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Abstract 
 
Due to the environmental deterioration because of pollution and excessive consumption of natural resources, governments are 
driving efforts to limit pollution emissions and to encourage cleaner manufacturing. The most common interventions governments 
adopted are providing subsidy to green products and taxing non-green products. With the green consciousness improving gradually, 
consumers prefer to buy products based on greenness of products with price and quality level together. In order to investigate 
decision-making of retailer, green manufacturers and non-green manufactures in a two-echelon supply chain setting, in this paper, 
we formulate a Stackelberg game and derive the equilibrium solutions. Some managerial insights are given through numerical 
analysis as well. The findings show that both governments subsidy and taxation have an impact on strategy for the two-echelon 
supply chain, however, subsidy mechanism is more efficient. Moreover, retailer and manufacturers tend to make decisions to meet 
consumers' preferences, and the retailer is the most beneficial supply chain member in our scenario. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Environment protection and energy saving 
have attracted more and more attention from 
governments, countries and regions (Madani and 
Rasti-Barzoki, 2017). Considering the awareness of 
pollution and energy consuming, as the most powerful 
and significant roles in market, governments have 
proposed some policies and regulations to restrict 
carbon emissions and to encourage eco-friendly 
manufacturing (Hafezalkotob, 2017; Sheu and Chen, 
2012; Seuring, 2013;). Governments usually adopt 
two kinds of approaches to achieve these goals, which 
are “cap-and-trade” and pollution taxation 
mechanisms. “Cap-and-trade” is a direct method to 
limit total carbon emissions by giving a cap of annual 
permits for companies. Companies can sell their 
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unused credits to others in the market, which is what 
“trade” is.  

Meanwhile, companies will be taxed if they 
emit a higher level of carbon than their credits 
allowed. Moreover, some governments give subsidies 
to green products as well in order to offset cleaning 
producing costs and to lead a cleaner life style. As a 
consequence, traditional supply chain has been 
changing to green supply chain under this pressure. 
According to Seuring and Müller (2008), the green 
products mentioned in our paper could be seen as all 
kinds of products that have or aim at an improved 
environmental and social quality. 

With the aggravation of environmental 
pollution and frequently occurring of natural disasters 
(Hasan et al., 2017; Safayet et al., 2018; Ying et al., 
2018), consumers’ consciousness of environment 
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protection is raising constantly. Therefore, despite 
guidance of governments, pressure for 
environmentally friendly products preference driven 
by consumers also leads manufacturers to increase 
their green investment (Ji et al., 2017). In order to 
attract consumers and gain market share, price and 
level of product quality strategies are critical and 
inevitable for manufacturers. A group of 
manufacturers, however, consider greening level of 
products as an element to their competition strategy, 
because more and more consumers prefer to buy green 
products according to survey of Adaman et al. (2011), 
even spending more money, with environmental 
consciousness gradually improving (Ji et al., 2017; Li 
and Chen, 2018). 

According to these two aspects, green products 
and green supply chain management have become 
popular trends in practical and academic research. For 
example, the famous IT company HP focuses on low-
carbon technologies deployment and green products 
innovation in these years to strengthen 
competitiveness and to improve social responsibility. 
Many researchers have studied the development of 
green supply chain management and sustainable 
supply chain management, and indicated the 
challenges of green supply chain and a development 
trend for future (de Oliveira et al., 2018; Seuring, 
2013). Competition between green and non-green 
supply chain also has been explored widely by 
scholars (Jamali and Rasti-Barzoki, 2018; Nagurney 
and Yu, 2012), which provides decision-making 
supports for stakeholders in supply chain.  

From what we introduced above, we find some 
managerial issues worth investigating. This study, 
therefore, comprehensively considering governmental 
interventions and consumers’ preferences, exploring 
competition between green and non-green products 
manufacturers with a two-echelon supply chain 
setting, attempts to give answers to the following 
questions. 

(1) How will retailers design prices of green and 
non-green products to maximize profit, respectively, 
considering preferences and choices of consumers? 

(2) How could green and non-green products 
manufacturers decide their pricing, quality level and 
greening strategy, respectively, to reap maximum 
profits? 

(3) What are the implications of government 
interventions, including both taxation and subsidy, for 
decisions of retailer and manufacturers? 

