
Journal of Business Research xxx (2016) xxx–xxx

JBR-09016; No of Pages 5

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Journal of Business Research
Innovation cooperative systems and structural change: An evolutionary analysis of
Anecoop and Mondragon cases☆,☆☆

Juan Ramón Gallego-Bono, Rafael Chaves-Avila ⁎
University of Valencia, Faculty of Economics, Avda Tarongers s/n, 46022 Valencia, Spain
☆ The authors thank Iñazio Irizar, Mondragon Univer
Carpi, University of Valencia, for their careful reading and
☆☆ We thank two blind referees for their reading and s
Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness (DE
LabexMed (10-LABX-0090) & the National Research Agen
funding.

⁎ Corresponding at: Faculty of Economics, Avda Tarong
E-mail addresses: Juan.R.Gallego@uv.es (J.R. Galleg

(R. Chaves-Avila).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.051
0148-2963/© 2016 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Please cite this article as: Gallego-Bono, J.R., &
Anecoop and Mondragon cases, Journal of Bu
a b s t r a c t
a r t i c l e i n f o
Article history:
Received 1 February 2016
Received in revised form 1 March 2016
Accepted 1 April 2016
Available online xxxx
In a globalized world, clusters, or territorial production systems, need to evolve into innovation systems to retain
their competitive advantages and be able to develop. This study analyzes the cooperative entrepreneurship
model as a means of structural change for these clusters, constituting a third way between the private business
way and the government-oriented way. Building on an evolutionist approach and a qualitative comparative
methodology, the study analyzes two successful cooperatives: Mondragon and Anecoop. As a novelty, this article
explains the innovation process from an institutional perspective, combining micro–meso–macro levels. The
results confirm that cooperatives are able to articulate structural change processes at the meso-level and to
give rise tomeso-rules that are functional and determinant in the processes of structural change. The two factors
that enable these processes are the cooperative Schumpeterian entrepreneurs and the Hayekian meta-
institutions.

© 2016 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Clusters or territorial production systems need to evolve into inno-
vation systems to face the challenges of globalization. This necessity re-
quires forging closer ties between businesses, science, and technology
centers (Carbonara, 2004; Howells, 2012; Lundvall, 1992). To date, the
literature offers three essential ways to transform clusters into innova-
tion systems: 1) the private way, 2) the public way (Cooke, 2003), and
3) the “cooperative third way” (Gallego & Chaves, 2015). This article
discusses the latter, most recent way, which draws on the meso- rather
than the micro-economic nature of change, entailing the adoption of a
generic technological, organizational meso-rule by a business popula-
tion (Dopfer & Potts, 2008). The cooperative model defines a suitable
set-up to promote change via collective entrepreneurship (Gallego &
Chaves, 2015).

However, this cooperative way does not explain how the necessary
coordinationmechanismsmight emerge to restore stability to the terri-
torial system (Dopfer & Potts, 2008), or how to resolve the “disorganiza-
tion” effect associated with the process of “destructive creation” that
comeswithmeso-economic change. This disinformation occurs because
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the introduction of a meso-rule not only challenges products and pro-
cesses generating a business population disruption (the Schumpeterian
disorganization), but also transforms other meso-rules (generating a
macro disruption). To overcome these limitations, this article aims to
show that cooperatives in innovative systems are not only able to stim-
ulate innovation within a business population, but also to develop ab-
stract rules to overcome the inevitable imbalances that arise from the
innovation process. Cooperatives overcome these problems thanks to
their role connecting the different levels of institutional architecture
involved in the change.

In the second section, the article outlines an evolutionary approach
that draws on the literature on intermediaries, communities of practice
(CP), and epistemic communities (CE), to consolidate themicro–meso–
macro focus (Dopfer & Potts, 2008). The study uses a qualitative meth-
odology to analyze two successful cases of innovative systems:
Mondragon and ANECOOP. The article ends with some conclusions.

