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Highlights: 

 

 Purchasing recognition may not always enhance purchasing quality performance.  

 Financial resource amplifies the positive effect of purchasing recognition. 

 Munificent context amplifies the positive effect of purchasing recognition. 
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Abstract 

Prior studies contend that top managers’ ability to harness purchasing recognition to enhance 

purchasing quality performance is crucial for boosting competitive advantage. However, 

there are doubts about the universal benefits of purchasing recognition, particularly in 

developing market small and medium enterprises (SMEs). This research uses upper echelons 

theory (UET) to move the literature forward by suggesting that the purchasing recognition-

purchasing quality performance link depends on varying conditions of financial resource and 

environmental munificence. Consistent with the study hypotheses, survey data from one 

hundred and thirty-eight SMEs in Ghana indicates that financial resource and environmental 

munificence positively moderate the relationship between purchasing recognition and 

purchasing quality performance. In particular, the study results show that, under low and high 

conditions of financial resource and environmental munificence, the link between purchasing 

recognition and purchasing quality performance is significantly negative and positive, 

respectively. Theoretical and practical implications alongside the limitations of the results are 

discussed. 

  

Keywords: purchasing recognition, quality performance, financial resource, environmental 

munificence, upper echelons theory, developing market SMEs 
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1. Introduction 

Research demonstrates that purchasing, if managed effectively, offers competitive advantage 

(Cho et al., 2019; Montgomery et al., 2017; Pressey et al., 2009). Beyond the fact that 

purchasing consumes a significant proportion of a firm’s budget (Semuel et al., 2018; 

Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015), firms have to “buy right to sell right” to be profitable (Carr and 

Pearson, 2002; Reynolds, 1966). Accordingly, strategic purchasing research (Knoppen and 

Sáenz, 2015; Carr and Smeltzer, 1997) and supply chain quality management literature (Anin 

et al., 2020; Phan et al., 2019) urge top managers to harness purchasing recognition to 

improve purchasing quality performance. Purchasing recognition captures the extent to which 

top managers recognize that purchasing is of strategic importance and demonstrate 

commitment toward developing it (Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 2018; Knoppen and Sáenz, 

2015), while purchasing quality performance refers to the extent to which procured items 

conform to need specifications and internal customer expectations (Anin et al., 2020; Devaraj 

et al., 2012).  

However, as argued in extant literature (Yeung et al., 2015) and suggested by prior 

research findings (see Table 1), the universal benefit of purchasing recognition is uncertain. 

Particularly, not only is the question of whether purchasing recognition always enhances 

purchasing quality performance an ongoing debate (Yeung et al., 2015; Nair et al., 2015; 

Rossetti and Choi, 2005), but also there are controversies about the desirability of purchasing 

recognition in SMEs (Coy et al., 2020; Pressey et al.., 2009). Moreover, while emerging 

literature suggests that relevant boundary condition factors are necessary for clarifying the 

purchasing recognition-performance relationship (Arora et al., 2020; Kim and Chai, 2017; 

Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 2018), past studies generally say little about the circumstances 

under which purchasing recognition enhances or lowers purchasing quality performance in 
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Table 1. Empirical studies on the consequences of strategic purchasing (SP) related variables.   
Author(s) (year) Strategic purchasing: 

(construct label & 

dimension(s)) 

Empirical 

treatment of SP 

Moderators of 

SP 

Outcome(s) of SP Empirical setting 

& data  

Relevant findings 

Arora et al. 

(2020) 

Strategic purchasing Unidimensional  Supply base 

strategy 

Environmental 

collaboration 

 

317 multi-industry 

firms  

Survey data 

SP has a stronger positive effect of 

environmental collaboration under low 

conditions of supply base strategy than 

high conditions of supply base strategy. 

Brandon-Jones 

and Knoppen 

(2018) 

Strategic purchasing: 

purchasing recognition  

purchasing involvement 

Multi-

dimensional 

Industry 

(manufacturing 

vs service) 

Purchasing 

performance:  

 Cost 

performance 

 Innovation 

performance 

309 

manufacturing 

and service firms  

Survey data 

 Purchasing recognition positively 

affects purchasing involvement, 

purchasing involvement positively 

affects knowledge scanning, 

knowledge scanning positively 

affects cost and innovation 

performance. 

 These effects are stronger in 

service-based firms than 

manufacturing-based firms. 

Cho et al. (2019) Strategic purchasing  Unidimensional   Firm performance 795 restaurants in 

the US 

Survey data 

Strategic purchasing positively affects 

firm performance.  

Kim and Chai 

(2017) 

Strategic sourcing Unidimensional Global vs 

domestic 

sourcing 

Supply chain agility  272 

manufacturing 

firms in Korea 

Survey data 

 Strategic sourcing positively 

affects supply chain agility. 

 This effect is greater under 

conditions of domestic sourcing 

than conditions of global sourcing. 

Yeung et al. 

(2015) 

Strategic purchasing  Unidimensional   Buyer quality 

performance 

 Supplier 

quality 

performance  

175 firms in the 

Hong Kong 

electronics 

industry 

Survey data 

 Strategic purchasing has a direct 

and indirect positive effect, via 

buyer-supplier relationship on 

buyer quality performance.  

 Strategic purchasing does not 

directly affect supplier quality 

performance.  

 Strategic purchasing has a positive 

indirect effect, via buyer-supplier 

relationship, on supplier quality 

performance. 
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Table 1. Continued. 
Author(s) (year) Strategic purchasing 

(SP): (construct label & 

dimension(s)) 

Empirical 

treatment of SP 

Moderators of 

SP 

Outcome(s) of SP Empirical setting 

& data  

Relevant findings 

Nair et al. 

(2015) 

Strategic purchasing 

participation 

Unidimensional   Strategic supplier 

selection, operational 

supplier selection, 

supplier's strategic 

performance 

evaluation, supplier's 

operational 

performance 

evaluation, 

purchasing 

performance (cost, 

quality, delivery, 

flexibility, 

innovation) 

244 US  

Survey data 
 SP participation positively affects 

operational supplier selection 

criteria, strategic supplier selection 

criteria, purchasing quality 

performance, purchasing 

innovation performance. 

 SP participation does not affect 

purchasing cost performance and 

purchasing flexibility performance. 

Su (2013) Strategic sourcing  Unidimensional    Buyer-supplier 

relationship 

 Supplier 

evaluation  

 Sourcing 

performance 

181 US textile and 

apparel firms 

Survey data 

Strategic sourcing positively affects 

buyer-supplier relationship, supplier 

evaluation, and sourcing performance.  

 

Chinomona 

(2013) 

Strategic purchasing  Unidimensional    Logistics 

integration  

 Business 

performance 

162 

SMEs in 

Zimbabwe 

 

Survey data 

Strategic purchasing positively affects 

logistics integration, and accordingly 

business performance. 

Chiang et al. 

(2012) 

Strategic sourcing: 

strategic purchasing, 

internal integration, 

information sharing, 

supplier development  

Unidimensional   Strategic 

flexibility 

 Supply chain 

agility 

144 US 

manufacturing 

firms 

Cross-sectional 

survey data 

 

 Strategic sourcing positively 

relates to strategic flexibility. 

 SP is positively related to supply 

chain agility.  

 Strategic flexibility positively 

mediates the SP-supply chain 

agility link. 

Sánchez-

Rodríguez 

(2009) 

Strategic purchasing Unidimensional    Supplier 

development 

 Purchasing 

performance  

306 

manufacturing 

companies in 

Spain 

Survey data 

 Strategic purchasing positively 

affects supplier development and 

purchasing performance.  

 Supplier development mediates the 

link between strategic purchasing 

and purchasing performance. 
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Table 1. Continued. 
Author(s) (year) Strategic purchasing: 

(construct label & 

dimension(s)) 

Empirical 

treatment of SP 

Moderators of 

SP 

Outcome(s) of SP Empirical setting 

& data  

Relevant findings 

Lawson et al. 

(2009) 

Strategic purchasing Unidimensional    Supply 

management 

practices: 

socialization 

mechanisms, 

supplier 

integration, 

supplier 

responsiveness 

 Buyer 

performance 

improvement 

111 UK multi-

industry firms  

Survey data  

 

 Strategic purchasing does not have 

a significant direct effect on buyer 

performance improvement.  

