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ABSTRACT 

As concerns around climate change increase, companies have been more eager to adopt environmental 

sustainability goals. The focus of this research is to provide insights into how a company’s position in the 

overall supply chain impacts their decisions to set environmental sustainability goals and initiatives. In 

this report, we take both a quantitative and qualitative approach to highlight the sources of pressure 

that influence companies’ setting of net zero goals and how they differ depending on the company and 

industry type. The quantitative analyses applied use data from the 2023 Survey on Supply Chain 

Sustainability—an annual questionnaire commissioned by the MIT Center for Transportation and 

Logistics and the Council of Supply Chain Management Professionals. The qualitative analysis gathered 

key insights from supply chain executives through interviews. Our findings confirm that, while investors 

continue to be one of the key drivers for companies to address sustainability as part of the corporate 

strategy through net zero targets, there are other sources of pressure at play. Our results also show that 

companies present different behaviors regarding goal setting based on their position within the overall 

supply chain, with downstream players having the greatest levels of commitment via their net zero 

goals. However, we learned that when it came to near-term initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions in 

line with the net zero goals, downstream was no different than the upstream and midstream positions—

they all show most companies are unprepared to meet their carbon neutrality targets.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Motivation 

In the past decades, globalization has contributed to the development of complex supply chains 

to help companies meet their profitability goals and extend their reach to new markets. Major events 

around the world, spanning from ravaging storms to a global pandemic, to escalating geopolitical 

conflicts, among others, have caused significant disruptions to supply chains in every industry. This 

global trend of disruptions has increased visibility and awareness of the role of supply chain in a 

company’s success, highlighting the importance of sustainability practices to achieve corporate goals 

(Stanchik, 2016).  

Sustainability covers three pillars that can often conflict with one another: environmental 

protection, social equity, and economic viability. In recent years, there has been increased attention and 

concerns around climate change, as its negative effects impact everyone without exception. To address 

environmental issues, many companies have adopted various objectives related to reducing harmful 

emissions. These objectives can focus on a variety of strategies, such as reducing water waste, 

increasing the use of recycled materials, or replacing energy sources with alternative fuels. One of the 

most popular examples of sustainability commitments exercised by companies is carbon neutrality as 

reflected by “net zero” targets. 

Depending on their industry and supply chain position, companies experience pressures from 

different stakeholders. Both internal and external sources can influence companies to change the way 

they conduct business. This influence invites businesses to reduce their impact on the environment with 

the objective of minimizing exposure to risk. Internal sources can additionally push for sustainability 

practices as a competitive strategy to stand out from the competition. Given the complexity of supply 
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chains and the lack of maturity in the topic of sustainability, there is no true consensus to identify where 

the true responsibility of reducing emissions lies. 

In 2019, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology Center for Transportation and Logistics (MIT 

CTL), in collaboration with the Council of Supply Chain Management Professionals (CSCMP), launched 

the first-in-its-class global survey to address the knowledge gap in defining and understanding supply 

chain sustainability, and to showcase the current and future practices to help supply chain professionals 

attain their goals. The annual survey, titled “State of Supply Chain Sustainability,” seeks to gather data 

on supply chain sustainability that elucidates goal setting, investment, reporting, and disclosure 

practices. By conducting it annually, the research captures how supply chain sustainability evolves year-

to-year as new social and environmental happenings impact various industries.  

1.2. Problem Statement and Research Questions  

The previous studies related to this survey have succeeded in presenting a comprehensive 

snapshot of sustainability practices worldwide for that given year. Additionally, each report sought to 

address a specific topic within sustainability: in 2019, it provided a general understanding of how supply 

chain sustainability varies across different industries and geographies; in 2020, the focus was on the 

impact that COVID-19 had on sustainability; and in 2021, it analyzed how different groups of 

participants—split by age, gender, and other demographical aspects—interpret sustainability 

commitments and investments across global supply chains based on demographic information.  

By comparing results across industries and regions, the reports presented insights to business 

professionals to help them shape current and future decisions within their companies and communities. 

Due to the devastating effects the COVID-19 pandemic had on supply chains across the world, the 

previous installments focused heavily on its impact on the level of investment and commitment to 

sustainability initiatives. This year, the survey builds upon the work of previous years and takes a more 
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in-depth approach to environmental sustainability. The study focuses on how various stakeholders 

impact each industries’ level of commitment and investment in environmental goals and practices, and 

how these are reflected in their public goals. 

As such, this capstone addresses these key questions: 

1. What are the sources of pressure that influence a company's commitment to establish net zero 

goals based on their supply chain position and company type? 

2. Do these same sources of pressure have an impact on whether companies with net zero goals 

implement near-term initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions? 

1.3. Scope: Project Goals and Expected Outcomes 

To answer these key questions, we used both quantitative data from this year’s survey, as well 

as qualitative data from executive interviews with sustainability leaders. The survey was updated to 

remove questions related to the COVID-19 pandemic in favor of new enquiries delving into the extent of 

their commitment and investments. The new topics included corporations’ adoption of greenhouse gas 

(GHG) reduction targets through Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 initiatives (defined in Section 2.3.2), 

carbon offsets, and net zero goals. These new questions provide readers with additional insights to 

understand how their industry approaches environmental sustainability in their region. Based on 

common practices used by their industry, they also can prioritize actions to further improve the 

sustainability of their companies’ supply chains.  

Based on last year’s sustainability report, we know that investors are a major source of pressure 

for the adoption of sustainability initiatives. The 2022 report conducted its analysis with a high-level 

view only. For our project, we hypothesized that companies experience pressure from different sources 

based on the type of company (public versus private) and on their industry’s position within the supply 

chain (upstream, midstream, and downstream, as described in Section 3.1.1.2). We expected public 
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companies to be more susceptible to having established net zero goals because of higher pressure from 

investors compared to private companies.  This is because public companies are subject to increased 

demands from investors relying on Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) performance 

measurements to determine their financial interest in a corporation.  

We further theorized that companies in downstream industries would have the greatest levels 

of commitment and investment in environmental sustainability practices related to the reduction of 

Scope 3 emissions. Our assumption is based on the fact that end consumers have more visibility into the 

practices of downstream industries compared to midstream industries, which often pass under the 

radar of the average consumer. 

These hypotheses were explored through a data-driven analysis and qualitative insights to 

provide a comprehensive analysis for supply chain leaders. The data inputs were built upon responses to 

the 2023 annual sustainability survey as well as from executive interviews representing a wide range of 

industries and regions. We theorized that by applying logistic regression, we could identify the true 

sources of pressure, by industry, to support the claims mentioned above. We investigated the influence 

each type of stakeholder has on whether a type of company has or not an establish net zero goal. 

Through statistical analyses and literature reviews, we addressed how the state of supply chain 

sustainability has evolved to provide potential courses of action for our supply chain professionals to 

implement based on their industry. 

The deliverables of this project include: 

1. An updated survey and executive questionnaire to capture the current state of supply chain 

sustainability and expand on the level of commitment towards reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions; and 



11 

2. A report studying the sources of pressure on net zero goals and the levels of commitment by 

company type and supply chain position through the implementation of logistics regression. 

2. STATE OF THE ART 

This section provides an overview of supply chain sustainability based on available literature. 

We will explore: the concept of sustainability and how its definition has evolved; what corporate 

sustainability is and how it is impacted by different sources of pressure; and what corporate 

environmental sustainability entails in 2022.  Since our study seeks to understand the influence that the 

various stakeholders may have on companies’ commitments to environmental sustainability initiatives, 

we will focus on describing different aspects of environmental integrity. Environmental integrity covers 

aspects such as greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), net zero targets, and practices to reduce carbon 

emissions.  

To effectively describe the topics above, the literature review conducted includes articles from 

scientific journals, reports on government and regional regulations, consulting reports on current events 

and surveys, case studies, reports from environmental conferences, and the previous three State of 

Supply Chain Sustainability reports. This review helps us to provide background details to educate our 

readers on the topic of corporate environmental sustainability and to identify research gaps that our 

study will address.  

2.1. Concept of Sustainability 

While the concept of sustainability has been used for over 300 years (Allegue Lara & Barrington, 

2020), its current definition dates to the late 20th century. In 1972, the impact that humans have on the 

environment was first debated at the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment in 

Stockholm, Sweden (Handl, 2012).This event elevated the topic from a local matter to the global arena, 

increasing its relevance and making a call for action.  
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In the following decades, several groups sought to offer and implement strategies that would 

help lessen the impact humans have on the environment. For instance, in 1980, the International Union 

for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) prepared the first World Conservation Strategy 

Report. The report recommended sustainable development strategies and frameworks to be 

implemented by government, conservationists, and development practitioners – including agencies, 

industries, commerce, and trade unions (World Resources, 1980). Then, in 1987, the World Commission 

on Environment and Development provided a common definition for sustainable development, which 

they published in the famous Brundtland Report. This report defined sustainable development as 

“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs” (Ameer, 2012, p. 61). 

In 1992, global leaders and scientists from 179 countries joined the Earth Summit Conference in 

Rio de Janeiro. During the conference, leaders discussed international cooperation to define a course of 

action and commitment towards global environmental and development concerns in the 21st century. 

Leaders also recognized that sustainability cannot be approached from a single perspective, but rather 

requires an equilibrium between the economic, social, and environmental pillars (United Nations, 

2022a). One of the main successes of the 1992 Earth Summit is the publication of the Agenda 21 Report. 

