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Abstract

Purpose: The worsening case of global warming and the beleaguered eco-system have
necessitated a compelling need for manufacturing organisations to embed sustainable supply
chain management practices into their operations and deploy cutting-edge innovative
initiatives to salvage the environment and the health of mankind. This paper is purposed to
extend and strengthen theory-building on sustainable supply chain management (SSCM)
concept and innovation to foster improved operational performance based on institutional
theory.

Design/Methodology/Approach: The study is designed to test the proposition that pressure
from external institutions impels organisations engaged in sustainable supply chain
management practices to adopt state-of-the-art innovative practices as a tool to resolving
inherent challenges in order to improve operational performance. The study therefore
employs a model that makes practical utilisation of organisational innovation, underpinned
by institutional theory to accentuate the predictive potential of the Triple Bottom Line on firm
performance.

Findings: Empirical findings indicate that sustainable supply chain management practices
have positive correlation with operational performance. However, contrary findings exist
that reveal that the relationship is weak when construed as direct. This justifies the
introduction of innovation into the SSCM-performance model aimed at amplifying the
predictive potential of the concept on operational performance goals.

Originality/Value: The study introduces a robust and comprehensive model that exploits
three overarching sustainability concepts that generate far-reaching implications for
researchers as well as industry practitioners. These concepts have scarcely been studied as a
holistic integrated model. The examination of the mediating effects of organisational
innovation in the Sustainable Supply Chain Management-Operational Performance link offers
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a novel theoretical contribution to the SSCM literature and is expected to serve as a roadmap
for successful implementation of future sustainability initiatives by firms.

Keywords: Sustainable Supply Chain Management, Manufacturing, Organisational
Innovation, Institutional Theory.

Introduction

The sustainability literature is replete with findings that suggest that the relationship between
Sustainable Supply Chain Management practices (environmental, social and economic) and
Operational Performance is indirect and this has generated mounting calls from authors and
practitioners alike for future researchers to identify and introduce plausible intervening
variables that may help improve the predictive potential of the TBL dimensions on operational
performance (Das, 2018; Cheu et al., 2017). In spite of the many attempts by researchers in
that regard, the mediating role of organisational innovation has been scarcely considered in
that effort. This research gap constitutes justifiable basis for this conceptual paper which,
among others, proposes a robust and comprehensive model that integrates the TBL
dimensions, organisational innovation and Operational Performance.

Underpinned by Institutional Theory, the suggested model offers a comprehensive
examination of the direct and indirect effects of SSCM dimensions on Operational
Performance through organisational innovation within the context of sustainability. The
integrated framework is the product of a thorough review of the sustainability literature
which considers organisational innovation as a potential driver capable of amplifying the
predictive power of environmental, social and economic practices on Operational
Performance. The outcome of this study is the development of verifiable propositions which
lend themselves to future empirical investigations.

Literature Review

Operational Performance

Saleh (2017) defines operational performance as the performance related to organizations’
internal operations, such as productivity, product quality and customer satisfaction. A very
comprehensive analysis of operational performance is attributed to the seminal work by
Samson and Terziovski (1999) who explained, inter alia, that operational performance, in
relation to manufacturing operations, can be construed from two overarching perspectives;
quality performance and inventory management performance perspectives with each having
unique sub-categories. Quality performance is viewed to include improved product/service
quality, increased productivity, reduced costs of defects and rework whilst inventory
management performance, according to them, encapsulates performance metrics such as
purchase material turnover, total inventory turnover, and reduced inventory obsolescence
costs. Baird et al. (2011) expanded these metrics to include customer satisfaction dimensions
such as reduced delivery lead time of finished products/services to customers, reduced
customer complaints, improved customer satisfaction level and a decline in the number of
warranty claims.

According to Tortorella et al. (2019), a myriad of researchers utilize operational performance
as proxy for financial performance because of the difficulty associated with accessing financial
information from organistaions due, in part, to the fact that it is regarded as vital and
privileged information and which is jealously protected and kept within the confines of senior
level managers. Additionally, improvements in operational performance are generally visible
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and can be easily perceived by wider range of respondents including senior and middle level
management alike, and this makes for easy conduct of survey ( see Tortorella and
Fettermann, 2018; Rossini et al., 2019) Since SSCM practices impinge on a wide facets of
performance metrics, this study intends to measure operational performance by process-
related indicators as suggested by Das (2018): improvement in the efficiency of inbound and
outbound logistics as well as decrease in the cost of production.

