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Abstract: The paper explores the pricing policies and green strategies in a duopoly green supply
chain with vertical and horizontal competition, which includes a green manufacturer, a traditional
manufacturer and a common retailer. The purpose of the paper is to address the following research
problems: (1) How manufacturers” market power influences the pricing policies and green strategies
of supply chain members in a green supply chain? (2) What conditions do first-mover advantage and
green competitive advantage be effective simultaneously? We establish the linear demand functions
of the duopoly green supply chain and obtain the players’ optimal decisions under channel members’
different market power. Further, we conduct sensitivity analysis and numerical examples of players’
optimal decisions about consumer’s environmental awareness and greening cost effector. Based
on the theoretical and numerical analysis, we find that green manufacturer would benefit from the
increment of consumer’s environmental awareness but be depressed by the increase of greening
cost, which is contrary to the traditional manufacturer. Additionally, correlations of retailer’ optimal
decisions and profits between consumer’s environmental awareness and greening cost effector
are related to the manufacturers’ market power structures. Furthermore, we find that the green
competitive advantage is more effective than first-mover advantage while first-mover advantage
does not always effective in the duopoly green supply chain. Specially, traditional manufacturer
always prefers to be the follower competing with the green manufacturer, no matter with the variety
of consumer’s environmental awareness and greening cost effector, while green manufacturer would
like to be the leader only when the consumer’s environmental awareness is relatively high or the
greening cost effector is relatively low.

Keywords: green supply chain; pricing policies; greenness; green competitive advantage

1. Introduction

Due to the exacerbating concerns on the global environment, the concept of sustainable
development has been widely accepted by industry and academy, thereby contributing to the
continuously prosperous research on sustainable supply chain management (SSCM) as well as
green supply chain management (GSCM) [1,2]. GSCM pressurizes supply chain members into
integrating environmental thoughts into supply chain management including product design, material
souring and selection, manufacturing processes, delivery of the final product as well as end of life
management of the product after its useful life [3]. Sustainability can be a valuable, rare, inimitable
and non-substitutable resource that becomes a source of competitive advantage [4]. The application
of GSCM can improve the environmental and economic performance of organizations, as well as
enable enterprises to obtain competitive advantage, which encourages organizations to be continually
sustainable [5,6]. GSCM has emerged as an important organizational philosophy to achieve corporate
profit and market share objectives [7].
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Green products play a significant role in the development of GSCM with regard to the decision
making process [8]. Under environmental pressure, governments have placed multiple enforcement
and policies to abate pollution, and these top-down policies contribute to external factors for the
company to go green consequently [9]. On the other hand, pressure of growing green demand also
exerts bottom-up driving forces to firms. Green innovation is regarded as a survival need for firms to
keep competitiveness [10]. Therefore, an increasing of manufacturers engages in the R&D, production
and sale of green products. Driessen conducts case studies in chemical and food industries and reveals
that both giant manufacturers and SMEs produce green products [11]. However, there is anecdotal
evidence of the market success and/or failure of green product regardless of giant manufacturers or
SME:s [12].

Literature has extensively examined factors contributing to market performance of green products.
Pujari suggests market orientation or market focus is one of the key factors [13]. Driessen reveals
that product greenness has been examined as a pivotal role in marketing of green product [11].
Researches related to green management have quantitatively examined the product greenness strategy.
Li et al. investigate the greenness level and pricing problems in a competitive dual channel green
supply chain [8]. Zhu and He study the green product design issues in supply chains where
manufacturer produces development-intensive product or marginal-cost intensive product [14]. Yang
and Xiao analyze the pricing and green level decisions of a green supply chain with government
interventions [15]. However, few researches study the influences of manufacturers’ market power on
the greenness and pricing strategies of green products.

Motivated by the above facts, the paper explores the green supply chain with duopoly
manufacturers considering different manufacturers’ market power. One manufacturer produces green
product, another produces traditional product, and both green and traditional product are sold to end
customers through a common retailer. The manufacturers and retailer play a manufacturer-leader
Stackelberg game, while two manufacturers play three subgame: (1) green manufacturer oriented
Stackelberg game (giant green manufacturer and traditional SME); (2) traditional manufacturer
oriented Stackelberg game (giant traditional manufacturer and green SME); and (3) Bertrand game
of two manufacturers where two manufacturer have equal market power. Furthermore, previous
researches have suggested the efficiencies of first-mover advantage [16], as well as green competitive
advantage [14], in the green supply chain. However, to the best of authors” knowledge, few researches
were found to investigate the relation of green competitiveness and first-mover advantage in the
domain of green supply chain management. Thus, we want to address following questions by
establishing and solving models in three sceneries: (1) How manufacturers’ market power influences
the pricing policies and green strategies of supply chain members in a green supply chain? (2) What
conditions do first-mover advantage and green competitive advantage be effective simultaneously?

The main contribution of the paper is threefold. First, the paper investigates the influences
of manufacturers’ different market power on members’ pricing policies and green strategies in a
green supply chain. Second, we find that manufacturers’ optimal decisions and total profit in the
three models are consistent, but retailer’s optimal decisions and total profit in the three models are
inconsistent. Third, we discover that the green competitive advantage is more effective than first-mover
advantage while first-mover advantage does not always be effective in the duopoly green supply
chain. Specially, traditional manufacturer always prefers to be the follower competing with the green
manufacturer, while whether green manufacturer would like to be the leader depends on the level of
consumer’s environmental awareness and the value of greening cost effector.

The reminder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the problem description
and notations. We establish three pricing game models and obtain the corresponding equilibrium
solutions in Section 3. Sensitivity analysis of the main parameters on equilibrium solutions are given
in Section 4. Section 5 conducts a numerical example to compare the optimal pricing strategies,
greenness degree and maximal profits under three members’ different market power. Section 6
provides concluding remarks.
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2. Model Formulation

The paper considers a two-echelon supply chain with two manufacturers and a common retailer
in a green market where consumers are environmental aware. The manufacturer 1 (M1) produces a
green product (Product 1) and wholesales it to the retailer at wholesale price w; with unit production
cost c1. The green product is featured with greenness degree 6, and traditional product is featured with
greenness degree ;. Similar to Madani’s work [5], we set the greenness degree of traditional product
as benchmark and assume 6; = 0. Moreover, we assume the greenness degree of green product is 6,
thus, 0 = 6. 0 in the paper is assumed to reflect the general impact from different green attributes of the
green product [14]. The manufacturer 2 (M2) produces a traditional product (Product 2) and wholesales
it to the retailer at wholesale price w, with unit cost c;, then the retailer sells the product 1 and 2 to the
end consumers at retail price p; and p, respectively.