The report contains strategies, actions, and commitments to accomplish international cooperation in 

sustainable development. To monitor the implementation of these strategies and commitments, the 

Commission of Sustainable Development (CSD) was founded. In 1997, the CSD launched its first report 

describing the achievements tied to the Agenda 21 agreements (Purvis et al., 2019). 

Global summits and conferences continue to be hosted to debate the progress and update the 

strategies for sustainable development. Currently, there are 17 defined goals to achieve sustainable 

development in all countries. These goals aim to promote economic prosperity while protecting the 

environment (United Nations, 2022b). In recent years, more corporations have adopted some or all of 
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these goals as guidance to promote sustainability in the places where they operate. This touches upon 

the next topic: corporate sustainability.  

2.2. Corporate Sustainability 

2.2.1. Origin and Definition 

Corporate sustainability is a recent, still-evolving concept for academia, corporations, and 

regulators. In 1987, businesses were associated with sustainability for the first time in the Brundtland 

Report. The report emphasized the role that businesses have in managing the impact they have on the 

environment (Montiel & Delgado-Ceballos, 2014). It was not until 1992, when the Business Council for 

Sustainable Development was formed during the Earth Summit Conference, that the concept of 

corporate sustainability was consolidated as a business concern (Lyon et al., 2014).  

Although a variety of incremental definitions have been published over the years, the three 

pillars continue to be relevant when describing corporate sustainability. In 2005, Szekley and Knirsch 

added a holistic perspective to the definition when they considered internal and external stakeholders 

involved in the business. They redefined a sustainable corporation as one capable of “sustaining and 

expanding economic growth, shareholder value, prestige, corporate reputation, customer relationships, 

and the quality of products and services as well as adopting and pursuing ethical business practices, 

creating sustainable jobs, building value for all the stakeholders and attending the needs of the 

underserved” (as cited in Montiel & Delgado-Ceballos, 2014, p. 120).  

2.2.2. Sources of Pressure 

Previous research indicates that stakeholders have a strong impact on corporate sustainability 

performance and strategy definition (Wolf, 2014). For this reason, it is fundamental for each industry to 

understand which stakeholders are involved, and what are their levels of influence and expectations 
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towards sustainability practices. These stakeholders are the source of pressure that influences 

companies’ sustainability strategies and their prioritization of initiatives and plans.  

The sources of pressure can be categorized under two groups: internal and external (Lyon et al., 

2014). The internal stakeholders are members of the company, such as employees, shareholders, and 

investors. They represent a source of pressure because companies want to retain talent, provide value 

to shareholders, and attract investors. The external pressures come mainly from the companies’ value 

chain which are present in the upstream and downstream of its supply chains. Some examples are 

suppliers, downstream consumers and buyers, end consumers, and local communities where the 

companies operate.  Other external members include governments (through policies, regulations, and 

incentives), non-governmental organizations (NGOs), industry associations, and activists.  

2.3. Corporate Environmental Sustainability 

2.3.1. Relevance and Challenges 

According to a McKinsey report on sustainability (Bové, 2016), supply chains are responsible for 

80% of the overall greenhouse gas emissions. To meet global objectives, corporations are expected to 

create strategies that mitigate their impact on nature. These strategies include an array of initiatives, 

processes, policies, and governance to minimize the consumption of natural resources and the negative 

effects their activities have on the environment (Aguilera et al., 2021).  

The environmental sustainability challenges encountered by companies go beyond the external 

alignment of definition and scope; some of the barriers are managed within the companies. One of the 

main challenges is the allocation of resources to sustainability initiatives and practices. To have a 

consistent corporate environmental strategy, it is necessary to prioritize internal investments, 

coordinating the interests of all departments within the organization. The investments also need to have 

a short payback period, which is difficult to achieve given most environmental initiatives require large 
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capital investments, and the results and benefits are not expected to be captured in the near-term 

(Aguilera et al., 2021). 

2.3.2. Environmental Indicators 

Stakeholders and companies alike rely on environmental indicators to track and monitor the 

effectiveness of the strategies put in place by companies. One of the best-known indicators is the 

emission of greenhouse gases (GHG). GHG are gases associated with human activities that, once 

released into the atmosphere, are responsible for keeping heat on Earth. GHG are a global concern since 

they compromise the future of the generations to come. These gases remain in the atmosphere, 

warming up the planet, causing ocean levels to rise, and damaging the entire ecosystem. The three main 

GHG, in descending order of emission levels, are: carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide 

(N2O). Carbon dioxide gas is mostly released into the atmosphere by burning fossil fuels and through 

manufacturing reactions; methane gas, by the production of coal, natural gas, and oil, and through some 

agricultural practices; and nitrous oxide gas, mainly by agriculture and some industrial activities such as 

wastewater treatments (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2020). 

Companies contribute to the emission of greenhouse gases through their entire value chain, but 

often focus mainly or only on the carbon emissions. To track and trace emissions, the GHG Protocol 

classifies the different types into three groups called scopes. The first two are within a company’s 

control and are therefore easier to address through corporate sustainability initiatives. The third type is 

the most complex to manage and reduce because it is associated with emissions generated outside of 

the company’s direct control by its suppliers, distributors, and end users to make, deliver, and dispose of 

the product or service. For some industry segments, Scope 3 emissions account for 70% of all emissions 

(Aldridge, 2016; Deloitte, 2022). 
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The scopes are defined as: 

• Scope 1: carbon emissions directly controlled by and produced from the operation of a firm’s 

assets, including manufacturing facilities, offices, and fleet of vehicles.  

• Scope 2: emissions related to purchased resources such as steam, heat, electricity, and cooling.  

• Scope 3: all other indirect emissions associated with the activities of a company generated by 

its suppliers, distributors, and end users. To understand the true footprint and develop a 

strategy to reduce Scope 3 emissions, companies must map their entire supply chain (Aldridge, 

2016). 

These definitions elucidate a company’s carbon emissions and may help them identify 

opportunities to reduce their footprint. An example of such an opportunity would be switching from 

energy sources that rely on fossil fuels to those that utilize renewable resources such as wind and solar 

power, thus lowering the Scope 2 emissions. Without an understanding of their carbon contributions, 

companies would not be able to attain their net zero targets. 

A net zero target refers to the objective of becoming carbon neutral, meaning that all the GHG 

generated by a company are either removed from the atmosphere or offset, seeking an equilibrium 

(National Grid, 2022). The United Nations estimates that more than 3,000 businesses and financial 

institutions have established net zero targets to contribute to the goal of halving global emissions by 

2030 (United Nations, 2022c). It remains to be seen whether these net zero goals are backed by credible 

action and investments.  

2.4. Literature Review Conclusions 

As evidenced by the works previously cited, the topic of sustainability continues to mature and 

so does the role that supply chains play in achieving global goals. The increased scrutiny of the impact of 

supply chains from various sources of pressure drive companies to adopt environmental practices to 
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remain relevant and profitable. These practices, however, can represent significant changes to how 

supply chains operate. The changes can translate into large investments. While companies can 

financially benefit from the implementation of environmental sustainability practices, they may struggle 

to quantify the return on investment, making it harder for them to make lasting and realistic 

commitments.  

In recent years, there have been several studies that seek to understand companies’ 

commitments to environmental sustainability efforts. Examples include: 

• Julia Wolf’s article published in the Journal of Business Ethics in 2014 statistically compares 

1,621 organizations to understand the relationship between sustainable supply chain 

management and corporate sustainability performance using stakeholder pressure as a 

moderator. The findings indicate that stakeholders are not the only drivers positively impacting 

corporate sustainability performance. Instead, both proactive supply chain management and 

stakeholder pressure play an important role in improving companies’ sustainability scores. 

• McKinsey’s sustainability report (Banchik et al., 2021) evaluates the setting of environmental 

commitments by 4,500 companies that publicly reported their GHG emissions in 2020. The study 

correlates the timeline set to achieve zero targets against the efforts to reduce emissions. It 

concludes that most companies have set goals to reduce scope 1 and 2 emissions, but only 26% 

have reported targets to lower scope 3 emissions.  

• McKinsey’s 2022 Making Supply-Chain Decarbonization Happen report presents common 

challenges companies encounter as they map the pathway toward achieving net zero targets 

and offers potential solutions to reduce carbon emissions.   

Although these and other studies have explored the sources of pressure, net zero goals, and 

corporate efforts to reduce carbon emissions, there is no current research studying how these vary 
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depending on a company’s position in the overall supply chain. This report fills this research gap by 

focusing on how the main sources of stakeholder pressures impact corporate net zero targets and how 

these targets influence corporate initiatives and commitments to lower carbon emissions throughout 

their supply chains. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the methodology applied to address our key questions. Our research used 

data gathered from the fourth annual State of Supply Chain Sustainability survey commissioned by MIT 

CTL in collaboration with CSCMP. To provide additional context to the results, we conducted one-to-one 

interviews with executives from different industries. 

The sub-sections below present, in chronological order, the methods that we used to gather, 

measure, and analyze the required data. The overall process followed is shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 

Methodology Approach 
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3.1. Survey Data 

Building upon the work of previous years, we expanded the scope of the survey by replacing 

COVID-19 pandemic questions with items related to environmental sustainability. More specifically, we 

added questions to obtain feedback on companies’:  

• ability to track and report Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 emissions; 

• timelines to implement initiatives to reduce carbon emissions; and 

• setting of net zero targets.  

All other questions remained the same to maintain continuity through the years and allow for 

accurate future year-on-year studies.  

As in previous years, the survey was conducted online through a web-based platform called 

Qualtrics. The survey was structured with a skip logic to modify a participant’s path through the 

questions depending on the responses to previous questions. For instance, if the respondent stated that 

the company they represent has a net zero goal, the following question asked for the target year; 

otherwise, it skipped to the next topic. This method simplified the data cleansing process. 