 Strategic purchasing has a 

significant positive effect on the 

use of socialization mechanisms, 

but not on supplier responsiveness. 

 Strategic purchasing has a 

significant positive indirect effect 

on buyer performance via supplier 

integration. 

 

Su et al. (2009) Strategic sourcing  Unidimensional    Competitive 

advantage 

 Business 

performance  

181 US textile and 

apparel firms 

Survey data 

 Strategic sourcing positively 

business performance. 

 Strategic sourcing does not affect 

competitive advantage 

Khan and 

Pillania (2008) 

Strategic sourcing: 

strategic supplier 

partnership, supply 

flexibility, supplier 

evaluation, trust 

Multi-

dimensional  

  Supply chain 

agility  

 Organizational 

performance 

128 

manufacturing 

companies in 

India 

 

Survey data 

Each dimension of strategic sourcing is 

positively related to supply chain agility 

and organizational performance. 

Chen et al. 

(2004) 

Strategic purchasing  Unidimensional    Buyer-supplier 

communication  

 Limited 

number of 

suppliers 

 Long-term 

orientation  

 Customer 

responsiveness  

 Financial 

performance  

221 US 

manufacturing 

companies 

Survey data 

 SP positively affects buyer-seller 

communication, limited number of 

suppliers, and long-term 

orientation.  

 SP has positive indirect effects on 

long-term orientation and buyer-

supplier communication via 

limited number of suppliers.  

 Long-term orientation and buyer-

seller communication positively 

affect customer responsiveness, 

which in turn positively affects 

financial performance.  

Carr and 

Pearson (2002) 

Strategic purchasing  Unidimensional   Financial 

performance 

175 multi-industry 

US firms 

Survey data 

SP positively affects financial 

performance. 
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developing market SMEs (see Table 1). A key implication of these shortcomings in the 

literature is that there is little guidance for developing market SMEs on when emphasis on 

purchasing recognition matters. Research addressing this concern is necessary as developing 

market SMEs play critical roles in fostering socio-economic development, and yet operate in 

a unique environment (OECD, 2019; International Trade Centre, 2019).  

Proceeding on the premise that financial resource constraints and other growth-

limiting forces in the macroeconomic, institutional, and task environments are major 

concerns for top managers in developing market SMEs (Wang, 2016; International Trade 

Centre, 2019), this research draws on UET to examine whether and how financial resource 

and environmental munificence moderate the purchasing recognition-purchasing quality 

performance relationship in such firms. Financial resource refers to the extent to which a firm 

has access to financial assets to fund its strategic and operational activities (Cooper et al., 

1994; Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005), while environmental munificence reflects the degree to 

which a firm’s operating environment supports sustained growth (Dess and Beard, 1984; 

Aldrich, 1979). Upper echelons literature suggests that financial resource and environmental 

munificence increase top manager discretion and thus may interact with purchasing 

recognition to affect purchasing quality performance (Hambrick and Quigley, 2014; 

Hambrick, 2007). Accordingly, we develop and test the argument that the relationship 

between purchasing recognition and purchasing quality performance is a function of varying 

conditions of financial resource and environmental munificence in developing market SMEs. 

To this end, this research responds to calls on scholars to deepen understanding of the role of 

purchasing recognition in SMEs (Coy et al., 2020) and developing markets (Chinomona, 

2013), and the contingencies that characterize the performance consequences of purchasing 

recognition (Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 2018). 
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We discuss pertinent literature and present the study’s theoretical framework and 

hypotheses in the next sections. The research design and data for testing the hypotheses are 

presented next, after which the study results are presented. Following this, we discuss the 

study contributions and implications alongside limitations and avenues for future research. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Purchasing quality performance 

Purchasing quality performance, also referred to as buyer quality performance (Yeung et al., 

2015) and quality conformance (Batenburg and Versendaal, 2008), is a core component of 

the purchasing performance construct (see Pressey et al., 2007; Batenburg and Versendaal, 

2008; Devaraj et al., 2012; Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015; Patrucco et al., 2016). In the past, 

firms fundamentally focused on the cost-savings/efficiency aspect of purchasing performance 

(Pereira et al., 2014). Lately, there has been a growing concern for firms to prioritize other 

dimensions of purchasing performance such as quality performance, innovation performance, 

delivery performance, flexibility performance, and sustainability performance (Batenburg and 

Versendaal, 2008; Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015; Nair et al., 2015; Patrucco et al., 2016). 

Purchasing quality performance, on which this study focuses, plays a critical role in 

enhancing competitive advantage through improved product/service quality, internal and 

external customer satisfaction, and enhanced worker productivity (Anin et al., 2020; Phan et 

al., 2019; Ahire et al., 1996).  

2.2. Purchasing recognition 

Following scholarly recognition of purchasing as a source of competitive advantage 

(Montgomery et al., 2017; Lawson et al., 2009), the purchasing function has transitioned 

from being a tactical, passive, independent, and support activity to a strategic, proactive, and 
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integrative one (Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015; Ellram and Carr, 1994). This view of purchasing 

has frequently been referred to as strategic purchasing (Ellram and Carr, 1994; Sánchez-

Rodríguez, 2009), strategic sourcing (Su, 2013; Su et al., 2009), strategic procurement (White 

et al., 2016), or strategic purchasing participation (Nair et al., 2015). What is fundamental to 

these terminologies is the notion of purchasing recognition (Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015), 

which suggests that, whereas purchasing should be considered as a strategic function and 

integrated into corporate strategy, top management ought to recognize this and demonstrate 

the necessary support through involvement and resource commitment (Brandon-Jones and 

Knoppen, 2018; Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015). In essence, purchasing recognition explains the 

degree to which top managers emphasize the strategic role of purchasing and are committed 

to improving this function (Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 2018; Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015). 

The purchasing recognition construct is particularly critical and useful in SMEs as, in such 

contexts, top managers tend to be more involved in purchasing decisions (Coy et al., 2020; 

Pressey et al., 2009; Ellegaard, 2009; Quayle, 2002). 

2.3. SMEs and purchasing issues 

The importance of SMEs cannot be overstated: they represent about 90% of businesses 

globally, create more than 70% of employment worldwide, contribute more than 30% to GDP 

(OECD, 2017), and help fulfill about 60% of each of the United Nations Sustainable 

Development Goals’ targets (International Trade Centre, 2019). SMEs actively promote 

industrialization, drive innovative technologies/products/services, and accelerate competition 

and structural change in the private sector (International Finance Corporation, 2017; OECD, 

2017). 

Some scholars note that, as in large firms, purchasing has a key role to play in 

fostering SME success (Pressey et al., 2009; Paik et al., 2009; Coy et al., 2020). However, 
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SMEs generally face several challenges including lack of relevant resources (e.g., finance, 

technology, managerial competences) for operationalizing purchasing recognition, an 

informal approach to purchasing, and low bargaining power when it comes to dealing with 

larger suppliers (Coy et al., 2020; Adams et al., 2016; Ellegaard, 2009; Quayle, 2002). While 

such issues could obfuscate the merit of the purchasing recognition idea in such firms, extant 

literature mostly treats SMEs as homogeneous firms. In particular, the contention in past 

research (Coy et al., 2020; Chinomona, 2013) seems to ignore the point that purchasing 

recognition may be heterogeneous among SMEs. Related studies (e.g., Coy et al., 2020; 

Chinomona, 2013) demonstrate that such heterogeneity could explain performance variance 

in SMEs. What is under-considered in the literature is whether the differing organizational 

circumstances under which SMEs operate condition the performance effects of purchasing 

recognition. 

