognition, and legitimisation (Betton et al., 2018; 
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Kahl, 2018; Prokopovych, 2015). These works consider firm coordination as a stimulant to 

nascent market activity and show how it increases firm participation in trade association agency 

and enables such associations to influence governments and categorise markets (Barnett, 2018; 

Feldman & Nocken, 1975). Prokopovych (2015) showed how US Shellfish Industry 

Associations’ constituency building stimulated firm discourse, increased firm participation in 

the nascent environmental services market, and derived favourable government regulation. 

While these works link constituency building to market incentivisation and legitimisation, they 

assume a narrow firm-only stance, which is detached from contemporary trade association 

enabling of nascent markets (Schwartz & Bar-El, 2015). 

3.3 Methods 

3.3.1 Research design.  

This study examines how trade associations’ divergent political strategy enabled nascent 

market emergence. In doing so, we chose the inductive research design and a single longitudinal 

case study approach as our research method as this offers empirical depth and permit us to 

extrapolate our findings elsewhere (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

Consequently, theory building involved using multiple sources of textual and interview data 

and in-depth analysis of the relevant trade association political interactions, which provided a 

detailed understanding of the market emergence process (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Siggelkow, 

2007).  

3.3.2 Sampling and research setting. 

We used theoretical sampling to identify a context that illuminates the phenomenon under study 

as clearly as possible (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). To guide the sampling, we developed 

four criteria: (1) a new market had emerged, (2) a trade association was actively involved in 

the market formation process, (3) the case allowed longitudinal investigation, and (4) we would 

be allowed sufficient access. In order to generate a long list of possible recently emerged 
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markets, we first reviewed popular business press articles between 1990 and 2015, using search 

words such as “new market”, “new industry”, and “new business opportunity”. Then, we 

verified market emergence based on official government statistics: if a new industry 

classification had emerged between 1990 and 2015, then this market made it to our list of 

possible case studies. After this, we returned to the popular business press articles and sought 

evidence of trade association involvement.  

The above-mentioned three stages generated a list of five possible case studies. Next, 

we prioritised the possible case studies based on the role of the trade association (central vs. 

peripheral), the length of active involvement by the trade association (less than 2 years, between 

2 and 4 years, more than 4 years), and likelihood of getting access to the trade association (high, 

medium, low). Based on this prioritisation, we approached LENTNZ – a pseudonym for a New 

Zealand-based renewable energy trade association – and received research access to it and its 

members in the Alpha, Beta, and Gamma interest groups (pseudonyms). This rare access 

provided us a comprehensive understanding of the activities of LENTNZ from its formation in 

June 2001 to when we finished our observations in December 2018, especially about how it 

enabled the emergence of a nascent naumixie, a pseudonym for a renewable energy product, 

market in NZ.  

As a small, financially constrained trade association comprising mainly small and 

medium-sized firms seeking to develop a nascent renewable energy market, LENTNZ initially 

lacked the resource and non-market influence to enable market emergence. The trade 

association’s membership initially included seven firms but officially expanded in 2014 to 

include naumixie prospective customers as well universities, and government agencies. The 

board of directors of LENTNZ comprised seven members, including two “associates” from 

separate government agencies, who were appointed in 2008 by way of an annual general 

meeting (AGM) resolution. However, these actors started participating in some of LENTNZ’s 
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strategy selection from 2001 after it sought government incentives and acceded to some 

government involvement. Government agency actors helped LENTNZ align its nascent market 

activities with the renewable energy focus and policy of their agencies but were excluded from 

the selection of strategy aimed at influencing other strata of government. The latter strategy 

primarily focused on influencing regional and local council to utilise naumixie products and 

the responsible government ministry to incentivise the nascent naumixie market.   

There was a dispersal of naumixie policy decision-making across government 

ministries, agencies, and regional and local councils and major political parties took divergent 

policy views of the incentivisation of the nascent naumixie market in 2001. Such fragmentation 

of government decision-making, and political party policy divergence, are standard features of 

the governmental system in NZ (Halligan, 2007). For LENTNZ, however, the divergent public 

policy on naumixie incentivisation across successive governments was a political characteristic 

that constrained firm investment even after government incentivisation and market creation in 

2007 (LENTNZ, 2015; Energy Efficiency and Conservation Authority [EECA], 2016). An 

NZ$20 million firm investment project was abandoned when the government changed in 2008 

and the tax subsidy was rescinded by the responsible ministry in 2011. Government ministry 

policy has since remained unchanged and nascent market activity subdued (Kelly, 2016). 

However, government agencies continued to be supportive of LENTNZ and councils 

intensified their call for a tax subsidy and a stable central government clean energy policy.   

3.3.3 Data collection. 

Our core data collection centred on LENTNZ’s nascent market activities over its lifespan until 

December 2018 and comprised varied internal and external archival sources and interviews. 

This longitudinal approach complemented our single case study method by allowing data 

immersion linking the evolutionary effect of the relevant strategy selection processes and 

actions (Langley, 2009; Pettigrew, 1990). We used snowball sampling to identify participants 
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and an interview protocol with in-depth semi-structured interviews and follow-up probes and 

ensured both initial and spontaneous open-ended questions were completely answered 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Initially, we interviewed LENTNZ’s executive director and next 

snowballed the members recommended by him (Feldman et al., 2004). We continued to use 

snowball sampling until we reached saturation after having interviewed 30 of the roughly 100 

members of LENTNZ. The interviewee sample spanned executives of the association, firm 

representatives, academics, and government agents with varied interest group affiliations 

(Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Appendix A and Table 3.1 below summarises the details of 

the interviews we conducted over the 14-month period ending August 2017.  

Table 3.1 

Interview Summary  

Data Breakdown Association 

Executives 

Firm 

Representatives 

Academics Government 

Agents 

Interview participants 

Pseudonym code 

2 

EXEC 1-2 

(Also firm reps.) 

23 

FIRM 1-23 

2 

ACAD 1-2 

3 

GOVT 1-3 

Primary interest group 

(pseudonyms): 

Alpha  

Beta  

Gamma 

  

 

9 

4 

12 (Incl. firms of 

2 Assoc. Execs.) 

 

 

2 

0 

0 

 

 

1 

0 

2 

Average interview time 88 minutes 53 minutes 43 minutes 45 minutes 

Percentage membership 

interviewed 

67% 25% 40% 67% 

Interview mode: 

Face-to-face 

Telephone 

Skype 

 

1 

0 

1 

 

6 

3 

16 

 

1 

0 

1 

 

2 

0 

1 

 

To triangulate, we inspected internal archival data comprising minutes of the 

LENTNZ’s board, special-interest group meetings, AGMs, industry and board reports. External 

reports originated from firms and relevant government ministry and agency websites, especially 

the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE), Ministry of Transport (MoT) 
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(henceforth “ministries”), and EECA and SCION (henceforth “agencies”). These data sources 

provided a comprehensive historical account of the events, actions, and political interactions, 

and detailed the complexity and contextualised nature of the phenomenon (Denzin & Lincoln, 

1998a). In sum, we collected relevant, extensive, and hard-to-get data on the phenomenon, 

which permitted some triangulation across data sources. 

3.3.4 Data analysis.  

Our data analysis involved a three-step inductive methodological process focused on 

understanding the internal and external market emergence enabling actions of the trade 

association. First, we organised the archival and interview data in line with the in-depth 

historical case study method (Yin, 2013) and previous works on market emergence (Alvarez et 

al., 2018; Hiatt & Carlos, 2019). Organising the data in chronological order in Table 3.2 

allowed us to identify key events and interactions from which associated patterns of 

consequential actions on the case organisation could be derived (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

Table 3.2 

LENTNZ’s Milestones  

Time Milestone Comment 

2001 

LENTNZ was established as a not-for-profit and a 

business plan developed for it.   

 

LENTNZ begins to influence government for 

incentives and technical non-market information on 

naumixie in NZ.  

Multilevel advocacy for government 

tax incentive or subsidy begins. 

 

Government agency sought 

involvement in LENTNZ’s strategic 

decision-making to ensure fulfilment 

of the government’s mandate.    

2003 

LENTNZ’s working group and executive officer 

developed an advocacy strategy, which included 

engagement of actors from a government ministry, 

agencies and councils.  

 

Actors representing government agencies 

participated in LENTNZ meetings, especially 

concerning nascent market development.  

 

LENTNZ refined its political 

strategy.  

 

 

 

LENTNZ aligned strategy with the 

policy of EECA – a government 

agency, and pursued co-funding for 

market development.  
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Time Milestone Comment 

2004 

Discussions with government agencies aligned 

LENTNZ’s emergence activities with their other 

renewable energy interests. 

 

LENTNZ received access to non-market information 

from the International Energy Agency (IAEA) and 

other relevant international agencies.   

 

Co-funding provided by government agency focused 

on production capacity building and knowledge 

transfer.  

LENTNZ focused on personnel 

alignment and on building its 

reputation. 

 

LENTNZ emphasised the need to 

build nascent technical and 

production market capacity. 

 

Symposia and capacity building co-

funding provided by the agency.  

 

2005 

LENTNZ government agency consultation and 

nascent market symposia expanded.  

 

Advocacy of government ministry expanded and 

focused on pursuing nascent market incentivisation.  

Further avenues of alignment 

explored with government agencies.  

 

Significant engagement, especially of 

civil servants and technocrats from 

relevant ministries.   

2006  

LENTNZ made a concerted effort to target 

naumixie firms for membership and discussed the 

possibility of having a single renewable energy 

association in NZ with EECA. 

Procedural and structural alignment 

starts but membership growth took 

precedence.  

2007 

Tax incentive granted this year under Labour-led 

Government that initially came into government in 

1999 – naumixie market created. 

 

 

Strategy consultants delivered a report 

recommending changes to LENTNZ’s 

organisational structure and approach to advocacy. 

Special strategy meeting convened to discuss the 

report and recommendations. 

The government pursued market 

development by the tax incentive. 

The economic exchange began albeit 

in modest quantity. 

 

The report served as a catalyst for 

subsequent organisational changes. 

 

 

2008 

Interest groups formalised and new board structure 

approved at AGM. Two government agency actors 

appointed as associate “directors”. 

  

Reorganisation of LENTNZ to 

improve its alignment with state 

agency policy and advocacy 

elsewhere in government. 

2010 

AGM – chairman acknowledged nascent market 

emergence incentivisation but expressed concern at 

government policy instability.  

LENTNZ chairman called for firm 

investment and government policy 

stability.      

2011 

Government tax subsidy retracted. 

LENTNZ’s activity slowed and member interest 

waned. 

 

 

National (conservative party) 

government supportive of emergence 

by economic merit – not tax 

incentivisation. 

LENTNZ went dormant for a few 

months. 
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Time Milestone Comment 

2012 –

2014 

LENTNZ’s constitution revised to allow for non-

firm membership. 

 

 

Deeper alignment with the government pursued to 

build technical and production capacity and 

advocacy expanded to include government 

ministries and opposition legislators. 

Universities and research institutes 

became official members of 

LENTNZ. 

 

Dual-alignment and advocacy of 

government intensifies.  

 

 

2015 

Collaboration agreement signed with EECA. 

 

 

Alignment with EECA provided 

access to government ministers and 

co-funding of market development 

events. 

 

Trade association signalled that by 2040 the sector 

should reach NZ$6 billion, contributing over 25% of 

NZ’s overall energy. 

 

This reputation building move was 

aimed at signalling to government 

nascent market standing and 

stimulating private investment. 

2016 

AGM and conference – guest speaker: Minister of 

Transport.  

 

Minister mentioned naumixie as 

transport fuel but emphasised 

renewable electricity and electric 

vehicles as a priority. 

2017 

LENTNZ signed local government leaders’ climate 

change declaration calling for favourable energy 

policy and a holistic approach to reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions.   

LENTNZ sought to influence 

government agenda via local 

government coalition. 

 

Second, we coded our interview and secondary data in three waves. First, we analysed 

the interviews using open coding, creating codes in NVivo based on respondents’ statements 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1990). After this, we conducted axial coding, during which interview data 

was given more conceptual codes (Charmaz, 2006). Here, we reflected deeply on the data, 

reviewing previous self-memos, flow charts, and notes, and used them to test and contest our 

understanding of the phenomenon (Charmaz, 2006; Locke, 2001). Finally, we completed 

selective coding, which relates the categories that have emerged to each other. During axial 

and selective coding, we drew upon both the empirical material and our knowledge of the extant 

literature. We used NVivo software to support all three coding waves. After moving back and 

forth between the empirical material and the literature, we identified five second-order themes: 

(1) reputation building, (2) capacity building, (3) constituency building, (4) agenda setting, and 
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(5) lobbying. These themes broadly describe the key activities which enabled and underpinned 

the phenomenon (Gioia et al., 2013; Santos & Eisenhardt, 2009). 