(4) Is there any other parameters such as 
consumers’ loyalty to green products influencing this 
competition strategy? 

This paper is organized as follows. Recent and 
related literatures are briefly reviewed in Section 2. 
Section 3 describes the detailed problem, the model 
and solutions as well. Section 4 presents some 
analytical results and managerial insights through 
sensitivity analysis. We conclude this paper and 
provide some future research in Section 5. 
 
 

2. Literature review 
 

Studies related to this paper can be divided to 
three categories: competition among supply chains 
(hereinafter referred to as SCs), competition among 
green supply chains (hereinafter referred to as GSCs) 
and government interventions in GSCs. A brief review 
is provided as follows. 

 
2.1. Competition among SCs 

 

Many investigators have maintained that 
competition level in market is shifting from 
competition between independent firms to 
competition between supply chains (de Oliveira et al., 
2018; Huang et al., 2012; Nazifa and Ramachandran, 
2019; Olugboyega, 2017). In the field of research on 
competition among SCs, the most researchers mainly 
concentrate on competition for pricing strategy of SCs 
(Huang et al., 2016; Panda et al., 2015). Mahmoodi 
and Eshghi (2014) explored price competition of three 
scenarios (both centralized, both decentralized, one 
centralized and the other decentralized) in duopoly 
supply chains with stochastic demand, and the effect 
of competition and demand uncertainty intensity on 
the Nash equilibria are discussed as well. Moreover, a 
number of other factors, such as delivery lead time 
(Yang et al., 2017), information sharing (Bian et al., 
2016) and shelf space (Reisi et al., 2019), have been 
investigated with price together in SCs competition 
research. However, we find that quality level is 
another key factor being discussed in this research 
field. Li and Chen (2018) examined pricing timing 
choices when two manufacturers in supply chain 
produce quality differentiated products. Chakraborty 
et al. (2019) studied how two competing 
manufacturers and a retailer in a supply chain can 
obtain benefits by collaborative product quality 
improvement strategies, and pointed out that cost-
sharing contracts result in both higher quality 
improvement levels and higher profits for 
stakeholders. Moverover, scholars have also tended to 
investigate dual-channel or multi-channel supply 
chains competition. Lan et al. (2018) analysed 
competition and cooperation of a three-tier supply 
chain in which a manufacturer distributes products via 
two different distributors to a retailer whose demand 
is uncertain, and derived the optimal ordering strategy 
of retailer, the optimal pricing policy of two 
distributors and the manufacturer, respectively. Pi et 
al. (2019) modelled price and service quality 
competition and derived the optimal strategies for 
dual-channel supply chain with demand disruption, 
and found that each retailer benefits from channel’s 
demand disruption. 

 

2.2. Competition among GSCs 
 
With regard to competition among GSCs, there 

is a rich body of literature discussing it (de Oliveira et 
al.,   2018;   Li et al.,   2016;   Nagurney and  Yu, 2012;  
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Seuring, 2013), which mainly focus on two streams of 
greenness. One stream is about greening investment 
and green product producing, and the other is related 
to reverse logistics and close-loop supply chain. For 
the first category, considering the development of e-
commerce, Jamali and Rasti-Barzoki (2018) examined 
the pricing and the degree of greenness of a product in 
competition with a non-green product under two dual-
channel supply chains, and solutions are derived two 
different scenarios: centralized and decentralized. 
Yang et al. (2019) studied the green investment of two 
competing manufacturers based on price and quality 
competition, and analysed how green investment 
influences products’ quality level. Rahmani and 
Yavari (2019) investigated the demand disruption 
management in a dual-channel supply chain producing 
and selling green products in centralized and 
decentralized cases. Raza and Govindaluri (2019) 
studied mathematical models for single channel 
coordination that integrate price differentiation and 
demand leakage aspects for the two-product case of 
green and regular products for both integrated and 
decentralized channels. For the second aspect, Mondal 
et al. (2019) considered pricing and greening strategy 
in a closed-loop green supply chain with both forward 
and reverse dual-channels, and the equilibria for 
channel members and the whole supply are derived 
under both centralized and decentralized scenarios. 
Shen et al., (2019) built analytical models to explore 
the optimal advertising and pricing decisions for a 
green product in the presence of a non-green product 
substitute in the circular economy setting. 
 
