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INTRODUCTION

than conventional coffee product. Meanwhile, Bhattcharya and
Sen (2004) stated that nowadays many consumers chose
products from companies that paid attention to the
environment and persuade the society to behave well. Seen
from chain value, primary industries usually produce a bigger
environmental influences than the upper industries with
smaller influences (Clift and Wright,2000).Environment
management can’t be charged to only one organization, but
it’s a responsibility to everybody as consequences of
companies related to the environment in the form as another
organizations as well as nature resources in production process
(Beamon,1999). For that reason, cooperation is needed
between organizations so that the ongoing production process
can pay attention to 3 basic aspects which are economy, social
and environment. Anthony (2000) revealed that collaboration
between 2 or more companies and sharing responsibilities in
terms of planning, managing, and implementing as well as
performance measurement information increasing success
more than working independently. However, opportunistic
behaviour that only thinks about themselves more than
common goal within the scope of value chain can cause failure
in creating a competitive advantage (Simatupang and
Shidaran, 2002).Beside that, differences in ability and power
between organizations could influence the relationship where
organization with bigger retail and ability has power to
manage the relationship between organizations (Chew and

According to Daily and Huang (2001), continuity of ecology is
very important to business development in 21st century which
decided by how industrial organization balancing technology,
economy and protection of the natural environment. Issues
about environment decline generally has increased the efforts
to improved efficiency and business productivity and also
efforts to maintain the business continuity inside society. Wu
and Dunn (1995) also stated that in this decade issues about
environment continuity has become an important business
practical when since 1990s organizations has been pressured
by issues about environment management. Bhushan and
MacKeizie (1994), stated that majority of companies in
America applied an environmental approach in their business
are caused by laws and rules. Although in the few years before
environment power such as consumers boycott and alternative
ways of new consumers’ needs have influenced strategies and
companies’core value.In the other side, issues about
environment has had positive impacts. Killian (2006) declared
that production certainty that shown by sustainable
certification process and attentions to environment gave
benefits to coffees products in Brazil. This benefits form as
higher price level and smaller demand elasticity or less elastic
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Sun, 2009). Kumar,Scheer and Steenkamp (1995) stated that
high level of dependency could cause danger for suppliers to
be involved in opportunistic behaviour or using negative
strategies. While the results of other studies stating that the
asymmetric power positively affect the collaboration as stated
by Lusch and Brown (1996), have an incentive to cooperate.
Gunlach and Cadote (1994), do not perform actions that
damage cooperation, LW Stern. and Reve (1980), and
mutually beneficial Schepers (2007). Problems in this study
refers to the gap in research on asymmetric power and
collaboration, such as the previous statement and the
relationship between the concerns regarding the sustainability
of natural resources that will have an impact on the
sustainability of the organization.

Symmetric and Unsymmetric Power

Power can come from two sources, namely the context-based
and resource-based (Yan and Gray, 1994). In context-based,
the power of one party to another is determined by the
presence or availability of alternatives to resource itself. While
the ownership or control of resources is critical to be a power
related to relationship between organizations as well as being a
creator of power in relationship between organizations. Pfeffer
and Salanncik (1978), states the dependency will rise sharply
when one partner has the resources needed by other colleagues
for the survival of their company. This condition because most
companies do not have sufficient resources to maintain the
continuity of their business, especially when it is in an
uncertain environment (Crook and Combs, 2007). Pfeffer and
Salanncik 1978, says there are three reasons that cause the
resource resulted in a dependency that is, 1) is a very
important resource or other necessary parties, 2) the
limitations of the resource owners and 3) when the conditions
1 and 2 occur. For owners of the resource, the dependency will
form the bargaining power (Crook and Combs, 2007; Lanier
Jr., Wempe and Zacharia, 2010).