To investigate the influences of manufacturers’ market power on the pricing policies and
green strategies of supply chain members in a green supply chain, we assume that there are giant
manufacturers and SMEs in the green market. Therefore, there are four combinations of manufacturer
market power and types of product: Combination (1) giant green manufacturer and traditional
SMEs; Combination (2) giant traditional manufacturer and green SMEs; Combination (3) giant
green manufacturer and giant traditional manufacturer; and Combination (4) green SMEs and
traditional SMEs. Corresponding to the four combinations, we formulate three game scenarios:
Scenario (1) M1-leader Stackelberg game (Combination (1)); Scenario (2) M2-leader Stackelberg game
(Combination (2)); and Scenario (3) Bertrand game (Combinations (3) and (4)). The timing of moves of

7

the manufacturers in the three scenarios are as follows:

(I) M1-M2 Bertrand game: The two manufacturers move simultaneously. Specifically, manufacturer
1 announces the marginal profit m,; and green degree 6, and manufacturer 2 sets the marginal
profit myp, simultaneously.

(I) M1l-oriented Stackelberg game: The two manufacturers move sequentially. Manufacturer 1
acts as the leader and manufacturer 2 acts as the follower. Specifically, manufacturer 1 decides
the marginal profit mys; and green degree 6 first, and then manufacturer 2 sets its marginal
profit myy,.

(IlT) M2-oriented Stackelberg game: The two manufacturers move sequentially. Manufacturer 2 acts as
the leader and manufacturer 1 acts as the follower. Specifically, manufacturer 2 sets its marginal
profit my,; first, and then manufacturer 1 decides its marginal profit m,; and green degree 6.

Based on the facts that consumers are willing to pay higher prices for more eco-friendly
products [17,18], we assume greenness degree is a demand enhancement factor of demand. We assume
that the market demand functions are linear with the retail prices and greenness degree of green
product, and retail price of traditional product [14,19]. The demand functions of green product and
traditional product are as follows, respectively

Dy =a—Bp1 +yp2+ 460 1)

Dy =a—Bp2 +vp1 — 06 ()

Parameter & denotes the total market demand, B represents the self-price sensitivity. - is the
cross-price sensitivity coefficient, and B > > 0, which indicates that the change of p; has more
significant impact on demand of product i than the change of the sale price of its rival product (i = 1, 2).
0 denotes the level of consumer’s environmental awareness. When the consumer’s environmental
awareness is at a relatively high level, the influence of greenness degree on product demand is more
remarkable. The higher ¢ is, the greater demand of green product is. Thus, J is also the expansion
effectiveness coefficient of the greenness degree per unit of green product. The constraint > ¢ > 0
means that the retail price is the dominant factor on product demand instead of greenness degree.
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To engage in green product production, only the green product manufacturer (Manufacturer 1)
has to invest extra capital to employ green technologies based on the original production process. We
assume that the greening improvement in the product does not affect the manufacturer’s traditional
marginal costs of production [5,8]. It is common knowledge that firms make initial changes in products
and process easily, while the subsequent improvement being more difficult [20]. Thus, we assume that
the cost of greening is a quadratic function of green degree c(6) = h6? [18]. h represents the greening
investment coefficient, a larger /» means the improvement of green degree requires greater investment
and that it is harder to achieve green innovation when the greenness degree reaches a relatively high

(26—7)? }
86(28*—7%)

Denote m 1 and my, as the marginal profit of manufacturer 1 and 2 from producing a unit
product. Then the wholesale price comprises the manufacturer’s marginal profit and unit production
cost, namely, w; = mpp + ¢1 and wyp = mpp + c3. Denote mpy and mp, as the marginal profit of
retailer for selling unit product 1 and 2. Then the product sale price consists of the retailer’s marginal
profit and wholesale price. We also assume that the retailer’s sale efforts of those two products are
consistent. Thus, we can have p; = mg1 + w1 and py = mgy + w,. Denote 71y, 71y, and 7R are the
profit of manufacturer 1, manufacturer 2 and retailer respectively. Based on the above assumptions,
the players’ profit functions are as follows:

. ) 2
level. To avoid trivial things, we assume i > max{i—ﬁ,

v, = mpn D1 —c(6) 3)
7'1,'M2 = mM2D2 (4)
R = mg1D1 + mpoDy )

3. Model Solution

In this section, the relationships between two manufacturers and the retailer are modeled as a
sequential non-cooperative game, where the two manufacturers are the leaders while the retailer is the
follower. The timing of moves are as follows: (1) the two manufacturers determine decision variables
at first; (2) The retailer sets the retail price based on the manufacturers’ decisions. Similar to Zhao’s [21],
we mainly consider the situations where the two manufacturers implement the three game scenarios
introduced in Section 2.

After observing the two manufacturers’ decisions, the retailer determines the retail prices of
the two products to maximize its profit. By backward induction, we first derive the retailer’s
response functions.

Proposition 1. Given earlier decisions mpyyy and 6 made by the manufacturer 1, and mpy, made by the
manufacturer 2, the retailer’s response functions are as follows.

(B=7)00+a(B+7y) mm+a

k(s Bz ) = g () 2 6)

The proofs of Proposition 1 and other propositions are enclosed in Appendix A. From the retailer’s
response functions, the results of Corollary 1 can be obtained.

Corollary 1.
ompy (myn f,mmv2) _ & ompa (M B, mme) =6 .
W w0 T g YT e Ty <0
omgy (mm10,myv2) _ Impo(mpi 8mapn) 1 .
(2) ali - amMz - 2 < 0’

(3)  2mri(mnBmyp) _ Ompa(mmibimma) _
ompr oampp )
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With the increasing greenness degree of product 1, the retailer’s marginal profit from selling
product 1 increases while the marginal profit from selling product 2 decreases. When the greenness
degree of green product improved consistently, the retailer should increase the order quantity of green
product and decrease the order quantity of traditional product. In addition, it reveals the efficiency of
first-mover advantage that retailer’s marginal profits from selling product 1 and 2 decrease when the
manufacturer 1’s and 2’s marginal profits increase.

3.1. Bertrand Game

In this setting, two manufacturers play Bertrand game. By backward induction, after knowing
the retailer’s response functions, the two manufacturers make optimal decisions to maximize their
own profits simultaneously. The M1-M2 Bertrand game model can be formulated as

(maxe) o1 (a1, 0, My (M1, 0, M), Mgy (M1, 6, M)
mp, (8)
(Irlniax) T2 (M2, Myq (mam, 0, mp2), Mpy (man,0,mpn))

M2

The following proposition gives the two manufacturers” optimal decisions.