2.3. Government intervention in GSCs 
 

As the indispensable role in market, 
governments have put forward some regulation and 
legislation to encourage GSC management. 
Researchers have acknowledged that recognizing 
influence of government interventions on GSCs is a 
critical point to GSC research area (Giri et al., 2019; 
Hafezalkotob, 2017, 2018a,b; Sinayi and Rasti-
Barzoki, 2018; Sun et al., 2019; Yang and Xiao, 2017; 
Yu et al., 2018). Sheu and Chen (2012) explored the 
effects of governmental financial intervention on GSC 
competition using a three-stage game-theoretic model, 
and indicated that green taxation and subsidy should 
be adopted to ensure the green profits. Madani and 
Rasti-Barzoki (2017) developed a GSCs competition 
model, in which the government is the leader and two 
competing GSC and non-GSC are followers, to 
discuss the pricing, greening strategy and government 
tariff policy. For a online to offline close-loop supply 
chain, Zand et al. (2019) explored the effects of 
activities dominated by governments with the goal of 
maximizing social welfare on members’ optimal 
strategy and profits under the “cap-and-trade” 
mechanism, and they found that government 
interventions have positive contributions. 

As listed above, price and quality level are 
important criteria while consumers considering 
whether to buy a product. Greenness of products is the 

new preference for consumers when they make 
decisions. This paper, therefore, contributes to the 
literature by comprehensively considering consumers’ 
preferences on price, quality level and greenness, 
developing a game-theoretical approach to explore 
competition between green and non-green products. 
Also, we consider effects of both taxation and subsidy 
government interventions, which are powerful factors 
affecting the market, to answer questions mentioned 
in Section 1. 
 
3. Methodology 
 
3.1. Problem description 

 
Fig. 1 is provided to show our problem. There 

are government, two manufacturers, one retailer and 
consumers in the market. One of two manufactures 
would like to increase green investment to produce 
green products, and the other is the non-green products 
manufacturer. The green products and non-green 
products are homogenous; therefore, these two 
manufacturers have a competition for market share 
with each other.  

There is one retailer in this supply chain, who 
sell both green products and non-green products to 
consumers. Consumers choose products based on 
price, level of quality and greenness. Moreover, 
government taxes non-green products and provides 
subsidy to green products based on greenness. In this 
competing supply chain, retailer needs to decide the 
optimal pricing strategy for green products and non-
green products, respectively, with the goal of 
maximizing profit.  

To obtain the maximum profit, manufacture 1 
(green products manufacturer) and manufacture 2 
(non-green products manufacturer) will consider the 
pricing and level of quality strategy, in addition, 
manufacture 1 will decide the greenness of products as 
well. 
 
3.2. Notation and modelling 
 

Table 1 shows the notation definition of the 
model. We firstly formulate demand function based on 
consumers’ choice preferences. Similar to Xie (2016); 
Wang et al. (2017); Zhou et al. (2017), we express 
linear demand functions for green and non-green 
products as Eqs. (1, 2), respectively. 
 

12211221111 )()(   qqtptpmD ts

 (1) 
 

2211112212 )()()1( qqtptpmD st  
 (2) 
  is the loyalty of consumers to green products, 

where 10   . 1α  and 2α  are sensitivity coefficient 

of own price and competitor's price to demand, and 
1  

and 
2  have the similar meanings for quality level.  
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Fig. 1. Explanation of the game 
 
Table 1. Notation definitions of the model 

 
Notation Definition 

Sets  

I  
set of manufacturers, Ii , where 1i  

represents green products manufacture, 2i  
represents non-green products manufacture 

Parameters  
  consumers' loyalty to green products 
m  the whole market size for two products 

1  the price elasticity of demand 

2  the cross price sensitivity 

1  the quality level elasticity of demand 

2  the cross quality level sensitivity 

  the expansion effectiveness coefficient of 
greenness of green products to demand 

st  
unit government subsidy per greenness of green 
products 

tt  unit government tax per non-green products 
unit 

ic  unit manufacturing cost of products i , Ii  

  the cost coefficient of quality level per product 
unit 

  the cost coefficient of green investment per 
green product unit 

Decision variables 

ip  
unit price retailer charged to consumers for 
product i , Ii  

iw  
unit wholesale price manufacturers charged to 
retailer for product i , Ii  

iq  
quality level decided by manufacture i  for 

product i , Ii  

1  
greenness decided by manufacture 1 for green 
products 

 
In these formulations, 

21    and 
21   , 

which represent the impact of self-price and self-
quality greater than competitor's price and quality. r  

is the profit of retailer, which is equal to the sum of 
profits of green and non-green products (Eq. 3).
  

