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ABSTRACT 
 

The impact of institutional pressures on 
Green Supply Chain Management 

and firm performance 
- from the perspective of top management role 

and social capital 
 

Soh Hyun Chu 

Operations Management 

The Graduate School of Business 

Seoul National University 

 

This study investigates the impacts of three institutional pressures, 

government, customer, and competitor pressures, towards firms’ 

environmental and operational performance from implementing green supply 

chain management, considering the role of top management and social capital 

between buyers and suppliers in supply chain. Data was collected through 

electronic mail survey from buyer firms in manufacturing industry in Korea, 

and with 241 complete and usable responses, we used Structural Equation 

model to confirm our hypotheses. We revealed that majority of our hypotheses 

were supported which confirms the existing literature, while the impact of 

coercive pressure on top management support, and structural social capital on 

performance were found to be insignificant. The major contribution of our 

study is that it broadens the framework of GSCM by integrating major and 

recent constructs in the GSCM theory, and provides instructive managerial 
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implications through empirical evidence.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
Today, firms have to react to growing attention toward protecting the environment 

through green practices (Sarkis et al., 2011). Global and national regulations, green 

consumption and climate change acts as serious challenges to the firms, and now 

the entire supply chain has to be coordinated to meet those needs. Researches in 

environmentally friendly manufacturing practices have significantly increased (Choi 

et al., 2012). Hanfield et al., (2005) asserted that firms can face diverse 

environmental risks associated with supply chain issues. The implementation of 

green manufacturing has been long discussed (Bierma and Waterstraat, 1999; 

Vachon and Klassen, 2006). However, few studies used theory-focused approach to 

examine the role of critical drivers in the GSCM that leads to performance (Dubey 

et al., 2012).   

 

Recent theory-based empirical work includes, Dubey et al. (2014), which explored 

the relationship between leadership, institutional pressures and environmental 

performance, Ye et al., (2013), which investigated the effect of institutional 

pressures, top managers’ posture and reverse logistics on performance, and Lee 

(2015), which investigated the role of social capital in the GSCM and performance. 

The three literature gave us insights to consider institutional pressure, top 

management role, and social capital in a integrated framework, and validated with 

empirical data. 
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This study offers following major contributions to the field of green supply chain 

management by empirically validating a conceptual model based on the related 

theoretical backgrounds. First, the study examines the model under the grounds of 

both institutional theory and social capital theory, which has not yet been 

considered in the same framework. Especially, using social capital in the GSCM 

area is in its infant stage (Lee, 2015). Bringing together these two theories into one 

framework is a takeoff in the GSCM literature. Second, regarding the final 

dependent factor, firm performance, we take account operational performance rather 

than only environmental performance, to give insight to managers that GSCM 

brings effective and beneficial results along with green performance. This can aid 

solving the ongoing debate over the mixed results over trade-offs between 

environmental and firm performance from previous empirical studies (Corbett and 

Klassen, 2006).   

 

Our research objectives is to validate our theoretical framework with empirical 

study, to find managerial recommendations for the manufacturing firms in Korea, 

which has great national and global weight on manufacturing industry, and to 

highlight further research chance in the area. The remaining paper is organized as 

follows. In section 2, related research and theories are reviewed and in section 3, 

our conceptual model and hypotheses development are presented. Section 4 holds 

our research methodology, and section 5 describes data analysis and the results. 
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Finally in section 6, concluding remarks, research limitations and suggestions for 

future research are presented.  

2. Related Research 

 

2.1. Green Supply Chain Management 

Green supply chain management is an extensively crucial topic for business 

(Sarkis et al., 2011; Vachon and Klassen, 2006). GSCM can be perceived as a set of 

managerial practices that combine environmental issues with supply chain 

management in order to guarantee environmental compliance and promote the 

entire supply chain’s environmental capability (Caniato et al., 2012; Paulraj, 2011; 

Sarkis et al., 2011). GSCM encompasses product design, material sourcing and 

selection, manufacturing processes, and depreciation of the products (Sriviastava, 

2007). Zhu and Sarkis (2004) suggested more extensive approach of practices, and 

classified GSCM into internal environmental management, green purchasing, 

investment recovery, eco-design practices, and cooperation with supply chain 

partners. 

 

Comprehensively, two distinctive yet complementary approaches are used in 

GSCM practices: monitoring and collaboration based approaches (Vachon and 

Klassen, 2006). In monitoring approach, the buyer firm gathers and processes the 

information about supplier, establishes of supplier assessment standard, and 
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evaluate the environmental performance of suppliers and their products. As a 

representative example of monitoring GSCM, buyer firms require their suppliers to 

validate green manufacturing through international certification such as ISO 14001 

(Lee, 2015). 

 

GSCM, based on collaboration approach demands buyers to directly involve in 

improving the supplier’s environmental performance. It mainly focuses on the long 

term goals such as constructing supplier’s potential and capability (Vachon and 

Klassen, 2006). Collaboration approach includes a wide range of activities in which 

provides training and educational programs, information and experience networking 

sessions, technical and financial assistance to apply many different green 

management and acquire related environmental certifications (Wu et al., 2012; Zhu 

et al., 2008; Vachon and Klassen, 2006; Zhu and Sarkis, 2004). Overall, GSCM has 

great prospect in creating a major contribution to the firm’s competitive advantage 

and both financial and non-financial performance (Carter, Kale and Grimm, 2000). 

 

2.2. Institutional Theory 

Institutional theory has received growing attentions in the Operations Management 

and Supply Chain Management fields over the late years (Kauppi, 2013). 

Institutional theory origins from the idea that firms institutionalize individual and 

organizational structures by adding either values or constraints to their internal 
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activities or system (Scott, 2003). Oliver (1997) stated firms incorporate social 

legitimacy, through adopting predominant social norms, influences, and traditions. 

Similarly, Suchman (1995) suggested firms realize the value of social legitimacy 

along with economic profits. Scott (1995) asserted that managers make decisions 

under external stakeholders’ pressure, and thus, theoretical perspective which can 

capture the impact of social network is a much comprehensive way of explaining 

organizational behaviors, than rational perspective that captures only economic 

aspect. In associating relevant stakeholders with institutional theory, DiMaggio and 

Powell (1983) propounded the idea of dividing predominant sources of institutional 

pressures on decision maker into three: coercive pressure, normative pressure, and 

mimetic pressure.  

 

Coercive institutional pressure derives from organizations and by cultural and 

societal expectations. After all, the firm operates in the society and thus inevitably 

gets both formal and informal pressure by other organizations such as government 

agencies and regulatory standards (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The government 

agencies perfectly illustrate how powerful groups may influence the actions of an 

organization (Rivera, 2004).  

 

Secondly, normative pressure occurs because of professional codes, which 

presume professionals to abide by specific guidelines that are aligned with the 
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conventions of formal education and professional community (DiMaggio and 

Powell, 1983). Due to social legitimacy, each firm is expected to consider or follow 

standards, norms, and expectation of its external stakeholders (McFarland et al., 

2008; Lai et al., 2006). In general cases, customer’s demand shapes a core 

normative pressure (Hall, 2000; Zhu and Sakaris, 2007). 

