CHAPTER 4

4.1 Introduction

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS %\

This chapter presents the results of data analysis. T purpose of this
chapter is to examine research variables namely, G racti innovation
capabilities, competitive advantage and social perfo Mﬁ; apter
describes the response rate and the demographic f the resp er‘s _@udlng
their age, gender, professional qualification, J ger employges, sector

classification, industry classification and @,ﬁ
the data analysis specifically on the goo mea
t, the htgo th%:\fudy particularly, the

ar]@‘)ks involved are reported.

and reliability of the study variabl

é‘

0

relationships between the pre and
Finally, the results of the hy?ﬁ
:
4.2  Response Rates ) \" (4}4/
The pop@f th@ has @c llected from ISO 14001 certified

manufacturln ,s{a ﬂié’lrepresent Malaysia’s green companies. A

total of @ﬁonnaﬁj}r dli@lted to the manufacturing companies with ISO

14001 ation. The data collgron took around four months which was carried out

b n May 2021 to August 20 hl Therefore, out of the 600 questionnaires distributed,

questionnaires were usable, giving a response rate of 43%.

65 (44.2%) were returned. After an inspection of the 265 questionnaires, only
08
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Specifically, from the 265 questionnaires returned, seven questionnaires were
excluded due to the questionnaires classified as missing data. T
The sample size of this study (N=258) is considered sufficient tt%\fe an
adequate level of statistical power in Smart-PLS since it is abov inimum
requirement as suggested by Hair et al. (2017). Table 4.1 summarizque distribution
of the questionnaires in the study. : V
Table 4.1: Questionnaires Distzi n l
) .\d
[
Response Rate ondents ],Io \ & "}Y'
Questionnaires Distributed 600, ' Y
Returned 265 b &
Not retuned ? ’ &Q Y
Retuned and Unusable V
Returned and Usable
Response Rate

2

4.3 Profiles of Respondents % \$
% 6 )

To provide an overViK the data.colle ec‘f, @searcher summarized the

respondent’s information Tbasic’ desomiptive tics such as frequency and
percentage. Table 4.2%5 the ?Qﬁllll:lirb percentage of the respondents’
demographic prof@% study. It\ws tha.@(b}st of the respondent are male (73.6%)
and the rest a&les 6‘.4

NG
4
the age of QS' (46.9%) followin Gythe age 31 years to 40 (30.6%).
ws of tge ional-Background, the majority of the respondents are

egaré%g;age groups, it comprises most of them in
N

ed@vith (55.4%) are po’s@aduate and (24.4%) are having bachelors. This will

most of the management employees at Malaysian manufacturing industry are

Ohly educated. Furthermore, most of the respondent job position are supervisor with

(31.8%) following by Engineers (19.8%) and assistant managers (15.1%). Under the
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category number of employees, majority of the manufacturing firms are having more
than 251 employees with (67.4%) and it consider as large company, next SIVO
employees with (31.8%) and it consider as medium company. Movi%\ector
classification, majority of the survey organization are private limite (64.3%),
multinational corporation gaining second percentage with (26.5%)melies that
the private sector which plays a key role in green supply _chain%practices is well

represented in this study. z '

In terms of industry classification, respondents electric lectronics
[

in scored the highest respondent (56.2%), and ph eutical (1 %b, @wing
rubber and plastic recorded by (10.1%). The f rg&i i agf@st of the

¥

respondent companies were running their blisiness for n\ore n 16 @s 92 (45.7%),

following to companies age between & |5>ears score 1.0‘@

Table 4.2: bph'
% RS A=
Demographic Item C& y AW Frequency %

e 1 o) D 190 73.6

c ¢emale P 68 26.4
2030 - s Q/" 23 8.9

Y O 79 30.6

Age /&\ 1-5 %% 121 46.9
\ ) d aboye) 35 13.6

l ¢ duate™) 63 24.4

Educati Pbst G@aate 143 55.4
F e oc@te 18 7.0
4
Othigrs 34 13.2

Gender

Mﬁager 24 9.3
\ Assistant Manager 39 15.1
; Supervisor 82 31.8

itle

Officer 42 16.3
Engineer 51 19.8

Others 20 7.8
Number of Employees Less than 50 Employees 28 10.9
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51-250 Employees 82 31.8

More than 251 Employees 148 57.4
Public Sector 5
) . Private Sector 166 N 3
Sector Classification Multinational Corporation 68 26.4
Others 19 7.4
Electrical and Electronics 14 56.2
Chemical / Petroleum 12 i 4.7
Food Product, Beverages w 7.4
Industry Classification Pharmaceutical 12.0
Textiles and textile produc 32 4.7

|
Rubber & plastic 26y, ' 10.1
Others '3 5. 0
Less than 5 years \ &

-1 S
Organization Age 6 - 10 years 53 q, — 4 4
11— 15 years 2 804 X 3L0
More than 16 yea \ % " vy 35.7

4.4 Data Screening %N Q‘ (’5\

In this study, is important to hcu dat a gcozth process of data
analysis. For this reason, it’s I% omynended tw timal data where data
screening is performed (Taba & Fide 2). T\hg@ore after completing the
process of distributinggand c@llecting g @archer starts to check the raw
data to ensure completenes Acc g alf. 020), the process of data screening

usually involves ide tlﬁﬁ@outh% owever, handling these two issues in
data screemn%\o dt ?ﬂlgﬁegi} data characteristics that might affect the

results suc screenidg for missing data, outliers, normality, and
1t1 ity. Thus e raw d\¥~ were entered manually via SPSS software for both

)

d Nﬁve and frequencies ana\lysm In addition, the use of multivariate it required that

Qa o not have errors (Hair et al., 2010).
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4.4.1 Normality Test

The normality test is an important part of the data analysis to fu?ﬂe
assumptions of the multivariate analysis, referring to the bell-shaped cur@ data
distribution of a single measurement variable (Hair et al., 2010). tudy was
conducted to ensure that the collected data is normally distributed anRi.s'important to

verify that the data are not too far from normal as extremely niMal data prove to

be problematic in the assessment of the significance of s a metf:rs. George and
Mallery (2010), pointed out that if the Skewness value ined i bWhe cut-off

point of + 2.0, the arithmetic mean is a good desc

Y
on and|the_c t-dff_@)ﬁt for

2(% 4.4 L@t'rates the
aﬁxis results of @Si.cal tests for

test of t tent@fﬁ’ables of the four

kurtosis must be less than = 7 to be acceptable

evaluation of the normality of the data. Th

skewness and kurtosis based on the % ;D

1
variables. This study performed a r%lity test

showed that there were no Viol%us, aﬁ‘l vari %
x reIu h ncg%ity because all the variables
ty

normally distributed. How
shown in Table 4.3 do ?norma
NG,
Table mult clf Skewness urtosis for Normality Test