Third, using the Gioia methodology (Gioia et al., 2013), we developed a data structure 

consisting of empirically driven first-order concepts, theory-informed second-order themes, 

and overarching theory-driven aggregate dimensions. This data structure – summarised in 

Figure 3.1 – describes our understanding of how the trade association’s political strategy 

selection enabled nascent market emergence. Our main author presented the preliminary 

findings at LENTNZ’s 2016 AGM in order to challenge our interpretation and improve data 

credibility (Appendix B). Additionally, our main author had three subsequent insightful 

meetings with LENTNZ’s executive director, which enabled us to refine our analysis. Feedback 

received from AGM attendees and subsequent one-on-one meetings broadly confirmed the 

accuracy of our initial findings but also enabled critical refinements. Overall, these exchanges 

improved our data trustworthiness, theorising robustness, and conclusions derived from the 

phenomenon (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998a). 

  

Figure 3.1: Data structure.  
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3.4 Findings  

The central decision for LENTNZ was not whether it should resist or comply with 

governmental pressure, but how it should do both in order to build its reputation and develop 

the nascent market. Our data suggest that the trade association walked this tightrope using 

decoupled conforming and shaping strategies. This political strategy permitted the trade 

association to adapt to its political context, build its reputation and political influence and obtain 

government incentives that stimulated investment by member firms and market expansion 

(LENTNZ, 2010). We broadly categorised the nascent market outcomes observed as alignment 

between industry and government policies and the legitimisation of the new market, and 

summarised quotes from association executives and members in table 3.3. 

The trade association’s decoupled political strategy involved state agency participation 

in forming its conforming strategy but no participation in shaping strategy (LENTNZ, 2001). 

The selection of shaping strategy at the board level, for instance, was largely done 

independently of state agency board members, as the norm was that they recused themselves 

when decisions on this were being considered and did not vote on resolutions concerning it. 

This rare strategy decoupling detached the selection of the two ostensibly conflicting political 

strategies and defused potential intra-governmental conflict, which could have constrained the 

association’s efficacy. Overall, the trade association’s strategy decoupling facilitated both 

acquiescence in, and resistance to, government involvement in its strategy formation. An 

executive of LENTNZ summarised it thus: 

“We invite them [government agency actors] to every board meeting and they get board 

minutes. Now, they tend not to say a lot, but they’ll come.” (EXEC 1) 

3.4.1 LENTNZ’s conforming strategy.  

The trade association’s strategic conformity to government pressure arose from its own genesis 

in 2001, which was supported by the two government agencies mentioned above. The seven 
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initial members of LENTNZ decided that a conforming strategy offered a pragmatic way of 

building the organisation’s reputation and nascent market capacity by structural, personnel, and 

procedural conformity. This political strategy enabled the trade association to gain approbation 

from the government by aligning industry-government agency policy positions and to influence 

diffusion across the strata of government. Central to this was the trade association’s reputation 

building via structural and procedural conformity and its capacity building by personnel 

conformity. The trade association’s survival hinged on strategic conformity and it emphasised 

the importance of the nascent market to gain and retain governmental interest therein. Overall, 

this rare trade association conforming strategy influenced the association’s board composition, 

market symposia co-funding, and ability to receive key non-market information.  

Reputation building through governmental alignment and acceptance. 

Through reputation building, the trade association gained government acceptance and increased 

political influence. The trade association acceded to governmental pressure in 2008 by 

reconfiguring its organisational structure to incorporate two state agency actors as associate 

directors (LENTNZ, 2008). Our data suggest that this accession to state pressure offered mutual 

benefits to the government and the trade association. On the one hand, it afforded the 

government deeper structural conformity and more state agency influence over the trade 

association’s conforming strategy. On the other hand, structural alignment increased the trade 

association’s access to non-market information and provided it a somewhat insider perspective 

on governmental thinking and policy. Overall, structural conformity allowed our trade 

association to build its reputation within the government and align industry and government 

positions on nascent market development. This reputation building provided the trade 

association with deep learnings on government agency signals, triggers, and barriers to action.  

The trade association also built its reputation through procedural conformity. This was 

embodied through the association’s unique corporate diplomacy and reverent engagement of 

governmental institutions and actors. While some member firms favoured less procedural 
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conformity and even non-conformity, the trade association maintained its corporate diplomacy 

and showed how this strategy permitted the building and leveraging of deep relations with civil 

servants and policymakers. Still, the trade association’s procedural conformity extended 

beyond the courteous engagement of government agencies and agents. The association also 

used this conforming strategy to establish and extend its reputation as a responsible and 

responsive partner, across the strata of government.  

Capacity building through symposia.  

The trade association’s personnel conformity involved capacity building training for staff and 

members and unfolded through special conferences and seminars, pre- and post-market 

creation, co-funded by state agencies. This cogent, yet uncommon trade association conforming 

strategy encompassed organisational and member education, and facilitated increased 

production and the upscaling of nascent markets. Its symposia educated members, prospective 

members, and consumers about national production feedstock locales and cutting-edge 

technology that converted agricultural and other feedstock to naumixie (LENTNZ, 2012, 2015). 

Trade association symposia thus provided technical analyses on feedstock availability, quality, 

and quantity, which enriched organisational, firm and government understanding of nascent 

market production scalability. These symposia influenced a formal collaboration agreement 

between the trade association and a state agency member, which cemented nascent market 

capacity building (LENTNZ, 2016). 

The trade association’s capacity building symposia also provided key meta-research 

from the IAEA and other multilateral agencies and connected member firms to otherwise hard-

to-access government ministers and senior civil servants. Small firms cherished this rare access 

to government actors and advocated greater state assistance for especially small and medium-

sized enterprises in their capability building. Large firms likewise welcomed this form of 

governmental access albeit for different reasons. While these firms could access government 

officials and influence government directly, symposia afforded them an expanded voice, 
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consolidated political influence, and future market opportunities. Overall, trade association 

symposia provided meta-research, influenced two large member firms to sign a multimillion-

dollar market collaboration deal, and eased the market smallness syndrome.  

3.4.2 LENTNZ’s shaping strategy.  

The trade association utilised constituency building, agenda setting, and lobbying strategies 

that shaped the relevant government ministry’s incentive policy and enabled nascent market 

legitimisation. The utilisation of multiple shaping strategies bolstered the association’s prospect 

of achieving its desired policy outcomes and enabled it to intermittently influence government 

ministry and council policy. Yet noticeably missing from the association’s shaping strategy 

bundle was campaign financing. Our data indicate that the trade association omitted this 

strategy because it lacked both the money and desire to raise funds for political candidates and 

parties. However, the utilisation of constituency building, agenda setting, and lobbying did let 

the trade association tailor its influencing of government, shape its public policy context, and 

legitimise and relegitimise the nascent market over time (LENTNZ, 2017).   

Influencing through constituency building. 

As a newly formed trade association seeking state incentives to develop a naumixie market, 

LENTNZ had neither the experience nor the influence to attain these aims. In those early days, 

member firms decided to reject traditional firm-only constituency building as it would not 

likely provide the trade association with the influence it needed to shape public policy and 

market development. Acting on this mandate, the trade association co-opted firms, universities, 

and state agencies into a diverse membership which comprised prospective naumixie 

producers, distributors, customers, researchers, and government experts (LENTNZ, 2001, 

2008, 2017). This rare trade association constituency building fostered trans-sector stakeholder 

inclusiveness, increased negotiating power, and commanded the interest of legislators and 
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government entities. Diversity of views, inclusiveness, and mobilisation of pooled influence 

underpinned this trade association strategy.  

The trade association’s constituency building somewhat eased policymaker concerns 

about nascent market size and viability, and enabled market boundary definition. The 

association used member meetings to integrate the divergent interests of its Alpha, Beta, and 

Gamma interest groups and to discuss nascent market demarcation. The Gamma and Beta 

interest groups, for example, initially foresaw little benefit from market emergence. However, 

the trade association continually reconciled their interests with those of the Alpha group and 

highlighted opportunities for market collaboration. These meetings defused inter-interest group 

disengagement and tension and identified opportunities for other groups to supply Alpha firms 

with production inputs (LENTNZ, 2008). The trade association eased governmental concerns 

about the probable slim market production scale by extensive member consultation and 

contribution. This proxied the demarcation of a market boundary designed to enable broad 

member participation.  

Agenda setting to influence policy change. 

The trade association agenda setting involved directly emphasising the importance of the 

nascent market to government, members, and others. This key strategy encompassed expert 

analysis and influencing of naumixie public policy primarily by way of media, member, and 

governmental interaction. Media interaction consisted of press releases publicising member 

investments in the nascent market, newspaper and other articles endorsing clean energy, and 

radio programmes on nascent market projections (LENTNZ, 2017). The trade association also 

influenced member and government policy agenda in more subtle ways. For example, it 

emailed a monthly electronic newsletter to ministers, mayors, civil servants, members, and 

prospective members, in which it advocated its policy agenda and position. The trade 

association’s agenda setting was thus multimodal, advocated public policy change and stability, 

and signalled market investment opportunity.  
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The trade association used agenda setting to recoup retracted government incentives, 

and shape the central government’s clean energy policy agenda. Much of this indirect agenda 

setting unfolded not by independent organisational action but through trans-sector coalitions in 

which the trade association gained membership. For example, LENTNZ sought deeper central 

government action on carbon reduction via the Pure Advantage Clean Energy Coalition from 

2012 onwards and endorsed a nationwide mayoral coalition’s declaration seeking that same 

action in mid-2017. While LENTNZ emphasised the countrywide benefits of policy change in 

terms of carbon emission reduction and energy diversification, central government’s incentive 

policy remained largely unchanged from 2011 onwards. However, the trade association’s 

stressing of nascent market job creation and auxiliary benefits showed policymakers how 

market re-incentivisation could aid their other policy commitments. The association 

emphasised the carbon emission reduction benefits of switching other fuels for the nascent 

market’s product.  

Lobbying the different strata of government.  

The trade association lobbied multiple levels of government simultaneously and gained tax 

incentives from the responsible ministry and market access from regional and local councils. 

This unique and diffused trade association strategy influenced early days of regulation design 

and later fostered nascent market legitimisation and categorisation. Much of the lobbying 

targeted tax incentives and unfolded through one-on-one meetings with civil servants and 

ministry executives that laid the groundwork for follow-up meetings with portfolio ministries 

(LENTNZ, 2004, 2017). The lobbying of councils differed and mainly involved establishing 

and deepening relations with mayors and councillors through local member firms. The trade 

association influenced local governments by strategically selecting host cities for symposia and 

inviting local mayors as guest speakers. This unusual form of lobbying encouraged mayors to 

tacitly, and even openly, endorse the nascent market. It seemingly influenced council policy 

and imprinted nascent market products in the minds of the local residents.  
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After the change of government in 2008, the trade association intensified its lobbying 

to confront the new government’s summarily changed tax incentive policy and the restrained 

level of investments by firms. Much of this lobbying targeted government ministries and 

agencies and sought policy continuation and consistency to ensure stability in nascent market 

and faster investment by firms. The trade association, primarily through private meetings, 

lobbied influential civil servants, opposition party legislators, and government ministries to 

reset central government policy priority (LENTNZ, 2007, 2010, 2017). At a meeting with the 

minister of transport in 2010, for instance, LENTNZ insisted that a sustained active policy 

stance could stimulate firm investment and create or protect thousands of Kiwi jobs (LENTNZ, 

2010). This phase of the trade association’s lobbying sought but did not achieve a continuation 

of tax incentives and policy.  

Table 3.3 

Evidence of LENTNZ’s Two Primary Political Strategies and Five Sub-Strategies  

Overarching 

political 

strategies 

Individual sub-

strategies 

Quotes/Actors 

Conforming 

strategy 

Reputation 

building 

“You have to understand what everyone’s drivers, and what their 

barriers to action are. And make sure that, you know, everyone has an 

aligned view.” – FIRM 7 

“You can take advocacy to the government in what I call the 

Greenpeace Model in which you throw tantrums or you can go through 

a more mature route.” – EXEC 1 

Capacity 

building 

“Delivering our expectations and not being seen as a cottage industry.” 

– FIRM 6 

“Give us a grant, because for the naumixie industry to flourish, we need 

to have standards in place behind the scenes.” – FIRM 12 

Shaping 

strategy 

Constituency 

building 

“Having more people, more resources … and customers around the 

table and giving them a voice as well, I think was crucial.” – FIRM 13 

“[LENTNZ] has done a pretty good job at sort of softening and 

integrating all those interests and getting a pretty fair overall 

perspective.” – FIRM 3 
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Overarching 

political 

strategies 

Individual sub-

strategies 

Quotes/Actors 

Agenda setting “Raising the profile of naumixie in the media.” – FIRM 9 

“Industrial heat area, and the transportation fuel area, both of which 

naumixie can replace.” – GOVT 1 

Lobbying “The local mayor has got to be thinking, I want to have a cleaner, 

improved environmental footprint for my district, which will make me 

look better.” – FIRM 12 

“The biggest thing we need is consistent government policy that gives 

long-term direction to industry.” – FIRM 14     

3.5 Discussion  

This study examined how a trade association’s political strategy selection enabled nascent 

market emergence, as summarised as a theoretical framework in Figure 3.2. The framework 

demonstrates the strategy selection process of this trade association, which sought government 

incentives and faced pressures for state agency involvement in its strategising. Previous studies 

have not shown how trade association political strategies enable nascent markets; our 

framework reveals how an association both acceded to and resisted governmental pressure by 

decoupling its conforming and shaping strategies. More importantly, we show how the 

association designed its different approaches. Decoupling facilitated, for instance, constituency 

building via state agency member co-option and organisational reputation building over time. 