2.4. Related past studies 

As shown in Table 1, a substantial body of empirical work has investigated the consequences 

of strategic purchasing (or related concepts). While some studies find that strategic 

purchasing directly enhances purchasing performance (e.g., Pressey et al., 2007; Su, 2013; 

Sánchez-Rodríguez, 2009), others report the contrary (e.g., Lawson et al., 2009; Yeung et al., 

2015). Of interest, while Pressey et al. (2007) and Yeung et al. (2015) find that strategic 

purchasing does not affect purchasing quality performance, Nair et al. (2015) find a 

significant direct link between these variables. A key conclusion that can be drawn from past 

research is that strategic purchasing itself might be insufficient for performance 

improvement: Some studies show that theoretically relevant intervening variables (Sánchez-

Rodríguez, 2009; Lawson et al., 2009; Yeung et al., 2015; Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 

2018) or boundary condition factors (Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 2018; Kim and Chai, 
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2017; Arora et al., 2020) are required to translate strategic purchasing into superior 

performance. 

Again, as Table 1 indicates, this body of empirical research has heavily used data 

from large firms and developed markets. While more research on the purchasing recognition-

performance link in developing market SMEs is needed (Coy et al., 2020), and given that 

contingency models are useful in linking these variables (Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 

2018), we contend that richer insights may emerge if the peculiar conditions characterizing 

developing market SMEs’ activities are taken into account. 

3. Theoretical Framework   

UET contends that top managers’ characteristics such as attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors 

influence organizational decisions and outcomes (Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Hambrick, 

2007). UET further suggests that, since top managers’ decisions and actions are shaped by 

internal and external environmental factors, the extent of their influence on organizational 

outcomes depends on the amount of discretion that such factors grant them (Hambrick, 

2007). Top executive discretion exists in situations where “…there is an absence of constraint 

and when there is a great deal of means-ends ambiguity” (Hambrick, 2007, p. 335). 

According to UET literature, internal and external organizational conditions (e.g., top 

management team/board size, resources, environmental munificence) that grant greater top 

management discretion promote multiple plausible alternative courses of action (Hambrick, 

2007).  

Top managers in SMEs are essentially owner-managers, who tend to have greater 

managerial discretion, and are more involved in functional-level issues. Largely, in SMEs, 
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such individuals have more control over purchasing decisions (Ellegaard, 2009; Pressey et 

al., 2009). Therefore, consistent with UET logic, purchasing recognition could have 

significant effects on purchasing outcomes in SMEs. Notwithstanding, in developing market 

SMEs, financial resource and environmental munificence are critical sources of top executive 

discretion. Thus, combining greater levels of these factors with purchasing recognition might 

exert a greater influence on purchasing quality performance, over and above the influence of 

purchasing recognition alone (Hambrick and Quigley, 2014; Hambrick, 2007).  

4. Hypothesis Development 

Researchers may choose a moderation or mediation perspective to clarify the relationship 

between predictor and outcome variables (Aguinis et al., 2017; Hayes, 2018). A moderation 

perspective, which this study follows, suggests that the effect of the predictor on the outcome, 

in terms of direction or magnitude, would depend on contextual factors. In contrast, a 

mediation perspective suggests that an intervening factor is required to transmit the effect of 

the predictor on the outcome (Aguinis et al., 2017). Consistent with UET, we use this section 

to argue how financial resource and environmental munificence act as contextual factors that 

moderate the relationship between purchasing recognition and purchasing quality 

performance. 

4.1. Moderating effect of financial resource 

As putting purchasing recognition into action can be an expensive activity, and because 

financial resource is a difficult-to-acquire, costly-to-build, and heterogeneous firm resource in 

developing market SMEs (Wang, 2016; International Financial Corporation, 2017), and that 

firms vary in their cost structures and strategic investment decisions (Story et al., 2015), we 

expect financial resource to be a relevant moderator of the purchasing recognition-purchasing 
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quality performance link. Financial resource facilitates strategy implementation (Story et al., 

2015), and a greater level of it could enable purchasing orientation to function effectively 

(Quayle, 2002; Pressey et al., 2009). Specifically, under conditions of high financial resource, 

top managers can be more successful in operationalizing purchasing recognition through 

building purchasing capabilities (e.g., recruiting qualified personnel, acquiring the right 

information technologies) and long-term relationships with suppliers to enhance purchasing 

quality performance (Sánchez-Rodríguez, 2009; Yeung et al., 2015; Knoppen and Sáenz, 

2015). 

Difficulty in accessing finance is a top concern for top managers in developing market 

SMEs (Wang 2016). Thus, given the critical roles that financial resource plays, low financial 

resource conditions could be interpreted as a worrying situation that may not only lead to 

financial resource conservation but also reduce top management discretion in pursuing 

strategic options available to them (Tushman and Anderson, 1986). In this respect, we expect 

that top managers in SMEs with even greater purchasing recognition would face greater 

difficulties in improving the purchasing function to create value. Moreover, decreasing 

financial resource conditions might compel owner-managers to direct purchasing recognition 

into pursuing cost-cutting objectives in the sourcing process, at the expense of quality 

(Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015; Rossetti and Choi, 2005). Therefore, under decreasing financial 

resource situations, increasing purchasing recognition could be counterproductive, lowering 

purchasing quality performance. Formally, we hypothesize that:  

H1. In developing market SMEs, financial resource positively moderates the 

relationship between purchasing recognition and purchasing quality 

performance, such that, under high financial resource conditions, the 

relationship is more positive. 
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4.2. Moderating effect of environmental munificence   

The literature identifies three distinct facets of environmental munificence: Capacity, 

growth/decline, and opportunity/threat. Capacity depicts the level of resources available to 

the organization, growth/decline refers to the change in capacity, and opportunity/threat 

represents the extent of unexploited capacity (Castrogiovanni, 1991; Goll and Rasheed, 

2004). 

Top executives in munificent environments can leverage abundant resources (e.g., 

institutional support) to convert strategic actions into organizational outcomes (Jambulingam 

et al., 2005; Goll and Rasheed, 2004). Particularly, munificent environments enable 

organizations to build slack resources, which increases top executive discretion (Hambrick 

and Finkelstein, 1987; Jambulingam et al., 2005). Under such conditions, top managers with 

strong purchasing recognition can engage more in quality-enhancing initiatives within the 

supply market. 

On the other hand, as low-munificent environments reduce the degrees of freedom of 

top executives (Baum and Wally, 2003), top managers’ attention could be diverted from 

strategic purchasing issues to other initiatives that could quickly improve their chances of 

survival. Further, low levels of munificent environment can force top managers to conserve 

and limit the resources needed for addressing strategic purchasing issues. Additionally, low-

munificent environment conditions are threatening and present greater uncertainty for top 

executives (Shepherd et al., 2020). This might promote adversarial tendencies in buyer-seller 

relationships (Amankwah-Amoah et al., 2018). As Staw and Swajkowski (1975) assert, 

organizations operating in non-munificent environments are more likely to commit illegal 

acts. Thus, while purchasing recognition functions through long-term buyer-seller 

relationships to improve performance (Chen et al., 2004; Lawson et al., 2009; Yeung et al., 

2015), low munificence situations could undermine the contribution of purchasing 
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recognition to purchasing quality performance. The foregoing arguments suggest the 

following hypothesis:  

H2. In developing market SMEs, environmental munificence positively 

moderates the relationship between purchasing recognition and purchasing 

quality performance, such that, under high environmental munificence 

conditions, the relationship is more positive. 

5. Methodology 

5.1. Measures and questionnaire development 

To obtain reliable and valid data, several measures were taken in the study. We began our 

questionnaire development process by surveying existing literature to identify items that tap 

into the conceptual domains of the constructs in the study. To ensure face validity and 

contextual relevance of the items, we asked three academics with relevant experience to 

assess each set of items in light of the definitions of the constructs they intend to measure. 

We used feedback from this exercise to refine the items and their scale anchors. We again 

took into consideration recommended procedural remedies to minimize common method bias 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003): We ensured item clarity and conciseness; we utilized varied scale 

formats; the items for the predictor variable and those for the outcome variable were set wide 

apart in the questionnaire; our cover letter explained the research motivation and relevance, 

and assured the respondents of confidentiality and anonymity; we administered the 

questionnaire to competent respondents; we allowed the respondents enough time (i.e., up to 

four weeks) to fill in the questionnaire at their own convenient time; we reduced the 

questionnaire length; words/phrases/sentences that might offer clues about the hypotheses in 
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the study were not included in the questionnaire. Table 2 provides a full description of the 

items for constructs and their reliability and validity results. 