2. Theoretical framework

2.1. The innovative leap in SME systems: the need for a collective push

To face up to globalization, clusters must develop more formal
means of learning and cooperation to derive competitive advantages
from innovative capacity (Carbonara, 2004). Structural heterogeneity
within the business population (skills-scarce businesses with low
absorptive capacities) requires the existence of intermediaries (market
leaders, entrepreneurial associations, etc.) to enable businesses to cover
internal gaps and to instigate a change of vision, business strategy, and
collective action (Howells, 2006).
ooperative systems and structural change: An evolutionary analysis of
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These cooperative Schumpeterian entrepreneurs (collective inter-
mediaries) play a double role, both driving radical change and
supporting innovation policy, thanks to their strategic position within
the business production system. They carry out the roles of both leader
and nurturer, engaging other members of the system in collective pro-
jects, while providing services to help businesses increase their absorp-
tive capacity. The second tier structure of cooperatives leaves them in a
better position than market leaders and entrepreneurial associations to
carry out this role.

2.2. Innovation via meso-economic change and its “destabilizing” effect

According to Dopfer and Potts (2008), an economic system distin-
guishes between an “operational” and a “generic domain.” The former
includes the relationships of exchange that exist between individuals
and the organizations they belong to, as well as with the various pro-
duction and consumption processes. A body of institutions known as
“1st order rules or institutions” regulates all these relationships
(Dopfer & Potts, 2008). However, the operational domain gives only a
static representation of the economy. From the evolutionary perspec-
tive of the micro–meso–macro approach, the focus of analysis is the
change in the economic system, according to the generic domain
(Dopfer & Potts, 2008). Two essential dimensions stand out, inspiring
this article:

1) Change does not come through the innovation of a single business.
Rather, change is the result of the generation, adoption, and reten-
tion of innovation by an entire business population, defining a
meso-trajectory that drives the configuration of a generic meso-
rule. This meso-rule might include new cognitive, behavioral, tech-
nological, and/or organizational practices, all rolled up into one
(Dopfer & Potts, 2008). The creativity of business owners and entre-
preneurs in general is the basic driver of change in this meso-rule
(Foster & Metcalfe, 2012). A body of second-tier institutions is also
essential in this process to define the “rules for changing the rules,”
particularly those governing the relationships and institutions that
define the innovation system (Dopfer & Potts, 2008, p. 9).

2) Meso-trajectories generate a disorganization effect at the macro
level (Dopfer & Potts, 2008). Schumpeter (1934) explains how
structural change occurs through a process of “creative destruction”
on an essentially micro or meso plane, but he does not pay enough
attention to the macro-order effects of themeso-trajectories. There-
fore, Dopfer and Potts (2008) examine Hayek's (1988) institutions
to argue the existence of a body of general institutions within an
economic system called 0th order institutions, which are a set of
very stable values, rules, and beliefs that play a key role in coordinat-
ing the disorder that themeso-trajectories cause. In fact, thesemeta-
institutions would limit the possible behaviors and trajectories,
making them compatible.

2.3. Cooperatives: changes to meso-rules via collective entrepreneurship

Cooperatives can be valuable actors in supporting the transforma-
tion of clusters due to their ability to promote collective entrepreneur-
ship among their members. This promotion is possible thanks to their
entrepreneurial and participatory internal governance that, in turn, is
the result of their vertical structures with various levels of integratory
measures. Furthermore, the genuine cooperative features tend to im-
prove social capital (Spear, 2001). The cooperative's characteristics re-
sult in greater capacity for intra- and inter-sectorial cooperation,
including actions in the research and training system.

In addition, cooperatives are good at creating generic rules in
three ways: a) by sharing values and routines, they can spread simi-
lar practices throughout the organization; b) by bringing together
heterogeneous strata and units, they become essential for the inter-
nal dissemination of innovation; and their strong territorial ties and
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themutual duty between second and first-level cooperativesmean that
c) they tend to “exercise their voice”, in the Hirschman (1970) sense.
This combination of (simultaneously) putting pressure on and assisting
members, leads cooperatives to increase their skills and absorptive ca-
pacities, and adopt innovations. This process is how they contribute to
unleashing, adopting, or retaining the meso-rule (Gallego & Chaves,
2015). However, the cognitive distance in absorptive capacities be-
tween the various cooperatives does not lend itself to a direct process
of imitation and emulation; instead, the process requires second-tier
cooperatives to turn to other collective actors, such as communities of
practice and epistemic communities.