To enable statistical analysis of the responses collected, the survey used the Likert scale to 

translate perceived attitudes into numerical values. The categories of responses were assigned a value 

from 0 to 5, where 0 would, for example, represent the option of “Strongly Disagree” and 5 the option 

of “Strongly Agree” (Robbins, 2014). When the questions were grouped by topic and the values summed 

up, we could get a general idea of the participant’s company’s level of commitment to various aspects of 

supply chain sustainability.  

The survey was open from January 26, 2023 through March 31, 2023. It was distributed through 

CSCMP via LinkedIn and promoted through MIT CTL’s contacts and our professional networks to have a 
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farther reach. The objective was to obtain full coverage of supply chain professionals across different 

industries and geographical regions to be able to aggregate data and produce strong insights. 

3.1.1. Data Processing 

3.1.1.1. Limitations 

There are several limitations we considered for the application of the survey data in our 

research. We must assume that participants represent different companies within each industry and 

that their responses fairly represent the true facts. The identity of the participants extends only to how 

they categorize their company and their role in it but is otherwise completely anonymous. The 

anonymity factor helps combat potential biases or fear of repercussions in portraying their organization 

in a negative way. 

Another limitation is the possibility that not enough responses are obtained to conduct fruitful 

statistical analyses on the data. Data groups that did not produce results using the selected 

methodology were omitted from the analysis where appropriate.  

3.1.1.2. Data Cleansing and Preparation 

The data cleansing exercise is essential to obtain quality data and avoid the misinterpretation of 

results. This stage included removing duplicates, incomplete or unwanted data, and free-form text 

responses that did not fall into any of the offered choices. Since participants often skipped questions 

during the survey, rather than omitting all entries with null values, we strategically addressed these 

information gaps. For instance, if the survey question was not relevant for our analysis and the 

participant chose not to answer, the participant’s answers were kept and the columns pertaining to 

these superfluous questions were removed from the datasets. This ensured that the datasets we used 

for our analyses contained only relevant data, which improved overall efficiency and accuracy.  
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Once the data was cleansed, different types of data preparation were required to address the 

key research questions of this project. The first data preparation stage involved creating an additional 

column to classify each entry as belonging to an industry type. Table 1 presents the splits by industry 

type based on the choice selected by each participant during the survey. Each group represents a supply 

chain position. 

 

Table 1 

Groupings by Industry Type 

Group Sectors in Group 

Upstream Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 
Manufacturing 
Utilities 

Midstream Transportation and Warehousing 
Construction 
Wholesale 

Downstream Finance & Accounting 
Accommodation and Food Services 
Business Consulting 
Academia 
Health Care and Services 
Retail 
Technology 

The next stage was to assign a numerical value to the answers based on the dictionary summary 

in Table 2. This was done to allow for statistical analyses to be performed on the data.  
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Table 2 

Data Dictionary to Translate Answers into Numerical Values 

Investment Level 
Numerical 

Index 
 Classes for Scope 3 Initiatives 

Numerical 
Index 

Not sure/Not applicable  0  Not sure/ Not applicable 0 

No investment  1  Anticipate in more than 5 years 0 

Low investment  2  Anticipate in more than 2 years 0 

Moderate investment  3  Anticipate within 5 years 0 

High investment  4  Anticipate within 2 years 1 

Very high investment  5  Yes. Currently reducing 1 

     

Pressure Level 
Numerical 

Index 
 Answer (Has Net Zero Goals) 

Numerical 
Index 

Not applicable  0  Not sure Null 

No pressure  1  No 0 

A little pressure  2  Yes 1 

Some pressure  3    
Moderate pressure  4    
Intense pressure  5    

 

3.1.2. Statistical Methods 

3.1.2.1. Logistic Regression 

This section describes the statistical method of Logistic Regression that was applied to the 

prepared data. This type of statistical model is used for predictive analysis when the dependent variable 

only has two possible outcomes called classes (Bertsimas, 2016). Logistic Regression estimates the 

probability of an event occurring based on a set of independent variables. In our study, we used logistic 

regression in two ways: a) to unveil the sources of pressure that influence companies to establish net 

zero targets by industry and company type, and b) to understand whether the same sources of pressure 

encourage the implementation of initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions. 

To address part a), net zero target acted as our categorical dependent variable with a response 

of “Yes, we do have an established net zero target” assigned a value of 1 (class 1), and a response of 

“No” a value of 0 (class 0). The independent variables were then the sources of pressures. Equations 1 
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through 3 were used to create the logistic regression models. Since in logistic regression the goal is to 

predict the probability of an event taking place, we used a nonlinear function that only produces values 

between 0 and 1, as shown in (1), also called the logistic response function (Bertsimas, 2016).  

To calculate the odds of the target feature (y) being 1, we looked at the simplified version of the 

logistics response function, as shown in (2). This equation states that when the probability of class 1 is 

larger than the probability of class 0, the odds are larger than 0, and vice versa. In other words, the odds 

capture how likely outcome 1 is to succeed over outcome 0.  Our model assumed a cut-off value of 0.5 

for the odds.  

When we take the logarithm of both sides of (2), we obtain the function called Logit (3).  

𝑃(𝑦 = 1) =
1

1+𝑒−(𝑏0+ 𝑏1𝑥1+ 𝑏2𝑥2+ … +𝑏𝑘𝑏𝑘)
              (1) 

𝑂𝑑𝑑𝑠 =  
𝑃(𝑦=1)

𝑃(𝑦=0)
=  

𝑃(𝑦=1)

1−𝑃(𝑦=1)
   =  𝑒(𝑏0+ 𝑏1𝑥1+ 𝑏2𝑥2+ … +𝑏𝑘𝑏𝑘)                   (2) 

log(𝑂𝑑𝑑𝑠) =  𝑏0 +  𝑏1𝑥1 + 𝑏2𝑥2 +  … + 𝑏𝑘𝑏𝑘                 (3) 

where, 

P (y=1) = probability of event being in class 1 

b0 = intercept  

bk = coefficients indicating the influence of each independent variable, x  

xk = independent variables 

 

When these equations were applied, the model produced a table with the coefficients 

associated to each source of pressure, as well as a p-value to state the statistical significance of the 

produced results (refer to APPENDIX B for an example). A p-value less than or equal to 0.05 signals that 
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the independent variable in question is statistically significant and thus can be assumed to contribute to 

the company having a publicly available net zero target.  

The second part of the analysis used initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions as the categorical 

dependent variable. Table 2 in the Section 3.1.1.2 defines the classes for this categorical variable as 

applied to Logistic Regression. The same p-values as above were employed. 

The independent variables used were: 

• End consumers 

• Corporate buyers 

• Investors 

• Employees 

• Company executives 

• NGOs and other third parties 

• Industry associations 

• Governments 

• Mass media 

• Local communities  

3.1.2.2. Proportion Test Statistic 

We applied a statistical model to explain some of the findings from our descriptive analysis 

regarding the differences across the supply chain positions of companies when it comes to net zero goal 

targets. Since the objective is to compare two independent population proportions, we conducted a 

hypothesis test where the null hypothesis states that the two proportions are the same; that is               

H0: p1 = p2 against the alternative hypothesis H0: p1 ≠ p2.  
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This test statistic compares the proportion of successes in the two populations—as shown in 

(4)—combined to produce a Z-value—as demonstrated in (5). In our case, the number of participants 

that have a net zero goal or near-horizon initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions represent the successes 

(Y) and the ones that do not represent the failures (n). For a one-tailed analysis, we use a Z-value of 1.64 

(the equivalent of a p-value of 0.05) to establish if one sample is higher than the other. For a two-tailed 

analysis, we use a Z-value of 1.96 (the equivalent of a p-value of 0.05) to reject the null hypothesis that 

the samples are equal. 

�̂� =  
𝑌1+ 𝑌2

𝑛1+ 𝑛2
             (4) 

𝑍 =  
(𝑝1− 𝑝2)

√𝑝(1−�̂�)( 
1

𝑛1
+ 

1

𝑛2
 )

 (5) 

 

3.2. Executive Interviews 

To round out our research with a qualitative aspect, we conducted semi-structured, open-ended 

interviews with supply chain executives from different industries in North America and Europe. This also 

helped us corroborate trends in our quantitative analyses.  

A semi-structured interview refers to an interview guided with a pre-defined list of questions 

that allows for topical discussions that stray from the list (Barriball & While, 1994). The deviations 

provided additional insights into how industries approach environmental sustainability that were not 

directly addressed through the structured questions. 

While we had a blueprint of the executive interviews from past years, we added more 

specialized questions to obtain information regarding environmental sustainability. Since our project 

looked at sources of pressures by company and industry type, we interviewed executives belonging to 
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different industries to capture the varying perspectives. The executive interviewee summary is shown in 

Table 3.  

Table 3 

Executive Interviews by Industry Sector 

Industry Sector 
Supply Chain 

Position 
Count of 

Interviews 

Consulting Downstream 1 

Technology & Communications Downstream 4 

Transportation & Warehousing Midstream 1 

Manufacturing Upstream 1 

Industry Trade Association N/A 1 

  

4. RESULTS 

This chapter contains the summary of results obtained from the State of Supply Chain 

Sustainability 2023 survey and executive interviews as it pertains to our key research questions. The 

findings include: a summary of the participants’ profile to provide context to the responses, a 

quantitative analysis of the survey results using various statistical methods, and a qualitative analysis 

that captures insights from executive interviews performed to round out the research.   