Drawing on Devaraj et al. (2012) and Patrucco et al. (2016), we developed three 

items, anchored on a seven-point scale that ranged from “very poor (=1)” to “very good 

(=7)”, to measure purchasing quality performance. Five items were adapted from prior 

research (Paulraj et al., 2006; Yeung et al., 2015; Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 2018) to 

measure purchasing recognition using a seven-point scale that ranged from “not at all (=1)” to 

“to the largest extent (=7)”. A four-item scale was adopted from Story et al. (2015) to 

measure financial resource. Each item was rated on a seven-point scale that ranged from 

“strongly disagree (=1)” to “strongly agree (=7)”. Lastly, four items were adapted from 

Jambulingam et al. (2005) to measure environmental munificence on a seven-point Likert 

scale with anchors “strongly disagree (=1)” and “strongly agree (=7)”. 

In addition, we included firm size, firm age, and industry type as control variables 

since purchasing recognition and its performance consequences may be influenced by these 

firm characteristics (Pressey et al., 2007; Su, 2013; Nair et al., 2015; Brandon-Jones and 

Knoppen, 2018). Firm size and firm age were operationalized as the natural logarithm of the 

number of full-time employees and the number of years a firm has been in operation, 

respectively. A dummy variable was created for industry type: Service firms = 1, other firms 

= 0.  

5.2. Research setting and data 

Data for the study comes from Ghana, a developing sub-Saharan African nation. Like in most 

developing economies, the business environment in Ghana poses several constraints for SME 

activities. For example, the FM Global Resilience Index Report (2019) rates Ghana’s supply 
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Table 2. Details of measures and validity & reliability results. 

Constructs and measures (Cronbach’s alpha/composite reliability/ average variance extracted) 
Loading 

(t-value) 

Purchasing recognition* (.85/.86/.54). Our top management…  

are supportive of our efforts to improve the procurement function .78(fixed) 

consider procurement to be a vital part of our corporate strategy .71(8.15) 

view procurement issues as important  .74(8.58) 

emphasize the procurement function’s strategic role .68(7.81) 

show commitment toward releasing funds for improving procurement functions  .77(8.85) 

Financial resource** (.96/.96/.85).  

Our company has easy access to financial capital to support its business operations .93(fixed) 

If we need more financial assistance for our business operations, we could easily get it  .91(18.63) 

We have substantial financial resources at the discretion of managers for funding business initiatives .92(19.39) 

We are able to obtain financial resources at short notice to support business operations  .93(19.91) 

Environmental munificence** (.93/.93/.77).  

There are abundant opportunities for growth in our industry .90(fixed) 

Our business environment will support continued growth for our company’s products .88(15.00) 

Prospects for growth in our industry are good .88(14.91) 

Our business environment is rich with opportunities for growth .84(13.44) 

Purchasing quality performance*** (.79/.81/.59). In relation to your company’s procurement goals, 

how well has your company performed over the past 12 months in terms of…? 

 

buying the right goods/materials to work with .61(fixed) 

procuring goods/materials/services that meet end-user needs .86(6.80) 

receiving goods/materials/services that meet specifications .81(6.84) 

Note: *scale anchor: “not at all (=1)” to “to the largest extent (=7)”, **scale anchor: “strongly disagree (=1)” to 

“strongly agree (=7)”, ***scale anchor: “very poor (=1)” to “very good (=7)”. 
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chain infrastructure (e.g., ability to track and trace consignments, quality and extension of 

transport infrastructure, utility infrastructure, control of corruption) as 35.8 out of 100.0. 

Further, a recent survey on ease of doing business across one hundred and ninety countries by 

the World Bank Group (2020) ranks the business environment in Ghana 116th, 79th, 80th, and 

104th on ease of starting a business, getting electricity, getting credit, and dealing with 

construction permits, respectively. Moreover, recent policy reforms and regulatory changes in 

the country's financial sector (e.g., increasing minimum capital requirements, downgrading 

undercapitalized banks), orchestrated by the Bank of Ghana (African Development Bank 

Group, 2018), threaten the liquidity of SMEs. As the World Bank (2017) reports, low access 

to credit facilities is one of the major factors that make the business environment in Ghana 

less competitive. The high levels of public debt stock and the increasing public sector 

borrowing from local banks in Ghana largely crowd-out business enterprises from accessing 

enough financial assistance from local banks (World Bank, 2017). These issues generally 

undermine financial resource availability in SMEs and further weaken SME confidence in the 

business environment (World Bank, 2017), making data from Ghana appropriate for 

examining our research hypotheses. 

There are two primary commercial and industrial hubs in Ghana: Greater Accra 

region and Ashanti region (Ghana Statistical Service, 2016). We studied SMEs in the Ashanti 

region as the business environment in this setting is more under-resourced in terms of supply 

chain infrastructure and institutional support for trade and industry, etc. Our effective sample 

comprises one hundred and thirty-eight autonomous business enterprises in the region with at 

least three years of operational experience and workforce size (i.e., number of full-time 

employees) ranging from five to one hundred. Due to the lack of credible databases about 

firms in the region and the need to focus on SMEs that have senior managers whose 

education level is sufficient to self-respond to the research instrument, we used purposive and 
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quota sampling techniques. A face-to-face approach involving questionnaire delivery and 

collection at a later date was used to collect data as business executives in Ghana are more 

receptive to this approach, which helps minimize non-response issues. A team of field agents 

was trained and supervised by the authors of this paper to administer the questionnaire. 

Following prior research, we administered the questionnaire to top- and middle-level 

managers (e.g., CEOs, general managers, supply chain and procurement managers) (Table 3) 

(Kim and Chai, 2017; Lawson et al., 2009; Pressey et al., 2007). In all, two hundred and 

fourteen firms participated in the study. We were able to retrieve one hundred and forty-

seven questionnaires over a period of fifty days of fieldwork, nine of which were dropped due 

to data incompleteness, leaving us with one hundred and thirty-eight questionnaires (i.e., 

64.49% effective response rate). An average respondent had held his/her current position for 

about nine years. The majority of the firms (48.6%) operate in the service industry. The 

average firm size (i.e., full-time employees) and firm age (i.e., number of years of operation) 

were 15 approx. (standard deviation = 13) and 12.86 (standard deviation = 8.90), 

respectively. Table 3 presents the details of the respondents and their firms. 

5.3. Survey bias assessment 

A t-test revealed that the firm characteristics (i.e., size and age) do not differ significantly 

between early respondents (i.e., questionnaire received within the first two weeks) and late 

respondents (i.e., questionnaire received within the third and fourth weeks), suggesting that 

non-response bias is unlikely to describe the data. 

Research indicates that, in SMEs, the purchasing function may be performed by a 

team of senior managers (Pressey et al., 2009). Accordingly, and in line with previous studies 

(e.g., Pressey et al., 2009), our key respondents included individuals holding different 

20



 

Table 3. Firm and respondent characteristics.  

Characteristics Descriptive statistics 

 Frequency Percentage  

Industry:   

  Service 67 48.6 

  Manufacturing 14 10.1 

  Agribusiness  27 19.6 

  Others (e.g., mining/extraction) 30 21.7 

Respondent position:   

  CEO/managing director/general manager 67 48.60 

  Procurement manager 17 12.30 

  Supply chain manager 13 9.40 

  Operations manager 25 18.10 

  Marketing manager 16 11.60 

 

 Mean Standard deviation  

Firm size: number of employees  15.49 12.62 

Firm age (number of years of operation) 12.86 8.88 

Respondent experience (number of years held current position) 9.17 6.94 

Respondent competence:    

  I have adequate knowledge on the issues I responded to 5.43 1.13 

  I clearly understood all the items I responded to 5.24 1.19 

  I am very confident in the responses I provided 5.30 1.24 

  I am sure that the responses I provided represent the situation in 

my company 
5.27 1.12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21



 

managerial positions (see Section 4.2). However, it is likely that people at different 

managerial levels may interpret organizational issues differently. Thus, we examined whether 

respondent level of management biased our data using a t-test. Results show that the data is 

not statistically different between respondents holding top management and middle-level 

positions: Purchasing recognition (mean difference = -.221; t = -1.294, p = .117), purchasing 

performance (mean difference = -.210, t = -1.108, p = .691), financial resource (mean 

difference = -.253, t = -.927, p = .618), environmental munificence (mean difference = .275, t 

= 1.191, p = .711). We further assessed the competence of the respondents using a four-item 

scale that was adapted from Boso et al. (2013). The items were anchored on a seven-point 

scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The mean scores were above 5.00 

(Table 3), suggesting an adequate level of respondent competence (Boso et al., 2013). 