222111 )()( DwpDwpr   (3) 

We describe the total cost of manufacturers 

for quality guarantee as 2

2

1
iq , where 0 . Similar 

cost function also used by by Desai et al. (2001); 
Matsubayashi and Yamada (2008); Ghosh and Shah 
(2012). In the same way, we consider the green 
investment cost of green products manufacturer as 

2
12

1  , where 0 , which is suggested by Ghosh and 

Shah (2015); Basiri and Heydari (2017). 
1M  and 

2M  

are profit of green product manufacturer and non-
green manufacturer, respectively, which are expressed 
as Eqs. (4- 5). 

 

2
1

2
1111 2

1

2

1
)(

1
  qDcwM

 (4) 

 

2
2222 2

1
)(

2
qDcwM    (5) 

 

This game can be solved as a two-stage 
Stackelberg game (Rahmani and Yavari, 2019) where 
two manufacturers are leaders and the retailer is 
follower. In the first stage of game, two manufacturers 
decide their wholesale price, quality level, and the 
green manufacture decide the greenness degree of 
products as well. In the second stage, retailers decide 
prices of two kinds of products based on consumers' 
choices. As usual in such a model, the solution is 
derived backwards, which is calculating equilibrium 
prices of retailer first and then getting the equilibria of 
two manufacturers by substituting the equilibrium 
prices. Using the retailer's profit function (Eq. 3), the 
second stage pricing solutions for retailer is calculated 

from the first order condition 0
1





p
r  and 0

2





p
r . 

We can derive the equilibrium prices as Eqs. (6, 7). 

Substituting the prices solution *
1p  and *

2p  to Eqs. 

(1, 2), we can obtain *
1D  and *

2D . As leader of this 

Stackelberg game, two manufacturers make decisions 
with the reaction of retailer. The first stage problem, 
therefore, expressed as Eqs. (8-9). 
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2
222212 2

1
)(),(max

2
qDcwqwM    (9) 

 
Under the Nash assumption that the 

competitor's decision variables are fixed, the first 

order conditions for this problem is 0
1

1 




p
M , 

0
1

1 




q
M , 0

1

1 





 M , 0

2

2 




p
M  and 0

2

2 




q
M . From 

the above sections, we can derive the analytical 
solutions of equilibria *

1w , *
2w , *

1q , *
2q , *

1 , *
1p , *

2p , 
*
1D , *

2D , *
r , *

1M  and *

2M , however, the expressions 

look too complicated because of containing too much 
parameters. It seems to make no sense to managerial 
insights by exploring the analytical solutions; 
therefore, we use the numerical analysis to discuss the 
equilibrium and impacts of parameters in the 
following section. 

 
4. Numerical analysis 

 
4.1. Impacts of government interventions 

 
Government interventions play an important 

role in this competing supply chain, therefore, we first 
use numerical methods where 6.0 , 2400m , 

51  , 42  , 31  , 22  , 2 , 6.0st , 

20tt , 251 c , 202 c , 15 , 10 , according 

to our investigation and observation on facts, to 
investigate the effect of government interventions 
(including subsidy and taxation) on stakeholders' 
profits, decisions of retailer and manufacturers, 
respectively. 

Impact of subsidy. Government subsidy is a 
key factor that has effects on both retailer and 
manufacturers' decisions, which can be seen from 
Figs. 2- 4. Fig. 2 shows the effects of subsidy on 
equilibrium wholesale prices, equilibrium quality 
levels and equilibrium greening decisions, 
respectively. 

We could conclude that green manufacture will 
increase price, quality and greenness of products with 
subsidy going up, however, non-green manufacture 
will make opposite decisions. This is because 
government subsidy to green products strengthens 
green manufacture's competitiveness. 