Proposition 2. In the Bertrand game, the manufacturer 1's optimal marginal profit m};, and greenness
degree 0% , and the manufacturer 2's optimal marginal profit m}, can be given as

2h((9% —28%)c1 + Byea +a (2B +7))

M= T R )@ — 57 1 29h) ®

o (B=m)0 +2BM)e + (B — )0 +2(12 — 2 )h)ea + 20((2B+ M0 =28%) |
M2 = (2B — ) (4hp — 52 + 2h)

g _ (2 =2B)c1 + Byes + (2B + 7)) a1

8B%h — 267 + 82y — 292k

Substituting Equations (10)-(12) into Equations (8) and (9), we can obtain the retailer’s optimal
marginal profits in the Bertrand model.

_ (B=m)é0" +a(p+7y) muta

T I 2
R 3

3.2. M1-Oriented Stackelberg

In this setting, two manufacturers play Stackelberg game and move sequentially.
The manufacturer 1 acts as the leader and decides the marginal profit 7, and greenness degree 6 to
maximize its profit at first, and manufacturer 2 acts as the follower and sets its marginal profit m to
maximize its profit later. The M1-oriented Stackelberg game model can be formulated as

S 7o (M, 0, myq (man, 0, myp), iy (man, 0, m35))
M1,

mjy, is derived from solving the following function (14)

r:’r}ax) T2 (M2, Mpq (man1, 0, mar2), myo (man, 60, mar2))
M2
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Proposition 3. Given the decisions myp and 6 made by the manufacturer 1, the manufacturer 2’s response

function is as follow
_ yma — 00 +a — Ber + ey

M (man, 0) = 2% (15)
Corollary 2. %#1/9) = % >0,%’;1le9> — _% < 0.

Manufacturer 2’s marginal profit will be increased if manufacturer 1’s marginal profit increases,
which is different from the implication of Corollary 1. Furthermore, manufacturer 2’s marginal profit
will be decreased if greenness degree of product 1 increases. The magnitude of the reduction depends
on the level of consumer’s environmental awareness. Thus, in the M1-oriented Stackelberg subgame,
manufacturer 1 benefits from green competitive advantage while manufacturer 2 benefits from the
second-mover advantage as being the follower.

Proposition 4. In the M1-oriented Stackelberg model, the manufacturer 1's optimal marginal profit m}, and
greenness degree 0, the manufacturer 2s optimal marginal profit m),, and the retailer’s optimal marginal
profits my, and my, can be given as

e ABR(( = 2B)er + Bres + (2B + 7))

8B(282 — 1)l — (2B — )02 1o

g — S@B—1)((7* —28%)c1 + yer +a(2p + 7)) )
8B(2B% — Y )h — (2B — 7)702

L M — 80" = e+ 7 )

Mo 28

3.3. M2-Oriented Stackelberg

In this setting, two manufacturers play Stackelberg game and move sequentially.
The manufacturer 2 acts as the leader and decides the marginal profit m,, to maximize its profit at
first, and then the manufacturer 1 acts as the follower and sets its marginal profit m,; and greenness
degree 0 to maximize its profit later. The M1-oriented Stackelberg game model can be formulated as

(1:113>()77M2(WM2/ Mgy (Mg, 0%, M), My (Mg, 0%, M)
M2

my, 0" are derived from solving the following function (19)

(maxe) ot (M, 0, My (man, 0, M), My, (Mar, 6, mar))
MM,

Proposition 5. Given the decision mp, made by the manufacturer 2, the manufacturer 1’s response functions
are as follows
2h(ymmp — Be1 + 2 4 @)

m?\dl(’”MZ) = 4Bh — 52 (20)
— Be1 + 92 +a)é
o _ (ymav2 — ey 21
() 4Bh — 52 ey
omiy (ma) 24k 00" (myp) _
Corollary 3. %%MZMZ = 4ﬁh7,§z >0, angAA;Z - 4/3}162 > 0.



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2359 7 of 23

Manufacturer 1’s marginal profit and the greenness degree of product 1 will increase with the
increasing of manufacturer 2’s marginal profit. In the M2-M1 Stackelberg subgame, manufacturer 1
benefits from second-mover advantage as being the follower.

Proposition 6. In the M2-oriented Stackelberg model, the manufacturer 2's optimal marginal profit m},, the
manufacturer 1’s optimal marginal profit m},, and greenness degree 6, and the retailer’s optimal marginal
profits my, and mpy, can be given as

(B — 7)6%(c1 + c2) + 2B7yhey + 2(v? — 2B8%)hea + 2a(2Bh — 62 + vh)

My = 2(4B2h — 6% + 62y — 29%h) -
o 2h(7m1*\/124ﬁh.3i1 ; 72 + @) (23)

or = (17— Szlj(gcz +a)d 4)

P v)((;ez* _+¢<)ﬁ +7) "%2* 2l (25)

miy = (O ﬁ)(r;ez* _+;x<)ﬁ +7) mhz; c2 (26)

4. Sensitivity Analysis

In this section, we conduct the sensitivity analysis of the equilibrium decisions and the maximum
profits with respect to parameters / and J. Properties 1-3 summarize the sensitivities with respect to the
equilibrium decisions. Properties 4-6 summarize the sensitivities with respect to the players’ profits.

Property 1.

(1) In the three sceneries the sensitivities of the optimal decisions with respect to the parameter h are given as
onty, M1

<0, % <0, S

(2) Denotes mpg is the total margznal proﬁt from selling a unit green product and a unit traditional product,
namely, mp = mpgy + mpgy. The sensitivities of the retailer’s optimal marginal profit mg with the parameter
h are given as:

(i) In the settings of Bertrand, g;R =0
(ii) In the setting of M1-oriented Stackelberg game, % > 0;
(iii)  In the setting of M2-oriented Stackelberg game, % < 0.

The proof of Property 1 and other remaining properties appears in Appendix B.

Property 1 investigates that the increase of greening cost effector diminishes green participators
marginal profits. The manufacturer 1’s marginal profit and retailer’s marginal profit from selling
green product decline while the value of greening cost effector rises. A great greening cost not only
discourages the green manufacturer from devoting to green innovations but also depresses the retailer’s
willingness of selling green products. Further, with the increase of greening cost effector, the retailer’s
marginal profit from selling green product goes down while the marginal profit from selling traditional
product goes up. What” more, the retailer’s total marginal profit drops in the M2-oriented Stackelberg
game, increases in the M1 oriented Stackelberg game and keeps the same in the Bertrand game. Thus,
the retailer should raise the order quantity of traditional product and decrease the order quantity of
green product, especially when traditional manufacturer acts as the leader.

7
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Property 2. The sensitivities of the optimal decisions with parameter J are obtained as

J J %
(1) 20,2 50, 2e <0, M 0, Mo <

(2) The sensitivities of the optimal marginal profit my with & are given as follows:

amR —

(i) In the setting of Bertrand model, =0;
(ii)  In the setting of M1-oriented Stackelberg and M2-oriented Stackelberg models, % > 0.

