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Abstract  
The logistics and transport industry poses a heavy load on the environment, causing various harms such 
as air pollution, global warming and resource depletion. The logistics and supply chain management 
literature assigns the largest share of responsibility for alleviating such harms to two supply chain actors: 
shippers (i.e. logistics buyers) and logistics service providers (LSPs), which motivated investigating 
them in this thesis. Specifically, this thesis explores and identifies how green logistics practices can be 
facilitated through aligning shippers and LSPs throughout the different phases of their relationships. 
Four research questions were formulated to meet this purpose. The first question asks how the drivers 
to engage in green logistics practices diverge between the two actors based on their different roles in the 
chain, and how their responsiveness varies accordingly. The second question handles protecting shipper-
LSP relationships from failure through enhancing performance in the early stages of the relationships, 
which is essential prior to incorporating green logistics discussions. The third question investigates their 
stances on environmental concerns during the key logistics purchasing phases. The fourth question 
concerns how the two actors can align their efforts along the identified key phases to achieve green 
logistics outcomes.  

To provide answers for the questions, the thesis compiles three papers that are derived from two studies. 
The first study is based on five distinct cases -- three shippers and five LSPs, providing the groundwork 
for two papers: (i) one that analyses the institutional drivers that consist of regulatory, market and 
competitive pressures on shippers to purchase green logistics services, and on LSPs to provide these 
services, and (ii) one that investigates the stances of shippers and LSPs on environmental concerns in 
the four key logistics purchasing phases (request for proposal, negotiations, contracting and execution), 
while proposing ways to align the actors’ efforts along such phases. The second study covers a single 
case of a dyadic relationship between a shipper and its LSP, in which the study handles enhancing 
logistics performance (cost efficiency, on-time delivery) in the early stages of their relationship based 
on the influence of three soft factors (communication, trust and culture) and three hard ones (system 
compliance, work agreements and standardisation). Data collection in both studies was primarily 
attained through semi-structured interviews involving mainly logistics and purchasing managers, top 
executives and environmental directors employed at shipper and LSP companies.  

The findings generally indicate a lack of regulatory pressure in driving shippers and LSPs to engage in 
green logistics, contrasted by a long-term influence of competitive pressure and a prevalent influence of 
market pressure. Considering their relationships, it was found that both actors must put substantial 
efforts into communication, culture, work agreements and standardisation to reach a mutual business 
understanding prior to execution of the operations, allowing for performance enhancements. Such 
business understanding would also increase the actors’ alignment of green interests along each of the 
request for proposal, negotiations and contracting phases. Problems in such phases included: (i) 
inapplicable green demands by shippers, (ii) lack of green proactivity by shippers and LSPs, (iii) lack 
of prioritisation of green criteria by shippers, (iv) impractical contracting periods in relation to green 
investments and (v) reluctance to share risks/rewards on green projects. In the execution phase, the 
studies found that both partners should focus on enhancing performance via continuously 
communicating performance metrics and modifying working standards, which would also support their 
green practices. 

Four main academic contributions are outlined by the thesis: (i) incorporating views of shippers and 
LSPs simultaneously on performance and green topics, (ii) providing further applications of institutional 
theory in logistics contracting contexts, (iii) presenting a dynamic interplay of the six factors in 
influencing performance and (iv) linking the environmental debate to specific logistics purchasing 
literature. For practitioners, insights are offered to align shippers’ and LSPs’ efforts within their 
relationships to attain positive performance and green outcomes.  

 

Keywords: green logistics, logistics relationships, green logistics purchasing, logistics service provider, 
environmental sustainability, third-party logistics, logistics performance  
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Sammanfattning 
Logistik- och transportbranschen belastar miljön genom luftföroreningar, global uppvärmning och 
utarmning av resurser. Litteraturen inom logistik- och supply chain management tilldelar de centrala 
aktörerna inom försörjningskedjan, logistikinköpare och logistikleverantörer, det största ansvaret för 
detta, vilket gör det motiverat att belysa dessa i denna avhandling. Denna avhandling identifierar 
specifikt hur hållbar logistik kan underlättas i praktiken genom att koordinera logistikinköpare och 
logistikleverantörer under olika faser av deras relation. Fyra forskningsfrågor formulerades för att 
uppfylla detta syfte; den första frågan handlar om hur drivkrafterna för hållbarhetsarbete skiljer sig 
mellan och bland de två centrala aktörerna baserat på deras olika roller i kedjan samt hur deras agerande 
varierar. Den andra frågan handlar om hur en affärsrelation kan skyddas från misslyckande genom att 
förbättra prestationsgraden i de tidiga stadierna av relationen. Detta är nödvändigt innan en diskussion 
om hållbar logistik kan påbörjas. Den tredje frågan behandlar en problematisering av aktörernas 
ståndpunkter gällande miljön inom de viktigaste inköpsfaserna. Den fjärde frågan gäller hur deras 
insatser kan anpassas i sådana faser för att uppnå positiva resultat.   

För att svara på dessa frågor sammanställer avhandlingen tre vetenskapliga artiklar som härrör från två 
studier. Den första studien baseras på åtta olika fallstudier - tre logistikinköpare och fem 
logistikleverantörer. Denna multipla fallstudie utgör grunden för två artiklar: en som analyserar de 
institutionella drivkrafterna, som består påtryckningar av regulatorisk-, marknads- och 
konkurrenskaraktär på logistikinköpare vid inköp av hållbara logistiktjänster samt för 
logistikleverantörer för att tillhandahålla dessa tjänster. Den andra artikeln undersöker synen på miljö 
hos logistikinköpare och logistikleverantörer i de fyra huvudsakliga inköpsfaserna (offertförfrågan, 
förhandlingar, avtal och utförande) samtidigt som förslag ges för att anpassa aktörernas insatser i dessa 
faser. Den andra studien omfattar ett singel-case av ett dyadiskt förhållande mellan en logistikinköpare 
och dess logistikleverantör, där aktörerna eftersträvar förbättrad logistikprestation (kostnadseffektivitet 
och leveranstid) i de tidiga stadierna av deras relation baserat på hanterandet av tre mjuka faktorer 
(kommunikation, förtroende och kultur) och tre hårda faktorer (systemöverensstämmelse, arbetsavtal 
och standardisering). Datainsamlingen i båda studierna uppnåddes främst genom halvstrukturerade 
intervjuer med huvudsakligen logistik- och inköpschefer, verkställande direktörer och miljöledare 
anställda hos logistikinköpare och logistikleverantörer. 

Resultaten visar överlag på en brist på regulatoriska påtryckningar som drivkrafter för de båda aktörerna 
att engagera sig i hållbar logistik. Däremot visade studien att långsiktigt inflytande av konkurrenter och 
en allmänt påverkande marknad kan utgöra effektiva påtryckningar. Vid analysen av förhållandet mellan 
logistikinköpare och logistikleverantör framgick det att båda aktörerna måste lägga mycket resurser på 
kommunikation, kulturella skillnader, arbetsavtal och standardisering för att nå en ömsesidig förståelse 
innan verkställandet av avtalet, vilket i sin tur bäddade för högre prestationsgrad. Sådan affärsmässig 
förståelse skulle också öka graden av koordinering inom miljömässiga områden vid offertförfrågan, 
förhandlingar och kontraktskrivande. Problem som kunde uppstå inom dessa faser var (i) otillämpbara 
miljökrav från logistikinköparen, (ii) brist på proaktivitet hos både logistikinköpare och –leverantörer, 
(iii) att miljömässighet inte var högt prioriterat av logistikinköpare, (iv) olämpliga kontraktsperioden i 
förhållande till de erforderliga investeringarna, (v) en motvillighet att dela på risker och belöningar i 
miljöprojekt. I genomförandefasen konstaterades att båda parterna bör fokusera på att förbättra 
prestationsgraden genom att kontinuerligt kommunicera prestationsmått samt modifiera 
arbetsstandarder, vilket också skulle möjliggöra hållbara resultat vid verkställandet.  

Fyra huvudsakliga bidrag beskrivs av avhandlingen: (i) beskriva och jämföra logistikinköpares och 
logistikleverantörers syn på hållbara logistik, (ii) tillhandahålla ytterligare tillämpningar av institutionell 
teori i en avtalskontext, (iii) presentera ett dynamiskt samspel mellan de sex faktorerna som påverkar 
prestationsgraden, (iv) koppla miljödebatten till litteratur som rör logistikinköp. För praktiker erbjuds 
insikter för att sammanföra logistikinköparnas och logistikleverantörernas ansträngningar i deras 
relationer, och för att uppnå positiva och hållbara resultat.  
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1 Introduction  
1.1 Background  

The linkages between the logistics and transport industry and various environmental threats are 
not concealed to any contemporary observer. These threats come in different forms, ranging 
from global warming and air pollution to resource depletion, noise and vibration (McKinnon et 
al., 2015). Transport activities alone are associated with almost 20 percent of global energy 
consumption (International Energy Agency, 2015). Several global initiatives have been 
triggered to mitigate the emissions of human activities (including logistics), such as the Paris 
climate agreement and the Kyoto Protocol. Considering the former for instance, a target has 
been set to limit the increase in global temperature to well below 2°C (European Commission, 
2017). Climate preservation aims exist at national levels as well. Sweden, for example, plans to 
reduce its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 40 percent in 2020 compared to 1990 (SEPA, 
2017). Sweden also aims to achieve an entirely fossil-free transport sector by 2030 (SOU, 
2013). Despite these global and national ambitions, the total travelled tonne-kilometres by road 
transport is still on the rise (Grant et al., 2015), leading to more emissions and further 
environmental harm. According to ITF (2017), the road freight travelled distance is expected 
to triple between 2015 and 2050 due to the development of the world economy and increasing 
global demands. 
Such records and targets magnify the burden on logistics services providers (LSPs) to expedite 
the ‘greening’ process of their logistics functions, given their central position in supply chains 
and the high degree to which the other chain actors depend on them in carrying out their logistics 
functions (Colicchia et al., 2013; Rossi et al., 2013; Sallnäs, 2016). In view of this, Colicchia et 
al. (2013, p. 197) write that ‘logistics service providers (…) can assume a more critical role in 
supply chain orchestration and management towards sustainability, having the capabilities to 
develop solutions for more sustainable supply chains’. However, LSPs are not the only ones in 
charge of facilitating green logistics practices; many scholars assert that shippers (i.e. logistics 
buyers) play an important role as well (see Rogerson, 2017; Sallnäs, 2016; Wolf and Seuring, 
2010). For instance, Wolf and Seuring (2010, p. 85) note, ‘a decisive part of the options for 
environmental actions seems to lie with the transport buying company [i.e. shipper], as it is this 
actor who makes the choices on where and how locations are set up and also chooses the service 
providers, whereas the 3PL [third-party logistics provider, or LSP] is more bound to adapt his 
services to related customer demands’.  
Although the roles of shippers and LSPs seem vital in facilitating green logistics practices, there 
is a scarcity of studies that incorporate both actors’ viewpoints concurrently to grasp what 
stimulates their green engagement and how they react accordingly. That is, when studies 
investigate what drives either shippers or LSPs to engage in green logistics purchasing/offering 
decisions (e.g. Björklund, 2011; Evangelista, 2014; Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Perotti et al., 2015), 
they tend to inspect each organisation in isolation, risking ignoring the other actor’s relevant, 
and important, perspective that influences such decisions. Other studies that did involve both 
perspectives (e.g. Björklund and Forslund, 2013; Sallnäs, 2016; Wolf and Seuring, 2010) seem 
to mainly focus on how environmental decisions are triggered and coordinated within shipper-
LSP relationships and contracts, whereas taking a step backward to outline what motivates the 
actors’ green engagement seems to be overlooked. 
In addition, the literature reveals a situation of misalignment between shippers and LSPs when 
pursuing environmental sustainability targets during the logistics purchasing process; Wolf and 
Seuring (2010) and Lammgård and Andersson (2014) find that logistics purchasing decisions 
are made mainly based on ‘traditional’ performance objectives (e.g. price, timely delivery, 
quality, reliability, geographic coverage), whereas environmental concerns are not prioritised, 
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although LSPs show a growing interest in that area (Wolf and Seuring, 2010; Lieb and Lieb, 
2010). Nevertheless, the survey by Large et al. (2013) indicates that shippers do place high 
value on environmental sustainability concerns but are less concerned about sustainability when 
they select their LSPs. A similar notion was brought up by Kudla and Klaas-Wissing (2012), 
who found instances where even sustainability-proactive shippers have barely integrated 
logistics purchasing activities into their sustainability management. Björklund and Forslund 
(2013) note that shippers who did include environmental performance metrics (e.g. energy use, 
CO2 emissions) in their contracts with LSPs did not necessarily consider how to measure such 
performance nor how to handle non-compliance. These arguments indicate that the purchasing 
process for green logistics services does not appear properly ‘aligned’ between shippers and 
LSPs, which could be attributed to conflicting goals between the partners, lack of clarity in 
contracts and service levels, or a lack of knowledge of incorporating green measures into the 
different logistics purchasing phases. 
Aligning shippers and LSPs is crucial especially at the beginning of their contracting 
relationships, if not before. The reason relates back to a high risk of failure in the early phase 
of logistics partnerships, a phase that Selviaridis and Spring (2007) describe as ‘problematic’. 
Sangam (2005) note that approximately half of logistics partnerships are likely to be terminated 
within the first three to five years of their commencement. Problems in such early phase include 
deficient understanding of shippers’ needs, unrealistic shippers expectations, over-promising 
deliverables by LSPs, inadequate description of service levels in the contract, lack of cost 
awareness by shippers, lack of LSPs’ innovation and poor communication between the partners 
(Ackerman, 1996; Knemeyer et al., 2003; Selviaridis and Spring, 2007; Wilding and Juriado, 
2004). Lam and Dai (2015) particularly emphasize the role of LSPs in reducing supply chain 
risks, whereas König and Spinler (2016) note a lack of studies covering how shippers can reduce 
their risks with the aid of LSPs, writing: ‘only limited research is performed on potential 
strategies for shippers to reduce their risk exposure by using LSPs’ (p. 133). In order to mitigate 
this risk, the literature generally suggests that the two partners should identify clear performance 
metrics and measure them continually throughout their relationships (Caplice and Sheffi, 1995; 
Gadde and Hulthén, 2009; McGinnis et al., 1995; Skjøtt-Larsen, 2000). Jayaram and Tan (2010) 
note that attaining positive performance outcomes is linked to issues related to the initial phases 
of logistics relationships, such as LSP selection, information integration and relationship 
building. Although there have been several studies that shed light on performance in shipper-
LSP relationships, few of them seem to identify specific guidelines for the two actors to increase 
performance in a progressive manner, especially from the beginning of their relationship. For 
instance, Mitra and Bagchi (2008) link performance drivers with performance measurements 
without providing in-depth insight into how to improve performance. In relation to this, 
Jayaram and Tan (2010) and Selviaridis and Spring (2007) call for further research on the design 
and implementation of shipper-LSP relationships, with the aim to enhance performance. These 
remarks were further confirmed by exploring different scientific databases, where almost no 
studies were found that focus on how performance can be improved in shipper-LSP 
relationships. 

1.2 Purpose  

The purpose of this thesis is to explore and identify how green logistics practices can be 
facilitated through aligning the key actors responsible for these practices: shippers (logistics 
buyers) and LSPs. This alignment entails building their relationship properly while protecting 
it from failure by focussing on performance improvement, understanding the drivers for their 
green engagement and balancing their efforts along the purchasing process of green logistics. 
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1.3 Research questions 

As discussed previously, due to the significance and centrality of shippers’ and LSPs’ roles in 
supply chains in enabling green logistics practices, identifying what drives their engagement 
(to either purchase or provide green logistics) is important. In a general sense, a number of 
studies focus on what drives supply chain actors to engage in green supply chain management 
(GSCM) practices (e.g. Walker et al., 2008; Zhu et al., 2007) but without providing clear 
linkages to logistics purchasing/providing decisions. Other studies, while focussing on logistics, 
capture what drives shippers to purchase green logistics services (e.g. Björklund, 2011), or 
LSPs to provide them (e.g. Evangelista, 2014; Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Perotti et al., 2015). 
However, there are almost no studies that incorporate both actors’ views simultaneously to 
grasp (i) how the drivers for facilitating green logistics diverge between them based on their 
roles, and (ii) how their responsiveness differs. Responding to drivers (or pressures, in some 
instances) is often referred to as ‘environmental responsiveness’, which is defined by Bansal 
and Roth (2000, p. 717) as ‘a set of corporate initiatives aimed at mitigating a firm’s impact on 
the natural environment’. Such responsiveness is represented here by purchasing/offering green 
logistics services. Having shippers’ and LSPs’ viewpoints on the drivers would enable 
comparing between them to detect contrasting patterns that emerge based on the actors’ 
different roles in the chain, which would provide further depth through conceptualising how 
their different conditions influence facilitating green logistics practices. In addition, the 
logistics contracting literature does not seem to sufficiently explain how different firm and 
market characteristics of shippers and LSPs can influence their perceptions of the drivers. 
Therefore, it is difficult to distinguish how the drivers differ among various types of shippers 
and LSPs. Based on this reasoning, the first research question is:  
 

RQ1. How do the drivers among and between shippers and LSPs to engage in green 
logistics practices and their environmental responsiveness diverge based on their 
different roles in the supply chain? 
 

After analysing what drives both actors to buy/offer green logistics services, investigating their 
relationships in depth is needed to outline how such relationships can be protected from failure, 
especially in the early phases that are associated with a high risk of failure (Sangam, 2005; 
Selviaridis and Spring, 2007). Through this investigation, insights will emerge to guide the two 
partners to properly initiate and maintain their relationship to achieve mutual benefits, which is 
vital prior to introducing the environmental sustainability topic into their interactions. In other 
words, it will be difficult to implement green logistics practices in shipper-LSP relationships 
that suffer from major pitfalls and are doomed to failure. Failure avoidance is mainly attained 
through focussing on enhancing logistics service performance, as it represents the core of 
logistics relationships (Caplice and Sheffi, 1995; Gadde and Hulthén, 2009; Skjøtt-Larsen, 
2000). Caplice and Sheffi (1995) stress that performance should be continually measured and 
maintained along shipper-LSP relationships to avoid the risk of failure. Such ‘continuity’ entails 
focussing on performance within different logistics purchasing phases, which typically covers 
pre-contractual phases (e.g. request for proposal, LSP selection), phases during constructing the 
deal (e.g. negotiations, contracting), and post-contractual phases (e.g. execution, evaluation) 
(Andersson and Norrman, 2002; Bagchi and Virum, 1996; Marasco, 2008). Note that working 
to improve performance is not necessarily confined to post-contractual phases, as there are 
certain measures that influence performance and need to be considered by the partners even 
before entering the business, such as early communications to ensure a proper understanding of 
the purchased services (Knemeyer and Murphy, 2004), or clearly defining the contract and the 
service levels (Jayaram and Tan, 2010; van Hoek, 2000). Besides, the early stages of logistics 
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relationships cover post-contractual phases too. For instance, the execution stage begins with 
early measures such as planning and organising operations by the partners, and this stage 
progresses gradually in conjunction with coordinating and monitoring performance along the 
partnership (Marasco, 2008). Accordingly, the second RQ is: 
 

RQ2. How can logistics performance be improved in shipper-LSP relationships in the 
early stages of the relationship? 
 

Given that answering the first two RQs would clarify how shippers and LSPs are driven to 
purchase/provide green logistics, and how they can properly commence their relationships 
while enhancing logistical performance, it seems appropriate next to investigate how to 
facilitate green logistics practices in their relationships. Previous literature (Björklund and 
Forslund, 2013; Kudla and Klaas-Wissing, 2012; Lammgård and Andersson, 2014; Wolf and 
Seuring, 2010) has shown how the efforts of shippers and LSPs during the purchasing process 
of green logistics services do not seem properly aligned, due to conflicting goals or a lack of 
knowledge of integrating green measures into the different logistics purchasing phases. This 
leads to the need to investigate how the two actors can be aligned on green targets in a phase-
sensitive manner. However, first both actors’ stances on environmental concerns during the 
different purchasing phases must be demonstrated. Such phases, as discussed above, are 
clustered into two segments: pre-contractual (or pre-operational), and post-contractual (Bagchi 
and Virum, 1996; Marasco, 2008). Wolf and Seuring (2010) argue that shippers who are 
interested in green concerns engage with LSPs on such concerns only in the initial steps of their 
relationships. Similarly, Björklund and Forslund (2013) stress that shippers’ environmental 
efforts prior to initiating the operations (within contracts) are not reflected to the same degree 
during the operational execution (within follow-up). Considering these notions, this thesis will 
investigate shippers’ and LSPs’ views on environmental concerns pre- and post-contractually. 
This phase-specific investigation, according to the author’s best knowledge, is lacking within 
the logistics contracting and green supply chain management bodies of literature, which led to 
formulating RQ3:  
 

RQ3. How are environmental concerns considered by shippers and LSPs in the 
purchasing process of logistics services?  
 

Demonstrating how both actors view environmental concerns along the different logistics 
purchasing phases will lay the foundation to identify how their efforts can be aligned in each 
phase, leading to the objective of RQ4:  
 

RQ4. How can the efforts of shippers and LSPs be aligned through the logistics 
purchasing process to achieve green logistics outcomes? 
 