The selection of these two strategies aided industry–state agency policy alignment as well as 

government ministry tax incentivisation and market legitimisation. Our study further 

recognises trade associations as important political actors proactively enabling nascent market 

emergence. 
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Figure 3.2: Trade association enabling of nascent market emergence. 

3.5.1 Linking trade association strategy, state pressure, and nascent market emergence.  

Our study extends previous studies and provides some contributions to the non-market strategy 

literature. In particular, it aligns with other works that similarly use a neo-institutional lens to 

examine the process and effect of trade associations’ non-market strategy (Buchanan & 

Marques, 2018; Rajwani et al., 2015). These studies show that trade associations operate in 

diverse political contexts (Aldrich, 2018; Betton et al., 2018; Boddewyn, 2003; Lawton et al., 

2018) and use collective political strategies (Boléat, 1996; Patnaik, 2019) to respond to 

government pressure (Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009; Oliver, 1991). In nascent market contexts, 

this pressure often relates to the pursuit of government incentivisation (Georgallis et al., 2018) 

and affects organisational political strategy selection (Baron, 1995; Haley & Schuler, 2011; 

Hillman & Hitt, 1999). We join this conversation and make three theoretical contributions to 

the literature using testable propositions considering trade associations and governments as 

active actors whose interactions affect each other’s agency and associations’ enabling of 

nascent market emergence.  
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First, the political strategy selection we describe in Figure 3.2 demonstrates the trade 

association’s novel use of decoupling to defuse government policy variation and increase its 

public policy influencing. The political interactions of trade associations “are historically 

situated and follow distinctive trajectories influenced in particular by the closeness of their 

connection to the state” (Scott, 2013, p. 123). This study reveals that during nascent market 

emergence, the political intentions of trade associations are multifocal and their political 

interactions are multifaceted. We observe that the selection and decoupling of apparently 

contradicting political strategies by this trade association enabled simultaneous policy 

adaptation on one stratum of government and policy shaping on another. This broadly indicates 

that the strategy decoupling of trade associations enables them to maintain legitimacy, 

influence political contexts (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; Bromley et al., 2012), and derive 

maximum state benefits to develop nascent markets.  

Second, government is multilayered and its public policy ownership is distributed 

across national and local legislatures, agencies, courts, and civil servants (Halligan, 2007; 

Holburn & Vanden Bergh, 2000). Trade associations should, therefore, decide which strata of 

government to influence and how best to pursue multi-layer influencing. A standalone 

conforming or shaping strategy is unlikely to influence all relevant strata of government 

sufficiently and thus facilitate industry–government interest alignment and nascent market 

legitimisation. Using parallel divergent strategies can, however, provoke the desired nascent 

market outcomes. Still, their joint pursuit could itself create or heighten intra-governmental 

conflict, which erodes stakeholder confidence and impedes market incentivisation. Strategy 

decoupling reduces this risk and can enable trade associations to derive desired divergent 

institutional outcomes (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017; Bromley et al., 2012). While trade 

association political strategy decoupling may demand staff upskilling and wide governmental 
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connections, our findings suggest that it can permit multifaceted nascent market enablement. 

Considering this, we propose that:  

P1. Trade associations seeking to develop nascent markets are likely to utilise decoupled 

conforming and shaping political strategies to influence the different strata of 

government.  

Third, our findings indicate that trade association political strategy selection and 

response to government pressure are interrelated, recursive, and iterative considerations. There 

are indications that well-resourced, large, and politically influential trade associations resist 

institutional pressure and are inclined to use shaping strategy to develop nascent markets 

(Hillman et al., 2004; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). These trade associations typically possess 

ample resources and influence to obtain preferential regulations and tax incentives (Dorobantu 

et al., 2017, p. 120) without having to shoulder the disturbance which a conforming strategy 

can impose on their sovereignty and duality. We thus consider that shaping strategy is utilised 

where trade associations seeking to develop nascent markets can forestall government intrusion 

and forego industry–state interest alignment or pursue it via more novel means. In view of this, 

we propose that: 

P2. Trade associations seeking to develop nascent markets are likely to utilise shaping 

political strategy to the extent that they can resist institutional pressures for government 

involvement.  

Trade associations typically use shaping strategy to influence governments and publics 

to defuse non-market competition and extract scarce benefits for their members (Boléat, 1996; 

Hillman et al., 2004). This “hard” political strategy involves information, financial incentives, 

and constituency building activities (Dür & Mateo, 2012; Hillman & Hitt, 1999), which in turn 

influence public policy and prompt governments to recognise and categorise nascent markets. 

Thus, trade associations’ shaping strategy can legitimise nascent markets as unique competitive 
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spaces. Yet, we accept that a conforming strategy could possibly inspire similar outcomes 

when, for example, the alignment of the interest of the trade association and the local council 

somehow triggers other relevant strata of government to legitimise a nascent market. However, 

this possibility, as well as its outcomes, may be restricted by intra-governmental competition, 

disparate constituent demands, and divergent policy priorities. Considering this, we propose 

that: 

P3. The shaping political strategy of trade associations is more likely to stimulate 

nascent market legitimisation than conforming political strategy. 

Using conforming strategy aligns trade association and government interests 

(Papaioannou et al., 2016). This alignment can enhance a trade association’s stakeholder 

reputation (Tucker, 2008), diffuse political influence and co-build nascent market capacity, and 

help government increase locale competitiveness and reduce market information asymmetry 

(Doner & Schneider, 2000; Watkins et al., 2015). Still, a conforming strategy may require 

public disclosure of sensitive market information and involve unwanted government 

involvement in a trade association’s decision-making. Together, these could provoke tensions 

among members and impede the execution of conforming strategy. A trade association’s 

shaping strategy could possibly align industry–state interests, for example, in the presence of 

weak institutions (Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). However, because conforming strategy 

stimulates more stakeholder negotiation and involves less third-party influencing, we consider 

that it can better defuse political constraints and increase the prospect of industry–state interest 

alignment. Thus, we propose that:      

P4. The conforming political strategy of trade associations is more likely to align 

industry and government agency interests in nascent markets than shaping political 

strategy. 
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Our findings hold practical implications for both managers seeking to encourage market 

emergence through trade associations and the trade associations themselves. First, firms should 

consider the opportunities and risks associated with developing nascent markets via trade 

associations. Central to this decision is a trade-off between the expected economic and political 

benefits offered by the trade association approach to nascent market development on the one 

hand and the relative costs of sharing non-market information, expertise, and influence with 

competitors on the other. Second, firms and their trade associations should define political 

strategies and processes, which enable them to share the value created from developing nascent 

markets over time.   

Our article is not without limitations. Most notably, the framework in Figure 3.2 is 

restricted to the nascent market activities of our chosen trade association within its unique 

setting. Further cases could have provided learnings by, for instance, cross-case comparison of 

trade association strategy selection and nascent market enablement. In addition, the 

propositions we offered could benefit from comprehensive empirical testing. In view of these 

considerations, we identify significant areas for future empirical research in relation to other 

organisations and settings. Scholars pursuing future research may draw on theories and 

methods both similar to and different from ours.    

Future empirical research in, for example, management, political science, economics, 

and marketing may examine the strategy selection and decoupling of other trade associations 

developing nascent markets and pursuing other value-creating activities in varied political and 

policy contexts. These studies may examine the tensions and trade-offs inherent in trade 

association strategic decision-making and the post-market creation distribution of economic 

benefits among members. Still other studies may consider the political strategy selection of 

chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and other non-market collaborations that 

enabled or failed to enable nascent market emergence. As competition in growth, mature, and 
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declining markets intensifies, firms will push trade associations to focus less on protecting these 

markets and more on developing nascent ones. The political strategy selection of trade 

associations will become increasingly complex as they walk the tightrope between firm and 

government pressure and public policy variation.     

3.6 Conclusion  

We used the neo-institutional perspective to provide novel empirical evidence on how trade 

associations decouple their political strategies, broadening the current understanding of 

conforming strategies and providing a more detailed picture of the components and dynamics 

of shaping strategies. In relation to collective political strategy decoupling, the extant literature 

provides only partial insights on the effects of government pressure on trade association 

political strategy selection – and possible strategy decoupling – in the context of developing 

nascent markets. Kshetri and Dholakia (2009) supplied anecdotal evidence that an effective 

shaping strategy, i.e., resisting government pressures in some domains, does not mean that the 

trade association would be free from such pressures in other areas. Thus, we augment this study 

by demonstrating that trade associations consider shaping strategies only in relation to those 

strata of government whose pressure they can resist – and their degree of “radicality” of these 

strategies is dependent on the degree to which they can resist the involvement of these 

government strata without fear of retaliation. 

The conforming strategies of trade associations show the depth of their political strategy 

and offer a fresh perspective on association–government interaction. Considering this, Watkins 

et al. (2015) called for further empirical research on the capacity building and knowledge 

transfer that enable trade associations to develop nascent markets. We respond to their call and 

show how trade associations enable capacity building and knowledge transfer by acting as a 

hub that harnesses technical expertise and non-market information from firms, universities, and 

government agencies, which are then shared with members, customers and the wider public via 
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association–state agency co-funded symposia. We suggest, as Papaioannou et al. (2016, p. 66) 

argued, that trade associations will increasingly pursue this type of conforming political 

strategy, which aligns firm and government interests and uses association–state collaboration 

to enable knowledge transfer, nascent market capacity building, and other national 

development aims. 

In terms of shaping strategies, prior research has largely discussed the various 

components of these strategies – such as lobbying and agenda setting – as independent 

activities, and has assumed predominantly a firm-only stance. Previous studies have 

investigated how trade associations as interfirm coalitions use lobbying, campaign financing, 

constituency building, and other individual shaping strategies to proactively, reactively, and 

anticipatively set and change government agenda mainly in established markets (Dorobantu et 

al., 2017; Hillman & Hitt 1999; Rajwani et al., 2015). We empirically show how in a nascent 

market context, trade associations use lobbying, agenda setting, campaign financing, and 

constituency building deliberately as parts of coherent and integrated shaping strategies, which 

are executed concurrently via direct government engagement and third-party coalitions 

longitudinally, covering multiple governments. Furthermore, Schwartz and Bar-El (2015) 

showed that trade associations co-opt government entities, universities and firms to pursue 

nascent market interests in the absence of government involvement. We show that such co-

option can also be a component of shaping strategy, which is built on actively resisting 

government involvement. 
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Chapter 4. Article 3: Enhancing the sociopolitical legitimacy of trade 

associations using non-market strategy 

4.1 Introduction 

Trade or industry associations are industry-specific interfirm meta-organisations whose 

members pay subscriptions or make donations and, in return, the trade association seeks to 

bring about regulatory and other institutional changes that advance the members’ interests 

within particular markets, industries and societies (Rajwani et al., 2015). To do so, trade 

associations use non-market strategy – purposive political and social actions – that legitimise 

the social, political and economic interests and activities of member firms (Barnett, 2013; 

Lawton et al., 2018) and thus enable, protect or expand members’ economic activity (Baron, 

1995; Hadani, Bonardi, & Dahan, 2017; Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Hutson, 2017; Tucker, 2008).  

While it is known that trade associations pursue particular types of non-market 

strategies such as reputation building and constituency building, the process by which these 

strategies promote their sociopolitical legitimacy, in general, or stakeholder acceptance and 

perception of their credibility and validity, in particular, is less understood (Aldrich & Fiol, 

1994; Lawton & Rajwani, 2018). Trade associations having insufficient legitimacy face threats 

to their viability, which may encourage member firms to seek legitimisation by alternate means 

(Aldrich & Staber, 1988). Indeed, the process of sociopolitical legitimisation is particularly 

important to new organisations, e.g., new trade associations, as it is thought to aid their ascent 

to become top performers (Rajwani et al., 2015; Rutherford et al., 2018).  

This study examines the process(es) by which the non-market strategy of trade 

associations enhances the sociopolitical legitimacy of the association itself, as opposed to that 

of their member firms. In examining this process, we draw on neo-institutional theory as it 

largely focuses on organisational legitimisation and sheds light on the sources of influence 
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underpinning and enabling the management of legitimacy (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; DiMaggio 

& Powell, 1983; Suchman, 1995). We find that trade associations enhance their sociopolitical 

legitimacy through not only constituency building and reputation building, but also through a 

new type of non-market strategy we call membership building. Furthermore, we unpack the 

components of these strategies showing that underresourced associations use constituency 

building through processes of stakeholder co-option, direction, and resource harnessing; 

whereas trade associations with limited influence use reputation building through processes of 

stakeholder education and corporate diplomacy, and membership building, which is 

underpinned by processes of member involvement and symbolism in ways dissimilar to 

constituency building and reputation building. We offer two testable propositions regarding the 

non-market strategies of trade associations as our theoretical contributions. 

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. The next section – 4.2 reviews the relevant 

literature on the non-market strategy of trade associations. This leads into section 4.3 which 

provides an explanation of our research design. In section 4.4, our findings are summarised. 

We discuss our findings in section 4.5 and, in doing so, describe the process of enhancing the 

sociopolitical legitimacy of trade associations. After detailing the theoretical and practical 

contributions of our study, we conclude in section 4.6 by summarising the aim and learnings 

uncovered by our study. 