The manufacturer 1’s marginal profits and retailer’s marginal profit from selling green product
increase as the level of consumer’s environmental awareness rises. However, the manufacturer
2’s marginal profit and the retailer’s marginal profit from selling gray product go down if 6 rises.
Thus, the green innovation participators, both the green manufacturer and retailer, should take
measures to improve the level of consumer’s environmental awareness. Meanwhile, the retailer’s total
marginal profits are positive with the consumers’ environmental awareness when the manufacturers’
market power are different. Specially, the retailer’s total marginal profit is constant when the
consumer’s environmental awareness changes when the manufacturers have the same market power.
The retailer should increase the order quantity of green product and decrease the order quantity of
traditional product.

Property 3. The sensitivities of retail prices with parameter h and & are obtained as a o < 0, aa;;? >0, aar;l >0
and 2 <0.

The sale price of green (traditional) product is positive (negative) with the consumer’s
environmental awareness but negative (positive) with the green investment effector. When the
greening cost effector increase, the retailer should raise the sale price of traditional product but drop
the sale price of green product. On the other hand, when the consumer’s environment awareness
is improved, the retailer should drop the sale price of traditional product but raise the sale price of
green product.

Property 4. The sensitivities of the manufacturer 1's total profit 7ty with parameter h and & are obtained as

*

<0and L >0.

The increasing of greening cost effector would impair the green manufacturer’s total profit, on
the contrary, the increasing of consumer’s environmental awareness would enlarge its total profit.
Thus, the green manufacturer should take marketing activities to encourage the public noticing the
environmental issues and seek the green technical breakthroughs to decrease the investment of green
product research and development. Further, governments should provide suitable incentives like
tax-cut or green subsidy to encourage enterprises to devote in green manufacturing.

Property 5. The sensitivities of the manufacturer 2's total profit 7}, with parameter h and & are obtained as

(1) If aDz > 0, then 875};\142 > 0; otherwise 875};\[42 <0
(2) If 35 2 >0, then a M2 > 0; otherwzseaa 2 <0.

Only when parameters & and ¢ have positive influences on the maximal demand of traditional
product can the manufacturer 2 increases its maximal profit. Therefore, it is beneficial for the traditional
manufacturer to take marketing activities to promote market demand, i.e., enlarging the market
potential demand by advertising or establishing new sale channels.
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Property 6. Denotes the retailer’s profit from product 1 as 7tk and profit from selling product 2 as 7. Then

1) D <0, T >0, %k <
(2)  In the setting of M1-M2 Bertrand model, angz <0
(3)  In the setting of M1-oriented Stackelberg and M2-oriented Stackelberg model, ag’}Z > 0.

In the three game models, the retailer’s profit from selling green product is positive to é but
negative to /. Furthermore, the retailer’s profit from selling traditional product is negative to .

The consumer’s environmental awareness has positive effect on retailer’s profit from product 1,
but has negative impact on retailer’s profit from product 2. The green investment coefficient is negative
to the retailer’s profit from product 1, but its influences on retailer’s profit from product 2 depends on
the market power structure of manufacturers. Thus, when the consumer’s environmental awareness is
relatively high, the retailer should raise the order quantity of green product. When the manufacturers
have equal market power, it is beneficial for the retailer to seek approaches to decrease the greening
cost effector. However, when the manufacturers have unequal market power, the retailer should
enlarge the order quantity of traditional product to maximize its total profit.

5. Numerical Examples

In this section, we compare the players’ optimal decisions and maximum profits under three
scenarios and derive more managerial implications by providing numerical examples. The values of
various model parameters are listed as follows. & = 200, B = 4, v = 2, ¢c; = 20 and c;. We take the
identical values of parameters in order to separate the effects of different power structures in three
decision models in each parameter.

5.1. Sensitivity Analysis of Consumer’s Environmental Awareness

This subsection explores how consumer’s environmental awareness affects the green supply
chains. We set 1 = 4, and the value of ¢ varies from 0 to 4. Figure 1 verifies the positive correlations
between greenness degree and consumer’s environmental awareness under three sceneries. To protect
environment, the government, as well as other public organization should devote to green propaganda
to enhance public awareness of environmental protection. The formula 6125 > g8 > gM15 is constantly
tenable for any given value of §. When the manufacturer 1 acts as the leader, he possesses double
advantages, namely, the first-mover advantage and green competitive advantage. However, when the
manufacturer 1 acts as the follower, he is in green competitive advantage but at a later disadvantage.
Thus, his willingness of improving green degree is stronger at the setting of M2-oriented Stackelberg
game compared to M1-oriented Stackelberg game. This finding implicates that the competition
between manufacturers contributes to the improvement of greenness degree.

Figure 2 investigates the effect of 6 on players’ marginal profits under three sceneries. From
Figure 2a, mp increases but m ), decreases as the value of § increases. Manufacturer 1 obtains
greatest marginal profit in M1-oriented Stackelberg game, middle in M2-oriented Stackelberg game
and least in M1-M2 Bertrand game. Furthermore, manufacturer 2 obtains the greatest marginal profit
in M2-oriented Stackelberg game when the value of § is lower than a threshold, but, contrariwise, he
obtains the greatest marginal profit in M1-oriented Stackelberg game when the value of J is higher
than the threshold. Figure 2b shows that the retailer gains the greatest total marginal profit in M1-M2
Bertrand model than other two models generally. Furthermore, the formula m%ﬂs > mRMls is tenable
except the situation where ¢ is excessively large. Therefore, it is beneficial for the retailer to take actions
to narrow the gap between manufacturers’ market power, but help the manufacturer 2 keeping its
leader position. On the other hand, the retailer should help manufacturer 1 to accelerate the consumer’s
environmental awareness.
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Figure 2. Marginal Profits with respect to ¢.
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Figure 3 displays the correlations between product sale prices and parameter J. Figure 3 shows the
positive effects of § on green product sale price and the negative influence of § on traditional product
sale price. For a given value of J, the sale price of green product is always higher than traditional
product in each game model. Additionally, the disparity is widened with the increase of J§, which is
consistent to the fact that consumers with higher environmental awareness are willing to pay more
to green product. It suggests that the retailer should rise the green product sale price but lower the
traditional product sale price when the value of J increases.

h=4
80.0
77.5 1
75.0 1
Q
2 —
a 725 Fe===z==ooooIT=—o
o TTTTESSIIzEEEaL
# 70,0 - TS IITesoo.
SIS0~
67.5 - AN
— P === pf Rl T
\\
65.01 — pis  ——- pis \
—_— leZS —— pIZVIZS
62.5 ] T T T T T T T

Figure 3. Sale price with respect to J.