Neely et al. (2002) also submit that performance measurement constitutes a critical
enterprise for organisations since majority of them lack a systematic and robust process with
defined parameters for evaluation and control even though they appreciate its importance in
their scheme of operations. They further explain that performance is a parameter used to
quantify the “efficiency and/or effectiveness of a past action” and “the organization’s ability
to achieve its objectives, by using its resources efficiently” (Daft & Marcic, 2004).

Dam et al. (2014) re-enforce the above stance by positing that firms still consider performance
measurement as a contentious issue despite the recognition of its important role in the
efficient and effective management of organizations. A further observation was made by the
researchers to the effect that few organizations appear to have systematic processes to
manage the evolution of their performance measurement systems, and few researchers seem
to have explored the issue.” (Kennerley and Neely, 2002)

More importantly, Villas-Béas, (2011); Callado, (2010) submit that in order to evaluate
performance in relation to business, defining the parameters that the company will use
represents the first critical step in deconstructing the variable. For instance, it is of utmost
importance, they argue, to properly delineate the appropriate instruments that help to
measure business performance, composed of one or more variables that reveal wider
meanings of the phenomena to which they refer, allowing the monitoring of the firm’s
interests and the planning of actions to improve performance.

Dam et al. (2014) further observe that past studies have widely utilised financial measures to
evaluate the performance of organizations, but since the 1980s, due to the increasing
complexity of the markets where organizations compete, there is a growing perception that
it is no longer appropriate to use financial measures as the only criterion to evaluate business
success (Kennerley & Neely, 2002). Therefore, in a true and proper sense, a series of
performance measures is necessary, so that organizations can appropriately assess their
organizational results and provide parameters for decision-making.

It is in line with the above that this study adopts operational performance, which is normally
used interchangeably with production performance to indicate production flexibility
(volume), production and speed of delivery, production Cost, quality and conformity etc. This
is because, findings in literature suggest that analytical and empirical studies relating to the
subject are still limited, both in quantity as well as in-depth analysis (Dam et al., 2014).

Triple Bottom Line (TBL)

The provenance of the TBL concept, according to Kavigtha (2017), can be traced to the
formative work by Elkington (2004) which was later extended and given prominence by
Kleindorfer et al (2005). TBL framework advances the goal of sustainability in business
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practices, in which companies look beyond profits to include social and environmental issues
to measure the full cost of doing business (Investopedia, 2019).

Additionally, Elkington defined the concept to include the assessment of overall business
performance based on three important areas: economic (profit), social (people) and
environmental (planet). This concept is sometimes referred to as ‘sustainability’ which has
become, in many respects, a reference point of research in the domain of sustainability in
view of the fact that TBL attempts to treat all three dimensions of sustainability with equal
importance. Both the concepts of TBL and sectoral view of the model served as triggers for
the development of SSCM framework (Carter and Rogers, 2008; Carter and Easton, 2011;
Winter and Knemeyer, 2013).

The concept ‘Sustainability’ could be explained to mean delivering the current needs of the
society while conserving the same ability of future generations and this lies at the heart of
sustainability management (WCED, 1987, p.45). This includes management of organizational
products, services and processes across their supply chains and life cycles against the multi-
dimensional criteria of triple bottom-line (TBL) i.e. economic, ecologic and social. Stemming
from this societal and industrial challenge, sustainability management research is growing to
foster innovative management approaches, synergistic strategies and integrated decision-
making tools for comprehensive development of economic, ecologic and social sustainability
(Bastas and Liyanage, 2018).

Researchers such as Pazirandeh and Jafari (2013) posit that sustainability measurements
integrating social, environmental and economic dimensions are uncommon in the literature.
They further explain that studies pertaining to sustainable supply chain management have
either focused on environmental dimensions or the social dimension. The integrated
management concept of SSCM was articulated by Seuring and Mdller (2008) as: “the
management of material, information and capital flows as well as collaboration among firms
along the supply chain while taking goals from all three dimensions of sustainable
development, i.e., economic, environmental and social, into account which are derived from
custom errand stakeholder requirements”.

Economic criteria include indicators of traditional operational performance, such as cost,
quality, flexibility and delivery, as well as measures of market and financial performance
(profitability, sales growth, and market share). Yang (2013) echoes the point that fulfilling
economic performance goals remains a firms’ dominant objective because, without meeting
high standards of operational and business priorities in a highly competitive marketplace,
their survival is hardly guaranteed.