To assess whether common method bias is likely to inflate or deflate results from the 

study, we first compared our theoretically specified four-factor measurement model with a 

method-only model (Podsakoff et al., 2003), which had all items in the study specified to load 

onto a single latent construct: χ2 = 1132.44, df = 104, p = .00, normed χ2 = 10.88, RMSEA = 

.27, NNFI = .39, CFI = .47, SRMR = .22. Results show that a common factor does not 

adequately explain the variances in the study items. We investigated common method bias 

further using Lindell and Whitney's (2001) marker variable technique. The smallest positive 

correlation between the substantive constructs in the study (r = .08) was used as a marker 

variable proxy to calculate adjusted marker variable correlations (Malhotra et al., 2006). 

Results shown in Table 2 indicate no major differences between the zero-order correlations 

and the adjusted marker variable correlations in terms of direction, strength, and significance 

level, which additionally indicates that the odds that common method bias will provide an 

alternate explanation in the study are very low (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Per these results, and 

in line with prior research evidence that models involving interaction effects, as proposed in 
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Table 4. Correlations, average variance extracted values, and descriptive statistics.  

 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Purchasing quality performance (.59) .20* .23** .20* - - - 

2. Purchasing recognition   .26** (.54) .00 .07 - - - 

3. Financial resource  .29** .08 (.85) .34** - - - 

4. Environmental munificence .26** .14 .39** (.77) - - - 

5. Firm size (log) .10 .09 .16 .06 (-) - - 

6. Firm age (log) -.09 -.02 -.03 -.03 .14 (-) - 

7. Firm industry (service =1) -.03 -.01 .03 .01 -.13 -.07 (-) 

         

Mean  5.10 5.41 4.20 5.05 2.51 2.30 .49 

Standard deviation  1.11 1.00 1.60 1.36 .65 .74 .50 

Notes: Values reported along the principal diagonal are average variance extracted. Zero-order correlations and 

marker-variable adjusted correlations are reported below and above the principal diagonal respectively. *p < .05 

(2-tailed).  **p < .01 (2-tailed).  
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this study, are unlikely to be threatened by common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012), we 

contend that common method bias is not a major concern in the study. 

5.4. Measure validation 

We evaluated the validity and reliability of the measures using covariance-based 

confirmatory factor analysis with maximum likelihood estimator (LISREL). Our four-factor 

measurement model has a good fit to the data: χ2 = 121.60, df = 98, p = .05, normed χ2 = 

1.24, RMSEA = .04, NNFI = .97, CFI = .98, SRMR = .05 (Hair et al., 2014). As displayed in 

Table 1, all factor loadings are greater than .60 and significant at 1%. Cronbach’s alpha, 

composite reliability, and average variance extracted values for each set of measures are 

larger than the recommended thresholds of .70, .60, and .50, respectively. These results 

demonstrate reliability, unidimensionality, and convergent validity (Hair et al., 2014). 

Moreover, the average variance extracted values are larger than the squared correlations 

between the constructs, demonstrating discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2014). 

6. Results  

6.1. Hypothesis testing 

The relationships between the study variables are shown in Table 4. Of importance, the 

results show that each main effect variable (i.e., purchasing recognition, financial resource, 

and environmental munificence) has a significant positive association with purchasing quality 

performance. To test the study hypotheses, we used PROCESS for SPSS (version 3.5) as it 

allows researchers to quantify and explore moderating effects with ease (Hayes, 2018). The 

interaction terms (i.e., purchasing recognition × financial resource; purchasing recognition × 
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environmental munificence) were estimated in turn using the “Model 1” option to evaluate 

the hypotheses, allowing us to quantify their unique explanatory effects. Each of the two 

analyses (Model 1a & Model 1b) included the other moderating variable as well as firm size, 

firm age, and firm industry as covariates. In addition, the “Model 2” option in PROCESS was 

utilized to explore the relative effects of the two interaction terms. This model included firm 

size, firm age, and firm industry as covariates. In all cases, the raw interaction terms were 

used instead of the mean-centered ones as the study does not hypothesize for the main effect 

variables. Accordingly, only the interaction effects are reported (Hayes, 2018; Aguinis et al., 

2017). 

Model 1a significantly explains 20.86% additional variance in purchasing quality 

performance, given F = 43.72, p < .01, and reveals that purchasing recognition interacts with 

financial resource to affect purchasing quality performance positively (β = .33, t = 6.61, p < 

.01), in support of H1. Model 1b significantly accounts for 9.49% additional variance in 

purchasing quality performance (F = 16.80, p < .01), and shows that the interaction between 

purchasing recognition and environmental munificence positively affects purchasing quality 

performance (β = .26, t = 4.10, p < .01), in support of H2. Model 2 explains 21.73% 

additional variance in purchasing quality performance (F = 22.91, p < .01), and indicates that 

the interaction between purchasing recognition and financial resource has a stronger positive 

effect (β = .29, t = 5.08 p < .01) than the interaction between purchasing recognition and 

environmental munificence (β = .10, t = 1.43, p < .01).  

6.2. Additional analysis 

The results in Section 6.1 do not reveal whether and how the relationship between purchasing 

recognition and purchasing quality performance changes at differing levels of financial 

resource and environmental munificence (Hayes, 2018). To investigate this, we relied on 
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Johnson-Neyman (JN) and percentile techniques (in PROCESS) for probing interaction 

effects (Hayes, 2018). In using the JN technique, we aimed at (1) identifying the range of 

values of the moderators where the relationship between purchasing recognition and 

purchasing quality performance is (not) significant; (2) exploring whether, under varying 

values of the moderators, the relationship between purchasing recognition and purchasing 

quality performance changes in magnitude and direction (Hayes, 2018). The percentile 

technique was used to identify specific levels of the moderators where the relationship is 

significant or changes in direction, and also to visualize the effects (Hayes, 2018).  

The results reported in Table 5 and Figure 1 and Figure 2 show that the relationship 

between purchasing recognition and purchasing quality performance can be both positive and 

negative, depending on the levels of financial resource and environmental munificence. 

Specifically, the JN technique reveals that, for levels of financial resource ≤ 3.05 

(corresponding to 30.43% of the sample) and levels of environmental munificence ≤ 3.04 

(corresponding to 14.49% of the sample), purchasing recognition and purchasing quality 

performance have a significant negative relationship. On the other hand, the relationship 

between purchasing recognition and purchasing quality performance is positive and 

significant for levels of financial resource ≥ 4.14 (corresponding to 54.35% of the sample) 

and levels of environmental munificence ≥ 4.96 (corresponding to 62.32% of the sample). 