 

 
 

(a) 
 

 
 

(b) 
 

 
 

(c)  
 

Fig. 2. Effect of subsidy on manufacturers' decisions: (a) 
Effects on wholesale price; (b) Efeects on level of quality; 

(c) Effects on greenness 
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Moreover, from Fig. 3, the retailer will increase 
price of green products dramatically with subsidy 
going up, however, retailer will not tend to reduce 
price of non-green products even the wholesale price 
is lower. 

 

 
 

Fig. 3. Effect of subsidy on retailer's decisions 
 

This means that retailer would like to obtain 
more or maintain profits through squeezing 
manufacturers' profits. We could obtain the same 
conclusion from Fig. 4 that retailer is the most 
beneficial member under this scenario. 

 

 
 

Fig. 4. Effect of subsidy on profits 
 
Impact of taxation. Taxing non-green products 

influences the market as well, but may not be as 
sensitive as subsidy Figs. 5-7. The same as Fig. 2, Fig. 
5 shows effects of taxation on manufactures' 
decisions. 

However, the different point is manufactures 
just increase or decrease their prices, quality levels and 
greenness slightly with taxation going up. The retailer 
will take a lower pricing strategy with a higher 
taxation in order to avoid tax and to maximize profit 
(Fig. 6). Even though, retailer will lose profit as well 
with increasing taxation, but this descend range is less 
than non-green manufacture (Fig. 7). Comparing 
effect of subsidy and taxation, it is illustrated that both 
these two government interventions make sense in the 
market. However, subsidy may play a more positive 

and significant role to encourage green manufacturing 
and improving products' quality level. 

 

 
 

(a) 
 

 
 

(b) 
 

 
 

(c) 
 

Fig. 5. Effect of taxation on manufacturers' decisions: (a) 
Effects on wholesale price; (b) Effects on level of quality; 

(c) Effects on greenness 
 

4.2. Impact of consumers' loyalty to green products 
and demand sensitivity coefficients 

 
Consumers' loyalty to green products   and 

demand sensitivity coefficients
1 , 

2 , 
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decision making. We illustrate Table 2 to show these 
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effects, where 2400m , 6.0st , 20tt , 251 c , 

202 c , 15 , 10 . 
 

 
 

Fig. 6. Effect of taxation on retailer's decisions 
 

 
 

Fig. 7. Effect of taxation on profits 
 

From Table 2, loyalty to green products and the 
demand sensitivity coefficients have an impact on 
profits and decision-making in supply chain. Firstly, 

 and  both reflect consumers' consciousness of 

environmental protection and greening awareness; 
however, they have some different insights to supply 
chain members. When consumers’ loyalty to green 
products decreases, green manufacturer would like to 
reduce wholesale price to fight for market share, 
however, non-green manufacturer will increase their 
wholesale price to narrow the gap with the price of 
green manufacturer. Besides, when consumers 
become less sensitive to the greenness of products, 
both two manufactures will reduce their wholesale 
prices and quality levels. This is because the 
competition between two manufactures or two kinds 
of products becomes weak.  

The competitiveness of green products is not 
too obvious anymore. Secondly,  and  represent 

consumers' sensitivity to self-price and competitor's  

price. From the numerical results, it is found that two 
manufactures will make decisions to the same trend 
with the price sensitivity coefficients changing.  

For instance, two manufactures both would like 
to decrease their wholesale prices if consumers 
become more sensitive to prices. Thirdly, we find the 
same pattern with the quality sensitivity coefficients 

 and . Retailer and manufacturers, therefore, 

need to make decisions flexibly to meet preferences of 
consumers. 

 
5. Conclusions 

 
In recent years, a group of legislation and 

regulations related to environmental pollution has 
been published. We investigate the impact of two 
types of government interventions, including subsidy 
and taxation, on strategy making in a competing green 
supply chain.  

Considering a two-echelon supply chain 
setting, in this paper, we explore the decision-making 
of retailer, green manufacture and non-green 
manufacture with government interventions. 
Specifically, the retailer need to decide prices of green 
products and non-green products charged to 
consumers. Besides, two manufactures would like to 
make decisions on wholesale price, level of quality, 
respectively, and the green manufacture decides the 
greenness of products as well. We develop a 
Stackelberg game to analyse this problem and derive 
the equilibrium solutions. Also, we conduct the 
numerical analysis to obtain some managerial insights. 