On the other hand, Das (2018) explain the environmental criteria to encapsulate the
minimisation of the negative impact of environmental wastes and risks and improvement in
the efficiency of consuming resources in terms of wastes, products, and energy. Kavigtha
(2017) opine that firms that intend to be environmentally friendly need to achieve two
outcomes: innovation of their facilities to realize a high level of resource efficiency and
reduction of negative environmental pollutants. Such endeavours, he explains, will help the
focal firms conform to societal demands of sustainability and to satisfy environmentally-
conscious customers. Thus, the overwhelming pre-occupation of contemporary business
managers is, primarily, to improve the environmental aspects of their company.
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Social criteria are grounded in corporate social responsibility (CSR), which highlights an
organization’s public acts of good citizenship. The literature, according to Das (2018), suggests
two aspects of social performance: an internal aspect, also referred to as Socially-inclusive
Practices for Employees (SPE) and an external aspect also referred to as Socially-inclusive
Practices for Community (SPC).

SPE relates to employee well-being and equity such as provision for fair wages and
perquisites; safe, healthy, and positive working environment; health care benefits; leave and
other fringe benefits; and opportunities for growth and advancement (Welford and Frost,
2006; Hutchins and Sutherland, 2008; Lu et al., 2012; Marshall et al., 2014; Mani et al., 20164,
2016b; Zhu et al., 2016).

Conversely, SPC relates to community performance indicators, such as corporate
philanthropic commitment or investments made by a firm in creating opportunities for the
surrounding community in terms of generation of employment and business and also in
providing education, training, and healthcare facilities with a view to projecting the firm as
progressive in the eyes of the stakeholders (Hutchins and Sutherland, 2008; Lu et al., 2012;
Mani et al., 2016a, 2016b; Zhu et al., 2016).

In the final analysis, Mittra and Datta (2014) endorses the argument put forward by Das
(2018) to the effect that the simultaneous consideration of economic, environmental, and
social priorities can provide firms with a competitive advantage and consequently enable
them to edge out competitors in winning target customers.

Organisational Innovation

According to Mortensen and Bloch (2005), the term organizational innovation or innovation
in organization is defined in the Oslo Manual® to encapsulate new idea implementation for
product improvement and new organizational process or method that applies in
organizations, groups, workplaces, and operations (see also Waheed, 2019). Baregeh et al.
(2009) explain that organizational innovation is mainly centered on four activities namely new
product development, new production process, creative strategy, and economic organization.

The development of innovative concept in SSCM can be traced to the seminal work by
Thompson (1965) who explained innovation as the generation, acceptance and
implementation of new ideas, processes, products or services. This formative work by
Thompson was given impetus by Gualandris and Kalchschmidt (2014), who argue, inter alia,
that innovativeness relates to a company’s willingness or ability to change processes,
products and management systems, mainly through architectural or radical innovation and
that the concept has witnessed massive citation in the literature on sustainability
(Christmann, 2000; Klassen and Vereecke, 2012, Nidumolu et al., 2009; Pagell and Wu, 2009;
Porter and Van der Linde, 1995; Wu and Pagell, 2011). Porter and Van der Linde (1995) sought
to illuminate the concept by suggesting that “ignorance” and “a static mind-set” prevent
companies from having a firm grasp of the fact that environmental (and social) performance
can be significantly improved while reducing costs, thus constraining the development of
SSCM practices. The implication here is that firms that adopt innovativeness as a key business
strategy can reduce the trade-off between cost and SSCM adoption whiles significantly

1 OECD document on “the Measurement of Scientific and Technological Activities,
Proposed Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting Technological Innovation Data”
which contains guidelines for collecting and using data on industrial innovation.
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improving profitability in the medium to long term. Thus, innovative thinking can be regarded
as an enabling tool key to addressing sustainability-related challenges confronting
organisations globally (Gualandris and Kalchschmidt 2014). In the considered view of
Gualandris & Kalchschmidt (2014), this compelling evidence imposes on researchers a bigger
responsibility to further carry out empirical investigation into the relationship between
innovativeness and sustainability and on the role of the former in shaping organizational
responses to social and environmental pressure.

Environmental Management Practices, Organisational Innovation and Operational
Performance

Literature is inundated with varying perspectives by scholars to the effect that environmental
and social initiatives are costly undertakings. For example, Walley and Whitehead (1994) state
that, “Responding to environmental challenges has always been a costly and complicated
proposition for managers,” and as a result, “win-win situations are very rare and will likely be
overshadowed by the total cost of a company’s environmental program.”