4.2 Literature Review 

4.2.1 Enhancement of trade associations’ legitimacy and neo-institutional theory.   

The non-market strategy literature on trade associations is emergent and focuses on their 

legitimisation of legislative and normative activity for the direct benefit of their member firms 

(Patnaik, 2019; Rajwani et al., 2015). There are two streams of literature that consider the 

enhancement of sociopolitical legitimacy – “the value placed on an activity by cultural norms 

and political authorities” (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994, p. 648). The first stream investigates the 
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legitimisation activities of trade associations. The goals of such activities are to legitimise either 

its member firms — especially those that are new and small (Battisti & Perry, 2015) — or the 

nascent market in which their members operate (Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009). The second stream 

studies trade associations as enablers of innovation and economic development who align 

industry and government interests (Hutson, 2017; Papaioannou et al., 2016) to advance the 

economic and technological competitiveness of both firms and countries. While both streams 

provide some indications of how trade associations shape the political context and attain public 

acceptance of their members, neither stream seeks to explain the process by which they enhance 

their own sociopolitical legitimacy.  

Neo-institutional theory offers conceptual depth and richness concerning the complex 

process of organisational legitimisation (Bitektine, 2011; Deephouse, 1996). This literature 

considers that organisations enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy through either processes of 

somewhat passive conformity to normative, mimetic, and coercive institutional pressures 

associated with societal rituals, laws, and norms (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Doh et al., 2012) 

or through more proactive efforts to conform to, and resist, institutional pressure (Elsbach, 

1994; Oliver, 1991). Thus, neo-institutional theory considers both similarities and peculiarities 

of associations — their mutualistic structure and funding (Boléat, 2003; Lawton et al., 2018; 

Papaioannou et al., 2016) and role as reputational agent between firms and governments 

(Tucker, 2008) — in explaining the process by which they may enhance their sociopolitical 

legitimacy (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008; Suchman, 1995). 

4.2.2 Non-market strategy for the enhancement of trade associations’ sociopolitical 

legitimacy. 

In general, trade associations and other organisations can enhance their own sociopolitical 

legitimacy using non-market strategy to shape norms and offset negative publicity (Alakent & 

Ozer, 2014; Rajwani et al., 2015) in non-market environments or social and political arenas 
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where the rules and norms governing markets are defined (Boddewyn, 2003). This typically 

involves macro-interactions with external stakeholders — such as governments and the wider 

public — and micro-interactions with internal stakeholders — such as members and executives 

(Bitektine & Haack, 2015). These processes encompass destabilising institutional order to 

enable adaptation to non-market environments and restabilising order to guarantee 

organisational acceptability. However, the non-market strategies that enable these interactions 

are yet to be empirically tested, hence the detailed process by which they actually enhance the 

sociopolitical legitimacy of trade associations is not known.  

The two principal non-market strategies by which trade associates proactively enhance 

their sociopolitical legitimacy are reputation building and constituency building (Baysinger, 

1984; Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Tucker, 2008).1 Constituency building typically focuses on 

increasing member participation in shared interests and activities of all its stakeholders 

(Baysinger, 1984; Hillman & Hitt, 1999). For meta-organisations such as trade associations, 

participation with stakeholders is a barometer of sociopolitical legitimacy wherein political and 

social mobilisation signals reduced political risk and increased government acceptance 

(Tallberg & Zürn, 2019). Trade associations participate in public politics — by political 

candidate co-option and support — and in private politics — by member firm and other 

stakeholder co-option and direction — to influence legislation (Baron, 2014; Walker, 2012) 

and reduce public policy variation (Lord, 2003). Despite the importance of constituency 

building, existing research does not detail the processes by which trade associations co-opt, 

direct stakeholders, and harness resources to enhance their own sociopolitical legitimacy. A 

focus on these considerations may possibly explain the degree to which such mediation 

enhances or fails to enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy.  

 

1 Other non-market strategies, such as corporate social responsibility/responsiveness are known to affect 

legitimacy, but these are generally reactive or defensive positions (Lindsay, 2011; Schaefer & Kerrigan, 2008) 

and typically are deployed by member firms rather than the trade association itself (Vivoda & Kemp, 2019). 
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Reputation building can enhance organisational acceptability and trustworthiness 

(Deephouse & Carter, 2005; King & Whetten, 2008), which especially matters for trade 

associations and other organisations that participate in public policy formation (Barnett & 

Hoffman, 2008; Boléat, 1996; Goldberg, Cohen, & Fiegenbaum, 2003; Werner, 2015). Tucker 

(2008) considered the reputation building of trade associations representing the UK’s 24 largest 

business sectors and found that stakeholders construct reputations based on information about 

organisations’ positions relative to their peers, conformity to norms, economic performance, 

and strategic posture. While this study highlights the importance of information exchange, 

detail on its logic as to stakeholder education, and the process of building associations’ 

reputation, is vague. Thus, learnings on how or why stakeholder education underpins the 

reputation building of associations and enhances their acceptability remain limited. 

Furthermore, associations involved in engaging external stakeholders walk a diplomatic 

tightrope because of public perception of their self-interestedness and member push to erase 

this perception. Henisz (2017) recently suggested that organisations employ corporate 

diplomacy to overcome such tensions and build their reputation and stakeholder acceptance, 

but this is yet be explored in relation to associations.   

Both constituency building and reputation building focuses on external stakeholders 

and may be unable to enhance the sociopolitical legitimacy of trade associations without strong 

member involvement. Scholars have also highlighted the centrality of members to trade 

associations and called for research exploring how associations manage member involvement 

in, and contributions to, shared activities (Barnett, 2018; Bennett, 1999; Kahl, 2018). To date, 

however, existing empirical works have not adequately explained, for example, how the 

symbolism or use of symbols or actions which have meanings that differ from their literal 

meaning and other activities of trade associations increase member participation. 
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4.3 Method 

This study seeks to examine how trade associations’ non-market strategy enhanced their 

sociopolitical legitimacy. To that end, we chose an inductive research approach based on a 

single longitudinal case study method as this offered empirical depth and permitted us to 

extrapolate our findings elsewhere (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Our 

theorising involved collecting multiple sources of the interview and textual data, and an in-

depth analysis of the relevant trade association actions and interactions (Denzin & Lincoln, 

1998a). This approach provided a detailed understanding of the process by which trade 

associations enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy. 

4.3.1 Case selection and research setting. 

We identified the nascent market setting and a case that illuminates the phenomenon as clearly 

as possible in this context (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). We chose a nascent market setting 

because the sociopolitical legitimacy of trade associations significantly influences their efficacy 

(Khaire, 2017; Kshetri & Dholakia, 2009; Lee et al., 2017) and survival in these settings. 

Furthermore, such associations are usually similar to their members—being new or young 

organisations seeking enhanced legitimacy. To guide the case selection, we developed four 

criteria: (1) the trade association was to be new, (2) using non-market strategy to enhance its 

legitimacy, (3) suitable for longitudinal investigation, and (4) able to provide sufficient access.  

To generate a list of possible trade associations, we first reviewed popular business 

press articles between 1990 and 2015 using search terms such as “new trade association”, “trade 

association legitimacy in new market”, and “trade association market formation”. We then used 

government statistics to verify new markets and trade associations in them. New industry 

classifications and trade associations that emerged between 1990 and 2015 were included on 

our list of possible case studies. Thereafter, we returned to the popular business press articles 

and sought evidence of trade association legitimacy-enhancing activity. 
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The three stages above generated a list of five possible case studies. Next, we prioritised 

the possible case studies according to the legitimacy-enhancing activity of the trade association 

(extensive versus incomprehensive), the length of activity by the trade association (less than 2 

years, between 2 and 4 years, more than 4 years), and our likelihood of getting access to the 

trade association (high, medium, low). Based on this prioritisation, we approached LENTNZ 

— a pseudonym for a New Zealand-based renewable energy trade association — and received 

research access to it and its members in the Alpha, Beta, and Gamma interest groups 

(pseudonyms). This access enabled us to collect data on the trade association’s legitimacy-

enhancing activities. 

LENTNZ was a young and small trade association at its founding in early 2001. The 

seven small and medium-sized firms that supported LENTNZ had initially lobbied the 

government separately to incentivise naumixie — a pseudonym for a renewable energy product 

– but felt that collective action through a trade association would better allow them to influence 

public policy and validate and support the nascent naumixie market in NZ. The political context 

in which LENTNZ operated was characterised by changing public policy on incentivising the 

use of naumixie and underpinned by the ideological views of left-led and right-led governments 

(LENTNZ, 2001, 2007, 2011). The left-led governments generally supported naumixie 

incentivisation while the right-led governments did not. This political context constrained the 

growth of the nascent market and threatened the survival of LENTNZ and its members. 

The trade association sought to engage and influence internal and external stakeholders. 

These strategies generally enabled the trade association to increase its membership, funding, 

and profile, and deepen its relationship with government agencies, firms, and universities. 

Because of its focus on stakeholder and member management and education, LENTNZ gained 

more influence over time than other small renewable energy trade associations in NZ. 
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4.3.2 Data collection. 

Our data collection drew on interviews and archival data sources. The archival data centred on 

documents detailing LENTNZ’s non-market activities from its founding in June 2001 to 

December 2018 while the interviews were conducted over a 14-month period ending August 

2017. This longitudinal approach enabled data immersion, and linked the effect of the 

association’s legitimacy-enhancing actions and processes over time (Langley, 2009; Pettigrew, 

1990). We used snowballing to identify potential participants. The interview protocol was 

based on in-depth semi-structured questions, which allowed for follow-up probes and ensured 

all questions were completely answered (Bryman & Bell, 2011). We initially interviewed 

LENTNZ’s executive director and then snowballed the members he recommended (Feldman 

et al., 2004). Snowball sampling was used until we reached saturation, having interviewed 

participants from 30 of the approximately 100 members. The interviewee sample spanned 

association executives, firm executives, academics, and government agents (Eisenhardt & 

Graebner, 2007). Table 4.1 below summarises the details of the interviews we conducted.  

Table 4.1 

Interview Summary 

Data breakdown Association 

Executives 

Firm 

Representatives 

Academics Government 

Agents 

Interview participants 

Pseudonym code 

 

2 

EXEC 1–2 

(Also firm reps.) 

23 

FIRM 1–23 

 

2 

ACAD 1–2 

 

3 

GOVT 13 

 

Primary interest group: 

Alpha 

Beta 

Gamma 

  

9 

4 

12  

 

2 

0 

0 

 

1 

0 

2 

Average interview time 88 minutes 53 minutes 43 minutes 45 minutes 

Interview mode: 

Face-to-face 

Telephone 

Skype 

 

1 

0 

1 

 

6 

3 

16 

 

1 

0 

1 

 

2 

0 

1 
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As a means of triangulating the data, we analysed association archival data comprising 

board, AGM, interest group, and special meeting minutes, management reports, and 

government reports. Our analysis also included reports from other firms and relevant 

government websites, especially MBIE, and EECA. These data sources provided a 

comprehensive historical account of the legitimacy-enhancing interactions and events and 

detailed the contextualised nature of the phenomenon (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998a). Overall, we 

collected relevant, extensive, and often hard-to-get data on the case organisation, which 

enabled triangulation across data sources. 

4.3.3 Data analysis. 

Our data analysis involved a three-step inductive methodological process. Firstly, we organised 

the archival and interview data consistent with the in-depth historical case study method (Yin, 

2013) and with previous works on organisational legitimisation (Alakent & Ozer, 2014; 

Tallberg & Zürn, 2019). Organising the data in chronological order enabled us to identify key 

events and legitimacy-enhancing interactions — shown in Table 4.2 — from which associated 

patterns of consequential actions regarding the phenomenon could be derived (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). 

Table 4.2 

Milestones  

Time Milestone Comment 

2001 LENTNZ established as a trade association and a business 

plan developed by the seven-member working group. 

 

The trade association received technical analyses and other 

non-market information on naumixie from government 

agencies and began sharing the information with founding 

firms and engaging other countrywide stakeholders.  

LENTNZ’s constituency 

building, reputation building, 

and membership building began 

by targeting everyone with a 

clear interest in naumixie 

(stakeholders). 
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Time Milestone Comment 

2002 LENTNZ Working Group sent a flyer to members seeking 

case studies on their experience in naumixie – whether in 

NZ or abroad. Links made with similar trade associations 

in Britain.  

 

 

 

Plans commenced for the launch of NZ’s first naumixie 

conference.  

 

 

 

An e-newsletter developed to dispatch research and other 

non-market information to members and prospective 

members. 

LENTNZ built its constituency 

and reputation by connecting 

with trade associations 

elsewhere – this increased its 

research capability and 

acceptability.   

 

This initial symposium 

expanded both the trade 

association’s and stakeholder’s 

knowledge. 

 

This medium enabled 

constituency building that 

increased LENTNZ’s 

acceptability on a wide scale. 

2003  

 

Arrangements made with a government agency to co-fund 

regular nascent market symposia. 

 

A GIS database was developed to show country’s naumixie 

resources. 

LENTNZ emphasised its role as 

a nascent market enabler at the 

Energywise Rally and other 

events.  