Figure 4 demonstrates the effects of 6 on player’s profits. We can explore the positive effects of ¢
on manufacturer 1’s profits and the negative effects on manufacturer 2’s profits. Manufacturer 1 obtains
greatest profit in M2-oriented Stackelberg game when the value of J is lower than a threshold, but
gets greatest profit in M1-oriented Stackelberg game when the value of ¢ is higher than the threshold.
It reveals that only in a particular environment can the first mover advantage and green competitive
advantage are effective together. Furthermore, we find that the formula 77}115 > 73125 is constantly
tenable for any given value of ¢. It is interesting to find that the optimal strategy for manufacturer 2 is
to be a follower when consumers are environmentally aware. Further, it is advisable for manufacturer
1 to be the follower when the value of § is lower than a threshold, but to be the leader when the
value of ¢ is higher than the threshold. Figure 4b shows that the retailer earns the greatest profit in
M1-M2 Bertrand model. We find that the formula 7}/25 < 7515 is tenable when ¢ is at a relatively low
level. Further, the retailer’s profit is positive to 6 in M2-oriented Stackelberg model but is negative in
M1-oriented Stackelberg model. From the perspective of retailer, the optimal strategy is taking actions
to narrow the gap between manufacturers’ market power. The suboptimal strategy is supporting
manufacturer 1 to be leader when the consumer’s environmental awareness is low, while backing
manufacturer 2 to be leader when the consumer’s environmental awareness is high.



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2359 12 of 23

Manufacturer(h = 4)

(%]
=
ic
3]
e
o
_m
T
9]
>
o
o
A
R B B N
1200 4 — nf, === Tyy N
\,
M1s M1s
—_—r -—- .
11001 s s N
i -—- 2 \\
1000 T T T T T T T

(a)
Retailer(h = 4)

3050 -
3025 A

—— Bertrand
30004 —— M1 Stackelberg

—— M2 Stackelberg
2975 A

2950 1

Player's Profits

2925 4

2900 ~

2875 T T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

(b)

Figure 4. Players’ profits with respect to J.

5.2. Sensitivity Analysis of Greening Cost Effector

This subsection explores how the greening cost effector affects the green supply chains. We
set 0 = 2, and the value of h varies from 1 to 11. Figure 5 displays the negative effects of & on the
optimal green degree of product 1. Greening cost plays a significant role in green product production
and the increment of greening cost imposes a heavy burden on manufacturer 1. To support green
product producer’s green innovation and protect environment, government should formulate policies
to help enterprises lowering the greening cost, i.e., providing green subsidy or taxes reduction to the
companies devoted to greening products. It is easy to observe that the formula 25 > 98 > gM15 jg
constantly tenable for any given value of . Similarly, the greenness degree of product is greatest when
the manufacturer 1 acts as a follower.

Figure 6 investigates the effect of 1 on players’” marginal profits under three sceneries. Different
from Figure 2a, manufacturer 1’s marginal profits are negative correlated with /1, while manufacturer
2’s marginal profits are positive correlated with . When the value of h is over than threshold
(th , hOMls and hOMZS ), manufacturer 1’s marginal profits are lower than manufacturer 2’s (nzlf,u < n]lf,lz,
aM1s < nMIS and 725 < 7M25). From Figure 6b, the retailer’s total marginal profit is unrelated to
parameter /1 in M1-M2 Bertrand model, is negative to /i in M2-M1 Stackelberg model, but is positive to
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h in M1-M2 Stackelberg model. Furthermore, the retailer earns greatest in M1-M2 Bertrand model,
second in M2-M1 Stackelberg and least in M1-M2 Stackelberg.

GreenDegree(6 = 2)

70 1 — 6°

60 - — gM25

50 A

40 1

30 1

20 1

101

fun
w
w
~
©o

11

Figure 5. Greenness degree with respect to /.
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Figure 6. Marginal profits with respect to .
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Figure 7 examines the effect of & on product sale prices under three sceneries. Figure 7 probes
the negative effects of 1 on sale price of product 1, and the positive effects on sale price of product 2.
It is apparent that the sale prices of product 1 are always higher than product 2 in each sceneries and
the gap narrows with the increase of h. This finding suggests that retailer should always set a higher
price of green product than traditional product, however, the retailer should raise the sale price of
traditional product but decrease the sale price of green product when greening cost effector rise.

82.5
80.0 4 —_— pQ/IlS —_— pg/lls
77.5

75.0 A

72.5 A

Sale Price

70.0 A
6754,/

65.0 17
/

Figure 7. Sale prices with respect to .

Figure 8 scrutinizes the effect of 1 on players” marginal profits under three sceneries. Figure 8a
explores the negative effects of # on manufacturer 1’s profit and the positive effects on manufacturer 2’s
profit. Furthermore, manufacturer 2’s profit would surpass manufacturer 1’s profit with the increase of
greening cost effector in each scenario. A great greening cost effector aggregates the burden of green
producer and reduces its profit seriously, but encourages traditional manufacturer producing gray
product. To motivate enterprises to be green participants, it is urgent to seek the financial supports
from government and technical supports from third-party organizations. When the value of & exceeds
the threshold, we find the formula nﬁ%s > 7'[%1%5 is tenable. This finding implicates that it is benefit
for green manufacturer to be the leader of green market when green cost is at a low level, but to be the
follower when greening cost is expensive. Further, it is easy to explore that the formula {35 > 7M25
is tenable. Similar to analyses in Section 6.1, it is beneficial for traditional manufacturer to be follower in
a green market. The correlations between the retailer’s total profit and & is complexed as demonstrated
in Figure 8b. In M1-M2 Bertrand game model, the retailer’s total profit decreases with the increase of
h but it becomes steady when h outstrips a threshold. Furthermore, its total profit is positive to & in
M2-oriented Stackelberg model, but negative in M1-oriented Stackelberg model. Further, the retailer
earns the most in M1-M2 Bertrand game model, and whether the retailer prefers M1-oriented or

M2-oriented Stackelberg game model depends on the value of .
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Figure 8. Players’ profits with respect to h.

6. Conclusions and Future Research

6.1. Conclusions

The paper investigates the members’ optimal pricing policies and green strategies in the duopoly
green supply chain. Three pricing game models are established through considering the manufacturers’
different market power, and the corresponding equilibrium solutions of these models are derived.
Further, we conduct sensitive analysis of the main parameters and numerical example to compare the
optimal pricing policies, greenness degree, the maximal profit margin and profits in three scenarios.
The main findings are summarized as follows:

(1)  With the level of the consumer’s environmental awareness increases, greenness degree of product
will raise, the green manufacturer’s marginal profit and total profit will be enhanced, while
traditional manufacturer’s marginal profit and total profit will be impaired in three sceneries.
However, the retailer’s total profit will be increased in M1-M2 Bertrand game and M2-oriented
Stackelberg game but be decreased in M1-oriented Stackelberg game.