\ e N
c ¢ l C:;"' Skewness Kurtosis
a

-a}iables and the results

g

s in4his study are categorized as

(_} Statistic ~ Std. Error | Statistic  Std. Error
0.156 0.152 | -0.281 0.302
-0.981 0.152 0.159 0.302
-0.418 0.152 0.036 0.302

mer Cooperation - 0.022 0.152 | -0.271 0.302

In ent Recovery -0.300 0.152 | -0.171 0.302

duct Innovation 0.147 0.152 | -0.272 0.302

ocess Innovation -0.281 0.152 | -0.460 0.302
M/Iarketing Innovation 0.239 0.152 1.692 0.302
Organizational Innovation 0.395 0.152 | -0.247 0.302
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Price/cost 0.422 0.152 0.405 0. 302
Quality 0.171 0.152 | -0.111

Delivery 0.124 0.152 | -0.562 0
Social Performance -0.687 0.152 | -0.094 % 02

4.4.2 Multicollinearity

The multicollinearity must be checked to guarantee that thWenous latent
constructs are not extremely correlated (Brien, 2007). Referring to e 4.5 shows that
all variance inflation factor values were less than 5 as intr Xy.

Hfir et al. (2017).
This means that there is no multicollinearity among t ogen: us‘ﬁh@#onstructs.

'Y

Table 4.4 illustrates in detail the collinearity statistic ' _{')

4 G

Table 4.4: Multicollinearity Test ner V u Coef nts

Mod VIF
Green Supply Chain { 1 485
Management Practices Competit tages
i iliti ﬁ 1.485

Innovation Capabilities

Green Supply Chain

t 1.000
Management Practices \ nno@p‘ébl
Green Supply Chain 5’) ' 1.485

Management Pract1 cial er|f0

Technological Inno 1.485

£

\ (@4
Therefore @ear@@sed @ernatlve matrix between variables to

bld 4. a%).dlcate that the highest correlation between

help identify multiegllingarity.
any two v 702 Vatx&-éapablhtles and competitive advantages. This
is evi of'the non- 1st1{g mutrrcollmearlty in the data because of the correlation

Vaﬁ redictor variables \?f@h are estimated at less than 0.9 (Field, 2009).
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Table 4.5: Test of Multicollinearity Based on Correlation Between Factors

No 1 2 3 g

1 Green Supply Chain Management 1
2 Innovation Capabilities 0.684™ 1 .:\ d
3 Competitive Advantages 0.702"0.683™ b. =
4 Social performance 0.607" 0.679*: 0.57‘k 1
A
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level &
4.5  Descriptive Analysis : '
The descriptive statistics of the dimensions throughystandard tipn,%lean

N
and variance provide a clear background and kno ¢ that assist nc‘ersé‘r?d how

the respondents of the sample respond to the que in the surv eka Bougie,

2016). Moreover, the descriptive analysitw or s&ﬁnm rize the@acteristics of

the collected data from the respondenM

S,
GSCM practice, innovation %ties,ﬁ#‘&iv /deantage and social
N
6 e,
it Lik

ective on rese@ variables namely

performance. However, the fi scalgthds b@%}femployed in this research

to measure variables. The Tnd stn ard deviations are presented in Table 4.6.
|
According to P% eghi, an Elj “229 ; the interpretation of mean scores
is divided into th@oriesl lo : .33)@erate (2.34-3.67), and high (3.68-5).
In this research\of e rese afiabl(s:’}neans were in the moderate range (2.42 -
(ONTIRSYIG
indi r1

bles I(@e values of mean that do not differ much from

2.76) whichsmdicate thatall
S
one anwd the&t rd dev@n ranged from 0.605-0.822. On top of that, in
N

TabA social performance@orded the highest mean score of 2.76 and standard

n of 0.882, while competitive advantages recorded the lowest value of 2.42

de?'
G n 0.576 standard deviation respectively.
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Table 4.6: Descriptive Statistics for The Studied Variables

Second-order First-Order Constructs Mean S.Df

Constructs .\
Internal environmental management 2.57 %2
(IEM) *8
Green purchasing (GP) 2.95 89
Eco-Design and Packaging (EP) 2.84 ey 0.815
Customer cooperation (CC) 2.57 ‘ 0.858
Investment recovery (IR) 2.N 0.861

Green Supply Chain Management Practices (GSCM) 0.605
Product innovation (PTI) 0.744
Process innovation (PSI) I 0.825

Marketing innovation (MI)

60 $.672
Organizational innovation (OJ) 82l
Innovation Capabilities (IC) 2 ? 10541

Price/cost (PC) 217 [ 0?4&24
Quality (QY) n45 07713
Delivery (DY) N2 \.)f 897

Competitive Advantages (CA) \,z o 242 W) 0.576

Social Performance (SP) .76 ‘ 0.882
\
4.6 Assessment of Measurement Mo \Z _\C)

This section dlscusses ll(kt convyer ent) 1d1ty and discriminant
validity to evaluate the asses ent S el
4.6.1 Construct Rel%

This test ct reﬁab or the%nables in this study is the first measure

most W1d e ors ct reliability of a scale (Hair Jr et al., 2017).

to be evaluate nba !ph (}fﬁments and composite reliability are the
f e c

As poi n Talﬁe the Val of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged between
0. A

0.919, which mean&&ﬁt values were higher than the suggested value of 0.7

@m & Tan, 2005). On the other hand, the value of composite reliability (CR)

duld be higher than 0.7 (Gefen et al., 2011; Kline, 2016; Werts et al., 1974). In this

study, the result of composite reliability ranged between 0.894 (lower composite value)
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and 0.933 (higher composite value), which was more than the benchmark value of 0.7.
This result indicated the error-free and adequate internal reliability of the measunWi
in this study. %\

Table 4.7: Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliabili

h it
Second-order Cronbac Composite

First-Order Constructs alph Reliability
Constructs
> >0.7)
Internal environmental l 0.930
management (IEM) )
Green purchasing (GP) 901 27
Eco-Design and Packaging ( 0.892 P D2

Customer cooperation (C% 0.91 # () ﬁ?

Investment recovery (IR 0,884 09719
Green Supply Chain Management Practices
) 931
(GSCM) Q‘\Q‘&z ‘!\Ya 93
. N

Loy

Competitive Advantages

Social Performanee (SP) \ Y 0.919 0.935
4.6.2 Conver illdlt i

ingto H OlQ&donvergent validity is defined as the degree to
which offvariables vsrgewn measuring a particular concept. The existence of
éi validity occurred '(’ﬁq'én the indicators of one concept converge or share a

CO\
%proportion of variance. However, if there is any violation in the convergent

01d1ty it will affect the findings negatively. Besides, because the outer loadings of all

indicators should be statistically significant (Hair et al., 2014).