 

Lastly, mimetic pressure arises when an organization copies other successful 

competitors in the industry. Since organizations are instilled in social networks 

(McFarland et al., 2008), the firms in these networks tend to imitate the behaviors of 

other network members (Henisz and Delios, 2001). Especially when the 

organization lacks clarity in establishing its organizational goal, or in understanding 

of the technology, there is higher chance of its imitating other firms (DiMaggio and 

Powell, 1983; Liang et al., 2007). 

 

 

2.3. Top Management Support 

Top managers, “CEO and its direct subordinates responsible for corporate policy” 

(Green, 1995, p. 223), act as an important driver at implementing diverse 

managerial practices toward organizational performance. Top management takes 

essential role in securing the required financial and personnel resources (Guimaraes 

and Igbaria, 1997; Thong et al., 1996). They also have critical role in the promotion 

of changes (Dong, 2008), which is important in the adoption of organizational 
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commitment to new values (Hall et al., 1993; Hammer and Champy, 1993). Top 

management support has been examined in broad business sectors, including 

customer relationships (King & and Burgess, 2008), product development (Wren et 

al., 2000), information systems (Thong et al., 1996), and project success (Young 

and Jordan, 2008). Top management can never be underestimated since it creates a 

vision for the entire organization, which shape the corporate value, management 

direction, and the identity of the firm (Hart, 1992). In other words, top management 

leads the company at the forefront, and implement resources or systems that are 

necessary for desired output (Daily and Huang, 2001).  In the field of GSCM, top 

management support is an essential driver for GSCM (Min and Galle, 2001; Walton 

et al., 1998), facitiliating the resource and investment allocation into green practices 

(Hervani et al., 2005). 

 

2.4. Social Capital Theory 

Social capital can be understood as a valuable asset that originates from social 

access to resources by utilizing social relationships (Granovetter, 1992). By 

applying the social capital theory into academic theory has provided the broader 

perspective to examine the firm’s advantage achieved through their social networks. 

According to Nahapiet and Ghosal (1998), social capital can be categorized into 

three dimensions: cognitive, structural, and relational.  
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The cognitive dimension of social capital regards common goals, vision, and 

values among actors within the social network that deliver the common 

representations, shared understanding, and systems of meaning (Tsai and Ghosal, 

1998). Cognitive capital delineates the suitable ways for buyers and suppliers to 

trade and share each other’s thinking processes and facilitates the development of 

collective ideologies and shared understanding (De Carolis and Saparito, 2006). 

Alliance of goals tends to reduce the chance of conflicts (Jap, 1999) and enhance 

joint returns for both parties, since both parties perceive synergistic potential of 

their relationships (Tsai and Ghosal, 1998). 

Secondly, structural social capital regards to the pattern of connections between 

actors, the pattern in which answers the question of who to reach and the how to 

reach (Burt, 1992; Nahapiet and Ghosal, 1998). Interacting in a frequent and various 

manners at many different levels and functions provide timely information and 

resource exchange, working as opportunity and motivation to fortify the relationship 

between two parties (Yu et al., 2006). The power of interaction are operationalized 

by carefully designed institutional social events, team building and joint problem 

solving workshops and cross-functional team (Carey et al., 2011; Krause et al., 

2007). Such interaction facilitates cooperation and collaboration in the supply chain. 

Structural social capital acknowledges the advantages that are derived from the 

arrangement of the network of contacts, continued communication, information 

sharing, and social interaction ties (Koka and Prescott, 2002).  
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Lastly, the relational dimension regards to moral aspect of personal relationships 

between actors such as trust, obligations, respect, and friendship (Granovetter, 1985; 

Nahapiet and Ghosal, 1998). For instance, trust is one of crucial component of 

relational social capital (Inkpen and Tsang, 2005). Trust derived from repeated 

interactions reduces the expectation of opportunistic behavior and promotes open 

communication and improve behavioral transparency between both parties 

(Blau,1964; Dyer and Singh, 1998). Likewise, friendship, respect, and reciprocity 

are strengthened through repeated transaction and result in long term relationship 

(Kale et al., 2000). In short, relational social capital concentrates on long-term and 

partnership based relationship to build trust, respect, friendship, and reciprocity 

through repeated transaction and consequently reduces transactions costs by 

encouraging the cooperative behavior (Villena et al.,2011; Lee, 2015). 
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3. Theoretical framework  

and hypotheses development 

 

In this section, we propose a theoretical framework and the corresponding 

hypotheses based on the review of existing literature. The framework is shown in 

Fig. 1, which integrates the relationships among institutional pressures, top 

managers’ support, GSCM, social capital, and performance. 

 

Fig 1. Conceptual Framework. 

 

 

3.1. Institutional pressures and top management support 
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Various pressures from stakeholders and institutions motivate enterprises to pursue 

GSCM related practices (Tate et al., 2010). Although government regulation 

strongly reinforces innovative environmental actions (Murphy and Gouldson, 2000), 

managers regard the regulation as the most evident external force that influence 

organizations’ environmental practices (Zhu and Sarkis, 2007). Legally, 

organizations are expected to follow the government's environmental regulations, or 

else they will face legal penalties and actions or even forced to be dismissed from 

the market (Sarkis et al., 2010). Zhu et al. (2007) indicates that coercive pressure 

critically influences top management’s behavior.  

 

In the meantime, customers’ requirements are also referred as important initiative 

or the motivational force in the application of environmental activities (Bansal and 

Roth, 2000; Alvarez-Gil et al, 2007). As the general level of society’s 

environmental consciousness increases, both consumers and downstream supply 

chain partners need to select eco-friendly products (Lewis and Harvey, 2001). 

Companies also need to be conscious of the change of competitor’s environment 

related marketing strategies (Lewis and Harvey, 2001). Successful organization in 

the same industry and even the organizations that have social relations with, can 

provide the appropriate source for imitation (Galaskiewicz and Wasserman, 1989). 

According to Miemczyk (2008), using mimetic approach, the firm can implement 

the best GSCM practice that can induce the best possible performance enhancement.  
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Hence, we hypothesize that: 

H1a. Coercive pressure has a positive influence on top managers’ support. 

H1b. Normative pressure has a positive influence on top managers’ support. 

H1c. Mimetic pressure has a positive influence on top managers’ support. 

