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Abstract

:

This study attempts to examine the impact of corporate sustainability on firm performance by examining the indirect effect of sustainability-oriented supplier partnership and green innovation capabilities of a firm. The data acquired to address the research question is collected from management personnel, officers, and experts in the Ghana manufacturing sector using a list provided by the Association of Ghana Industries. Data acquired are tested for convergent validity and construct reliability and further examine the measurement model. The structural model is examined using partial least square structural equation modeling techniques. The empirical study supports seven (7) out of eight (8) stated hypotheses. Findings indicate that a sustainability-oriented supplier partnership indirectly influences the effect of social sustainability practices on a firm’s performance. In the same view, the outcome revealed that a sustainability-oriented supplier partnership does not positively influence the relationship between environmental, economic sustainability, and firm performance. Green innovation capabilities indirectly influence the effect of social and economic sustainability on firm performance except for environmental sustainability and firm performance. The findings of the study contribute to the literature by providing insights into the indirect effect of supplier–partnership and green innovation capabilities on firm performance, especially in the manufacturing sector.
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1. Introduction


The negative effect of firms’ production activities has received significant attention both in practice and academia [1]. Curbing this increasing challenge has lead to the ratification of several policies and promotion of sustainability-oriented frameworks [2]. The transition to sustainable practices is fueled by several factors, such as constant pressures from the organization’s stakeholders and regulatory requirements. These factors serve as the thrust for the adaption and implementation of corporate sustainability practices [3].



Corporate sustainability practices can take diverse dimensions such as economic sustainability practices, social sustainability practices, and environmental practices [4]. The organization needs to perform various sustainability activities to ensure internal and external stakeholders are satisfied. Besides, it is prudent for firms to engage in corporate sustainability practices to build and maintain sustainability core competencies [5]. The practice of sustainability provides firms the necessary leverage to gain entry into new markets and opportunities. Additionally, adopting sustainability practices on a political and tactical level enables firms to comply with regulatory requirements while maintaining a green reputation in the marketplace [6,7]. Inasmuch as corporate sustainability is discussed to impact the performance of firms, the disourse on this relationship is conflicting in some cases.



Therefore, the research adds up to the discourse of the effect of corporate sustainability on firm performance by probing into the role of suppliers and green innovation capabilities of the firm. Ensuring corporate sustainability practices have a significant impact on firm performance requires contribution from diverse stakeholders, especially suppliers. There it is critical to identify and select suppliers with sustainable identity and orientation. Sustainability-oriented supplier–firm relationships/partnerships play a critical role in enriching the sustainability practices of organizations. The interaction among businesses offers firms the knowledge, information, and business acumen to thrive in a green economy. Observing the relevance of sustainability-oriented supplier–buyer networks from a stakeholder theory and social capital perspective, it is acknowledged that focal firms stand the chance to gain sufficient knowledge and resources to augment internal sustainability processes [8]. Additionally, relationship-learning activities are enriched throughout the interaction and collaboration stage between focal firms and suppliers [9]. Having in place a responsible supplier network/ecosystem cannot be underestimated if corporate sustainability practices can contribute towards the performance of firms.



Although the sustainable orientation of firm suppliers is argued to indirectly influence the impact of corporate sustainability on firm performance, for a firm to capitalize on green knowledge and slack resources from sustainability networks, it is required that the particular organization possesses sufficient green innovation capabilities [10,11]. Organizational green innovation capabilities would influence and shape operational processes by reconfiguring and aligning organizational resources needed to convert sustainability practices into overall firm performance [12]. Green innovation capabilities of a firm are argued to have an indirect effect on the impact of corporate sustainability on firm performance. Therefore, the central theme of the study is to examine the impact of corporate sustainability on firm performance through the indirect effect of sustainability-oriented supplier networks and green innovation capabilities. The study is conducted in the Ghanaian manufacturing sector. The economy of Ghana, in recent decades, has witnessed an increase in manufacturing and production activities. The manufacturing and production sector contributes a significant amount to the gross domestic product of the country. Besides contributing to GDP, the sector accounts for a major aspect of employment in the private sector. The success of this sector has attracted several investments and global brands; therefore, it is imperative to address issues of sustainability in the emerging phase before it erodes positive gains in the long run.




2. Hypothesis Development and Conceptual Model


2.1. Corporate Sustainability and Sustainability-Oriented Supply Chain Partnership


Corporate sustainability, as elaborated in earlier sections of the study, is a deliberate approach or strategy by a firm to create long-term stakeholder value through the adoption and implementation of a business strategy that is social, environmental, economic, and ethically sound. Corporate sustainability is rooted in the principle that firms need to deal with short-term gain while mitigating its negative environmental and social effects on the business landscape. As much as corporate sustainability is considered to be a panacea for firm sustainable development, it requires the involvement and commitment of several firms in the business environment, especially in a VUCA landscape [13,14,15]. Achieving a high degree of corporate sustainability requires the firm to cooperate with diverse actors in the business environment.



Firms, in most cases, do not possess all the requisite resources and human capital to sustain their internal sustainability agenda. Therefore, firms form alliances with key partners that possess complementary resources. Having access to complementary resources in the business environment plays a key role in enriching the innovation capabilities and competencies. Sustainable practices and development can be achieved by collaboration with relevant suppliers [16,17,18]. As much as corporate sustainability can be enhanced through a firm–supplier relationship, the overall performance of such an alliance rests on the performance of partners. The success and survival of sustainable supplier–buyer alliance rest on the performance of network members [19,20]. Therefore, partner selection in the formation of such an alliance is considered a critical issue for achieving collective goals [21,22]. The sustainability orientation and capabilities of the partner are essential in the selection process—the firm should identify and select firms that have access to slack resources and knowledge that is prudent to attaining sustainability goals [23,24,25].



