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Abstract

Attempting to manage increasingly complex supply chain networks and pressures from
various stakeholders, many firms are adopting green supply chain management systems (GSCMS)
to govern their extended supply chains. While GSCMS performance models have received much
attention among researchers, little research had been conducted to develop and validate a multi-
dimensional model for assessing GSCMS performance. This study applies the quantitative method
to validate a multi-item scale for measuring GSCMS performance. The survey research is included
to examine the GSCMS performance instrument. The second-order confirmatory factor analysis

was used to test the scale’s factor structure, the model fit index, reliability and validity.

Keywords: green supply chain management system, performance instrument, second-order

confirmatory factor analysis
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