 

3.2. Top management support and GSCM 

Top managements’ role is highly emphasized in determining the speed and range 

of the environmental practices (Bansal, 2003). Although capacity and commitment 

can be generated from any position in the organization, top management’s decision 

plays most powerful role because it mainly covers from resource allocation to 

deployment that influence environmental policy changes (Bansal and Roth, 2000; 

Oliver, 1997). Top management support facilitates the process of reflecting the 

institutional pressure for GSCM into the organization and enforcing organizational 

actions (Powell and Colyvas, 2008). On the contrary, lack of its supportive role can 

result in higher resistance of the firm toward incorporating institutional pressure, 

and failure to adopt green production practices. Top management’s initiative is one 

of the main driving forces for the companies to implement different kinds of 

environmental programs in the first place (Lau and Ragothaman, 1997; Epstein and 

Roy, 1998). Overall, top management support is necessary for environmental 

strategies and programs to succed (Sarkis et al., 2010). 
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Hence, we hypothesize that: 

H2. Top management support has positive influence on the implementation of 

GSCM. 

 

3.3. GSCM and social capital 

GSCM itself is the practice that aligns buyers and suppliers come together to the 

same vision and goal, which is environmental management and performance for 

both parties. As a mutual understanding of supply chain partners, GSCM is 

basically an interactive program which requires mutual understanding of supply 

chain partners, which implements transparent evaluation on performance and an 

efficient feedback system, resulting in shared environmental goals and philosophical 

understanding for both supply chain partners (Lee, 2015). According to Wu and 

Ragatz (2010), better understanding and open communication in order to meet 

environmental requirements can reduce possible conflicts between parties, which 

can be interpreted to strengthen the relationship within the supply chain network.  

 

GSCM system has more focus on developing future, long-term capabilities than on 

advancing current quality, cost or environment (Watts and Hahn, 1993; Vachon and 

Klassen, 2006). Through larger extent of support and joint performances such as 

training and education, and technical assistance along the execution of GSCM, these 

can build long-term partnership and loyalty to both buyers and suppliers. (Krause 
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and Ellram, 1997; Krause et al., 2007). Hence reciprocal relationship between 

buyers and suppliers will make relational social capital much easier to be 

accumulated. Similarly, GSCM makes interaction between the supply chain partners 

obvious and necessary, generating frequent and repetitive open communication and 

information sharing, which makes structural social capital easier to be accumulated. 

Strengthened interactions often result in various organizational events, team 

exercises, joint workshops and cross-functional team (Carey et al., 2011; Krause et 

al., 2007). 

 

However, there can be arguments toward the relationship between GSCM and 

Social Capital; there can be different perspectives that the level of social capital can 

act as a driver of GSCM, or that social capital can play a moderating role between 

GSCM and performance. Yet, to current stage, there is scarce body of literature that 

studies GSCM and social capital together. Wu et al. (2012) has recently considered 

social capital as a driver of GSCM practices. However, our study aims to examine 

that GSCM itself can help the accumulation of social capital, and we judge there are 

proper logics to support our idea. Especially, we follow the work of Lee (2015), 

which have shown supports of the mediation role of social capital between GSCM 

and performance. Lee (2015) found that GSCM has positive impacts on 

accumulating relational and structural social capital. In this paper, we also take 

cognitive social capital into account, attempting a more comprehensive framework. 
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Hence, we hypothesize that: 

H3a. GSCM has positive influence on the accumulation of cognitive social capital. 

H3b. GSCM has positive influence on the accumulation of structural social capital. 

H3c. GSCM has positive influence on the accumulation of relational social capital. 

3.4. Social capital on environmental performance 

Strong relationship-based interaction, sharing of information, communication and 

trust (Krause et al., 2007; Ireland and Webb, 2007) will enable development of new 

solutions for various environmental challenges (Parmigiani et al., 2011) and thus 

bring great improvements to environmental performances. We regard the cognitive 

social capital, in this case, their shared vision toward environmental achievements, 

will also naturally result in positive influence on environmental performance. Many 

researchers tend to show growing interest in examining the contribution of suppliers 

on the improvements of the buying firms (Modi and Mabert, 2007; Krause et al., 

2007). While only few studies have clearly proved that social capital has a 

meaningful influence on environmental performances, Lee (2015) confirms that 

relational and structural social capital have direct positive impact on environmental 

performance. 

 

Hence, we hypothesize that: 

H4a. Cognitive social capital has a positive influence on environmental 
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performance of GSCM. 

H4b. Structural social capital has a positive influence on environmental 

performance of GSCM. 

H4c. Relational social capital has a positive influence on environmental 

performance of GSCM. 

3.5. Social capital on operational performance  

Operational performance is concerned with the financial impact a firm’s GSCM 

practices (Klassen and McLaughlin, 1996). Regarding operational performance, a 

number of studies have been supportive to the fact that social capital acts as a strong 

driving force for improvements of supply chain performance (Carey et al., 2011; 

Krause et al., 2007). Social capital accumulated by frequent communication, timely 

information sharing, shared problem solving, and good relationship provides 

opportunities to improve operational performance (Daugherty et al.,2006; Whipple 

and Frankel, 2000). Structural social capital, which acts as a channel for 

communication and information sharing, generates better goal setting, planning, and 

problem solving, improving performances of both buyer and supplier (Lawson et al., 

2008). It is also proved by a number of studies that relational social capital has 

evident effects on the improvement of quality, cost, flexibility, productivity 

performance (Lawson et al., 2008; Cousins et al., 2006; Dyer and Chu, 2003). Dyer 

and Singh (1998) explains that the reduction of opportunistic behavior and 

monitoring costs are the main reason for the improvement.  
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Hence, we hypothesize that: 

H5a. Cognitive social capital has a positive influence on operational performance of 

GSCM. 

H5b. Structural social capital has a positive influence on operational performance 

of GSCM. 

H5c. Relational social capital has a positive influence on operational performance 

of GSCM. 
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4. Research design 

 

4.1. Questionnaire development 

To conduct our study, we developed a questionnaire that included the five key 

constructs: institutional pressures, top managers’ support, GSCM, social capital, and 

performance. To enhance reliability and validity of measurement, and secure larger 

variability between survey individuals, multi- item measures were generated for 

each construct (Churchill, 1979).  

 

For each constructs and their measures, we went through extensive literature 

review and managerial interviews, and had experts from academia to ensure content 

validity. We found grounds for our survey items from previous empirical studies in 

the field of GSCM and Social capital. These included, Ye et al. (2013), Wu et al. 

(2012), Dubey et al. (2015), Lee (2015), and Villena et al. (2011). To go through 

confirmatory factor analysis, we made sure that each construct have at least three 

items for each measurement (Hair et al., 2006; Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). With 

several going through of the process, slight modifications were made to clarify the 



 19

meaning or wording of the questionnaire. Our constructs and their measures, along 

with literature grounds is presented in Table 1. 

 

 

 

Table 1. Constructs and their items measurement. 