155



In this study, the items’ loading was examined and all items are statistically

significant where the loading for the items in the model has fulfilled all requi S

between 0.753 and 0.902 as it shows in Table 4.8 except four items that w%\oved

(IEM5, GP1, PTI4 and PSI3) because of their low loadings were less e critical

value 0.7 as recommended by (Hair et al., 2010). q
Table 4.8: Factor Loading z l

[
- i - i >
Second-order First-Order Indicator (\,a .
Constructs Constructs . ? 2 \Y.
IE . i4 (A2
Internal EM2 = \¥~
environmental E : ‘T
t IEM é\ i
management (IEM) 3 Deleted

Deleted

\
\ M6
G
GP\
Green purcha 0 GP3
( : pr W
Green Supply 4
6 N
Chain R l' \ & -~

Management

Practices Eco-Desi bnﬁ‘\ tgi@

(GSCM) »\@kagulg ( é 1

’ \ i (\s PS5

¢ i 2 $ ca

() cc2

% Cu T \ CcC3

&M'on(

% Y. CC4

5 oV CC5

B IR1

\ Investment IR2

% recovery (IR) IR3

IR4

Innovation Product innovation IIZE;

Capabilities (IC) (PTI) PTI3
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PTI4 0.521
PTI5 0.812 Deleted
PTI6 0.789
PSI1 0.824
PSI2 0.783 C?
Process innovation PSI3 0.422 Deleted
(PSI) PS14 0.849
PSI5 0.876
PSI6 0.8%
MI1 4
Marketing MI2 056
innovation (MI) MI3 l
M4 0.776 !\
MI5 0.7 'd * o~
OI1 0.8 N
. OI% 0.841 ' —{')
Organizational 8841

e b8
innovation (OI) & g ‘\)
N g oY

I
X

0.8
.848

1 N .837«‘
¥

Price/cost (P
g*) | g
apcs, & | 0854

Competitive \ 0.802

&
N\
0804

2 4
AdV(aC‘::?ges uaRZUY , 3 <P 0799
e 0794
Y& 0.764
\ 0.875
2 0.877
((}DY.?, 0.876
, |7 Dv4 0.886
Q, ’ ) & se 0.846
7 SV s, 0.780
4 X SP3 0.814
cial Performance (Kl.)}’ SP4 0.805
\ SP5 0.870
SP6 0.830

SP7 0.786
The measurement used is a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for GSCM, TI, CA and SP
constructs.
All the factor loadings of the individual items are statistically significant except for the items IEMS, GP1, PTI4 and PSI3

which were eliminated from the scale due to low loadings.
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On the other hand, the convergent validity is average variances extracted (AVE)
is to examine whether the extent to which indicators of a specific construct con
high proportion of variance in common. In this research, the AVE indicat%\ll the
values were considered acceptable because they were having a valu than the
suggested critical value of 0.50 as suggested by (Hair et al., 2010). "lWE values in
this study of the constructs were between 0.63 and 0.74. Sub%y, it established

4.?

Y. o

satisfactory convergent validity measurement as exhibited

First Order Constructs

?ﬁ c

Internal environmental management (IEM, k E ~ _‘\\( 0.725

Green purchasing (GP) N q‘ .

Eco-Design and Packaging (EP) \% .

Customer cooperation (CC) P A 0.735

Investment Recovery (IR) h 7 L e 0.740
[ Sn y Chain 0.513

Product innovation (PTI)

Process innovation (PSI)

9
044’/1,

Marketing innovation 2 -
Organizational inngvatio N (g‘;s/ 0.705

l £ %v Innovation 0.503
\ - ,{Q Capabilities
) .

Delive - .
% 4 ‘D",‘ % Competitive 0.519
.S. NV Advantages
N Social Performance 0.671

ﬁ Average Variance Extracted
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; :iproduct n, PSIprocess innovation,

Figur%Researc 1 é
o S
4.6.3 Discriminant Validity q &
Discriminant validi \eﬁ ed as the ‘egp to which a construct is
4' b

differentiated from ot y empiric ‘g%itéa‘- Hair Jr et al. (2017). In other

' 4 &
words, it shows Wy 1te'ns\ssent 0 single construct. In this study, the
th

discriminant Va% e 'was @%ﬁed by three criteria as recommended by
¢

ogs-l C‘)

Hair Jr et ;50)7), m @mgs, Fornell-Larcker criterion, and HTMT
ét N

(Heterottai

otrait) sati ? chec‘@ld measure distinct concepts of the measurement

SN N
. -

cross-loading method is the first approach to be adopted to assess the

isCriminant validity of the indicators. As shown in Table 4.10 the cross-loading criteria
ulfilled the requirements because of the indicators’ outer loadings. Therefore, in this

research, the measurement model accomplished satisfactory discriminant validity.
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Table 4.10: Results of Discriminant Validity by The Cross Loading