Government interventions are significant and 
powerful factors influencing the decisions. Both 
retailer and green manufacturer gain more profits with 
subsidy increasing, and the profit of retailer grows 
dramatically. However, only profit of green 
manufacture goes up slightly if government raises 
taxes, and retailer and non- green manufacture both 
lose benefits. In order to encourage cleaner producing 
and to improve products quality guarantee, we find 
that providing subsidy would play a more major role 
than taxation mechanism. 

With regard to pricing, quality level and 
greening strategy for retailer and two manufactures, it 
is best to be flexible to make decisions based on 
consumers’ preferences. Consumers’ loyalty to green 
products, sensitivity to price, quality level and 
greenness level are all parameters that effect decision-
making process. Another finding is that the retailer is 
the most beneficial supply chain member in our 
scenario, where the retailer always tend to obtain 
profits through meeting consumers’ preferences and 
squeezing manufacturers’ benefits.  

A final suggestion for further research is 
considering uncertain demand instead of direct 
demand function for scenario considered in this paper 
and comparing the conclusions with the obtained 
findings of this paper, and exploring strategies in 
different supply chain structure settings. 
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Table 2. Effects of changes in the consumers’ loyalty degree and the demand sensitivity coefficient on SC 

 

  
1  2  1  

2    *
1p  

*
2p  *

1w  
*
2w  *

1q  *
2q  *

1  *
r  

*

1M  *

2M  

0.60  5  4  3  2  2  817.3 710.0 276.8 191.7 25 17 63  5.63  1.34  0.72 
0.30  5  4  3  2  2  732.1 771.7 215.9 245.9 19 23 48  5.43  0.77  1.24 
0.90  5  4  3  2  2  902.5 648.2 337.6 137.6 31 12 78  5.92  2.07  0.34 
0.60  6  4  3  2  2  455.0 361.8 213.3 140.4 19 12 53  2.17  0.90  0.42 
0.60  7  4  3  2  2  325.0 241.3 175.2 110.4 15 9 47  1.20  0.66  0.28 
0.60  5  3  3  2  2  474.0 367.5 240.7 158.3 22 14 54  1.98  0.98  0.46 
0.60  5  2  3  2  2  353.5 244.9 214.1 132.7 19 11 47  0.98  0.76  0.31 
0.60  5  4  4  2  2  842.3 731.2 284.9 196.9 35 24 65  5.98  1.39  0.74 
0.60  5  4  5  2  2  879.8 763.5 296.9 204.8 45 31 68  6.54  1.46  0.78 
0.60  5  4  3  1  2  830.8 723.6 280.6 195.6 26 18 64  5.83  1.38  0.75 
0.60  5  4  3  3  2  804.3 696.9 273.1 187.9 25 17 62  5.43  1.30  0.68 
0.60  5  4  3  2  1  783.8 691.7 263.4 190.3 24 17 48  5.24  1.27  0.70 
0.60  5  4  3  2  3  865.7 737.9 295.7 194.6 27 17 81  6.23  1.45  0.74 

 
Acknowledgement 
This paper is supported by the Fundamental Research Funds 
for the Central Universities (2018YJS050). 
 
References 
 
Adaman F., Karalı N., Kumbaroğlu G., Or İ., Özkaynak B., 

Zenginobuz Ü., (2011), What determines urban 
households’ willingness to pay for CO2 emission 
reductions in Turkey: A contingent valuation survey, 
Energy Policy, 39, 689-698. 

Basiri Z., Heydari J., (2017), A mathematical model for 
green supply chain coordination with substitutable 
products, Journal of Cleaner Production, 145, 232-249. 

Bian W., Shang J., Zhang J., (2016), Two-way information 
sharing under supply chain competition, International 
Journal of Production Economics, 178, 82-94. 

Chakraborty T., Chauhan S.S., Ouhimmou M., (2019), Cost-
sharing mechanism for product quality improvement in 
a supply chain under competition, International 
Journal of Production Economics, 208, 566-587. 

de Oliveira U.R., Espindola L.S., da Silva I.R., da Silva I.N., 
Rocha H.M., (2018), A systematic literature review on 
green supply chain management: Research implications 
and future perspectives, Journal of Cleaner Production, 
187, 537-561. 