Constructs Items (Reference) 

Coercive 
Pressure(CP) 

CP1 Stringent government regulations on recycling, environmental 
protection and consumer rights protection force our company to 
implement green practices. (Ye et al., 2013) 
CP2 The green environmental management of our firm will be 
influenced by regional government’s environmental regulations. 
(Wu et al., 2012) 
CP3 Potential conflicts between products and environmental 
regulations will affect our firm’s green environmental management. 
(Wu et al., 2012) 

Normative 
Pressure(NP) 

NP1 The increasing environmental consciousness of consumers 
have spurred our company to implement green practices. (Ye et al., 
2013) 
NP2 Consumers have a strong influence on our company’s green 
practices implementation. (Ye et al., 2013) 
NP3 For our firm, establishing enterprise’s green image is 
extremely important. (Wu et al., 2012) 

Mimetic 
Pressure(MP) 

MP1 Our competitors’ earlier implementation of green practices 
provided a benchmark and guidance for our company’s green 
practices implementation. (Ye et al., 2013) 
MP2 Competitors have a strong influence on our company’s green 
practices implementation. (Ye et al., 2013) 
MP3 The green environmental management of our firm will be 
affected by competitors’ green environmental protection strategy. 
(Wu et al., 2012) 

Top Management 
Support(TMS) 

TMS1 Our top managers recognize the importance of green 
practices. (Ye et al., 2013) 
TMS2 Our top managers proactively support green practices 
implementation. (Ye et al., 2013) 
TMS3 Our top managers show positive attitude towards green 
practices (Dubey et al., 2015) 
TMS4 Our top managers are willing to invest resources needed to 
implement green practices. (Ye et al., 2013) 
TMS5 Our top managers are likely to approve special fund for 
investment in green practices (Dubey et al., 2015) 
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TMS6 Our top managers have well-defined company’s 
environmental policy (Dubey et al., 2015) 

Green Supply 
Chain 
Management 
(GSCM) 
 

GSCM1 We assess our suppliers’ environmental performance 
through a formal and green procurement process. Suppliers. (Lee, 
2015) 
GSCM2 We demanded our suppliers to establish an environmental 
management systems suppliers (Lee, 2015) 
GSCM3We conducted environmental audits of our suppliers on 
regular basis suppliers (Lee, 2015) 
GSCM4 We demanded our suppliers to develop environmental-
friendlier products suppliers (Lee, 2015) 

 

Table 1. (Continued) Constructs and their items measurement.  

Constructs Items (Reference) 

Green Supply 
Chain 
Management 
(GSCM) 
 
 

GSCM5 We provided our suppliers with relevant and helpful 
information on how to comply with our environmental requirements 
suppliers (Lee, 2015) 
GSCM6 We provided our suppliers with technical, managerial and 
financial assistance to address environmental issues. suppliers (Lee, 
2015) 
GSCM7 We and our supplier firm jointly developed environment 
conscious products. suppliers (Lee, 2015) 

Cognitive Social 
Capital(CS) 

CS1 We have similar corporate culture/values and management 
styles. (Villena et al., 2011) 
CS2 We have similar philosophies/approaches to business dealings. 
(Villena et al., 2011) 
CS3 We have compatible goals and objectives (Villena et al., 2011) 
CS4 We have the same vision of business in the relationship 
(Villena et al., 2011) 

Structural Social 
Capital(SS) 

SS1 We are sharing relevant and timely information with our 
suppliers (Lee, 2015) 
SS2 We are interacting in a frequent and intensive manner with our 
suppliers. (Lee, 2015) 
SS3 We are solving problems jointly. (Lee, 2015) 
SS4 We are sharing and transferring knowledge and knowhow each 
other. (Lee, 2015) 

Relational Social 
Capital(RS) 

RS1 Our major supplier and our firm trust each other. (Lee, 2015) 
RS2 Our firm has a family-like relationship with our major supplier. 
(Lee, 2015) 
RS3 Our major supplier and our firm have mutual respect. (Villena 
et al., 2011) 
RS4 Our major supplier considers us as a long-term partner (Lee, 
2015) 



 21

RS5 Our major supplier and our firm are reciprocal to each other. 
(Villena et al., 2011) 

Operational 
Performance(OP) 

OP1 Reduced the costs of processing products. (Ye et al., 2013) 
OP2 Reduced inventory. (Ye et al., 2013) 
OP3 Reduced raw material costs. (Ye et al., 2013) 
OP4 Reduced logistics costs. (Ye et al., 2013) 
OP5 Improved our company’s profits. (Ye et al., 2013) 

Environmental 
Performance(EP) 

EP1 Established a good corporate image. (Ye et al., 2013) 
EP2 Enhanced our company’s market competiveness. (Ye et al., 
2013) 
EP3 Reduced environmental pollution. (Ye et al., 2013) 
EP4 Meet government requirements on environmental protection. 
(Ye et al., 2013) 
EP5 Helped our company to fulfill its corporate social responsibility 
for environmental protection. (Ye et al., 2013) 

 

We used a 7-point Likert scale for measuring the perceptions of the survey 

individuals (where 1: Strongly Disagree and 7: Strongly Agree) for each forty-five 

measures in our theoretical model. We included firm size, measured by the number 

of employees, as a control variable to explain extraneous effects (Chen and Paulraj, 

2004), and prevent the possibility of its influence on the relationships between the 

main variables. Firm size has traditionally been considered as an important control 

variable in observing organizational differences (Hannan and Freeman, 1984). 

Especially, regarding to the implementation of environmental management, large 

firms have better chance of utilizing monetary and managerial resources than 

smaller ones (Wagener et al., 2012). 

 

4.2. Sampling and data collection 

Our target firms were manufacturing buyer firms in Korea which incorporates 
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green supply chain management, and in order to reach our target respondents, we 

based on the data sample provided by Hankook Research, the largest marketing and 

opinion poll survey firm in Korea. Hankook Research provided a Master Sample 

based on three criteria, including National population statistics, ESOMAR 

(Guideline on Conducting Market and Opinion Research Using the Internet), and 

ISO/DIS 26362 (Access panels in market, opinion and social research). Data was 

collected using an electronic mail survey, which included screening questions to 

determine whether the respondent is an employee of a certain firm, whether the firm 

belongs to the manufacturing industry, whether it’s a buyer firm that has one or 

more supplier firm, and whether the firm is implementing GSCM. Although we did 

not limited individuals’ position to operations or supply chain management, we 

regarded that the individual who were capable of going through these four 

successive screening questions are already familiar with firms’ supply chain 

management practices. 

 

Total 25,365 surveys were sent to the Master Sample, and 3,067 receivers actually 

participated in the survey, where 325 answers were removed through respondents’ 

job status, 1,971 through non-manufacturing industry, 210 through not satisfying the 

buyer firm requirement, and 305 through not implementing GSCM. Thus, after the 

screening out of the respondents that did not fit our target sample, 256 complete 

responses were left, and finally we detected four unusable response using employee 

number and revenue that are not realistic, such as 0 employee or revenue of 4000 

won, and 11 of those who replied all responses with same number with average 
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response time of 0 seconds for each question. Thus, our final data was 241 

responses, satisfying the sample size of 150 that is needed to conduct hypotheses 

analysis at empirical research (Hair et al., 2006). Table 2 shows the descriptive 

statistics of the respondent firms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Profiles of the respondents. 