2004 Membership inquiries grew – association leadership 

unclear as to why.  

 

Website updated and communication plan developed – 

non-governmental organisations (universities, other 

associations etc.) became a priority – prospective partners.  

LENTNZ’s membership 

building targeted firm and non-

firm stakeholders for 

membership. 

 

2005 LENTNZ–government agency consultation and nascent 

market symposia expanded.  

 

Naumixie workshop –Transport naumixie deemed a 

challenging energy source to grow but one with significant 

market potential. 

Symposia enhanced LENTNZ’s 

sociopolitical legitimacy via 

knowledge transfer. 

 

2006 A concerted effort made to target naumixie-producing 

firms for membership. 

 

The possibility of a single renewable energy association in 

NZ explored with EECA – LENTNZ would merge with 

others. 

LENTNZ’s membership 

building focused on its 

deficiency in both members and 

funding and concerns about 

sector economic efficiency.  

 

 

 2007 Labour or left-led government granted a tax incentive and 

the naumixie market was created. 

Economic exchange began 

albeit in modest quantity. 

2008 Interest groups formalised and new board structure 

approved at AGM. Two government agency actors 

appointed as directors’ associate.  

 

These structural changes were 

symbolic and formed part of 

LENTNZ’s membership 

building.  

2010 Naumixie Quiz Competitions launched during the Football 

World Cup and other quizzes arranged in partnership with 

other non-market organisations in NZ.  

 

LENTNZ enhanced its 

acceptability through these 

public engagements. 

2011 Tax subsidy retracted by the new right-led government.  

 

LENTNZ’s activity slowed and 

member interest waned. 
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Time Milestone Comment 

2012  A membership proposition was developed in order to target 

prospective members and create value for existing ones. 

Significant focus placed on 

acquiring and retaining 

members. The Alpha, Beta, 

Gamma interest groups were 

largely inactive. 

2013 Focus placed on broadening the scope of interest in 

naumixie and LENTNZ as a trade association. 

Engaged and educated local 

communities and stakeholders. 

 

2014 Membership renewal payments slower than expected. 

 

Member code of conduct approved for promotion to 

members.  

 

Interest groups reported their intention to advocate for 

increased member participation in symposia.  

 

Naumixie Conference unfolded in collaboration with two 

international associations from the Asia-Pacific Region.  

LENTNZ influenced its 

membership to increase funding 

and used constituency building 

to increase stakeholder 

participation. 

 

 

 

Reputation building continued 

through education. 

2015 Collaboration agreement signed with government agency 

EECA. 

 

Conference on advances in biofuel market opportunities. 

 

LENTNZ signalled that by 2040 the sector should reach 

NZ$6 billion contributing over 25% of NZ’s overall energy 

mix. 

 

Honorary membership category created for active members 

who retired from regular participation – appointment based 

on interest group recommendation. Interest group protocol 

developed.  

Reputation building – corporate 

diplomacy and education 

positioned nascent market and 

LENTNZ for growth.  

 

 

           

                     

 

Symbolic action encouraged 

more engaged membership. 

2016 Three significant liquid naumixie symposia held – one in 

collaboration with local and foreign partners.  

Symposia educated and 

extended LENTNZ’s reputation 

locally and abroad.  

2018 Keeping legitimacy with government required influence 

over firms. 

 

EECA continued its collaboration agreement with 

LENTNZ but discontinued similar arrangements with other 

trade associations because they did not manage their 

members well and deliver value on a market scale. 

LENTNZ had to demonstrate 

that the sociopolitical legitimacy 

it had acquired would let it 

retain the collaboration 

agreement with a government 

agency at a time when other 

associations could not. 

Secondly, we took a grounded theory approach and coded our data in three waves. First, 

we analysed the interviews using open coding, creating codes based on respondents’ statements 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Thereafter, we conducted axial coding and gave the interview data 

more conceptual codes (Charmaz, 2006). This involved deep reflection on the data, reviewing 

prior self-memos, flow charts, and notes, and using them to test and contest our understanding 

of the phenomenon (Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003). Finally, we used selective coding to relate 
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the categories that had emerged to each other. During axial and selective coding, we drew on 

the empirical data and our knowledge of the extant literature. We used NVivo software to 

support all three coding waves. After moving back and forth between the empirical data and 

the literature, we identified six second-order themes: (1) co-option and direction, (2) resource 

harnessing, (3) education, (4) corporate diplomacy, (5) member involvement, and (6) 

symbolism. These themes broadly describe the key activities that underpinned and enabled the 

phenomenon (Gioia et al., 2013). 

Thirdly, following Gioia et al. (2013), we developed a data structure comprising 

empirically driven first-order concepts, theory-informed second order themes, and overarching 

theory-driven aggregate dimensions – constituency building, reputation building, and 

membership building, all of which were underpinned by the logic of stakeholder participation. 

This data structure, summarised in Figure 4.1, describes our understanding of how the trade 

association increased its sociopolitical legitimacy using non-market strategy. To challenge our 

interpretation and improve data credibility, our main author [Joel Allen] had three subsequent 

meetings with LENTNZ’s executive director, which enabled us to refine our analysis. Feedback 

received from these follow-up exchanges confirmed the accuracy of our initial findings but also 

allowed some refinements. In sum, these exchanges improved our data trustworthiness, 

theorising robustness, and theoretical conclusions (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998a). 
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Figure 4.1: Data structure.  

4.4 Findings 

In summary, we found that the trade association used constituency building, reputation 

building, and membership building to enhance its sociopolitical legitimacy in the non-market 

environment. Our data shows that the association’s constituency building involved stakeholder 

co-option, direction, and resource harnessing, its reputation building centred on education and 

corporate diplomacy, and its membership building entailed member involvement and 

symbolism. The trade association utilised these individual non-market strategies to overcome 

its deficiency in resources, influence, and size and age and respectively enhanced its 

sociopolitical legitimacy by adaptation, acceptability and engaged membership. 

The trade association’s constituency building, reputation building, and membership 

building strategies and the processes and activities underpinning them as well as the different 
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ways in which these non-market strategies enhanced its sociopolitical legitimacy are explored 

in detail below. We will now present those findings in more detail.  

4.4.1 LENTNZ’s constituency building processes. 

Stakeholder co-option and direction.  

With slim revenues and only two semi-voluntary staff, LENTNZ was underresourced in both 

financial and human resource terms. As an underresourced association, LENTNZ’s 

constituency building involved a process of co-opting firms, government agencies, universities, 

and prospective customers to enable adaptation. This enfolded through a process of identifying, 

negotiating, and converging the interests of these nascent market stakeholders. The trade 

association obtained the concerns, aspirations and email addresses of stakeholders, and 

influenced them using a monthly electronic newsletter dispatched by email to everyone in its 

electronic database (LENTNZ, 2002, 2016). The association highlighted the convergence of 

government, firm and university interests and initiated follow-up meetings with individuals and 

groups of stakeholders to negotiate on market subsidisation and other areas of divergence. In 

sum, the association’s co-option and direction of government agencies, policymakers, and firms 

facilitated the process of negotiating their interests and signified its adaptation as a constituency 

builder. As a government agent and LENTNZ’s board member noted: 

“[LENTNZ] interviewed all the stakeholders to understand their issues, their barriers, and 

the opportunities.” (GOVT 1)  

Another aspect of the trade association’s constituency building involved the process of 

using commendation and endorsement from existing stakeholders to influence the co-option of 

new firms and other stakeholders. This entailed emphasising the mutuality principle, the 

diversity of the association and its record of accomplishment in enabling nascent market growth 

and increasing stakeholder participation in meetings concerning nascent market issues 

(LENTNZ, 2003, 2018). The trade association used its historical performance and stakeholder 
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perception as proxies for targeting influential free-rider firms, regional and local councils, and 

universities with an interest in the nascent market to become active constituents rather than to 

merely monitor its activities from afar. While this constituency building yielded chequered 

results and was hardly the sole factor that influenced large, previously detached firms to identify 

as LENTNZ stakeholders, it signalled increased participation and trade association adaptation. 

As a firm representative suggested,  

“Our best method is [LENTNZ]. At least they’ve established a repertoire and are going 

forward on that basis.” (FIRM 8) 

Harnessing stakeholder resource. 

The trade association’s constituency building focused on harnessing stakeholder resources to 

enable adaptation. This involved, for instance, acknowledging government agencies as 

important partners and approaching them for technical and financial support on potential 

conjoint projects related to the nascent market. The trade association convinced EECA, a 

government agency, to co-fund ad hoc projects in the interest of market development. LENTNZ 

demonstrated accountability, commutuality, and effective management, and this contributed to 

EECA’s decision to formalise their resourcing through the establishment of a collaborative 

agreement with the trade association (LENTNZ, 2016). While EECA signed similar 

agreements with other renewable energy trade associations, it later terminated most of them 

because unlike LENTNZ, their management of shared resource was found wanting over time 

(LENTNZ, 2018). In sum, the trade association harnessed stakeholder resources and used these 

resources to deliver shared value through conjoint projects. As a government agent observed: 

“Here’s a bit of funding to look at your strategy, here’s a bit of funding to do this piece of 

research or that piece of research. So, basically, if you look at it, without EECA funding, 

[LENTNZ] wouldn’t exist today.” (GOVT 2) 
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4.4.2 LENTNZ’s reputation building processes. 

LENTNZ employed two processes to build its reputation with government, prospective 

member firms and other stakeholders. Firstly, it sought to become an education hub to 

demonstrate its centrality to these stakeholders. Secondly, it engaged in corporate diplomacy 

to manage its reputation as regards these stakeholders. Each of these is described in more detail 

in the following sub-sections.  

Education.  

The trade association used education to enhance its acceptability. This distinctive reputation 

building strategy increased stakeholder trust in the trade association by providing access to 

cutting-edge research and expanding stakeholder knowledge of the organisation and nascent 

market. Much of the education unfolded through market-enabling conferences, workshops, and 

webinars organised by the trade association that involved stakeholders from government 

agencies, universities, media, and firms: producers, suppliers, and customers (LENTNZ, 2002, 

2005, 2016). Although symposia involved divergent stakeholders that sometimes confronted 

each other about such matters as a deficiency of state incentivisation and slow firm investment, 

these events provided rare and unfiltered interactions that enhanced stakeholder trust in and 

perception of the trade association. Reputation building through education supplied timely and 

relevant information, influenced stakeholders, and increased their acceptance of the trade 

association as a sort of nascent market knowledge hub. As an academic noted: 

“I am always keen on supporting education and these seminars and whatever else. I have 

taken on speaking on one or two occasions and so forth. So I think education is a significant 

role for [LENTNZ].” (ACAD 2) 

The trade association also enhanced its acceptability through public education. In 

contrast to symposia educating of primary stakeholders, this involved sharing non-market 

information with the public to influence their perception of the nascent market and association. 

This included, among other things, projections on the nascent market size and its impact on 
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impact on NZ’s carbon emission reduction. Through external media channels – newspaper 

articles, radio programmes, and other outlets – the trade association offered interviews and 

published press releases and reports that signalled nascent market relevance and importance 

(LENTNZ, 2002, 2018). This public education focused not only on the forecast potential of the 

nascent market but also on the trade association as the legitimate enabler of it. Overall, the trade 

association built its reputation using education to shape public perceptions of the nascent 

market and of itself. As a firm representative stated: 

“Recently I saw an article saying that [naumixies] are not very sustainable because de-

forestation is impacted by it. So there was a really good education piece from [LENTNZ] 

around how that doesn't really apply to New Zealand's [naumixie] because it is sustainably 

produced.” (FIRM 22)  

Corporate diplomacy. 

Apart from education, the trade association used corporate diplomacy as a reputation building 

strategy to enhance its acceptability in the non-market environment. Much of the trade 

association’s corporate diplomacy centred on its cognisance and acceptance of local norms 

concerning stakeholder engagement and influencing. This involved concentrating on the long-

term value of maintaining relationships, avoiding tensions between members at all costs, which 

meant defusing such intermember tension where it either had arisen or was imminent 

(LENTNZ, 2001, 2015). The deployment of corporate diplomacy increased stakeholders’ trust 

in the trade association and bolstered its acceptability as an active mediator focused on finding 

balanced solutions. Overall, the trade association diplomatically managed its corporate image 

among stakeholders and increased acceptability by presenting itself as being cognisant of, and 

responsive to, the diverse issues and interests of stakeholders. A firm representative noted that 

LENTNZ believes that: 

“There is a real opportunity for knowledge transfer and job creation and the benefits that 

that brings to a community.” (GOVT 1) 
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The trade association also used corporate diplomacy in other ways that enhanced its 

acceptability. These other ways were novel and involved the promotion of the nascent market 

as a “public good” and the trade association as a nationalistic agent advocating naumixie as a 

way of reducing carbon dioxide emissions. The trade association engaged students through a 

high school programme involving local member firms and the public by way of naumixie quiz 

competitions during the Football World Cup of 2010 (LENTNZ, 2010). These activities linked 

the nascent market product to NZ’s carbon emission targets under international conventions 

and advanced the perception of the trade association’s distinctiveness as a rare association 

advocating for a more ecologically sustainable country. Overall, corporate diplomacy increased 

the government and public’s acceptance of both naumixie and the trade association. As an 

academic noted:  

“The image from a commercial point of view is very important, not only for being passionate 

about a good environment because if we lose that, we’re going to lose a lot of money. People 

also have the image of New Zealand; this is a country which is clean.” (ACAD 1) 

4.4.3 LENTNZ’s membership building processes. 

Member involvement. 