The above view is endorsed by Ahmed et al. (2019) who observe that companies, by their very
design and objectives, are, more often than not, preoccupied with inordinate desire to make
profit to the total neglect of the environment and the health and development of
communities. The key argument here is that adoption of environmental sustainability
initiatives have significant financial disadvantages because of the huge financial outlay that
must be sunk into such investment at the incipient stage. For instance, Dam and Petkova
(2013) observe that firms that decide to pursue environmental sustainability would have to
commit enormous amount of money in new or modified products and processes such as
product redesign, training of employees, acquisition of environmentally friendly machines,
increased operational costs as environmentally friendly production may call for higher safety
standards and more control.

Such prohibitive costs that accompany the adoption of environmental sustainability initiatives
have forced researchers such as Bag et al. (2018) to call into question the relevance, feasibility
and economic viability of such initiatives by asking whether such initiatives are worth
pursuing. In fact, researchers such as Dam and Petkova (2013) observe that not all firms seem
convinced that environmental sustainability leads to better financial performance.

In contrast, stakeholders are also concerned about the devastating consequences of
manufacturing operations world-wide such as pollution, carbon emissions etc. Against this
backdrop, Kneipp et al. (2019) report that companies have realized the importance of
adopting sustainable innovation practices in order to minimize negative social and
environmental impacts that result from their activities and, consequently, achieve superior
corporate performance. This is because, in most jurisdictions, legislation and the society itself
impel organisations to carry out sustainable development in tandem with innovation in
products, services, processes and business models since a mere adoption of sustainable
initiatives does not, necessarily, lead to superior performance by firms.

This view is accentuated by authors such as Dyck and Silvestre (2018) and Dam and Petkova
(2013) who observe that firms tend to subdue the adverse economic consequences of
environmental management initiatives when they incorporate innovative practices into their
operations in order to reduce the consumption of resources and decrease environmental
pollution and this constitutes ample testimony of the mediating role innovation plays in the
relationship between EMP and operational performance. For instance, Bocken et al. (2014)

61



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 10, No. 8, 2020, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2020

posit that successful companies strategically reconcile sustainability with innovation as a sure
way of achieving competitive advantage, because it enables firms to redefine products,
technologies, processes and business models.

Aguilera-Caracuel & Ortiz-de-Mandojana (2013) wind up with interesting view that suggests
that when organisations embed innovative practices into their environmental management
systems, it is likely to engender technological improvements which will lead to energy saving,
pollution minimization, waste recycling, green product development and corporate
environmental management. However, Kneipp et al. (2019) posit, to the contrary, that even
though EMP has the potential to bring about improved firm performance, the effect can only
be felt in the long-run due to huge initial capital outlay and that companies must create the
necessary conditions to enhance performance. In spite of the crucial role innovation plays in
the EMP-firm performance link, Kneipp et al. (2019) conclude that studies that address the
impact of the adoption of innovation practices on environmental management practices and
operational performance are still incipient.

Social Practices, Organisational Innovation and Operational Performance

Hult et al. (2004) opine that contemporary organisations, having fuller appreciation of the
crucial role of innovation in their scheme of operations, have taken the initiative to embed
innovativeness internally by encouraging employees, teams and executives to exploit new
behaviours, products, services and practices. The underlying rational for this effort hinges on
the conviction that when employees are equipped to be able to generate and fully utilise new
knowledge and information obtained from channel partners such as suppliers, customers and
other key stakeholders, innovation can facilitate knowledge development and diffusion
throughout organisations and supply chains. In effect, Innovation capabilities facilitate
knowledge expansion via the effective use of supply chain relationships to improve on firm
performance. In particular, when employees, through constant training and re-training, attain
the requisite skill-set and learn new and better ways of doing things, they are able to improve
on the quality of products they churn out, quickly respond to customer orders, deploy state-
of-the-art inventory management practices, better manage collaborative operations, and
significantly enhance their throughput.

Bag (2018) also echoes the importance of innovation in organisational operations by positing
that when organisations embed innovation and integrate it in their internal operations, it can
engender positive working environment for employees with the added advantage of
improving their well-being. Additionally, technologically-savvy organisations are able to
significantly expand their businesses through economies of scale and create golden
opportunities for the surrounding communities by way of employment generation as well as
provision of education and health care facilities. Thus, innovative compliant organisations are
able to improve their corporate social responsibility initiatives through improvement in
profitability and operational performance.