Symmetric Collaboration

Whipple and Russell (2007), defines three types of
collaboration based on 10 criteria: 1) person, 2) process, 3)
technology, 4) the level of involvement of decision makers, 5)
focus, 6) deadline, 7) classification of the return of the
relationship, 8) the level of organization, 9) the domain of
information and 10) the level of knowledge. Three types of
collaboration are 1) the type of transaction collaboration, 2)
type of event management, and 3) the type of process
management. Of these three types, type 1 are the most
common and the further the type, the fewer it gets. However,
an ongoing collaborative relationship will increase with the
types getting further. While Simatupang and Sridharan (2005)
developed a collaboration index that measures the level of
collaboration in the supply chain relationship which is based
on three factors: 1) sharing information, 2) the
synchronization decision, and 3) aligning incentives.
Meanwhile, Lambert (2006) states that the cooperation or
partnership can only occur in the form of a transaction
between the organization or the so-called Arm's Length, but
can also be integrated cooperation, without going through the
mechanism of transfer of ownership. Geyskens et al. (1996)
stated that the cooperative relationship symmetrical or

correspondence, will encourage the relationship and increase
the obstacles to end the relationship, making the relationship
of cooperation can take place in the long term (Casciaro and
Piskorski, 2005). In addition, the increased equity partner
relationships and the ability to use the bargaining power in an
effort to improve the performance itself by reducing the
concession partners will weaken and resource dependency
between them will increase (Mackelprang, 2011).

Meanwhile, the existence of social capital will affect the
process of cooperation or collaboration, where cooperation is
preferred by people or organizations who believed (Fukuyama,
1995; Putnam, 1993; Tyler and Kramer, 1996). Social capital
also gives organizations the opportunity to acquire or
exchange of resources and creating new resources and
encourage the creation or establishment of a network that can
provide access to the organization of information, solidarity
and influence (Tata and Prasad, 2008). Therefore, the diversity
of social capital and network size and strength of the
relationship can affect the motivation to engage in
collaboration.

Organization’s Performance

Relationships are built on the basis of cooperation to achieve
common goals better than if done without the cooperation or
collaboration. avoid confusion and conflict (Simatupang and
Sridharan, 2005). Ramdas and Spekman (2000) propose three
forms of performance measurement refers to the reduction of
transaction costs or increase efficiency. Measurement criterias
used are the inventory turnover, inventory per week, the extent
of damage, and level of service. While Simatupang and
Sridharan (2005) refers to customer satisfaction by developing
supply chain performance criteria such as the level of
compliance with the request, the size of the inventory and
responsiveness. However, according to Chen et al. (2004a)
proposed supply chain performance measurement is based on
the operational performance of suppliers, buyers operational
performance and financial performance buyers.

Competitive supply chain capable of integrating supply and
demand through collaboration will improve the performance
significantly (Barratt, 2004). Increased collaboration generally
has a positive effect on the performance of the supply chain.
However, at a certain point, further cooperation ceased to
produce benefits for the supply chain. Resources invested in
the collaboration could be better spent on projects or other
activities.

Social green relational capabilities

The difference in strength will encourage a stronger
organization to demonstrate its strength rather than a
commitment to cooperation. In addition, the difference in
interest can increase the growth of the conflict (Zhou, Zhuang
and Yip, 2007). Powell (1988) stated that organizations can
increase their competence with the competence of other parties
to develop existing relationships or explore the existing
competence. However, in order to improve the competence of
the organization of the relationship is not easy. Kanter (1997)
stated that in order to reduce failure in cooperation, it is
necessary to have correspondence between the organization
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through the process of adaptation to the culture, management
practices, and procedures of the respective organizations
which formed the partnership. The discrepancy between the
organization can lead to counter-productive working
relationship marked by disputes and suspicion. In addition, the
alignment of goals is an important element that affects the
extent to which the business orientation, ability and activity
partners can be integrated successfully (Spekman et al., 1998).
Meanwhile, for the sustainability of cooperative relationships
between organizations, not only motivation is needed, but also
the driving force that can strengthen these relationships even
increase it and overcome the things that can destroy the
relationship. To that end, Wilson and Mummaleni (1986)
stated that social content as a process that explains how the
growing relationship between the two parties. Social content
accelerate participation among individuals in exchange for
improving communication and the flow of information that
will ultimately improve the overall relationship.