Desai P., Kekre S., Radhakrishnan S., Srinivasan K., (2001), 
Product Differentiation and Commonality in Design: 
Balancing Revenue and Cost Drivers, Management 
Science, 47, 37-51. 

Ghosh D., Shah J., (2012), A comparative analysis of 
greening policies across supply chain structures, 
International Journal of Production Economics, 135, 
568-583. 

Ghosh D., Shah J., (2015), Supply chain analysis under 
green sensitive consumer demand and cost sharing 
contract, International Journal of Production 
Economics, 164, 319-329. 

Giri R.N., Mondal S.K., Maiti M., (2019), Government 
intervention on a competing supply chain with two 
green manufacturers and a retailer, Computers and 
Industrial Engineering, 128, 104-121. 

Hafezalkotob A., (2017), Competition, cooperation, and 
coopetition of green supply chains under regulations on 
energy saving levels, Transportation Research Part E: 
Logistics and Transportation Review, 97, 228-250. 

Hafezalkotob A., (2018a), Direct and indirect intervention 
schemas of government in the competition between 
green and non-green supply chains, Journal of Cleaner 

Production, 170, 753-772. 
Hafezalkotob A., (2018b), Modelling intervention policies 

of government in price-energy saving competition of 
green supply chains, Computers and Industrial 
Engineering, 119, 247-261. 

Hasan R., Islam S., Akter J., (2017), Energy performance 
analysis of an office building using BIM: A case study, 
Journal of System and Management Sciences, 7, 34-53. 

Huang H., Ke H., Wang L., (2016), Equilibrium analysis of 
pricing competition and cooperation in supply chain 
with one common manufacturer and duopoly retailers, 
International Journal of Production Economics, 178, 
12-21. 

Huang S., Yang C., Zhang X., (2012), Pricing and 
production decisions in dual-channel supply chains 
with demand disruptions, Computers and Industrial 
Engineering, 62, 70-83. 

Jamali M.B., Rasti-Barzoki M., (2018), A game theoretic 
approach for green and non-green product pricing in 
chain-to-chain competitive sustainable and regular 
dual-channel supply chains, Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 170, 1029-1043. 

Ji J., Zhang Z., Yang L., (2017), Carbon emission reduction 
decisions in the retail/dual-channel supply chain with 
consumers’ preference, Journal of Cleaner Production, 
141, 852-867. 

Lan Y., Li Y., Papier F., (2018), Competition and 
coordination in a three-tier supply chain with 
differentiated channels, European Journal of 
Operational Research, 269, 870-882. 

Li B., Zhu M., Jiang Y., Li Z., (2016), Pricing policies of a 
competitive dual-channel green supply chain, Journal 
of Cleaner Production, 112, 2029-2042. 

Li W., Chen J., (2018), Pricing and quality competition in a 
brand-differentiated supply chain, International 
Journal of Production Economics, 202, 97-108. 

Madani S.R., Rasti-Barzoki M., (2017), Sustainable supply 
chain management with pricing, greening and 
governmental tariffs determining strategies: A game-
theoretic approach, Computers and Industrial 
Engineering, 105, 287-298. 

Mahmoodi A., Eshghi K., (2014), Price competition in 
duopoly supply chains with stochastic demand, Journal 
of Manufacturing Systems, 33, 604-612. 

Matsubayashi N., Yamada Y., (2008), A note on price and 
quality competition between asymmetric firms, 
European Journal of Operational Research, 187, 571-
581. 

Mondal C., Giri B.C., Maiti T., (2019), Pricing and greening 



 
Pricing, quality level and greening decisions for green and non-green products with government interventions 

 

 1387

strategies for a dual-channel closed-loop green supply 
chain, Flexible Services and Manufacturing Journal, 
31, 1-38. 

Nagurney A., Yu M., (2012), Sustainable fashion supply 
chain management under oligopolistic competition and 
brand differentiation, International Journal of 
Production Economics, 135, 532-540. 

Nazifa T.H., Ramachandran K.K., (2019), Information 
sharing in supply chain management: A case study 
between the cooperative partners in manufacturing 
industry, Journal of System and Management Science, 
9, 19-47. 