The trade association deployed a membership building strategy that enabled it to obtain an 

engaged membership. This strategy sought to overcome LENTNZ’s small size by stimulating 

membership growth through a process that involved the rare act of creating non-firm 

membership in an association. The trade association’s membership building involved targeting 

universities and particular government agencies and embedding them into membership 

(LENTNZ, 2004, 2014). While this strategy moderated the rent seeking push by firms and 

created a new dimension of intermember tension – firm versus other member – it enabled the 

conversion of nascent market stakeholders into LENTNZ members, thus increasing 

participation by membership. The trade association’s membership building strategy grew its 
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membership and funding base. A LENTNZ executive and firm representative stated that 

LENTNZ’s membership building enabled it to:  

“Maintain some financial viability through the membership.” (EXEC 2) 

The trade association’s membership building strategy involved other processes that 

focused on its interest groups. LENTNZ created three interest groups, here called Alpha, Beta, 

and Gamma, to align the sub-interests of members based on market segments and to stimulate 

new membership and member involvement in, and resourcing of, the trade association 

(LENTNZ, 2012). Much of these activities centred on getting members of the interest groups 

to fund association activity aligning and advancing their particular interests. Although 

LENTNZ encouraged member participation in interest groups by assigning centrist group 

leaders who developed group meeting schedules, this did not always deliver the expected 

results as all interest groups became inactive at different stages. Notwithstanding, the 

association resuscitated its interest groups and used them to snowball stakeholders in its 

constituency apparatus into membership. This expanded membership from roughly 7 in 

December 2001 to100 in December 2018 and the association increased its membership fee 

income over this period. The trade association’s membership building increased membership, 

funding, and member involvement in interest groups. As a firm representative suggested: 

“In New Zealand, where there are, these sectors are small, so you want everyone in. And 

particularly if you break it down into interest groups, you can cope with that.” (FIRM 3) 

Symbolism. 

The trade association’s membership building also involved symbolism enabling engaged 

membership. This strategy consisted of creating a tiered membership, which allowed enabling 

existing and prospective members to consider their financial commitment and capability and 

select an appropriate membership category for participation each year. The trade association 

created gold, silver, and bronze membership categories that involved different levels of 

financial commitment, and this appealed to small and young firms as well as other organisations 
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of greater size and complexity (LENTNZ, 2006, 2015). The introduction of tiered membership 

allowed firms to symbolically align their degree of commitment to LENTNZ by membership 

category. It also enabled the trade association to promote member inclusivity by giving all 

members a voice concerning its direction. While not all member voices were equal, the trade 

association’s symbolism signalled heightened member solidarity and allowed some firms come 

in as bronze members who could not have afforded the undifferentiated fee. As an association 

executive and firm representative stated:  

“We try to make sure that people like [ABC Corporation], dairy companies, meat companies, 

petroleum companies, actually see some value in [LENTNZ].” (EXEC 2). 

The trade association’s symbolism included other processes, particularly the creation of 

board of director roles for two government agency members. The unprecedented appointment 

of government agents to the board symbolised the institutionalising of these stakeholders into 

organisational leadership (LENTNZ, 2008). This action deepened the role of government 

agencies in relation to the strategic decision-making of the trade association. It also signalled 

deeper levels of government commitment to the trade association and nascent market. While 

some member firms expressed a deficit in trust concerning government agents and wanted them 

off the board, government agents remained directors and contributed to the trade association’s 

direction. The trade association’s symbolism deepened government’s interest in its direction. 

As an association executive and firm representative stated: 

“The intangibles are often bigger than the tangibles. In which case, what we are doing at the 

moment is trying to get government to recognise that it is a partnership.” (EXEC 1) 

4.4.4 Signs of LENTNZ’s enhanced legitimacy. 

Having employed constituency building, reputation building, and membership building non-

market strategies, LENTNZ enhanced its sociopolitical legitimacy in two key areas. Firstly, the 

trade association received deeper acceptance from central government. Secondly, LENTNZ’s 
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members generally expressed that the trade association created value for them by enabling both 

internal exchanges among members and external relations between members and the central 

government. 

“Government has started to take some interest mainly because of volume. Now, I am saying 

that we are 10 percent of your market. Isn’t that significant!” (EXEC 1) 

As an association executive noted above, the growth in the size of naumixie product 

markets evidenced the trade association’s receipt of increased acceptance from central 

government. For LENTNZ, this increased sociopolitical legitimacy was accompanied by 

greater attention and respect from government ministries and ministers. Government ministers, 

for example, increasingly accepted guest speaker roles at events organised by the trade 

association, and the association received membership on a national renewable energy 

committee that helped to shape NZ’s carbon emission policy position leading up to the signing 

of the Paris Accord in 2016 (LENTNZ, 2016). The growth in the share of the renewable energy 

market governed by the trade association, therefore, increased its acceptance in central 

government circles and bolstered its ability to influence government policy.    

 “They [LENTNZ] are showing that they’re really, really proactive and I guess central 

government now see them as an organisation that has a lot of knowledge” (FIRM 5) 

As a firm representative indicated above, the trade association’s enhanced acceptance 

from central government was also due to its technical knowledge about naumixie locally and 

globally. This, along with the association’s use of symposia and related events to educate, 

connect, and influence both member and government, contributed to increased member 

acceptance and respect. Small member firms, in particular, appreciated the association’s efforts 

in connecting them to other firms, and to central government ministers, with whom they would 

not normally have direct relations. As a firm representative noted:  
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“Organising conferences, organising networking, all very positive. And as I mentioned 

before connecting people with, internally within the organisation, plus connecting people 

from within the organisation to people in central government and other areas, I think is its 

forte.” (FIRM 22)   

4.5 Discussion 

This study examined the sociopolitical legitimacy-enhancing non-market strategy of a trade 

association in the nascent naumixie market, which we now summarise to a theoretical 

framework in Figure 4.2. The framework empirically demonstrates the strategy selection of this 

trade association, which initially possessed limited influence, was underresourced, small and 

broadly deficient in legitimacy. It shows how the association used constituency building, 

reputation building, and membership building strategies to increase its sociopolitical legitimacy 

over time. Our framework draws on this data and prior literature to show how trade associations 

can enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy by improving their acceptability and adaptation and 

portion of engaged membership. We respond to Rajwani et al.’s (2015) call for research 

examining the non-market strategy of trade associations, especially their sociopolitical 

legitimacy-enhancing processes. Unlike other studies showing that trade associations use non-

market strategy to legitimise firms and markets (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Kshetri & Dholakia, 

2009), we show how they use non-market strategies to enhance their own sociopolitical 

legitimacy in non-market environments.  
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Figure 4.2: Using non-market strategy to increase trade association sociopolitical legitimacy.  

Our focus on the deployment of non-market strategy to enhance trade associations’ 

sociopolitical legitimacy is timely and aligns with existing conversations across management 

scholarship and neo-institutional theory. Scholars in strategic management, entrepreneurship, 

and organisation studies have considered the legitimacy-enhancing strategies of trade 

associations and other intermediary enablers of markets (Alakent & Ozer, 2014; Lee et al., 

2017; Lee et al., 2018). However, these studies focus on the legitimisation of firms and markets 

and provide only cursory explanations of trade associations’ non-market strategy (Rajwani et 

al., 2015) highlighting their deployment of individual strategies (Papaioannou et al., 2016). Our 

study demonstrates how trade associations deploy multiple non-market strategies to enhance 

their legitimacy. We use testable propositions to show how the selection of constituency 

building, reputation building, and membership building can enable underresourced, limited 

influence, and small and young trade associations to enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy.  

4.5.1 Theoretical contributions. 

We offer two propositions and explain below how they make theoretical contributions to the 

non-market strategy literature on trade associations. First, our data indicate that underresourced 
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trade associations use constituency building to enhance sociopolitical legitimacy by adaptation, 

negotiating member and stakeholder interests and increasing stakeholder involvement in 

organisational activities. The constituency building of these trade associations involves co-

opting and influencing firms, government agencies, and other stakeholders (Hillman & Hitt, 

1999; Lord, 2003; Walker, 2012). Conversely, because reputation building increases 

stakeholder trust and confidence (Henisz, 2017; Tucker, 2008), trade associations use it to 

access emergent research, expand stakeholder knowledge, and enhance their acceptability. Yet 

this may not necessarily translate to adaptation, especially in contexts with limited stakeholder 

involvement and divergent stakeholder interests. Constituency building enables trade 

associations to co-opt and negotiate stakeholder interests, harnessing and deploying shared 

resources in pursuit of member interests and greater sociopolitical legitimacy for such 

associations (Barnett, 2018; Baysinger, 1984; Schwartz & Bar-El, 2015; Tallberg & Zürn, 

2019). In view of this, we propose that:  

P1: Trade associations that are underresourced are more likely to engage in 

constituency building rather than reputation building. 

Second, our data indicate that trade associations with limited influence use reputation 

building to enhance their acceptability. This elevates the public status and relative 

attractiveness of trade associations to firms and governments compared to peer organisations 

such as other associations. The pursuit of reputation building increases the perceived 

trustworthiness and distinctiveness of trade associations (King & Whetten, 2008; Tucker, 2008) 

through corporate diplomacy (Henisz, 2017) and stakeholder education. Conversely, our data 

suggest that small and young trade associations use membership building to enhance their 

sociopolitical legitimacy through engaged membership. This strategy can increase trade 

associations’ membership and funding by stimulating firm participation in organisational 

activities (Barnett, 2018) and markets (Kahl, 2018; Prokopovych, 2015). However, small trade 
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associations, unlike large ones, typically have limited influence and resource (Bennett, 1999; 

Rajwani et al., 2015, p. 227) and may be unable to gain and retain membership and obtain 

government acceptance without deploying reputation building. Reputation building can thus 

increase the acceptability of trade associations with limited influence and reduce member 

migration and apathy. Considering this, we propose that:  

P2: Trade associations that possess limited influence are more likely to engage 

in reputation building rather than membership building.  

The above propositions make three theoretical contributions that extend the non-market 

strategy literature. First, we demonstrate how the rarely studied constituency building of trade 

associations aids their adaptation of non-market environments. Previous studies traditionally 

considered constituency building from a firm perspective (Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Lord, 2003) 

or provided cursory indications of how trade associations use this non-market strategy to shape 

markets where government intervention insufficiently addresses market failure or inefficiently 

allocates goods and services in markets (see Schwartz & Bar-El, 2015). However, ours is the 

first to explore the longitudinal constituency building of trade associations and show how the 

components of this non-market strategy – stakeholder co-option, direction, and resource 

harnessing – enable negotiated stakeholder interests and increased stakeholder participation. 

We demonstrate that the constituency building of underresourced trade associations, in 

particular, is central to their harnessing stakeholder resources and adapting non-market 

environments.  

Second, we show that the reputation building of trade associations can stimulate 

stakeholder trust and increase their acceptability in non-market environments. Tucker (2008) 

showed how the perceived trustworthiness and kept promises of trade associations let them 

intermediate between members and external stakeholders, acting as economic and non-

economic incentives that shape the dynamic relationship of these actors. Our study shows that 
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education is a fundamental component of the reputation building of trade associations. We 

demonstrate how this, along with corporate diplomacy, enables previously uninfluential trade 

associations to increase internal and external stakeholder acceptance of them through emergent 

research and knowledge expansion. We suggest that as Henisz (2017) argues, reputation 

building enables organizations to increase their influence and create lasting stakeholder 

impressions, extend their political and social embeddedness and relationships with 

stakeholders.  

Finally, we uncover the membership building strategy of the trade association and show 

how it derives engaged membership. Previous studies suggested that the management of trade 

associations’ members extends beyond membership decisions involving, for example, the 

stimulation of member participation in association (Barnett, 2018) and market activities (Kahl, 

2018; Prokopovych, 2015). Building on these works, we show how trade associations pursue a 

distinct membership building, which enables them to increase their membership size and 

funding. This necessitates that trade associations perceive existing and prospective members as 

both customers and shareholders and use this novel non-market strategy to capture the 

membership of a greater proportion of firms within particular markets and increase the supply 

of member financial and other resources. This indicates that the deployment of a membership 

building strategy is central to helping trade associations overcome their smallness and newness.  

4.5.2 Practical implications, limitations, and future research. 

The practical implications of this article for trade associations and firms are many but due to 

space restrictions, we consider only two here. First, trade associations should consider the 

selection of non-market strategies in order to enable adaptation, acceptability, engaged 

membership, and other mechanisms that enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy and support 

the legitimisation of firms and markets. This may demand, for example, that trade associations 

especially early on and pragmatically use membership building, reputation building, 
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constituency building or other non-market strategies to derive optimal sociopolitical legitimacy 

by adaptation or through other means. Second, firms should consider the relative cost and non-

market influence they can derive from bolstering the sociopolitical legitimacy of trade 

associations that are small and possess limited resource and influence. This should be 

considered in relation to, for instance, pursuing their non-market interests through powerful 

and amply legitimised trade associations which may be dominated by large firms (Barnett, 

2013), or to joining forces with particular firms through other non-market networks.  