The study Mavondo and Rodrigo (2001) as well; Mohr et al.
(1994) found that the alliance partners can maximize their
profits by establishing relational norms through a commitment
that includes flexibility and solidarity. Limitations of the
supporting capacity of the environment and the environmental
damage caused by excessive production process can encourage
a shift in the organization's views on the environment
(Srivastava, 2007). At first, the organization split between
operating performance and environmental performance on the
premise increase in operating costs. However, related to the
availability of resources and the demands of external parties,
organizations need to include environmental and resource
management as part of the production process (Wilkerson,
2005).

Porter and van der Linde (1995) stated that the main reason for
the implementation of environmental management or
sustainability is to save natural resources, reduce or even
eliminate waste and improve productivity. For dependent
organization needed the ability to maintain the cooperative
relationship. the capability to preserve the environment as one
of the efforts dependent organization to increase reliance from
stronger organization, as well as ensuring the availability of
natural resources. Besides the ability to establish relationships
with other organizations as an cooperation alternatives. This
ability is what we call social green relational capabilities

Asymmetric Power and Symmetric Collaboration

In a study by Scheepers (2007), the procurement manager,
small and medium scale enterprises show that asymmetric
power can have a positive impact on collaboration but does
not have a direct impact on performance. Asymmetric power
has a positive impact on performance when going through the
stages of collaboration. The results of studies on the impact of
asymmetric power of collaboration is also conveyed by
Spekman and Kamauff (1998) in the automotive industry,
shows an asymmetric power positive impact on collaboration
in which large companies with strong power to encourage
small firms to collaborate. It is driven by the behavior of large
companies that protect (having a large market) as well as
being a leader and mentor in cooperating to improve the
ability of the organization both internally and with partners.

The same opinion was also expressed by Hingley (2005) of the
results of his study on the food industry in the UK which
showed that the weak partner is willing to cooperate with a
stronger partner as long as the condition of the power
difference is not destructive or still within tolerance, or
cooperation conducted still provide benefits for them. In a
study by Hingley (2005) and presented by Spekman and
Kamauff (1998) there is an organization that acts as a leader or
coordinator in cooperation built, it is as proposed by Bowersox
and Closs (1996) that a strong organization can act as a leader
of cooperative relationships that is built.

Hypothesis 1: Asymmetric Power have negative effects on
Symmetric Collaboration

Asymmetric Power and SGRC

This dependence can be a dependency on the availability of
valuable resources in the form of capital, expertise,
information, services or other things that can disrupt the
continuity of the production process or the organization
(Scheer and Stern, 1992; Maloni and Benton, 2000). Casciaro
and Piskorski, (2005) stated that the asymmetric power is a
difference in the strength of each actor over another.
Therefore, asymmetric power relationship is a relationship in
which the power of one organization over another is
substantially greater than the reverse.Feldman (1998) stated
that when an action which resulted in an imbalance in the
exchange relations will encourage action to balance or to
restore the balance when the exchange partners assumed to
have a dominant role.

While organizations are actively trying to maintain a
symmetrical imbalance to benefit greater share of the relations
of cooperation. Dapiran and Hogarth - Scott (2003), states that
when one party in a relationship appeared to have more power,
then the other will attempt to balance power, look for an
alternative alliance (Bretherton and Carswell, 2002), or form a
coalition (Barnes ef al. 1995). According Bevilacqua and
Petroni (2002), to gain a competitive advantage, greater
purchasing organizations usually have a lot of suppliers in
order to disturb other suppliers.

Hypothesis 2: Asymmetric Power have a positive effect on
SGRC

SGRC and Symmetric Collaboration

The principle of cooperation is a principle which is a conflict
between ecology and economy. Economics deals with the
quantity, competition and expansion while ecology associated
with quality, cooperation and conservation. The shift of
mastery into a partnership is essential for a paradigm shift
from mechanics to the ecological paradigm. Dwyer (2000)
states that one of the benefits of the organization to build an
alliance or partnership is to accelerate the pace of innovation
and reduce the risk of innovation. The pace of innovation can
only be achieved by increasing the ability of the organization.
Anderson and Narsus (1990) states cooperation refers to the
desire of both parties in a relationship intra and inter company
to achieve a profit each other through a balanced, reciprocal
and solidarity.
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For that we need to make adjustments to various organizations
as well as reducing the potential for negative feelings and
stress on the results of relations (Michie and Silbey,
1985).Meanwhile Gulati and Sytch (2007) stated that the
relations of cooperation and performance is determined by
relation in acts of integration, trust and quality and
environment of information exchange. Meanwhile, according
to Kim (1999) that the quality of partnership influenced by
participation, communication, information sharing, support of
top management. However, negatively influenced by age
relationships and interdependence.