Additional results from the percentile technique, reported in Table 6, indicate that, 

given a low level of financial resource (16th percentile) and low-to-moderate levels of 

environmental munificence (16th and 50th percentiles), purchasing recognition has a 

significant negative effect on purchasing quality performance. Moreover, the results show 

that, given moderate-to-high levels of financial resource (50th and 84th percentiles) and low-

to-high levels of environmental munificence (16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles), purchasing 

recognition has a significant positive effect on purchasing quality performance. Overall, the 
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Table 5. Model 1a-b results: Johnson-Neyman and Percentile techniques.  
 Financial resource Environmental munificence 

 Technique 

  

Level of 

moderator 

β t Level of 

moderator 

β t 

Johnson-Neyman 

1.00 -.88 -4.71 1.00 -.84 -3.03 

1.30 -.78 -4.50 1.30 -.77 -2.94 

1.60 -.68 -4.26 1.60 -.69 -2.84 

1.90 -.58 -3.96 1.90 -.61 -2.72 

2.20 -.48 -3.59 2.20 -.54 -2.57 

2.50 -.39 -3.14 2.50 -.46 -2.40 

2.80 -.29 -2.56 2.80 -.38 -2.19 

3.05 -.20 -1.98 3.04 -.32 -1.98 

3.10 -.19 -1.85 3.10 -.31 -1.92 

3.40 -.09 -.96 3.40 -.23 -1.59 

3.70 .01 .12 3.70 -.15 -1.18 

4.00 .11 1.35 4.00 -.07 -.65 

4.14 .16 1.98 4.30 .00 .03 

4.30 .21 2.67 4.60 .08 .85 

4.60 .31 3.92 4.90 .16 1.79 

4.90 .41 4.98 4.96 .17 1.98 

5.20 .50 5.79 5.20 .23 2.76 

5.50 .60 6.36 5.50 .31 3.60 

5.80 .70 6.75 5.80 .39 4.23 

6.10 .80 6.99 6.10 .46 4.63 

6.40 .90 7.14 6.40 .54 4.86 

6.70 1.00 7.23 6.70 .62 4.97 

7.00 1.10 7.29 7.00 .69 5.01 

    

Percentile 

16th  2.50 -.39 -3.14 3.50 -.20 -1.47 

50th  4.25 .19 2.45 5.52 .25 2.91 

84th  6.00 .77 6.92 6.25 .50 4.76 

Note: Values in italic represent the levels of the moderators in which purchasing recognition either affects 

purchasing quality performance positively or negatively.  
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Note: Levels of moderator are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles. 

Figure 1. Surface of the effect of the interaction between purchasing recognition and 

financial resource.  
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Note: Levels of moderator are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles. 

Figure 2. Surface of the effect of the interaction between purchasing recognition and 

environmental munificence. 
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Table 6. Model 2 results: Percentile technique. 

Level of moderator 
β t 

Financial resource a Environmental munificence a 

2.50 3.50 -.47 -3.41 

2.50   5.25 -.31 -2.32 

2.50 6.25 -.22 -1.29 

4.25 3.50 .04 .31 

4.25 5.25 .20 2.54 

4.25 6.25 .29 2.72 

6.00 3.50 .55 2.83 

6.00 5.25 .71 5.92 

6.00 6.25 .80 7.07 

Note: a Levels of the moderator are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles. Values in italic represent the levels of 

the moderators in which purchasing recognition either affects purchasing quality performance positively or 

negatively.  
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results show that, given low levels of both financial resource and environmental munificence 

and high levels of these moderators, purchasing recognition has negative and positive effects 

on purchasing quality performance, respectively.  

7. Discussion 

7.1. Theoretical implications and contributions 

This research develops and tests a model of when developing market SMEs benefit 

differently from purchasing recognition. Overall, the study results indicate that a greater 

purchasing quality performance accrues from a greater purchasing recognition. This finding 

corroborates prior research that reports that strategic purchasing variables enhance 

purchasing-level performance outcomes (Sánchez-Rodríguez, 2009; Su, 2013) as well as 

firm-level performance outcomes (Cho et al., 2019; Su et al., 2009; Carr and Pearson, 2002), 

but contradicts studies that find that such variables alone do not affect purchasing quality 

performance (Pressey et al., 2007; Yeung et al., 2015). Additionally, the results support the 

school of thought that, as in large firms, SMEs could benefit from strategic purchasing (Coy 

et al., 2020). Nonetheless, additional results clarify that the relationship between purchasing 

recognition and purchasing quality performance varies with changing conditions of financial 

resource and environmental munificence. This finding reinforces the emerging contention 

and findings that the performance benefits of strategic purchasing variables are context-

dependent (Arora et al., 2020; Brandon-Jones and Knoppen, 2018; Kim and Chai, 2017). 

In extending the existing contingency-based approach to analyzing the effects of 

strategic purchasing variables, we utilized the JN and percentile techniques to demonstrate 

that financial resource and environmental munificence do not only interact with purchasing 
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recognition to boost purchasing quality performance but also differential levels of these 

moderators either undermine or enhance the purchasing recognition-purchasing quality 

performance link. The JN analysis enriches our understanding of the range of values of the 

moderators under which the relationship between purchasing recognition and purchasing 

quality performance is significant and also changes in direction and magnitude. The 

percentile analysis sheds additional light on specific levels of the moderators where the 

purchasing recognition-purchasing quality performance link becomes significant and changes 

in strength and direction. More broadly, the results from these analyses imply that specificity 

in the theorization and empirical assessment of the conditions underlying the performance 

effects of strategic purchasing variables is critical to advancing theory and providing clearer 

managerial recommendations. 

We further assess the assertion that resource availability is a necessary condition for 

strategic purchasing, in general, to thrive (Quayle, 2002; Pressey et al., 2007). Specifically, 

we offer insights on whether both firm-level resource (financial resource) and resources 

within the external environment (environmental munificence) moderate the purchasing 

recognition-purchasing quality performance relationship. The study results indicate that, 

while both financial resource and environmental munificence change the purchasing 

recognition-purchasing quality performance link, the effect of financial resource, which is 

more firm-specific and could be controlled by top managers, has a greater influence. 

Additionally, this article contributes to the emerging literature that questions the 

desirability of strategic purchasing in all contexts (Yeung et al., 2015). We theorize and show 

that, in the context of developing market SMEs, the question of whether purchasing 

recognition is desirable or beneficial could better be answered when theoretically relevant 

internal and external environment contingencies are taken into consideration. 
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Lastly, our use of UET extends the limited theoretical bases for linking strategic 

purchasing variables to performance (see Table 1). UET permits us to explicitly examine and 

isolate the performance implication of the top management characterization of the strategic 

purchasing idea, which the extant literature deems crucial (Yeung et al., 2015; Knoppen and 

Sáenz, 2015), and particularly useful in the SME context (Coy et al., 2020; Pressey et al., 

2009).  

7.2. Managerial and policy implications 

Theory and results from this study suggest that purchasing recognition itself might not always 

benefit developing market SMEs and that executives in these firms need to match purchasing 

recognition with appropriate organizational conditions to derive superior purchasing quality 

performance levels. Top managers in developing market SMEs should understand that liquid 

assets within an organization and an external environment that supports sustained growth are 

crucial contingencies for fostering purchasing recognition to derive enhanced purchasing 

quality performance. The study results suggest that increasing purchasing recognition under 

low levels of these circumstances might lower purchasing quality performance. Therefore, 

top managers in developing market SMEs ought to critically evaluate their firms’ financial 

resource situations and the enabling/inhibiting conditions in the external environment while 

nurturing purchasing orientation.  

It is important to acknowledge that, unlike financial resource, environmental 

munificence cannot be easily manipulated by top executives in SMEs. Accordingly, as the 

results show, financial resource, compared to environmental munificence, better augments 

the contribution of purchasing recognition to purchasing quality performance. This makes it 

more imperative for top executives in developing economy SMEs to focus more on enlarging 

their firms’ financial resource base. SMEs in developing economies, where financial markets 
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are underdeveloped, should explore alternative sources of finance while utilizing social 

networking to minimize difficulties associated with accessing external finance. 

Again, the evidence that environmental munificence is an equally vital contingency 

for amplifying the purchasing quality performance benefit of purchasing recognition has a 

macro-level policy implication. Policymakers at the macro-level in developing markets ought 

to design and ensure the implementation of policies that improve the buoyancy of the 

business environment. This generally helps reduce challenges that SMEs face in orchestrating 

growth-based strategies and organizational capabilities to achieve improved performance. 

Lack of modern logistics and supply chain infrastructure (e.g., transportation, information 

system infrastructure) and inadequate institutional support (e.g., obtaining trade and 

commerce information from government agencies, obtaining bank loans), for example, can 

undermine the operationalization of purchasing recognition, rendering it untenable and less 

beneficial.   

7.3. Limitations and avenues for further research 

This study has some limitations, which provide opportunities for advancing the strategic 

purchasing literature. Insights from the study suggest that differences in financial resource 

and environmental munificence situations matter in understanding the nuances associated 

with the purchasing quality performance consequences of purchasing recognition in 

developing market SMEs. Thus, while more research on purchasing performance issues in 

developing market SMEs is necessary (Coy et al., 2020), researchers should explore 

additional context-specific moderators of the performance effects of purchasing recognition. 