Again, when organisations embed technology and innovations into their SSCM practices, it
empowers them to significantly reduce the expenditure on health and safety of employees
and lower recruitment and labour turnover costs resulting from safer warehousing and
transportation and better working conditions. This view is eloquently echoed by Bag (2018)
who theorises that lower labour costs and improved working conditions, generally, tend to
increase employee motivation and productivity, and significantly lower absenteeism of supply
chain personnel. In sum, literature suggests that a highly motivated employees will be in a
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better position to serve customers better, improve the quality of their products and thereby,
in significant terms, reduce per unit cost of production which will bring about improvement
in operational performance (Porteous et al., 2015; Toffel et al., 2015; Bag, 2018).

Economic Practices, Organisational Innovation and Operational Performance

Carter (2005) submits that innovative companies that commit to waste reduction practices
will experience strong positive influence on operational performance through reduced
operating costs. This argument is given impetus by researchers such as Bag et al. (2018) who
recognise the mediating role of innovation when they revealed in their study that application
of cutting-edge innovative practices right across the primary activities of a firm’s value chain
ensures that managers are clothed with the requisite skill and technique to appropriately
manage economic practices in relation to inbound and outbound logistics activities such as
packaging use and disposal, warehouse safety and transportation impacts such as emissions,
energy use, hazardous materials and worker safety and human rights, after-sales service
concerns in the area of reversed logistics as well as environmentally-sound disposal and
disposition which eventually lead to a drastic reduction in the firm’s operations costs and by
extension, performance (Porter and Kramer, 2006). They conclude that technology
development is sine qua non to improving supporting activities within the supply chain and
which eventually translate into sustained SSCM performance and hence operational
performance.

Additionally, Roy et al. (2004) observed that innovation generation may culminate into the
transformation in products, services and processes, which decreases costs, enhances
efficiency and, in turn, increase customer satisfaction. Innovation also leads to Cost savings
through reduction in packaging waste (Mollenkopf et al., 2005; Rosenau et al., 1996), as well
as the ability to design for reuse and disassembly (Christmann, 2000; Hart, 1995; Shrivastava,
1995c).

Carter (2005) posit that innovative companies that commit to waste reduction practices will
experience strong positive influence on operational performance through reduced operating
costs

Institutional Theory as the Underpinning Theory

Institutional theorists assert that institutions create institutional pressures which are “social,
legal, and cultural forces” and such forces set cultural, legal and moral boundaries for actors
(organisations) to operate. Organisations naturally respond to these pressures in order to
appear legitimate and adopt appropriate policies that are socially accepted (Carpenter and
Feroz, 2001). Legitimacy assures future survival through better access to scarce resources,
which, in turn, results in tangible benefits like improved firm performance (Shubham et al.,
2018) and intangible benefits like strong reputation (Staw and Epstein, 2000). According to
Dimaggio and Powell (1983), the isomorphism of organizational structure and processes finds
expression under three types of institutional pressures: normative, coercive and mimetic
pressures.

Normative Isomorphism borders on the logic of propriety exhibited by bodies such as trade
unions, certificated bodies etc. whilst they institute various codes of conduct that are
regarded as decent and proper for the industry to conform (Grewal and Dharwardkar, 2002).
Coercive pressures, on the other hand, emanate from other organizations on which a firm is
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dependent which may be either critical sources of organizational resources or governments
with legislative power (Again, DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Last but not least, mimetic
isomorphism is, technically, a hedge against uncertainty in industry which arises out of a
situation where there is no clear course of action for an organisation and which then
necessitate that it becomes prudent and safer for the firm to imitate others’ behaviours
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Mimicking can occur through direct contacts or by choosing
organizations with structural similarity despite no direct ties (Hayagreeva and Sivakumar,
1999; Perez-Aleman, 2011).

The Effect of Intuitional Theory on Innovation and SSCM Adoption

Ahmed et al. (2019) glean from a preponderance of findings in literature that suggest, in
substance, that institutional pressures, in particular coercive pressures, play a moderating
influence in the relationship between innovation and sustainable supply chain management
adoption. They explain that whenever government authorities and institutions pressurize
firms to minimize pollution levels emanating from their operations, it galvanises the affected
organisations to ramp up their level of innovations by way of new product developments,
usage of eco-friendly raw material and application of eco-friendly technology which
ultimately minimizes the carbon footprint.

According to Jia et al. (2017), when government regulations, incessant pressures from civil
society organisations and NGOs as well as stiff market competitions impel organisations to
embed technology and innovation into their SSCM practices, it enables them to significantly
reduce the expenditure on health and safety of employees and lower recruitment and labour
turnover costs resulting from safer warehousing and transportation and better working
conditions. This view is eloquently echoed by Bas (2019) who theorises that lower labour costs
and improved working conditions, generally, tend to increase employee motivation and
productivity, and significantly lower absenteeism of supply chain personnel.