A community of practice is a body of people who share a set of tasks
and formal and informal rules for carrying them out. An epistemic com-
munity is a community of practice whose members focus on acquiring
knowledge in a given field through a particular scientific approach or
cultural perspective. These communitiesfind their definition in the rela-
tionships among businesses and other science-technology actors,
ushering in a change in the routines on the meso-economic plane. The
articulation of themeso-economic level is a way of coordinating the dif-
ferent public and private actors, CP/ECs, and forms of knowing in action
(Amin & Roberts, 2008).

CP/ECs play a double role in the configuration of 2nd order institu-
tions: 1) they are vital in the emergence of innovation, because innova-
tion requires the redrawing of the outlines of the CP/ECs, and 2) they are
vital in spreading innovation, through the improvement of skills and
absorptive capacities included in CP/ECs.

Belonging to several CP/ECs and exploring the creation of new
strategies and new CP/ECs makes cross-cutting communities, such
as the engineering community, fundamental to the integration of
fragmented knowledge (Foray, 2004). This relevance owes to a
strong relational tie, which avoids the disintegration of knowledge
as the CPs, ECs, and knowledge in action increase their complexity
and level of integration. Here, relationships between teacher and
student, and students sharing the same profession, serve as force
for integration. From this perspective, this article sustains that, to-
gether with the 0th order institutions, the networks between CP
and ECs include amechanism for themeta-coordination of the differ-
ent meso-trajectories, which help to forge meso-trajectory synergies
with a coordinating effect, while also generating new and varied
meso-trajectories. Meanwhile, the strategic position and central
role of cooperative Schumpeterian entrepreneurs, places them at
the core innovative network. In fact, their proactive role in the
generation of meso-rules, plus their organic entrepreneurial hetero-
geneity, makes them key actors in the dissemination of said meso-
rules. In turn, this dissemination makes them key actors in the crea-
tion of new CP/ECs and an essential vehicle for public policies on
technology and innovation. “Schumpeterian cooperative entrepre-
neurs” are essential for articulating meta-coordination mechanisms
in the area of knowledge.

Integration structures, like second-tier cooperatives and cooperative
groups, spread themeso-rule, but donothing to address entrepreneurial
heterogeneity, whichmeans that they adopt the generic rule in different
ways. This process can lead to a “disorganization” effect within and be-
tween different meso-trajectories, making them a potential source of
tension and a new form of creativity, albeit one in need of coordination.
The hypothesis is that cooperatives are spaces for the organic and spon-
taneous generation of 0th order institutions that can include and guide
both themeso-trajectories and the differentways inwhich cooperatives
might follow the meso-rule.

Cooperatives create these 0th order institutions, as a result of the in-
teraction between the original goals and principles of the cooperative
groups, on the one hand, and the modi operandi of cooperatives, on
the other. This article argues that the coordinating influence these
meta-institutions have on internal differences lies in their definition of
a code of conduct common to cooperatives, whose evolutions in other
respects might diverge considerably.
ooperative systems and structural change: An evolutionary analysis of
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3. Method

Because this research aims to study change in a collective unit
(a body of integrated cooperatives), the empirical methodology is qual-
itative, and consists of two case studies representing realities which,
although similar, diverge sufficiently to make the comparison relevant.
The cases are Mondragon and ANECOOP Spanish clusters, because of
their strong innovation activity in a long term. In both cases, the primary
qualitative data comes from in-depth, personal interviews and open
questionnaires with the main actors of business, technology and train-
ing, and universities within the innovative system. Interviews in
2014–15 addressed technicians, professors, and managers of university
departments, technology centers, cooperatives, private companies, and
public administrations. The questions focus on the innovation process-
es' key factors, the innovation networks' dynamics, and the tensions be-
tween actors, innovations, and regulatory mechanisms.