IEM | GP EP CC IR PTI PSI MI (0) DY QY PC TSP
IEMO1 | 0.864 | 0.282 | 0.308 | 0.196 | 0.193 | 0.195 | 0.188 | 0.334 | 0.110 | 0.193 | 0.139 | 04195 [%0.332
IEMO02 | 0.860 | 0.496 | 0.381 | 0.326 | 0.391 | 0.250 | 0.268 | 0.397 | 0.252 | 0.256 | 0.304 [£0.32T 0:416
IEMO3 | 0.835 | 0.282 | 0.309 | 0.203 | 0.231 | 0.108 | 0.245 | 0.298 | 0.208 | 0.185 | 0.189 {40278, |*0.337
IEMO04 | 0.845 | 0.285 | 0.249 | 0.265 | 0.191 | 0.156 | 0.191 | 0.326 | 0.156 | 0.101 | 0.1864( 0.170"| 0.288
IEMO6 | 0.855 | 0.281 | 0.297 | 0.187 | 0.230 | 0.195 | 0.105 | 0.306 | 0.109 | 0.177 | 0/A58%4,0.184 | 0.252
GP02 0.329 | 0.893 | 0.435 | 0.410 | 0.513 | 0.352 | 0.372 | 0.471 | 0.288 | 0.335 | 0.389 | 02314 | 0.361
GP03 0.405 | 0902 | 0.491 | 0.384 | 0.514 | 0.345 | 0.337 | 0.481 | 0.238 | 0.349 |T0.414%p 0.285 | 0.359
GP04 0.253 | 0.772 | 0.270 | 0.260 | 0.349 | 0.275 | 0.271 | 0.381 | 0.308 | 0.221 | 0227 | 0.185 | 0.297
GP05 0.272 | 0.753 | 0.299 | 0.220 | 0.281 | 0.223 | 0.194 | 0.349 | 0.194 | 0491 | 0,163 | 0.183 | 0.229
GP06 0.385 | 0.902 | 0.404 | 0.406 | 0.501 | 0.346 | 0.356 | 0.486 | 0.257 | 0.259 {40398 | 0.339 | 0.354
EP01 0.318 | 0.445 | 0.836 | 0.323 | 0.419 | 0.266 | 0.211 | 0.366 | 0.153 [F0:245mfr 0.366 | 0.356 | 0.342
EP02 0.323 | 0.342 | 0.840 | 0.231 | 0.317 | 0.282 | 0.175 | 0.266 | 0{197 | 0262 | 0.320 | 0.290 | 0.320
EP03 0.233 | 0.280 | 0.778 | 0.222 | 0.333 | 0.290 | 0.164 | 0.146 | 0.138%n0.214 | 0305 | 0.262 | 0.261
EP04 0.304 | 0.384 | 0.843 | 0.280 | 0.352 | 0.256 | 0.189 | 0.334.1.0456 | 0.196 | 02279 | 0250 | 0.217
EP05 0.349 | 0.443 | 0.882 | 0.289 | 0.430 | 0.347 | 0.265 | 0.356 ["0:254 | 0.289 |"0.352¢/0.391 | 0.449
CCo01 0.150 | 0.285 | 0.224 | 0.840 | 0.325 | 0.124 | 0.193 | 0.213 | 0.170" | 0.160 | 0.313770.216 {075
CC02 0.352 | 0.472 | 0362 | 0.876 | 0393 | 0.210 | 0.316 | 0357 0.329 | 0.151 | 0.447 | 0.401",0.335
CCo03 0.242 | 0322 | 0.284 | 0.857 | 0.326 | 0.108 | 0.243 | 0.262 |"0.181 | 0.123 |#04833 || 0.352 . 0.238
CCo04 0.250 | 0.303 | 0.234 | 0.863 | 0.290 | 0.101 | 0.203 | 085 | 0.208 | 0.171 | 0.400 | 0.277 | 0.240
CC05 0.185 | 0.330 | 0.262 | 0.851 | 0.307 | 0.123 | 0.19Z_| 0.260" | 0.142¢| 0,136 470.386_ | 0265 | 0.221
IR01 0.143 | 0.261 | 0.220 | 0.222 | 0.811 | 0.114 | 0.199,(#0.325 | 0.15Q_| 0454 | 0.216_|"0.152 | 0.192
IR02 0.289 | 0.552 | 0.453 | 0.424 | 0.898 | 0.370 | 0.308 {%0.478 | 0.181 | 0.240 | 0436%| 0.312 | 0.299
IR03 0.295 | 0.533 | 0.470 | 0.367 | 0.900 | 0.273 [“0:274 /4 0.446 ]} 0.205 |§0.255 |=@:372 | 0.282 | 0.338
IR04 0.275 | 0.375 | 0.328 | 0.269 | 0.828 | 0.205 |.0.136 | 0.3%2 0.174" 0.1544,0.324 | 0.260 | 0.237
PTIO1 0.173 | 0237 | 0.179 | 0.146 | 0.180 (“0:820 | 0.307 | 0.161 |™0:237 | 0.248%"0.152 | 0.113 | 0.172
PTI02 0.181 | 0.413 | 0.397 | 0.182 | 0.336 | 0.846Wy, 0.468 | 0.264 | 0437 | 0.436. 0.291 | 0.213 | 0.445
PTIO03 0.191 | 0.280 | 0.278 | 0.134 | 0.224» 0.832 | 0.354s|"0.258 470.301 |.0:280 | 0.192 | 0.210 | 0.348
PTIOS 0.124 | 0318 | 0.314 | 0.146 | 0.256y0.827 | 0.356 | 0.171" | 0.339/%0.284 | 0.215 | 0.177 | 0.302
PTIO6 | 0.141 | 0.243 | 0.216 | 0.129 | 0.199. | 0788 |,0.314 | 0.185 [ 0.346_[+0.243 | 0.188 | 0.180 | 0.221
PSI101 0.172 | 0.257 | 0.137 | 0.185 juOsk64m{70.314 | 0.842 (=0.208 | 0877 0.403 | 0.177 | 0.165 | 0.421
PSI102 0.149 | 0251 | 0.155 | 0.166y| 0244 | 0.340 "%0.797 [£0.181 | Q275 | 0.369 | 0.220 | 0.167 | 0.335
PS104 0.268 | 0.298 | 0.194 | 0.245 ["0sl75 | 0.385_[=0.857"] 0.1994).0.353 | 0.390 | 0.160 | 0.197 | 0.455
PSI05 0.238 | 0.392 | 0.295 | 0290g),0.261 | 0.433 | 0.881 0.230%,0.443 | 0.496 | 0.261 | 0.203 | 0.492
PS106 0.173 | 0.343 | 0.228.| 0.256 | 0.254 | 0.390 | 0.839 | 0.190 | 0.424 | 0.359 | 0.243 | 0.173 | 0.442
MIO01 0.309 | 0.350 | 0.302 | 02233 0.343 | 0.223 |/70.120 .-0.824 0.155 | 0.103 | 0.211 | 0.272 | 0.319
MI02 0.453 | 0.513 | 0.3507| 0.353 | 0.419 1% 0.2204| 0.338#| 0.836 | 0.204 | 0.271 | 0.284 | 0.296 | 0.485
MIO03 0.266 | 0.431 | 0.291 | 07196 |.0.396,| 060 | 0.2)3 [~0.805 | 0.124 | 0.173 | 0.156 | 0.160 | 0.239
MI04 0.270 | 0.468 4 0297 | 0.251 § 0.394,| 0.204 | 0.102*| 0.776 | 0.125 | 0.107 | 0.199 | 0.182 | 0.196
MIO05 0.253 | 0.2979y,0.1907 0.258 | 0.385 4 0.182 |#0.139 | 0.797 | 0.191 | 0.105 | 0.254 | 0.152 | 0.282
0101 0262 | 0374 | 0277 | 0265 [%0.213"| 0.462,%0493 | 0.197 | 0.850 | 0.490 | 0.284 | 0.263 | 0.487
0102 0.175 | 0.170%),0.164 3 0.188 [™0.162 1| 0.26%,/0.293 | 0.155 | 0.841 | 0.319 | 0.209 | 0.193 | 0.252
0103 0.112 |T0204% 0.236/| 0.205 0.131 | 0.36L)| 0.351 | 0.106 | 0.840 | 0.310 | 0.178 | 0.236 | 0.292
0104 0.166mf 02474 0.1500| 0.192 [%0.143 [{0.310 | 0.368 | 0.162 | 0.834 | 0.378 | 0.161 | 0.221 | 0.319
0105 0.175150:225 | 0.149 | 0.173 | J0.1994(%0.288 | 0.340 | 0.108 | 0.834 | 0.310 | 0.206 | 0.197 | 0.325
PCO1 0344 0381 | 0474 | 0#11 | 0.3647| 0.265 | 0.225 | 0.294 | 0.314 | 0.837 | 0.244 | 0.429 | 0.399
PC02 0783 |170.225 | 0.2304| 0.259 | 0.235+| 0.146 | 0.124 | 0.140 | 0.186 | 0.862 | 0.171 | 0.284 | 0.235
PCO03 10.2657 0.236 | 0.275 | 0.250 [ *0,281 | 0.202 | 0.150 | 0.233 | 0.207 | 0.848 | 0.147 | 0.273 | 0.241
PCo4 0212 | 0257 | 0.306 | 0.290, /(1218 | 0.148 | 0.155 | 0.254 | 0.217 | 0.832 | 0.209 | 0.225 | 0.314
PCOS 0.178 | 0.225 | 0.277 | 0.296 | '0.217 | 0.160 | 0.163 | 0.208 | 0.195 | 0.854 | 0.168 | 0.339 | 0.171
D¥01 0.128 | 0.245 | 0.240 | 0.177 | 0.195 | 0.306 | 0.371 | 0.165 | 0.353 | 0.215 | 0.875 | 0.169 | 0.281
DY02 | 0253 | 0380 | 0.331 | 0.115 | 0.230 | 0.423 | 0.478 | 0.222 | 0.455 | 0.205 | 0.877 | 0.256 | 0.448
DPX03 0.165 | 0.267 | 0.265 | 0.192 | 0.200 | 0.285 | 0.408 | 0.147 | 0.361 | 0.154 | 0.876 | 0.180 | 0.323
WDY04 0.170 | 0.251 | 0.180 | 0.191 | 0.147 | 0.280 | 0.426 | 0.158 | 0.366 | 0.208 | 0.886 | 0.210 | 0.310
QY01 0.260 | 0.333 | 0.310 | 0.357 | 0.254 | 0.226 | 0.213 | 0.288 | 0.244 | 0.369 | 0.202 | 0.802 | 0.284
QY02 0.151 | 0.260 | 0.328 | 0.377 | 0.360 | 0.228 | 0.192 | 0.111 | 0.237 | 0.301 | 0.197 | 0.804 | 0.162
QY03 0.235 | 0.302 | 0.282 | 0.343 | 0.358 | 0.201 | 0.199 | 0.195 | 0.163 | 0.328 | 0.160 | 0.799 | 0.191
QY04 0.160 | 0.294 | 0.302 | 0.349 | 0.311 | 0.208 | 0.248 | 0.194 | 0.217 | 0.189 | 0.196 | 0.794 | 0.236
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QY05 0.120 | 0.361 | 0.321 | 0.326 | 0.329 | 0.153 | 0.150 | 0.309 | 0.127 | 0.269 | 0.171
SPO1 0.314 | 0.235 | 0.304 | 0.178 | 0.330 | 0.266 | 0.408 | 0.382 | 0.276 | 0.256 | 0.266
SP02 0.258 | 0.194 | 0.212 | 0.134 | 0.240 | 0.194 | 0.334 | 0.285 | 0.269 | 0.192 | 0.239
SP03 0.329 | 0.410 | 0.346 | 0.279 | 0.226 | 0.370 | 0.443 | 0.312 | 0.417 | 0.300 | 0.372
SP04 0.354 | 0.402 | 0.321 | 0.330 | 0.242 | 0.370 | 0.464 | 0.322 | 0.427 | 0.304 | 0.380
SP05 0.340 | 0.388 | 0.396 | 0.306 | 0.335 | 0.378 | 0.480 | 0.333 | 0.361 | 0.307 | 0.354