4.1. Participant Summary 

This capstone analyzed data collected from January 26, 2023, through March 14, 2023. During 

the period of 48 days, 1,648 respondents started the survey, of which 668 respondents completed it 

entirely. The 668 responses in the dataset represented 79 countries on four continents. United States of 

America is the most represented country in terms of respondents, with 202 responses (30%), followed 

by Brazil, Argentina, United Kingdom, and France with 63, 28, 26 and 24 responses, respectively. The 

heat map in  Figure 2 captures the level of participation for all countries. 
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Figure 2 

Heatmap Capturing the Respondents' Company Headquarters' Location 

 

 In 2023, the survey was translated and distributed in four languages. English was the most 

common language with 64% of the respondents, followed by Spanish (19%), Portuguese (12%), and 

Mandarin Simplified Chinese (5%). Portuguese was first translated in 2023 and was promoted online in 

Brazil, which explains why Brazil had the second highest number of responses for this edition of the 

survey. Please refer to APPENDIX A for more information regarding participation by language and other 

relevant details about the respondents.  

Additional information was asked to gain a deeper understanding of the respondent’s 

company’s profile, including the company’s headquarters’ location. Regarding company type, 69% of the 

responses are from private companies. In the survey, private companies were defined as not having any 

publicly traded shares. The companies’ area served is balanced for both segments: 56% have a 

multinational presence and 44% are present in only one country. Evaluating the companies’ size by 
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number of employees, 42% of the responses are from small companies, with up to 499 employees. 

Figure 3 shows the breakdown by company type and size. 

 Figure 3 

Company’s Profile: Private vs Public; National vs Multinational; Number of Employees 

 

 

The database consists of a total of 14 industry sectors, the most representative industries are 

manufacturing, transportation and warehousing, and technology, with each sector accounting for 19%, 

17% and 10%, respectively, of the responses. The least representation in the database comes from 

Finance & Accounting and Accommodation & Food Service, each with 2% of the responses. All 14 

industry sectors were classified according to their supply chain position: upstream, midstream, and 

downstream. Downstream supply chain sectors, closer to end-consumer, are the most representative 

ones for the analysis. Figure 4 describes the industry sectors and supply chain position for the dataset. 

Most of the respondents are employed in core supply chain areas, like supply chain 

coordination, logistics, and procurement, at 22%, 17% and 10%, respectively. Only 13% of the 

respondents do not work in any supply chain area or related departments. The most common areas 

included in others category are general management, law, academic and technology. Most of the 

respondents’ age range is 35 to 44 years old, indicating professionals with significant experience.  
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Figure 5 represents the percentage per department and age range. 

Figure 4 

 Representation by Industry Sector and Industry Type According to Supply Chain Positioning 

  

 

      

 

Figure 5 

 Respondents Department Employed and Age Range 

   

 

 

3%

13%

23%

31%

26%

3%

65 years or older

55-64 years

45-54 years

35-44 years

25-34 years

18-24 years
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4.2. Environmental Sustainability Commitments 

Our research explores the sources of pressure that influence companies to establish net zero 

targets. It also investigates whether the call to action associated to net zero goals translates into actual 

plans through the implementation of initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions within the next 2 years. To 

do this, we present, in this section, the descriptive analysis based on the survey data as well as the 

results from our Logistic Regression analysis. We complement the data with feedback from supply chain 

executives in various industries to provide a more holistic response to our key research questions. 

4.2.1. Summary of Environmental Sustainability Commitments 

In this section we present a descriptive analysis from the participants’ responses related to 

environmental sustainability practices. In the 2023 survey, 56% of the participants affirmed that their 

companies have publicly stated sustainability goals, and 62% reported that their companies are 

increasing the sustainability of their supply chains through financial or human resources investments. 

Figures 6 and 7 summarize the respondents’ perceptions of their companies’ goals and investments in 

supply chain sustainability, including both social and environmental dimensions. 

Figure 6 

Percentage of Responses with Companies’ Publicly Stated Sustainability Goals 
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Figure 7 

Percentage of Respondents Reporting Investments in Supply Chain Sustainability 

 

 

The survey also included the respondents’ understanding of their company’s prioritization of 

social and environmental sustainability dimensions, and how this prioritization translates into 

sustainability goals and investments. We observed the top two dimensions prioritized by respondents 

for sustainability goals and investments are similar. Per Figure 8, 77% of the respondents perceive 

employee welfare & safety as a high, or very high, priority in their company for supply chain 

sustainability goals. This high prioritization of the goals also is also reflected in the investment priority, 

with 65% of the responses classifying investments as having a high, or very high, priority (see Figure 9). 

The second dimension prioritized is energy savings and renewable energy, in which 73% of the 

respondents identify as a high, or very high, goal priority; 66% also observe it as a prioritized investment 

for driving sustainability in the organization. The additional dimensions have some differences in the 

prioritized goals and commitments, as well as the respondents’ perception of prioritized investments.   
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Figure 8 

 Firm’s Priorities for Supply Chain Sustainability Goals by Dimension 

 

Figure 9 

Firm’s Priorities for Supply Chain Sustainability Investment by Dimension 

 

 

 

 

21%

21%

25%

24%

22%

26%

29%

33%

31%

40%

32%

33%

34%

36%

38%

37%

36%

35%

42%

37%

Fair pay/fair trade

Natural resource & biodiversity conservation *

Climate change mitigation *

Water conservation *

End of life management/supply chain circularity *

 Local community impact

Supplier diversity, equity & inclusion

Human rights protection

Energy savings/renewable energy *

Employee welfare & safety

* environmental sustainability dimensions

Very high priority High priority Moderate priority Minor priority Not at all

73% or more 

as high priority 
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The 2023 survey also included a comprehensive analysis of companies’ commitments regarding 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The GHG is one of the best-known indicators to translate 

environmental goals and commitments in tangible metrics and initiatives to reduce emissions. The GHG 

commitments are usually tracked using the following four metrics: net zero (GHG neutral), Scope 1, 

Scope 2, and Scope 3 emissions (defined in Section 2.3.2). Despite an increase of adopting emissions 

neutral goals, only 36% of the respondents confirmed their companies have goals to become net zero in 

a pre-defined timeline.  

To become net zero, companies need to measure and reduce emissions in their entire value 

chain, by netting emissions in Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3. The survey assessed the companies’ ability 

to measure their emissions, as well as how the goals are translated into actions and initiatives. In the 

2023 survey, we observed similar behaviors for measurements and initiatives; companies are more 

confident in reducing their emissions in Scope 1 and Scope 2. Per Figure 11, 43% and 34% of the 

respondents observed their companies are currently reducing Scope 1 and Scope 2, respectively; for 

Scope 3, 36% of the respondents affirm that their companies have no plan to measure (Figure 10) and 

34% have no plan to define initiatives to reduce the emissions in the near term. 
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Figure 10 

Companies’ Expected Readiness to Measure Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 Emissions 

, 

Note: Percentage represents the level of respondent participation by target timeline 

 

Figure 11 

Companies’ Expected Readiness to Implement Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 Reduction Initiatives 

 

Note: Percentage represents the level of respondent participation by target timeline 
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In our research, we also analyzed how ready the companies with net zero commitments are to 

achieve their goals, by examining their plans for implementing Scope 3 initiatives in the coming years. In 

our database, 48 companies have made net zero goal commitments by 2030, and only a few are already 

measuring and reducing their Scope 3 emissions. Additionally, 15% of the companies that have publicly 

committed to reach net zero by 2030 have no plan to implement initiatives to reduce their Scope 3 

emissions within the next 5 years. Figure 12 shows the current and anticipated ability to measure and 

the timeline for implementing initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions by companies with a net zero goal 

by 2030. 

Figure 12 

Companies’ Readiness to Measure and Implement Scope 3 Reduction Initiatives When They Have Net 
Zero Goals 

 

Note: Data includes only companies with 2030 as their net zero targets 

 

4.2.2. Net Zero Targets 

The 4th survey continued to reveal differences in companies’ goals and investments levels 

towards environmental sustainability. This year was the first time that the survey included a question on 
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net zero targets. Based on the responses obtained, we discovered that more public companies—

meaning those with publicly traded shares—have established net zero goals when compared to private 

companies. Figure 13 presents the Z-value of -3.5217 for the statistical analysis performed on the two 

percentages. Since it is smaller than -1.64 (equivalent to a 95% confidence level), there is sufficient 

evidence to conclude that the two populations of private versus public differ with respect to setting net 

zero goals.  

Figure 13 

Comparison of Net Zero Goal Setting by Company Type with Statistical Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

Additionally, when we look at the percentage of companies with net zero goals by supply chain 

position, we learn that more companies in the downstream industries have net zero goals compared to 

industries further away from the end consumers (Figure 14). Based on the statistical test performed to 

compare the groups, we can conclude that the downstream supply chain position differs from the other 

two. There is not enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis that the upstream and midstream 

positions are not the same in terms of net zero goal setting as the Z-value for the test resulted in 0.5888 

(<1.96).  

 

 Private Public 

Has No Net Zero Goal 97 40 

Has Net Zero Goal 63 64 

Total Responses 160 104 

Z-value 
-3.5217, 

hypothesis rejected 

Results for Hypothesis Testing of Proportions 



37 

Figure 14 

Comparison of Net Zero Goal Setting by Supply Chain Position with Statistical Analysis  

 

 

 Focusing only on companies with net zero targets, those in the downstream supply chain 

position tend to have more aggressive timelines compared to those in the upstream and midstream 

industries, as shown in Figure 15.   