4. Mondragon case

4.1. Background

Mondragon Group is one of the largest global industrial and cooper-
ative groups, having in 2014, 74,117 employees, 1676 full-time re-
searchers, a turnover of 11,876 million euros, and an allocation of the
8.9% of its industrial added value to R&Dacross its 15 technology centers
and research units (Mondragon, 2015).

The “Mondragon cooperative experience” begins in the Basque
Country in the 1950s as an initiative between the parish priest of
Mondragon, José María Arizmendiarrieta, and a group of five young
“disciples.” Arizmendiarrieta envisions cooperativism as a means of
generating work, while also enabling personal realization and social
cooperation. He also considers effort, education, and training as crucial
elements for achieving a fairer society (Irizar & MacLeod, 2008).
Arizmendiarrieta's social and economic project beginswith the creation
of education associations and institutes to promote his beliefs and
values, and imbue a generation of qualified individuals with business
sense and know-how.

Arizmendiarrieta and some cooperative managers soon become
aware of the budding cooperative's limitations. To overcome them, fol-
lowing the “cooperative Schumpeterian entrepreneur,” they execute a
series of organizational innovations and create “cover entities.” The
Lagun Aro voluntary social welfare body is one of them, though the
main entity is the second-tier credit cooperative, Caja Laboral. Caja
Laboral constitutes a majormilestone: besides creating a financial insti-
tution, the credit cooperative establishes a set of meso-rules for the
emerging group of cooperative businesses, in the form of an association
contract that all cooperatives must sign upon entry. The cooperatives
have to follow certain rules, such as reinvesting the whole of their
profits and exclusivity to Caja Laboral.

Since the goal is to develop profitable cooperatives, with a relatively
high number of job-offers and good working conditions, the company
decides that cooperatives would work in sectors with medium-level
technological requirements and good market outlooks: “Foreign
manufacturing patents were imported, not to use as they were, but to
adapt them to the Spanishmarket. This defined a propensity for process
innovations, acquiring new foreign patents to address product innova-
tion needs” (Quevedo, 2015, personal interview).

4.2. Dynamics of the Mondragon innovation cooperative system

The cooperative education system offers increasingly advanced
studies to ensure an adequate flow of engineers, managers, technolo-
gists, and production workers. The Eskola Politecknikoa is essential in
this respect, along with other training initiatives, which come together
to form the Mondragon University.
Please cite this article as: Gallego-Bono, J.R., & Chaves-Avila, R., Innovation c
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What would later come to define the meta-coordination par excel-
lence of this group of cooperatives is already present right from the
first decades of the “Mondragon experience”: “The development of the
cooperative was based on reinvestment of profits which, together
with injections of capital from the worker-members, were to be suffi-
cient to allow the investment necessary to subsist as a business”
(M. Quevedo, personal communication, February 4, 2015).

In the early seventies, a second stage in the industrial evolution of
the Mondragon cooperative group begins, with the creation of Ikerlan,
a research center whichwould become the benchmark technology cen-
ter for both the Group's and Basque's industrial and technological policy
from the eighties onwards: “Ikerlan emerged as a direct initiative of Caja
Laboral, as an expression of its leadership and enterprise, not in
response to a need identified and pushed for by the Group's coopera-
tives” (M. Quevedo, personal communication, February 4, 2015).

Ikerlanwas developed out of the Eskolawith a clear focus on techno-
logical improvement within the Group's cooperatives. Ikerlan's op-
erational structure was organised around two project types. On the
one side, there were the generic projects, financed essentially by
Caja Laboral and devoted to training Ikerlan's scientific-technical
personnel. They were considered essential to both the learning pro-
cess and that of encouraging the businesses to generate new tech-
nologies. The second type of project and activity were those
carried out under contract with Ikerlan, with and financed by the
businesses. To ensure close ties between the businesses and Ikerlan,
joint teams were formed with technical personnel from both sides,
forming the basis of a smooth communication between the Eskola,
Ikerlan and the businesses (M. Quevedo, personal communication,
February 4, 2015).