Along this direction, future research could consider other purchasing performance outcomes 

such as efficiency, delivery, flexibility, innovation, and sustainability performance (see 
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Knoppen and Sáenz, 2015; Nair et al., 2015; Patrucco et al., 2016), as the mechanisms 

connecting purchasing recognition to any of these outcomes might be different. 

Moreover, the arguments for the moderating roles of financial resource and 

environmental munificence were largely built around managerial discretion, a concept that 

was not explicitly analyzed or controlled for in the study. In addressing this gap, future 

research could investigate how managerial discretion interacts with financial resource and 

environmental munificence to determine when and how purchasing recognition affects 

performance. 

Lastly, the relatively small sample size in the study restricts a broad generalization of 

our findings. Thus, it is directional for researchers to replicate our study, not only in the 

developing market SMEs but also in large organizations and advanced economies.  

References 

 Adams, J., Kauffman, R. G., Khoja, F. M., Coy, S. 2016. Looking at purchasing 

development through the lens of small business. Journal of Managerial Issues, 145–

170.  

African Development Bank Group. 2018. 2018 African economic outlook: Ghana. Available 

at https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/.../Generic.../Ghana_country_note.pdf  

(accessed on November 2, 2018).   

Aguinis, H., Edwards, J. R., Bradley, K. J. 2017. Improving our understanding of moderation 

and mediation in strategic management research. Organizational Research Methods, 

20(4), 665–685. 

Ahire, S.L., Golhar, D.Y., Waller, M.A. 1996. Development and validation of TQM 

implementation constructs. Decision Sciences, 27(1), 23–56. 

Aldrich, H.E. 1979. Organizations and Environments. Prentice-Hall, NJ. 

Amankwah-Amoah, J., Debrah, Y. A., Nuertey, D. 2018. Institutional legitimacy, cross-

border trade and institutional voids: Insights from the cocoa industry in Ghana. 

Journal of Rural Studies, 58, 136–145. 

Anin, E. K., Essuman, D., Owusu, H. 2020. How does buyer-seller information sharing affect 

procurement quality performance? Insight from SMEs in a developing African 

economy. International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences, 13(1), 91–105. 

35

https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/.../Generic.../Ghana_country_note.pdf


 

Arora, A., Arora, A. S., Sivakumar, K., Burke, G. 2020. Strategic sustainable purchasing, 

environmental collaboration, and organizational sustainability performance: the 

moderating role of supply base size. Supply Chain Management: An International 

Journal, 25/6, 709–728. 

 Batenburg, R., Versendaal, J. 2008. Maturity matters: performance determinants of the 

procurement business function. In ECIS (pp. 563–574). 

Baum, J.R., Wally, S. 2003. Strategic Decision speed and firm performance. Strategic 

Management Journal, 24, 1107–1129. 

Boso, N., Story, V.M., Cadogan, J.W. 2013. Entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation, 

network ties, and performance: study of entrepreneurial firms in a developing 

economy. Journal of Business Venturing, 28(6), 708–727. 

Brandon-Jones, A., Knoppen, D. 2018. The role of strategic purchasing in dynamic capability 

development and deployment. International Journal of Operations & Production 

Management, 38, 2, 446–473. 

Carr, A.S., Pearson, J.N. 2002. The impact of purchasing and supplier involvement on 

strategic purchasing and its impact on firm’s performance. International Journal of 

Operations & Production Management, 22(9), 1032–1053. 

Carr, A.S., Smeltzer, L. 1997. An empirically based operational definition of strategic 

purchasing. European Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management, 3(4), 199–207. 

Castrogiovanni, G.J. 1991. Environmental munificence: a theoretical assessment. Academy of 

Management Review, 16, 542–565. 

Chen, I.J., Paulraj, A., Lado, A.A. 2004. Strategic purchasing, supply management and firm 

performance. Journal of Operations Management, 22(5), 505–523. 

Chinomona, R. 2013. The fostering role of information technology on SMEs’ strategic 

purchasing, logistics integration and business performance. Southern African Business 

Review, 17(1), 76–97. 

Cho, M., Bonn, M. A., Giunipero, L., Divers, J. 2019. Restaurant purchasing skills and the 

impacts upon strategic purchasing and performance: The roles of supplier integration. 

International Journal of Hospitality Management, 78, 293–303. 

Cooper, A.C., Gimeno-Gascon, F.J., Woo, C.Y. 1994. Initial human and financial capital as 

predictors of new venture performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 9(5), 371–395. 

Coy, S., Adams, J., Kauffman, R.2020. Purchasing Development in Small and Medium 

Enterprises: Empirical Research and Managerial Implications. Journal of Managerial 

Issues, 32(2), 127–143. 

Dess, G.G., Beard, D.W. 1984. Dimensions of organizational task environments. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 29, 52–73. 

36



 

Devaraj, S., Vaidyanathan, G., Mishra, A.N. 2012. Effect of purchase volume flexibility and 

purchase mix flexibility on e-procurement performance: an analysis of two 

perspectives. Journal of Operations Management, 30(7/8), 509–520. 

Ellegaard, C. 2009. The purchasing orientation of small company owners. Journal of 

Business and Industrial Marketing, 24(3/4), 291–300. 

Ellram, L. M., Carr, A. 1994. Strategic purchasing: a history and review of the literature. 

International Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management, 30(1), 9–19. 

FM Global Resilience Index Report. 2019. 2019 Resilience index annual report. Available at 

https://www.fmglobal.mobi/research-and-resources/tools-and-

resources/resilienceindex (accessed on August 5, 2019). 

Ghana Statistical Service. 2016. Integrated business establishment survey: regional spatial 

business report. Available at 

http://www.statsghana.gov.gh/gssmain/fileUpload/pressrelease/REGIONAL%20SPA

TIAL%20BUSINESS%20REPORT.pdf (accessed on May 5, 2019). 

Goll, I., Rasheed, A.A. 2004. The moderating effect of environmental munificence and 

dynamism on the relationship between discretionary social responsibility and firm 

performance. Journal of Business Ethics, 49(1), 41–54. 

Hair J.F.J., Black, C. W., Babin, J.B., Anderson, E.R. 2014. Multivariate Data Analysis, 7 ed. 

Pearson Education Ltd, Harlow. 

Hambrick, D. C., Quigley, T. J. 2014. Toward more accurate contextualization of the CEO 

effect on firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 35(4), 473–491. 

Hambrick, D.C. 2007. Upper echelons theory: an update. Academy of Management Review, 

32, 334–343. 

Hambrick, D.C., Finkelstein, S. 1987. Managerial discretion: a bridge between polar views of 

organizational outcomes. Research in Organizational Behavior, 9, 369–406. 

Hambrick, D.C., Mason, P.A. 1984. Upper echelons: the organization as a reflection of its top 

managers. Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 193–206. 

Hayes, A.F. 2018. Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A 

regression-based approach. The Guilford Press, New York. 

International Finance Corporation. 2017. MSME Finance Gap: Assessment of the Shortfalls 

and Opportunities in Financing Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises in Emerging 

Markets. Available at https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/28881  

(accessed on November 11, 2020) 

International Trade Centre 2019. SME competitiveness Outlook 2019: Big money for small 

business - financing the Sustainable Development Goals. Available at 

https://www.intracen.org/smeco2019/ (accessed on November 26, 2020). 

37

https://www.fmglobal.mobi/research-and-resources/tools-and-resources/resilienceindex
https://www.fmglobal.mobi/research-and-resources/tools-and-resources/resilienceindex
http://www.statsghana.gov.gh/gssmain/fileUpload/pressrelease/REGIONAL%20SPATIAL%20BUSINESS%20REPORT.pdf
http://www.statsghana.gov.gh/gssmain/fileUpload/pressrelease/REGIONAL%20SPATIAL%20BUSINESS%20REPORT.pdf
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/28881
https://www.intracen.org/smeco2019/
https://www.intracen.org/smeco2019/


 

Jambulingam, T., Kathuria, R., Doucette, W.R. 2005. Entrepreneurial orientation as a basis 

for classification within a service industry: the case of retail pharmacy industry. 