Figure 15 

 Number of Respondents Citing Net Target Year, by Supply Chain Position 

 

 Upstream Midstream Downstream 

Has No Net 
Zero Goal 

54 39 44 

Has Net Zero 
Goal 

42 25 60 

Total 
Responses 

96 64 104 

Z-value (Up-
Mid) 

0.5888, hypothesis accepted  

Z-value (Mid-
Down) 

-2.3454, hypothesis rejected 

Z-value 
(Down-Up) 

1.9706, hypothesis rejected 

Results for Hypothesis Testing of Proportions 
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 The logistic regression analysis performed on the survey responses produced the results 

summarized in Table 4. As expected, based on previous studies on the subject, investors play a crucial 

role in applying pressure to have set targets on environmental sustainability such as net zero goals. 

Public companies are heavily influenced by investors compared to private companies, as expressed by 

the higher coefficient contributing to a company having a net zero goal.  

Table 4 

Logit Coefficients for Sources of Pressure to Have Net Zero Targets by Company Type 

Source of Pressure Overall Public Private 

End consumers -0.0665 -0.0915 -0.0543 

Corporate buyers -0.1367 0.1228 -0.2344 

Investors 0.3755 ** 0.5254 * 0.3085 * 

Employees 0.1242 0.1048 0.0925 

Company executives -0.1485 -0.3630 -0.0517 

NGOs and other third parties 0.0938 0.0570 0.1369 

Industry associations -0.2630 -0.3002 -0.2541 

Governments -0.2037 -0.2912 -0.2211 

Mass media 0.1000 0.2485 0.1089 

Local communities 0.1963 0.1555 0.1663 
        Note: * p-value ≤ 0.05, ** p-value = 0.00 

 

 Table 5 highlights that investors continue to be the main drivers for companies in the midstream 

and downstream supply chain positions to have net zero goals.  
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Table 5 

Logit Coefficients for Sources of Pressure to Have Net Zero Targets by Supply Chain Position 

Source of Pressure Upstream Midstream Downstream 

End consumers -0.1138 -0.0275 -0.1947 

Corporate buyers 0.0665 -0.3520 -0.0859 

Investors 0.2207 0.5343 * 0.4731 * 

Employees 0.1296 0.1994 -0.0748 

Company executives -0.1412 -0.5160 0.2613 

NGOs and other third parties -0.0801 0.3738 0.0189 

Industry associations -0.1534 -0.2501 -0.5836 * 

Governments -0.1683 -0.2457 -0.2617 

Mass media 0.0553 -0.1350 0.2155 

Local communities 0.1642 0.4996 0.3945 
             Note: * p-value ≤ 0.05, ** p-value = 0.00 

 

In the upstream position, there were no statistically significant sources of pressure. Since the 

reason for this result may be related to competing influences within the industries belonging to the 

upstream supply chain position, we further broke down the data into more precise sets, analyzing each 

group by both supply chain position and company type. The results are summarized in Table 6 and 7.  

Table 6 

Logit Coefficients for Sources of Pressure to Have Net Zero Targets of Private Companies by Supply Chain 
Position 

Source of Pressure 
  

Upstream 
Private 

Midstream 
Private 

Downstream 
Private 

End consumers -0.0207 -0.0729 -0.4683 

Corporate buyers -0.1159 -0.5212 0.1843 

Investors 0.5342 0.5989 0.2232 

Employees 0.3456 -0.1910 -0.3612 

Company executives -0.3030 -0.4775 0.7989 * 

NGOs and other third parties 0.2548 0.8670 -0.4946 

Industry associations -0.5243 -0.3366 -0.2159 

Governments -0.4715 -0.1559 -0.2241 

Mass media -0.6478 0.5265 0.1585 

Local communities 0.8809 * -0.1500 0.4951 
Note: * p-value ≤ 0.05, ** p-value = 0.00 
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Table 7 

Logit Coefficients for Sources of Pressure to Have Net Zero Targets of Public Companies by Supply Chain 
Position 

 Source of Pressure  

Upstream 
Public 

Midstream 
Public 

Downstream 
Public 

End consumers -0.2419 

N
o

t 
en

o
u

gh
 d

at
a 

p
o

in
ts

 

-0.0122 

Corporate buyers 0.7745 0.0317 

Investors -0.4830 1.1910 * 

Employees -0.4781 -0.1796 

Company executives -0.5825 -0.3515 

NGOs and other third parties -0.3107 0.5116 

Industry associations 0.1144 -1.1110 

Governments 0.2353 -0.7369 

Mass media 1.1753 * -0.0734 

Local communities -0.1057 1.0410 
Note: * p-value ≤ 0.05, ** p-value = 0.00 

 

Due to the lack of data points for the midstream industries, we were not able to explore the 

differences between private and public midstream companies. Instead, we only gather that, for the 

midstream private sector, there are not statistically significant sources of pressures with a confidence 

level of 95%. For the upstream private, local communities are an important influencer given its large 

coefficient of 0.8809. For upstream public sector, mass media’s coefficient of 1.1753 signals that media 

is a strong source of influence. Looking at the downstream position in the private sector, company 

executives are highly influential as shown by the logit coefficient of 0.7989; in the public sector, 

investors remain as the main—and only statistically significant—source of pressure. 

The Section 4.2.3 in this report explores whether these calls for action through net zero targets 

translate into plans for action.  
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4.2.3. Initiatives to Reduce Scope 3 Emissions 
 

From the results outlined in Section 4.2.2, we learned that public companies are more likely to 

have net zero goals compared to private companies. We conducted a one-tailed hypothesis test to 

investigate if public companies with net zero goals are more likely to have near-term initiatives focused 

on reducing Scope 3 emissions compared to private companies. The Z-value of -2.3374 for this one-

tailed test allowed us to reject the null hypothesis that both private and public companies behave the 

same towards initiative setting with a confidence level of 95% (equivalent to a Z-value of 1.64). Figure 16 

shows how, in line with previous findings, public companies are more likely to have near-term initiatives 

to reduce Scope 3 emissions.  

Figure 16 

Comparison of Initiative Setting to Reduce Scope 3 by Company Type with Statistical Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 When looking at the differences by supply chain position, we found that despite the varying 

percentages (with the downstream industries showing higher percentage of companies with Scope 3 

initiatives in the near term), we cannot confidently reject the hypothesis that companies behave 

differently depending on their supply chain position. The Z-values for the two-tailed hypothesis tests 

conducted and the percentages for each supply chain position are summarized in Figure 17.  

 Private Public 

Has No Near-Term 
Initiatives  

97 40 

Has Near-Term 
Initiatives 

63 64 

Total Responses 160 104 

Z-value 2.3374, hypothesis 
rejected 

Results for Hypothesis Testing of Proportions 
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Since our hypothesis also addressed the influence that sources of pressure could have on the 

creation and implementation of activities to reduce Scope 3 emissions, we conducted a logistic 

regression analysis similar to that done in Section 4.2.2. The target variable was whether the company 

has initiatives that are ongoing or anticipated within 2 years; the independent variables were the same 

as before. The dataset for this study included only entries where the participant declared that a net zero 

goal had been set by their company. Due to the small sample size for the Midstream sub-dataset, the 

model could not converge, so Midstream was excluded from the results. Table 8 presents the Logit 

coefficients for each source of pressure from the analysis. As evidenced by the lack of p-values less than 

or equal to 0.05, the same sources of pressure that influenced companies to set net zero targets are not 

influencing companies to create initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions.  

  

 Upstream Midstream Downstream 

Has No Near-
Term 
Initiatives  

54 39 44 

Has Near-Term 
Initiatives 

42 25 60 

Total 
Responses 

96 64 104 

Z-value (Up-
Mid) 

-1.2395, hypothesis accepted  

Z-value (Mid-
Down) 

0.8454, hypothesis accepted 

Z-value (Down-
Up) 

0.3613, hypothesis accepted 

Results for Hypothesis Testing of Proportions 

Figure 17 

 Comparison of Initiative Setting by Supply Chain Position with Statistical Analysis 



43 

Table 8 

Logit Coefficients for Sources of Pressure to Have Initiatives to Reduce Scope 3 Emissions 

Source of Pressure Overall Upstream Downstream Public Private 

End consumers 0.0816 0.1936 -0.0133 0.2976 -0.0468 

Corporate buyers -0.1952 -0.1695 0.0039 -0.3361 0.0495 

Investors 0.1692 0.0196 0.2650 0.0639 0.0410 

Employees 0.2506 0.2995 0.0609 0.2426 0.5993 

Company executives -0.1265 0.1269 0.0307 -0.2126 -0.0617 

NGOs and other third 
parties 

-0.1037 -0.1065 -0.3149 -0.2929 -0.3669 

Industry associations 0.1781 0.1994 0.1543 0.4625 0.2379 

Governments -0.0473 -0.2348 0.3691 -0.0720 0.0653 

Mass media -0.0039 0.0003 -0.5528 0.2952 -0.5183 

Local communities -0.2336 -0.3523 0.0934 -0.3069 -0.1572 

Note: * p-value ≤ 0.05, ** p-value = 0.00 

 

4.3. Executive Interview Insights 
 

This section consists of key insights from supply chain leaders related to the importance of 

environmental sustainability. A total of eight semi-structured executive interviews were conducted with 

supply chain leaders from companies in different supply chain positions. Five of the interviewed 

companies are positioned in the downstream supply chain, two in the upstream, and one in the 

midstream. Additionally, some of the interviewed companies are consulting or technology providers, 

sharing their perspective on observed sustainability trends in their industry. The interviews followed an 

open conversation with questions set as guidance to discuss supply chain sustainability, focusing on 

environmental goals and initiatives and the main sources of pressure. Please refer to APPENDIX A for the 

executive interview questions guide.  
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I. Relevance of environmental sustainability: As a result of increasing pressures from stakeholders, 

companies are focusing more on environmental sustainability. Comparing the results from 2023 

Report with previous years, environmental sustainability has risen to the top priorities for supply 

chain sustainability goals and initiatives (see Figure 8). In 2020, the year the survey was launched, 

we observed higher prioritization of social sustainability compared to the rest, with the top 3 items 

all belonging to the social sustainability pillar. This year, energy savings and renewable energy use 

was the number two priority for companies’ commitments and investments, showing that 

environmental has becoming more relevant. 