These joint teams are the basic development mechanisms of the
meso-trajectories of innovation in the different sectors of the Basque
industry.

4.3. Meso-trajectories, tensions, and meta-coordination mechanisms

The literature barely covers the effect of the previously mentioned as-
sociation contract, the regional and sectorial groups of cooperatives, and
the Mondragón Cooperative Corporation (MCC) itself since its creation
in 1991. Through this contract, the cooperatives receive financial support
and quality business-consulting from the credit cooperative, in exchange
for adhering to a set of management guidelines ensuring business viabil-
ity and competitiveness. These mechanisms enable a) the homogeniza-
tion of the cooperatives' codes of conduct, and b) the activation of new
meso-trajectories through innovative cooperatives.

Mondragon has regulated tensions internally:

1) Tensions related to the strategic mission of the MCC innovative
system's technology centers, deriving from changes in their skilled
human resources andfinancial support. TheMondragonGroup's tech-
nology centers send their best students to the Eskola Politeknika for
training abroad, to boost the teaching and research capacity of the
Eskola and the technology centers. However, the resulting scientific-
technological upgrading of the newly-qualified personnel causes ten-
sion at the technology centers, because this upgrade puts research
aimed at serving the interests of the cooperatives at loggerheads
with the more strictly scientific ambitions of some of the newly-
trained personnel. The Group resolves this tension allowing some of
these researchers to leave to work at other technology or research
centers of the MCC group, other businesses, and sometimes even
abroad. Similarly, another source of tension changes to the origin
and purpose of the financial support of the technology centers (the
Group, the Basque government or the European Union) (M. Quevedo,
personal communication, February 4, 2015).

2) Tensions deriving from the increasing fragmentation of the R&D
units. As theMCC cooperatives develop anddiversify, the technology
ooperative systems and structural change: An evolutionary analysis of
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centers and other units multiply, from general-focus technology
centers (targeting various sectors and SMEs) to specialized technol-
ogy centers catering to single large cooperatives, having emerged as
spin-offs from their in-house R&D department. The historical ties
between key personnel at these units mitigate the tensions that
this process creates.

3) Tensions deriving from changes in the worker-member culture.
Worker-members, especially the younger generations, tend to
value job security and immediate profit distribution over the collec-
tive cooperative project (Heras-Saizarbitoria, 2014). However, the
founders' meta-rules allay these tensions.
5. ANECOOP case

5.1. Background

ANECOOP is a second-tier cooperative and one of the leading citrus
exporter multinationals in the world. The cooperative accounts for
around 10% of all Spanish citrus exports (ANECOOP, 2015: 8), with
Spain currently being the largest global citrus exporter. 31 Valencian
fruit and vegetable first-tier cooperatives created ANECOOP in 1977.

Its origins lie necessarily in the unique conditions of the citrus sector
in Valencia. This sector has traditionally been a fragmented sectorwith a
clear market focus, which raises a generalized speculative behavior. In
this sense, the sector's actors seek to exploit the advantage of informa-
tion (asymmetric information) to get the most out of their produce.
Farmers delay sales as long as possible, holding out for the best prices.
They also tend to select which produce to sell, and where, according
to its quality, selling the worst quality produce to the regional govern-
ment or the cooperative itself, where prices are more or less stable,
and selling the best quality to the private sector. Over a century and a
half of these practices leads to the emergence of a “speculative conven-
tion” across an entire body of traditional Mediterranean fresh fruit and
vegetable farming systems (Gallego & Lamanthe, 2011). This conven-
tion constitutes a meta-coordination mechanism, regulating both the
clusters' process of transformation into innovative systems, and the
role of the cooperatives within them.

5.2. Dynamics of the ANECOOP innovation cooperative system

The citrus cooperatives' developmentmodel consists on the creation
of one or more cooperatives in each municipality (Gallego & Lamanthe,
2011). This process limits the growth of the cooperatives and the pro-
fessionalism of the managerial ranks (Giagnocavo, Gerez, & Campos,
2014).