SP06 0.351 | 0.261 | 0.316 | 0.218 | 0.256 | 0.264 | 0.385 | 0.322 | 0.243 | 0.272 | 0.31 : 0.830
SP07 0.254 | 0220 | 0267 | 0.133 | 0.185 | 0.225 | 0.378 | 0273 | 0.295 | 0.184 | 0.260% 0.103 | 0.787
Key: IME: internal environmental management, GP: green purchasing, EP: eco-design and%packaging,

CC: customer cooperation, IR: investment recovery, PTI: product innovation, PSI? innovation,
MI: marketing innovation, OI: organization innovation, PC: price/cost, QY: quality,DY: delivery, SP:

social performance V

The second method used to assess discriminant Validiwl&e Fornell-Larcker

measure. This criterion compares the square root of A\@with tlle main variable

correlations (Hair et al., 2017). In similar, the square toot of €ach VMkuo\Qnust

be higher than its highest correlation with any otiénstruct. fefring ’o Y*ECQ‘)TCSUHS
4

in Table 4.11 reveals that the values of all averzmancw ed we@teater than

the other elements of the row and column*in Which th
alev

discriminant validity of the outer mm \

validity of the outer model, it ca &ami‘d givi &%sults of the hypotheses
testing should be reliable an%ﬂid VM 1?1(}1&& in this study appropriate
discriminant validity (Chin, Fo"fll &dka cker@%l).
X i
Table 4.11: Results dli \m“Q t Val‘i- ity’by Fornell-Larcker Criterion
NE

ated, this confirms the

o ; 7
! (,)\-‘GSCM SP IC

1
2 %CM 605 v 0.728

3 sp ¥ ;0.44%.. 0.493 0.819

4 IC 0,55) 0.564 0.584 0.786

: green supply chain mafiagement, IC: innovation capabilities, CA: competitive advantages,
soeial performance.