Feedback from a consulting company servicing players across the three supply chain positions 

corroborates this trend: 

 

“We have been observing an increase in environmental compliance among our customers as well. 

[Companies] are allocating more budget and staff for environmental regulations and some 

customers are even self-regulating themselves.”   

Chief Product and Marketing Officer at a contractor management software company – downstream supply 

chain position 

 

II. Public companies are more likely to have net zero goals: Public companies have more stakeholders 

to respond to when compared to companies in the private sector. The different pressures 

stakeholders exert on them will increase the probability for a company to adopt net zero goals. Two 

of our interviewees shared their insights regarding the topic. 

 

“Public companies certainly see equity in [adopting net zero goals] and I think they’re more engaged 

in many ways, making more investments.” 

Senior Vice President at Council of Supply Chain Management Professionals 
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“By far the large majority [of companies with net zero goals] is public […] because they do not have 

the same type of requirements that [private] companies do.” 

Vice President, ESG at a large North American third part logistics company – midstream supply chain position 

 

III. Sustainability goals vary by supply chain position: A company will adopt sustainability targets, like 

net zero goals, depending on the pressures it experiences based on their place in the supply chain.  

When asked if companies closer to the end consumer will have more goals and initiatives, the Senior 

Vice President at CSCMP confirmed that this is indeed the case. According to his perspective, this is 

because downstream players look at sustainability to protect their brand. 

 

“That is absolutely true. The way I describe this and the challenge that this is confronted with is it’s a 

brand equity issue and it’s a social responsibility within the company”. 

Senior Vice President at Council of Supply Chain Management Professionals 

 

IV. The lack of net zero goals does not mean a lack of focus on environmental sustainability. The 

quantitative results presented in Section 4.2 show that most companies have not established a net 

zero goal. When discussing this phenomenon with industry professionals, we obtained similar 

feedback from all three supply chain positions: sustainability targets may come in different forms 

regardless of whether the company is in the upstream, midstream, or downstream position.  

 

“[Several companies] do have sustainability goals. When asked what type of targets they have, 

companies selected targets like net zero goals, B-corp, [or] carbon neutral certifications.” 

Head of Product Marketing at an environmental platform company – downstream supply chain position 

 

“Before we can make any [net zero] goals, we need to understand where we are. We are working on 

determining what the sources of data are to calculate our inventory. With this data we can start to 

model and see what the objective would be and any tactics that would be required to achieve it.” 

Vice President, ESG at a large North American third part logistics company – midstream supply chain position 



46 

 

“For environmental sustainability we have net zero emissions for Scope 1 and Scope 2, but not for 

Scope 3. Due to supply chain complexities, limited control over our supplier’s supply chains, and lack 

of consistent industry methodologies for measuring Scope 3, our target is to reduce Scope 3 30% by 

2030 from what it would be without action.” 

Director of Global Reverse Logistics at an electronics manufacturing company – upstream supply chain 

position 

V. Sustainability as an advantage for downstream players. While companies may have different 

reasons to adopt sustainability goals, in the downstream position it is often seen as a strategic 

method to remain relevant and competitive. When discussing reasons for companies in the 

downstream position to adopt net zero goals, two companies mentioned that many of their 

customers seek to use sustainability as a competitive advantage.  

 

“In the supply chain space, [companies] are often triggered to act and build sustainable solutions by 

a reactive, competitive fear that they won’t be the first to market. Clearly, there is some sort of end-

customer value to them.” 

Head of Product Marketing at an environmental platform company – downstream supply chain position 

 

“The growing consumer demand for sustainable products […] is really driving companies to adopt 

more sustainable practices in order to remain competitive. You have the rise of social media in 

digital communication channels which have made it easier for consumers to share information and 

raise awareness about environmental issues.” 

Chief Executive Officer at a logistics platform company – downstream supply chain position 

 

VI. The absence of Scope 3 initiatives when there’s net zero goals may be explained by: 

Social license to operate: Using net zero goals as a method to foster a positive reputation among 

consumers and establishing long-term brand loyalty. Companies may seek to adopt net zero targets 
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as a way to be recognized as an entity concerned with matters beyond their brand, like climate 

change. According to the CEO of a company servicing downstream entities, companies may set net 

zero goals to show commitment to environmental sustainability in front of investors without 

necessarily having a clear plan to achieve the targets. 

 

“There are a few investors that are more sensitive to [environmental sustainability] than others. 

[Most investors] ask if you have a goal but do not take the time to understand the impact of Scope 3 

emissions related to the company.” 

Chief Executive Officer at a reverse logistics platform company – downstream supply chain position 

 

Complexity and/or lack of standardization for measuring Scope 3 emissions. The second, more 

common, cited reason behind the absence of defined Scope 3 reduction plans is that companies lack 

a standardized methodology and framework to define their baseline. This means there is no clarity 

as to how to track and monitor emissions. Without this clear direction, companies are not able to 

establish realistic milestones towards achieving their net zero goals.  

 

“…you need to narrow [sustainability objectives] down to something that can be measured. If you 

can’t measure it, then you can’t track it [or] trace it. So unless it is measurable, it is very hard to hold 

people accountable because it becomes very subjective.” 

Senior Vice President at Council of Supply Chain Management Professionals 

 

“It is fundamental to make sure [companies] have a strong methodology and framework to calculate 

their baseline and future reports. This process avoids recalculations and unintentional misleading 

reports”.   

Chief Product and Marketing Officer at a contractor management software company – downstream supply 

chain position 
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“Most companies have a good understanding about their Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions and 

controlling it, but the Scope 3 emissions are a little harder and not all companies are clear about 

what their Scope 3 footprint looks like.”   

Executive at a supply chain software company – downstream supply chain position 

The qualitative insights from the professionals we interviewed helped us explain some of the 

results from our quantitative analysis. Section 5 combines the quantitative and qualitative outcomes 

from our research to provide an interpretation and give additional information supply chain 

professionals can use to understand the state of environmental sustainability for each supply chain 

position.  

5. DISCUSSION 

Section 4 described the main findings of our analysis, covering both the quantitative and 

qualitative aspects of our research. This section provides our interpretation of the results to address the 

key research questions of this report. We first discuss what are the sources of pressure that influence a 

company’s commitment to establish net zero goals based on both their company type and their supply 

chain position. Then, we focus only on the companies with net zero goals and explained whether the 

same sources influence these companies to implement near-term initiatives to reduce Scope 3 

emissions. 

5.1. Net Zero Targets 

As concerns around climate change intensify, companies have been more eager to adopt 

environmental sustainability goals. Comparing the results from 2023 Report to previous years, 

environmental sustainability has risen to the top priorities for supply chain sustainability goals and 

initiatives. In 2020, the year the survey was launched, we observed higher prioritization of social 

sustainability compared to the rest, with the top 3 items belonging to the social sustainability pillar 
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(Allegue Lara & Barrington, 2020). This year, energy savings and renewable energy use was the number 

two priority for companies’ commitments and investments, showing that environmental is becoming 

more relevant. 

To understand whether this increased prioritization of environmental sustainability goals is 

influenced by different stakeholders, we investigated the sources of pressure that impact a company’s 

decision to set net zero goals based on their type (private or public) and their position in the overall 

supply chain. 

First, we examined net zero goal setting by company type. As expected from previous studies on 

the subject, investors play a crucial role in applying pressure to have set targets on environmental 

sustainability such as net zero goals. In their article Big Three Power, and Why it Matters, Bebchuk and 

Hirst describe how the largest three index fund managers in the United States have a significant voting 

power on corporate decisions. They explain that “clients representing more than $3.3 trillion in assets 

entrusted to [one of the Big Three] have made net zero commitments” (Bebchuk et al., 2022, para. 2). 

Boss and Edkins then discuss, in their own article, how one of three index fund managers looks at ESG 

initiatives to make decisions. According to their findings, the index fund managers advocate for 

providing investors with climate-related disclosures “given the role of climate risk and opportunities will 

play” in investor’s portfolios (Boss et al., 2022, para. 1). 

While all types of companies are influenced by investors, public companies experience a higher 

pressure compared to private companies as expressed by the larger coefficient (0.5254 versus 0.3085) 

contributing to a company having a net zero goal. This increased pressure from investors on public 

companies is also evident when we apply hypothesis testing to compare the proportions of companies 

that have net zero goals versus those that do not, by company type (refer to Figure 13).  The test results 

show there is sufficient evidence to conclude that the two populations of private versus public differ 
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with respect to setting net zero goals. Given the higher percentage of participants with net zero goals in 

public companies (62% versus 39% in private companies), we can confidently infer that public 

companies do indeed receive more pressure to set net zero goals. 