There are two key limitations to our article. First, our chosen trade association operates 

in a distinctive setting that influenced its selection of legitimacy-enhancing non-market 

strategy. Further cases could have provided learnings by, e.g., cross-case comparison of the 

non-market strategy selection and legitimacy enhancement or lack thereof of trade associations. 

Second, the propositions we offered could benefit from comprehensive empirical testing. With 

this mind, we identify significant areas for future empirical research in relation to other trade 

associations and settings. Scholars pursuing future research may draw on theories and methods 

both similar to and different from ours.  

Future empirical research is necessary as trade associations in the US, China, and 

elsewhere use non-market strategy to enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy in order to 

legitimise artificial intelligence firms and high-tech markets. Scholars in management, 

economics, and other disciplines may examine how the membership building, reputation 

building, constituency building and other non-market strategies of trade associations stimulate 

interactions with the firms, governments, consumers, and publics that enhance their trust, 

confidence, and participation in associations. Such studies may examine the decision-making 

concerning legitimacy building versus “hard lobbying” from the perspective of the executives 

and members of trade associations. Other studies may consider prospective member decision-

making in relation to, e.g., the pursuit of reputation building as a standalone activity, through 
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trade associations with limited influence, or through highly legitimised trade associations. Still 

other works may examine the choice and organisational effect of the non-market strategies 

deployed by chambers of commerce, policy networks, and other meta-organisations.  

4.6 Conclusion 

The aim of this article was to examine the rarely studied phenomenon of trade associations 

enhancing sociopolitical legitimacy through non-market strategy. This study is timely 

considering that “trade associations are the most common form of business representation: 

where a business is in membership of any business body it is more likely to be a trade 

association than any other” (May et al., 1998, p. 261). Our study extends the non-market 

strategy literature by uncovering the longitudinal constituency building, reputation building, 

and membership building that enhanced the sociopolitical legitimacy of what started out as a 

small, young, underresourced trade association with limited influence. These non-market 

strategies gave the association a new lease on life, enabling its adaptation of the non-market 

environment, acceptability from government and other stakeholders, and engaged membership. 

As a foundational study in non-market strategy scholarship examining the phenomenon, this 

article provides a basis for further empirical enquiries. To advance this agenda, we extrapolated 

our findings using testable propositions to consider how trade associations with similar 

characteristics elsewhere may utilise constituency building, reputation building, and 

membership building to derive particular organisational legitimisation outcomes. 
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Chapter 5. Conclusions 

In this chapter, I summarise the findings and contributions of the articles in Chapters 2, 3, and 

4 consider the limitations of the research design, and outline avenues for future research. 

Although each of the three articles represents an individual study, they enjoy a shared focus on 

the strategies of non-market collaborations in relation to the enabling of market emergence. 

The three articles en bloc contribute to the understanding of non-market collaborations as 

enablers of market emergence and link their response to institutional pressures from firms, 

governments, and societies (Oliver, 1991), non-market strategy deployment (Dahan et al., 

2006; Rajwani et al., 2015) and organisational and institutional outcomes. In taking a neo-

institutional perspective, I was able to explain these systemic interactions and offer a nuanced 

perspective on the key sources of influence of non-market collaborations and the processes by 

which their non-market strategies enable market emergence.  

5.1 Summary of Findings 

I found that non-market collaborations, especially trade associations, chambers of commerce, 

cross-sector partnerships and policy networks are predisposed to pushing from firms and 

pulling from other actors and factors in their non-market environments. I showed how these 

non-market collaborations respond to such pushing and pulling using political and social 

strategies to enable market formation and market reformation − potentially the early stages of 

market emergence − and obtain diffusion of influence from this process. In other words, I linked 

the pushing and pulling factors that stimulate non-market collaborations’ involvement in 

market emergence initially with the consequent strategies they use to shape non-market 

environments for firms and showed the outcomes collaborations derive from this process. This 

finding offers a comprehensive picture of the market formation and reformation components 
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of the market emergence process, and connects the agency of non-market collaborations with 

their isomorphic pressure and diffusion interactions (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017).  

Having examined the rarely empirically studied activities of a trade association, I found 

that this association sought government incentives and used conforming and shaping political 

strategies to respectively accede to, and resist, government pressure for involvement in its 

strategy formation. The trade association decoupled these non-market strategies to align 

industry and government nascent market interests and legitimise a recently formed market. I 

showed that both the government and trade association are active actors (Dahan et al., 2015; 

Lawton et al., 2018) whose interactions were underpinned by quid pro quo negotiations aimed 

at creating value for their respective constituents. Finally, I described the process by which this 

small and young, underresourced, and limited-influence trade association, the type of 

association that has hitherto been overlooked or largely presumed adequately legitimised in the 

non-market strategy literature, suffered from a deficit in legitimacy and used non-market 

strategy to enhance its sociopolitical legitimacy. 

5.2 Summary of Contributions to Research 

In this thesis, I draw upon neo-institutional theory and make theoretical contributions that 

extend the non-market strategy literature using three articles to explain the mechanisms through 

which non-market collaborations enable market emergence. The first article contributes by way 

of a conceptual framework explaining a mechanism through which non-market collaborations 

enable market opportunities. Previous studies considered the collective enabling of market 

opportunities from the perspectives of firms (Ballesteros & Gatignon, 2019; Dorobantu et al., 

2017) and societies (Kolk & Lenfant, 2012) but without assimilating them into a non-market 

collaboration perspective that comprehensively explores and compares the value-creating 

interactions of particular non-market collaborations (Bachmann, 2003; Rajwani et al., 2015; 

Spillman, 2018). Building on these studies and on the notion of isomorphic pressures and 
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organisational responses (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Oliver, 1991), I show how pushing by 

firms and pulling from other actors and factors underpin the enabling of market formation and 

market reformation by trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, 

and policy networks. 

The first article also makes a second contribution using testable propositions to 

extrapolate how non-market collaborations benefit from enabling market formation and market 

reformation. Previous works suggested that non-market influence is an underpinning logic of 

non-market strategy research (Baron, 1995; Hillman & Hitt, 1999) and a key determinant of 

non-market collaborations’ success and survival (Hirsch, 1975; Lawton et al., 2018; Maennig 

et al., 2015). Therefore, organisations that have non-market influence are able to strategically 

neutralise isomorphic pressure and obtain diffused influence (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017; 

Oliver, 1991). I build on these studies and show how trade associations, chambers of commerce, 

cross-sector partnerships, and policy networks deploy non-market strategies that enable market 

opportunities for firms and provide collaborations with a diffusion of influence. This article 

elevates the notion of diffusion of influence in non-market strategy scholarship and broadens 

learnings on this fundamental yet previously taken-for-granted consideration. 

The second article contributes to the literature using four testable propositions to 

extrapolate the findings of LENTNZ − pseudonym for an NZ-based trade association, which 

enabled the emergence of a nascent market using decoupled conforming and shaping political 

strategies. I observe that during the emergence of nascent markets, the political intentions of 

trade associations are multifocal and this inspires them to engage in political interactions that 

are multifaceted. In view of this, I show how the selection and decoupling of seemingly 

contradicting political strategies by this trade association enabled its simultaneous policy 

adaptation on one stratum of government and policy shaping on the other. I also show that trade 

associations develop shaping strategies to legitimise nascent markets when they can resist 
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government pressure, and accede using conforming strategies to align industry-government 

interests when resisting government pressure is not possible. 

The contributions summarised above broadly shed light on the complexity of the 

context within which trade associations operate and the nature of the non-market strategy used 

to influence governments and public policy and enable nascent market emergence within such 

contexts. They indicate that the strategy decoupling of trade associations enable them to 

simultaneously maintain legitimacy, influence political contexts (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; 

Bromley et al., 2012), and derive maximum government benefits to develop nascent markets. 

They also highlight the multilayered nature of government, and the complexity of different 

types of industry−government interface in dynamic non-market environments (Dahan et al., 

2015).  

The third article contributes to the literature by way of testable propositions considering 

how trade associations use constituency building, reputation building, and membership 

building to enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy. First, I show how the rarely studied 

constituency building of trade associations aids their adaptation of non-market environments. 

Previous studies traditionally considered constituency building from a firm perspective 

(Hillman & Hitt, 1999; Lord, 2003) or provided cursory indications of how trade associations 

use this non-market strategy to shape markets where government intervention insufficiently 

addressed the allocation of goods and services in markets (Schwartz & Bar-El, 2015). However, 

this thesis is the first to consider the longitudinal constituency building of underresourced trade 

associations in relation to them co-opting, directing, and harnessing stakeholder resources in 

order to enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy through adaptation of non-market 

environments. 

This article also contributes to the literature by describing how the reputation building 

of trade associations can inspire stakeholder trust and enhance their acceptability in non-market 
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environments. Tucker (2008) showed how the trustworthiness and promises of trade 

associations enable their intermediation between member firms and external stakeholders, 

acting as economic and non-economic incentives that shape the dynamic relationship of these 

actors. I show that education is a fundamental component of the reputation building of trade 

associations and describe how this, along with corporate diplomacy, can enable previously 

uninfluential associations to increase both internal and external stakeholder acceptance of them 

through emergent research and knowledge expansion. I suggest, as Henisz (2017) argues, that 

reputation building enables organisations to increase their influence and create lasting 

stakeholder impressions, and extend their political and social embeddedness in non-market 

environments and relationships with stakeholders.  

The third article makes yet another contribution to the literature by describing an 

additional mechanism through which trade associations enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy. 

The latter contribution uncovers membership building as a novel non-market strategy deployed 

by trade associations and shows how this strategy can derive engaged membership. Previous 

studies suggested that the management of trade associations’ members should extend beyond 

membership decisions and involve, for example, the stimulation of member participation in 

association (Barnett, 2018) and market activities (Kahl, 2018; Prokopovych, 2015). I build on 

these works and describe how small and young trade associations pursue membership building 

as a distinct non-market strategy enabling them to increase their membership size and funding. 

I argue that a membership building-strategy can help trade associations overcome their 

smallness and newness. However, it requires associations to first use this non-market strategy 

to define existing and prospective members as customers and shareholders, and then aim to 

attract a greater proportion of firms within particular markets into membership and increase the 

supply of financial and other resources from members. 
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Beyond the individual contributions outlined above, the three articles that substantively 

form this thesis collectively highlight the mechanisms by which competing firms enable market 

emergence through non-market collaborations. They collectively show how these 

collaborations use particular non-market strategies to adapt to non-market environments, and 

enhance their sociopolitical legitimacy, and shape such environments in order to enable market 

emergence. This insight is crucial because non-market collaborations generally, and trade 

associations especially, are key legitimisers of new firms and markets (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; 

Rajwani et al., 2015). Yet I have attempted to dispel the implicit notion in the literature that 

these non-market collaborations are towers of legitimacy readily available to legitimise new 

firms and markets. First, I show why the notion of enhancing organisational sociopolitical 

legitimacy underpins the agency and market formation and reformation outcomes of particular 

collaborations. Second, I describe how trade associations may use non-market strategy to 

overcome deficiency in sociopolitical legitimacy increasing acceptance and respect from 

members, prospective members, and stakeholders. 

The explanations of non-market collaborations’ enabling of market emergence provide 

a unique longitudinal view of how non-market strategy actually creates new market 

opportunities. On the one hand, the learnings provided in this thesis breathe life into Bach and 

Allen’s (2010) notion of non-market strategy as a creator of new market opportunities, and 

detail the longitudinal interactions and outcomes that underpin non-market strategy deployment 

in relation to market emergence. On the other hand, the understandings about non-market 

collaborations as creators of new market opportunities depart from the traditional emphasis on 

firms as the focal organisation in non-market strategy scholarship (see Dahan et al., 2006; 

Lawton & Rajwani, 2018). This enriches the literature by demystifying a key aspect of the 

value-creating interactions of interfirm blocs in non-market environments.  
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One of the key literature enrichments arising from this research is the clear indication 

that non-market collaborations involved in enabling market emergence deploy dual non-market 

strategies. The non-market strategy of trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-sector 

partnerships, and policy networks serve the dual purpose of enabling market opportunities for 

firms and providing diffusion of influence for these collaborations. The pursuit of both 

conforming and shaping strategies by trade associations also serves the dual purpose of aligning 

industry−government interests to build the nascent market’s reputation and capacity while 

accessing government tax incentives and other legitimising mechanisms. Taken together, this 

indicates that the enabling of market emergence by trade association is as much about 

legitimising new markets as it is about legitimising themselves.  

This places the spotlight on the pursuit of dual non-strategies, a consideration which, to 

the best of my knowledge, has not received much attention in the non-market strategy 

scholarship. My hope is that this gives greater impetus to the “non-market collaboration 

perspective”, especially advancing research on the dual non-market strategies of non-market 

collaborations, not as protectors of long-established markets, but as enablers of emergent ones. 

5.3 Implications for Practice 

The managerial implications of this thesis relate to both non-market collaborations and firms. 