{5
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The last method used to assess the discriminant validity is HTMT (Heterotrait-
monotrait) ratio. HTMT ratio is defined by Hair et al. (2017), as the mean valu
indicator correlation across constructs such as (heterotrait-heteromethod ions)
relative to the (geometric) mean of the average correlations of the 1ndldk1easurlng
the same construct. Henseler et al. (2014) indicated that HTMT \%S' will have a
problem if their values are higher than 0.90. As a result, in Table 492 all values were
lower than the benchmark value of 0.90. This fulfille Y:: ended HTMT
criterion \d

| &
Y
&y

'3
~

Table 4.12: Results of Discrimin alidity b ’y

Factors 4
CA , CM SP "1
1 CA
2 GSCM 0. 665\
3 SP
IC

4 % ‘ 0,415
Key: GSCM: green supply chain ent, IC: inng¥ation @ﬂmes CA: competitive

advantages, SP: social performa

4.7 The Goodness W) of 'he
According to R%M (‘2 g%@ess of fit (GoF) is a choice through

PLS-SEM and it j hmp llory be ap since this approach is still at the very

early stage t f (Zﬂg‘ﬂﬁ considered the goodness of fit measure
as a tan

for PLS rdised. ot mean square residual (SRMR) since this

appro %) is used evalu@i’e overall fit of the model and to judge the model’s

qu%n LS-SEM, researcthhould rely on measures indicating model’s predictive

ities. However, the researcher assessed the Goodness of Fit to support the model

0 nseler et al., 2014).
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The goodness of fit is defined for the PLS path modelling as the geometric mean

?-n

of the average communality (outer measurement model) and average R? value

endogenous constructs (Tenenhaus et al., 2004). The measure of GoF ca@ed to
evaluate the overall fit of the model. To support the validity of the PLS*% the GoF
value was estimated according to the guidelines set up by Wetzels W%O%, they

proposed a closer value to GoF which is 1, GoF=(0<GoF>1 'iwcally, the GoF

Gof = /(ﬁxm \d' N4
|G

value for the model was calculated using the following fo

L
According to Wetzels et al. (2009), theysd tl;ed theicriteria’of C@ follows

\'ed Go@&e was 0.546

small 0.1, medium 0.25, and large 0.36. In this st theﬁob
oreé% result provided

(average R* was 0.472, average AV\: ’) 632).

evidence of an adequate global P odel Va @onsidered a good fit
N\

(Henseler, Hubona, & Ray, ore&/er, eqstar@ized root mean square

residual (SRMR) of the mo el fit Shoul

SRMR is defined a mea

correlations and th odel 1m1i i

Anderson and @ (19
model is clea%

squlard d@epancy between the observed

:
latio enseler et al., 2014). According to

is édnced (lowered) when the measurement

factor loa g&

at?c?equate cut-off value for PLS path models is
N3 .
(0.08) t al. £2016)Hu an@ntler (1999). Hence, the standardized root mean

squ&dual (SRMR) crlterumg:he reflective measurement model for this research

N

6. This was considered a valid model and a good fit.
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4.8 Structural Model Assessment

After analysing the measurement model using PLS-SEM which is reliab
valid that allows moving to the next step to analyse the structural model t@ses
the inner model which helps to examine the quality of the structural m&d test the
hypothesis (Hair Jr et al., 2017). Moreover, (R2) value, effect size (Mell as

predictive relevance (Q?) were reported in this chapter. V

4.8.1 Direct Effect .\4
After ensuring that there was no violation inge measurement Mo efa@sis,
(.)

the structural model estimate was performe test th‘g eveloped @mhesis

een 11?\021uced as a

-
[¢]
?

relationships. Hair et al. (2017), explained that %ec

direct relationship between the independwle
path model. However, the path coefﬁ%md %T
i

dent&&r?bable in the PLS
tlf\gjctural assessment
were examined first. Following th haooas p analysis wé&performed to assess the

9 Q—
statistical significance of the & fficien S, Hg‘e‘t al. (2014), recommended
that when the standardi edw of +th c l1(:@re closed to +1, this means a
strong, positive, and meaniaful r% .f&path coefficients of this research are

displayed in Tabl hd @. @
N
(\ Taplesd. 135S m of The Direct Effect
ions i

ta ean Std T-value P-values Decision
Error

WA45 0050 8991 0.000  Supported
CM—SP 0.225$‘)\Y'0.226 0.066 3.395 0.001 Supported
SCM—IC 0.565 0.564 0.065 8.685 0.000  Supported
IC—-CA 0.296 0.297 0.058 5.089 0.000  Supported
05 IC—SP 0.470 0.472 0.076 6.327 0.000  Supported
Key: GSCM: green supply chain management, IC: innovation capabilities, CA: competitive
advantages, SP: social performance.

/4
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0.446%*

Competitive
Advantages

0.565%*
Technological

Innovation

Y

GSCM Pb

<\ , { &F
Note: * =p <0.05, ** =p <0.01 2 A
Figure 4.2: Structug Mod \

Referring to Hair et al. (2014\%% the vl which 5&50 known as the

coefficient of determination as an ir%rtant cri \bx(o?as s}thg the structural model
in PLS-SEM. However, the R? i s thdt the nce q‘[}le endogenous variable
(also referred to as dependentm le %‘g; b.éée/ exogenous variables (also
referred to as indepen%\x;es) and the/mai et constructs level of R? should

’ $ &
be high. The min@:eptaﬁl M R2 g.w proposed by Falk and Miller (1992),
. N &,
1s 0.19. Meanw% in (1 ('pose@at R~ values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 can
(Qn ¢

be consideQaS stantial, er’at@d weak, respectively.
% eseal{hvb};sult%}hl\own in Figure 4.2 and Table 4.14 indicates the

hy tests, with five dké}, hypotheses. HI’s GSCM had a positive effect on

co tive advantages, supported with (f=0.445, t=8.991, p>0.000). Likewise, GSCM

@ ificantly predicts social performance (=0.242, t=3.617, p>0.000). Hence, H2 is

supported. Moreover, there was a positive and significant effect between GSCM and
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innovation capabilities at (f=0.565, t=8.685, p>0.000). This means that H3 was

supported. These are similar to innovation capabilities which was found to signi

7]

influence competitive advantages at (=0.290, t=4.959, p>0.000). H%\M 1
supported. Finally, the last hypothesis of this research was supported, ﬂ&movaﬁon

capabilities predicted a positive, and significant effect on socia!?erformance at

(B=0.448, t=5.889, p>0.001) respectively. Hence, H1, H2, H3, , and H5 were
supported. z l
In terms of strengthening the relationship betwe ogefou dogenous
[

constructs which was indicated by the standardized efficient, t dilec_t&géct of
ed t@; stronger

5

than a direct effect of innovation capabilities o comﬂetit adv s and social

performance. \) é
Furthermore, the value of %s achie ?ou @ recommendation of
& N

Cohen (1988) who stated R? s v .26 and aboveris Q?&?dered substantial. On the
other hand, Chin (1998), p Xthal\ﬁi; 207, 1s considered as substantial
0.32 as moderate, and (% eak f(} v&e}‘géeﬂ& latent variables in the inner path

del fit could be considered as moderate. In

GSCM on both competitive advantages and soeci orra\n&e

model. However, & ult ind'fa
response to tha% val matet}&fdel fits of data was acceptable since the
¢

result of tl‘u:] search sho X ge@s variables of GSCM and CA 38% of the

N
Varianc%

E alS ?'nedv % of the variance in CA. GSCM explained 32 %
of t nce in TI (see Fig@é and Table 4.14).
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Figure 4.3: PLS Algorithm"Resultss _* X

packaging, CC: customer cooperation, IR: inyest
process innovation, MI: marketing innov. '0\%
QY: quality, DY: delivery, SP: social per&