(2) With the increment of greening cost effector, greenness degree of product decreases, the green
manufacturer’s marginal profit and total profit will be impaired, while traditional manufacturer’s
marginal profit and total profit will be enhanced in three sceneries. However, the retailer’s
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total profit will be decreased in M1-M2 Bertrand game and M2-oriented Stackelberg game but
increased in M1-oriented Stackelberg game.

(3) The correlations of retailer’s total profit with respect to consumer’s environmental awareness
and greening cost effector in the three scenarios is complexed. The retailer earns maximal total
profit in M1-M2 Bertrand game, and the total profit increases with the increase of consumer’s
environmental awareness but decreases with the increment of greening cost effector. When
the consumer’s environmental awareness is over than a threshold, the retailer’s total profit
in M2-oriented Stackelberg game is higher than total profit in M1-oriented Stackelberg game,
and vice versa. When the greening cost effector exceeds the threshold, the retailer’s total profit
M1 Stackelberg game is higher than in M2 Stackelberg game, and vice versa.

(4) The green competitive advantage is more effective than first-mover advantage while first-mover
advantage does not be always effective in the green supply chain. Specially, traditional
manufacturer always prefers to be the follower competing with the green manufacturer, which
has no matter with the variety of consumer’s environmental awareness and greening cost effector,
while green manufacturer would like to be the leader only when the consumer’s environmental
awareness is relatively high or the greening cost coefficient is relatively low.

6.2. Future Directions

The paper only focuses on a two-stage green supply chain system with two manufacturers and
one retailer. In fact, there are many other supply chain structures, e.g., dual channel supply chain and
three-stage supply chain. Further, players’ risk attitudes are not taken into considered, which would
affect manufacturers” market strategies. Additionally, advertise strategy and sale effort should also be
taken into consideration and their influences on members’ optimal decisions should be investigated
either. Furthermore, the paper only considers the initial investment of green improvement, but ignores
the overall greening costs especially in a long term, which might be an important decision variable
of manufacturer’s green strategy. Besides, the integration of subjective consumer’s environmental
awareness and overall greening cost is also worth to study.

Acknowledgments: This study was supported by National Science and Technology Support Program
of China under Grant No. 2015BAF05B03, National Science and Technology Major Project under
Grant No. 2016ZX04004005, the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities Project under
Grant No. CDJZR13110048 and 106112015CDJSK02JD05, the Chongqing City Key Science Program Project
under Grant No. cstc2015yykfC60002, and Project No. 106112017CDJXSYY0001 Supported by the Fundamental
Research Funds for the Central Universities.

Author Contributions: Shan Chen and Xu Wang conceived and designed the study; Shan Chen and Yingbo Wu
contributed analysis tools; Shan Chen and Lin Ni wrote the paper. All authors contributed to the discussions and
interpretation of the results.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Appendix

Proof of Proposition 1. Equation (5) can be rewritten as

TR (mMR1, MRy)= mpy (& — Pmgy — Pmpry + ympgy + ymgy + 00)

(A1)
+mpgo(a — By — Py + ymgy + ymgy — 66)

The first-order and second-order partial derivatives of 7tg (g1, mg2) with respect to mpq and mpy
can be shown as

871'1{
MR

= & — 2pmpy + 2ymgoy — Bmpn + ymprp + 66 — Bey + o (A2)
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a7TR

el + 2ympy — 2Pmpa + ympn — Bmapp — 66 + ye1 — Pea (A3)
2 2
0 7;12 _ d 7§R — 28 (A4)
omy,  dmy,
2 2
o’y 9°mR — 2y (A5)

aleamRz a amR2amR1

From Equations (A4) and (A5), the Hessian matrix of 7tg (g1, mRgy) regarding to mgq and mpgy is

as follow:
Bn,% Bn,% 2[5 )
_ 92mpy omgiomgy | | — Y
Hp = % a2 [ 2y —2B ] (A6)
amRzale aszZ

Obviously, Hy, is negative definite. Thus, 7tg(mpg1, mg2) is jointly concave in mgy and mgy.
Setting Equations (A2) and (A3) to zero and solving them simultaneously, the retailer’s response
functions regarding to m1, 6 and mpp are as follows.

(B=7)00+a(B+7y) mm+a

(s, B, mave) = T ) 2 (A7)
mtm o) = =B EEEET e "

O

Proof of Proposition 2. Substituting Equations (A7) and (A8) into Equation (3), we can obtain the
first-order and second-order partial derivatives of 7taq (11, 0) with respect to 1)1 and 6.

97T M —2Bmp1 + ympp + 00 +a — Bc 4+ yea

Impn - 2 "
agg/n _ 5mM12— 2h6 (A10)

aazrjﬁl _ g (A11)

a;rjgl — (A12)

0ty _ iy _ 0 (A13)

amM189 - aeali 2

From Equations (A11)-(A13), we can obtain the Hessian matrix of 7ty (1, 0) regarding to mp

and 6. R s
a7t arr
H _ a%ffjl amM]\f%)G _ —B 6/2 (A14)
M 87'(%/“ an%/ﬂ 6/2 —h
900m 11 220

Obviously, Hy,,, is negative definite when hff — 62/4 > 0. rtan (ma, 6) is jointly concave in 1
and 6.
We calculate the first-order and second-order derivatives of 7tap (1p12).

dﬂMz(mMz) _ YMap1 — ZﬁmMz — 004+ a+ ycp — ﬁCz
dez 2

(A15)
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Erp(mave) B
2

= <0 Al6
dm?,, (Al6)

From Equation (A16), it is obvious that 7ty (mp12) is strictly concave in mpp.
Setting Equations (A8), (A9) and (A15) to zero and solving them simultaneously, we obtain the
manufacturer 1’s and 2’s optimal decisions

2h((9% —28%)c1 + Byea +a (2B +7))

"= T g ) i — o7 2y (17

i — (B= 1) 2Bt + (B— 76 +2(77 —2p)Wea +20((2p+ M =207)  \10
e (2B —7)(4hB — 6% + 27h)

0+ — (v* —2B*)c1 + Brer +a(2B+7))6 A19)

8B%h — 267 + 82y — 292
O

Proof of Proposition 3. In Proof of Proposition 2, we have proved that after substituting the retailer’s
response function, 7y (M) is strictly concave in m . By setting Equation (A15) to zero and solving
it, the manufacturer 2’s response function can be obtained.

_ymp — 60 +a — Beo +yeq
— T

My (Man, 60) (A20)
O

Proof of Proposition 4. Substituting Equation (A20) into Equation (3), we can obtain the first-order
and second-order partial derivatives of 71y (11, 6) with respect to my and 6.

ot 2(7v* = 2B*)mun + (2B — )60 + (7> — 2B )er + Byer + a(2B + )

G~ ¥ (A21)

aan . (2[3 — ')/)51’”]\/11 — 4hﬁ9
= = i (A22)

0734, 2 —2p?
T (A23)
973,

srg = —h (A24)
87'[12\/“ — 871'%/[1 — (Z.B — 7)5 (A25)

From Equations (A23)-(A25), we can obtain the Hessian matrix of 7ty regarding to m s and 6.

Iy oy P28 (2—7)5
_ P ont 00 _ 2B i

My Iy @18  _p (A26)

000m M1 920 4/5

24 2
Obviously, H,, . is negative definite when (2522_572)h _ (Zﬁl—égg L 0, specially, h > 8(/32(’;_/3%522)'

By setting Equations (A21) and (A23) to zero and solving them simultaneously, we obtain the
manufacturer 1’s optimal decisions.

e ABR((77 —28%)cr + pyca + a(2B + 7))
8B(2p% — 12)h — (2B — 7)*4

(A27)
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. 02B—1)((v* = 2B)c1 + Brer + a(2B+ 7))
8B(2B% — Y )h — (2B — 7)702

0 (A28)

O

Proof of Proposition 5. In Proof of Proposition 2, we have approved 7y is jointly concave in myq
and 6 when hp — 62/4 > 0.

By setting Equations (A9) and (A10) to zero and solving it simultaneously, we obtain the
manufacturer 1’s response functions.

. 2h(ymppp — Be1 + yer +
i (mapz) = 2 M24ﬁf_152“ ) (A29)

(ympp — Bep + ye2 +a)d
4Bh — 62

0" (myr2) = (A30)

O

Proof of Proposition 6. Substituting Equations (A29) and (A30) into Equation (4), we calculate the
first-order and second-order derivatives of 7y (M) to mpp as follows.

2h(y? —2B%) (2mpr +c2) + (B — ) (c1 + co — mppp)d?
At +2(Byher + w(2ph — 6% + hy))

dmyn 2(4Bh — 62) (A31)
Amdn _ 2(7* = 2B%)h+ (B —7)0?
e = s <0 (A32)
LLusYP)

T 1S concave in mp . From = 0, We obtain the manufacturer 2’s optimal marginal profit.

deZ

e (B= )8 (c1+ o) +2Byher +2(y* — 282)hey +2a(2Bh — 6% + vh) (A33)
M2 2(4B%h — B62 + 62y — 292h)

Appendix

Proof of Property 1. Our proofs follows a common comparative statics method. We first consider
Bertrand model. From Equations (A9), (A10) and (A15), we can obtain

—2Bmyyy + 60™ + ymyp = Pog — yer — « (A34)
Sty — 2h0* =0 (A35)
ymyy — 00" —2Bmy, = —a — ye1 + Bea (A36)

Taking the first partial derivatives of Equations (A34)-(A36) with respect to &, we can obtain

oMy | 90*  omly,
—2B 5 +5W+7 5 =0 (A37)
am}k\/ﬂ a0* _ *
ot = 2o =20 (A38)
oMy d0* oMy B
an Pon P 70 (A39)
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By solving Equations (A37)—( A39) simultaneously, we can obtains

0 ) 0%
om}; * -
T _ Lo om0 = 20702P— ) 5(%5 V) (A40)
0 -6 -—-28B
-2 6 v
where A = 5§ —=2h 0 = (292 — 4B?)h + (B — v)6%. The value of A is negative when
Yy =6 25
hB — 6%/4 > 0. From the assumptions § > ¢ > 0, 8 > 6 > 0 and 6 > 0, we obtain a'g,;fl <0.
Applying the same logic to m}, and 6*, we can obtain
-2 ¢ 0
om* * _
Iy _ 1 5 _2h 20* | = 20"5(y —2p) >0 (A41)
oh A A
0% -5 0
« -2 0 y wiap2 A2
90" _ 1 5 2% 0 | = 207(4p" —77) <0 (A42)
oh A A
vy 0 2B
Similarly, from Equations (A2) and (A3), we can obtain
ale 8mR2 _ am}‘m d0* am?VIZ
w2 T e o TP (A43)
ompg1 omgy  ,0myp 20* oy
P50 Y P e % T an (Add)
By substituting Equations (A40)—(A42) into above equations and solving it, we can obtain
Impy _ 6B(2B — 7)6"
= <0 A45
oh AB+7) (A45)
Impy _ PO(y —2p)6"
= >0 A46
oh AB+7) (A46)
omyp  dmpy  Omp, —0 (A47)

oh  oh oh

With the same logistic, we can prove the validity of results in M1-M2 Stackelberg and M2-M1
Stackelberg game. []

Proof of Property 2. In the setting of Bertrand model, using the same logic for sensitivity of the optimal
decisions with respect to J, we can obtain

iy, | 90F  dmy,

-2 5% +Jﬁ+’y Y; =—0 (A48)
am}k\/ﬂ d0* *
) 3 —2h 55 = M (A49)
oMy 20" oMy,

26 o P 0 (AS0)

—0* ) v

omy, 1 . B (7 —2B)(6m}y + 2h6*)

5% — A| ™M -2 0 = 1 >0 (A51)

or -5 —2B
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* 72,3 —0* Y _
a0 _ l 5 _m}k\Al 0 — (7 2:8)((7 +2:8)li +(59) >0 (A52)
W A h A
v 0 —2p
28 6 —6*
om} 2B — v)(6m? 2ho*
vy _ 1)y, ity | = (2B — ) (Omyy + ) <0 (A53)
o A A
0% -0 0*
From Equations (A2) and (A3), we obtain
ompg, omgy  ,0myy oy, a0* N
755 T % P s as O (A54)
ale 8mR2 N amjvﬂ am}*m a0 %
275 s T v TP s T O (AS5)
ompy,  2(B—)(myd+210)pB
= A.
6 Bh— 129k 0 (A56)
Imp, _ 2(y — B)(mjyd +2h0)B
= Ab57
3 Bh—2toyh (A57)
omy  dmp;  Omp, _0 (A59)

95 a6 26

With the same logistic, we can prove the results in M1-M2 Stackelberg and M2-M1 Stackelberg
game. [J

Proof of Property 3. Proof: p1 = mpg1 + mpp +c1 and pp = mpgo + mpp + 2
In the setting of Be rtrand game

op] _ dmpy | dmyy  S(3B+27)(2B—17)
_l’_

- - A
oh oh oh A(B+7) <0 (4%9)
dpy _ Omp, | dmyn  O(y —2B)(3+27)
oh T an T ah - A+y 0 (A60)
opi _ dmiy  Imin _ (267 2By +1) (G +206°) (A61)
EY) 26 EY) 4Bh — 62 + 2vh
op; _ Ompy | Oy, (2B —2B* — 1) (6m}y, + 2h6*) “0 (A62)
EY) 26 EY) 4Bh — 62 + 2h

With the same logistic, we can prove the results in M1-M2 Stackelberg and M2-M1 Stackelberg
game. [J

Proof of Properties 4, 5 and 6. We first prove the validity of results in Bertrand model. With the
envelop theorem, we obtain that

anhl
oh

op; . ops
= (W} — o) (~pLL +1T2 4 60%) — o> (A63)

dp; 9Ip3

ar
. . * * . . : My EFéh
Substituting -, 52, 0* and mj},, into it, we can obtain —;1 =

(v-2B)* (4Bh—0>+27h)*"
E =+ c109% + 205 + ady + 1282 + 2By — 492, F = —2B%c1 + Bcay + 17 + 2aB + ary.

where
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ap; 93 iti
Because i < 0, -5 > 0, it is easy to prove

oy ops (—2B%c16 + Beady + 1072 + 2apS + ady + 6B% + By — 292)0
— —= 460" = 0 (A64
Pan T T 2B — 1) (@Bh — &2 1+ 27h) >0 (A6
Thus, E > 0.

_np2 2
On the other hand, from 6 = ( 2/38;12;_/3 ;2’2;i1517t220;€2a7)5 >0,and h > %, it is easy to prove F < 0.

*

Th aan
us, —on < 0.

Applying the same logit to parameter 5, we can prove the validity of Property 3.
With the same logistic,c we can prove the results in M1-M2 Stackelberg and M2-M1

Stackelberg game.

Similarly, the Properties 5 and 6 can be proven.

References

1.  Izadikhah, M.; Farzipoor Saen, R. Evaluating sustainability of supply chains by two-stage range directional
measure in the presence of negative data. Transp. Res. Part D Transp. Environ. 2016, 49, 110-126. [CrossRef]

2. Genovese, A.; Acquaye, A.A.; Figueroa, A.; Koh, S.C.L. Sustainable supply chain management and the
transition towards a circular economy: Evidence and some applications. Omega 2017, 66, 344-357. [CrossRef]

3.  Sivaprakasam, R.; Selladurai, V.; Sasikumar, P. Implementation of interpretive structural modelling
methodology as a strategic decision making tool in a Green Supply Chain Context. Ann. Oper. Res.
2015, 233, 423-448. [CrossRef]

4. Hollos, D.; Blome, C.; Foerstl, K. Does sustainable supplier co-operation affect performance? Examining
implications for the triple bottom line. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2012, 50, 2968-2986. [CrossRef]

5. Madani, S.R,; Rasti-Barzoki, M. Sustainable supply chain management with pricing, greening and
governmental tariffs determining strategies: A game-theoretic approach. Comput. Ind. Eng. 2017, 105,
287-298. [CrossRef]

6. Houe, R; Grabot, B. Assessing the compliance of a product with an eco-label: From standards to constraints.
Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2009, 121, 21-38. [CrossRef]

7. Hoek, R1V. From reversed logistics to green supply chains. Supply Chain Manag. 1999, 4, 129-135. [CrossRef]

8.  Li, B,; Zhu, M,; Jiang, Y.; Li, Z. Pricing policies of a competitive dual-channel green supply chain. J. Clean. Prod.
2016, 112, 2029-2042. [CrossRef]

9. Dai, R; Zhang, ]. Green process innovation and differentiated pricing strategies with environmental concerns
of South-North markets. Transp. Res. Part E Logist. Transp. Rev. 2017, 98, 132-150. [CrossRef]

10. De Medeiros, J.F.; Ribeiro, J.L.D.; Cortimiglia, M.N. Success factors for environmentally sustainable product
innovation: A systematic literature review. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 65, 76-86. [CrossRef]

11. Driessen, PH.; Hillebrand, B.; Kok, R.A.W.; Verhallen, TM.M. Green New Product Development: The Pivotal
Role of Product Greenness. IEEE Trans. Eng. Manag. 2013, 60, 315-326. [CrossRef]

12.  Ottman, J.A; Stafford, E.R.; Hartman, C.L. Avoiding Green Marketing Myopia: Ways to Improve Consumer
Appeal for Environmentally Preferable Products. Environ. Sci. Policy Sustain. Dev. 2006, 48, 22-36. [CrossRef]

13. Pujari, D. Eco-innovation and new product development: Understanding the influences on market
performance. Technovation 2006, 26, 76-85. [CrossRef]

14.  Zhu, W.; He, Y. Green product design in supply chains under competition. Eur. J. Oper. Res. 2017, 258,
165-180. [CrossRef]

15.  Yang, D.; Xiao, T. Pricing and green level decisions of a green supply chain with governmental interventions
under fuzzy uncertainties. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 149, 1174-1187. [CrossRef]

16. Matsui, K. When should a manufacturer set its direct price and wholesale price in dual-channel supply
chains? Eur. J. Oper. Res. 2017, 258, 501-511. [CrossRef]

17.  Liu, Z.; Anderson, T.D.; Cruz, ] M. Consumer environmental awareness and competition in two-stage supply

chains. Eur. J. Oper. Res. 2012, 218, 602-613. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2016.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2015.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10479-013-1516-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.582184
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2017.01.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2008.03.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13598549910279576
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.05.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2016.12.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.08.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2013.2246792
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/ENVT.48.5.22-36
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2004.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2016.08.053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.02.138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2016.08.048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2011.11.027

Sustainability 2017, 9, 2359 23 of 23

18. Chen, S;; Wang, X.; Wu, Y.; Zhou, E Pricing Policies of a Dual-Channel Supply Chain Considering Channel
Environmental Sustainability. Sustainability 2017, 9, 382. [CrossRef]

19. Wu, C.-H.; Chen, C.-W.; Hsieh, C.-C. Competitive pricing decisions in a two-echelon supply chain with
horizontal and vertical competition. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2012, 135, 265-274. [CrossRef]

20. Ghosh, D.; Shah, J. Supply chain analysis under green sensitive consumer demand and cost sharing contract.
Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2015, 164, 319-329. [CrossRef]

21.  Zhao, J.; Hou, X.; Guo, Y.; Wei, ]. Pricing policies for complementary products in a dual-channel supply
chain. Appl. Math. Model. 2017, 49, 437-451. [CrossRef]

® © 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http:/ /creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su9030382
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2011.07.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apm.2017.04.023
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Model Formulation 
	Model Solution 
	Bertrand Game 
	M1-Oriented Stackelberg 
	M2-Oriented Stackelberg 

	Sensitivity Analysis 
	Numerical Examples 
	Sensitivity Analysis of Consumer’s Environmental Awareness 
	Sensitivity Analysis of Greening Cost Effector 

	Conclusions and Future Research 
	Conclusions 
	Future Directions 

	
	
	References