Collaborations should develop business models encompassing nuanced dual strategies that 

systematise their governmental interfaces, respond to anticipated and unforeseen pushing and 

pulling, and enable the emergence of markets. Social media and other societal interfaces should 

underpin the new business models enabling constituency building and increased stakeholder 

education on the market formation and reformation interests of non-market collaborations. This 

could reduce information asymmetry concerning these activities and increase public interest in, 

and involvement with, trade associations and other collaborations. While increased public- 

collaboration exchanges may seem futile or a way of providing non-market competitors with 



 

130 

sensitive information, it can strategically provide smaller, underresourced, and uninfluential 

non-market collaborations with fast-tracked embeddedness, enhanced sociopolitical 

legitimacy, and diffusion of influence. Thus, to enhance their organisational capacity and 

efficacy, and shared member benefits (Barnett, 2006; Staber & Aldrich, 1983), non-market 

collaborations should marry both pragmatism and mutualism into their strategic decision-

making.  

As the market and non-market environments become increasingly competitive, more 

firms will turn to trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships and 

policy networks to enable market formation and reformation. The non-market collaboration 

approach to enabling market emergence will thus become the new norm and firms will have to 

assimilate this contemporary method into their business models. In particular, firms will have 

to integrate their market and non-market strategy (Baron, 1999; Holburn & Vanden Bergh, 

2014; Lawton et al., 2014) potentially using, for example, both trade associations and chambers 

of commerce to pursue similar or dissimilar government policy interests.  

Firms should also consider the influence, structure, resource, and reputation of non-

market collaborations as selection criteria regarding firms’ overarching strategic interests and 

aims. Conversely, multinational firms in particular may decide to, for instance, pursue the 

enabling of market emergence via cross-sector partnerships and policy networks. While using 

these collaborations may be less cost- and time-efficient compared to using trade associations 

and chambers of commerce, collaborations offers multinational firms the spillover benefit of 

fast-tracked embeddedness in foreign markets.  

5.4 Limitations 

Despite the attempts made to reduce the limitations of this thesis, especially employing quality-

control procedures to ensure reliability and data integrity of the research, there were inevitable 

limitations. The limitations related to the three individual articles have already been outlined in 
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the research design section of Chapter 1 and in the limitations section of Chapters 2, 3, and 4. 

However, there is a need to also consider the broader limitations of the thesis itself. To this end, 

I focus on two key considerations: generalisability of findings and researcher bias.  

5.4.1 Generalisability of findings.  

As detailed in the research design section of Chapter 1, a qualitative research method was 

employed for Article 2 and Article 3 − empirical papers. A limitation of qualitative research 

relates to the generalisability of its findings. Nevertheless, the prospect of generalisability is 

limited where research such as this is concerned because theory on the phenomenon is emergent 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2008) and deep, ample research access to particular organisations, 

especially trade associations and other non-market collaborations, is rare (Dahan et al., 2006; 

Rajwani et al., 2018). As stated before, I collected interview and longitudinal archival data from 

a NZ-based trade association that enabled market emergence, from the inception of the 

association in 2001 to 2018. The selection of a single association within a particular location 

supported the research objective of the thesis to pursue transferability rather than 

generalisability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). However, while I believe the suggestions offered 

could be transferred to different contexts wherein trade associations and other non-market 

collaborations may enable market emergence, strictly speaking, without further empirical 

evidence, the findings of this thesis are not directly applicable to other organisational and 

institutional contexts.  

Another limitation relates to the nascent phase of market emergence. Subsequent phases 

may differ from the nascent phase and may involve, for example, faster growth and increased 

competition among member firms. This could restrict the transferability of the findings, 

especially given that both member interaction within non-market collaborations and 

collaborations’ exchange with governments may unfold differently and affect the market 

emergence process contrariwise beyond the nascent phase. If the competitive tension among 
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members is higher in subsequent phases this could require more focus and may necessitate, for 

example, the use of participant observation and possibly other methods to supplement archival 

data and interviews to robustly explain the effect of these exchanges on market emergence. In 

sum, the institutional interactions beyond the nascent phase may be affected by the 

heterogeneity of non-market environments (Boddewyn, 2016), non-market collaborations, and 

market emergence life-cycle considerations.   

5.4.2 Researcher bias.  

In order to obtain research access at LENTNZ, I had to become a member of the trade 

association under the pre-existing membership held by the University of Auckland. By 

becoming a member of the association, I was able to access longitudinal archival data that 

improved the depth and rigor of my research, although I was unfamiliar with the interviewed 

participants prior to the commencement of data collection. Strictly speaking, however, 

membership in the association imposed another layer of researcher bias atop biases generally 

relating to participant sampling and data interpretation (Chenail, 2011). The procedures which 

I employed – sample selection process, interview protocol, follow-up one-on-one meetings 

with executives and presentation of preliminary findings, and triangulation of interview and 

archival data sources, strengthened the rigor and validity of the findings in this thesis. Still, they 

minimised rather than illuminated the likelihood that researcher bias could have taken place. 

Overall, the limitations above provide opportunities for the deployment of other 

qualitative and quantitative methods on future research.  

5.5 Future Research on the Dual Strategy of Non-Market Collaborations 

The artificial intelligence, space travel, and other high-tech markets are emerging from 

industry–government interactions, and non-market collaborations, owing to their closeness to 

both firms and governments, are an increasingly preferred interface enabling this institutional 

process. This presents significant research opportunities for scholars in management, 
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economics, marketing, political science, and other disciplines, to explore the duality of the non-

market strategies that trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and 

policy networks use to enable market emergence and diffusion of influence in this, the 

technological age. Future research should broaden learnings on these non-market 

collaborations and considerations using qualitative and quantitative methods to test the 

propositions that I offered in Chapters 2, 3, and 4.   

The opportunities for future research abound and extend beyond testing the propositions 

proffered in this thesis. I consider that the future of non-market strategy research lies in 

scrutinising the dualism of the non-market strategy pursued by non-market collaborations and 

other organisations providing new learnings on how dualistic strategies permit them to adapt 

to, and shape, increasingly dynamic and complex non-market environments and enable market 

formation and reformation. To this end, scholars may consider large and small non-market 

collaborations in advanced and emerging countries, for example, the semiconductor industry 

associations, aerospace industry associations and other collaborations in the US, China and 

elsewhere, and explain how their dualistic strategies shape public policy and affect market 

emergence. I go further to identify and categorise future research within four domains in Table 

5.1 and explain how they can provide learnings that enrich the non-market strategy literature. 
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Table 5.1 

Future Research Domains on the Dual Non-Market Strategy of Non-Market Collaborations  

Research domain Focus area Literature enrichment 

Domain 1: Looking 

back at non-market 

collaborations from 

their birth to 

understand how they 

enhanced and eroded 

their sociopolitical 

legitimacy 

The simultaneous 

enhancement of non-market 

collaborations’ sociopolitical 

legitimacy and the 

legitimisation of markets and 

firms 

Uncovering the mutualism tension relating 

to situations where the pursuit of member 

interest threatens the survival of particular 

non-market collaborations 

Revisiting the notion of whose interests 

truly matters most 

Explaining the process by which small 

non-market collaborations enhance their 

sociopolitical legitimacy as compared to 

large collaborations 

Domain 2: Walking 

the tightrope of 

conflicting member 

interests to determine 

overarching 

organisational aims 

The interplay between 

conflicting members and its 

effect on organisational aims  

Understanding the ways in which the 

internal workings of non-market 

collaborations concerning member-related 

tensions and trade-offs restrict and enable 

market emergence 

Explaining how internal tensions and 

trade-offs shift the aims and roles of non-

market collaborations 

Domain 3: Playing 

dualistic roles in 

competitive non-

market environments 

Confronting non-market 

competition while enabling 

market emergence 

 

Uncovering the fine-grained workings of 

non-market collaborations’ dualism in 

non-market environments 

Revealing how and why non-market 

competition enables market emergence 

Explaining to what extent non-market 

competition influences changes to the role 

and function of non-market collaborations 

Domain 4: Taking the 

non-market strategy 

dualism game global 

 

Influencing foreign 

governments through home 

country government to provide 

access for high-tech products 

while restricting the entry of 

substitute products in the 

home market 

Understanding the longitudinal effect of 

strategy dualism with regard to 

governments’ trust of particular non-

market collaborations 

Elucidating the extent to which the 

dualistic strategy of non-market 

collaborations affects consumer 

confidence in member firms and new 

products offered in domestic and foreign 

markets 

Studies in Domain 1 may examine small and large non-market collaborations from birth 

to understand how they use non-market strategy to enhance or inadvertently erode their 

sociopolitical legitimacy over time. These works may consider the mutualism tension relating 
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to situations wherein the relentless pursuit of member interest threatens the survival of 

particular non-market collaborations and explain the trade-offs that enables them to walk this 

tightrope. Other works may more broadly revisit the notion of whose interests matter most to 

non-market collaborations and describe the simultaneous process that they use to enhance their 

sociopolitical legitimacy while legitimising markets and firms. There are conceptual 

indications that small and large trade associations differ in influence and scope (see Rajwani et 

al., 2015). Subsequent works may build on that study and on this thesis, and explore the 

evolution of other small, medium-sized and large non-market collaborations, explaining the 

similarities and differences with which they enhance or fail to enhance their sociopolitical 

legitimacy. 

Research in Domain 2 may focus on the internal workings of non-market collaborations 

involved in enabling market emergence. Such studies may consider how trade associations, 

chambers of commerce, cross-sector partnerships, and policy networks integrate and 

disintegrate their market emergence enabling strategies and market protection strategies. These 

works may explore the activities underpinning the deployment of conflicting strategies by non-

market collaborations, explaining, for instance, how their strategy coupling, decoupling, and 

recoupling enable market emergence. Both exogenous and endogenous factors can prompt 

changes in these shared strategies that are pursued by competing firms through non-market 

collaborations (Barnett, 2006; Boléat, 2003). Future works may provide fine-grained 

explanations of how non-market collaborations use trade-offs and similar interventions to 

overcome member tensions and other barriers that threaten the pursuit of a dualistic strategy.  

Studies in Domain 3 may focus on non-market collaborations’ use of non-market 

strategy to carry out their dualistic roles in competitive non-market environments. Future works 

in this domain may consider the notion of trade associations, chambers of commerce, cross-

sector partnerships, and policy networks confronting non-market competition while enabling 



 

136 

market emergence. Such research can build upon Henisz and Zelner’s (2012) notion of non-

market competition and explore its intensity in relation to market formation and reformation. 

In particular, consideration should be given not only to why the interactions between trade 

associations and activist groups shape market emergence (van Wijk et al., 2013) but also to 

how these and other non-market collaborations respond to competition from activist groups and 

other collaborations while enabling market emergence. Other works may explore the dualistic 

strategy of non-market collaborations that defuse or intensify tensions from clusters of local 

communities and potential customers of 5G, and other emergent technologies, explaining their 

effect on market emergence. 

Research in Domain 4 may focus on non-market collaborations, which deploy dualistic 

strategies that are influenced by, and influence, governments at home and abroad to enable 

market emergence. These works can broaden learnings on the types and nature of governments’ 

interactions with industry (Dahan et al., 2015). Particularly, they may uncover the strategies of 

non-market collaborations that align the policies of fragmented governments at home with 

those of industry while misaligning government policies with particular foreign countries in 

order to restrict access to substitute products domestically. Other studies may consider the 

extent to which the closeness of non-market collaborations to home country government shapes 

government-to-government policy agenda and brings countries together as trading partners or 

pushes them apart. Still other works may consider, for example, pushes by trade associations 

and chambers of commerce for optimal government incentivisation of nascent high-tech 

markets, explaining the extent to which this builds or erodes public and consumer confidence 

in these collaborations and their members.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Interview summary   
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Appendix B: Industry engagements concerning non-market collaborations 

during PhD   

Author or 

Presenter / Date 

Industry outlet Title 

Allen, J. (2019) 

 

 

 

 

 

The Daily Gleaner –  http://jamaica-

gleaner.com/article/commentary/20190304/joel-

allen-caribbean-private-sector-associations-and-

external-value 

 

 

Caribbean private sector 

associations and external value 

creation 

 

 

 

Allen, J. (2019) 

 

 

 

 

Submitted to The Jamaica Observer  

 

 

 

 

Toward a solution to the 

correspondent banking issue in 

Jamaica and CARICOM countries 

 

 

Allen, J. (2016) 

 

 

 

 

Guest speaker, Heavy Engineering Research 

Association Board Retreat, Auckland, New 

Zealand 

 

 

Moving beyond the non-market:  

Market creation via industry 

association 

 

 

Allen, J. (2016) 

 

 

 

 

 

LENTNZ AGM and Conference, Auckland, 

New Zealand 

 

 

 

 

Market emergence through 

industry association: Pursuing 

non-market strategies in 

partnership  

with competitors 

 

http://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/commentary/20190304/joel-allen-caribbean-private-sector-associations-and-external-value
http://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/commentary/20190304/joel-allen-caribbean-private-sector-associations-and-external-value
http://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/commentary/20190304/joel-allen-caribbean-private-sector-associations-and-external-value
http://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/commentary/20190304/joel-allen-caribbean-private-sector-associations-and-external-value
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