Hypothesis 3: SGRC have a positive effect on Symmetric
Collaboration

SGRC and Networks

Kopicki ef al. (1993) and van Hoek (1999) stated that there are
three approaches in the implementation of sustainability which
are reactive, proactive and value-seeking. Reactive approach
refers to the organization's commitment to minimize the
environmental impact of the production process through the
control of the final product and waste disposal. While
proactive approach is done by preventing environmental
impact which begins with the regulation that adopts
environmental law with a commitment to design
environmentally  friendly  products and  preventing
environmental impacts through product recycling and waste
management. In the value-seeking approach, organizations
integrate environmental activities at each operational
organization, ranging from purchasing to distribution. And
implementation of the ISO as a strategic initiative into its
business strategy.

Internal resources are organizational skills possessed by a
company to perform a transformation or a change from the
received input into the output produced by the company. A
company that has the optimal resource can increase its chances
to find and locate the appropriate colleagues to form a variety
of alliances or business relationship as a primary consideration
(Caruna, 1997). While external resources owned by a
company that is newly established and successfully acquired
the company and will increase the company capabilities
(Teece, 1987).

Hypothesis 4: SGRC positively related to the Network
Network and Symmetric Collaboration

Network between stable companies will enable their members
to get an access to reciprocal of resources which are controlled
by their partners. By sharing resources and coordination of
process production, companies can achieve economic scale
and scope as well as avoiding risks from integration of
organizations, such as high transaction costs and less
strategical of flexibility (Antoldi, 2011).Study result by
Mesquita and Lazzarini (2008) on furniture companies in
Argentine showed that by collaboration horizontally with
similar companies in the form of combined product
innovations, sharing resources utilization as well as
collaborating  vertically could increase organization’s
producrtivity in the form of efficiency and access to global

market. This opinion is supported by result of study by Chetty
and Agndal (2007) which stated that small and medium
enterprises that have networks have opportunities to achieve
international market chances. Besides, network resources can
avoid risks and challenges related to decisions or regulation of
international market.

Hypothesis 5: Network positively associated with
Symmetric Collaboration

Symmetric Collaboration and Organizational Performance

As stated by Pai and Yeh (2010), that the cooperative
behavior, inter-organizational power structure and the
characteristics of the supplier shall establish and affect
integration in the supply chain. Gulati et al. (2005) emphasizes
the issue of profit sharing or incentive to cooperate where the
integration of the cooperation will be increased if there is a
match between the provision of incentives or benefits. While
Duffy and Fearne (2004) declared that the imbalance of power
has a harmful effect on profit sharing partnerships. In addition,
the asymmetric dependence has a negative impact on
performance. But that does not mean that the incentive
distribution can not be created by the joint activities of buyers
and sellers.

Sheth and Parvatiyar (1995) stated that the closeness of the
relationship by working in collaboration will be synergistic.
for example, can add value rather than the performance alone.
This opinion is supported by Cox et al. (2003), in which the
surplus value created through interaction and joint efforts of
the partners (Vlosky and Wilson, 1997). According to Sharma
and Sheth (1997), and Ganesan (1994) and Buttle (1996), this
approach can lead to a sustainable strategic advantage for
vertical supply chain partners, which make it difficult for
competitors to duplicate the relationship. However, the threat
of the difference in strength persist despite the existence of
inter-organizational cooperation. In this condition, the
perpetrator will still use the strategy of power (Rokkan and
Haugland, 2002) either blatantly or covertly in order to realize
a higher proportion of surplus value for themselves.