ANECOOP emerges in this context, comprising cooperatives that
coexisted despite large differences in size, entrepreneurial dynamism,
and technical and managerial professionalism. Although its original ob-
jective is to increase the export capacities of its member cooperatives,
ANECOOP assumes new roles over time. Specifically, the cooperative
leads the structural transformation of the citrus production system,
while also adapting the system to the changing context. This structural
change focuses onmitigating the effects of the “speculative convention”,
obligingmember cooperatives to sell a high percentage of their produc-
tion through ANECOOP channels (today this percentage stands at 62%).
Other long-standing objectives are to increase managerial efficiency
and professionalism, to promote organizational innovation within the
cooperative cluster, and to foster first-tier cooperative mergers (Julià,
Melià, & García, 2012). More recent times have seen the creation of
the Anecoop Business Group, which constitutes the most advanced of
these structural changes (ANECOOP, 2015).

ANECOOP leads an innovative collective response to the radical
changes going on in the citrus cooperatives' operational area, changing
market conditions, with big distribution chains now dominating, and
changing quality, food security, and environmental requirements.
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For this immense challenge, ANECOOP needs to implement organi-
zational innovations to ensure that all the cooperatives can continue
to do so under these new conditions. ANECOOP's innovations instigate
a change in the production and sales knowledge bases (generic rule)
of its cooperative members.

First, ANECOOP improves its research capacity, going beyond the
strictly commercial and venturing into post-harvest and agricultural
production. ANECOOP does this by forging relationships with providers,
with research and training centers, and public administrations (Gallego
& Chaves, 2015). Second, ANECOOP shares R&D's research's results and
technical consulting with the first-tier cooperatives with a view to
fostering the spread of innovation (ANECOOP, 2015). Third, ANECOOP
establishes a CP of technicians requiring its member cooperatives to re-
cruit technical personnel, agricultural engineers primarily. These new
recruits, along with ANECOOP's internal technicians from Valencian
public universities (UPV and UV), become the vehicle through which
ANECOOP spreads its vision and structural change strategy.

Other forums for interaction between new science-technology ac-
tors emerge alongside this CP, which engenders new CPs and ECs. This
situation gives the relationships between researchers and technicians
working at ANECOOP member cooperatives' fruit processing installa-
tions and test fields. All of this generates an interactive, cooperative
and symbiotic relationship between technicians and researchers, thanks
to the applied nature of the research across multiple areas (plagues and
diseases, vegetable physiology, etc.). This cooperation in turn leads to
the increasing integration of the CPs and ECs, which fuels the develop-
ment of stable informal relationships between cooperative technicians
and researchers. Training initiatives consolidate these growing ties,
generating new interactions between key actors in the system.

A final important interaction space is the national citrus work group,
which brings together researchers, public administration technicians,
and other companies from the value chain. The interaction deals with
new issues in applied research, in which technicians, researchers,
lecturers, and managers participate, bringing and merging together
the different CPs and ECs. The vast majority of technicians and
researchers of this national group are agricultural engineers,with strong
and trusted teacher–student relationships and cognitive proximity
(Gallego & Chaves, 2015).
5.3. Meso-trajectories, tensions, and meta-coordination mechanisms

This structural change also has tensions. First, tensions arise
between the larger (professional) and the smaller (non-professional)
cooperatives, because the former want a more profound structural
change (integration, etc.) than the latter; second, the tensions derive
from the issues of legitimacy surrounding the existence of non-
professional managers, which makes adjustments between technologi-
cal, organizational, cognitive, and behavioral innovations quite difficult.
This issue of legitimacy generates strong tensions among cooperative
members and employees. To the former, only employees, alongside
managers, benefit from the cooperative.