Figure 1 portrays the initial framework of this thesis. The two circles represent the two actors 
under investigation: shippers and LSPs. Both actors experience various drivers to engage in 
GSCM practices. These drivers, when coupled with the actors’ internal environmental 
responsiveness, result in engagements in GSCM practices that encompass green logistics 
purchasing/offering initiatives. RQ1 handles how the actors’ different role-specific drivers and 
responsiveness influence such green logistics decisions. The horizontal section in Figure 1 
represents the purchasing process of logistics services, which begins pre-contractually and 
extends post-contractually, covering the early phase of shipper-LSP relationships and onwards, 
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where performance should be enhanced along such process (RQ2). Environmental concerns 
related to logistics practices also occur during the purchasing process, and the two actors, based 
on the literature, are expected to perceive such concerns differently (RQ3). Last, RQ4 handles 
aligning the two actors together on a pre- and post-contractual basis to better facilitate green 
logistics outcomes.  

 

 
Figure 1. Initial framework of the thesis 

 

1.4 Scope of the thesis 

This thesis primarily focusses on shippers’ and LSPs’ perspectives on performance and 
environmental issues, without providing measurements for these issues. Although two 
performance metrics have been explicitly specified in the thesis (cost efficiency and on-time 
delivery – see section 2.4 for details), the focus will be on how the two actors perceive such 
metrics, which would allow outlining conflicting views on these metrics and suggesting 
solutions to overcome them. Concerning the environment, the thesis mainly focusses on the 
perspectives, decisions and efforts of shippers and LSPs on environmental issues in order to 
suggest ways to align both actors and facilitate green logistics practices. This will be carried 
out specifically by studying (i) how the different drivers influence the actors’ buying/offering 
decisions (to understand what stimulates their engagement in the first place) and (ii) how their 
different views and efforts impact facilitating green logistics during different logistics 
purchasing phases. Here the definition of green logistics will remain broad, in line with Dekker 
et al.’s (2012, p. 671) definition: ‘practices that aim to reduce the environmental externalities, 
mainly related to greenhouse gas emissions, noise and accidents, of logistics operations’. That 
is, no specific green practices nor environmental performance metrics are selected at this stage, 
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for two main reasons: (i) the relatively large number of existing studies that cover green 
logistics practices and metrics in the logistics contracting literature (e.g. Colicchia et al., 2013; 
Evangelista, 2014; Perotti et al., 2012; Rossi et al., 2013) yet the very few that investigate both 
actors’ perspectives simultaneously within specific logistics purchasing phases, and (ii) the 
desire to avoid limiting the scope to specific practices or metrics while leaving out others, given 
the exploratory nature of this thesis. Yet the literature review at the outset of this thesis will 
present an overview on various green logistics practices and environmental performance 
metrics from different academic viewpoints to familiarize the reader with the context of the 
study.  
Regarding the concept of sustainability that covers three dimensions: economic, environmental 
and social (or the triple bottom line) (Elkington, 1998), this thesis concentrates on the first two 
dimensions: economic and environmental, without emphasizing the social one, although it 
might intersect with the other two dimensions due to their overlapping nature, as noted by 
Dekker et al. (2012), who explain that eliminating environmental externalities of logistics 
functions eventually leads to developing an overall balance among the economic, 
environmental and social objectives. The author of this thesis did bear in mind the argument of 
Touboulic and Walker (2015), who explain that the environmental and economic notions within 
logistics research have received far more attention than the social one. Yet, limiting the focus 
on these two is motivated by the predominance of environmental concerns within the logistics 
industry, and to sharpen the scope of the research. Besides, mixing all the three dimensions 
together has proven to be difficult; some scholars recommend treating each in isolation (e.g. 
Blowfield and Murray, 2011).  
Defining the system boundary under investigation in this thesis is based on the level of 
interaction, which has been clustered by Lozano (2007) into three levels (individuals, groups, 
organisations), formulating the interaction matrix shown in Table 1. The ‘inter-organisational’ 
category fits the scope of this thesis well, since the thesis covers interactions between different 
supply chain actors, namely shippers and LSPs. Yet sometimes the focus is limited to shipper 
and LSP organisations as such, which would allow conceptualising how each of them functions 
in isolation, providing explanations for their interactive actions. Besides, each organisation is 
not strictly treated as a ‘black box’, because in some cases intra-organisational interactions 
among groups and individuals occur, which is common in this type of research, as the different 
kinds of interactions typically complement each other (Lozano, 2007). 
 

Table 1. Levels of interaction (Lozano, 2007)  
 Individuals Groups Organisations 
Individuals Inter-personal Intra-group Intra-organisational  
Groups Intra-group  Inter-group Intra-organisational 
Organisations Intra-organisational Intra-organisational Inter-organisational 

 

1.5 Outline of the thesis 

This thesis consists of six chapters in addition to three appended papers. The ‘cover’ paper is 
structured as follows: 

Chapter 1. Introduction: covers the background, purpose, research questions, scope and 
outline of the thesis.  
Chapter 2. Frame of reference: provides an overview on the topic followed by 
specifying the concepts and theories used in the thesis.  
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Chapter 3. Methods: covers philosophical views on methods within logistics research 
followed by the methods applied in this thesis and their corresponding quality.  
Chapter 4. Summary of papers: summarizes the three appended papers while 
highlighting the purpose and main findings of each. 
Chapter 5. Discussion: provides detailed answers to the four research questions based 
on the appended papers, followed by an overall discussion. 
Chapter 6. Conclusions, contributions, implications: highlights the main findings of 
the research together with academic and practical insights and suggestions for further 
research.  

An overview of the appended papers in relation to the research questions and conducted studies 
is shown in Figure 2. 

 

 
Figure 2. Linking research questions to conducted studies and appended papers 

 

2 Frame of reference 
This chapter presents academic views concerning the contextual background of this thesis as 
well as the main concepts and theories used in it. It begins with a background on logistics 
functions and their impacts on the environment, followed by some suggested green practices to 
mitigate such impacts (section 2.1). Section 2.2 then defines the main actors responsible for 
facilitating green logistics practices: shippers and LSPs, followed by describing their 
relationships and discussing the different development stages and purchasing phases of such 
relationships. Next the context for RQ1 is clarified in section 2.3 by reviewing different 
academic views on the drivers for shippers to purchase green logistics and for LSPs to provide 
them, which is followed by demonstrating a gap in that area and defining the theory used to 
close that gap. Section 2.4 offers an overview on performance within logistics relationships, 
followed by specifying factors that impact such performance, thus clarifying the context for 
RQ2. Section 2.5 covers the context for RQ3 and RQ4 by presenting, based on different 
academic arguments, contrasting views of shippers and LSPs regarding environmental concerns 
within the logistics purchasing process. Finally, section 2.6 gathers the main notions under 
investigation in this thesis into one conceptual framework (Figure 8), which represents a 
detailed version of Figure 1.  

RQ1. How do the drivers among and between shippers and LSPs to 
engage in green logistics practices and their environmental 
responsiveness diverge based on their different roles in the supply chain?

RQ2. How can logistics performance be improved in shipper-LSP 
relationships in the early stages of the relationship?

RQ3. How are environmental concerns considered by shippers and LSPs 
in the purchasing process of logistics services? 

RQ4. How can the efforts of shippers and LSPs be aligned through the 
logistics purchasing process to achieve green logistics outcomes?

P1. Analysing the institutional pressures on 
shippers and logistics service providers to 
implement green logistics practices 

P2. Improving logistics performance in cross-
border 3PL relationships

P3. Aligning the purchase of green logistics 
between shippers and logistics service providers

Study A

Study B
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2.1 Logistics and the environment 

Markley and Davis (2007, p. 767) define logistics as ‘the activities to obtain incoming materials 
and distribute finished products to the proper place, at the desired time, and in the optimal 
quantities’. Grant et al. (2015) divide logistics activities into ‘Go’ and ‘Stop’ activities, in which 
Go covers transportation and freight functions, while Stop covers storage and warehousing 
functions. Sink et al. (1996) introduce a wide range of logistics activities and cluster them in 
five major categories: transportation, warehousing, inventory management, order processing 
and information systems. While investigating logistics under an environmental sustainability 
lens, Dey et al. (2011) bundle green logistical activities into four categories: (i) transportation, 
(ii) inventory management and warehousing, (iii) information flow, purchasing and protective 
design, and (iv) reverse logistics. In this thesis, the environmental influence of transportation 
and warehousing activities will be reviewed due to their direct and tangible impact on the 
environment (McKinnon et al, 2015). However, as a start, a quick overview of logistics and the 
associated environmental impact is presented in the next paragraph. 
Logistics activities harm the environment in different ways, such as emissions that cause air 
pollution and climate change, depletion of fuel and other natural resources, congestion and 
accidents, noise and vibration, increased waste from packaging, and other forms of 
environmental degradation (Grant et al., 2015; McKinnon et al., 2015). Atmospheric emissions 
(mainly CO2 emissions) are generally viewed as the most prominent environmental threat posed 
by logistics activities (Dey et al., 2011). According to the World Economic Forum (2009), the 
logistics industry accounts for 2,800 mega tonnes of CO2 (6% of the total 50,000 mega tonnes 
produced by human activity), which places it second after power plants. However, CO2 is not 
the only emission emitted from logistics; according to OECD (1997) and IFEU (2008), air 
quality is harmed by logistics’ emittance of nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur oxides (SOx), 
methane and non-methane hydrocarbons, particulate matter (PM) and volatile organic carbon 
compounds (VOCs). Not only do these GHG and non-GHG emissions impact the environment, 
they also harm the individual health (Dey et al., 2011). When reporting GHG emissions in 
particular, it is commonly recognised to present the values for non-carbon dioxide emissions as 
CO2 equivalent (CO2e), which follows the instructions of Global Warming Potential factors 
from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change second assessment report, consistent with 
reporting under the Kyoto Protocol (Defra, 2012). 
2.1.1 Transportation 
Transportation is arguably the most visible topic on the agenda when discoursing the greening 
of logistics activities. The transport sector is considered the fastest growing source of GHG 
emissions and the largest single energy consumer in a number of developed countries (Browne, 
2005; Grant et al., 2015). According to International Energy Agency (2015), transport activities 
alone are associated with almost 20 percent of global energy consumption. Although the world 
has witnessed remarkable advancements in decreasing emissions from various transport modes, 
the total transportation growth and the increase of energy consumption in road freight keep 
transport-originated emissions on the rise (Grant et al., 2015). Moreover, the road freight 
travelled distance is expected to triple between 2015 and 2050 due to the latest developments 
of the world economy and increasing global demands (ITF, 2017), leading to further emissions. 
Among logistics activities, around 9–10 percent of the overall emissions come from logistics 
buildings, while the rest come from freight transportation (McKinnon et al., 2015). 
Observing such a sizable impact compels logistics managers to act cautiously while choosing 
between various transportation modes. According to the World Economic Forum (2009), there 
are two major views to consider while comparing transport modes in terms of their GHG 
emissions. The first is by assessing the intensity of GHG emissions during a certain period of 
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time (e.g. CO2e kg/year), and the second is by observing the intensity of GHG emissions per 
distance unit (e.g. CO2e kg/tonne-km). Considering the first view, road freight is accountable 
for the largest share of emissions per year, and this is due to the large amount of tonne-km 
travelled by it (World Economic Forum, 2009). Road freight GHG emissions per year are 
followed by ocean, air and rail freight emissions, respectively. Figure 3 demonstrates the 
emissions share for each transport mode.  
 

                        
Figure 3. Emissions share per logistics transport mode (World Economic Forum, 2009) 

 
Certainly, such figures do not imply that road freight is the least efficient transportation mode. 
When the second emissions assessment view is considered, GHG intensity per tonne-km is 
relatively higher in air freight than it is in road. As shown in Figure 4, adapted from Defra 
(2012), air short-haul tops the list in terms of CO2e intensity, followed by air long-haul, van, 
heavy good vehicles (HGV), rail, then finally sea. 
 

 
Figure 4. Emissions in CO2e g per tonne-km (Defra, 2012) 

 
Combining both views can result in three key points to be summarized when investigating the 
emissions stemming from different transport modes: (i) road freight is the principal contributor 
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to freight transport emissions globally, (ii) air freight is a highly carbon-intensive mode, and 
(iii) ocean and rail freight are the most carbon-efficient modes (World Economic Forum, 2009). 
However, Grant et al. (2015) note that emissions comparison between transport modes is not 
always accurate, as it depends on the factors taken into consideration while calculating CO2e 
emissions. For example, if an electricity power plant for trains replaced nuclear energy with 
conventional fossil fuels, the environmental performance for electric trains would decrease. 
Another example is when freight emissions are calculated on a passenger flight. McKinnon et 
al. (2015) advise caution when comparing different environmental data among transportation 
modes, as such data can be affected by a number of factors that include: (i) different 
assumptions about the utilisation of the vehicle’s capacity, (ii) use of tonne-km as a 
denominator, (iii) extrapolation of energy data from one country to another, (iv) allocating of 
freight between freight and passenger traffic, (v) neglecting emissions resulting from 
construction and maintenance works, and (vi) limiting the analysis of emissions to the source 
instead of well-to-wheel data.  
Atmospheric emissions are not the only environmental threat resulting from transport activities. 
The literature mentions further environmental externalities associated with such activities, such 
as noise pollution, vibration, congestion, accidents, land use and biodiversity, waste and visual 
intrusion (Grant et al., 2015; McKinnon et al., 2015).  
Despite the tangible impact of transport activities on the environment, the environmental 
element is not the sole criterion to consider while choosing the right transport mode for logistics 
managers. Kohn and Brodin (2008) explain that selecting the best mode of transport 
encompasses a high level of complexity in terms of demands and constraints regarding, for 
example, access to infrastructure, closeness to facilities in the logistics system, or customer 
service demands. Accordingly, they cluster the characteristics and limitations of different 
transport modes into two subgroups: financial and service characteristics, which are shown in 
Table 2. Referring to the table, air transport, for example, is beneficial when a high speed of 
delivery is prioritised, but on the other hand, it is constrained due to its high cost. Water 
transport is generally cheaper, yet it suffers from long lead times. Considering such trade-offs 
alongside the environmental impact of the different transport modes reflects the complexity 
associated with the decision-making process for logistics managers, which extends such 
decisions beyond operational or environmental considerations to cover financial and strategic 
concerns. Section 2.4.4 provides further discussions on the trade-offs between environmental 
and cost performance within the logistics industry.  
 

Table 2. Characteristics of different transport modes (adapted from Kohn and Brodin, 2008) 
 Road Rail Water Air 
Financial characteristics     
Cost level  Moderate  Low Low High 
Balanced fixed/variable costs High variable costs, low 

fixed costs 
High fixed costs  
 

High variable costs, low 
fixed costs 

High variable costs, low 
fixed costs  

Market coverage Point to point Terminal to terminal Terminal to terminal Terminal to terminal 
Predominant traffic/goods 
 

All types 
 

Low-moderate value; 
moderate-high density 

Low value; high density; 
large sizes 

High value; low-
moderate density; small 
sizes 

Length of haul Short to long Medium to long Medium to long  Medium to long 
Service characteristics     
Speed (time in transit)  
 

Moderate  
 

Slow 
 

Slow 
 

Fast (main benefit) 
 

Availability 
 

High (main benefit) 
 

Moderate  
 

Low 
 

Moderate  
 

Delivery accuracy (on time 
delivery) 

High Moderate Low High 

Loss and damage  Low Moderate-high Low-moderate Low 
Flexibility (adjustment to 
shipper’s needs) 

High Moderate Low Low-moderate  
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2.1.2 Inventory management and warehousing 
The amount of inventory on hand at warehouses is a variable that is subject to different 
strategies and techniques adopted by companies’ decision makers. Managers apply a number 
of methods to minimise inventory levels due to the high costs associated with owning inventory. 
These methods include minimising demand variability, decreasing supplier lead times, 
increasing supply reliability, enhancing forecast accuracy, reducing manufacturing lead times 
and decreasing the number of items (Ballou, 2007). Although some of these strategies aim to 
reduce inventory and save storage costs, warehousing activities remain a significant presence 
within almost all supply chain stages (Grant et al., 2015). Aside from cost reductions that can 
be attained through the mentioned strategies, warehouses’ carbon footprint can also be reduced 
through minimising inventory levels, which Franchetti et al. (2009) exemplify by less energy 
needed to power these warehouses for heating and cooling the storage area for raw materials, 
finished goods and employees.  
The environmental impact of logistics buildings and warehouses is not negligible. According 
to the World Economic Forum (2009), 13 percent of all supply chain emissions are attributed 
to warehouses and logistics buildings. In another study with a national scale, 3 percent of total 
UK emissions are from warehousing (UKWA, 2010). According to McKinnon et al. (2015), 
although warehouses’ energy consumption and CO2 emissions are lower than for transport and 
some other commercial sectors, their impact on the environment is substantial and increasing 
noticeably. The environmental impact of warehouses goes beyond their emissions and energy 
use, as they add to the traffic of goods vehicles, cause noise, cover large areas of land and 
interfere with wildlife (Grant et al., 2015; McKinnon et al., 2015).  
Grant et al. (2015) classify the environmental impact and emissions of warehouses into two 
parts: construction and operations. The emissions from the construction phase are usually in a 
trade-off with the ones from the operation phase. For example, more installation of insulation 
material in the construction process implies that more energy is embedded in the building 
process but less energy is consumed during its everyday operations. As a consequence, the 
anticipated lifetime of the warehouse building is a crucial element to consider in such a trade-
off.  
2.1.3 Green logistics practices 
Since the logistics industry encompasses a wide range of activities that pose various types of 
harms to the environment, different practices have been developed in order to mitigate such 
harms. These practices are often grouped under ‘green logistics’, a term that is defined by 
Dekker et al. (2012, p. 671) as logistics practices that aim to reduce the environmental 
externalities of logistics functions, which are mainly related to GHG emissions, noise and 
accidents in logistics operations. It can be noted that this definition strictly focusses on practices 
without specifying how they are implemented or who is responsible for them. Compensating 
this is attained by incorporating ‘green logistics’ under the wider family of green supply chain 
management (GSCM), a term that is defined by Srivastava (2007, pp. 54-55) as ‘integrating 
environmental thinking into supply-chain management, including product design, material 
sourcing and selection, manufacturing processes, delivery of the final product to the consumers 
as well as end-of-life management of the product after its useful life’. Zhu et al. (2013) classify 
GSCM practices into internal and external practices. Internal GSCM practices entail those that 
are carried out independently by the firm and confined within its boundaries (Zhu et al., 2013). 
Examples for these are attaining environmental management certificates and implementing 
total quality environmental management systems (Zhu and Sarkis, 2004). On the other hand, 
external GSCM practices cover the activities that require some sort of collaboration with 
external partners such as customers and suppliers (Zhu et al., 2013). These activities include, 
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for example, setting ecological demands on suppliers and cooperating with customers for green 
packaging (Zhu et al., 2013).  
It is worth mentioning that GSCM belongs to the even wider family of sustainable supply chain 
management (Kannan et al., 2014), a concept that Seuring and Müller (2008, p. 1700) define as 
‘the management of material, information and capital flows as well as cooperation among 
companies along the supply chain while taking goals from all three dimensions of sustainable 
development, i.e., economic, environmental and social, into account which are derived from 
customer and stakeholder requirements’. However, as the social dimension is beyond the scope 
of this thesis, the focus will be confined to the terms GSCM practices (internal and external) 
and green logistics practices.  
 