Interviews with supply chain executives further corroborated our findings on this subject, as 

demonstrated in Section 4.3. Public companies have more stakeholders to respond to when compared 

to companies in the private sector. The different pressures stakeholders exert on them will increase the 

probability for a company to adopt net zero goals. The Senior Vice President at CSCMP confirmed that 

“public companies certainly see equity” (personal communication, April 24, 2023) and show more 

commitment towards sustainability through investments compared to private companies. According to 

a player in the midstream sector, this Is because public companies “do not have the same type of 

requirements” (personal communication, March 3, 2023), signaling that the company type is relevant to 

the setting of net zero goals. 

Once we uncovered the sources of pressure by company type, we explored which stakeholders 

have an impact on net zero goal setting according to a company’s supply chain position. Based on the 

statistical test performed to compare the three groups (upstream, midstream, downstream), we can 

conclude that the downstream supply chain position differs from the other two. There is not enough 

evidence to reject that the upstream and midstream positions are not the same in terms of net zero goal 

setting as the Z-value for the test resulted in 0.5888 (<1.96). Additionally, when looking at the target 

year for achieving net zero goals, companies in the downstream position have the most aggressive 

timelines (see Figure 15). This validates part of our hypothesis, which established that the closer a 

company is to the end consumer, the different the behaviors to address environmental concerns would 

be. 
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Regarding the sources themselves, both midstream and downstream players are strongly 

influenced by investors, as denoted by their large, statistically significant coefficients of 0.5343 and 

0.4731, respectively. However, downstream industries additionally experience strong pressures 

(coefficient of    -0.5836) from industry associations to not implement net zero goals. This finding was 

unexpected. While our quantitative findings cannot explain the reason behind this phenomenon, the 

executive interviews we performed, along with external resources, may provide some insights.  

When discussing the absence of net zero goals with the Chief Executive Officer of company 

servicing customers in the downstream supply chain position, he explained that downstream players 

often have an issue with a “lack of data, lack of systems, lack of framework” (personal communication, 

April 19, 2023). Given the challenges to standardize what sustainability means and how it is to be 

measured and implemented, it is likely industry associations fail to give a good direction for companies 

to feel confident in setting net zero goals. In his book Balancing Green: When to Embrace Sustainability 

in a Business (and When Not To), Sheffi (2018, p. 130) talks about how industry standards may result in 

“weak standards relative to what individual companies might create.” He cites two main reasons for 

this: 1) company members of the association who may be behind in their journey towards sustainability, 

and 2) competing standard bodies which result in the “easiest, least costly, and least rigorous code” to 

be chosen. The selection of the weakest code may contribute to the discouragement by industry 

associations for downstream players to not adopt net zero goals.   

The lack of net zero goals may not necessarily be a negative thing when it comes to 

environmental sustainability. According to feedback received from interviewees across all supply chain 

positions (Section 4.3), the absence of net zero goals does not strictly mean an absence of sustainability 

goals. In the upstream space, the Director of Global Reverse Logistics at an electronics manufacturing 

company mentioned they do not have a net zero goal, but they do have a set target to reduce Scope 3 

emissions by 30% by 2030 (personal communication, April 21, 2023); in the midstream position, the Vice 
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President of ESG at a large North American logistics company talked about how companies often want 

to establish their baseline and truly understand their inputs before establishing net zero goals (personal 

communication, March 6, 2023); and in the downstream, the International Account Executive at a 

Fintech company discussed that businesses may be setting different sustainability targets such as 

becoming certified as a B-Corporation or other (personal communication, April 12, 2023).  

Going back to our quantitative results from the survey, we could not identify statistically 

significant sources of pressure for the upstream position in our analysis. Since the reason for this result 

may be related to competing influences within the industries belonging to the upstream supply chain 

position, we further broke down the data into more precise sets, analyzing each group by both supply 

chain position and company type. 

According to the survey results and our analysis, private upstream companies receive strong 

pressures from mainly local communities as denoted by the statistically significant corresponding 

coefficient of 0.8809. For public upstream companies, the only relevant source of pressure was mass 

media with a statistically significant coefficient of 1.1753. Being more distanced from the end consumer, 

the upstream industries are less susceptible to scrutiny coming from outside sources. This is evidenced 

by the fact that end consumers and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) do not play an active role 

in companies committing to net zero emissions.  

To explain the reason for mass media and local communities exerting pressure on the upstream 

position, we look into the context of the companies in this space. Upstream industries include those 

involved in the extraction of non-renewable (such as minerals and hydrocarbons) and renewable (such 

as forestry, agriculture, fishing, and hunting), as well as manufacturing. These industries are often 

perceived as having a negative impact to the environment when performed at a commercial level. While 

they are subject to regulations—which vary widely from one region to another—their impact is mainly 
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felt by the communities that live in the areas of extraction. When major environmental incidents 

occur—such as the deforestation of a major park or the accidental or purposeful contamination of 

waterways—local communities may raise a flag to the mass media to bring attention to the subject 

seeking retribution and a way forward to undo the damages. For major disasters, mass media, through 

news segments, documentaries, and social media, may apply pressure to companies to mitigate and 

correct the damage.  

For the downstream private companies, it was interesting to see that the main source of 

pressure to have net zero targets was that applied by company executives; for public companies in this 

domain, the main source was the investors. The fact that company executives heavily influence 

(coefficient of 0.7989) the decision to have net zero targets in downstream private companies signals 

that sustainability is seen as a strategic advantage. As consumers worry about the future state of the 

environment, they demand to see their values reflected in the brands they purchase from. To attract 

and retain these consumers, companies must represent their brands as sustainable, concerned with the 

environmental and social impacts they may have. The executive interviews we conducted also reflected 

this finding. When discussing reasons for companies in the downstream position to adopt net zero goals, 

the International Account Executive at a company in this supply chain position mentioned that many of 

their private customers seek to use sustainability “as an advantage to generate loyalty and attract 

customers” (personal communication, April 12, 2023). The Chief Executive Officer of a technology 

company in the downstream position also voiced that sustainability is crucial for business to remain 

competitive in a market where being a responsible player is becoming more important (personal 

communication, April 5, 2023). 

Overall, through our quantitative and qualitative analyses, we corroborated previous findings 

that investors are a main source of pressure for companies to adopt sustainability practices. We also 

identified sources of stakeholder pressure by company and industry type and explained why these are 
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different. This information may help supply chain professionals understand the key stakeholders in their 

industries.  

Section 5.2 discusses whether the same sources of pressure influencing companies to have net 

zero goals exert pressure on companies to implement initiatives that reduce Scope 3 emissions. 

 

5.2. Initiatives to Reduce Scope 3 Emissions 
 

Once we investigated the sources of pressure influencing net zero goal setting, we studied 

whether companies with net zero goals are indeed implemented initiatives to lower their Scope 3 

emissions. We expected to see the same levels of commitment across the different company types, as 

without initiatives in place, the achievement of the established net zero goals is not realistic. However, 

we learned that, similarly to net zero goal setting, public companies are more likely to have current or 

near-term initiatives compared to private companies. The percentage of participation in setting 

initiatives is lower than expected for all companies, regardless of their type: only 59% of public 

companies with net zero goals have initiatives in place, compared to 37% of private companies.  

When examining companies by their supply chain position, we cannot confidently reject the 

hypothesis that companies behave differently depending on their supply chain position. The percentage 

of participation in setting initiatives addressing Scope 3 emissions is between 36% and 53%. In Section 

5.1, when we explored downstream player’ behaviors towards net zero goals, we found that 

downstream industries are more likely to adopt these targets. However, we saw that when it came to 

near-term initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions in line with their net zero goals, downstream was no 

different than upstream and midstream—most companies are simply unprepared to meet their targets. 

While it is possible to explain some of the lack of ongoing or near-term initiatives by looking at 

the target year, we still find 54% of companies with a target of net zero by 2030 do not currently have 
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initiatives covering their Scope 3 emissions. To understand what the driver behind this behavior may be, 

we examined the sources of pressure persuading companies to implement near-term initiatives. As 

evidenced by the lack of p-values under 0.05 in Table 8, the same sources of pressure that influence 

companies to set net zero targets are not influencing companies to create initiatives to reduce Scope 3 

emissions. In fact, companies are not receiving meaningful pressures to apply near-term initiatives at all. 

These results are concerning, as they put into question the validity of net zero goals and the motivations 

for stakeholders to pressure for supply chain sustainability. To provide some insights as to this 

phenomenon, we relied on interviews with supply chain executives.  

There were two main findings from our qualitative analysis that help elucidate on the lack of 

initiatives: 1) the complexity and absence of proper standardization for measuring Scope 3 emissions 

make it challenging for companies to adopt meaningful initiatives; and 2) companies may be using the 

setting of net zero goals as a method to build social license to operate.  

Regarding the first point, the Senior Vice President at CSCMP explained that companies need to 

be able to measure and track their emissions, because without this ability, it is not possible to introduce 

accountability (personal communication, April 24, 2023). Two consulting companies also shared this 

same view when stating that companies need to a have a “strong methodology and framework” to 

properly calculate Scope 3 emissions (personal communication, April 14, 2023) and that most companies 

find it hard to understand and control Scope 3 emissions (personal communication, April 13, 2023). The 

descriptive analysis we performed in Section 4.2 also demonstrates that there are more currently 

companies with initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions than there are companies able to measure Scope 

3 emissions. This points to the fact that challenges around tracking Scope 3 emissions may be at the 

source of the absence of near-term initiatives. Companies are still seeking to understand their GHG 

impact before they can create initiatives that will contribute to their corporate objectives. Since these 

initiatives require capital, their value must be shown before the resources can be allocated. Without 
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clarity on what the true impact of the initiatives will be, it is easier to understand why companies are not 

adopting Scope 3 reduction programs.  