The competition between the cooperatives and other competing
organizational structures is also a source of tension. The cooperatives
are unable to grow because they have to fight against the “speculative
convention”. This convention fosters only a limited commitment in
two directions: from the cooperativemembers towards the cooperative
and from the cooperatives towards ANECOOP. However, this specula-
tive convention, along with the threat of members leaving, is what
fuels the dynamism of the cooperatives and the sectorial/territorial sys-
tem as a whole. This situation occurs because the combination of differ-
ent possible ways to market is in itself a source of dynamism (Gallego &
Lamanthe, 2011). In addition, these speculative behaviorsmean that the
actors exploit any legal loophole and/or any business opportunity to
forge new means of conducting business, leading to the appearance of
variety, the basis of innovation.
ooperative systems and structural change: An evolutionary analysis of
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6. Conclusions

Clusters/territorial production systems face the challenge of becom-
ing innovation systems to take on globalization. The processes of change
that this transformation requires are meso-economic processes,
entailing the need for a heterogeneous business population to introduce
innovations by developing meso-trajectories. However, these techno-
logical, organizational, cognitive, and behavioral meso-trajectories gen-
erate imbalances in the macro order, needing to integrate the different
meso-trajectories. This process requires an abstract institution with
previously-established rules and values (Hayek, 1988), which coordi-
nates these meso-trajectories imposing behavioral limits throughout
their course (Dopfer & Potts, 2008).

Cooperative systems represent a third way for shaping innovation
systems, other than the public and private ways. On the one hand, the
integration structures of the cooperatives and the cooperatives' princi-
ples, allow them to generate a set of pressure and support mechanisms
for their member entities. This process turns them into a useful mecha-
nism for collective entrepreneurship, both for the creation of innovation
and for its dissemination (Gallego & Chaves, 2015).

Nevertheless, the main feature of cooperatives is that, during their
development process, integration structures (genuine cooperative
Schumpeterian entrepreneurs) feel the need to establish a set of basic
rules by which an entire heterogeneous business population must
abide. Over time, these rules, emerging initially as entirely intentional,
have become meta-institutions with the capacity to internally self-
regulate the tensions of theprocesses of technological and organization-
al innovation, which have featured the formation of Cooperative inno-
vation systems.

This article goes beyond the literature on cooperatives, and even be-
yond Dopfer and Potts (2008) micro–meso–macro approach, demon-
strating the capacity of cooperative innovation systems to stimulate
from within the development of meta-institutions.

The above processes allow cooperatives to blossom into genuine
innovative core of networks. That is, into intermediarieswith the capacity
to participate in the formation of the innovation systems' defining insti-
tutions, what Dopfer and Potts (2008) call 2nd order institutions.
Cooperatives' condition as proactive nexuses in the generation of inno-
vation networks allow them to be vehicles for public policy on techno-
logical innovation, and to coordinate communities of practice and
epistemic communities.

In the case ofMondragon and ANECOOP, their success and their abil-
ity to navigate important processes of technological and organizational
innovation are clear. In both instances, boosting the member coopera-
tives' technological and organizational capacities leads to meeting the
imperatives of themarket. This situation brings both cooperatives closer
to complex and developed communities of practice and epistemic com-
munities, and consolidates ties with science and technology centers and
other actors in regional technological policy. In both cases, these pro-
cesses of change generate tensions, which have been possible to resolve
from inside the cooperative systems thanks to the meta-institutions
from the vision of the cooperative Schumpeterian entrepreneurs.
Please cite this article as: Gallego-Bono, J.R., & Chaves-Avila, R., Innovation c
Anecoop and Mondragon cases, Journal of Business Research (2016), http:/
In the case of Mondragon, profit reinvestment meta rule is a major
cornerstone and a cooperative support mechanism for the cohesion of
the group. In addition, the leaders' concern towards a pro-industrial
focus for the Group's technology policy reinforces the linkages of the
cooperatives with universities, technology centers, and businesses.
Cooperatives generate then not only routines in the innovation system,
but also regulatory meta-institutions governing the imbalances that
continually generate within a dynamic organization.

With ANECOOP, the development of the cooperative in the context
of a meta-institution so territorially-rooted in Valencia, specifically in
its citrus sector, as the “speculative convention,” limits the growth of
the founder cooperatives in the area of commercialization, and kick-
starts the ongoing development of this second-tier cooperative, and its
first-tier cooperatives' competitiveness.
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