Table 3. Examples of green logistics practices implemented by LSPs (adapted from Perotti et al., 2012) 

Group Examples 
Green supply Providing suppliers with design specifications (including environmental requirements for purchased 

items) 
Cooperation with suppliers towards environmental objectives 
Environmental audits for suppliers’ internal management 
Suppliers’ ISO 14000 certification 
Second-tier suppliers’ evaluation in terms of environmentally friendly practices 

Distribution strategies 
and transportation 
execution 

(Re) design of logistics system components for higher environmental efficiency 
Environmentally friendly facility location 
Use of alternative fuels 
Mode selection based on ‘eco-friendly’ parameters 
Use of more recent/less polluting vehicles 
Effective shipment consolidation and full vehicle loading 
Routing systems to minimise travel distances 
Vehicle maintenance and disposal 

Warehousing and green 
building 

Attention to construction materials (e.g. use of recycled concrete, steel, asphalt, and other materials) 
Building thermal insulation 
Installing skylights to utilise natural light as a source of interior illumination 
Energy-efficient lighting systems 
Energy-efficient material handling equipment 
Use of alternative energy sources (e.g. solar or photovoltaic panels) 
Water systems (e.g. plants and landscaping materials that minimise water waste) 

Reverse logistics Waste transport and disposal 
Recycling materials whenever possible 
Consumption reduction whenever possible 
Materials reuse whenever possible 

Cooperation with 
customers 

Cooperation with customers for eco-design 
Cooperation with customers for cleaner production and distribution 
Cooperation with customers for green packaging 
Membership in an eco-industrial park 

Investment recovery Sale of excess inventory/materials 
Sale of scrap and used materials 
Sale of excess capital equipment 

Eco-design and 
packaging 

Packaging design for reduced environmental impact 
Packaging recycling or reuse 
Use of biodegradable materials 

Internal management Commitment to GSCM from senior managers 
Support for GSCM from mid-level managers 
Cross-functional cooperation for environmental improvements 
Total quality environmental management 
Environmental compliance and auditing programmes 
Environmental Management Systems (e.g. ISO 14001 certification) 
Environmental performance measurement and monitoring 
Use of ‘green IT’ (e.g. reduction of server numbers, use of green software) 
Promote industry cooperative efforts 
Publicise environmental efforts/accomplishments 
Development of a formal environmental sustainability statement for the company 
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LSPs’ role amid supply chains has evolved over the last decades, shifting from providing simple 
arm’s-length services (e.g. transportation, warehousing) towards more complex and centrally 
orchestrated models (Andersson and Norrmann, 2002; Colicchia et al., 2013; Evangelista, 
2014). The evolution of LSPs’ role has brought with it an expansion of their offerings to 
comprise value-added services, information technology solutions, advanced logistics 
management, and other services that emerge with the aim of meeting customers’ expectations 
(Bask, 2001; Halldórsson and Skjøtt-Larsen, 2004). Providing logistics services that are more 
environmentally sustainable is also part of LSPs’ extended offerings, especially due to the 
increasing sustainability demands over the past few years (Evangelista, 2014), which has placed 
LSPs under the spotlight when green logistics practices are inspected (Colicchia et al., 2013). 
For that reason, many scholars have studied the adoption of green logistics practices by 
focussing on the LSPs’ viewpoint (e.g. Colicchia, 2013; Evangelista, 2014; Lam and Dai, 2015; 
Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Perotti et al., 2012; Piecyk and Björklund, 2015; Rossi et al., 2013). To 
exemplify these practices, the author relied on the research of Perotti et al. (2012), since it is 
one of the profound studies that highlight the main environmental initiatives implemented by 
LSPs on a theoretical and empirical basis. Perotti et al. (2012) clustered these initiatives under 
eight groups based on their GSCM nature: green supply, distribution strategies and transport 
execution, warehousing and green building, reverse logistics, cooperation with customers, 
investment recovery, eco-design and packaging, and internal management. Table 3, which is 
adapted from Perotti et al. (2012), demonstrates these groups along with examples for each.  
2.2 Shippers, LSPs, and their relationships  

2.2.1 Defining shippers and LSPs (or 3PLs) 
The term ‘shippers’ is commonly used by logistics and supply chain management scholars to 
refer to logistics customers (i.e. the ones outsourcing logistics services from LSPs) (Larson and 
Rogers, 1998; Lummus et al., 2001; Moore and Cunningham, 1999). Other terms can also be 
found in the literature, such as logistics buyers, users of logistics services, or logistics 
customers/clients. This thesis will mainly use shippers to refer to the buyers of logistics services 
due to the term’s commonality in the field, but other synonyms might appear throughout the 
thesis to confirm the terms’ similarity. In turn, for the provider of logistics services the term 
LSP is often used in the literature, defined as a provider of logistics services that performs the 
logistics functions on behalf of their clients (Panayides and So, 2005). This term is often 
interchanged with the term third-party logistics (3PL) provider, though the two terms do not 
always mean the same thing; LSP is the mother term that is classified into hierarchal levels 
based on the complexity of the services offered (Saglietto, 2013) as 1PL (shipper of the 
consignee), 2PL (carrier or owner of transport means), 3PL (a firm that provides one-stop-shop 
services for its customers for part or all of their supply chain functions), and 4PL (consulting 
firm specialized in logistics, transportation and supply chain management) (Dubey and Shah, 
2010). From this classification, it can be noted that every 3PL is necessarily an LSP, but not 
vice versa.  
In general, there is a lack of consensus on the definition of 3PL among scholars (Marasco, 
2008), resulting in inconsistency, argue van Laarhoven et al. (2000), who note that 3PL 
definitions in some instances imply outsourcing of transportation and/or warehousing services 
only (arm’s length), whereas in other cases, they imply outsourcing several functions in a more 
complex fashion that might cover the entire logistics system. Halldórsson and Skjøtt-Larsen 
(2004) attribute this variation to cross-regional reasons, arguing that Scandinavian definitions 
tend to be broader than American ones due to the traditional inclination of Scandinavian 
managers towards long-term collaborations with their external partners. 
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3PL is defined by Lieb (1992, p. 29) as ‘the use of external companies to perform logistics 
functions that have traditionally been performed within an organisation. The functions 
performed by the third party can encompass the entire logistics process or selected activities 
within this process’. While taking the time dimension into account, Bask (2001, p. 474) 
describes 3PL relationships as the ‘relationships between interfaces in the supply chains and 
third-party logistics providers, where logistics services are offered, from basic to customised 
ones, in a shorter or longer-term relationship, with the aim of effectiveness and efficiency’. In 
a broader sense, Berglund et al. (1999) define 3PL arrangements as: 

Activities carried out by a logistics service provider on behalf of a shipper and 
consisting of at least management and execution of transportation and 
warehousing (if warehousing is part of the process). In addition, other activities 
can be included, for example inventory management, information related 
activities, such as tracking and tracing, value added activities, such as secondary 
assembly and installation of products, or even supply chain management. Also, 
we require the contract to contain some management, analytical or design 
activities, and the length of the cooperation between shipper and provider to be 
at least one year, to distinguish third-party logistics from traditional ‘arm’s 
length’ sourcing of transportation and/or warehousing (p. 59). 

Due to the broadness and inclusiveness of Berglund et al.’s (1999) definition, this research 
relies on it when referring to 3PLs in particular.  
Although this thesis mainly focusses on 3PLs who typically offer advanced logistics 
management solutions (since these are more likely to adopt environmental sustainability 
strategies), the term LSP is mainly used to ensure that none of the studied logistics service 
providers is excluded due to inconsistencies with 3PL’s definitions. This is especially 
appropriate nowadays, where it is possible to find transport providers (i.e. 2PLs) that do not 
offer advanced logistics management but compete with those who do, and sometimes, offer 
cutting-edge green transportation solutions. Note that study B (P2) of this thesis uses the term 
3PL, since it is explicitly built upon advanced logistics solutions. 
2.2.2 Shipper-LSP relationship stages 
Gadde and Hulthén (2009) stress that the way logistics partners handle their relationship 
influences their business outcomes. In light of this, the development of shipper-LSP 
relationships has been discussed within the logistics management literature from different 
academic viewpoints. Three of these viewpoints are presented next.  
Halldórsson and Skjøtt-Larsen (2004) investigate the development of shipper-LSP relationships 
from a resource- and competence-based perspective, by which the level of the services offered 
corresponds to the accessible competencies in the relationship. By linking the level of 
integration, level of asset specificity, degree of integration and competence level, the authors 
identify three stages of shipper-LSP relationships: (i) market exchange (i.e. short-term 
relationships with standard LSP skills and low asset specificity), (ii) customised logistics 
solutions (a broad range of standardised services is offered over a limited contract period, where 
LSPs’ skills complement those of the shippers with low/medium asset specificity), and (iii) 
joint logistics solutions (a unique solution is jointly developed by both parties to create mutual 
advantages and facilitate innovation via assets and information sharing, in which the 
competencies of both parties complement each other over a long-term contract).  
Bask (2001) offers a normative framework to link different types of supply chain strategies to 
different levels of shipper-LSP relationships. He matches the two notions based on three 
criteria: service complexity, tightness of partnership and channel of acquisition. Accordingly, 
three stages of logistics relationships are outlined: (i) routine logistics services (i.e. loose 
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partnerships with basic transport and warehousing services that are ordered through 
technological channels), (ii) standard logistics services (partnerships with easily customised 
services that are offered based on economies of scale, such as transportation with special 
requests, which requires some coordination between the partners), and (iii) customised logistics 
services (both partners form a close strategic relationship, where logistics solutions are highly 
customised to optimally suit the shipper’s requirements).  
Sharma and Choudhury (2014) study the evolution of shipper-LSP relationships based on two 
concepts: mental models (e.g. organisational behaviour and perceptions) and knowledge-related 
asymmetries. Accordingly, they identify four development stages of shipper-LSP relationships: 
(i) single transaction, (ii) repeated transaction, (iii) partnership agreement, and (iv) integrated 
logistics service agreement. Within their first two phases, basic logistics services are provided 
in a way that builds the basis for trust and future information exchange. Once such short-term 
transactions are successfully executed, the level of information exchange and interaction 
increases during the third phase, which leads to forming a logistics agreement where both 
partners work jointly to develop logistics solutions. On the peak level of trust that is reached by 
the fourth phase, almost full transparency is attained, where the two partners enter a logistics 
agreement with a high willingness to share risk and rewards to reach mutual benefits.  
2.2.3 Logistics purchasing phases  
In the previous section, the development of shipper-LSP relationships was discussed (i.e. the 
higher the stage, the stronger the partnership between the actors), whereas in this section, the 
different logistics purchasing phases will be clarified (i.e. the consecutive steps followed by 
shippers when purchasing logistics services from LSPs).  
In general, the purchasing process of products and services within supply chains is represented 
by a series of phases (e.g. van Weele, 2009). Due to the evolution of the LSPs’ role in supply 
chains, several scholars have devised particular purchasing steps to follow when shippers 
outsource their logistics functions to LSPs (e.g. Andersson and Norrman, 2002; Bagchi and 
Virum, 1996; Jharkharia and Shankar, 2007; Marasco, 2008; Sink and Langley, 1997). Based 
on a thorough literature review, Marasco (2008) identified three broad sequential stages: the 
early build-up stage, the execution stage, and a potential long-term stage. Within the first, 
potential LSPs are selected by the shipper to negotiate the desired services, leading to a jointly 
designed contract that formalises the agreements. In the execution stage, the specified and 
agreed commitments and terms that were agreed upon in the former stage are taken into effect, 
in which the operational processes are structured, organised, executed, coordinated and 
monitored, enabling both partners to adapt and progressively develop expertise in the respective 
activities. In the potential long-term stage, the daily routine work between the two partners 
tends to develop to an ‘institutionalised’ level, in which multiple relationship bonds emerge and 
strengthen as an outcome of intensive formal and informal interactions that have occurred along 
the partnership. Before linking this to the thesis, remember that RQ2 focusses on increasing 
performance in shipper-LSP relationships within the early stages of their relationships. To 
cover this early stage, the classification of Marasco (2008) was relied on by the research team, 
specifically on the ‘build-up stage’ and the early phases of the ‘execution stage’. Noteworthy, 
no operations are performed in the build-up stage itself, since monitoring performance begins 
at the execution stage and later (Bagchi and Virum, 1996). Yet building up shipper-LSP 
relationships successfully is considered a crucial enabler for positive performance in the 
relationship (Jayaram and Tan, 2010; Knemeyer and Murphy, 2004), which motivated 
incorporating this stage into the study. More information on these stages in relation to 
performance enhancements is found in the appended P2.  
RQ3 and RQ4 (P3) require an even more detailed classification of the purchasing phases, since 
they investigate environmental concerns in a highly phase-sensitive manner. For this reason, 
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the author sought and examined studies that devised the logistics purchasing process in a more 
detailed fashion than Marasco (2008) (e.g. Andersson and Norrman, 2002; Bagchi and Virum, 
1996; Jharkharia and Shankar, 2007; Sink and Langley, 1997). Among these, the study of 
Andersson and Norman (2002) seems to stand out due to its clear and detailed description of 
the logistics purchasing process, which was organised in eight sequential steps: define the 
service, understand the volumes bought, simplify and standardise, market survey, request for 
information, request for proposal (RFP), negotiations and contracting (see Figure 5). Although 
these steps are considered from a shippers’ viewpoint, the role of LSPs seems to come into play 
somewhere during the process. Specifically, LSPs enter the purchasing cycle from the phase 
‘market survey’ and further, consistent with Andersson and Norrman’s (2002, p. 8) statement: 
‘the issue will be to make a market survey to determine if there are any potential providers, and 
in which areas they are to be found, or if there are present providers or new entrants who later 
could be developed to the service provider asked for’. However, this statement also implies that 
market surveys merely provide an answer to ‘how many potential LSPs are out there?’, where 
the LSPs’ role does not seem very tangible yet. That is, by recalling RQs 3 and 4, the aim was 
to study how shippers and LSPs perceive environmental concerns along the purchasing process, 
meaning that the selected phases should satisfactorily reflect a time frame where the role of 
both actors is concrete in influencing green logistics outcomes. Jharkharia and Shankar (2007) 
aided in resolving this, as they explained that from RFPs onwards the role of LSPs becomes 
more substantial, as potential LSPs have been narrowed down based on their responses to the 
shipper’s request for information, signalling their ‘willingness’ to enter into an outsourcing 
contract. Accordingly, the three purchasing steps to be included for RQs 3 and 4 (so far) are: 
RFP, negotiations and contracting (consistent with Andersson and Norrman, 2002).  
 

 
Figure 5. Logistics purchasing process (Andersson and Norrman, 2002) 

 
Another issue needs to be resolved here: the selected steps from Andersson and Norrman (2002) 
do not cover the entire scope of RQs 3 and 4, since the questions also aim to study 
environmental concerns within post-contractual phases to allow examining whether the agreed 
environmental measures have been followed-up along the established relationships. To resolve 
this, the study of Bagchi and Virum (1996) was considered, since it expands the purchasing 
cycle to include post-contractual topics such as operational start-up and performance 
measurement. This post-contractual phase will be referred to as the ‘execution’ phase to avoid 
further complexity, thus yielding the following phases: RFP, negotiations, contracting and 
execution. These phases will not be explained here to avoid redundancy, since they are 
comprehensively explained in the appended P3. 
 

 
 

Figure 6. Overall studied time frame in the thesis 
(Inspired by Andersson and Norrman, 2002; Bagchi and Virum, 1996; Marasco, 2008) 
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Outlining the entire studied time frame of the thesis, Figure 6 combines the broad phases of P2 
with the specific ones of P3 in an overlapping manner.  
2.3 Drivers to engage in green logistics practices  

After discussing the harm logistics can cause to the environment and some of the applied green 
logistics practices to mitigate such harm, as well as identifying the main actors facilitating these 
practices (shippers, or logistics buyers; LSPs, or logistics providers), and their relationship 
(along with its different stages and processes), it is time now to investigate the drivers for each 
of them to engage in green logistics decisions, thus offering a detailed background for RQ1.  
2.3.1 Drivers for LSPs to engage in green logistics  
Two streams can be found about what drives LSPs to implement green logistics practices: 
external (involving external stakeholders), and internal (company-related) (Marchet et al., 
2014; Rossi et al., 2013; Zhu et al., 2007). External drivers are shaped by actors outside the 
LSP’s organisation, such as shippers, competitors and policy makers, whereas internal drivers 
are triggered within the LSP’s organisation. Table 4 gathers a number of external and internal 
drivers for LSPs to engage in green logistics, as discussed by several scholars.  
 

Table 4. Drivers for LSPs to engage in green logistics 
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External 

Pressure from shippers (i.e. customers) ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	  ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	  

Regulatory pressure/compliance ★	  ★ ★	 ★ ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	

Competitive pressure/advantage  ★	 ★  ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	  ★	 ★   

Public and society pressure        ★ ★ ★ ★  ★	  

Collaboration with suppliers (e.g. subcontractors)     ★  ★   ★    

Internal 

Top-management commitment  ★	 ★	  ★	 ★	 ★	 ★	  ★	 ★  ★	

Core values and ethics   ★  ★	 ★	 ★	   ★	 ★   

Increase efficiency and reduce cost   ★     ★	 ★	 ★	  ★   

Increase profits  ★     ★ ★    ★  

Improve operational and environmental 
performance 

  ★    ★	 ★	      

Enhance/restore reputation     ★  ★   ★    

Staff commitment  ★        ★	 ★   

Attract and maintain staff      ★	     ★	  ★	

 

 

To explain the table: the pressure exerted by shippers (i.e. customers) on LSPs to adopt green 
logistics is one of the most emphasized external drivers in the literature (Colicchia et al., 2013; 
González-Bonito and González-Bonito, 2006; Evangelista, 2014; Kudla and Klaas-Wissing, 
2012; Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Lin and Ho, 2011; Marchet et al., 2014; Oberhofer and Dieplinger, 
2014; Perotti et al., 2015; Rossi et al., 2013; Wolf and Seuring, 2010). Oberhofer and Dieplinger 
(2014) stress that upstream supply chain actors (e.g. shippers) tend to put pressure on 
downstream actors (e.g. LSPs) to comply with certain green performance demands (e.g. 
acquiring trucks with high Euro classification) as a prerequisite to entering the business 
partnership. To about the same degree, scholars highly emphasize regulatory compliance and 
responding to governmental pressures to implement certain green measures (Colicchia et al., 
2013; Evangelista, 2014; Kudla and Klaas-Wissing, 2012; Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Lin and Ho, 
2011; Marchet et al., 2014; Murphy and Poist, 2003; Oberhofer and Dieplinger, 2014; Perotti 
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et al., 2015; Rossi et al., 2013; Wolf and Seuring, 2010; Zailani et al., 2010). Competitive 
pressure is also widely found (Colicchia et al., 2013; Evangelista, 2014; Kudla and Klaas-
Wissing, 2012; Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Lin and Ho, 2011; Marchet et al., 2014; Murphy and Poist, 
2003; Oberhofer and Dieplinger, 2014; Perotti et al., 2015; Rossi et al., 2013; Wolf and Seuring, 
2010; Zailani et al., 2010), where LSPs tend to imitate their rivals’ green strategies in order to 
attract more customers and secure more business deals (Colicchia et al., 2013). Pressure set by 
public and society, such as pressure from non-governmental organisations, also stimulates 
LSPs’ green engagement (Marchet et al., 2014; Murphy and Poist, 2003; Oberhofer and 
Dieplinger, 2014; Perotti et al., 2015), as well as the desire to collaborate with suppliers and 
transport subcontractors on green projects (Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Marchet et al., 2013; Perotti 
et al., 2015).  
Regarding internal drivers, the support from LSPs’ top management and owners on green 
targets is widely discussed to be influencing LSPs, which seems also interlinked with the driver 
‘core values and ethics’ (González-Bonito and González-Bonito, 2006; Evangelista, 2014; Lieb 
and Lieb, 2010; Lin and Ho, 2011; Marchet et al., 2014; Murphy and Poist, 2003; Perotti et al., 
2015; Rossi et al., 2013; Zailani et al., 2010), where Lieb and Lieb (2010) describe such drivers 
as a ‘corporate desire to do the right thing’. Increasing operational efficiency while reducing 
costs forms another vital driver for LSPs (Evangelista, 2014; Marchet et al., 2014; Murphy and 
Poist, 2003; Oberhofer and Dieplinger, 2014; Rossi et al., 2013), which Evangelista (2014) 
exemplifies by reducing costs via utilising efficient energies or cutting taxes. The next driver is 
enhancing profits (Evangelista, 2014; Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Murphy and Poist, 2003; Wolf and 
Seuring, 2010), where LSPs increase their sales as a result of attracting new customers who 
focus on green criteria (Evangelista, 2014). Improving operational and environmental 
performance form another internal driver (González-Bonito and González-Bonito, 2006; 
Marchet et al., 2014; Murphy and Poist, 2003), in addition to enhancing reputation and 
promoting the company’s ‘green image’ (Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Marchet et al., 2014; Perotti et 
al., 2015). The last two drivers in the list are staff commitment (Evangelista, 2014; Perotti et 
al., 2015) and attracting/maintaining staff (Lin and Ho, 2011; Rossi et al., 2013; Zailani et al., 
2010), where the former implies that LSPs’ staff are self-driven in driving green initiatives, and 
the latter denotes that LSPs implement green initiatives to attract people who care about the 
environment. 
Apparently, external and internal drivers are somehow interlinked. For example, the external 
driver of regulatory pressure can imply placing a high tax on energy consumption, which drives 
LSPs to comply by utilising clean energy sources, thus backing the internal driver of reducing 
costs and increasing efficiencies. 
Balancing between internal and external drivers can be rationalised by the firm’s responsiveness 
to pressures; when a firm is primarily responding to internal drivers, it can be assumed that it is 
following a proactive sustainable attitude. In contrast, when a firm is primarily responding to 
external drivers, it can be assumed that it is following a reactive sustainable attitude. A simpler 
distinction is that between (i) firms with weak environmental sustainability orientation 
(reactive) and (ii) firms with strong environmental sustainability orientation (proactive) 
(Branzei and Vertinsky, 2002). Walton et al. (1998) classified internal responsiveness of 
environmental practices into four groups: 

• Resistant adaptation: organisations only adapt environmental practices if it is 
unavoidable (described as anti-business). 

• Reactive adaptation: derives from the mere ambition to comply with environmental laws 
and to avoid penalties. 
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• Receptive adaptation: start considering possible competitive advantages from 
environmental improvements, with minimal translation into operational processes. 

• Constructive adaptation: embrace the value of integrating product and process design 
into environmental planning (maximise the benefits from environmental initiatives and 
maximise productivity of resources). 