Olugboyega O., (2017), Application of game theory to 
resource optimization for concreting operations, 
Journal of Logistics, Informatics and Service Science, 
4, 1-20. 

Panda S., Modak N., Sana S., Basu M., (2015), Pricing and 
replenishment policies in dual-channel supply chain 
under continuous unit cost decrease, Applied 
Mathematics and Computation, 256, 913-929. 

Pi Z., Fang W., Zhang B., (2019), Service and Pricing 
Strategies with Competition and Cooperation in a Dual-
channel Supply Chain with Demand Disruption, 
Computers and Industrial Engineering, 138, 106-130. 

Rahmani K., Yavari M., (2019), Pricing policies for a dual-
channel green supply chain under demand disruptions. 
Computers and Industrial Engineering, 127, 493-510. 

Raza S.A., Govindaluri S.M., (2019), Greening and price 
differentiation coordination in a supply chain with 
partial demand information and cannibalization, 
Journal of Cleaner Production, 229, 706-726. 

Reisi M., Gabriel S.A., Fahimnia B., (2019), Supply chain 
competition on shelf space and pricing for soft drinks: 
A bilevel optimization approach, International Journal 
of Production Economics, 211, 237-250. 

Safayet A., Islam H., Ahmed S., (2018), A case study on risk 
management in existing construction project in 
Bangladesh, Journal of Logistics, Informatics and 
Service Science, 5, 1-16. 

Seuring S., Müller M., (2008), From a literature review to a 
conceptual framework for sustainable supply chain 
management, Journal of Cleaner Production, 
Sustainability and Supply Chain Management, 16, 
1699-1710. 

Seuring S., (2013), A review of modeling approaches for 
sustainable supply chain management, Decision 
Support Systems, 54, 1513-1520. 

Shen B., Liu S., Zhang T., Choi T.-M., (2019), Optimal 
advertising and pricing for new green products in the 
circular economy, Journal of Cleaner Production, 233, 

314-327. 
Sheu J.B., Chen Y.J., (2012), Impact of government 

financial intervention on competition among green 
supply chains, International Journal of Production 
Economics, 138, 201-213. 

Sinayi M., Rasti-Barzoki M., (2018), A game theoretic 
approach for pricing, greening, and social welfare 
policies in a supply chain with government 
intervention, Journal of Cleaner Production, 196, 
1443-1458. 

Sun H., Wan Y., Zhang L., Zhou Z., (2019), Evolutionary 
game of the green investment in a two-echelon supply 
chain under a government subsidy mechanism, Journal 
of Cleaner Production, 235, 1315-1326. 

Wang S., Hu Q., Liu W., (2017), Price and quality-based 
competition and channel structure with consumer 
loyalty, European Journal of Operational Research, 
262, 563-574. 

Xie G., (2016), Cooperative strategies for sustainability in a 
decentralized supply chain with competing suppliers, 
Journal of Cleaner Production, 113, 807-821. 

Yang D., Xiao T., (2017), Pricing and green level decisions 
of a green supply chain with governmental 
interventions under fuzzy uncertainties, Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 149, 1174-1187. 

Yang J., Zhang X., Fu H., Liu C., (2017), Inventory 
competition in a dual-channel supply chain with 
delivery lead time consideration, Applied Mathematical 
Modelling, 42, 675-692. 

Yang S., Ding P., Wang G., Wu X., (2019), Green 
investment in a supply chain based on price and quality 
competition, Soft Computing, 24, 2589-2608. 

Ying Q., Xianliang S., Zhichao C., (2018), Evolutionary 
game models on regional administrative collaborations 
to accidents and disasters, Journal of Interdisciplinary 
Mathematics, 21, 807-823. 

Yu M., Cruz J.M., Li D.M., (2018), The sustainable supply 
chain network competition with environmental tax 
policies, International Journal of Production 
Economics, 217, 218-231. 

Zand F., Yaghoubi S., Sadjadi S.J., (2019), Impacts of 
government direct limitation on pricing, greening 
activities and recycling management in an online to 
offline closed loop supply chain, Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 215, 1327-1340. 

Zhou W., Pu Y., Dai H., Jin Q., (2017), Cooperative 
interconnection settlement among ISPs through NAP, 
European Journal of Operational Research, 256, 991-
1003. 

 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