In a similar vein, Jajja et al. (2018) opine that coercive pressures emanating from various
actors may exact social compliance or compel the dependent organization to adopt social
practices for improvement in operational performance and legitimacy. That is, the higher the
presence of coercive power in the operational jurisdiction of focal organisations, the greater
their compliance level in terms of environmental, social and economic initiatives. The
opposite is true!

Discussion

Das (2018) and Cheu et al. (2017) have variously argued, based on empirical findings, that the
relationship between sustainable supply chain management practice and operational
performance is non-linear and will require some intervening variable to amplify the desired
impact. In their view, this interesting finding warrants further investigation. This study draws
inspiration from the finding and recommendation by the afore-mentioned authors and
introduces organisational innovation as a mediator to accentuate the power of the Triple
Bottom Line to correctly predict operational performance. The introduction of the mediating
variable is meant to generate far-reaching implications for researchers and industry
practitioners as well as regulatory bodies in respect of their decisions on sustainability
matters. Again, the examination of the mediating effects of organisational innovation in the
Sustainable Supply Chain Management-Operational Performance link is regarded as one of
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the novel attempts in the sustainability literature and is expected to serve as a roadmap for
successful implementation of sustainability initiatives.

For instance, previous literature had indicated a direct relationship between the
environmental, economic and social practices and operational performance. According Cheu
et al. (2017), there exists an overwhelming argument in the sustainability literature which
leans towards the fact that firms with a significant environmental performance are, in general,
more competitive because environmental management positively influences operational
performance. Moreover, Mani et al. (2017) report that improvement in working conditions in
organisations will benefit the buyer’s operational performance by way of accident reduction,
fewer disruptions, and increases in product delivery time. This view is shared by Pagell et al.
(2010) who opine that better working conditions for employees is one sure way of improving
product quality which is due to the employees’ enhanced motivation. Finally, Yang et al.
(2011) reveal in their study, a significantly positive association between advanced operations
management systems and mass operational and lean operational performance.

However, researchers such as Cheu et al. (2017) maintain that previous empirical
investigations have largely reported of mixed and inconsistent results which indicate trade-
offs or some degree of ambiguity between EMP and OP. For instance, empirical findings from
the studies carried out by Nishant et al., (2015) indicated that reducing emissions and
purchasing green power contributes to the improvement in operational performance.
Furthermore, Jabbour et al., (2015) discovered, from his study, a consistently positive and
significant impact of environmental management on operational performance of companies
whilst Das (2018) found no significant relationship between the two in a similar investigation.
As a result, a recommendation was made by Cheu et al., (2017) for future research to verify
the relationship from the hypotheses building stage in combination with other variables since
their study failed to fully define it. The current study is inspired by findings from Cheu et al.
(2017); Das (2018).

Expected Findings

The study is designed to offer theoretical confirmation to a plethora of existing inconclusive
findings in the sustainability scholarship that, invariably, gravitate towards the assertion that
the adoption of sustainable supply chain management practices by firms, especially
manufacturing firms, does not automatically engender solid operational performance. The
general import of such established finding is that the relationship between SSCM practices
and operational performance is non-linear and will require an intervening variable such as
organisational innovation to amplify the desired impact of the former on the latter. Such
finding, if confirmed by the study, will offer a useful guidance to supply chain pundits,
academicians and industry practitioners and will, above all, extend existing knowledge in the
sustainability scholarship on the subject.

Conclusion

The impact of the institutional theory on the influence of innovation in SSCM adoption and
operational performance can only be validated through empirical testing. As a result, a study
is about to be conducted to determine the mediating influence of organisational innovation
in the relationship between sustainable supply chain management practices and operational
performance targeting 310 manufacturing companies in Ghana. The study is at the stage of
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data collection and the findings will be duly documented and reported on. It is anticipated
that the findings arising of the study will bear significance for researchers and practitioners
alike. The study is, primarily, designed to address the apparent lack of theoretical justification
to explicate the relationship amongst the trio variables: sustainable supply chain
management practices, organisational innovation and operational performance and also to
ramp up the current level of awareness and the practical necessity associated with adoption
and implementation of sustainability initiatives especially among manufacturing firms. In the
final analysis, manufacturing organisations will be better equipped with the needed skill-set
and acumen to increase their profitability levels and undertake practices that are pro-
environmentally.
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