However, in recent times, due to firms’ shift in attention from cost-based to more sustainability paradigms, the selection criteria of members for the supply chain network have been affected. The sustainability consciousness of potential partners is considered a critical facet in the selection of the partner process. To achieve a high level of corporate sustainability, firms turn to identify and select suppliers that share similar goals and objectives. Partnering with such firms enables them to gain a competitive advantage in conducting business sustainability practices [26,27]. To be cautious in this cutting-edge and universally competing commercial environment, companies require a potent supply chain association or alliance with tremendous competency in all viewpoints of corporate sustainability [28]. This is because sustainable supply chains can be seen as successful mechanisms that allow the majority of firms to easily revamp sustainable products and services all through their product life cycle [29,30]. According to [31] and [28], the most striking adjustments within the way companies operate with CSR issues and are socially capable is the move of the target from their operations to improving the overall performance of supply chains, customer satisfaction, and loyalty. The sustainability practices of an organization would positively impact its green supply network. The degree to which network actors adhere to network compliance requirements and extend of green knowledge exchange and utilization would impact the performance of such an alliance [32]. In addition, the corporate sustainability practice is identified to positively impact the competitiveness of a firm [33]. The study conceptualizes that the corporate sustainability practice of the firm serves as a thrust on the selection and performance of sustainability-oriented supplier–buyer relations. For the objective of this investigation, corporate sustainability is measured in three dimensions, namely, economic sustainability, environmental sustainability, and social sustainability. Hypotheses 1a–1c attempt to examine the relationship between economic sustainability practices, social sustainability practices, environmental sustainability practices, and sustainability-oriented supplier–buyer partnership performance. Hypotheses are stated below:



Hypotheses 1a (H1a).

Economic sustainability practices have a positive impact on the performance of the sustainability-oriented supplier–buyer partnership.





Hypotheses 1b (H1b).

Environmental sustainability practices have a positive impact on the performance of the sustainability-oriented supplier–buyer partnership.





Hypotheses 1c (H1c).

Social sustainability practices have a positive impact on the performance of the sustainability-oriented supplier–buyer partnership.






2.2. Corporate Sustainability and Green Innovation Capabilities of Firm


In recent times, a significant number of studies have been dedicated to investigating the liaison betwixt corporate sustainability and the achievement of the firm. The effect of corporate sustainability practice on the performance of service firms and industries has received lots of attention in academic literature [34,35]. However, there is no consensus on the impact of corporate sustainability on firm performance. Some studies argue that there is a positive and significant relationship between corporate sustainability and firm performance [36]; other studies either report a negative or neutral relationship [37]. The rationale for these discrepancies is rooted in the premise that these studies were conducted in a different geographical location that has a diverse and dynamic business environment. Hence, further studies must be carried out to ascertain the effect of corporate sustainability on firm performance. With the extensive practice of social, economic, and environmental sustainability activities, organizations are able to build and reconfigure their capabilities to enrich the innovation process and capacity of firms. Firms with high capabilities in relation to knowledge, human capital, and technological infrastructure can convert green knowledge and resources to develop and deploy sustainable products and services. The new, improved, green-oriented product opens up firms to novel markets and revenue streams. An increase in customer base, market share, and cash flow is acknowledged to impact the performance of firms in both the short and long run [10,12].



The sustainability practices of an organization shape the organizational culture and practices. Having sustainability-oriented culture and structures shape the direction of a firm’s strategy and further boosts the green innovation competencies [38]. Reconfiguring organization structures and systems towards the fulfillment of the firm’s sustainability strategy enriches the green innovation capabilities of such a particular enterprise. The green innovation capabilities of firms are enhanced by systematically reallocating resources and technical skills towards sustainability projects and activities [39]. The practice of corporate sustainability results in the reconfiguration and alignment of corporate green strategy and policy, which is conceptualized to impact the green innovation capabilities of the focal firm, especially in the manufacturing sector. The various proportions of corporate sustainability practices are postulated to positively impact the green innovation capabilities of a firm. Below are the stated hypotheses:



Hypotheses 2a (H2a).

Economic sustainability practices have a positive impact on the green innovation capabilities of a firm.





Hypotheses 2b (H2b).

Environmental sustainability practices have a positive impact on the green innovation capabilities of a firm.





Hypotheses 2c (H2c).

Social sustainability practices have a positive impact on the green innovation capabilities of a firm.






2.3. Sustainability-Oriented Supplier–Buyer Network, Green Innovation Capabilities, and Firm Performance


Ultimately, studies in supply chain management have ascertained the relevance of supply chain partnerships in achieving supply chain network goals and objectives [40]. The identification and selection of key partners in the supply chain network are crucial to the success or failure of the supply network. Supply chain partnership provides the leverage for firms to gain access to external slack resources, information, and knowledge necessary to augment the innovation capabilities and performance of the focal firm [41,42]. Supply chain partnerships elucidate the elicit benefits such as asymmetrical business model, top-level management support and information, and knowledge sharing and diffusion [39,43]. Reference [44] argues that the link between supply chain partners enhances the channel relationship and consequently impacts the market performance of firms. Drawing lessons from the firm’s social capital perspective, the study conceptualizes that supply chain partnerships enrich the channel and relationship management between supply chain network members. Improved supply chain communication channels boost the internal processes and capacity of firms. The outcome of their study reveals that there is a clear relationship between supply chain partnership and supply chain performance and, consequently, firm performance. However, the significance of supply chain partnership on the non-financial performance of the company is not ascertained. The study contributes to the studies in this domain by examining the impact of a sustainability-oriented supplier network on firm non-financial performance. The partnership nature of the sustainable supply chain network requires constant interaction with buyers, suppliers, and adjacent enterprises to achieve focal firms’ goals and objectives. Shin [42] found that there is a clear link betwixt the performance of supply chain networks and the performance of firms. The competitiveness of firms is improved through collaboration with relevant firms. The collaborative performance of a firm enriches the relational asset of the firm. Lessons from the management literature acknowledge the importance of cooperation and coordination among businesses and their consequence on building the relational and innovative assets of firms. Sustainable supply chain integration ensures supply chain partners achieve a competitive edge in the sustainability landscape by utilizing superior knowledge. From a social capital perspective, network members augment their innovation competence through constant communication and information symmetry. A well-integrated supply chain network affects the performance of firms and is highlighted by the outcome of studies conducted by [45].



Mobilization of these resources enables network members to boost collective and individual performance for the collective good [46,47]. Collective good is acquired through a relationship with suppliers, ties between actors in the procurement ecosystem, and social structure. Information and knowledge exchange between members of such an alliance or network ensures mutual utilization of resources [48,49,50,51]. Utilization of these resources offers firms the requisite platform and leverage to boost internal processes and capabilities. The firm’s capacity for creativity is enhanced through the utilization of external slack resources, skills, and knowledge. The firm’s sustainability innovation capabilities are termed green innovation capabilities in this study. The practices of different aspects of corporate sustainability are argued to impact green organizational processes and competencies. The essence of organizational capabilities has a rippling influence on the green innovation capabilities of the firm. The superior nature of firm green innovation capability has an impact on the quality of products or services a firm offers [52,53]. Firms should endeavor to incorporate eco-friendly activities into their organizational strategy to boost internal innovation capabilities. Having slack resources in place, coupled with internal green capabilities, is argued to influence the business innovation and corporate survival of a particular firm. The forging of green innovation capabilities impacts the green innovation performance of a firm. The innovation performance of firms has a direct consequence on the performance of firms in the manufacturing sector [52,54,55]. Sustainable supply chain partnership enables firms to gain access to untapped social capital and slack resources that are used to augment the internal processes of the focal firm. Gaining the attention of firms in the value chain of focal firm industries enables the firm to gain access to services and information at a low search cost. The quality of tacit and explicit knowledge and information is enriched through constant interaction. Firms can utilize these new resources and skills to develop and offer unique products and services to boost the revenue and overall performance of a firm, especially in the manufacturing sector. Based on the lessons and implications of inter-firm interaction, the risk is managed proactively. Therefore, the study conceptualizes that sustainability-oriented supply chain partnership and the green innovation of firms would impact the performance of the firm.



Hypotheses 3.

The performance of sustainability-oriented supplier–buyer partnership has a positive impact on firm performance.





Hypotheses 4.

Green innovation capabilities of a firm have a positive impact on firm performance.







3. Methodology


3.1. Data Collection


This research focuses on the manufacturing industry of Ghana—as a growing economy, the manufacturing sector plays a critical role in economic growth and development. The manufacturing industry is a significant contributor to the national GDP. The manufacturing industry of Ghana is made of small, medium, and a few large companies. Products and services from these firms contribute significantly towards local consumption and are export earners. Industries in such a sector thrive on the utilization of superior knowledge to maintain a competitive edge. However, the activities of these firms are becoming increasingly difficult due to the continuous demand for green goods and services. In performing this action, the firm anticipates enriching customer value and obtaining a competitive market edge. The sample of the study comes from a list of firms listed as manufacturers in the Association of Ghana Industry membership list (AGI). The firms selected for the study are mostly located in the Greater Accra Region and Ashanti Region of Ghana. The rationale for selecting these locations is rooted in the fact that most of the manufacturing firms are located in Accra, Tema, and Kumasi. Key informants identified within this sector include production managers, supply chain managers, and top management officials. These individuals are perceived to possess sufficient knowledge and information about the firm’s sustainability practices. Emails were sent to over 500 enterprises identified in the list provided by AGI. The email was sorted to invite and solicit the permission of key informants to participate in the field survey. Out of 500 firms, 321 responded to the mail and expressed willingness to participate in the study.



Summarily, out of the 380 individuals that participated in the survey, a response rate of 243 usable questionnaires, representing 75.7%, was obtained. To address issues of common method bias, responses to questions pertaining to corporate sustainability practices and supply partnership were acquired from supply and production managers. Issues regarding green innovation capabilities and firm performance were solicited from directors of firms, heads of research and development, and marketing/business development managers.




3.2. Measurement Instrument Development


In accordance with studies in the area of management and sustainability, the survey instrument adapted is the questionnaire [56]. The questionnaire attempts to gain information on respondents’ background information and further seeks responses of agreement/disagreement to measure items (statement). The questionnaire is made up of two (2) distinct parts. In addition, questionnaire items are measured on 7-point Likert scales. Each construct is measured using no less than 2 items. To ensure content validity, measurement items are extracted from available literature [57]. In addition, to ensure validity, scales pertaining to independent and dependent variables are included in different sections of the questionnaire to allow control of common method bias [56]. Furthermore, Harman’s (1967) single-factor test is performed to ascertain the non-presence of common method bias. The outcome suggests that common method bias is not an issue with the questionnaire items [58].



In furtherance, to ensure robustness, reliability, and validity of questionnaire and measurement items, extensive pretest was conducted using identified sample. In addition to experts from targeted population, information was collected from academics—these individuals are experts and researched extensively in the sustainability domain. The rationale for conducting pretest is to ensure questionnaire items are accurate and readable with no ambiguities [56,59]. Moreover, the social desirability bias is ascertained, inclusive of common method variance. Preliminary statistics and Cronbach alpha value indicate reliability of the test instrument is at acceptable level.




3.3. Measures


The study utilizes measurement items synthesize from extant literature on corporate sustainability, green supply chain management, and organizational performance. The measurement items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale, with 1—strongly disagree to 7—strongly agree.



3.3.1. Corporate Sustainability


Social Corporate Sustainability Practices. The social corporate sustainability practice (SCSP) measure comprised five items from previous measures. The SCSP assesses a company’s ability to provide career development and training opportunities in green knowledge and innovation. The following are some examples of items (1) my organization has established a secure and healthy work environment; (2) our organization is continuously engaging society in charitable endeavors; (3) our organization views sustainability implementation as a moral duty.



Environmental Corporate sustainability Practices. The environmental corporate sustainability practice (ECSP) [60] is a set of five (5) indicators that assess the influence of a firm’s operations on both its internal and external environments in order to provide resilient environmental goods and services. Examples include: (1) our organization views environmental sustainability practices as a critical tool for success in a green environment; (2) our organization intentionally implements measures to promote the offering of environmental products and services; (3) our firm prefers to work with partners and organizations that have environmental certifications.



Economic Corporate Sustainability Practices. The economic corporate sustainability practice (ECSP) [61] is a set of five (5) elements that assesses a company’s capacity to satisfy its sustainability responsibilities and its triple bottom line. Examples include: (1) our company has gained access to new mark opportunities as a result of supplying green products; (2) income from green practices has a beneficial influence on firm financial performance; (3) sustainability practices are fundamental to our organization’s performance.




3.3.2. Sustainability-Oriented Supply Partnership


The measurement items for sustainability-oriented supplier partnership comprises seven (7) items selected from studies conducted by [42,62]. Examples of measurement items include (1) our organization select and evaluate our partners and suppliers, also on the basis of criteria based on the concept of sustainability partner; (2) our organization promotes and raises awareness for our partners and suppliers to implement “sustainability”; (3) our company benefits from problem-solving with our major suppliers; (4) our company shares sustainability-oriented information with our major suppliers.




3.3.3. Green Innovation Capabilities


The capacity of firm to convert green knowledge and information into green innovative products and services is measured using scaled developed by [63] and used in a study performed by [12]. The measurement items consist of seven (7) scales measuring on a 7-point Likert scale. Examples of measurement items include: (1) our firm is able to recognize valuable, sustainable knowledge; (2) our firm has the ability to utilize newly acquired knowledge; (3) our organization has dedication processes and resources to green innovation; (4) our organization is able to substitute toxic materials for eco-friendly ones.




3.3.4. Firm Performance


Measurement items for organizational performance are measured using items developed and used in studies such as [64]. The measurement items are made up of statements such as (1) our firm has witnessed an overall improvement in stakeholder and user satisfaction; (2) our organization has seen a reduction in the degree of complaints or claims from users; (3) employees in our organization have multiple skills that can be applied to tasks corresponding to other jobs.





3.4. Data Analysis


The study utilizes a partial least square (PLS) structural equation modeling approach—a variance-based, structural equation modeling (SEM)-based technique used to investigate theoretical models. This approach is widely used and accepted in management research [53,54]. PLS-SEM provides robust methods and techniques to assess the reliability and validity of both the outer and inner models of a theoretical construct [55]. The PLS algorithm further enables examining complex theoretical contrast and hypothesized relationships and offers the predictive power needed to predict the effect of corporate sustainability on firm performance whiles assessing the role of sustainability-oriented supplier partnership/network and green innovation capabilities. The PLS-SEM approach and techniques used in this study are in accordance with measures proposed by [53] and as used in the study conducted by [65]. The study utilized SmartPLS version 3.0 in performing related empirical analyses.




3.5. Results


3.5.1. Profile of Respondents


The study utilized data from 243 respondents selected from diverse actors in the manufacturing landscape. Basic information gathered from these individuals revealed that each respondent, on average, serves his or her organization for seven (7) years. These individuals are considered knowledgeable about the information, trends, and changes in the manufacturing ecosystem. Aside from work experience, the individuals surveyed had extensive education, and they had no issues understanding the questionnaire and related items. This, therefore, helps to eliminate any form of inconsistency in answering the questionnaire, which may result in invalid findings. Responses were solicited from diverse individuals from different industrial backgrounds. Respondents were selected from diverse sectors such as agro-processing, cement manufacturing, plastic manufacturing, and the beverage sector. These firms have existed for an average of over 5 years in their respective operations. However, it seems that some of these entities have existed for more than a decade and therefore are considered to be at the leading edge of the sustainability agenda. Table 1 outlines the profile of respondents.




3.5.2. Descriptive Statistics


The distribution and characteristics of data are outlined in Table 2, including characteristics of data such as mean, standard deviation, kurtosis, and skewness. From the table, it can be seen that respondents, on average, agreed with the statement on the questionnaire. Further examination of the mean and skewness suggested the data had no issues of outliers and thereby required no data transformation.




3.5.3. Construct Reliability and Validity


The data acquired were tested for construct reliability and validity. The reliability and validity of data acquired were tested using approaches proposed by [66,67]. The construct reliability of data was tested using Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability techniques. Construct reliability requirement of the data is satisfied because indicators examined obtained 0.7 or higher composite reliability value [68]. Furthermore, construct validity was examined using the average variance extracted approach. The accepted level of average variance extracted is 0.5 or greater. The latent variables observed obtained an average variance extracted (AVE) value greater than 0.5, indicating variables are valid for further analysis [68]. The outcomes of reliability and validity tests are presented in Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5.



To augment the validity of data acquired, discriminant validity was performed using discriminant validity as a benchmark, using the discriminant validity approach proposed by [68,69]. In examining discriminant validity, the study seeks to ascertain if latent variables that represent different theoretical viewpoints are statistically different from each other. Although the discriminant validity approach proposed by [68] offers specific insights into the validity of data, the approach is argued to lack sensitivity [70]. Therefore, that to ensure a robust discriminant validity test, [68] argue for the addition of a hetrotrai–monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT). HTMT is a measure of similarity between latent variables. To establish discriminant validity, variables should have a value less than 1. The outcome of the discriminant test indicates the data acquired are valid and credible for further empirical analysis.



Aside from examining construct validity and reliability, the study examines the relationship between outer model variables and latent variables using indicator loading values as a measurement index. It is suggested that for indicators to be considered to have a high ability to measure the proposed construct, an outer model loading value of 0.5 or higher [66] must be obtained. Examining the outcome of such a test reveals that each indicator has a value either equal to or higher than 0.7, therefore satisfying model validity requirements.




3.5.4. Correlation Analysis


The liaison betwixt environmental sustainability, social sustainability, sustainable supply chain partnership, green innovation capabilities, and firm performance is examined by conducting a correlation test. It is critical to ascertain the connection between the latent variables and firm performance. Although correlation does not equal causality, it still provides some viable insights into the interrelationship between variables. Additionally, the correlation outcome enables the researcher to identify if there is the presence of multicollinearity [71]. The outcome of the study shows an inverse relationship between economic sustainability and environmental sustainability and social sustainability. In addition, all the independent variables examined for the study have some degree of relationship with firm performance (dependent variable). The result for the correlation test is presented in the Table 6 below.




3.5.5. Structural Model Evaluation


The research probes into the influence of corporate sustainability on firm performance and the role of sustainable supplier partnership and green innovation capabilities of a firm. Corporate sustainability is measured in a multidimensional approach, such as environmental sustainability, economic sustainability, and social sustainability. To examine the structural model of the study, partial least square structural equation modeling is performed. The path analysis is conducted to ascertain the extent to which latent variables such as environmental sustainability, social sustainability, and economic sustainability impact sustainable supplier partnership and green innovation capabilities of a manufacturing firm. The path modeling or analysis is conducted following the techniques proposed by [66] and used in studies such as [67]. The outcome of the regression analysis indicates that although different facets of corporate sustainability have an impact on sustainable supplier partnership performance and green innovation capabilities of firms, it can be seen that social sustainability has a significant influence on sustainable supplier partnership and green innovation capabilities at regression coefficients of 0.505 and 0.251, respectively. The regression outcome on the extent of environmental sustainability, social sustainability, and economic sustainability affects the sustainability of supplier partnership of a manufacturing firm, and further, their green innovation capabilities indicate R2 values of 0.375 and 0.255, respectively. Interrogating the regression result indicates social sustainability is pivotal to the performance of a sustainable buyer–supplier network/partnership. However, there is an inverse relationship between economic sustainability and sustainable supplier partnership. The regression outcome indicates that when the level of economic sustainability in buyer–supplier partnership is high, the performance of buyer–supplier partnership is low, and vice versa. Economic asset in buyer–supplier sustainability partnership diminishes the relational outcome of the partnership. Comparatively, the environmental sustainability practice of firms contributes significantly towards green innovation capabilities of firms against the performance of the buyer–supplier sustainability partnership, judging by the regression coefficient between buyer–supplier sustainability partnership and firm performance being 0.195, and green innovation capabilities of firms and firm performance being 0.423. Overall, the variables had an R2 value of 0.321, indicating a percentage ratio of 32%. Although not a very high number, it still demonstrates that these variables can influence the performance of a firm, especially in the manufacturing sector, to a significant extent. The conclusion of the partial least square structural equation modeling is presented in Figure 1.




3.5.6. Indirect Effect


The study went a step further to examine the indirect effect of buyer–supplier sustainability partnership on the rapport betwixt corporate sustainability scopes and firm performance. According to the outcome of the study, buyer–supplier sustainability partnership indirectly influences the positive liaison between facets of corporate sustainability and firm performance. However, the liaison betwixt environmental sustainability and firm performance is not indirectly influenced by buyer–supplier sustainability partnerships. On the side of green innovation capabilities, it has the ability to influence the rapport betwixt corporate sustainability dimensions (i.e., economic sustainability, environmental sustainability, and social sustainability) and organizational achievement. The conclusion of the indirect test is demonstrated in Table 7 below.




3.5.7. Hypotheses Testing


The study set out to examine eight (8) hypotheses. These hypotheses seek to examine the liaison betwixt corporate sustainability and firm performance. They further examine the role of green innovation capabilities and buyer–supplier sustainability partnership. The hypotheses are tested using the t-statistics test. Table 8 outlines the hypotheses test outcome. The benchmark threshold of 1.96 is used to ascertain whether to welcome or dismiss a particular hypothesis. Out of the eight (8) hypotheses, only one (1) is not supported by the research findings.



The resolution to welcome or dismiss particular hypotheses is based on the t-statistics value and p-value. Based on earlier assertion, they indicate that environmental sustainability has no positive relationship with buyer–supplier sustainability partnership. The findings support seven (7) out of the formulated eight (8) hypotheses.






4. Discussion and Implication


The research aims to contribute to the body of literature in the area of corporate sustainability and firm performance by examining the indirect effect of sustainability-oriented supplier partnership/network and green innovation capabilities. The research focuses on the manufacturing sector of Ghana. Firms within this sector are sampled for the study. Sampled firms come from an immense scope of industries spanning pharmaceutical to aluminum product manufacturing. Production activities of these firms impact directly on the environment and society as a whole. The effects of these activities have been a greater concern of government, regulators, and other civic society groups. The data acquired through a field survey are analyzed using partial least square structural equation modeling techniques. A reliability and validity test is conducted to assess the convergent validity of the measurement model. Initial assessment indicates the measurement and structural model is valid and satisfies benchmark indexes outlined as a dimension of this analytical approach. In addition to assessing the structural model, the hypotheses are examined using t-statistics values and p-values. The outcome of the test supports seven (7) out of eight (8) stated hypotheses. The outcome of the study indicates, with the exception of environmental sustainability practice, social and economic sustainability practice has a clear significance on sustainability-oriented supplier partnership or green supplier network. This is in contrast to studies that indicate the relevance of environmental sustainability practices and supply chain network performance. Integrating corporate sustainability practices into supply network sustainability goals and strategies enables one to develop and maintain a green core competence and green portfolio.



Leveraging external green-related knowledge and resources, organizations can enforce the adoption and implementation of sustainability practices. Nonetheless, it is fascinating to notice that environmental sustainability practices that are considered to contribute to the green performance of supplier networks have no effect in this case. The rationale for a low degree of relationship between environmental sustainability practices can be classified as (1) firms adhere to environmental sustainability requirements as a means to earn regulatory and compliance approvals; (2) firms involved in this study are mostly small and medium, with a few large enterprises that do not possess significant network power to dictate the pace at which other network members adopt and abide by sustainability frameworks. The continuous practice of diverse facets of corporate sustainability is found to influence the organization’s green innovation capabilities. Through the extensive and deliberate practice of sustainability, the organization realigns and reconfigures its resources and human capital to take significant advantage of knowledge and resources. Although firms’ innovativeness and competitive edge in most cases rest on the utilization of slack and external knowledge and resources, the availability of these resources alone cannot positively impact their innovation competence. An increase in the practices of sustainability would deliberately affect resource allocation and redistribution in an organization. Sustainability-oriented organizations would make a conscious effort to realign and repurpose their resource and human capital towards the development of green innovation capabilities and competitive advantage. Additionally, the findings of this study are no different. The outcome indicates that the practice of corporate sustainability has a direct and decisive impression on the green innovation capabilities of a firm. This finding supports findings unearthed by [12].



The study findings further revealed there is a clear liaison betwixt sustainability-oriented supply partnership and firm performance. It further emphasizes the positive effect of the green innovation capabilities of an enterprise on firm performance. Sustainability supplier partnership aside, offering firms the leverage to address sustainability issues across entire supply chain networks enables the facilitation of superior knowledge and information through the integration of vertical and horizontal network actors. Sustainable supplier network actors undertake deliberate efforts to ensure network actors adopt, integrate, and make sustainability practice a core foundation of corporate and business level strategy. Through reconfiguration and organization capabilities adjustments, firms are able to allocate significant resources to achieve a green, competitive advantage. Moreover, the firm makes a conscious effort to upgrade human capital and knowledge to boost its green resources. Having access to superior green knowledge and human capital has the propensity to boost the green innovation capabilities of a firm.



Examining the indirect effect reveals sustainability-oriented partnership and green innovation capabilities can indirectly influence the connection betwixt the facets of sustainability practice (economic, social, and environmental sustainability practices) and the performance of the firm. The outcome of the study indicates that sustainability supplier partners can positively influence the relationship between social sustainability practices and firm performances. However, it fails to influence the rapport betwixt environmental sustainability hones and economic sustainability hones and organizational achievement. The rationale for these happenings can be attributed to diverse factors, including the VUCA nature of the business environment within which firms operate and the additional network position of firms in their respective supply networks. Furthermore, the green innovation capabilities indirectly influence the positive and significant effect of economic sustainability practices, and social sustainability hones on firm performance. Regardless, it fails to impact the liaison betwixt environmental sustainability practices and firm performance. Firms must endeavor to continuously enrich their green innovation capabilities if they want to maintain their competitive advantage and growth in the business landscape.



Implication for Public Institutions


Inasmuch as the study highlights the implication for research and practice, it further provides insights into implications for public institutions to ensure the micro sustainability gains firms enjoy in industrial sectors translate into macro gains regarding sustainability outcomes. According to the findings of the study, corporate sustainability practices have a significant impact on the sustainability-oriented supplier partnership and green innovation capabilities of a firm. Therefore, it is prudent for regulatory stakeholders and public agencies to draft a collaboration framework to foster the transfer of information and superior knowledge to various expect of economy. Having in place a proper framework would serve as a guide to appropriate stakeholders such as regulatory institutions, civil society organisations service providers, heads and managers of organizations, purchasing officials, and the officials in charge of sustainability and climate change activities in public space.



The study advocate for continuous inter-sectoral education programs, conferences, and workshops to enable individuals to gain insights into the experience and expertise of sustainability professionals; collaboration is critical for achieving regulatory compliance—compliance management, in most cases, is at the purview of public institutions. In addition, the outcome can be adopted in the public sector to address issues of inefficiencies that negatively impact the sustainability outcome of such agencies. The study advocates for continuous interaction between parasternal departments and the private sector in the interest of citizens’ immediate and long-term welfare.





5. Conclusions and Further Research


The research aims to investigate the impact of corporate sustainability hones on firm performance by examining the indirect effect of sustainability-oriented supplier partnership and the green innovation capabilities of a firm. The data acquired to address the research question were collected from management personnel and officers in the Ghana manufacturing sector using a list provided by the Association of Ghana Industries. These firms were selected across multiple industries and can be classified as small, medium, and large enterprises, respectively. Data acquired were tested for convergent validity and construct reliability. The structural model was examined using partial least square structural equation modeling techniques. The outcome of the empirical study supports seven (7) out of eight (8) stated hypotheses. The outcome of the study indicates that sustainability-oriented supplier partnership indirectly influences the effect of social sustainability practices on a firm’s performance.



In the same view, the outcome revealed that a sustainability-oriented supplier partnership does not positively influence the liaison between environmental and economic sustainability practices and firm performance. In addition, the outcome revealed that green innovation capabilities indirectly influence the effect of social and economic sustainability honing on firm performance except for environmental sustainability and firm performance. Although the study makes some interesting input to the erudite work in the area of corporate sustainability, some shortcomings limit the generalization of research findings. Further research should be conducted using firms and informants outside the manufacturing sector to ascertain if findings cut across the diverse economic landscape. Although this study focuses on the non-financial performance of firms, it would be interesting to conduct a study that examines both financial and non-financial performance longitudinally. In addition, future studies should consider the effect of sustainability mobility coupled with other condition process variables to examine the effect of corporate sustainability practices on organizational performance.
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Figure 1. Structural model. 
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Table 1. Profile of respondents.
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	Frequency





	Gender
	



	Male
	168



	Female
	75



	Respondent’s Age (in years)
	



	18–25
	38



	26–30
	24



	31–35
	72



	36–40
	42



	41–45
	27



	46–50
	13



	>50
	27



	Educational Background
	



	Doctorate degree
	3



	Master’s degree
	-



	Bachelor’s degree
	114



	High school diploma
	126



	Job Position
	



	Senior Management (e.g., Director of Procurement/Sustainability/Operations)
	84



	Middle-Level Management (e.g., Head of Sustainability/Production Department)
	123



	Line Manager
	36



	Years organization has been in existence
	



	<5
	38



	6–10
	72



	11–15
	43



	16–20
	72



	>20
	18



	Work experience of respondents (in years)
	



	<5
	48



	6–10
	114



	11–15
	21



	16–20
	39



	>20
	21



	Industry type
	



	Agro-processing
	52



	Agro-chemical
	38



	Aluminum manufacturing
	26



	Beverages
	59



	Cement manufacturing
	15



	Plastic manufacturing
	23



	Paper and paper product manufacturing
	19



	Textile manufacturing
	11
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics.
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	Mean
	Median
	Min
	Max
	Standard Deviation
	Excess Kurtosis
	Skewness





	Econs_Sus1
	4.326
	4
	1
	7
	1.097
	1.351
	−0.099



	Econs_Sus2
	4.869
	5
	3
	7
	0.974
	0.053
	−0.294



	Econs_Sus3
	4.92
	5
	3
	7
	0.935
	0.065
	0.627



	Econs_Sus4
	4.971
	5
	2
	7
	0.916
	1.561
	−0.123



	Econs_Sus5
	4.509
	4
	1
	7
	1.03
	0.598
	0.404



	Econs_Sus6
	4.686
	4
	3
	7
	1.025
	−0.147
	0.759



	Envt_Sus1
	4.709
	5
	1
	7
	1.256
	1.772
	−0.725



	Envt_Sus2
	4.577
	4
	1
	7
	1.011
	1.539
	0.19



	Envt_Sus3
	4.823
	5
	2
	7
	1.013
	0.366
	0.13



	Envt_Sus4
	4.737
	5
	2
	7
	0.919
	0.706
	0.414



	Envt_Sus5
	4.629
	5
	1
	7
	1.158
	0.359
	0.028



	Soc_Sus1
	4.72
	5
	1
	7
	1.217
	0.954
	−0.407



	Soc_Sus2
	4.829
	5
	1
	7
	1.188
	−0.07
	−0.076



	Soc_Sus3
	4.833
	5
	1
	7
	1.41
	0.83
	−0.779



	Soc_Sus4
	5.029
	5
	1
	7
	1.306
	0.78
	−0.667



	Soc_Sus5
	4.691
	5
	1
	7
	1.286
	0.041
	−0.073



	SSP1
	4.543
	4
	1
	7
	1.441
	−0.017
	−0.306



	SSP2
	4.966
	5
	1
	7
	1.154
	1.125
	−0.249



	SSP3
	4.971
	5
	1
	7
	1.251
	−0.22
	−0.07



	SSP4
	5.034
	5
	1
	7
	1.223
	0.575
	−0.368



	SSP5
	4.857
	5
	1
	7
	1.232
	0.277
	−0.206



	SSP6
	4.851
	5
	1
	7
	1.237
	0.779
	−0.448



	SSP7
	4.822
	5
	1
	7
	1.421
	−0.274
	−0.287



	GIC1
	4.902
	5
	1
	9
	1.285
	0.68
	−0.111



	GIC2
	4.72
	5
	1
	7
	1.286
	0.457
	−0.114



	GIC3
	4.829
	5
	1
	7
	1.044
	0.901
	−0.167



	GIC4
	4.651
	5
	1
	7
	1.223
	1.556
	−0.743



	GIC5
	4.663
	4
	1
	7
	1.217
	0.341
	0.23



	GIC6
	4.629
	5
	1
	7
	1.139
	0.739
	0.136



	GIC7
	4.832
	5
	1
	7
	1.102
	1.492
	−0.237



	FP1
	4.943
	5
	1
	7
	1.273
	1.545
	−0.781



	FP2
	4.494
	4
	1
	7
	1.216
	0.752
	−0.189



	FP3
	4.64
	4
	1
	7
	1.206
	0.165
	0.19



	FP4
	4.73
	5
	1
	7
	1.12
	1.211
	−0.168



	FP5
	4.776
	5
	1
	7
	1.089
	0.805
	0.16



	FP6
	4.566
	5
	1
	7
	1.212
	1.363
	−0.592
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Table 3. Reliability and validity test results.
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	Cronbach’s Alpha
	rho_A
	Composite Reliability
	Average Variance Extracted (AVE)