Addressing the second finding, it is also possible companies are setting net zero goals to 

generate goodwill and reputation among their stakeholders. As previously discussed, companies may be 

seeking to use sustainability as a part of their brand to remain competitive and attract the growing 

market of consumers looking for products that are eco-friendly. The CEO of a downstream company also 

shared that, while investors are focusing on net zero goals, they are generally not asking companies to 

back these targets with distinctive plans (personal communication, April 19, 2023). This puts into 

question whether companies are setting net zero goals to obtain backing from investors without 

prioritizing the actual achievement of these goals.  

Our report can only provide the insights from our research without necessarily making 

conclusions on this topic. We recommend that further studies are performed on this topic to understand 

why there are discrepancies between the sources of pressures and levels of commitment to net zero 

goals versus Scope 3 reduction programs. 

6. CONCLUSIONS 

6.1. Summary and Closing Comments  

Our findings confirm that investors continue to be one of the key drivers for companies to 

address sustainability as part of the corporate strategy through net zero targets. Public companies do 

show higher levels of commitment and investments related to environmental objectives compared to 

private companies. While the investors are important, there are other sources of pressure depending on 

the company and industry type that will influence companies’ decisions regarding sustainability.  
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Our results also show that companies present different behaviors regarding goal setting based 

on their positioning within the overall supply chain. As hypothesized, downstream players have the 

greatest levels of commitment via their net zero goals. However, we saw that when it came to near-

term initiatives to reduce Scope 3 emissions in line with the net zero goals, downstream was no 

different than the upstream and midstream positions—they all show companies are generally 

unprepared to meet their carbon neutrality targets. 

These insights put into question the motivation for companies to adopt sustainability targets 

and set the floor for future research. Are companies using net zero goals to generate goodwill with the 

public? To brand themselves as sustainable for competitive advantage?  

In the end, whatever investments companies make towards sustainability practices need to 

provide a value to the company. With the growing demand for eco-friendly products, the value may not 

be easily quantifiable through direct financial metrics, but the efficiencies, increased resiliency to avoid 

business disruptions, and brand recognition these investments can generate should not be overlooked. 

6.2. Recommendations for Future Work 
 

Based on the findings and limitations of this report, we recommend that future research 

investigate the trends around the setting of net zero targets and Scope 3 reduction initiatives through 

the years. Part of the future research can delve more deeply into the motivations stakeholders—namely 

investors—have to pressure for supply chain sustainability: Is it social license to operate? Regulatory 

compliance? Or something else?  

We also suggest that the survey be expanded to new languages to capture a broader audience. 

This may allow for a better understanding of how the region a company is in plays a role in the type of 

sustainability goals and commitments implemented by companies throughout the world. Additional 
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executive interviews spanning a broader range of industries and regions may help to provide new 

perspectives on supply chain sustainability. 
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APPENDIX A 
Summary of Survey Data 

 

Table A1 

Number of Responses by Survey Language 

Language # of Responses % of Responses 

English 427 64% 

Portuguese 82 12% 

Spanish 124 19% 

Simplified Chinese 35 5% 

Total 668 100% 

 

Table A2 

Number of Responses by Gender 

Gender # of Responses % of Responses 

Male 471 72% 

Female 158 24% 

Prefer not to say 26 4% 

Total 655 100% 

 

Table A3 

Number of Responses by Age Range 

Age Range # of Responses % of Responses 

18-24 years 22 3% 

25-34 years 170 26% 

35-44 years 207 31% 

45-54 years 149 23% 

55-64 years 88 13% 

65 years or older 23 3% 

Total 659 100% 
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Table A5 

Number of Responses by Supply Chain Position 

 

Supply Chain Position # of Responses % of Responses 

Downstream 298 45% 

Midstream 166 25% 

Upstream 204 31% 

Total 668 100% 

 
 

Table A6 

Number of Responses by Industry Segment 

Industry Segment # of Responses % of Responses 

Manufacturing 126 19% 

Transportation and Warehousing 116 17% 

Technology 70 10% 

Retail 50 7% 

Health Care and Services 40 6% 

Academia 34 5% 

Construction 32 5% 

Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 31 5% 

Business Consulting 30 4% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 28 4% 

Utilities 19 3% 

Wholesale 18 3% 

Accommodation and Food Services 16 2% 

Finance & Accounting 13 2% 

Others 45 7% 

Total 668 100% 

 

 

Table A7 

Number of Responses by Industry Type 

Industry Type # of Responses % of Responses 

Private 457 69% 

Public 208 31% 

Total 665 100% 
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Table A8 

Number of Responses by Industry Area Served 

Industry Area Served # of Responses % of Responses 

National 295 44% 

Multinational 370 56% 

Total 665 100% 

 
 
Table A9 

Number of Responses by Industry Size in Number of Employees 

Number of Employees # of Responses % of Responses 

0-19 78 12% 

20-99 100 15% 

100-499 99 15% 

500-999 50 8% 

1,000-4,999 113 17% 

5,000-9,999 46 7% 

10,000-49,999 74 11% 

50,000 or more 99 15% 

Total 659 100% 

 

 
Table A10 

Number of Responses by Headquarters’ Location 

Headquarters’ Location # of Responses % of Responses 

United States of America 202 30% 

Brazil 63 9% 

Argentina 28 4% 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 26 4% 

France 24 4% 

China 23 3% 

Germany 22 3% 

Australia 21 3% 

Italy 20 3% 

Mexico 16 2% 

Switzerland 15 2% 

Colombia 14 2% 

Canada 13 2% 

Chile 12 2% 

Peru 11 2% 
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Headquarters’ Location (Continuation) # of Responses % of Responses 

Spain 10 1% 

Nigeria 9 1% 

India 7 1% 

Denmark 6 1% 

Netherlands 6 1% 

Egypt 5 1% 

Paraguay 5 1% 

Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of... 5 1% 

Ghana 4 1% 

Japan 4 1% 

Portugal 4 1% 

Bangladesh 3 0% 

Belgium 3 0% 

Bolivia 3 0% 

Ecuador 3 0% 

Ireland 3 0% 

New Zealand 3 0% 

Saudi Arabia 3 0% 

South Africa 3 0% 

Sweden 3 0% 

United Arab Emirates 3 0% 

Viet Nam 3 0% 

Afghanistan 2 0% 

Bhutan 2 0% 

Dominican Republic 2 0% 

Ethiopia 2 0% 

Finland 2 0% 

Guinea 2 0% 

Guyana 2 0% 

Honduras 2 0% 

Indonesia 2 0% 

Iran 2 0% 

Israel 2 0% 

Kenya 2 0% 

Luxembourg 2 0% 

Malaysia 2 0% 

Pakistan 2 0% 

Panama 2 0% 

Uganda 2 0% 

Zimbabwe 2 0% 

Algeria 1 0% 

Angola 1 0% 
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Headquarters’ Location (Continuation) # of Responses % of Responses 

Austria 1 0% 

Bahrain 1 0% 

Congo, Republic of the... 1 0% 

Costa Rica 1 0% 

Czech Republic 1 0% 

Gambia 1 0% 

Greece 1 0% 

Haiti 1 0% 

Lao People's Democratic Republic 1 0% 

Lebanon 1 0% 

Malawi 1 0% 

Norway 1 0% 

Philippines 1 0% 

Russian Federation 1 0% 

Singapore 1 0% 

Slovakia 1 0% 

Slovenia 1 0% 

South Korea 1 0% 

Sudan 1 0% 

Thailand 1 0% 

Turkey 1 0% 

Uruguay 1 0% 

Total 668 100% 
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APPENDIX B 
Logistic Regressions Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis 

 

Figure B1 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for the Overall Data 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure B2 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Public Companies 
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Figure B3 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Private Companies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure B4 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Companies in the Upstream 

Position 
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Figure B5 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Companies in the Midstream 

Position 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure B6 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Companies in the Downstream 

Position 
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Figure B7 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Private Companies in the 

Upstream Position 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure B8 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Private Companies in the 

Midstream Position 
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Figure B9 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Private Companies in the 

Downstream Position 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure B10 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Public Companies in the Upstream 

Position 
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Figure B11 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Net Zero Goals Analysis for Public Companies in the 

Downstream Position 
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APPENDIX C 
Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis 

 

Figure C1 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for the Overall Data 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure C2 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for Public Companies 
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Figure C3 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for Private Companies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure C4 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for Companies in the Upstream Position 
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Figure C5 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for Companies in the Downstream Position 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure C6 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for Private Companies in the Upstream 

Position 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



75 

Figure C7 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for Private Companies in the Downstream 

Position 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure C8 

Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Scope 3 Analysis for Public Companies in the Upstream 

Position 
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APPENDIX D 
2023 Executive Interview Questions 

 

− In your view, how important is SC sustainability in your industry? How might this change in this 

next five years? 

− Which areas of SC sustainability–e.g., labor, climate change, emissions, waste, water use–are 

afforded the highest priority in your company and industry? 

− In your industry, how relevant is environmental sustainability compared to other sustainability 

efforts and initiatives?  

− Does your company receive external or internal pressure to commit to environmental 

sustainability? 

− Has the pressure increased? Recently, in the last five or ten years, or not at all? Please explain 

your answer. 

− Does your company have net zero goals? If so, are they a result of external or internal 

pressures? 

− What kind of initiatives does your company/industry have to meet its net zero goals? How are 

you addressing SCOPE 1, 2 and 3? 

− What role do SC professionals generally play in pursuing environmental sustainability? How can 

they make a difference in this space? 

− What are the biggest barriers to supply chain sustainability success and the practices that are 

the hardest to implement in your industry and company? 