Journal of Operations Management, 23(1), 23–42. 

Khan, A., Pillania, R. K. 2008. Strategic sourcing for supply chain agility and firms' 

performance. Management Decision, 46(10), 1508–1530. 

Kim, M., Chai, S. 2017. The impact of supplier innovativeness, information sharing and 

strategic sourcing on improving supply chain agility: Global supply chain perspective. 

International Journal of Production Economics, 187, 42–52. 

Knoppen, D., Sáenz, M. J.b. 2015. Purchasing: Can we bridge the gap between strategy and 

daily reality? Business Horizons, 58(1), 123–133. 

Lawson, B., Cousins, P.D., Handfield, R.B., Petersen, K.J. 2009. Strategic purchasing, supply 

management practices and buyer performance improvement: an empirical study of 

UK manufacturing organisations. International Journal of Production Research, 

47(10), 2649–2667. 

Lindell, M.K., Whitney, D.J. 2001. Accounting for common method variance in cross-

sectional research designs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 114–21. 

Malhotra, N.K., Kim, S.S., Patil, A. 2006. Common method variance in IS research: a 

comparison of alternative approaches and a reanalysis of past research. Management 

Science, 52(12), 1865–1883. 

Montgomery, R. T., Ogden, J. A., Boehmke, B. C. 2018. A quantified Kraljic Portfolio 

Matrix: Using decision analysis for strategic purchasing. Journal of Purchasing and 

Supply Management, 24(3), 192–203. 

Nair, A., Jayaram, J., Das, A. 2015. Strategic purchasing participation, supplier selection, 

supplier evaluation and purchasing performance. International Journal of Production 

Research, 53(20), 6263–6278.  

OECD 2019. SMEs and SDGs: challenges and opportunities. Available at https://oecd-

development-matters.org/2019/04/23/smes-and-sdgs-challenges-and-

opportunities/#more-10868 (accessed November 25, 2020). 

OECD. 2017. Enhancing the contributions of SMEs in a global and digitalised economy. 

Available at https://www.oecd.org/industry/C-MIN-2017-8-EN.pdf (accessed on 

November 6, 2020). 

Paik, S. K., Bagchi, P. K., Skjøtt-Larsen, T., Adams, J. 2009. Purchasing development in 

small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Supply Chain Forum: An International 

Journal, 10(1), 92–107. 

Patrucco, A.S., Luzzini, D. Ronchi, S. 2016. Evaluating the effectiveness of public 

procurement performance management systems in local governments. Local 

Government Studies, 42(5), 739–761. 

38

https://oecd-development-matters.org/2019/04/23/smes-and-sdgs-challenges-and-opportunities/#more-10868
https://oecd-development-matters.org/2019/04/23/smes-and-sdgs-challenges-and-opportunities/#more-10868
https://oecd-development-matters.org/2019/04/23/smes-and-sdgs-challenges-and-opportunities/#more-10868
https://www.oecd.org/industry/C-MIN-2017-8-EN.pdf


 

Paulraj, A., Chen, I.J., Flynn, J. 2006. Levels of strategic purchasing: impact on supply 

integration and performance. Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management, 12(3), 

107–122. 

Pereira, C.R., Christopher, M., Da Silva, A.L. 2014. Achieving supply chain resilience: the 

role of procurement. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 19(5/6), 

626–642. 

Phan, A.C., Nguyen, H.A., Trieu, P.D., Nguyen, H.T., Matsui, Y. 2019. Impact of supply 

chain quality management practices on operational performance: empirical evidence 

from manufacturing companies in Vietnam. Supply Chain Management: An 

International Journal, 24(6), 855–871. 

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J., Podsakoff, N.P. 2003. Common method biases in 

behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–903. 

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff, N.P. 2012. Sources of method bias in social 

science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 63, 539–569. 

Pressey, A., Tzokas, N., Winklhofer, H. 2007. Strategic purchasing and the evaluation of 

“problem” key supply relationships: what do key suppliers need to know? Journal of 

Business & Industrial Marketing, 22(5), 282–294. 

Pressey, A.D., Winklhofer, H.M., Tzokas, N.X. 2009. Purchasing practices in small-to 

medium-sized enterprises: an examination of strategic purchasing adoption, supplier 

evaluation and supplier capabilities. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 

15(4), 214–226. 

Quayle, M. 2002. Purchasing in small firms. European Journal of Purchasing & Supply 

Management, 8(3), 151–159. 

Reynolds, E. S. 1966. Food Service Purchasing. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration 

Quarterly, 6(4), 6–8. 

Rossetti, C., Choi, T. Y. 2005. On the dark side of strategic sourcing: experiences from the 

aerospace industry. Academy of Management Perspectives, 19(1), 46–60. 

Sánchez‐ Rodríguez, C. 2009. Effect of strategic purchasing on supplier development and 

performance: a structural model. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 24(3/4), 

161–172. 

Semuel, H., Siagian, H., Arnius, R. 2018. The Effects of Strategic Purchasing on 

Organization Performance through Negotiation Strategy and Buyer-Supplier 

Relationship. International Journal of Business and Society, 19(2), 323–334. 

Shepherd, N. G., Mooi, E. A., Elbanna, S., Rudd, J. M. 2020. Deciding Fast: Examining the 

Relationship between Strategic Decision Speed and Decision Quality across Multiple 

Environmental Contexts. European Management Review, 

https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12430.  

39

https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12430


 

Staw, B.M., Swajkowski, E. 1975. The scarcity munificence component of organizational 

environments and the commission of illegal acts. Administrative Science Quarterly, 

20(3), 345–354. 

Story, V.M., Boso, N., Cadogan, J.W. 2015. The form of relationship between firm‐ level 

product innovativeness and new product performance in developed and emerging 

markets. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 32(1), 45–64. 

Su, J. 2013. Strategic sourcing in the textile and apparel industry. Industrial Management & 

Data systems, 113 (1), 23–38. 

Su, J., Dyer, C. L., Gargeya, V. B. 2009. Strategic sourcing and supplier selection in the US 

Textile-Apparel-Retail supply network. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 

27(2), 83–97. 

Tushman, M.L., Anderson, P. 1986. Technological discontinuities and organizational 

environments. Administrative Science Quarterly, 31(3), 439–465. 

Wang, Y. 2016. What are the biggest obstacles to growth of SMEs in developing countries? 

An empirical evidence from an enterprise survey. Borsa Istanbul Review, 16(3), 167–

176. 

White, G.R., Parfitt, S., Lee, C., Mason‐ Jones, R. 2016. Challenges to the development of 

strategic procurement: a meta‐ analysis of organizations in the public and private 

sectors. Strategic Change, 25(3), 285–298. 

Wiklund, J., Shepherd, D. 2005. Entrepreneurial orientation and small business performance: 

a configurational approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 20(1), 71–91. 

World Bank Group. 2020. Doing business 2020: economy profile of Ghana. Available at 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/595681574942119851/Doing-Business-

2020-Comparing-Business-Regulation-in-190-Economies-Economy-Profile-of-Ghana 

(accessed on April 19, 2020). 

World Bank. 2017. Shifting Ghana’s competitiveness into a higher gear: Ghana economic 

update. Available at https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/27520 

(accessed on November 12, 2018). 

Yeung, K., Cheng, T.C.E., Lee, P.K. 2015. Buyers’ perceptions on the impact of strategic 

purchasing on dyadic quality performances. International Journal of Production 

Economics, 168, 321–330. 

40

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/595681574942119851/Doing-Business-2020-Comparing-Business-Regulation-in-190-Economies-Economy-Profile-of-Ghana
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/595681574942119851/Doing-Business-2020-Comparing-Business-Regulation-in-190-Economies-Economy-Profile-of-Ghana
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/27520


About the authors 

Dominic Essuman teaches at the Department of Supply Chain and Information 

Systems, Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology (KNUST), 

Ghana, is a Research Associate at Gordon Institute of Business Science, 

University of Pretoria, South Africa. He holds a Ph.D. in Logistics and Supply 

Chain Management from KNUST. