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Abstract

Literature has widely recognized the influence of stakeholder pressures on the development and deployment of green supply 
chain management (GSCM) practices. However, how firms perceive and prioritize environmental demands of different groups 
of stakeholders is not clear yet. This paper posits that not all stakeholder environmental concerns are equally important to 
firms; rather stakeholders' characteristics will be a main factor to determine the extent of attention allocated by firm to satisfy 
the environmental demands of a specific segment of stakeholders compared to others. It also argues that not all stakeholder 
environmental concerns are considered as antecedents to adoption of GSCM, rather characteristics of specific groups of 
stakeholders and their level of market-power play a key role in determining antecedent–consequent relations of stakeholder’s 
environmental concerns to the implementation of GSCM. This theoretical belief was confirmed in this study using structural 
equation modelling of data collected through a survey of 138 Omani manufacturing firms. Results of this study revealed that 
effect of market stakeholders pressure on firms’ willingness to adopt both internal and external types of GSCM is stronger 
than effect of non-market stakeholders pressure, and that environmental demands of market stakeholders is considered as 
antecedents to GSCM implementation while environmental concerns of non-market stakeholders is considered consequence 
in this process.      
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Introduction

The importance of satisfying stakeholder environmental 
demands has increasingly become a critical issue for 
researchers and practitioners. The strategic importance 
of environmental management in improving firms’ 
competitiveness have largely been recognized by the 
managers of business enterprises [1-5]. This was largely 
due to the growing environmental demands of numerous 

groups of green stakeholders such as local government, 
customers, society, suppliers, and media demanding 
more environmentally responsible production processes, 
products and services from firms [6-9]. It has also been 
motivated by empirical findings of previous GSCM studies, 
highlighting the critical influence of stakeholder pressure on 
the environmental attitudes of firms [10,11,4]. All of these 
have encouraged firms to spend more resources in adopting 
numerous environmental practices that can better satisfy 

https://medwinpublishers.com/OAJWX/
https://portal.issn.org/resource/ISSN/2640-2718#
https://medwinpublishers.com/
https://doi.org/10.23880/oajwx-16000177


Open Access Journal of Waste Management & Xenobiotics
2

Al Sheyadi AK. Stakeholder Environmental Concerns and Adoption of Green SCM Practices: Role of 
Stakeholder Characteristics. J Waste Manage Xenobio 2022, 5(4): 000177.

Copyright©  Al Sheyadi AK.

the growing environmental expectations of their green 
stakeholders [1,2,11]. 

Stakeholder theory is used to investigate how pressure of 
various groups of stakeholders can influence organizational 
behavior. It has been widely used by existing GSCM 
researches to justify firms’ decisions to invest in developing 
certain environmental practices [4]. This theory posits that 
all stakeholders have something to gain or lose as a result of 
firms’ operations and thus, requirements of all stakeholders 
should be considered by the firm [12]. 

The association of stakeholder pressure and firms’ 
adoption of proactive environmental practices has been 
discussed extensively in the strategic management, corporate 
social responsibility and GSCM literatures. In general, most 
of the empirical GSCM researchers found that stakeholder 
environmental demand is positively related to organizational 
green initiatives [13]. However, findings of these studies 
are still inconsistent in relation to the specific group of 
stakeholders that causes the adoption of GSCM practices 
[6,8]. Findings of existing researches reveal that not all GSCM 
initiatives are developed in order to achieve a competitive 
advantage. Some of these green initiatives, for example, are 
implemented in response to demands of specific groups 
of stakeholders including the central government, local 
community, media and NGOs [14,9]. Others have also argued 
that not all stakeholders are forcing firms to adopt proactive 
GSCM initiatives [4,8]. These mixed arguments of previous 
studies reveal that the issue of stakeholder pressure and 
firms’ adoption of GSCM may require further investigation. 

Within stakeholder theory, stakeholder pressure can 
generally be generated by either market or non-market 
groups of stakeholders [15,16]. Market stakeholders tend 
to have more power to control organizations’ resources 
and include those groups of stakeholders who tend to have 
more direct economic transactions with the firm [17]. 
Such market forces may include customers, competitors, 
shareholders, suppliers and employees of the firm. Non-
market stakeholders, on the other hand, consist of media, 
NGOs, political, social and regulatory agencies that structure 
the interactions among companies and their public [18]. 
The role of these groups of stakeholders in promoting 
higher environmental commitments among firms has been 
recognized in the literature [19]. For many companies, 
these groups of stakeholders tend to have major impact 
on performance because they got more capacity to change 
public opinion for or against certain environmental practices 
of those companies [14,20,4]. Accordingly, it can be argued 
that environmental pressures of all market and non-market 
groups of stakeholders are related to firms’ environmental 
commitments and thus warrant the same high attention 
in business strategy [18]. However, the actual influence of 

each specific segment of stakeholders on firms’ adoption of 
certain types of GSCM is not clear yet and deserve further 
investigation. Further, whether both sources of pressure (i.e. 
from market and non-market sources) for adopting GSCM 
practices are considered as antecedents for adopting such 
proactive practices or whether awareness of a particular 
group of stakeholders is considered as a consequence, rather 
than an antecedent, is still not clear enough and has not been 
empirically investigated yet. Accordingly, the current study 
focuses on exploring the actual relationship between two types 
of stakeholders (i.e. market and non-market stakeholders) 
and the adoption of two categories of GSCM practices (i.e. 
external GSCM and internal GSCM). Specifically, it aims to (a) 
determine whether pressure of both market and non-market 
stakeholders are equally important in influencing firms’ 
willingness to adopt internal and external GSCM initiatives, 
and (b) to explore whether environmental demands and 
preferences of both groups is considered as antecedents to the 
adoption of these practices. Such investigations are needed 
in order to gain new insights on how firms strategically 
perceive and priorities their stakeholders’ environmental 
concerns. It may also provide better understanding on how 
firms effectively use their critical resources and capabilities 
to respond to the ongoing, and maybe conflicting, demands 
of various groups of stakeholders in a way that enable them 
to achieve their economic and environmental objectives. To 
achieve its objectives, the rest of the paper will be structured 
in the following way. The next section provides a review of 
the existing literature on the relationship between firms’ 
adoption of GSCM and stakeholders’ environmental pressure, 
which helped in the development of the research hypotheses. 
Then, the second section provides discussion on data 
collection process, presentation of the descriptive statistics 
and the results of data analysis. Finally, the last section 
highlights the main theoretical and practical implications of 
this study and provides suggestions future research areas 
are in the area of stakeholder pressure and GSCM adoption. 

Literature Review and Hypotheses 
Development

Green Supply Chain Management

Green Supply Chain Management (GSCM) practices 
can be broadly defined as the process of integrating the 
environmental thinking into the operations and supply chain 
management activities of an organization [21]. It includes 
the management systems and production procedures, 
mechanisms and equipment that conserve natural 
resources and energy, and in turn help to protect the natural 
environment by minimizing environmental impact of human 
activities [22]. Several GSCM practices are proposed in the 
literature that can be used by firms to help them enhance 
their environmental capabilities throughout the entire 
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product life cycle [23,24]. In general, these GSCM practices 
can be classified as either internal GSCM practices aiming to, 
or external GSCM practices aiming to extend GSCM outside 
organizations’ boundaries. 

Previous GSCM researches have given great attention 
to the importance of recognizing and managing the 
environmental impacts of enterprises throughout the entire 
supply chain [25], where a collective approach of GSCM 
is recommended [26,5]. The collective approach of GSCM 
adoption suggests a balanced adoption of various internal 
and external GSCM practices when responding to stakeholder 
environmental pressures, which is also expected to provide 
a better understanding of how drivers and practices of 
GSCM are related. Thus, in this research two distinct yet 
interrelated groups of green practices will be used to reflect 
the efforts and resources allocated by firms to respond to 
stakeholders’ environmental requirements and improve 
their environmental situation. The focus of this study is on the 
adoption of advanced and proactive GSCM, which go beyond 
the minimum legal and social environmental requirements. 

There are many internal and external GSCM initiatives 
a firm can use to improve its environmental capabilities and 
meet the environmental expectations of stakeholders. The 
internally focused GSCM practices are generally controlled 
by the firm and its internal staff, and involves those 
environment activities used mainly to minimize or eliminate 
the environmental impacts of firms’ internal activities [26]. 
This may include the implementation of practices related to 
formal and informal environmental management systems 
(EMSs), and practices associated with source-reduction 
and eco-design [24]. Many of these internally focused GSCM 
practices provide more proactive ecological solutions and 
are used internally for pollution prevention (e.g., recycling, 
waste separation, process and product redesign). The EMSs 
is an important component of firms’ internal environmental 
management. It focuses on the management and evaluation 
of GSCM practices and concentrate on the formal procedures 
of monitoring performance, collecting, processing and 
reporting critical information related to firms’ environmental 
initiatives and performance to all stakeholders [27,28]. The 
external GSCM practices, on the other hand, play a key role 
in extending the environmental management commitment 
of firms outside their internal operations. Firms’ on-going 
initiatives of focusing on the environmental alliance with 
their external members of the supply chain and developing 
log-term environmental protection plans with them are clear 
examples of the external GSCM practices [27,29]. Although 
most of the time these practices require more resources and 
are complex [2,23,25], their positive environmental outcomes 
are incremental if planned and implemented properly [2,30]. 
Addressing the critical roles of these two main categories of 

proactive GSCM initiatives in satisfying the environmental 
demands and preferences of several groups of stakeholders’ 
is a main focus of this study.

Although companies are increasingly adopting 
numerous types of GSCM practices to meet the environmental 
expectations of its stakeholders, obtaining satisfactory 
sustainable solutions from adopting these green practices 
may not always achievable [2,31,3,32]. Accordingly and in 
order to identify satisfactory sustainable solutions, a main 
challenge for managers of these companies is to explore 
how various GSCM initiatives are able to satisfy the growing 
environmental demands of various stakeholders [33]. 

Stakeholder Theory of the Firms 

After the introduction of the stakeholder theory by 
Freeman [12] it has gained a great popularity in management 
and organizational behaviour studies in general. A good 
amount of research can also be found in GSCM literature, in 
particular, use of this theory to understand how individual 
stakeholders influence firms’ environmental operations. 
‘Stakeholders’ refers to “any group or individual who can 
affect or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s 
objectives” [12]. The Resource-Dependence Theory [34] 
suggests that firms depend on other factors from their 
environment (e.g. its stakeholders), to obtain the resources 
needed for their operations and long-term survival. The 
theoretical rationale of the resource-dependence theory [34], 
which emphasizes on the high dependence of firms and their 
environment such as their stakeholders, provides sufficient 
explanation to the positive influence of stakeholders on 
firms’ environmental pro-activeness. 

 When considering the environmental issues, results of 
previous studies suggest that each group of stakeholders (i.e. 
market and non-market) has different ability to influence 
firms’ environmental commitments in order to develop 
environmentally sound products and production processes. 
For example, suppliers’ development and deployment of 
some proactive environmental practices such as EMSs and 
development of green materials or components has become 
mandatory for most industrial customers [35,23]. Also, in 
order to minimize the environmental impacts of the entire 
supply chain activities, suppliers sometimes may force 
their customers to use proactive GSCM [35]. Furthermore, 
managers’ and employees’ commitment are essential to 
ensure firms’ success. Managers’ and employees’ commitment 
are more likely to be enhanced by adopting more proactive 
environmental practices [36], which is essential to ensure 
firms’ success. Shareholders also are often considered as the 
main source of the capital needed for future development 
of firms, and responding to their environmental concerns 
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by adopting more proactive practices is essential to reduce 
their economic risks [29]. On the other hand, non-market 
groups of stakeholders such as community, government, 
media, NGOs and can also significantly influence firms’ 
decisions to adopt GSCM practices [37,9]. For example, the 
on-going government pressure for environmentally friendly 
operations and the associated penalties has been widely 
recognized as one of the most fundamental drivers for the 
environmental commitment of firms. Unlike reactive firms, 
proactive firms tend to also adopt various green practices 
beyond the legal requirements in order to enhance their 
relationships with the government agencies [24]. In most 
of the developed countries, the intensity and nature of 
local community opinion about firms’ environmental 
commitments have also been considered as a main reason for 
the introduction of several environmental regulations [38]. 
Furthermore, the media can influence a firm’s environmental 
behaviour by publishing the environmental initiatives or 
environmental violations associated with its operations. This 
can ultimately lead to obtain more support from the public for 
firms’ operations or protests against their activities [39]. All 
of these evidences suggest that environmental pressures of 
various market and non-market stakeholders are associated 
with a firm’s decision to develop various green practices, 
accordingly they should be considered as crucial drivers 
for firms’ willingness to implement various proactive GSCM 
initiatives to maintain their competitiveness. Accordingly, 
the following hypotheses are proposed and illustrated in 
Figure 1 (Model 1), to explore the interrelationship among 
pressures of market and non-market stakeholders and the 
two sets of GSCM practices introduced earlier:

•	 H1 (Model 1): Market stakeholders’ environmental 
demand is positively related to adoption of internal 
GSCM (H1a) and external GSCM (H1b) by firms.

•	 H2 (Model 1): Non-market stakeholders’ environmental 
demand is positively related to the adoption of internal 
GSCM (H2a) and external GSCM (H2b) by firms.

The above discussion clearly shows that stakeholders’ 
ability to influence firms’ environmental decisions may vary 
depending on the type of stakeholders [40], and thus firms 
are expected to react differently. This leads to the question of 
whether or not pressure of market and non-market groups 
of stakeholders should be considered as antecedents for 
implementing such proactive GSCM practices. Certain groups 
of environmentally sensitive stakeholders might force 
enterprises to develop and deploy proactive environmental 
practices that normally exceed the minimum legal and social 
environmental demands [37]. Thus, the environmental 
pressure of this group of stakeholders can be seen as 
antecedents to adopting proactive GSCM initiatives. On the 
other hand, adopting these proactive practices might be 

encouraged, rather than forced, by the growing environmental 
interests of less sensitive groups of stakeholders such as 
NGOs and media. In the latter situation, firms are expected 
to pay lesser attention to this group of stakeholders but will 
try to communicate their environmental investments to 
them for the sake of maximizing their satisfaction. This could 
indirectly lead to enhancing a firm’s performance and thus 
the awareness of these lesser sensitive groups of stakeholders 
might be considered as consequences of adopting GSCM 
practices. These arguments may suggest for the need to 
have an alternative conceptual view of stakeholder influence 
and firms’ adoption of various types of GSCM practices 
that is based on value chain perspective and the perceived 
threats and opportunities of stakeholders’ environmental 
influences. The alternative model of stakeholder and GSCM 
activities relationship proposed here (Figure. 1, Model 2) 
suggests that environmental demands and preferences of 
market stakeholder will be considered as antecedents for 
GSCM adoption while the environmental preferences of non-
market stakeholders will be considered as consequences 
in this process. As the discussion in this paper is on firms’ 
adoption of proactive GSCM initiatives and practices, firms’ 
adoption of these practices would result in their desire to 
create a general awareness among non-market stakeholders 
on firm proactive initiatives to implement particular types of 
GSCM practices. Sometimes stakeholder pressure does not 
necessarily lead to implementation of GSCM practices, but 
they only result in creating awareness in the firm about the 
environmental concerns and the possibility that the firm will 
be featured. This, in turn, may encourage the firm later to 
start implementing specific types of green practices, if these 
practices have not been implemented yet. In other cases, 
as in the case of green customers and suppliers [23,30], 
pressures of stakeholder directly result in implementing 
proactive GSCM practices. This alternative model has some 
critical advantages. For example, it suggests that it should 
be kept in mind that adoption of advanced and proactive 
GSCM initiatives play a crucial role as a mediator of green 
stakeholder influence. Adopting certain GSCM initiatives 
for the sake of satisfying needs of highly environmentally 
sensitive and powerful stakeholders may be disposed later 
to fit with interest of other categories of stakeholders. 

Accordingly, the following proposition is proposed 
and illustrated Figure 1 (Model 2), to explore the possible 
alternative interrelationship between stakeholder 
environmental pressure and firms’ adoption of GSCM 
practices:

•	 P1 (Model 2): Environmental demands of market 
stakeholders is considered as an antecedent for adopting 
proactive GSCM practices while preferences of non-
market stakeholders are considered as a consequence. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual models.

Methodology

Instrument Development and Data Collection

This study focuses on investigating the direct and 

indirect influences of market and non-market stakeholders 
on firms’ adoption of internal and external GSCM initiatives, 
and exploring alternative ways of relating these variables, 
using data collected through a large-scale survey of Omani 
firms. 

Construct (Label) / 
Source Measurement items Mean/ S.D Factorial 

weight CR AVE

Market Stakeholder 
pressures (M_St)/ [4]

Customers 3.50/1.24 0.84

0.9 0.7
Suppliers 3.28/1.04 0.855

Shareholders 3.02/1.27 0.849
Employees 3.18/1.14 0.811

Average 3.25/1.17

Non-Market Stakeholder 
(NoM-St) [4]

Non-Government Organisations 3.27/0.901 0.773

0.84 0.57
Government 3.70/1.27 0.812

Society 3.86/0.965 0.684
Media 2.76/1.31 0.737

Average 3.40/1.10

External Environmental 
management (ExtEM) 

[26]

Developing a mutual understanding of 
responsibilities regarding environmental 

performance with our suppliers
3.55/1.12 0.77

0.89 0.61

Working with our customers to reduce the 
environmental impact of supply chain activities 3.24/1.19 0.754

Including environmental considerations in selection 
criteria for suppliers

Providing suppliers with written environmental 
requirements for purchased items 3.31/1.23 0.834

Providing customers with written environmental 
information related to our products

Average 3.43/1.25 0.82
0.882

3.52/1.31
3.41/1.22
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Internal GSCM Using advanced inventory management techniques 4.07/1.024 0.855

0.93 0.62

Zhu, et al. [26] Regular maintenance of the production equipment 4.28/0.579 0.873
Adopting environmental management systems and 

procedures for internal use 3.67/1.134 0.842

Using packaging and pallets which can be reused
Increase the life cycle of the product 3.79/1.24 0.882

Use of recycled materials in production 4.01/0.873 0.77
Reducing the variety of materials used to produce 

company products 3.11/1.26 0.642

Avoidance of harmful materials or components 3.67/1.14 0.73
Average 3.04/1.25 0.686

3.71/1.06
Table 1: Descriptive statistics for constructs used in the current study.

The survey questionnaire administered to the target 
manufacturing companies included 21 items. All of items 
used in the survey were developed based on the literature 
Table 1 and were measured using a 5-point Likert scale. 
Before circulating the questionnaire, it was first reviewed 
by academic and industry and then piloted on 15 Omani 
manufacturing firms. Suggestions of the experts and results 
of the pilot testing were used to refine and establish the 
content validity of the study instrument. Additionally, size 
and age of the firm were included as control variables, 
measured as the total number of full-time employees and the 
total year is business of the firms respectively. 

The survey was mailed to a total of 438 Omani 
manufacturing companies with at least 20 full- time 
employees each. Smaller companies were excluded from 
this research because it was argued that small companies 
lack the resources needed to develop proactive GSCM 
initiatives, and thus are less motivated to adopt them [40]. 
At the end of this stage and after sending another copy of 
the questionnaire and a reminder letter to non-respondents, 
the data collection processes resulted in obtaining 138 valid 
responses (giving approximately an 31.5% response rate). 
All of the participants had senior to middle management 
experience. Information about the responding companies is 
summarized in Table 2. 

The non-response bias was assessed in this study by 
undertaking an independent t-test of the early and late 
sets of respondents and examining if there were significant 
differences in the mean values of responses on years in 
business [41]. Results of the t-test indicated no significant 
differences (p< .05) between the two sets on years in 
business. The common method bias was also assessed in 
this study by conducting Harman’s single-factor test. In this 

test an unrelated factor analysis with eigenvalue greater 
than 1 was used, which resulted in the presence of four 
different factors representing all items used in the survey. It 
also showed that the first factor explains only 11.2% of the 
variance in the data, and thus it can be concluded that the 
common method bias should not be considered as critical 
issue in the data [42]. 

Results of Data Analysis

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used as the 
main methodology in this study for measurement validation 
and testing Hypotheses H1 and H2 and Proposition P1 in 
the structural model. SEM is recommended when assessing 
complex and alternative models that involve latent variables 
[43]. AMOS 21.0 with maximum likelihood estimation was 
used to conduct all of the inferential analyses. 

Composite reliability (CR) was used to verify the 
reliability of the measures (Table 1). The results suggested 
a good reliability of constructs as their CR ranged between 
0.84 and 0.93 [44]. Furthermore, the convergent validity of 
the constructs was obtained after satisfying the following 
recommended criteria [45,43] 1) factorial weights for all 
indicators exceeded 0.5 (p<.05), and 2) the values of Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE) for all constructs exceeded the 
recommended threshold 0.5, the factorial loading values 
were between 0.642 and 0.882, and the AVE were between 
0.57 and 0.70 (Table 1). The discriminant validity holds for 
the measurement model when assessing the square root of 
AVE of the constructs against the correlations among any 
pair of the constructs. Results in Table 3 show that the square 
root of AVE of all constructs are larger than the correlation 
between each construct and the other constructs [46,43].
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Industry/Main production N %
Chemical products 23 16.7

Plastic products 19 13.8
Non-metallic mineral products 16 11.6

Basic metals 10 7.2
Fabricated metals products 22 15.9

Manufacturing of machines & equipment 10 7.2
Electronic appliances & electronic machines 14 10.1

Food & beverage 7 5.1
Wood & wood products 1 0.7
Paper & paper products 1 0.7

Publishing activities, printing, photocopying 4 2.9
Refined oil & liquid natural gas 5 3.6

Textiles & garments 3 2.2
Leather & saddles 2 1.4

Medical & optical equipment and machinery 1 0.7
Number of employees

20-99 39 28.3
>100 99 71.7

Age of the company in Oman
2-5 years 18 13

6-10 years 21 15.2
>10 years 99 71.2

Table 2: Profile of respondents (N= 138).

Market 
stakeholders

Non-Market 
stakeholders

Internal 
GSCM External GSCM

Market stakeholders 0.841
Non-Market stakeholders 0.518*** 0.755

Internal GSCM 0.399*** 0.304** 0.781
External GSCM 0.283** 0.178* 0.461*** 0.787

Table 3: Correlations between constructs.

Once the measurement validation was established, 
several recommended procedures were used [46,44,43] 
for testing the structural model and achieving the study 
objectives. First, the overall fit of model 1 and model 2 
was assessed using several indices. Then, the relationships 
between all constructs were examined by evaluating the 
size, direction and significance of structural path coefficients 
in both models when; a) both market and non-market 
stakeholder pressure is considered as antecedents for GSCM 
adoption (Model 1), and (b) market stakeholder pressure 
is considered as antecedent for GSCM adoption while non-

market stakeholder pressure is considered as consequence 
for GSCM adoption (Model 2). Figure 2 and Figure 3 illustrate 
the results of the statistical model of both Model 1 and Model 
2 respectively.

 As discussed earlier, model 1 was developed for the 
sake of achieving an insight of whether pressure of both 
market and non-market stakeholders are equally important 
in influencing firms’ decisions in implementing both internal 
and external types of GSCM initiatives, which was done 
linking the two different groups of stakeholders as critical 
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antecedents to firms’ adoption of the two types of GSCM 
practices (Figure 1, model 1). To achieve this objective, 
the overall model fit and path significances of this model 
were assessed. Results of Table 4 show that this model 

has achieved a good level of fit, providing initial support 
that requirement of both groups of stakeholders positively 
influence the adoption of proactive GSCM initiatives. 

Models\indices χ2 (df) Normed χ2 GFI CFI IFI RMSEA PNFI
Model 1 398.1(201) 1.981 0.868 0.94 0.941 0.07 0.713
Model 2 507.6(287) 1.769 0.87 0.941 0.942 0.069 0.718

Recommended values (Shah 
& Goldstein, 2006) NA <3.0 ≥.8 ≥.9 ≥.9 <.10 ≥0.70

Table 4: Structural models good of fit results.

Concerning hypotheses testing, results of model 1 Figure 
2 show that the links between market and non- market 
stakeholder pressures and the two types of GSCM initiatives 
were all significant, except for the link between non-market 
stakeholders and external GSCM practices, which supports 
H1a, H1b, and H2a but rejects H2b. Although both groups 
of stakeholders have significant effect on firm willingness 
to implement internal GSCM practices, the effect of market 
stakeholder pressure is stronger (β =0.525, p< 0.01). On the 
other hand, the influence of market stakeholder pressure on 
external GSCM practices is very strong (β =0.447, p< 0.01) 
while the impact of non-market stakeholders on this type of 
GSCM is not significant. These empirical results confirmed 
those obtained by previous studies, emphasizing the strong 

effects of stakeholder pressure on firms’ development of 
internally focused GSCM such as EMSs, when compared to 
their effect on externally focused GSCM [4]. Further, findings 
of Mass, Schuster, and Hartmann [47], among others, have 
highlighted the critical role of market stakeholders on firm’s 
willingness to adopt various internal and external GSCM such 
as those related to internal supportive practices, internal 
pollution prevention and service stewardship practices with 
their external supply chain members. In general, these results 
suggest that market stakeholders’ environmental demands 
tend to have stronger effects on firm decisions to adopt 
proactive GSCM decisions that include the adoption of both 
internal and external GSCM initiatives than the influence of 
environmental preferences of non-market stakeholder. 

*** p < .01, ** p < .05,* P < .1
Figure 2: (Model 1) Empirical results of stakeholder effect structural model.

The second objective of this study is to provide a different 
understanding how stakeholder pressure is related to GSCM 
adoption, by examining whether environmental demands 
and preferences of both market and non-market stakeholders 
is considered as antecedents to the adoption of GSCM, or 
whether the pressure of one group is considered as an 
antecedent while the pressure of another group is considered 
as a consequence to this process. To achieve this objective, 
an alternative competing model was created (Model 2) and 

then compared with Model 1. Model 2 includes the links of 
stakeholder pressures and different types of green practices 
where pressures of market stakeholders are conceptualized 
as antecedents to the implementation of GSCM practices, 
while environmental demands of non-market stakeholders 
is conceptualized as a consequence of the implementation of 
GSCM practices. The overall model fit for Model 2 was tested 
and assessed with several indices [43]. Although both model 
1 and model 2 achieved good fit to the data (see Table 4), 
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model 2 achieved a slightly better fit in all indices, providing 
support for the theoretical proposition (P1) of this study 
and emphasizing the importance of considering stakeholder 
characteristics when studying and conceptualizing the 
relationship between stakeholder pressure and GSCM 
practice implementation. Further, as illustrated in Figure 3 
and when compared to Model 1, the size and significance of 
structural path coefficients of Model 2 of all links between 
the two groups of stakeholders to the two categories of 
GSCM initiatives are strongly significant and even stronger 
than those obtained for Model 1, which provides further 
support for Proposition 1. All of the above statistical results 

clearly reveal that model 2 of stakeholder pressure and 
GSCM relations can better explain how stakeholder pressure 
is related to GSCM adoption when considering various 
market and non-market characteristics of different groups 
of stakeholders. Proposition 1 is thus accepted. Based on 
these results, it is important to consider pressures of less 
environmentally sensitive stakeholders as consequences 
of the development and deployment of proactive GSCM 
initiatives, and pressure of more environmentally sensitive 
stakeholders as antecedents to the implementation of these 
practices. 

*** p < .01, ** p < .05,* P < .1
Figure 3: (Model 2) Results of the alternative structural model.

Discussion and Conclusions

The empirical analysis of this study found support 
for most of the research hypotheses and proposition, 
generally revealing that environmental pressures of various 
stakeholders are related to the adoption of various green 
initiatives, and that pressure of less environmentally sensitive 
stakeholders should be considered as a consequence of 
the adoption of proactive GSCM initiatives. Particularly, 
by classifying the GSCM practices into two distinct groups, 
this research found that the strongest effect of stakeholder 
pressure on the implementation of GSCM practices occurred 
between the two groups of stakeholders (i.e., market and 
non-market stakeholders) and the adoption of internal 
GSCM practices compared to their effect on the adoption of 
external GSCM practices. These results provide insights on 
the extent to which internal GSCM is important to respond to 
stakeholders’ pressure compared to external GSCM practices. 
The importance of the internal GSCM in responding to the 
environmental challenges found in this study is consistent 
with the literature, in which these practices were recognized 
as the basis for the adoption of other types of green practices 
and for enhancing the environmental capabilities of a firm 
[27,23,29]. These results are important, since most of 
the previous studies have used only individual or limited 

dimensions of a firm’s environmental initiatives (i.e. either 
internal environmental practices or external practices) 
when studying the influence of stakeholder pressure and 
the adoption of environmental programs by firms, which 
may lead to incomplete conclusions. The examination of 
the stakeholders’ influence on the environmental initiative 
of firms can be fully understood when both internal and 
external aspects of the GSCM are considered in a single 
conceptual model and considered as separate constructs. 
For managers, these results revealed that for firms to be able 
to respond to on-going stakeholder pressure they need to 
focus initially on developing good internal green capabilities 
including the establishment of environmental management 
systems, and designing the production processes and/or 
the products in a more environmentally friendly way before 
extending their environmental investment to developing 
external green practices. 

Further, as highlighted earlier in this paper, stakeholders 
were classified into market and non-market stakeholders. 
This classification was used with the aim of providing new 
insights on how pressure of market stakeholders influences 
a firm decision to use internal and external types of GSCM 
initiatives compered to influence of non-market groups 
of stakeholders. The statistical results of the inferential 
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analyses generally supported H1 and H2, indicating that 
generally stakeholder pressure is related to firms’ decision 
to adopt proactive GSCM initiatives. While pressure of 
market stakeholders is positively and significantly related to 
the adoption of both internal and external GSCM initiatives 
(strongly supporting H1), the influence of non-market 
stakeholders on internal GSCM is lesser and even not 
significant in the case of external GSCM initiatives (partially 
supporting H2). These results support the stakeholder 
theory arguments when explaining firms’ green behaviours 
[17], and are in consistent with those findings reported by 
previous GSCM studies [48,4,7], highlighting the critical 
role of stakeholder pressures in driving the introduction of 
various operational environmental initiatives by firms. 

When grouping stakeholders into two groups based on 
their market power and its related environmental sensitivity 
characteristics, results of this study clearly indicate 
that not all stakeholders are equally important in their 
environmental influences. Firms tend to establish priorities 
among stakeholders’ preferences to satisfy the conflicting 
demands of their stakeholders [49]. When considering the 
environmental investments of firms, findings of this study 
empirically show that stakeholders’ market characteristics 
are used by firms as a critical factor for establishing 
stakeholder priority. This suggests that firms are expected 
to expend their environmental commitments in introducing 
more proactive GSCM initiatives when they experience more 
pressure from market groups of stakeholders. 

The results of this study confirmed that dissimilar 
groups of stakeholders have various influences on firms’ 
GSCM decisions [8] and accordingly top priority will 
be allocated by firms to meet requirements of more 
environmentally sensitive stakeholders, such as the green 
market stakeholders. The contributions of these market 
stakeholders on firms’ operations is more significant [50] 
compared to contributions of other groups of stakeholders. 
Thus, firms are highly encouraged to meet the expectations 
and preferences of market stakeholders such as customers 
and suppliers in order to gain better market opportunities 
[51], and to add new value for them [51]. On the other 
hand, the threat perspective of firms and pressures of 
non-market stakeholders [50,4], may encourage firms to 
spend minimum environmental efforts when dealing with 
requirements of non-market stakeholders. This is just to 
avoid any risk of negatively influencing firms’ relations 
with market stakeholders or damaging their image with the 
public. These findings illustrate the importance of classifying 
stakeholder pressure based on the opportunities, threats 
and value-add perspectives when studying their influences 
on implementing GSCM initiatives. By doing so, this study 
offers different understanding of how enterprises prioritize 
various environmental pressures requesting them to adopt 

more green production processes, using market-oriented 
stakeholder characteristics as a main factor for classifying 
stakeholder pressures. For decision-makers, results of this 
study suggest that market approaches of encouraging firms’ 
green commitment are needed (e.g. governmental financial 
incentives and technical support), and that non-market 
approaches are less likely to promote further investment in 
developing and deploying more proactive GSCM initiatives. 

This study also aims to determine the possibility of 
conceptualizing the green preferences and concerns of some 
groups of stakeholders as a consequence of, rather than 
an antecedent for the development of GSCM practices by 
firms. Most of the previous GSCM studies have hypothesized 
stakeholder pressure as the main antecedent for GSCM, with 
very limited efforts to empirically examine whether this 
pressure can be considered as a consequence for a firm’s 
decision to develop advanced GSCM practices. Results of 
this study revealed that in the case of developing proactive 
green practices, while the pressure of market stakeholders 
is considered as an antecedent, the pressure of non-
market stakeholders should be better conceptualized as a 
consequence of the implementation of these practices. The 
positive environmental outcomes of firms’ green initiatives, 
such as the development and use of proactive GSCM 
initiatives, should encourage firms to communicate these 
initiatives to other less sensitive groups of stakeholders in 
order to enhance their awareness of firms’ green initiatives 
and commitment. This, in turn, may lead to indirectly 
enhancing the firm’s reputation and increasing the number 
of customers and market share. Previous studies have 
revealed that firms tend to develop short-term pollution 
control solutions and achieve the minimum environmental 
requirements of non-market stakeholders [17]. However, 
the environmental preferences of market stakeholders 
encourage firms to develop long-term proactive green 
initiatives to satisfy their environmental demands [4]. 
Firms also establish specific internal capabilities in order to 
better anticipate, understand and develop green initiatives 
that better match the demands and preferences of market 
stakeholders [52,4]. These findings of the previous GSCM 
researches may provide partial explanation on the strong 
relationship between pressure of market stakeholders 
and GSCM the weak relationships between non-market 
stakeholders and GSCM initiatives. Thus, increasing the 
environmental awareness of lesser environmentally 
sensitive stakeholders is considered as an outcome of the 
development of pollution prevention and proactive GSCM 
practices. In general, a caution interpretation of the results on 
the influence of the various groups of stakeholders on firms’ 
GSCM adoption reveals that while non-market stakeholders 
such as regulations pressure may still have a major influence 
on firms’ environmental commitments, other market forces 
are becoming more significant. This may suggest that the 
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perception of proactive GSCM concerns is more often based 
on value-based process. The focus on stakeholders with 
market and business-oriented interests is logical as many 
firms, especially in the developing countries, have devoted 
great attention to implementation of advanced GSCM 
practices that meet or exceed environmental expectations 
of highly environmentally sensitive customers and suppliers 
in the global markets to enhance their international market 
shares.

Although this study provided new practical and 
theoretical insights on the relationships between stakeholder 
pressure and GSCM, there are some limitations to this study 
which should be considered by future studies. For example, 
it must be recognized that this study uses data from a single 
country and a single respondent per firm. Future studies 
could attempt to confirm findings of this study using data 
from companies operating in more developed countries and 
use more than one respondent per firm. Also, future studies 
may consider controlling for the effects of industry and other 
firms’ characteristics [32] on the relationships tested in this 
study which was difficult to be done due to the insufficient 
total sample size obtained in this study [53-57]. 
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