Table 4.14: oger@bi
a “Result
Construct : pu QA
\ ohen{1988) Chin (1998)
Competitive Advantages 430 | Substantial Moderate
Social Performance C i 3 ( S@lntial Moderate

0
Innovation Capabiliti 0. Substantial Moderate

&

NG
482 Effect sé | (JS/

The et%ze (Ff)isre iréd ic}%aart-PLS (SEM). This research also assessed

%' N : .
the effe% ) to Mdete e the@nge in R2 to recognise whether the impact of an
L 9

exogenous latent variable on an@dogenous latent variable has a substantive, moderate,

P

&impact on a given end;enous latent construct impact. Cohen (1988), proposed

effect size values of F?: 0.35 (large), 0.15 (medium), and 0.02 (small). Table 4.15
Qeals that the F? results indicated that there was a medium effect size on the
relationship between GSCM and CA (F?=0.238), while the relationship between GSCM
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and SP had a small effect size with (F?=0.065). On the other hand, the relationship

between GSCM and IC has a large effect size (F?>=0.468), and IC and CA (F?= )

Finally, a medium effect size was found on the relationship between%\l SP

Table 4.15: The Effect Size of The ModeN:

(F2=0.220).

Relationship F? Result
GSCM—CA 0.238 Mediu
GSCM—SP 0.065 'ﬁg
GSCM—IC 0.468 rge * N

IC—CA 0.101 1 _\“}
IC—SP 0.22 P ediu@-

Key: GSCM: green supply chain management, ovaﬁQ ilitie§2C'A:
competitive advantages, SP: social performance. j ?Y.

4.8.3 Mediation Effect Analysis
In this research, innovation m h n Ghosen as the mediator variable
NS RAS

between conjectured relationships 1 s stlidy, qhis @VGS green supply chain

management practices as theNpen e fable an&competitive advantages and

N
social performance as d€pendent variables. Theymedi Eor occurs when a third variable
, ‘
intervenes between wt I I constru

c@peciﬁcally, a change in exogenous

(an independent l&aria toi ndog@ (dependent latent variable) in the PLS
\ e . .

path model (%e aly 2017): l\forzivar, Hays (2018), introduced the mediation

analysis &M, st?i ica h(@hich is used to answer the question of how X
. d
its'e

transms its" effect on Y. Acc@‘}rg to Baron and Kenny (1986), they defined the

N
Nr as a variable that accounts for all or part of the relationship between a predictor
; outcome. The purpose of the mediation test is to ascertain whether a mediator

nstruct can significantly carry the impact of an exogenous construct to an endogenous

construct Ramayah et al. (2018), to understand the mechanism through which the causal
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variable affects the outcome (Baron and Kenny, 1986). A mediating effect is developed
when there is an intervention of a third variable or construct with two other?w
constructs (Hair et al., 2017). q
According to Hayes and Preacher (2010), there are three differﬁ&mques of
test mediation in a multivariate analysis some of these techniques incélude: Baron and

Kenny (1986), causal step approach, Sobel test (Sobel, 12825; d contemporary
lu

approaches with fewer unrealistic statistical assumptions. ie a re-sampling

approach known as PLS bootstrapping (Bollen & Stine, ; Pre he es 2004)
However, the researchers applied the method of Bar ( 6” t&%mme
the mediation effect. The casual steps approach ed byé I@;/ (1986),
which considered the most approach used t unple Wedl ion (Ha@gow) Based

on the results provided in Figure 4.4 a@ 4.16, the ste aron and Kenny

(1986), to test the effect of the 1nd nt Varlat_rg 0 l){ﬁ'ependent variable (y)
le. re

without the existence of the %t vari ab %y

significantly related to CA \Q; he [ @IC) (B=0.611, p<0.000), and

it is also significantly % SP (B = 0.497, f) 00), which indicates that Step 1
’ %

was fulfilled. \ l
The sec@ r@(l986) method is to test the effect of the

1ndependent 1able (X) on ﬁe@ variable (M) which must be statistically

f@t? proving that GSCM is

/

51gn1ﬁc t. ? and ‘l@ure 4.4 illustrate that the GSCM is significantly
rela IC (B=0.565,p<0. O(@’ This means that step 2 of Baron and Kenny (1986),
lled. Next in step 3, the results imply that the MV (IC) is significantly related
A (p=0.448, p<0.000), and to SP (B = 0.290, p < 0.000), which indicates that Step
Was fulfilled. Next, the last step as suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986), and Judd

and Kenny (1981), is to test the effect of the independent variable (X) on the dependent

169



variable (Y) with the existence of mediator variable and to ascertain whether full
mediation has occurred or partial mediation has occurred. The results showed thw
a significant effect between GSCM and CA (B = 0.446, P= 0.000), Barox%\enny
(1986), approach determined that partial mediation takes place i effect of
independent variables on dependent variables with the existence of iating. On the
other hand, the result showed that there is a significant effec% GSCM and SP

(B=0.241, p <0.000), which implies that a partial mediatio k'placejpetween GSCM

| Y.

Competitive

Advantages

Social

Performance

Competitive

Advantages

Innovation
Capabilities

\(-) 0.242%% Social

'veiformance

Note: * =p <0.05, ** =p <0.01

Figure 4.4:Testing the Mediation Effect Using Baron and Kenny (1986) Approach
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Table 4.16: Mediation Analysis

C Direct effect Confid
av > pbv) Path a Path b C' Within Indirect Effect ”__e. 2__0 ¢ T ;
Relationship Model erva anwm%cz
i
Path t- t- t- Path t- Path t- 95% | 95%
Path coeff. P .
coeff. value ath coe value ath coeff value | coeff. | value | coeff. SE value | LL UL
H6 | GSCM-IC-CA | .0611** | 11.886 0.565** 8.685 0.290** 4959 | 0.446** | 8991 | 0.164 | 0.051 | 3.213 | 0.064 | 0.264 EMM“MM:
Partial
H7 | GSCM-IC-SP | .0497** | 8.337 0.565** 8.685 0.448** 5.889 | 0.242** | 3.617 | 0.253 | 0.060 | 4.219 | 0.136 | 0.371 Bowa_Mos

Key: GSCM: green supply chain management, IC: innovation capabilities, CA: competitive advantages, SP: social performance.