2.3.2 Drivers for shippers to engage in green logistics  
As with LSPs, shippers are also driven by internal and external drivers that stimulate them to 
purchase green logistics practices. Studies of the drivers on shippers to purchase green logistics 
are rather limited in the literature compared to those focussing on LSPs. However, ‘green 
logistics purchasing’ normally falls under the wider category of green purchasing within supply 
chains (Pazirandeh and Jafari, 2013; Zhu et al., 2013); more studies can be found under the 
latter (e.g. Khidir ElTayeb et al., 2010; Walker et al., 2008). In Björklund (2011), one of the 
few studies that focus on shippers’ drivers, a survey was used to identify certain factors 
influencing purchasing green transportation. These factors were classified under drivers, 
enablers or hindrances, where the drivers mainly consisted of environmental management and 
managerial support (internal), enhancing reputation of the firm and its product image 
(internal/external), and customers’ green demands (external). However, more research is still 
needed in this area, especially due to the uncertainty about how the drivers on shippers to engage 
in GSCM practices are linked to purchasing green logistics in particular. 
2.3.3 How do the drivers diverge between shippers and LSPs? 
As seen in the previous section, several studies have focussed on the drivers for LSPs to provide 
green logistics services and, though least found, for shippers to purchase these services. 
Although studying each actor separately is highly useful due to the achieved depth and 
specificity, there are almost no studies that focus on both actors simultaneously while 
investigating the drivers for their engagement. That is, shippers and LSPs interact with each 
other in a direct buyer-supplier scheme, where both of them play important roles in facilitating 
green logistics practices through buying or offering them (Sallnäs, 2016; Wolf and Seuring, 
2010). When studies treat each organisation in isolation, a gap forms in understanding how this 
‘one-tier network’ as a whole is driven to facilitate green logistics practices, thus leaving some 
scenarios unexplained in the literature. Taking the study of Kudla and Klaas-Wissing (2012) 
for example, the authors studied how shippers stimulate LSPs to act sustainably and how LSPs 
respond accordingly. Although analysing shipper-LSP dyads was intended, empirical data were 
solely derived from LSPs, whereas data about shippers were based on LSPs’ customer portfolio. 
Kudla and Klaas-Wissing (2012) later uncovered instances where even sustainability proactive 
shippers have barely integrated logistics purchasing into their sustainability management, 
calling for further research to include the shippers’ viewpoint. Large et al.’s (2013) survey on 
shippers confirmed this notion, indicating that shippers who express high interest in 
sustainability topics do not reflect such interest to the same degree when they select their LSPs. 
These findings lead to a question here: don’t the drivers that stimulate shippers to engage in 
GSCM practices also stimulate them to purchase green logistics? One way to resolve this is by 
investigating whether what drives shippers to engage in GSCM is directly linked to green 
logistics purchasing. In addition, and to provide further validation, the LSPs’ viewpoint could 
also be sought, as shippers tend to express their concerns to LSPs during their joint business 
meetings, which could give LSPs an idea of what stimulates their customers in the first place. 
Further, the LSPs’ views can be utilised to distinguish which types of shippers put more 
emphasis on green purchasing, an area that is also underexplored in the literature. This will also 
conceptualise whether shippers’ demands prevail in stimulating LSPs’ green actions, given the 
presence of other stimulators such as regulators and competitors. On the other hand, seeking 
the shippers’ views on LSPs is important to understand which LSPs stand out in their green 
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proactivity and compliance with shippers’ green demands. All these arguments are discussed 
thoroughly in P1, which analyses what drives each of the actors to engage in green logistics 
buying/offering decisions while taking the other actor’s viewpoint into consideration.  
In order to create a balanced picture of the two actors’ views on the drivers for P1, a solid 
theoretical base to apply to each of them was needed. More specifically, a theory was sought 
that is able to explain why firms in supply chains engage in GSCM practices, which would 
allow building a conceptual framework that can be applied to shippers and LSPs. Here, the 
research team found no better choice than institutional theory, due to its robustness, 
commonality within GSCM literature, and applicability to shippers and LSPs as well as their 
interactions, as explained next. 
Institutional theory in GSCM 
Institutional theory highlights the role of social and cultural pressures in influencing 
organisational practices and structures in order to gain legitimacy or acceptance within society 
(Scott, 1987). Meyer and Rowan (1977) note that organisations that conform to societally 
institutionalised rules and expectations tend to increase their legitimacy and survival 
capabilities, whereas those who resist such rules are vulnerable to public criticism and loss of 
legitimacy. According to the theory, societal and cultural expectations place organisations in an 
‘institutional environment’, which can be viewed as ‘unitary and imposing structures or 
practices on individual organizations that were obliged to conform either because it was taken 
for granted that this was the proper way to organize, because to do so would result in normative 
approbation, or because it was required by legal or other rule-like frameworks’ (Scott, 2008, p. 
149). DiMaggio and Powell (1983) identify three institutional mechanisms that shape 
institutional environments: coercive, normative, and mimetic isomorphism, in which 
organisations become gradually isomorphic due to their development of collectivistic templates 
in adaptation to their institutional environments (Heugens and Lander, 2009). 
The application of the theory is encouraged in operations management research (Ketokivi and 
Schroeder, 2004) and environmental management studies (Delmas and Toffel, 2004; Hoffman, 
2001), which inspired others to apply the theory in the GSCM context to explain why firms in 
a supply chain adopt environmental practices (e.g. Colicchia et al., 2013; Wu et al., 2012; Zhu 
and Sarkis, 2007; Zhu et al., 2013). Zhu and Sarkis (2007) interpret institutional forces within 
GSCM as regulatory (coercive), market (normative) and competitive (mimetic) pressures. 
Colicchia et al. (2013, p. 198) note that these three pressure sources represent ‘institutional 
drivers’, which they define as ‘external forces that motivate companies to adopt environmental 
initiatives coming from regulators, the market and competitors coherently with the institutional 
theory’. Regulatory pressure can be defined as ‘the coercive pressures driving the 
implementation of GSCM by (…) managers in hopes of improving their performance’ (Zhu et 
al., 2013, p. 107). An example of this type of pressure is when governmental agencies enforce 
certain policies or taxation on firms to limit the environmental impacts associated with their 
business (Seuring and Müller, 2008). Market pressure, in turn, is defined by Zhu and Sarkis 
(2007) as the pressure from customers on suppliers to act sustainably, in which firms demand 
that their suppliers comply with environmental and social norms (Seuring and Müller, 2008), 
such as acquiring environmental management system certifications like the ISO 14001. Last, 
competitive pressure is when firms mimic green strategies adopted by successful firms in their 
field in an attempt to increase their legitimacy, enhance their performance, and gain competitive 
advantages (Colicchia et al., 2013; Markley and Davis, 2007; Rowley and Berman, 2000). 
Firms’ responsiveness to institutional pressures to adopt environmental practices is often 
referred to as ‘environmental responsiveness’ (Bansal and Roth, 2000; Colwell and Joshi, 
2013), which Bansal and Roth (2000, p. 717) define as ‘a set of corporate initiatives aimed at 
mitigating a firm’s impact on the natural environment’. Such environmental responsiveness 
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influences environmental performance of the firm (Colwell and Joshi, 2013; Zhu et al., 2007), 
which can be represented by the extent of its GSCM practices and how reactive/proactive it is. 
Recalling that GSCM practices can be divided into internal and external practices (Zhu et al., 
2013) (see section 2.1.3), in which internal practices are implemented independently by the firm 
and external practices entail cooperation with external partners, shippers experience 
institutional pressures to implement both types of GSCM practices, including purchasing green 
logistics services from LSPs (Min and Galle, 1997; Pazirandeh and Jafari, 2013). For LSPs, the 
pressure coming from shippers represent the ‘market pressure’, which is joined by regulatory 
and competitive pressures to implement GSCM practices, representing green logistics practices 
in their case.  
Institutional theorists argue that firm and market characteristics moderate the level of pressure 
experienced by a firm by either magnifying or diminishing it (see Delmas and Toffel, 2008; 
Gardberg and Fombrun, 2006; Rowley and Berman, 2000). Five of these characteristics were 
selected in P1 based on their prominence in the literature: industry, operating country, visibility, 
internationalisation and size, which were then grouped under ‘pressure moderators’ (selection 
of these factors and their explanation can be found in P1). One of the main limitations of the 
theory is that it overlooks the role of managerial commitment in influencing the environmental 
responsiveness of a firm (Colwell and Joshi, 2013; Dacin et al., 2002; Kostova and Roth, 2002), 
thus failing to explain why firms under similar institutional environments might respond 
differently to the pressures imposed on them. Countering this is advised by incorporating the 
role of managerial commitment in moderating the environmental responsiveness of a firm 
(Colwell and Joshi, 2013; Sharma, 2000), a notion which was also included in P1 with the term 
response moderator. In this way, P1 applies a theoretical lens to view external drivers 
(institutional pressures) and internal drivers (managerial commitment) that stimulate both 
shippers and LSPs to engage in green logistics practices through purchasing/offering them. 
Comprehensive details on the application of institutional theory to shippers and LSPs can be 
found in P1.  

2.4 Performance within logistics relationships 

Improving service performance is a central issue within shipper-LSP relationships (Gadde and 
Hulthén, 2009; McGinnis et al., 1995; Skjøtt-Larsen, 2000). Recall RQ2: How can logistics 
performance be improved in shipper-LSP relationships in the early stages of the relationship? 
Section 2.4.1 presents an overview of logistics performance metrics based on different 
academic viewpoints. This overview will enable identifying in what terms such ‘performance’ 
can be improved, with the identification based on performance metrics’ prominence in the 
literature as well as their commonality in shipper-LSP relationships. Accordingly, section 2.4.2 
defines the performance metrics that were selected for investigating RQ2. Clearly, there is no 
one way to look at performance within logistics relationships, as performance indicators should 
be specifically identified to fit the business at hand (Stank et al., 1996), where these indicators 
can be understood, measured or aggregated in various ways among the different logistics 
relationships (Caplice and Sheffi, 1995; Lai et al., 2004; Panayides, 2007). However, this thesis 
will attempt to cover the metrics that are most common among relationships in order to provide 
a general representation of the logistics industry, bearing in mind the limitation of specifying 
them. Next, section 2.4.3 identifies the factors that play a role in enhancing or weakening 
performance. Keep in mind that RQ2 does not handle environmental performance, since the 
question focusses on the main performance indicators that are vital for the relationships’ 
survival. In other words, green logistics implies carrying out logistics operations in an 
environmentally friendly manner while maintaining customer satisfaction (Thiell et al., 2011), 
which is normally related to performance indicators that are central to the outsourced functions. 
Nevertheless, section 2.4.4 provides an overview on green performance within logistics to fit 
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in with the overarching purpose of the thesis. Section 1.4 previously explained why green 
performance metrics were not explicitly defined in this thesis.  
2.4.1 Overview on performance indicators in logistics relationships 
Shapiro and Heskett (1985) pioneered in expressing logistics performance by coining the ‘7 R’s 
of logistics’. In reference to them, logistics entails delivering the right product, at the right time 
and place, in the right quantity and condition to the right customer at the right cost. This 
indicates that logistics performance can be described via financial and nonfinancial indicators, 
which Caplice and Sheffi (1995) also assert. Stewart (1995) developed a supply chain 
operational model that transforms financial indicators into a number of logistics cost metrics, 
and nonfinancial indicators into delivery performance, responsiveness, flexibility and asset 
management. By implementing Stewart’s (1995) model for logistical relationships, Lai et al. 
(2004) categorise performance indicators under efficiency and effectiveness indicators. For 
effectiveness, they interpret delivery performance as ‘reliability’ and combine it together with 
responsiveness and flexibility, whereas efficiency is represented by cost per asset. 
In general, the logistics contracting literature does not seem to conclusively limit the number 
of indicators that represent financial and nonfinancial (or efficiency and effectiveness) 
performance within logistical relationships. Taking some studies as an example; Evangelista et 
al. (2012) inspect the influence of IT integration on seven performance indicators; Mitra and 
Bagchi (2008) analyse the effect of key success factors on ten performance indicators; 
Kayakutlu and Buyukozkan (2011) develop a framework that comprises 14 performance 
indicators to evaluate LSPs; Perotti et al. (2012) include measures for environmental 
performance within their 23 performance indicators; and, most broadly, Jothimani and Sarmah 
(2014) gather 47 different performance indicators within freight forwarding, customs and 
warehousing activities. Overall, the reviewed literature indicates that performance within the 
logistics industry can be expressed in terms of cost, revenue, growth, delivery performance, 
lead time, productivity, inventory, flexibility, geographical reach, innovation potential, 
customer satisfaction and environmental performance (based on Evangelista et al., 2012; 
Jothimani and Sarmah, 2014; Kayakutlu and Buyukozkan, 2011; Kumar and Singh, 2012; Liu 
and Lyons, 2011; Mitra and Bagchi, 2008; Perotti et al., 2012; Wilding and Juriado, 2004). 
The large number of potential performance indicators has been narrowed down by Kumar and 
Singh (2012) and Liu and Lyons (2011) based on the indicators’ importance. Kumar and Singh 
(2012) remark that logistics cost, percentage of accurately delivered shipments and on-time 
delivery represent the most prominent indicators to evaluate LSPs. Liu and Lyons (2011) find 
that on-time and accurate delivery occupy the highest priority for British and Taiwanese 
shippers when outsourcing to LSPs. Both studies are in line with Wilding and Juriado (2004), 
who find that delivery timeliness and cost measures are the most applied indicators in logistics 
relationships within Europe. Briggs et al. (2010) cluster performance indicators into two 
categories: positional and velocity performance. Positional performance implies that 
performance is assessed at a certain point of time, whereas velocity performance indicates its 
evaluation over a period of time, reflecting the pace of performance changes. In other words, 
velocity performance is used to demonstrate how fast a certain performance indicator improves. 
Based on the reasoning above, the research team selected cost efficiency and on-time delivery 
as performance indicators for RQ2, as these have been revealed as the most prominent 
indicators in the literature and are widely common within the different logistical partnerships 
(Kumar and Singh, 2012; Liu and Lyons, 2011; Wilding and Juriado, 2004). Further, RQ2 
handles improving these performance indicators as fast as possible in the early stage of the 
relationship, consistent with the notion of velocity performance (Briggs et al., 2010). The next 
section explains both performance metrics in detail. 
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2.4.2 Defining the performance indicators for RQ2 
Stank et al. (2003) recommend viewing cost performance and service performance separately. 
Starting with cost, Kumar and Singh (2012) argue that logistics cost can be simply measured 
by calculating the total amount of money the shipper is charged to obtain the services offered 
by the LSP, in which cost efficiency implies minimising such amount while maintaining the 
desired service level. Lai et al. (2004) stress that logistical costs vary based on the amount, type 
and level of the outsourced services, leading to the need to define cost efficiency in a more 
precise manner. Jothimani and Sarmah (2014) express cost performance by calculating cost per 
asset ratio, in which they define cost within freight forwarding as cost per travelled kilometre, 
and cost within warehousing as cost per unit space stored. Since this thesis mainly sheds light 
on transportation and warehousing services among LSPs’ offerings, cost efficiency is expressed 
as cost per weight and distance for transportation, and cost per volume unit for warehousing. 
Considering on-time delivery, Stank et al. (2003) define delivery performance as delivering the 
requested order within the desired ‘time window’ at an acceptable cost. Brah and Ying Lim 
(2006) add that an on-time delivery should warrant delivering ‘immaculate’ goods, whereas 
Kayakutlu and Buyukozkan (2011) emphasize avoiding losing goods to maintain a delivery 
obligation. Liu and Lyons (2011) express delivery-related performance as ‘a greater proportion 
of on-time and accurate deliveries’. However, Yeung et al. (2006) note that on-time delivery 
should not be confused with a short delivery time, meaning that the focus is on punctuality 
instead of speed. Prater et al. (2001) stress that the agreed time frame should be based on a 
realistic delivery time that is challenging for the LSP yet allows sufficient time to reach the 
point of delivery. Overall, Kumar and Singh (2012) explain that on-time delivery can be 
measured by considering: (i) the percentage of accuracy in delivery and (ii) the percentage of 
all deliveries that are on time. Combining both, this thesis defines on-time delivery performance 
as the percentage of totally requested deliveries that are provided within an agreed time frame 
under the specified conditions. 
2.4.3 Factors influencing logistics performance  
The logistics contracting literature encompasses a large number of studies that focus on the 
influence of specific factors on logistics performance. An overview of these is presented next.  
Studying around 300 manufacturers in the USA, Stank et al. (1996) found a positive effect of 
effective information exchange and responsiveness on LSPs’ performance. Based on a survey 
of 339 shippers in the USA, Moore (1998) finds that trust and commitment enhance the 
effectiveness of shipper-LSP relationships. Through longitudinally studying a US shipper-LSP 
relationship over five years, House and Stank (2001) found that extensive communication 
facilitates (i) performance improvements, (ii) a measurement system that enables reporting the 
progress of such performance, and (iii) mutual benefits that maintain a sustainable relationship 
between the partners. Halldórsson and Skjøtt-Larsen (2004) provided empirical evidence from 
two case studies showing how efficient interaction between the partners improves performance, 
and they found that different relationship settings benefit different performance metrics. 
Considering aspects of relationship marketing, Knemeyer and Murphy (2004) surveyed 388 US 
logistics experts and found evidence that communication and trust are crucial to enhance 
operational logistics performance. Based on a survey of LSPs in Hong Kong, Panayides (2007) 
found a positive effect of organisational learning and relationship orientation on logistics 
performance. Conducting an explorative study on key success factors within 40 shipper-LSP 
relationships in North America, Mitra and Bagchi (2008) provided a guideline for managers to 
improve different performance metrics. Collecting data from 124 Chinese manufacturing 
companies, Tian et al. (2010) found a positive effect of LSPs’ customer orientation on LSP’s 
performance improvement, where the notion of customer orientation combines service variety, 
communication, reliability and continuous improvement capability. Surveying 441 US 
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managers involved in logistics, Jayaram and Tan (2010) suggest specific criteria for selecting 
LSPs, including information integration, performance measurements and relationship 
development to improve a company’s performance. Surveying 129 managers of LSPs in 
Germany, Large et al. (2011) emphasize adaptation from the LSP’s side to comply with 
shipper’s standards and systems in order to enhance performance within their relationship. 
Studying seven LSPs in the Netherlands, Hofenk et al. (2011) reveal that contractual and 
relational aspects positively influence effectiveness in shipper-LSP relationships. Based on a 
survey of 169 Italian LSPs, Evangelista et al. (2012) found empirical evidence for the positive 
effect of data exchange technology and transactional capabilities on effectiveness and 
efficiency of the partnership. 
Considering the data collection methods in the above-mentioned studies, it can be noted that 
most of them use quantitative methods to examine whether or not various factors impact several 
types of performance metrics. Even though House and Stank (2001) and Halldórsson and 
Skjøtt-Larsen (2004) provide insight on some of these factors, there is a need for more in-depth 
studies to explore the different factors in further detail.  
This thesis (particularly study B – P2) focusses on six factors to identify how these can impact 
performance. Referring to Hofenk et al. (2011), studies that focus on performance enhancement 
consider either ‘hard’ factors (e.g. contracts) or ‘soft’ factors (e.g. trust), which go hand in hand. 
Following their proposition, P2 incorporates three soft factors (communication, trust, culture) 
and three hard ones (system compliance, work agreements, standardisation) that are argued to 
enhance performance in logistics relationships. Note that the rationale for selecting these factors 
and their definitions are thoroughly explained in P2, but the above literature review of the 
factors could not be incorporated in the paper due to word limitations for publishing the work 
in a scientific journal. In addition, the factor of ‘culture’ was emphasized in P2 in a way that 
surpasses the main scope of the thesis, since P2’s scope covers an offshoring context within 
logistics partnerships. Culture usually implies that people from different countries tend to 
handle relationships, tasks and problems with different approaches, which can lead to problems 
in their business relationships (Gooris and Peeters, 2014). Based on this notion, culture can still 
be viewed as a factor that impacts performance in typical logistics relationships, as crossing 
national boundaries while outsourcing logistics is not a very uncommon phenomenon 
nowadays, especially given the increasing globalisation within different business sectors.  
2.4.4 What about green performance? 
The ultimate aim of this thesis is to facilitate green logistics practices in shipper-LSP 
relationships. So why is environmental performance not explicitly identified like cost efficiency 
and on-time delivery? The rationale is that this thesis builds on the logic that to facilitate green 
logistics practices, logistics partnerships should be started properly while avoiding the risk of 
failure, and such failure can be particularly avoided through focussing on performance 
improvements within the relationship, especially in its early stages. Then, based on the reviewed 
literature, the most prominent performance indicators in shipper-LSP relationships appear to be 
cost efficiency and on-time delivery, which are explicitly focussed upon to guarantee the 
relationships’ survival. However, environmental performance is embedded within the contexts 
of RQ3 and RQ4, but in an abstract and implicit manner and without choosing specific metrics 
prior to investigation, unlike the case for RQ2. Note that the reasoning for this was further 
clarified in section 1.4 of the thesis.  
A number of studies identify several indicators for environmental performance related to 
logistics and supply chain activities (e.g. Björklund and Forslund, 2013; Perotti et al., 2012; 
Zhu et al., 2007). Zhu et al. (2007), within a broad GSCM view, project environmental 
performance into indicators such as reduction of air emissions, reduction of waste water, 
reduction of solid wastes, decrease in consumption of hazardous/harmful/toxic materials, 
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decrease in frequency of environmental accidents, and improvements to an enterprise’s 
environmental situation. Within the specific context of transport contracts, Björklund and 
Forslund (2013) gathered a number of metrics related to environmental performance, including 
fill rate and loading factors, efficient fleet management models, the age of vehicles and the type 
of fuels/engines/refrigerants/tyres used, air emissions and outlets of CO2, and energy 
consumption. Among these, filling rate and consolidation of shipments are highly emphasized 
in the industry, followed by the type of technology used and CO2 emissions (Björklund, 2005, 
as cited in Björklund and Forslund, 2013).  
Since cost performance is viewed as one of the main performance indicators within logistics 
practices, a question arises here: could green logistics practices be implemented in a cost-
efficient way? This reflects a fundamental debate among academics and practitioners alike: 
whether environmental sustainability practices are viewed as a trade-off with economic 
sustainability or whether both facets go hand in hand (i.e. win-win situation). The debate has 
been summed up by Schaltegger and Synnestvedt (2002) in two contrasting scenarios: (i) 
improving environmental performance causes extra costs for the company due to additional 
investments and environmental management activities, and (ii) improving environmental 
performance leads to cost savings through eco-efficient solutions (to be clarified shortly) as 
well as enhanced company image and increased sales, thus resulting in better economic 
performance. Wagner (2005) stresses that companies associated with ‘pollution prevention’ 
strategies are more likely to experience a positive relation between environmental and economic 
performances. According to Wolf and Seuring (2010), when a trade-off is spotted between 
economy and ecology, economy tends to win most of the time. Schaltegger and Synnestvedt 
(2002) explain that economic performance is not only dependent on the environmental 
measures taken but also on the type of environmental management adopted by the company. 
Langella and Zanoni (2011) stress that sustainable practices that aim to achieve long-term 
profitability demand the integration of environment and people (stakeholders) together with 
traditional performance measures of cost and profit used in the decision-making process. These 
competing objectives, according to Langella and Zanoni (2011), often result in a trade-off 
against each other, as the ideal win-win situation is rather seldom in reality. Harris et al. (2011) 
observe the trade-offs between total logistics cost and logistics’ environmental impact in terms 
of CO2 emissions in logistics networks decisions. Their findings show that an optimum logistics 
network based on costs does not necessarily match an optimum solution for CO2 emissions, 
which highlights a need to address economic and environmental objectives initially as part of 
the logistics network design. To enable decision makers to design such networks, Neto et al. 
(2008), by considering trade-offs between cost and environment, developed a framework for 
the design and evaluation of sustainable logistics networks by balancing profitability and 
environmental impact using a multi-objective programming model. Shedding light on LSP 
firms, Rossi et al. (2013) explore the innovative strategies conducted by LSPs in the eco-
efficiency field and the logistics and learning capabilities needed to attain eco-efficiency in 
supply chains. Their findings indicate that although LSPs are inclined to apply innovative 
practices for eco-efficiency, there is a range of inhibitors that prevent major change 
programmes, which can relate back to the scarcity of capabilities and tools to deploy effective 
strategies for eco-efficiency.  
Eco-efficiency 
Eco-efficiency implies considering the economic and environmental notions of sustainability 
at the same time (Blowfield and Murray, 2011), meaning creating more value for goods and 
services with less resource depletion and environmental impact (Schaltegger and Sturm, 1989). 
The term is defined by the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) as 
‘the delivery of competitively priced goods and services that satisfy human needs and bring 
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quality of life, while progressively reducing ecological impacts and resource intensity 
throughout the life-cycle to a level at least in line with the Earth’s estimated carrying capacity’. 
DeSimone and Popoff (2000, p. 11) describe eco-efficiency as a management philosophy that 
‘links environmental excellence to business excellence and is synergetic with general trends in 
leading edge business’. According to Lehni (2000), the WBCSD has outlined seven tactics for 
companies to improve their eco-efficiency: (i) reduce material intensity, (ii) reduce energy 
intensity, (iii) reduce dispersion of toxic substances, (iv) enhance recyclability, (v) maximise 
use of renewables, (vi) extend product durability and (vii) increase service intensity. In an 
attempt at consolidation, Holliday et al. (2002) summarize the objectives behind adopting eco-
efficiency under three main categories: (i) reducing the consumption of resources, (ii) reducing 
the impact of nature, and (iii) increasing product or service value. 
Viewing eco-efficiency from a practical lens, a ratio between environmental impact and value 
of production (or value added) is often considered. Huppes and Ishikawa (2005) leave the user 
with the choice of switching the numerator and denominator in the ratio between environment 
and value. Such a choice depends on whether the aim is to prioritise value creation or 
environmental improvement measures. When the former is intended, eco-efficiency denotes 
environmental intensity and its inverse, environmental productivity. When the latter is intended, 
eco-efficiency denotes environmental improvement cost and its inverse, environmental cost-
effectiveness. However, Huppes and Ishikawa (2005) advocate treating each eco-efficiency 
situation in a case-by-case manner, as these cases may easily be incorporated under any of the 
four variants. Figge and Hahn (2004) distinguish between strong and weak performance of eco-
efficiency; strong enhancements to eco-efficiency include both enhanced economic and 
enhanced environmental performance, whereas weak enhancements of the ratio only demand 
the improvement of one dimension.  
However, one should not confuse eco-efficiency with eco-effectiveness, although the latter 
forms the ultimate extension of the former (zero emissions instead of minimising emissions). 
To clarify, eco-efficiency aims at increasing the value of economic output while decreasing 
ecological impact. Eco-effectiveness, on the other hand, aims to provide maximal economic 
value with zero adverse ecological impact (Braungart et al., 2007). Because it is rather difficult 
to attain a zero-emission logistics system, eco-efficiency is the normal term within logistics 
studies (e.g. Rossi et al., 2013). According to Llorach-Massana et al. (2015), even renewable 
energies do not reach zero ecological impact, which they exemplified by the potential ecological 
impact of generating wind energy. The term eco-efficiency is used throughout this thesis to refer 
to logistics practices that take into account both economic and environmental aspects of 
sustainability.  