	Economic sustainability
	0.713
	0.775
	0.812
	0.526



	Environmental sustainability
	0.547
	0.588
	0.728
	0.508



	Firm performance
	0.739
	0.725
	0.828
	0.593



	Green innovation capabilities
	0.796
	0.805
	0.849
	0.645



	Social sustainability
	0.734
	0.776
	0.821
	0.581



	Sustainable supply partnership
	0.773
	0.776
	0.841
	0.671
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Table 4. Discriminant validity.
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	Economic Sustainability
	Environmental Sustainability
	Firm Performance
	Green Innovation Capabilities
	Social Sustainability
	Sustainable Supply partnership





	Economic sustainability
	0.725
	
	
	
	
	



	Environmental sustainability
	−0.104
	0.639
	
	
	
	



	Firm performance
	−0.274
	0.484
	0.702
	
	
	



	Green innovation capabilities
	−0.225
	0.42
	0.547
	0.67
	
	



	Social sustainability
	−0.188
	0.543
	0.341
	0.429
	0.694
	



	Sustainable supply partnership
	−0.331
	0.318
	0.459
	0.637
	0.56
	0.686
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Table 5. Outer model.
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	Economic Sustainability
	Environmental Sustainability
	Firm Performance
	Green Innovation Capabilities
	Social Sustainability
	Sustainable Supply Partnership





	Econs_Sus1
	0.632
	
	
	
	
	



	Econs_Sus2
	0.578
	
	
	
	
	



	Econs_Sus3
	0.803
	
	
	
	
	



	Econs_Sus5
	0.852
	
	
	
	
	



	Envt_Sus2
	
	0.531
	
	
	
	



	Envt_Sus3
	
	0.825
	
	
	
	



	Envt_Sus4
	
	0.551
	
	
	
	



	Envt_Sus5
	
	0.607
	
	
	
	



	FP1
	
	
	0.583
	
	
	



	FP2
	
	
	0.709
	
	
	



	FP3
	
	
	0.812
	
	
	



	FP4
	
	
	0.672
	
	
	



	FP5
	
	
	0.715
	
	
	



	GIC1
	
	
	
	0.61
	
	



	GIC2
	
	
	
	0.696
	
	



	GIC3
	
	
	
	0.535
	
	



	GIC4
	
	
	
	0.688
	
	



	GIC5
	
	
	
	0.739
	
	



	GIC6
	
	
	
	0.777
	
	



	GIC7
	
	
	
	0.617
	
	



	SSP1
	
	
	
	
	
	0.582



	SSP2
	
	
	
	
	
	0.656



	SSP3
	
	
	
	
	
	0.718



	SSP4
	
	
	
	
	
	0.743



	SSP5
	
	
	
	
	
	0.721



	SSP7
	
	
	
	
	
	0.683



	Soc_Sus1
	
	
	
	
	0.569
	



	Soc_Sus2
	
	
	
	
	0.652
	



	Soc_Sus3
	
	
	
	
	0.728
	



	Soc_Sus4
	
	
	
	
	0.715
	



	Soc_Sus5
	
	
	
	
	0.784
	










[image: Table] 





Table 6. Correlation test outcome.
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	Economic Sustainability
	Environmental Sustainability
	Firm Performance
	Green Innovation Capabilities
	Social Sustainability
	Sustainable Supply Partnership





	Economic sustainability
	1
	
	
	
	
	



	Environmental sustainability
	−0.104
	1
	
	
	
	



	Firm performance
	−0.274
	0.484 **
	1
	
	
	



	Green innovation capabilities
	−0.225
	0.422 **
	0.547 *
	1
	
	



	Social sustainability
	−0.188
	0.543 *
	0.341
	0.429
	1
	



	Sustainable Supply partnership
	−0.331
	0.318
	0.459
	0.637
	0.56
	1







* signifies confidence ‘r’ significant levels 90%, ** signifies confidence ‘r’ significant levels 95%.
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Table 7. Indirect effect.
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	Original Sample (O)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (STDEV)
	T-Statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	p-Values





	Social Sustainability -> Green Innovation Capabilities -> Firm Performance
	0.106
	0.111
	0.046
	2.318
	0.021



	Environmental Sustainability -> Sustainable Supply partnership -> Firm Performance
	0.005
	0.009
	0.017
	0.316
	0.752



	Economic Sustainability -> Green Innovation Capabilities -> Firm Performance
	−0.068
	−0.076
	0.035
	1.907
	0.057



	Environmental Sustainability -> Green Innovation Capabilities -> Firm Performance
	0.111
	0.123
	0.059
	1.879
	0.061



	Economic Sustainability -> Sustainable Supply partnership -> Firm Performance
	−0.046
	−0.048
	0.024
	1.911
	0.056



	Social Sustainability -> Sustainable Supply partnership -> Firm Performance
	0.099
	0.099
	0.043
	2.288
	0.022
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Table 8. Hypotheses test outcome.






Table 8. Hypotheses test outcome.













	
	Original Sample (O)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (STDEV)
	T-Statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	p-Values





	Economic Sustainability -> Green Innovation Capabilities
	−0.16
	−0.169
	0.061
	2.636
	0.009



	Economic Sustainability -> Sustainable Supply partnership
	−0.237
	−0.244
	0.066
	3.61
	0.000



	Environmental Sustainability -> Green Innovation Capabilities
	0.263
	0.273
	0.096
	2.731
	0.006



	Environmental Sustainability -> Sustainable Supply partnership
	0.027
	0.043
	0.074
	0.364
	0.716



	Green Innovation Capabilities -> Firm Performance
	0.423
	0.439
	0.109
	3.874
	0.000



	Social Sustainability -> Green Innovation Capabilities
	0.251
	0.26
	0.099
	2.547
	0.011



	Social Sustainability -> Sustainable Supply partnership
	0.505
	0.506
	0.083
	6.097
	0.000



	Sustainable Supply partnership -> Firm Performance
	0.195
	0.196
	0.08
	2.448
	0.015
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