Note: * =p <0.05, ** =p < 0.01

f\
)
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The bootstrapping approach has been used in the present study to confirm the
mediating effect (Preacher & Hayes 2008). This mediation approach suggests t S
to be tested with the mediating effect using the bootstrapping method. Th%\ep is
bootstrapping the indirect effect (total effect), where the relationship n IV and
DV via mediator should be significant (p-value<0.05). The second smootstrapped
confidence interval lower level (LL) and upper level (UL). V

This study used the bootstrapping method with 20 X:p re-sampling and

bias-corrected confidence intervals were used for testin sign 1Mel of each
X

samples *I@d by

% oots@' samples

ating‘ effeet. The@;‘r;ct effect of
bootstrapping (total effect) which the\:;)shlp betw @fﬁ)\/ via mediator

% i e&-\ai' CI (lower and upper

mediating effect (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Boo

(=

repeated estimation of the coefficients with

method to test the significance level of eaéh m

must be significant with p-value (<

[}
=
o
O

level) should be conducted to e medlatl effec o mediating hypotheses
were as follows:

H6: There is a% g lu(j Jva@ capabilities in the relationship

between GSCM pr es and (Io Ve adv. G;l%es

;4/

H7: h ect 0 ovatlon capabilities in the relationship
between GS p ctlc 1£ fo ance.

eferr Tal;aj6 sh the results of the bootstrapping analysis which

ind at the indirect effec@he relationship between GSCM and CA (f = 0.164)

% ificant with a t-value of 3.213. Furthermore, Preacher and Hayes (2008),
ated that the 0.164, 95 percent boot CI: (LL = 0.064, UL = 0.264) does not straddle
0 in between, thus indicating that there is a mediation. Thus, this study can conclude

that the mediation effect of the TI variable is statistically significant. However, the
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direct effect between GSCM (IV) and CA (DV) is also statistically significant (f=0.446,
T-value =0. 8.367, P-value = 0.000). Accordingly, TI partially mediates the relatwp

between GSCM and CA and therefore H6 is supported. %\

suggest that the indirect effect of the relationship between GSCM and'SP (B = 0.253)

was significant with a t-value of 4.219. Moreover, Preacher and s (2008), imply
d;s

not straddle a 0 in

is st dwclude that

o g
ificant. On t tler@l, the

that the 0. 253, 95 percent boot CI: (LL = 0.136, UL = 0.

between, which underlies the existence of mediation. Th

the mediation effect of the TI variable is statistically

direct effect between GSCM (IV) and SP a si

(=02 alue33395, p-

-‘e\atio ip be@sn. GSCM and
SP, thus indicating that H7 was also sw é

4.9  Predication Relevance o%eaodﬁl 0}
“« Q-
In this section, the pre& elevan as e&ﬁﬂbyed to calculate the power
\
of the proposed reseEchW:I regardin r@e relevance. The predictive

relevance proposes that the odel% aﬁ@pnough to predict each endogenous

latent construct’s@r. I@to ev@e the criterion of predictive accuracy,

N

Stone-Geisse%Xalu was utl Zj& ([{gg—fr et al., 2017). The blindfolding procedure

was perfm@wbtai he valug of enseler, Ringle, and Sinkovics (2009), stated
4

that t %ch model“is cgns&gﬁd as having predicting relevant; the Q2 value is

hig% an “0” for a specific r?ﬂective endogenous latent variable.

(¢]

value = 0.001). Accordingly, TI partially m%

= Qe——

% Next, the results shown in Table 4.17 illustrated that the values of Q2 of
mhovation capabilities, competitive advantages and social performance obtained

greater than “0” ranging from 0.105 for innovation capabilities, 0.152 competitive
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advantages to 0.251 for social performance. This indicates that there was an adequate

predictive relevance for the proposed model. Y’

Table 4.17: Prediction Relevance of The Model

Q> (=1- Result o

Variable SSO SSE SSE/SSO) nee
Innovation Capabilities  5,160.00 4,619.56 0.105 zYes
Competitive Advantages 3,612.00 3,062.62 0.152 N Yes
Social Performance 1,806.00 1,352.88 0.251 Yes

Key: SSO: sum of the squared observations, SSE: sum of the s redic,‘ion errors

4.10 Summary of Research Hypotheses
This research has seven hypotheses: fiv the
hypotheses and two of them were the indireg effec \othesesg'fotal, seven

hypotheses were supported. Table 4.1 @es t.‘re s of &‘Qearch hypothesis
testing. : ::\T
% o

o5
L=
by,
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y: IME: internal environmental management, GP: green purchasing, EP: eco-design and packaging, CC:
stomer cooperation, IR: investment recovery, PTI: product innovation, PSI: process innovation, MI: marketing
innovation, OI: organization innovation, PC: price/cost, QY quality, DY: delivery, SP: social performance

Figure 4.5: The Predictive Relevance of The Endogenous Latent Variables (Q2)
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The table below summaries the findings of the current study.

Table 4.18: Summary of Hypotheses Testing \z

Hypotheses  Direct Relationships Resu
There is a positive effect of green supply chain management Ted
practices on a firm’s competitive advantages. A

There is a positive effect of green supply chain managemenm
practices on a firm’s social performance.
There is a positive effect of green supply chain manage
practices on a firm’s innovation capabilities.

competitive advantages.

There is a positive effect of innovation capabili

social performance.
Mediating Variable i

There is a mediating effect of innovati

relationship between GSCM practice etitive
There is a mediating effect of innovation pabilities i

relationship between GSCM practi d sociaﬁg
= y T N

) 5
411 Summary “ Q?

In conclusion, this \rep st ndings>ef the data analysis obtained

|
from the targeted p% in 1}1f22/ ng companies certified with
ISO14001 in Ma&&he inltia screefifigs were carried out using the SPSS

and@i‘&ntages to describe the profile of the

version 25.0 fow n_freqenci g
¢ C—)
(q ' o :
responde orgover, the seftware a(sg we used to conduct the descriptive analysis

nt S
s
to test t% istribliti ainﬁ. structs such as green supply chain management

pratAnnovatlon capabllls&)competltlve advantages and social performance. In

ad\, this study used SPSS to analyse assumptions (i.e., outlies, and

dl icollinearity).




This study also used PLS-SEM used to test the measurement and structural
model. In assessing the structural model, the value for path coefficient (B), va
explained (R2), and effect size (f2) for each path in the model were determ%\en,
the predictive relevance (Q2) was conducted. Bootstrapping was also ed and
the PLS generated a t-value for each path for hypotheses testing. ever, seven
hypotheses of this research were tested and it was found that all seven'iiypotheses were
supported. Furthermore, the impact of the mediator v ]Y\:m

ly innovation

capabilities was tested and affirmed. Finally, the last ¢ r dis quings of

oy

this research, research implications, limitations, a@stions or rdr@h.
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