2.5 Perception of environmental concerns by shippers and LSPs  

Wolf and Seuring (2010) investigated whether environmental concerns are among the main 
supplier selection criteria when purchasing logistics services from LSPs. They found that 
‘traditional’ performance objectives (e.g. price, timely delivery) represent the main decision 
criteria for purchasing logistics, whereas green concerns are not prioritised, although LSPs 
show a growing interest in that area, which is also confirmed by the survey of Lieb and Lieb 
(2010). Lammgård and Andersson (2014) similarly found that basic service levels of 
transportation services (e.g. price, reliability, transport quality, geographic coverage) occupy 
the highest priorities for shippers when choosing their LSPs, whereas relatively lower 
importance is attributed to environmental issues. The study of Wolf and Seuring (2010) 
mentioned above also found that shippers who are interested in green concerns engage with 
their LSPs only in the initial steps of their relationships. Björklund and Forslund (2013) confirm 
such a notion via analysing the contract formulation between the partners, arguing that shippers 
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that include green performance metrics (e.g. CO2 emissions, energy use) in their contracts with 
LSPs do not necessarily consider how such performance is measured nor how poor compliance 
is to be handled, implying that green performance improvements are not reached in their 
relationships. Large et al. (2013), through a survey, studied to what extent shipper companies 
consider green concerns in the logistics purchasing process. They found that shippers 
demonstrate a high level of interest in environmental sustainability concerns, but that interest 
is not reflected in the LSP selection process nor by their willingness to contribute towards LSPs’ 
green activities. Moreover, they note that shippers exert only a minor influence on LSPs’ 
sustainability actions, conforming with Carter and Dresner (2001) and opposing others who 
regard shippers as the main influencer on LSPs’ green engagement (e.g. Grant et al., 2015; Roth 
and Kåberger, 2002). Sallnäs (2016) links this debate to the degree of dependability between 
shippers and LSPs, as she writes (p. 317), ‘shippers who have outsourced their logistics and 
transport functions are, at least to some extent, in the hands of the LSPs with regard to logistics 
expertise and therefore rely on them for environmental practices’. She later identifies two types 
of dependencies that influence coordinating green practices in shipper-LSP relationships: (i) 
dependence between shippers and LSPs as such, and (ii) dependence with respect to particular 
green practices. Coordination of green practices is linked to the degree of environmental 
ambitions of the two actors, as demonstrated in Figure 7.  
 

                              
Figure 7. Coordination mechanisms between shippers and LSPs (Sallnäs, 2016) 

 
Kudla and Klaas-Wissing (2012) analyse the influence of shippers on LSPs to engage in 
sustainability practices. They find that shippers’ stimuli for sustainability (in terms of selection 
criteria and incentives) create four different groups of LSPs: (i) responsive low performers, (ii) 
responsive high performers, (iii) proactive low performers, and (iv) proactive high performers. 
The lower the stimulus by the shippers, the higher the proactivity by LSPs to implement 
sustainable and green practices. However, Kudla and Klaas-Wissing (2012) also note that 
shippers’ stimuli are at an early stage of development; more work is needed to mature in this 
area. Martinsen and Huge-Brodin (2014) studied how LSPs’ offerings and shippers’ 
requirements appear in the logistics market. By visiting the websites of different shippers and 
LSPs and conducting four case studies of shipper-LSP dyads, they noticed a broader extent of 
green practices as requirements and offerings on the websites than in actual shipper-LSP 
relationships, attributing such variance to a need to satisfy different stakeholders groups. 
Accordingly, they write (p. 19), ‘the home pages are a form of mass communication with the 
potential to reach a wide variety of stakeholders and information needs to be adjusted to such a 
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context, whereas the environmental practices offered and required in the specific relationships 
mainly need to suit the relationship at hand’. 
These arguments highlight the challenging nature of facilitating green logistics in shipper-LSP 
relationships due to lack of alignment between the partners on green targets, which elucidates 
the contexts for RQ3 and RQ4. Such misalignment can be explained in five ways: (i) the 
partners have different priorities; (ii) shippers lack knowledge about incorporating green 
demands in the LSP selection process; (iii) shippers fail to follow up on green metrics that were 
specified in the contract; (iv) inconsistencies in shippers’/LSPs’ green requirements/offers 
between their websites and their actual relationships; and (v) partners lack consensus on their 
respective responsibilities in facilitating green logistics practices. These issues also show that 
the misalignment between the partners varies along the different logistics purchasing phases 
(e.g. outlining green demands in the ‘contracting phase’ and not following up with them in the 
‘execution phase’). This is why RQs 3 and 4 demand a phase-specific investigation, to allow 
studying how green issues are perceived before the LSP is selected, during the negotiations and 
contracting phases, and after the executions commence (see section 2.2.3 for more details on 
the phases).  
2.6 Detailed conceptual framework 

Figure 8 presents a detailed conceptual framework, which is a developed version of Figure 1. 
The detailed version provides a more inclusive view of each of the actors, concepts and phases 
under investigation in this thesis, while positioning the four RQs accordingly. As explained in 
section 2.3.3, to answer RQ1 the thesis will apply institutional theory, which entails that 
shippers and LSPs are subject to three pressure sources (regulatory, market, competitive) to 
engage in GSCM practices that comprise purchasing/offering green logistics practices. In 
addition, firm and market chrematistics moderate the level of pressures exerted on the firms, 
whereas managerial commitment moderates the environmental responsiveness of the firms. 
After viewing how each actor is driven to engage in green logistics practices, RQ2 looks at how 
the risk of failure can be avoided in their relationship via increasing performance in the initial 
stages of it, namely the build-up stage and the early phase of the execution stage (see section 
2.2.3). The specified performance metrics here are cost efficiency and on-time delivery (see 
sections 2.4.1, 2.4.2) that are influenced by hard and soft factors (see section 2.4.3). Then, RQ3 
addresses how both actors perceive environmental concerns along the logistics purchasing 
process (see section 2.5), but in a more phase-sensitive manner than RQ2, thus incorporating 
the phases of RFP, negotiations, contracting and execution (see section 2.2.3). Last, RQ4 looks 
at aligning the efforts of shippers and LSP on environmental targets along these four phases in 
order to attain green logistics outcomes.  
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Figure 8. Detailed conceptual framework of the thesis 

 
 

3 Methods  
3.1 Schools of philosophy within logistics studies 

Within logistics and supply chain management the prevalent schools of philosophy can be 
presented from two major views, ontology (i.e. the theory of being), and epistemology (i.e. the 
theory of knowledge) (Gruber, 1993; Rosenberg, 2011). Ontology has two main fields within 
philosophy of science: ontological materialism (i.e. material things are more real than human 
mind and consciousness, reality exists regardless of human observation), and ontological 
idealism (i.e. human mind and consciousness are more real than material things, reality is based 
on the mind of the observer) (Rosenberg, 2011). The application of ontology within 
philosophical studies seems deeper and more critical than it is within the natural and social 
sciences, which include logistics management. Logistics scholars tend to apply ontological 
arguments into their studies by segmenting logistics under several categories, such as actors, 
activities, physical resources, location or time (e.g. Daniele and Ferreira Pires, 2013; Grubic 
and Fan, 2010; Lian et al., 2007) and then developing an ontological model suitable for each. 
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However, due to the physical nature of logistics, which mainly handles the movement of 
physical objects and goods, a strong trend towards viewing the topic solely from ontological 
materialism viewpoint seems to exist among scholars. From the author’s perspective, this can 
be problematic, because supply chains are more about the ‘flow’ of materials, information and 
services from one place to another, and not only the physical thing that is being moved. Perhaps 
it would be more reflective of reality to consider an ontological idealism viewpoint as well, 
since logistics is mainly about us, the observers; our perception is what matters when the goods 
are moving from one point to another. For example, in one of the most predominant logistics 
performance indicators, on-time delivery (see Liu and Lyons, 2011; Stank et al., 2003), positive 
performance occurs when the right goods are delivered at the right time under the specified 
conditions. This implies that what people consider ‘right’ is what matters here, the perception 
of what is right, the level of acceptance of the delivered goods under the conditions which they 
were delivered in, rather than solely objects moving from one point to another regardless of our 
recognition. However, this is not to undermine the importance of viewing issues from an 
ontological materialism perspective, as this is highly useful. For example, this thesis contains 
several discussions about the environmental harm of CO2 emissions that stems from logistics 
activities. Here, it seems more suitable to view the topic from an ontological materialism angle, 
as these emissions exist regardless of how the human mind perceives them. In contrast, if the 
door is left wide open for interpreting these emissions on an ontological idealism basis, 
individuals might place different weights and priorities in tackling this global concern, resulting 
in contrasting targets and efforts that could in turn hamper the sustainable development pace in 
the logistics industry. In conclusion, more careful deliberation is called for when developing an 
ontological model within the logistics field.  
Moving towards epistemology, Solem (2003) has attempted through his research to build on 
the concept of epistemology in order to reflect a philosophical assertion on the methodological 
foundations of logistics. He notes that logistics, from an epistemological view, is in motion and 
under continuous change, whereas in the past, logistics was developing mainly on objectivist 
methodological assumptions, where a positivist theory of knowledge was generally dominant. 
Solem (2003) explains although that the ‘positivist tradition’ has a dominant position in the 
field, recently new logistics epistemologies have been emerging and evolving. Solem (2003) 
further argues that the new perspectives are closer to a more interpretive concept of social theory 
and subjectivist methodological presumptions. Last, he concluded that neglecting to challenge 
the epistemology of a discipline may result in an obsolete paradigm. 
One of the main applied methodologies within logistics research is the case study approach, 
also employed in the two studies of this thesis. However, the case study method occupies a 
secondary rank among logisticians compared to quantitative research methods that adhere to 
hypothetico-deductive notions such as regression analysis and structural equation modelling 
(Kovács and Spens, 2007; Mentzer and Kahn, 1995). Yet Aastrup and Halldórsson (2008) 
explain that case studies are often conducted under challenging circumstances that have not 
been discussed thoroughly in the literature. Through their study, they attempt to offer an 
epistemological rationality for the use of case studies in the field of logistics. Based on a critical 
realist epistemological view, the researchers found that the justification for conducting case 
studies in the logistics field is mirrored by the ability of case studies themselves, which is 
demonstrated by reaching the causal depth needed for discovering the real domain of logistics 
activities and performance, besides the demand to uncover the working of mechanisms in 
loosely coupled structures and the need to include the causal powers and effects of agents’ 
ascribed meanings (Aastrup and Halldórsson, 2008). 
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3.2 Applied methods  

This thesis explores the perceptions of shippers and LSPs on operational and environmental 
issues within different logistics purchasing phases. This investigation is built upon three papers 
(P1, P2, P3) that are extracted from two studies (study A: P1, P3; study B: P2). Both studies are 
qualitative; study A is based on multiple cases, three shippers and five LSPs, and study B is 
based on a single case of a dyadic relationship between a shipper and its LSP. The rationale for 
choosing the case study method and the corresponding cases for each of the two studies is 
clarified next. 
3.2.1 Methods choice 
Yin (2009) set three conditions to consider prior to selecting the appropriate research method: 
(i) the type of research question, (ii) the degree of control the researchers have over the studied 
events and (iii) whether the focus is on contemporary or historical events. All the research 
questions in this thesis are ‘how’ questions, which favours the choice of either case studies, 
histories, or experiments as suitable research methods (Yin, 2009). If the study requires the 
researchers’ control over behavioural events, an experiment is suggested (Yin, 2009). If the 
focus of the study is on events that happened in the past, a history is recommended (Yin, 2009). 
In contrast, if the focus is on contemporary events without the researchers’ need to manipulate 
the outcomes, a case study should be chosen (Yin, 2009). Aside from Yin’s (2009) conditions, 
case studies are recommended for exploratory and theory-building purposes (Eisenhardt, 1989; 
Voss et al., 2002). Also, they enable gaining a profound understanding of logistics antecedents 
(Frankel et al., 2005) and are particularly recommended while inspecting shipper-LSP 
interactions (Selviaridis and Spring, 2007). Considering the above recommendations, the 
research team selected a case study approach for the two studies in this thesis, since they both 
(i) explore shipper-LSP interactions within under-researched areas, (ii) apply ‘how’ research 
questions, (iii) do not require manipulating the outcomes (i.e. the actors’ perceptions) and (iv) 
focus on contemporary events (current relationships, performance, purchasing and 
environmental issues).  
3.2.2 Case selection 
When deciding to go with case studies, a choice must be made whether to conduct a single-case 
or a multiple-case study. Multiple-case studies are generally favoured over single cases, as 
evidence from them directly leads to enhanced robustness, generalisability and external validity 
(Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007; Rowley, 2002; Yin, 2009). In contrast, single cases bear the 
risk of limited generalisability, misjudgement of single events and exaggeration of available 
data (Voss et al., 2002). However, single cases can still have the advantage of amplifying 
representative cases to a greater extent (Voss et al., 2002; Yin, 2009). Also, they allow 
conducting the study in high depth (Voss et al., 2002) and are useful to highlight unique and 
rare situations and contexts (Baxter and Jack, 2008; Yin, 2009). In contrast, multiple cases are 
prone to a potential risk of reduced depth due to the increased number of cases, especially when 
the available resources for conducting the study are constrained (Voss et al., 2002; Yin, 2009). 
Bearing in mind these arguments, the basis for choosing the proper case study design for each 
of the studies in this thesis is explained next. 
Study A 
This broad study yielded two papers (P1, P3), each with its distinct purpose: P1 analysed the 
institutional pressures experienced by shippers and LSPs to engage in GSCM practices and 
purchase/offer green logistics (while considering the influence of different firm, market and 
organisational characteristics); P3 focussed on problematising the actors’ stances on green 
concerns along specific logistics purchasing phases in order to suggest ways to align their 
efforts. It can be seen that the two papers, despite the differences in their scopes, have two 
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features in common: (i) a focus on shippers and LSPs and (ii) a focus on green logistics 
purchasing/offering decisions. Thus, conducting one inclusive empirical study to cover both 
papers’ aims was deemed appropriate, especially due to the relatively limited resources 
available for conducting the study and to avoid wasting the study participants’ time and efforts 
during the data collection process.  
Due to the aforementioned advantages of multiple cases (e.g. enhanced robustness, 
generalisability and external validity), a multiple-case design was planned for this study to 
cover both papers’ scopes. In consequence, a typical question arises: which cases to select? Yin 
(2009) suggests that cases should be chosen in a way that they either: (i) predict similar results 
(literal replication), or (ii) predict contrasting patterns for anticipatable reasons (theoretical 
replication). The nature of P1 and P3 under study A made it somewhat difficult to consider only 
one of Yin’s criteria when selecting the cases. On one hand, finding cases that represent similar 
results was needed in both papers to represent shipper and LSP organisations within supply 
chains, while on the other hand, P3 particularly sheds light on contrasting firm, market and 
organisational characteristics that moderate the pressures and responses experienced by 
shippers/LSPs, resulting in a need to select cases that predict contrasting patterns under these 
characteristics. However, Yin (2009) also argues that within the same study, both criteria can 
be pursued to obtain an ‘aggregate’ of cases, in which some are replicated literally, and some 
are replicated theoretically. Accordingly, and to resolve the faced difficulty, an ‘aggregate’ 
approach for case selection was pursued in study A to satisfy both papers’ scopes, as clarified 
next. 
Study A covered eight individual cases of three shippers and five LSPs, with each case 
consisting of one company. The overarching criteria for selecting the cases (to which all cases 
must adhere) were:  

• Buying or providing logistics services (to represent shippers and LSPs) 
• Demonstration of environmental awareness in business profiles and websites (to 

provide relevant context for discussing green logistics decisions) 
• Accessibility by the research team 

These three criteria seem fully satisfactory for P3 and partially satisfactory for P1, as they 
represent shipper and LSP companies who are expected to incorporate green measures along 
the logistics purchasing process (P1, P3), but do not necessarily consider different firm, market 
and organisational characteristics (P1). Specifically, left unaccounted for are P1’s factors that 
moderate the level of pressure and environmental responsiveness: industry, operating country, 
visibility, internationalisation, size, economic condition, organisational structure and 
collaboration opportunities. Finding cases that cover contrasting patterns on all these factors is 
extremely difficult (if not impossible). Yet the research team attempted to cover them as much 
as possible without compromising the three principal criteria specified above. In the end, the 
empirical study in P1 was illustrative for a conceptual framework that was built upon a 
theoretical basis, calling for further testing of the framework in the paper. 
Table 5 presents the cases for study A (note the similarities and contrasting characteristics 
among the cases). All case companies were promised anonymity in referral. Further details for 
them in relation to the research scope can be found in the methods section within each of P1 
and P3, as well as in the Appendix section of this thesis. 
One question might arise here: why is the unit of analysis in study A expressed by individual 
firms rather than shipper-LSP dyads? The main reason is that having individual cases allowed 
a more holistic analysis through (i) focussing on each of the shipper and LSP firms separately 
to analyse the overall drivers and responses experienced by it (P1), and (ii) investigating how 
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each of them perceives environmental issues in a general sense within the logistics purchasing 
process, and not in a partnership-specific context that might diverge from one relationship to 
another. That is, shipper and LSP companies, especially large and multinational ones, tend to 
establish numerous logistics relationships with different partners, and the environmental 
sustainability assessment diverges across these relationships due to different inter-
organisational coordination mechanisms employed by the formed dyads (Martinsen and Huge-
Brodin, 2014; Sallnäs, 2016).  
A further question is why study A focusses on perspectives of shippers and LSPs rather than 
specified green practices or green metrics. As discussed in section 1.4, this focus is motivated 
by two reasons: (i) the existence of a relatively large number of studies that cover green logistics 
practices and measures in the logistics contracting literature yet the very few that investigate 
both actors’ perspectives simultaneously within specific logistics purchasing phases, and (ii) 
the desire to avoid limiting the scope to specific practices or metrics while leaving out others, 
given the exploratory nature of this thesis.  
 

Table 5. Case companies of study A 
Shippers Shipper I Shipper II Shipper III 

Turnover  €1,300 million  €20,000+ million  €2,000 million 
No. of employees 6,500  109,000 8,000 
Origin  Sweden Sweden Germany 
Geographical coverage  Global Global Europe 
Industry Mining and material technology Telecommunication equipment Food and snacks 
Segment B2B  B2B B2B and B2C 
………………………………………………………………………………………………....………………………………………... 
LSPs LSP I LSP II LSP III LSP IV LSP V 
Turnover  €19,700 million €57,000 million €62 million €31 million €1.6 million 
No. of employees 95,000 500,000 1,000 150 50 
Origin  Germany Germany Sweden Sweden Sweden 
Geographical 
coverage  

Global Global Local Local Local 

Logistics focus  Integrated logistics 
solutions 

Integrated logistics 
solutions 

Warehousing, 
material handling, 
value-added services  

Heavy goods 
transportation 

Integrated logistics 
solutions 

Segment B2B and B2C B2B and B2C B2B B2B B2B 
 
Study B 
The specific purpose of this study was to explore how logistics performance could be increased 
in the early stages of shipper-3PL relationships within an offshore outsourcing context via 
analysing specific factors that influence such performance. The complex nature of this study 
implies a need to provide an in-depth analysis of the factors impacting performance within a 
specific set-up of 3PL relationships. In order for the research team to accurately reproduce such 
a context, they needed to find a dyadic shipper-3PL relationship that strictly adheres to two 
conditions: (i) crossing borders and (ii) in its early stages. Thus, due to the uniqueness of the 
study context, the desire for depth and the limitation of resources, a single case was deemed 
suitable. The approached dyadic case covered the early stages of the 3PL relationship between 
a shipper, Ericsson of Sweden, and its 3PL, Aramex of Saudi Arabia. Also, it represents a 
relationship with considerable flaws at its start, whereas at a later stage, a number of solutions 
were implemented to mitigate the flaws. This helped in detecting contrasting patterns to 
highlight how the different factors influenced performance pre- and post-operationally. Two 
members of the research team were in charge of selecting the case, relying on their relevant 
previous experience, both work- and research-related. Additional details about the motivation 
for selecting the case and its uniqueness is covered in P2’s methodology section, which also 
elaborates on the two case companies and their relationship.  
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Note that P2 mainly answers RQ2, although the scope of P2 is wider than the scope of the 
question, because the paper, besides focussing on performance in the early stages of LSP 
relationships, emphasizes offshoring contexts, which is somewhat beyond the original scope of 
the thesis. Nevertheless, as clarified earlier in section 2.4.3, the factor ‘culture’ plays a role in 
influencing performance in typical shipper-LSP relationships due to the commonality of 
outsourcing logistics across national borders as a result of globalisation. The role of this factor 
would be highly emphasized in an offshoring relationship.  
3.2.3 Data collection  
The empirical data for both studies mainly consisted of interviews, as interviews represent one 
of the most important means for data generation within case studies (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 
2007; Yin, 2009). Interviews have the strengths of providing in-depth insights and causal 
inferences and explanations (Yin, 2009). In both studies, the interviews were always directed 
at participants within the ‘two sides of the coin’ of logistics relationships: shippers (buyers) and 
LSPs (sellers). The need to consider both perspectives is mainly due to the remark of Knemeyer 
and Murphy (2005) that shippers and LSPs vary significantly in viewing the performance of 
their relationship. Another reason is the research gap that indicated a lack of studies that focus 
on environmental sustainability within the contract logistics industry while combining the 
views of buyers and sellers, which has led many scholars to call for further research to close 
such gap (Abbasi and Nilsson, 2012; Marchet et al., 2014; McCollum and Yang, 2009; Rossi 
et al., 2013; Tacken et al., 2014). However, Yin (2009) points out that interviews are prone to 
several weaknesses such as response bias and lack of accuracy and reflexivity, which could be 
compensated by using multiple sources of evidence. Taking these insights into account, each 
study’s data collection means is explained in detail next. 
Study A  
Interviews are the primary source of evidence in study A, followed by documents as a secondary 
source. Starting with interviews, a total of 16 semi-structured interviews were conducted with 
subject matter experts employed at shipper and LSP firms, consistent with Yin (2009) and 
Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007), who advise finding interview candidates who are acquainted 
with the investigated topic to obtain relevant data. Shippers’ participants included logistics and 
supply chain managers who interact with LSPs and other actors (e.g. regulators), and engage in 
the decision-making process of the logistics procurement process as well as the operational set-
up and execution. LSPs’ respondents were mainly chief executives and environmental 
managers who engage with shippers pre- and post-operationally, and interact with different 
actors such as regulators and transport subcontractors. The participants were suitable candidates 
for discussing environmental sustainability matters in terms of (i) drivers to engage in GSCM 
practices and particularly purchase/offer green logistics services (P1), and (ii) green logistics 
concerns and alignment efforts along the different logistics purchasing phases (P3). Table 6 
shows the number of interviews conducted in each case as well as the participants’ roles and 
their office locations. As can be noted, the number of interviews varies among the cases, ranging 
from four interviews per case to one interview per case. Voss et al. (2002) stress that when the 
set of questions can be answered reliably by key respondents such as directors and top 
managers, one interview per case might suffice, though it must be ensured that the respondent 
one approaches is the one. Most of the single respondents in the cases hold high managerial 
positions, thus reliability in their responses is presumed. However, and as discussed earlier, the 
other respondents were also suitable interview candidates due to their familiarity with the topic 
and their relevant work experience. The research team bore in mind that interviewing single 
respondents increases the risk of subjectivity and response bias (Yin, 2009), forming a 
limitation for study A.  
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Table 6. Interviewed participants for study A 

Shippers Shipper I (2) Shipper II (1) Shipper III (1) 

Job title / office • Global logistics manager / 
Sweden 

• Global freight and customs 
manager / Sweden 

• Head of distribution 
management / Sweden 

• Supply chain manager / 
Germany 

    
LSPs LSP I (4) LSP II (2) LSP III (3) LSP IV (1) LSP V (1) 
Job title / office • CEO* / Sweden 

• Environmental 
director* / 
Sweden 

• Sales director* / 
Sweden 

• Sales manager / 
Sweden 

• Sustainability 
director / 
Germany 

• Environmental 
manager / Sweden 

• Operations 
manager / 
Germany 

• CEO / Sweden 
• COO / Sweden 
• Head of HR / 

Sweden 

• CEO / Sweden • Logistics and 
customer support / 
Sweden 

*Former 

The researchers attempted to compensate for the limited number of interviews by the use of 
documents as a secondary data source, particularly in P3. These documents included accessible 
supplier codes of conduct for shippers and corporate social responsibility reports for shippers 
and LSPs, which were used to provide further validation for the interviews’ information (as 
discussed in P3). Further details about the participants, interview settings, topics within the 
interview questions and the data collection process can be found in P1 and P3 as well as the 
Appendix section of this thesis.  
Study B 
Data in study B were gathered mainly from interviews (primary data), and documents 
(secondary data). Regarding interviews, a total of nine semi-structured interviews were 
conducted: five with Ericsson’s participants and four with Aramex’s participants. Two key 
informants, one from each company, were interviewed twice. Following suggestions from Yin 
(2009) and Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007), the research team sought interview candidates who 
possess relevant job positions and work experience in order to obtain proper and useful 
information. The two key informants assisted in the selection process by nominating colleagues 
acquainted with the topic. Each of the interviews lasted about an hour and took place via either 
Skype, or, if possible, face-to-face meetings. No further interviews were conducted due to the 
achieved saturation of responses, in coherence with Voss et al. (2002). Detailed information on 
the roles of the interviewees and the interview characteristics is provided in the Appendix 
section of P2.  
Consistent with Yin (2009), the first round of data collection began with two semi-structured 
‘focussed interviews’ with the two key informants. The aim of these was to verify the suitability 
of their companies’ logistics partnership with the scope and aims of study B. Focussed 
interviews are often short in duration and have open-ended questions that aim to corroborate a 
set of facts that the researchers have already established (Yin, 2009). Questions in this type of 
interview should be carefully worded so the researchers appear somewhat naïve about the topic, 
to obtain fresh commentary and avoid leading the respondent (Yin, 2009). The research team 
attempted to follow these suggestions by seeking the respondents’ general opinions on crucial 
performance metrics and potential factors that they believe affect their relationship. Then, after 
cross-matching the obtained data from the first round with the established literature, a second 
round of seven semi-structured ‘in-depth’ interviews was executed, which centred on facts and 
opinions of specific events (Yin, 2009). These interviews aimed to capture the participants’ 
perception of how particular performance indicators (i.e. cost efficiency, on-time delivery) are 
influenced along the identified six factors (communication, culture, trust, work agreements, 
system compliance and standardisation) in their logistics relationship. In parallel with these 
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factors, each in-depth interview was divided into six sections, each of which started with open 
questions to seek the respondent’s general perception of the respective factor. These 
introductory questions were followed by detailed questions to specify the influence of the 
respective factor on the two identified performance metrics. At the end of each interview, the 
respondent was requested to arrange the six factors in a sequential order that reflects when 
during the build-up and early execution stages of the shipper-3PL relationship they focus on 
each factor. 
As secondary data for study B, a copy of the pricing model between the two companies was 
checked to further validate the participants’ descriptions of the ‘work agreements’ factor in the 
studied relationship.  
Note that data in this study were collected during the author’s master’s thesis period, which was 
jointly conducted with his study partner. As clarified in ‘Author’s contributions to the papers’, 
this study passed through three stages of development: master’s thesis (pre-licentiate), 
conference paper and journal article (P2) (during licentiate).  
3.2.4 Data analysis  
Study A  
Most of the interviews for study A were recorded, and all were supported by note taking. All 
interviews were transcribed and digitally archived, as advised by Yin (2009). Data from 
secondary documents were filtered based on their relevance to the interviews’ information and 
then incorporated to the main data file. One important note to mention here is that data obtained 
from study A’s interviews were analysed separately for each of P1 and P3. That is, the coding 
process and pattern finding within the data sample were performed twice to suit the purpose 
and logic of each of the papers, given that some of the interview questions were used for both 
papers due to their overlapping nature. The coding process followed the three steps specified 
by Strauss and Corbin (2009): (i) open coding (i.e. fragmenting the data based on theoretical 
concepts and then arranging them in categories and sub-categories), axial coding (i.e. putting 
the data together in new ways in order to rationally link the established categories with each 
other), and (iii) selective coding (i.e. selecting a core category and linking the other categories 
to it). The coding process was performed using the software NVivo, with a separate file created 
for each paper. This allowed grouping and viewing the data through different lenses, enabling 
a multi-layer sub-categorisation of data according to the papers’ distinctive scopes. 

• Data categorising logic for P1: case-wise (i.e. Shipper I, Shipper II, …, LSPI, LSPII, 
etc.), actor-wise (i.e. Shippers, LSPs), firm/market/organisational characteristic-wise 
(i.e. industry, operating country, visibility, etc.) 

• Data categorising logic for P3: case-wise wise (i.e. Shipper I, Shipper II, …, LSPI, 
LSPII, etc.), actor-wise (i.e. Shippers, LSPs), phase-wise (i.e. RFP, negotiations, 
contracting, execution) 

Following Eisenhardt’s (1989) proposition, data analysis for both papers was carried out along 
two steps: within-case and cross-case. The within-case analysis facilitated writing up a storyline 
for each of the cases (distinctly for each paper) and presenting the data in a case-by-case 
manner, which aided in familiarising the researchers with each case individually and 
discovering emerging patterns within it before matching it with the other cases (Eisenhardt, 
1989; Voss, 2002). The succeeding cross-case step entailed cross-matching the summarized 
cases to find patterns among them. This was achieved by constructing an array of the categories 
in relation to the cases (in line with Voss et al., 2002), which enabled viewing similarities and 
differences between the cases under each category. The cross-case analysis was presented in 
each paper while simultaneously reviewing it against the developed literature in order to avoid 
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redundancy and shorten the papers’ length. More details on the data analysis can be found in 
the methods sections in P1 and P3. 
Study B 
In study B (P2), a conceptual framework was constructed based on a thorough literature review. 
This framework depicted operational performance enhancement along the early stages of 
shipper-3PL relationships by specifying a sequential order and duration to work on each of the 
identified six factors. Yin (2009) emphasizes the importance of analysing the empirical data in 
conjunction with established literature. Therefore, the original conceptual framework was later 
illustrated by the case findings, resulting in a refined framework (referred to as ‘the revised 
conceptual framework’ in P2). To provide sufficient support for the new framework, each factor 
was analysed independently to specify its positive or negative influence on both performance 
metrics (cost efficiency and on-time delivery). To minimise the chance of subjectivity, 
Eisenhardt (1989) advises the research members to review the collected data in an individual 
manner first, and then cross-match them jointly as a second step. To comply with this, two 
members of the research team individually summarized and transcribed all the interviews. 
These summaries were then consolidated and cross-analysed to highlight the most significant 
patterns associated with each of the studied factors. Afterwards, the empirical cross-analysis 
was matched with the former literature foundation to specify how each of the factors influences 
the two performance metrics either positively or negatively. This analysis provided satisfactory 
evidence that enabled the researchers to discuss the final linkages of the six factors that would 
lead to enhanced operational performance in shipper-3PL relationships, which eventually led 
to revising the conceptual framework. 
3.3 Quality assessment 

Yin (2009) specifies four distinct categories to assess the quality of the research: construct 
validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability. Each of these will be discussed next 
for both studies in this thesis, while simultaneously addressing limitations. 
3.3.1 Construct validity 
Construct validity concerns identifying suitable and applicable measures for the concepts under 
investigation (Yin, 2009). Case study research is often criticised for this due to its exposure to 
subjectivity as a result of insufficient measures applied by the researchers (Yin, 2009). In light 
of that, Yin (2009, p. 41) writes: ‘a reader cannot tell whether the claimed changes in a case 
study genuinely reflect the events (…) or whether they happen to be based on an investigator’s 
impressions only’. Accordingly, Yin (2009) proposes three tactics to enhance construct validity 
in case study research: utilise multiple sources of evidence, establish a chain of evidence, and 
have key informants review earlier drafts of the paper. In addition, the research team must 
ensure that the interviewees properly understand the interview questions and that the questions 
are well-linked to the study purpose (Flyvbjerg, 2006; Rowley, 2002). To maintain the focus 
on the purpose for P1 and P3 (study A), the researchers articulated the interview questions in 
parallel to (i) the objectives of P1 and (ii) the original research questions of P3. Further, 
obtaining information from shipper and LSP firms facilitated viewing green logistics decisions 
from a neutral third-person view, thus reducing the chance of one-sidedness. Also, multiple 
sources of evidence were utilised, particularly for P3, where additional documents were 
analysed to reduce the response bias. These documents comprised online supplier codes of 
conduct from the shippers and corporate social responsibility reports of shippers and LSPs, 
providing further validation for the interview data. However, for P1, data were solely derived 
from interviews, which forms a limitation. This can be mediated by the fact that P1 focussed 
on the perspectives of the participants on the effects of the different pressures and moderators; 
Yin (2009) notes that corroborating opinions with other sources of evidence can be irrelevant 
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in some instances. Nonetheless, the companies’ websites were visited by the research team to 
check the cases’ firm, market and organisational characteristics that are focussed upon within 
the study purpose. Earlier drafts of P1 and P3 were reviewed by a research group acquainted 
with environmental sustainability and supply chain management topics as well as the study’s 
participants, which helped to reduce the subjectivity of the analysis. 
P2 (study B) faced a more challenging situation for construct validity than P1 and P3, since 
single cases are disposed to a potential risk of misjudgement of the specific case (Voss et al., 
2002; Yin, 2009). In addition, single cases are prone to a higher chance of deviation from the 
research purpose during the study (Yin, 2009). To offset this, as with P1 and P3, the researchers 
devised the interview questions alongside the research question. Also, choosing a fitting case 
was deliberately considered by the researchers through (i) iteratively visiting the established 
purpose/literature and the key performants’ suggestions from the initial focussed interviews 
before confirming the case, and (ii) judging suitability of the case based on the previous 
logistical practical experience of two of the researchers. Interviewing informants from shippers 
and LSPs aided in gaining a more accurate view of performance enhancement, thus reducing 
potential bias, especially given the deviant views on performance among shippers and LSPs 
(Selviaridis and Spring, 2007). Moreover, two researchers were present at each interview, as 
advised by Eisenhardt (1989). Last, the pricing model between the two companies was obtained 
and analysed to secure multiple sources, in line with Yin (2009).  
3.3.2 Internal validity  
Internal validity concerns the context in which a causal relationship can be established between 
the different sets of conditions (Yin, 2009). That is, it is crucial while conducting research to 
satisfactorily explain why condition A leads to condition B and not C, for example. Yin (2009) 
suggests four techniques to enhance internal validity within case study research, namely: pattern 
matching, explanation building, rival explanations and logic models. Pattern matching implies 
seeking coinciding patterns within the data sample to strengthen the arguments made by the 
researchers (Yin, 2009). Considering P1, the theoretical basis was designed in a way that creates 
patterns that predict varying perceptions of pressures among shippers and LSPs based on their 
distinct firm, market and organisational characteristics. These patterns coincided in several 
instances when matched with the empirical evidence, strengthening the arguments made by the 
researchers. For P3, a number of research findings consistently confirmed the reviewed 
literature, yet some novel (and unexpected) results were discovered, which seems reasonable, 
because the paper’s area is generally under-researched. For both studies in the thesis, the choice 
of each of the concepts, factors, phases or actors as well as explanations for them was performed 
via thorough literature reviews and theoretical analysis, which can be mainly found in the 
papers themselves or in the frame of reference chapter that covers the contextual backgrounds 
of the papers. The thesis and all the papers in it contain developed logic models in line with Yin 
(2009), which allowed the researchers to satisfactorily explain the links between the selected 
factors/concepts and their causal relationships with logistics performance and green logistics 
decisions. Considering all these steps, an acceptable level of internal validity is believed to be 
reached in this thesis. 
3.3.3 External validity  
External validity concerns the degree to which a study’s results can be generalised in a broader 
context (Yin, 2009). Case studies are generally criticised for this due to their inadequate basis 
for generalisations, unlike surveys that often produce satisfactorily generalizable results (Voss 
et al., 2002; Yin, 2009). Yin (2009) argues that generalisability of single cases can be enhanced 
via ‘analytic generalisation’ (i.e. matching the study design and results with an existing theory), 
whereas increasing generalisability in multiple-case studies can be attempted by using 
replication logic in sampling (i.e. literal and theoretical). Rowley (2002) suggests designing 
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research tools such as interviews in conjunction with a solid literature basis in order to increase 
the generalisability of the study. Projecting these notions onto the single-case study (study B), 
a comprehensive literature review was conducted based on various academic sources, which 
became the basis for the interview questions to allow generating results connected to the 
literature, which may enhance the generalisability of the results to some extent. Yet the authors 
acknowledge the limited generalisability of the case due to its singularity (though uniqueness 
for the case was claimed). A suggestion for further research is to test the developed framework 
in further shipper-3PL relationships to enhance its external validity. Concerning study A, the 
sampling logic was carefully articulated to cover the scopes of P1 and P3, where an ‘aggregate’ 
set of cases was managed to cover literal and theoretical logics to fit both papers’ needs. 
However, (i) the limited number of cases, (i) the geographical limitation of accessing cases only 
within Sweden and Germany and (iii) the limited industrial representatives are all factors that 
restricted the external validity of P1 and P3.  
3.3.4 Reliability  
Reliability concerns the degree to which the study’s procedures can be repeated to produce the 
same results (Yin, 2009). To achieve a high level of reliability, the researchers’ data collection 
procedure must be satisfactorily documented to enable others to replicate the study (Yin, 2009). 
To comply with this, the researchers thoroughly clarified all the steps taken during the research 
process in the methods sections of each of the three papers (in addition to this section of the 
thesis). Further, the researchers provided each of the interview protocols, lists of case 
companies, and detailed interviews and participant information in the different methods 
sections and appendices within the thesis and its papers. To establish a trail of evidence as 
prescribed by Yin (2009), the majority of the interviews were recorded and all were backed by 
note taking. In addition, the interview data were transcribed and electronically archived, and 
these are available upon request after the approval of the participants is obtained. Accordingly, 
a sufficient degree of reliability in this thesis is presumed.  
 

4 Summary of papers 

4.1 P1: Analysing the institutional pressures on shippers and logistics service providers 

to implement green logistics practices 

The first paper of this thesis provides an in-depth analysis of the drivers for shippers and LSPs 
to engage in green logistics practices by purchasing or offering them. To achieve this, P1 
applied institutional theory (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) to both types of actors to investigate 
how the different institutional pressures influence their green logistics decisions. These 
pressures, within a GSCM context, range from regulatory and market to competitive (Zhu and 
Sarkis, 2007). To provide adequate analytical depth, P1 considered specific firm and market 
characteristics that moderate the level of pressure exerted on firms by either magnifying or 
diminishing it. These characteristics were selected based on their prominence in the literature 
and then grouped under ‘pressure moderators’, comprising industry, operating country, 
visibility, internationalisation and size. P1 also paid attention to the limitation of institutional 
theory in explaining the role of managerial commitment in influencing the environmental 
responsiveness of a firm, a limitation that restricts its ability to explain why firms under similar 
conditions respond to pressures differently. The authors attempted to countering this by 
including managerial commitment as a ‘response moderator’. This commitment, according to 
the reviewed literature, is influenced by the following factors: interpretation of pressures, 
economic conditions, organisational structure and collaboration opportunities. Accordingly, a 
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conceptual framework that depicts institutional pressures and pressure/response moderators on 
firms to engage in GSCM practices was constructed, which was then illustrated by an empirical 
study of three shippers and five LSPs. The empirical analysis investigated the institutional 
pressures, pressure moderators and response moderator for (i) shippers to engage in GSCM 
practices and particularly purchase green logistics services and (ii) LSPs to engage in green 
logistics practices. Based on that, a comparison between the two actors was established based 
on their different, and significant, roles in facilitating green logistics practices.  
4.1.1 Purpose 
The purpose of P1 was threefold:  

• To analyse how institutional pressures, pressure moderators and a response moderator 
influence shippers to engage in GSCM practices and particularly purchase green 
logistics services from LSPs. 

• To analyse how institutional pressures, pressure moderators and a response moderator 
influence LSPs to engage in green logistics practices. 

• To compare the influence of institutional pressures and pressure/response moderators 
between shippers and LSPs to determine how they vary based on the actors’ different 
roles in the supply chain. 

4.1.2 Findings 
In general, the three institutional pressures to engage in GSCM practices for shippers seem 
mainly related to their internal business functions, whereas little emphasis is directed towards 
green logistics purchasing. For LSPs, regulatory pressure does not appear prevalent in driving 
their green decisions; evidence indicates that LSPs feel comfortable in that area. In contrast, 
market pressure (i.e. shippers’ demands) is the main driver for LSPs’ green initiatives, though 
only few shippers demand them (according to the LSPs’ viewpoint). Those shippers, although 
few in number, contribute to the majority of the LSPs’ revenues (also according to the LSPs). 
Competing via offering green solutions helps LSPs to secure business deals for those particular 
shippers, but in general, competition is rather perceived as a driver over the long term. 
Considering pressure moderators, shippers that operate in industries associated with high 
environmental impacts from their operational processes or end products appear to be exposed 
to strong pressure to engage in GSCM, which seems to drive them to indirectly compensate via 
green logistics purchasing practices. LSPs that offer transportation services in their service 
packages are exposed to stronger pressures compared to those not offering it (e.g. warehousing 
companies), due to the greater environmental harm of transport activities. Shippers and LSPs 
alike are exposed to relatively high pressures to implement GSCM practices (including green 
logistics) particularly in environmentally conscious regions (e.g. the Nordic region) due to the 
frequency of environmental debates there. For visibility, the study shows that the closer the 
business is to the end user, the more pressure it perceives to implement GSCM practices, and 
particularly to purchase/provide green logistics. Operating internationally also increases the 
pressure on shippers/LSPs, since they are expected to comply with stakeholders’ expectations 
in every country where they operate. P1 showed that particularly large shippers and LSPs 
experience strong pressures to engage in sustainability actions due to their dominance in the 
market and their higher exposure to public criticism.  
P1 found that a managerial view of environmental issues as opportunities to increase 
profitability can explain: (i) shippers’ increased managerial commitments in GSCM practices 
and requests for green logistics services and (ii) LSPs’ proactivity in conducting green 
initiatives beyond the imposed policies and customer demands. On the other hand, viewing 
green topics as burden costs with high risks diminishes the company’s green proactivity. 
Further, shippers that experience a tough economic situation appear less likely to engage in 
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GSCM practices that exceed policies enforced on them, and accordingly, less likely to purchase 
green logistics. In contrast, enjoying a healthy economic status supports shippers in investing 
jointly in green logistics projects with LSPs (or paying extra for green services), and LSPs to 
invest in long-term green logistics projects. A complex organisational structure of large 
shippers/LSPs seemed challenging for their managers’ green logistics decisions in two 
scenarios: (i) aligning departments on green targets while purchasing/offering logistics and (ii) 
ensuring the penetration of green strategies from top management across all divisions. 
However, managers in large shippers/LSPs seem to gain wider access to collaborative projects 
with public and private actors, thus expanding their opportunities to engage in GSCM as well 
as purchasing/providing green logistics. 
4.2 P2: Improving logistics performance in cross-border 3PL relationships  

P2 sheds light on advanced logistics partnerships that fall under the definition of 3PL. More 
specifically, it investigates the influence of three soft factors (communication, trust, culture) 
and three hard factors (system compliance, work agreements, standardisation) on performance 
improvements (in terms of cost efficiency and on-time delivery) in the early stages of shipper-
3PL relationships within a particular offshore-outsourcing context. Conducting this study was 
inspired by a scarcity of studies that portray all these factors simultaneously in relation to 
logistics performance, especially within two typical 3PL situations that are associated with high 
risks of failure: (i) offshoring, and (ii) early stages of the relationship. For the former, 
outsourcing across national borders is risky due to the chance of decentralised decision making 
between the shipper’s headquarters and its subsidiary as well as cultural differences between 
the shipper and the offshored 3PL (Browman et al., 2000; Gooris and Peeters, 2014). For the 
latter, the early stages of 3PL relationships are problematic due to reasons such as the defection 
of a partner or the perception of opportunism (Delerue, 2004; Selviaridis and Spring, 2007). 
The selection and explanation of the six factors and the two performance metrics were aided by 
a thorough literature review, which allowed constructing a conceptual framework that depicts 
sequences and durations for working with each of the factors to achieve performance 
improvement. This framework was later illustrated by a single-case study of a shipper (Ericsson 
of Sweden) and its 3PL (Aramex of Saudi Arabia), which led to the creation of a revised 
framework that was empirically supported. 
4.2.1 Purpose  
The purpose of P2 is to propose guidelines for improving logistics performance in terms of cost 
efficiency and on-time delivery in shipper-3PL relationships within an offshore-outsourcing 
context in the early stages of the relationship. 
4.2.2 Findings  
P2 showed that both partners in a shipper-3PL relationship should devote substantial efforts to 
each of four factors: communication (to clarify business requirements), culture (to understand 
how work can be influenced by different languages, religions, labour competence and so forth), 
work agreements (to establish clear and detailed contracts), and standardisation (for shippers to 
set standards) in order to reach an early and mutual business understanding within these areas. 
Based on this understanding, the two partners should develop standardised communication 
channels (e.g. a communication matrix), a mutual organisational culture, a jointly developed 
contract, and standardised work procedures as a basis for the operational execution stage. When 
the operations begin, performance should be enhanced through frequent communication about 
performance indicators (in line with House and Stank, 2001), adjusting work standards to suit 
the business (by aid of the 3PL expertise), and considering system compliance possibilities (i.e. 
to integrate with the 3PL or not). Last, trust tends to develop gradually in conjunction with 
timely and proper consideration of the other five factors along the relationship.  
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4.3 P3: Aligning the purchase of green logistics services between shippers and logistics 

service providers  

P3 is the last paper in this thesis. It carried out a continuation of the academic debate on green 
logistics purchasing through capturing the behaviour of shippers and LSPs towards 
environmental concerns during the logistics purchasing process. P3 is inspired by the notion 
that shippers seldom prioritise green criteria when they select their LSPs (Wolf and Seuring, 
2010), although LSPs show interest in that area (Wolf and Seuring, 2010; Lieb and Lieb, 2010). 
In addition, when shippers do prioritise green measures, they do not seem to follow up with 
them during the operations process (Björklund and Forslund, 2013). These notions reveal a 
misalignment situation between the two actors’ efforts when pursuing environmental targets 
during the logistics purchasing process, a situation that is worth studying. To find relevant 
purchasing phases for investigation, the author looked up previous logistics purchasing 
literature (e.g. Andersson and Norrman, 2002; Bagchi and Virum, 1996) to ensure that the 
selected phases satisfactorily reflect a time frame during which the two actors began to 
influence green logistics outcomes. Choosing a post-contractual phase was also intended to 
cover whether the agreed environmental measures are followed up when the operations begin. 
Accordingly, the selected phases for P3 are: request for proposal, negotiations, contracting and 
execution. Incorporating these phases enabled P3 to shed light on pre- and post-contractual 
stages within shipper-LSP relationships, thus allowing an examination of how green issues are 
perceived before, during and after the LSP is selected. P3’s empirical data were obtained from 
study A, the same study as for P1: a multiple-case study of three shippers and five LSPs within 
Swedish and German contexts, representing both logistics buyers and sellers. However, the data 
focussed upon in this study and the analysis diverge from P1, since the two papers pursue 
different research objectives. The originality of P3 lies in incorporating the views of shippers 
and LSPs without limiting the scope to specific dyads, an under-researched area in the literature. 
Further, it represents one of the first studies to shed light on environmental concerns within 
specific logistics purchasing phases. 
4.3.1 Purpose  
The purpose of P3 is to explore the behaviour of shippers and LSPs in the key phases of the 
logistics purchasing process (RFP, negotiations, contracting, execution) and investigate 
whether their efforts could be better aligned in these phases to successfully implement green 
logistics practices. 
4.3.2 Findings 
P3’s findings indicated that despite all the recent global efforts to promote environmental 
awareness within the logistics industry, the typical scene depicted in the literature (e.g. 
Lammgård and Andersson, 2014; Wolf and Seuring, 2010) remains almost unchanged: price 
and service levels are at the top of the agenda when selecting LSPs, whereas green concerns are 
frequently overlooked. P3 also implies that shippers’ green demands in their RFPs play a vital 
role in triggering LSPs’ green practices, but demands that are too high or ‘inapplicable’ could 
restrict LSPs’ offerings. Also, shippers seem to put considerable pressure on LSPs to lower 
prices during negotiations while counting on LSPs to proactively offer green solutions. 
Meanwhile, such tough price competition appears to shift LSPs’ attention away from green 
offerings, while they still welcome more green demands from shippers. When it comes to 
contracting, acquiring long-term contracts is seen as an enabler for green investments by LSPs, 
but those are typically found when tailor-made solutions are purchased. During the execution 
phase, shippers often fail to follow up on green measures, resulting from inefficient 
synchronisation of environmental targets between their departments and a low desire to audit 
green measures that were already confirmed pre-contractually. P3 presented empirically 
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derived recommendations to align the two actors’ efforts in each of the four phases to reach 
positive green outcomes. 
 

5 Discussion  

This section will answer the main four questions of this thesis through discussing the findings 
of the three corresponding papers: RQ1 is answered by P1; RQ2 is answered by P2; RQ3 and 
RQ4 are answered by P3.  

5.1 Answering RQ1 

How do the drivers among and between shippers and LSPs to engage in green logistics 
practices and their environmental responsiveness diverge based on their different roles in the 
supply chain? 
Colicchia et al. (2013, p. 198) defined institutional drivers as ‘external forces that motivate 
companies to adopt environmental initiatives coming from regulators, the market and 
competitors coherently with the institutional theory’. Starting with shippers, P1 showed that the 
institutional pressures on them are mainly directed towards their internal business functions 
with little emphasis on green logistics purchasing activities. But these pressures appear to 
indirectly push them to engage in green logistics purchasing based on the moderating effect of 
their firm and market characteristics. Specifically, P1 implied that when shippers (particularly 
large and global ones) operate in (i) industries associated with high environmental impact, (ii) 
countries with high environmental consciousness or (iii) business segments in close proximity 
to end users, they tend to experience higher pressures to engage in GSCM practices than their 
counterparts, though these pressures are not necessarily logistics-related. Yet, P1 indicated that 
these pressures indirectly drive shippers to respond and compensate by applying green demands 
when purchasing logistics services from LSPs. This is line with Zhu et al. (2013), who stress 
that institutional pressures mostly drive firms to adopt internal GSCM practices, though these 
could relate to their external GSCM practices. However, P1 also shows that certain 
organisational factors such as interpretation of pressures, economic conditions, organisational 
structure and collaboration opportunities could moderate the environmental responsiveness of 
shippers’ managers, thus influencing their green logistics purchasing decisions. Specifically, 
P1 showed that managers who work in firms that view environmental issues as opportunities 
(helping the business case) rather than threats (harming cost performance) tend to show higher 
proactivity and responsiveness to environmental pressures. This applies the findings of Sharma 
(2000) to logistics purchasing contexts, which reflect shippers’ responsiveness by adopting 
GSCM practices that include purchasing green logistics. However, P1 also shows that such 
managerial commitment is highly dependent on the economic condition of the firm in the first 
place (in terms of financial performance and level of competition), applying Campbell’s (2007) 
arguments to the same purchasing context. That is, P1 found that when shippers are under 
excess competition, they seem to minimally comply with the imposed pressures to maintain 
their operating license, without demonstrating proactivity on, for instance, demanding green 
logistics from LSPs, as the focus is solely on cost efficiencies. P1 shows that large shippers 
who are likely to have a complex organisational structure could face more challenges in aligning 
their departments (e.g. procurement and operations) with green targets while purchasing 
logistics than do small ones. But large shippers, in contrast, enjoy better access to collaborative 
projects with different private and public sector actors, thus expanding their opportunities to 
engage in GSCM as well as purchase green logistics. 
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Concerning LSPs, P1 explains that market pressure (i.e. shippers’ demands) dominates among 
pressure sources in driving LSPs’ green logistics actions, confirming previous studies 
(Evangelista, 2014; Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Rossi et al., 2013; Wolf and Seuring, 2010). Although, 
based on the LSPs’ perspective, only a few shippers seem to put emphasis on green measures, 
but those are also the large ones that subsidise most of LSPs’ turnover. Competitive pressure 
appears to occupy a second rank; a sense of ‘green competitiveness’ is growing among LSPs 
over the long term to particularly attract green-focussed shippers, conforming with Colicchia et 
al. (2013). In contrast, and surprisingly, the findings of P1 implied that regulatory pressure does 
not stimulate LSPs’ green actions to the extent originally expected, since all the five LSPs in 
the sample (large and small ones) expressed a feeling of ‘comfort’ in that area, challenging 
previous literature asserting that regulations are crucial for LSPs’ green actions (e.g. Lieb and 
Lieb, 2010; Lin and Ho, 2011; Rossi et al., 2013). However, perhaps the studied LSPs are 
already compliant with green policies and have thus moved from a reactive role towards a 
proactive one by taking initiatives exceeding those policies. Considering the moderating effect 
of firm and market characteristics on the pressures, P1 shows that LSPs who offer transport 
services experience greater pressures than those not offering it (e.g. warehousing firms), which 
does not seem surprising due to the increased environmental harm of transport activities in 
comparison to warehousing (McKinnon et al., 2015). P1 also implies that LSPs who operate in 
environmentally conscious regions (e.g. the Nordic countries) experience more pressure in 
comparison to those operating in countries with less environmental focus (e.g. East Europe), 
due to the widespread environmental attention in the former, incorporating the notions of 
Delmas (2002) and Yalabik and Fairchild (2011) into the logistics contracting literature. Similar 
to shippers, P1 shows that (i) the larger the LSP, (ii) the more international it is, and (ii) the 
closer it is to the end-consumer, the higher the pressures it receives to act responsibly as a result 
of increased public scrutiny and market demands. Similarities between shippers and LSPs were 
also found within environmental responsiveness; (i) the more the LSPs view green concerns as 
opportunities, the higher the green proactivity they demonstrate, and (ii) the better the economic 
condition they experience, the higher their likelihood to invest in green projects. Yet the latter 
situation seems challenging in the LSP case due to the high competition on prices and low profit 
margins witnessed in the logistics industry. Further, and confirming to Kudla and Klaas-
Wissing (2012), large LSPs face further difficulties in pursuing green targets due to 
complexities in their organisational structure, but those large LSPs seem to also enjoy better 
access to collaborative projects with external actors, conforming with Lieb and Lieb (2010).  

5.2 Answering RQ2 

How can logistics performance be improved in shipper-LSP relationships in the early stages of 
the relationship? 
As indicated in the Methods chapter (specifically section 3.2.2), the scope of P2 is wider than 
the scope of RQ2, as P2 covers an offshore outsourcing context that is beyond the original scope 
of this thesis. However, since the factor ‘culture’ is recognised to influence performance in 
logistics relationships (see section 2.4.3), the research team believed an offshoring study would 
highlight the role of culture in adequate depth based on contrasting cultural differences between 
the partners. P2 investigated performance improvement (cost efficiency, on-time delivery) in 
the build-up stage and the early execution phase of 3PL relationships by focussing on the impact 
of each of six factors: communication, trust, culture, system compliance, work agreements and 
standardisation. P2 explained that communication is the first factor to consider to guarantee 
enhanced performance, and focus on it should be maintained throughout the entire business via 
three consecutive steps: attain mutual understanding, construct communication channels (e.g. 
communication matrix) and communicate performance. Thus, P2 also confirms previous 
studies on the impact of communication in increasing performance (e.g. Halldórsson and Skjøtt-
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Larsen, 2004; Jayaram and Tan, 2010; Knemeyer and Murphy, 2004), as it shows that failing 
to communicate specificities of the business early (and clearly) leads to higher costs and delayed 
deliveries due to time wasted in redundant clarifications in the execution phase. The second 
factor to consider to improve performance is culture; P2 shows that both partners should 
establish a cultural understanding prior to execution (in line with Panayides, 2007). Coherently 
with Gooris and Peeters (2014), three factors for cultural understanding in relation to 
performance were outlined by P2: language, religion and competence. First, speaking different 
languages leads to misunderstandings that might delay deliveries. Second, some countries (e.g. 
Saudi Arabia) reduce working hours in some periods (e.g. Ramadan), leading to increased costs 
to compensate working shifts. Third, blue collar labourers in the offshored country might 
possess a level of education that is lower than expected, hindering the execution of operational 
plans. Another factor to consider before operations is work agreements: P2 indicated that having 
a clear contract with detailed service levels is crucial in the beginning of the partnership, 
especially when advanced logistics services are purchased, consistent with van Hoek (2000) 
and van Laarhoven et al. (2000). Failing to have service levels spelled out leads to redundant 
and frequent communication about charges and scope of service during the execution, harming 
both performance metrics. However, P2 also suggests leaving a small ‘margin of freedom’ in 
the contract to be resolved on an ad hoc basis, due to the dynamic nature of 3PL services. P2 
showed that conveying shippers’ working standards to the 3PL via centralised models and 
consultation visits led to improved cost efficiency and on-time delivery performance due to 
better visibility of operations, reduced order processing time, increased automation and 
innovations, and minimised resources. But P2 also suggests relying on the 3PL’s advanced 
logistical expertise to implement its own standards later on, while carefully considering the 
shipper’s requirements. Consistent with Evangelista (2012), P2 finds that not having integrated 
warehouse management systems between shippers and 3PLs harms performance, especially if 
none of them is willing to abandon its system at the 3PL’s facility. If this happens, the 3PL will 
need to hire extra staff and provide further IT support to work on two systems in parallel, 
leading to (i) higher costs associated with these resources, and (ii) increased errors from double 
data entry, delaying deliveries and wasting time and resources. However, the choice of 
integration often depends on concerns related to the shipper’s policies and cost management 
(e.g. shippers who outsource to a large number of 3PLs might refrain from integrating with all 
of their systems due to cost and security issues). P2 stresses that low levels of trust influence 
cost efficiency due to wasted time on disruptive arguments, whereas high trust levels improve 
cost performance, because partners commonly agree on reasonable prices. Higher trust levels 
also enhance on-time deliveries, since the 3PL is allowed to implement solutions on the spot 
without waiting for formal shipper approvals. A final conclusion from P2 is that trust tends to 
be low at the beginning of 3PL relationships and increases with relationship enhancements, 
providing further confirmation on Knemeyer et al. (2003).  
5.3 Answering RQ3 

How are environmental concerns considered by shippers and LSPs in the purchasing process 
of logistics services?  
P3 captured contrasting views and behaviours of shippers and LSPs on environmental topics 
within the four key phases of the logistics purchasing process: RFP, negotiations, contracting 
and execution. Starting with RFPs, P3 confirms that LSPs are mainly driven by shippers’ 
demands to offer green logistics, conforming to a vast body of literature (Evangelista, 2014; 
Lieb and Lieb, 2010; Rossi et al., 2013; Wolf and Seuring, 2010), and contrasting some other 
studies (e.g. Carter and Dresner, 2001; Large et al., 2013). But P3 also shows that LSPs desire 
even more green demands by shippers via their RFPs, asserting that this will increase their green 
motivation, especially because LSPs perceive a lack of environmental regulations in the 
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industry. Although shippers’ demands seem crucial in motivating LSPs, shippers do not seem 
to prioritise green measures in their RFPs, as their focus is mainly on price and traditional 
service objectives (e.g. lead time, geographic coverage), confirming arguments by Lammgård 
and Andersson (2014) and Wolf and Seuring (2010). However, P3 found that increasing green 
demands in shippers’ RFPs does not necessarily guarantee enhanced green outcomes by LSPs, 
because some demands can be ‘inapplicable’. Three types of these were highlighted by P3: too 
specific demands, conflicting demands and unfeasible demands. Further, P3 stresses that 
shippers have observed insufficient understanding of their green demands by LSPs operating in 
countries with less environmental focus than their own, leading to poor green compliance. In 
turn, LSPs remark that large shippers, the ones having high impact on the environment or the 
ones with popular consumer brands demand more green services than their rivals. Within 
negotiations, P3 captures a situation that seems potentially unsettling for advancing green 
applications within the logistics industry: shippers focus on lowering prices of services during 
negotiations while relying on LSPs to proactively offer green innovative solutions, whereas 
LSPs focus on competing by satisfying price needs while relying on shippers to incorporate 
more green demands. Regarding contracting, P3 found that shippers and LSPs perceive long-
term contracts as a means that enables LSPs to innovate and invest in green projects, whereas 
short contract periods often impede LSPs’ innovations due to increased risks. Linking short 
contracting periods with LSPs’ reluctance to innovate has been shown by Kacioui-Maurin et al. 
(2015), yet P3 projects this influence on green logistics innovations in particular. Further, the 
relationship between complexity of the offered logistics services and the duration of the 
established contracts is apparent in the literature (Abdur Razzaque and Chen Sheng, 1998; 
Bask, 2001; Halldórsson and Skjøtt-Larsen, 2004; Sharma and Choudhury, 2014). Whereas P3 
links this notion with the green offerings; standardised logistics services face a harder situation 
in facilitating green investments for two reasons: (i) the high competition and tight profit 
margins in the standardised logistics market, and (ii) shippers’ tendency to formulate short-term 
contracts when standardised services are purchased, making return on investments nearly 
unattainable by LSPs (especially when shippers’ green demands are diverse and nonstandard). 
Within operations, P3 confirms previous notions of Björklund and Forslund (2013) that asserted 
that shippers’ green engagement is more apparent pre-contractually (in demands) than it is post-
contractually (in follow-up), which P3 attributes to inefficient synchronisation of green targets 
among shippers’ departments, and a low desire from shippers to audit green measures that were 
already agreed contractually. 