Characteristics  Percentage Distribution 

      

Number of employees   

< 250   68.05% 

250-1000   12.45% 

> 1000   19.50% 

      

Company type   

Large Company 24.07% 

Middle Company 36.93% 

Small Company 39.00% 
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5. Data Analysis 
 

 

5.1. Assessment of psychometric properties 

Before testing reliability and validity of the measurement items, it is necessary to 

test the normality assumption to satisfy the conditions of maximum likelihood 

method of estimation for structural equation modeling. The maximum absolute 

values of the skewness of the items was 0.594, and maximum absolute values of the 

kurtosis was 3.440, which are fully within the limits to confirm univariate normality 

assumption (univariate skewness < 2, kurtosis < 7) (West et al., 1995, Curran et al., 

1996). We examined multivariate skewness and kurtosis following Mardia (1970), 

and revealed that multivariate kurtosis index is 515.989, which exceeds absolute 

value of 2.58 at p=0.01, dismissing the multivariate normality assumption. However, 
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there are few data set that satisfies multivariate normality assumption, and we 

follow the guideline that when univariate normality assumption is once fulfilled, it 

is sufficient to interpret that multivariate normality assumption is satisfied (Truett et 

al., 1967). 

 

5.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

We conducted principal component analysis (varimax rotation), resulting in the 

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sample adequacy of 0.945. This factor analysis 

sorted all variables into eight independent parsimonious factors with Eigen's value 

greater than 1.0, explaining 79.601% of the total variance. The first latent variable 

explained nearly 46.812% of the total variance, which is less than the threshold 

value of 50%, thus common method bias is not a critical issue. According to our 

EFA reuslt, original items for structural and relational social capital, and those for 

coercive and normative pressures, were loaded on a single factor, unlike our 

theorized 10-factor model. Also, EP2 was loaded with the operational performance. 

The model fit for the eight factor model was χ2 =2465.03 with df = 917, SRMR= 

0.0738, CFI= 0.866, TLI= 0.855, RMSEA= 0.084. (Hair et al., 2006), which 

showed poor Fit.  

 

Many researchers view that using Kaisers’ eigenvalue-greater-than-one rule at 

deciding the number of factors is problematic. According to Zwick and Velicer 

(1986), in many simulations with EFA, eigenvalue-greater-than-one rule tend to 
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critically over or underestimate the number of factors. Fabrigar et al. (1999) 

emphasized that in EFA, previous theoretical research review is important, and that 

substantive and statistical issues should be both considered when determining the 

number of factors. Accounting these studies, we tried fixing the number of factors 

as 10 as our theoretical model. The two groups showed eigenvalue value less than 1, 

however, all the items except EP2, were loaded on their expected factors. The 

model fit improved to χ2 =2035.79 with df = 900, SRMR = 0.0688, CFI= 0.901, 

TLI= 0.892, RMSEA = 0.073, showing better fit (Hair et al., 2006). We regarded 

that our original model were more interpretable in this case, and decided to stick to 

the original framework. Table 3 is our EFA results. 

 

 

Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis result. 
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Measurement Cronbah's  α

TMS OP RS EP CP SS CS MP NP

GSCM6 .823 .193 .166 .151 .133 .070 .165 .135 .183 -.029 0.96

GSCM3 .820 .176 .221 .074 .076 .145 .082 .147 .098 .140

GSCM5 .800 .266 .141 .142 .139 .126 .164 .128 .129 .014

GSCM4 .786 .237 .193 .116 .212 .086 .110 .115 .101 .183

GSCM2 .760 .222 .214 .133 .151 .072 .187 .097 .127 .272

GSCM7 .744 .255 .133 .131 .222 .139 .094 .125 .166 -.062

GSCM1 .704 .306 .154 .167 .185 .087 .172 .128 .084 .166

TMS2 .229 .840 .130 .149 .132 .099 .120 .148 .123 .141 0.958

TMS3 .156 .812 .109 .167 .244 .112 .094 .171 .074 .174

TMS4 .308 .810 .172 .227 .116 .099 .073 .092 .116 .027

TMS1 .237 .808 .031 .082 .191 .074 .138 .152 .168 .192

TMS5 .401 .733 .178 .189 .064 .090 -.010 .146 .127 .006

TMS6 .450 .671 .186 .157 .220 .073 .035 .181 .110 .042

OP3 .116 .104 .890 .168 .022 .052 .030 .107 .028 .016 0.935

OP2 .218 .108 .862 .107 .126 -.020 .087 .118 -.003 -.018

OP1 .146 .149 .848 .151 .023 .038 .171 .064 .068 .048

OP4 .150 .081 .838 .159 .112 .045 .013 .147 .051 .010

OP5 .171 .062 .811 .252 .108 .019 .145 .078 .048 -.011

EP2 .312 .214 .480 .242 .366 .008 .279 .107 .208 .033

RS4 .095 .120 .255 .789 .188 .040 .196 .154 .038 .167 0.931

RS3 .151 .203 .206 .779 .187 .109 .210 .090 .106 .043

RS5 .090 .174 .294 .764 .146 .126 .192 .179 .015 .139

RS1 .236 .241 .201 .669 .270 .029 .273 .200 .072 .105

RS2 .278 .227 .268 .657 .103 -.019 .218 .187 .133 -.096

EP4 .272 .256 .059 .223 .770 .171 .134 .151 .090 .017 0.923

EP5 .304 .255 .075 .217 .750 .184 .116 .141 .102 .144

EP3 .265 .229 .189 .270 .689 .071 .062 .120 .170 .203

EP1 .191 .187 .308 .196 .672 .059 .266 .176 .107 .195

CP3 .115 .028 .010 .007 .065 .855 .055 .096 .181 .145 0.884

CP2 .115 .128 .086 .031 .094 .853 .047 .012 .169 .173

CP1 .159 .160 .009 .177 .128 .793 .181 .054 .188 .157

SS2 .182 .071 .189 .356 .164 .129 .703 .234 .081 .110 0.931

SS3 .246 .149 .172 .372 .164 .133 .699 .207 .112 .086

SS1 .292 .106 .211 .363 .132 .157 .689 .187 .064 .145

SS4 .355 .142 .164 .405 .168 .118 .588 .248 .139 .062

CS2 .229 .236 .241 .230 .144 .083 .131 .738 .094 .086 0.919

CS1 .211 .297 .269 .182 .189 .097 .253 .665 .138 .130

CS3 .256 .255 .094 .256 .210 .070 .336 .647 .111 .110

CS4 .277 .261 .281 .328 .144 .064 .213 .643 .130 .009

MP2 .215 .190 .074 .087 .166 .252 .050 .079 .837 .096 0.917

MP1 .220 .253 .024 .084 .142 .216 .126 .135 .776 .190

MP3 .243 .109 .143 .099 .050 .310 .095 .107 .742 .280

NP2 .200 .162 -.021 .225 .138 .339 .133 .068 .276 .698 0.892

NP1 .205 .191 -.042 .080 .156 .413 .149 .075 .217 .686

NP3 .112 .321 .065 .090 .274 .303 .077 .170 .265 .632

Eigenvalue 21.066 4.185 2.784 2.302 1.934 1.360 1.133 1.056 .834 .677

Total variance

explained(%)
46.812 9.300 6.186 5.117 4.298 3.022 2.518 2.347 1.854 1.504

    Factor lodaings
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5.3. Construct Validity 

After the EFA, we used Amos 23.0 to go through confirmation factor analysis  to 

evaluate convergent validity and discriminant validity. The model fit indices for 10 

factor model are model fit are  χ2 =2035.79 with df = 900, SRMR = 0.0688, CFI= 

0.901, TLI= 0.892, RMSEA = 0.073, which is tolerable. However, we choose to 

improve the model fit through discarding problematic items recommended by the 

Modification Index. As a result, TPS 1, TPS 3, GSCM 6, GSCM7, CS2, RS5, EP2, 

EP4 were removed and the model fit improved to χ2 =1107.455 with df = 584, 

SRMR = 0.0446, CFI = 0.940, TLI = 0.931, IFI = 0.940, RMSEA = 0.061, which 

well satisfies the assumption of Hair et al.(2006).  

 

All Standard regression weights are larger than 0.5, proving the convergent 

validity (Fonrnell and Larcker, 1981). Each factor composite reliability is larger 

than 0.7, indicating the convergent validity and internal consistency. For check 

discriminant validity, we looked at the square roots of the average variance 

extracted (AVE). Other than Normative pressure, all AVE fulfilled the threshold of 

0.5, and had greater values than the correlation coefficients between any two 

constructs (Fornell an Larcker, 1981). Although discriminant validity for Normative 

pressure was not fulfilled, we interpreted that the correlation between institutional 

pressures are natural to be high, and decided to regard Normative pressure as a 

single factor, considering its important role in previous theoretical reivew and our 

framework. Table 4 is the summary of our measurement model, and Table 5 depicts 

AVE analysis. 
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Table 4. Constructs factor loadings and reliability indicators, CR and AVE. 
 

Scale Items 
Standardized 

factor 
loadings 

Composite 
reliability 

AVE 

Normative 
Pressure 

NP3 0.839  0.828  0.461  

  NP2 0.867      

  NP1 0.865      

Mimetic 
Pressure 

MP2 0.903  0.862  0.676  

  MP1 0.897      

  MP3 0.866      

Structural Social 
Capital 

SS4 0.888  0.902  0.698  

  SS3 0.888      

  SS2 0.848      

  SS1 0.891      

Operational 
Performance 

OP5 0.842  0.901  0.646  

  OP4 0.856      

  OP3 0.909      

  OP2 0.901      

  OP1 0.887      

Coercive 
Pressure 

CP3 0.810  0.809  0.587  

  CP2 0.859      

  CP1 0.876      

 
 
 
 
 
Table 4. (Continued) 
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Constructs factor loadings and reliability indicators, CR and AVE. 
 

Scale Items 
Standardized 

factor 
loadings 

Composite 
reliability 

AVE 

Top 
Management 
support 

TMS6 0.886  0.901  0.695  

  TMS5 0.902      

  TMS4 0.919      

  TMS2 0.876      

GSCM GSCM1 0.861  0.913  0.677  

  GSCM2 0.922      

  GSCM3 0.886      

  GSCM4 0.902      

  GSCM5 0.871      

Cognitive Social 
Capital 

CS4 0.899  0.872  0.696  

  CS3 0.873      

  CS1 0.829      

Relational Social 
Capital 

RS 4 0.838  0.884  0.657  

  RS3 0.863      

  RS2 0.813      

  RS1 0.893      

Environmental 
Performance 

EP5 0.876  0.847  0.650  

  EP3 0.867      

  EP1 0.829      

 
 
 
 
Table 5. Discriminant validity. 
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The square roots of AVEs are on the diagonal and correlation coefficients  
on the off-diagonal. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.4. Hypotheses Test 

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Normative

Pressure (1)
0.462

Mimetic

Pressure (2)
0.500 0.677

Structural Social

Capital (3)
0.278 0.219 0.698

Operational

Performance (4)
0.029 0.066 0.232 0.647

Coercive
Pressure (5)

0.537 0.383 0.186 0.028 0.587

Top
Management

support (6)
0.266 0.266 0.266 0.186 0.133 0.696

GSCM (7) 0.304 0.304 0.420 0.225 0.174 0.507 0.678

Cognitive Social

Capital (8)
0.255 0.253 0.629 0.277 0.130 0.450 0.429 0.696

Relational Social

Capital (9)
0.208 0.170 0.677 0.305 0.100 0.364 0.326 0.567 0.658

Environmental

Performance (10)
0.412 0.291 0.437 0.203 0.196 0.408 0.456 0.472 0.503 0.650
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We used structural equation model with maximum likelihood estimation to test 

relationships in our conceptual framework. The model fit indices are χ2 = 1264.61 

with df = 610, CFI = 0.925, TLI = 0.918, IFI = 0.925, RMSEA = 0.670, all above 

the threshold values, and SRMR = 0.985, tolerable. (Hair et al., 2006).  Thus, we 

regarded the model is acceptable and decided not to make any further modifications 

on the model. Fig 2 represents the structural equation model and the standard 

coefficients of each relationships between latent variables. 

 

Fig 2. Structural equation model, path coefficients, significance level. 
 

 

Note ** and *** denote significance at p <o.o5 and p <o,o1, respectively. 

 

In the case of our first hypothesis, two of the three institutional pressures- 

customer and competitor- has significant and positive relationships with top 

managers’ support toward green supply chain management, with path coefficient = 

0.388, = 0.320 statistically significant at (p<0.05, p<0.01) respectively. However, 

government pressure was found to have no significant relationship with top mangers’ 

support. Thus, H1b and H1c was supported, while H1a was not supported. This 
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result is similar to previous studies in China, where regulations did not have 

significant influence on environmental practices accounting energy savings and 

emission reductions (Zhu et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2008). Similar to this case, we 

may assume that currently Korean manufacturing firms tend to interpret 

environmental regulations are generally flexible, and the enforcement level of the 

regulations is relatively weak. Another possible explanation can be derived from 

our sample characteristic. Our sample largely consists of small firms, where 68.05% 

of the sample having firm size less than 250, and 75.95% belongs to small and 

middle size companies, where generally the government regulation is likely to focus 

on large sized firms in the major industry. Nevertheless, even though the coercive 

pressure is insignificant, Korean manufacturing firms responds to significant impact 

form customers and competitors, showing that firms are autonomously influenced 

from market pressure. 

 

For the second hypothesis, top management support and green supply chain 

management were positively associated with path coefficient = 0.680, significant at 

(p<0.01). The result suggests that top management role plays important role in 

implementing GSCM, giving support to previous results from related studies 

(Badenhorst, 1994; Drumwright, 1994; Walker et al., 2008; Zhu et al., 2008).  

 

For our third hypothesis, the result shows that GSCM leads to the accumulation all 
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three kinds of social capital-cognitive, structural, and relational social capital- 

between buyer and supplier relationship. The path coefficients are = 0.699, = 0.646, 

= 0.553, all significant at (p<0.01). This validates that GSCM deepens mutual 

alignment, collaboration, and commitment, thus building social capital across the 

supply chain (Lawson et al., 2008; Inkpen and Tsang, 2005; Nahapiet and Ghosal, 

1998).  

 

For the fourth hypothesis, two of the three social capital- cognitive and relational- 

has a significant and positive relationships with environmental performance, with 

path coefficient =0.354, =0.415, statistically significant at (p<0.01). However, 

structural social capital was found to have no significant relationship with 

environmental performance. Thus, H4a and H4c was supported, while H4b was not 

supported. Up to date, only few studies have investigated how social capital effects 

environmental performance in the supply chain (Lee, 2015), and our study gives an 

attempt on verifying the relationship with all three concepts of social capital. Social 

capital including shared management philosophies and vision, mutual trust and 

respect tend to improve the environmental performance (Cheng et al., 2008). 

However, structural social capital has no significant influence on environmental 

performance, and this will be explained below with the case of operational 

performance. 
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Our final hypothesis, revealed similar results. Cognitive and relational social 

capital again showed significant and positive relationships with environmental 

performance, with path coefficient = 0.317, = 0.442, statistically significant at 

(p<0.05), while structural social capital has no significant relationship with 

environmental performance. Thus, H5a and H5c was supported and H5C not 

supported. Once again, shared management philosophies and vision, mutual trust 

and respect and partnership-oriented relationship tend to improve not only 

environmental performance, but also operational performance. Especially, this 

confirms the previous findings that relational social capital plays a critical role in a 

positive impact on operational performance (Carey et al., 2011; Lawson et al., 2008). 

Overall, structural social capital has insignificant impact on both types of 

performance. We might first attribute this result to predominant effect of cognitive 

and relational social capital on performance (Lee, 2015). Second, considering that 

some previous researchers examined a mediating role of relational social capital 

between structural social capital and operational performances, the structural social 

capital might only have indirect effect on performances (Carey et al., 2011). 
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6.  Conclusion  

 

This study provides a deeper understanding of GSCM and its effects on 

performance with a perspective of institutional pressure, top management role, and 

social capital. The results emphasize the critical role of each constructs, especially 

the top management role adopting the institutional pressures and GSCM 

accumulating into social capital is evident. 

 

This study has several limitations. First, during the exploratory and confirmatory 

analysis, we had to ignore some general statistical mismatch to provide insights 

following our original model. Second, since we used three distinct factors for 

institutional and social capital, there were some of the parts yet left to be further 

explained. We look forward to future research which can examine the different 

effects and relationships among those factors. Third, the sample of this study is 

constrained to over 200 Korean manufacturing firms, and for the results to be 

generalized, further studies, either empirical studies and case studies are necessary. 

 

Despite some limitations, this study provides strong theoretical and practical 

implications. The academic implication of the study is that it empirically validates a 

conceptual model based on an integrated framework of top management support, 

institutional pressure on GSCM, and performance, bringing together the previous 
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studies into a comprehensive one. For managerial implication, the paper explains 

the importance of top management’s role of a firm toward Green Supply chain 

Management, along with coordinated social capital to achieve critical performance. 

This means that independent managerial decisions leads the direction of GSCM, but 

the inter relationship between supply chain partners is also another key dirvers to 

the final firm performance. 
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APPENDIX.  
Survey questionnaire. 

 
 
 
 

 

본 조사에 참여해 주  감사합니다. 

 

귀하  답   처리  것이고, 개인  식별할  있

는 보는 집 지 않 며, 데이 는 익명  처리 어 분  

알 드립니다. 아울러, 각 항들에는 해진 답이 없 니 귀하  

솔직한 견  표 해 주십시 . 

 

답해 주신 내용  통계  분 에만 이용 며, 조사 결과가 개별

 알 지지 않습니다.  

잠시만 시간  내어 답해 주시면 감사하겠습니다.  

 

연구자 : 주소  ( 울 학  경 학원 경 학과 사과 ) 

지도 : 양  ( 울 학  경 학원 경 학과 ) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Ⅰ.  질문 

 

문1. 귀하  별  어떻게 십니 ? 

1) 남  

2) 여    
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문2. 귀하는  해 만    신가 ?  만 (                 )  

 

문3. 귀하  직업  무엇 니 ? 

1) 업 (상 , 가게, 식당 등 운 )  

2) 업직/ 매직 (내근보다는 근  많  사원, 맨 등)  

3) 비스직/고객 비스 공직 ( 원, 행 러 등) 

4) 능/ 업직 (생산직 사  등) 

5)  사무직 ( 근보다는 내근  많  사원, 사무직 사원 등) 

6) 경 / 리직 (  상, 상무,  사 등) 

7) 문직 ( 수, 사 등)  

8) 공무원 나 사  

9) 학생/ 학원생 (휴학생 포함)  

10) 업주  (직업  없는  여 )  

11) 무직/ 타  

 

문4. 귀하께  재 사하고 계시는 산업 야는 무엇 니 ? 

여러 항  동시에 해당 는 경우, 가  가 운 항  택해 주시  랍니다.

1) 업, 어업, 업  

2) 업 

3) 업 

4) 건 업 

5) 도매  매업 

6) 운수업 

7) 통신업 

8) , 보험업 

9) 공공행 ,   사 보

행  

10) 비스업 

11) 보건  사 복지사업 

12) 타 

 

 

문5. 귀사에 는 재 하나 상  공 업체(원료, , 프트웨어 등)  고 

는 수 업체 십니 ?

1)  

2) 아니    

 

문6. 귀하께  생각하시 에 귀사는 재 ‘ 경  생산’  실천하고 

다고 생각하십니 ? 

 그 지 

않다 

그 지 않다 보통 다 그 다 매우 그 다 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Ⅱ. 문 문항 

 

※ 제도적 압력 

- 도  압  귀사가 경  경  실천하는  향  미 는 

, 고객, 경쟁사  압  미합니다. 

- 여  경  경 란,  생산하는 과 에  보다 경  

원  하고, 경 염  하는 등, 경  고 한 경  미합

니다.  

 

문1a. 도  압   강  압 에 해 다  항 별  평가해 주 . 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

강  압  

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1) 재 , 경 보 , 

비  리 보 에 

 앙  엄격한 

규 는 본사  경

 경  도  하는

 향  미 다 

       

2) 지역  경 

도는 본사가 경  

경  도  하는  

향  미 다 

       

3) 본사  과  

경  규  간  마

찰 가능  본사  

경  경  도  

하는  향  미 다 

       

규  압  매우  2 3 4 5 6 매우 
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문1b. 도  압   규  압 에 해 다  항 별  평가해 주 . 