Hypothesis 6: Symmetric Collaboration positively related
to Organizational Performance

Method

This study was conducted on both shrimp fishing company in
the field of feed, seeding, cultivation and exporters that are
scattered throughout Indonesia as many as 440 companies.
Companies’ data was obtained based on the behavior profile
book of shrimp companies in Indonesia. data collection
techniques in the study was done through a questionnaire
survey that is sent by post. The respondents in this study is the
head of the company or the manager of the company.
Selection of fishery business is associated with the company's
dependence on environment as natural resources and the
relationship between the company's supply chain.Data analysis
was performed using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
with AMOS 21. From 440 survey respondents, 189 of the data
collected and analysis is only performed on 153 while 36 other
data unfit for use.
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Meanwhile, the variables in the study are consisted of five
variables: asymmetric power which is measured with 10 Likert
scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Measurement
indicators of asymmetric power conducted by three indicators
Schepers (2007) and Ganesan (1994). SGRC is measured by
five indicators developed from literature. Symmetric
Colaboration is measured by three indicators based on
Simatupang and Sridharan, (2005). Network is measured by
three indicators from Sparrowe et al. (2001) and Antoldi et al.
(2011). While the organization's performance is measured by
six indicators based Gunasekaran et al. (2004).

RESULTS

The test results show that the overall from the data from each
business areas does not have significant differences that
deserve to be processed. The analysis of each indicator in the
variable gain results that 3 indicators on the performance of
the organization can not be used in relation to the data
distribution that is not normal. And after the transformation
conducted against these indicators, the loading value factor is
below 0.5 and so can not be used in a full analysis of the
model. Reliability of measurement results showed that all
variables in this study had good reliability with a value of
more than 0.7.

Meanwhile, only indicator with loading factor of more than
0.5 were used for the analysis of a full model. The results of
calculation of reliability and Analysis of Variance Extracted
for each variable can be seen in the following table. While the
correlation between the variables in this study can be seen in
Table 2, although there is a variance extracted values of less
than 0.5, but the value of the square of the correlation between
variables showed the value of which is still under AVE, this
condition indicates convergent or discriminant validity rather
than construct (Ghozali 2008).

Calculation of Reliabilities and AVE

Variabel AVE Reliability
Net Working 0.55 0.75
Organization Performance 0.46 0.71
Symmetric Collaboration 0.38 0.64
Social Green Relational Capabilities 0.38 0.75
Asymmetric Power 0.49 0.74

Relationship between Variable

A B C D
A Net Working
B Organization Performance 0.288
C Symmetric Collaboration 0.397 0.397
D Social Green Relational 0.556 0.374 0.907
Capabilities

From 6 hypothesis proposed in this study, there are five
hypotheses can be received with o = 1%. namely the
hypothesis of asymmetric power relationship with SGGR,
SGRC with Symmetric Collaboration, SGRC with
Networking, and Symmetric Collaboration ~ with
Organizational Performance. Meanwhile, at o = 5% with CR
value of 2.211 is the relationship between networks and
symmetric collaboration. While the hypothesis of asymmetric
power and symmetric collaboration has probability value of
0.727.

So that this hypothesis can not be accepted either at a = 10%.
(RMSEA = 0.039, GFI = 0.905, CFI = 0.966, NFI = 0845)
with a Chi-square value is smaller than the chi table.

Hypothesis Test Result
Hypothesis Effects Coefficient Result
1 Negative -0.09 Rejected
2 Positive 0.85 Accepted
3 Positive 0.85 Accepted
4 Positive 0.54 Accepted
5 Positive 0.25 Accepted
6 Positive 0.43 Accepted

Conclusions and Implications

In previous studies, the concept has not been developed in an
effort to control the asymmetric power. Results of previous
studies more about impacts of asymmetric power and division
or source of power itself. In this study, we propose a green
social relational capabilities as an attempt to control the
asymmetric power so symmetric collaboration can be
achieved. The results of the study hypothesis 1 is not accepted,
it indicates that the asymmetric power does not have a positive
or negative considering the coefficient from loading factor
marked negative but insignificant.

However, the results from this study illustrate that green social
relational capabilities can be mediating variable between
asymmetric power relations and symmetric collaboration. In
addition, social green relation capabilities also serves as the
new competencies that can lead to greater network of company
or organization. The next study will be devoted to agriculture
and fisheries companies to compare the environmental factors
as the new competencies that can reduce the power imbalance
and by taking into account the size of the organization as a
comparison. Besides attachment to the company in association
also used as treatment or control.
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