5.4 Answering RQ4 

How can the efforts of shippers and LSPs be aligned through the logistics purchasing process 
to achieve green logistics outcomes? 
Not only did P3 highlight contrasting shipper-LSP views on green topics while purchasing 
logistics, the article also suggested some solutions to increase their alignment (note that these 
solutions are empirically derived without compromising literature foundations). Within RFPs, 
shippers should put more emphasis on green demands to stimulate LSPs’ actions. Yet shippers 
should also avoid ‘inapplicable demands’ (too specific, conflicting, unfeasible), and set flexible 
and negotiable demands instead. Further, P3 captures LSPs’ observation of widespread and 
diversified demands among shippers’ RFPs, making compliance problematic, because LSPs 
rely on asset-sharing strategies. One way to offset this is through standardising green demands 
in RFPs, which can be achieved via collaborations among shippers on one hand, and among 
shippers and LSPs on the other. Collaborations do not stop with the two actors; P3 calls for 
further regulatory interventions through facilitating such standards, and ‘sensibly’ increasing 
environmental policies on the logistics industry. On negotiations, P3 encourages both parties 
not to wait for the other to act first at the negotiations table, and instead demonstrate proactivity 
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in either demanding more green services (shippers) or offering them more (LSPs). Further, P3 
utilised the notion of Hofenk et al. (2011) that recommends LSPs familiarize themselves with 
shippers’ needs ahead of the negotiations and satisfy them already in the offer, because this 
tactic, according to P3, can also entail a prior understanding of shippers’ green desires and 
needs. P3 recommends three additional tactics LSPs can use during negotiations to increase the 
chance of shippers’ acceptance of green offers: (i) clarify green investment returns, (ii) clarify 
the relationship between cost performance and environmental performance, and (iii) focus on 
‘eco-efficient’ offerings (in line with Rossi et al., 2013). When it comes to contracting, P3 
indicates that successful green projects often entail work agreements that include (i) mutual 
development, (ii) transparent construction, (iii) risk/award sharing on green measures, (iv) 
suitable contract periods in relation to green investments, (v) mutually agreed environmental 
key performance indicators (KPIs) and (vi) mutual engagements (in time, efforts, resources). 
Last, to ensure smooth execution of green practices, P3 recommends shippers (i) align green 
targets within the departments that handle logistics outsourcing (e.g. procurement and 
operations), (ii) perform regular audits to ensure green demands are fulfilled and (iii) openly 
discuss green improvement ideas with LSPs even if they might alter how operations are 
handled. In turn, P3 recommends LSPs (i) develop green KPIs even if shippers did not request 
them (while proactively introducing them to shippers, if possible) and (ii) report environmental 
measures via well-recognised standards (e.g. the Global Reporting Initiative standard). 

5.5 Overall discussion 

The main purpose of this thesis was to identify how green logistics practices can be facilitated 
through aligning the key actors responsible for these practices: shippers and LSPs. This was 
first attempted in P1 by identifying how the different institutional drivers (regulatory, market, 
competitive) influence the two actors in buying/offering green logistics. In general, the findings 
highlighted a lack of direct and explicit regulations on green logistics initiatives on both actors, 
signalling a need to enforce more policies on the industry to further stimulate its green 
advancements. This is important especially due to a scenario discovered in study A and reported 
in P3, where shippers reactively rather than proactively await more environmental offers by 
LSPs, and LSPs reactively await more environmental demands by shippers. P1 suggested that 
customers’ environmental demands are generally important for shippers to engage in GSCM 
practices, yet these do not necessarily seem logistics-related. Whereas, both P1 and P3 showed 
that customers’ environmental demands on LSPs (i.e. shippers’ demands) are vital for triggering 
LSPs’ green logistics initiatives. In terms of competition, P1 and P3 showed that shippers and 
LSPs engage in GSCM practices with a long-term perspective. This indicates that competing in 
the market through further purchasing of green logistics or through more green logistics 
offerings appears to be at an early stage today, and this is expected to develop gradually along 
the coming years to represent a key competitive advantage for both actors. The findings also 
showed how different firm and market characteristics of shippers and LSPs moderate the 
pressures exerted on them, and how their managerial commitments moderated their 
environmental responsiveness. In light of this, the greater the size, environmental impact, 
proximity to end consumers and degree of internationalisation of a shipper/LSP, the more 
pressures it experiences to engage in GSCM practices, and possibly to purchase/offer green 
logistics. Moreover, the more environmental issues are seen as opportunities, along with a 
healthy economic condition, a well-planned organisational structure and access to 
collaboration, the more the managers apparently commit to these green practices.  
After demonstrating how each of the actors is driven to purchase/offer green logistics, the thesis 
investigated how they should begin their relationships properly, which is vital before 
incorporating green logistics discussions into their interactions. Prior to entering the execution 
phase, P2 specified how both actors should put considerable effort into communication, culture, 
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work agreements and standardisation in order to reach a mutual business understanding within 
these areas, which would in turn enable performance improvements. Such an early mutual 
business understanding was also emphasized in P3, which brought the environmental 
discussion to the pre-operational phases: RFP, negotiations and contracting. Starting with 
communication, P3 suggests that shippers should avoid inapplicable green demands (those that 
are too specific, conflicting or unfeasible) in their RFPs and should instead try to set flexible 
and negotiable demands that can be rationalised through an early and open discourse between 
the partners. P3 also instructs LSPs to advocate for applicable demands that can meet their 
asset-sharing strategies and green ambitions, which can also be attained through 
communication. Moreover, P3 showed that insufficient communication can harm green 
advancement in the negotiations phase, highlighting instances where neither partner properly 
communicated its wish for green outcomes while negotiating, or when direct relationships 
between cost and green performance were not properly clarified by the LSPs, hindering the 
shippers’ acceptance of green proposals. P3 also highlighted the role of culture, revealing how 
LSPs operating in countries with lower environmental awareness (compared to shippers’ 
operating countries) seem to least understand green demands and are thus less likely to comply 
with them. Recalling P2’s conclusions on work agreements and standardisation: logistics 
contracts should be mutually developed by the partners and built upon clear measurement 
criteria, while applying shippers’ standards and gradually allowing the LSP to apply its 
standards based on its expertise; P3 links this notion to green concerns by showing that both 
actors should mutually develop explicit environmental KPIs in the contract to allow following 
up on them during the execution, which also entails standardising these KPIs intra- and inter-
organisationally. In the execution phase, P2 shows how both parties’ focus should be shifted 
towards enhancing performance via continuously communicating performance metrics, 
modifying work standards and considering system compliance potentials. Projecting this onto 
P3, continuous communication facilitates active reporting of green KPIs (e.g. CO2 emissions, 
eco-driving) to allow green improvements. P3 also confirms P2, as it showed that LSPs call for 
openly discussing environmental improvements even if they might alter shippers’ operational 
standards, which goes in line with P2’s argument: allow LSPs to implement their own 
procedures with respect to the shipper’s precise requirements. In addition, P2 showed that trust 
tends to develop over time based on proper accomplishment of the other five factors 
(communication, culture, system compliance, work agreements, standardisation) throughout 
the relationship. Whereas, P3 showed that increased trust also facilitates green logistics 
practices, pointing out certain tactics that increase trust and green alignment simultaneously, 
such as transparency while constructing the deal (by both actors), and reporting environmental 
measures via international standards (by LSPs).  
Aside from specifying how the alignment between the actors can be increased in a phase-
sensitive manner, this thesis also provided some possible linkages to shipper-LSP relationship 
development stages (section 2.2.2). Specifically, and according to the findings, it seems that the 
higher the relationship development stage between the partners (i.e. ‘joint logistics solutions’ 
of Halldórsson and Skjøtt-Larsen, 2004; ‘customised logistics services’ of Bask, 2001; 
‘integrated logistics solutions’ of Sharma and Choudhury, 2014), the better the conditions to 
facilitate green logistics. That is, these high-level stages are generally characterised by (i) 
jointly developing solutions to create mutual advantages, (ii) facilitation of LSPs’ innovations 
via asset and information sharing strategies, (iii) establishment of long-term contracts with risk 
and reward sharing, (iv) design of customised services and (v) high trust and transparency levels 
between the partners (Bask, 2001; Halldórsson and Skjøtt-Larsen, 2004; Sharma and 
Choudhury, 2014). Such developed associations appear to provide the necessities needed to 
trigger and facilitate green logistics functions; these, as shown by the papers, require a mutual 
development of green KPIs, a willingness of shippers and LSPs to share risks and rewards, 
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long-term contracts to enable LSPs’ green innovations (in which these contracts are found when 
customised services are purchased), and sufficient levels of trust and transparency between the 
partners.   
 

6 Conclusions, contributions, implications 

6.1 Main findings 

This thesis identified how green logistics practices can be facilitated through aligning the two 
key actors responsible for these practices: shippers (i.e. logistics buyers) and LSPs (i.e. logistics 
sellers). At the start, it showed how the different institutional pressures (regulatory, market, 
competitive) influence shippers to engage in GSCM practices and particularly to purchase green 
logistics services, and LSPs to provide those services. As a result, it was found that regulatory 
pressure is not explicitly directed towards green logistics issues for shippers, nor does it 
represent a main driver for LSPs’ green actions; thus, there is some leeway within green policies 
in the logistics industry. In contrast, it was found that market pressure represents a key driver 
for shippers to engage in GSCM (which indirectly led to green logistics purchasing), and for 
LSPs to offer green logistics services. Also, competitive pressure was found to stimulate the 
green initiatives of both actors over the long term, signalling an overall increasing market 
demand and interest in this area. The thesis also showed how certain firm and market 
characteristics (i.e. industry, operating country, visibility, internationalisation, size) of both 
actors play a role in moderating the pressures exerted on them. Further, it was also shown how 
internal organisational factors (i.e. interpretation of pressures, economic conditions, 
organisational structure, collaboration opportunities) influenced the managerial commitment of 
the actors, which in turn moderated their environmental responsiveness.  
After explaining how each of the actors is driven to purchase or offer green logistics, the thesis 
investigated shipper-LSP relationships in depth to identify how such relationships can be 
protected from failure through focussing on performance enhancements (cost efficiency, on-
time delivery) in the early phases of the relationship as the basis for incorporating green 
logistics into their associations. The analysis focussed on two major purchasing phases: pre- 
and post-contractual, with the pre-contractual phase later divided into RFP, negotiations and 
contracting. In this initial phase, it was found that both actors must put considerable effort into 
communication, culture, work agreements and standardisation in order to reach a mutual 
business understanding in these areas. Mutual understanding provides the basis for enhancing 
performance in terms of cost efficiency and on-time delivery. Interestingly, an early 
consideration of these factors seems to also increase the alignment on green targets between 
shippers and LSPs in each of the RFP, negotiations and contracting phases. Conflicts in these 
phases included inapplicable green demands by shippers, lack of green proactivity by shippers 
and LSPs, lack of prioritisation of green criteria by shippers, impractical contract periods in 
relation to green investments and reluctance to share risks/rewards on green projects. When 
execution has begun, shippers and LSPs should focus on enhancing performance via 
continuously communicating performance metrics, modifying working standards and 
considering system compliance potentials, according to this thesis. Focus on these issues should 
also be maintained while pursuing environmental sustainability targets during the execution 
phase, enabling a continuous follow-up and development of green measures. Finally, the thesis 
suggests that a low level of trust can be observed in the beginning of shipper-LSP relationships, 
but it tends to grow gradually while working with the other factors, fostering both operational 
and green outcomes in the relationships. 
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6.2 Academic contributions 

This thesis contributes to previous academic work in different ways. First, it represents a timely 
continuation of the academic debate on environmental sustainability issues among shippers and 
LSPs while responding to calls for more research in this area (Abbasi and Nilsson, 2012; 
Marchet et al., 2014; McCollum and Yang, 2009; Rossi et al., 2013; Tacken et al., 2014). 
Second, it contributes to institutional theory by providing further applications in GSCM and 
logistics contracting contexts. Specifically, it explains how the three pressure sources 
(regulatory, market, competitive) influence the two key actors in the supply chain that are 
responsible for facilitating green logistics practices. Third, it extends the investigation into 
institutional pressures by incorporating pressure and response moderators, which aids in 
understanding the influence of specific firm and market characteristics in moderating the level 
of pressures, and the effect of managerial commitment in moderating environmental 
responsiveness. Fourth, it contributes to the literature by proposing a framework that illustrates 
performance improvements in 3PL arrangements within an offshore outsourcing context, a 
niche that has been largely neglected until today. Fifth, it confirms earlier research carried out 
by Hofenk et al. (2011), who explained that hard and soft factors should work hand in hand in 
constructing effective 3PL relationships. Sixth, it encloses one of the first studies that sheds 
light on environmental concerns along specific purchasing phases in shipper-LSP relationships, 
sketching out a starting point for a phase-sensitive investigation within green logistics 
purchasing studies. Seventh, it complements the logistics contracting literature (e.g. Abdur 
Razzaque and Chen Sheng, 1998; Hofenk et al., 2011) by incorporating the environmental 
element; e.g. by portraying the relationship between contract periods (Abdur Razzaque and 
Chen Sheng, 1998) and LSPs’ green investments or by recommending that LSPs learn about 
shippers’ environmental ambitions as a pre-event planning tactic during negotiations (Hofenk 
et al., 2011). Eighth, it extends the academic investigation into the purchase of green logistics 
beyond pre-contractual periods by considering the ‘execution’ phase, which enables observing 
potential discrepancies between the actors’ green contractual agreements and their follow-up 
efforts later on during the operations. 

6.3 Practical implications  

This thesis assists practitioners within shipper and LSP companies in different ways. First, it 
provides insights for shippers to learn how their institutionalised settings influence their GSCM 
strategies, while distinguishing between internal decisions and logistics purchasing ones. 
Second, it highlights for LSPs the prevalence of market pressure in driving their green 
initiatives compared to regulatory and competitive pressure, while further distinguishing 
between those shippers that emphasize green measures and those that do not, which would aid 
LSPs in modifying their marketing strategies and green proposals based on the characteristics 
of their customers. Third, it provides structured guidelines for avoiding the risk of failure in 
shipper-LSP relationships while increasing performance outcomes for both parties. Fourth, the 
conclusions from this thesis assist managers within shipper and LSP companies to align their 
efforts in order to attain successful green logistics practices in their partnerships, which was 
conveyed through (i) depicting contrasting views on environmental issues before entering the 
contracting relationship, during the negotiations and contracting phases, and after the operations 
are triggered and (ii) offering a number of recommendations to increase the actors’ alignment, 
which would in turn advance green performance in their partnerships. Fifth, it portrays the 
purchasing scene of logistics services from a third-person viewpoint, highlighting instances 
where both actors anticipate either more green demands (by shippers) or more green offers (by 
LSPs). Understanding this scene would encourage them in proactively positioning their 
environmental demands or offers to trigger further environmental discussions. Sixth, the thesis 
directs the shippers’ managerial attention to the fact that placing more green demands does not 



 
 

51 

always lead to successful green outcomes, because some demands could have an adverse effect 
on LSPs’ offerings.  
6.4 Further research  

This thesis continues the academic debate on green logistics facilitation by focussing on 
shippers and LSPs together with their relationship and its different phases. Although the studies 
were conducted in response to scholars’ calls for further research in this area, the topic is still 
under-researched and in need of further investigation. P1 provided further applications for 
institutional theory to explain why shippers and LSPs engage in green logistics, which was done 
by developing a framework that (i) incorporates the influence of firm and market characteristics 
in moderating the level of pressure on both actors and (ii) adds the role of managerial 
commitment in moderating their environmental responsiveness. However, this framework 
needs further testing, since it was only illustrated by a relatively low number of cases, thus not 
satisfactorily representing all the contrasting characteristics included in the framework. Further 
testing could be done by developing a large-scale survey of shippers and LSPs to include more 
cases that satisfy such contrasting characteristics within a broader geographical extent than in 
P1, thus enhancing the generalisability of the framework and providing a more solid theoretical 
contribution.  
For P2, which considered how certain factors impact performance in shipper-LSP relationships, 
qualitative assessments showed that some of the factors (e.g. communication and work 
agreements) had a larger impact on performance than others (e.g. culture and system 
compliance). However, the ‘weight’ of each factor according to its impact on performance was 
not evaluated, which could be rectified by further research. This would provide further guidance 
for shipper and LSP practitioners to allocate the right amount of resources during their 
interactions. Besides, although the performance metrics in P2 were specified as cost-efficiency 
and on time delivery, no numerical figures were provided to represent such measures, indicating 
another avenue for future research. Nor did P2 consider environmental metrics in shipper-LSP 
relationships due to the prominence and commonality of cost efficiency and on-time delivery, 
but given the overarching purpose of this thesis, it is recommended to replicate the study while 
focussing on explicit green measures (e.g. filling rate, consolidation of shipments, CO2 outlets), 
thus allowing investigating how the different hard and soft factors influence environmental 
performance as well. This is important especially because P3, which focussed on green 
concerns during logistics purchasing, predicted influences of the factors on green facilitation 
that were quite similar to those of P2 that focussed on cost and on-time delivery, leading to the 
need to test these similarities to provide further external validation.  
Although P2 and P3 investigated shippers and LSPs on sequential logistics purchasing phases, 
both papers were not longitudinal in nature, since data were collected on a relatively short 
timeframe that did not entirely cover the phases (although attempted in P2). As this represents 
a limitation, conducting a longitudinal study that considers performance enhancements 
(environmental and operational) along a dyadic shipper-LSP relationship is recommended, 
which would allow specifying how such performance varies along the progression of logistical 
relationships.  
Further studies could also look at green logistics from the regulatory perspective; P1 and P3 
suggested that the impact of regulatory pressure is not crucial in driving shippers nor LSPs to 
engage in green logistics, but regulators may see this differently. Last, although this thesis 
utilised institutional theory to explain why shippers and LSPs act in a green manner, it did not 
use a specific theory for explaining the nature of their contractual relationship. Agency theory 
seems to be a useful choice here, since it can be used in situations where the buyer’s and 
supplier’s interests are not aligned and information asymmetry exists while determining 
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contractual governance options in such situations (Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Whipple and 
Roh, 2010). Applying agency theory could be particularly useful in providing a theoretical lens 
to investigate the alignment of shippers and LSPs on ‘green’ interests while avoiding buyer-
supplier conflicts. 
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