 

문1c. 도  압   태  압 에 해 다  항 별  평가해 주 . 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

※ 최고 경영진들의 지원 

- 고 경 진들  지원  경  경  도에 한 지원  미합니

다. 

아니

다 

1 

그

다 

7 

1) 경에 한 비  

경각심  가한 것  본

사가 경  경   

도  하는  향

 미 다 

       

2) 고객  본사  경

 경  도에 강 한 

향  미 다 

       

3) 본사에게 경  

미지  히 

하다 

       

태  압  

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1) 경쟁사  경  

경  본사  경  

경  도  마킹  

지  었다 

       

2) 경쟁사는 본사  

경  경  도에 강

한 향  미 다 

       

3) 본사  경  경

 도는 경쟁사가 취하

는 경 도에 해 

향   것 다 
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문2. 다  항 별  평가해 주 . 

※ 친환경적 공급 사슬 관리 

- 경  공  사슬 리란 경    비스  생산  달하

는  어, 본사  본사  주  공 업체(원료, , 프트웨어 등)들  

리하는 것  미합니다. 

 

문3. 다  항 별  평가해 주 . 

 

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1) 본사  고 경 진들

 경  경  도  

 지하고 다 

       

2) 본사  고 경 진들

 경  경  도  

행  극  지지

한다 

       

3) 본사  고 경 진들

 경  경  도에 

해  태도  갖고 

다 

       

4) 본사  고 경 진들

 경  경  도  

시행하  해 필 한 

원  극  할 

지가 다 

       

5) 본사  고 경 진들

 경  경  도에 

한 특별   지원

 승 할 향  다 

       

6) 본사  고 경 진들

 히 립  업  

경  경  책  보

하고 다 

       

 

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1) 본사는 공 업체들  

공식  경  
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달 차  통해 리  

평가하고 다 

2) 본사는 공 업체들에

게 경  경  시스

 하도  하

다 

       

3) 본사는 공 업체들  

경  실천에 한 감

사  주  행하

다 

       

4) 본사는 공 업체들에

게 보다 경  

 만들도  하 다 

       

5) 본사는 공 업체들  

본사  경  원

에 는  필 한 

보  도움  공하 다 

       

6) 본사는 공 업체들  

경  문 들에 과

 하도  술

, 운 , 경  도움

 공하 다 

       

7) 본사는 공 업체들과 

하여 경  

 개 하 다 

       

※ 사회적 자산  

- 사  산 란 공  사슬 내 수 업체  공 업체(원료, , 프트웨

어 등) 간에 생하는 사  계  생하는 지 , 트워크 , 

계  산  미합니다. 

지  사  산 
 

본사  본사  주  공

매우  

아니
2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그
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문4a. 사  산  지  사  산에 해 다  항 별  평가해 

주 . 

 
문4b. 사  산   사  산에 해 다  항 별  평가해 

주 . 

 

문4c. 사  산  계  사  산에 해 다  항 별  평가해 

주 . 

업체들 , 다 

1 

다 

7 

1) 사한 업 문 , 가

  경  스타  

가지고 다 

       

2) 경  하는  어  

비슷한 철학/ 근 식  

가지고 다 

       

3) 상생 가능한   

 가지고 다 

       

4)  계에 어 

같  비  가지고 다 

       

 사  산 

 

본사  본사  주  공

업체들 , 

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1)  보  신 하

게 공 하고 다 

       

2) 빈 하고 한 

 하고 다 

       

3) 함께 문  해결에 

하고 다 

       

4)  간  지식 나 

하우  공 , 달하고 

다 

       

계  사  산 

 

본사  본사  주  공

업체들 , 

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1)  간에 신뢰가 

다 

       

2) 가  같  한 

계 다 
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문5a. 본사  운  과  다  항 별  평가해 주 . 

 

문5b. 본사  경  과  다  항 별  평가해 주 . 

 

 

 

 

 

3) 상  간  가 

다 

       

4)   트

 지하고 다 

       

5) 상  계  

가지고 다 

       

운  과 

 

본사는 경  공  사

슬 리  통해, 

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1)  생산하는 비

 감 시켰다 

       

2) 재고  감 시켰다        

3) 원 재비  다        

4) 물 비  감 시켰

다 

       

5) 사  체   

가시켰다 

       

경  과 

 

본사는 경  공  사

슬 리  통해, 

매우  

아니

다 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 

매우 

그

다 

7 

1)  업 미지

 하 다 

       

2) 본사  시  경쟁  

강 시켰다 

       

3) 경 염  감 시켰

다 

       

4) 경 보 에  

 규  만 시켰

다 

       

5) 경 보  한 사

 책  만 시켰다 
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Ⅲ. 경 질문 

 

문1. 재 귀하  사 태는 무엇 니 ? 

1) 독립 업 

2) 내 그룹 계열사 

3) 해  그룹 계열사  

 

문2. 재 귀하  사   무엇 니 ? 

1) 업 

2) 업 

3) 업 

4) 타 

 

문3. 귀사  산업  해 주시  랍니다. 한 산업  하시

 어 우신 경우 사  해주 도 니다. 

(ex. 한 리  경우 “시 사  여 사업” 라고 해주시  

니다) 

산업 (  사 ) : (                            ) 

 

문4. 재 2015 (  2014 )  귀사(계열사)  업원 수는  니

? 

한 료  하  어 운 경우, 근사  어 주시  랍니다. 

(              )  

 

문5. 2014  귀사(계열사)  연간 매 액  얼마 니 ? 

한 료  하  어 운 경우, 근사  어 주시  랍니다. 연간

(              )만원 

 
 
 

국    

 

도  압 이 경 인 공  사슬 

리  업 과에 미 는 향 
- 고 경 진들  역할과  
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사회  자본  - 
 

주 소  

생산 리 

경 학 

울 학  

 

 

이 연구는 고 경 진들  역할과 공  사슬 내 사회  자산  

고 하여 부, 고객, 경쟁자   가지 축  도  압 이 경

인 공  사슬 리  업  경 , 운  과에 미 는 향

에 한 연구이다. 연구 법 는 한국  조업체  요업체

에 이 일  이용하여 241개  종 데이 를 집하 고, 구

조 식  이용하여 가  검증하 다. 연구  결과 는 다

 가 이 높  에  미하게 검증  가운데, 부  압

이 고 경 진들  역할에 미 는 향과 구조  사회  자본이 

과에 미 는 향  미하지 않았다. 본 연구는 경 인 공

 사슬 이 에  주요한 변 들과 신  변 들  통합해  존 

연구  범 를 장하 며 실증 인 자료를 탕  경 진들에

게 미 있는 시사  공한다는 데  공헌이 있다. 

 

주요어 : 도  압 , 경 인 공  사슬 리, 고 경 들  
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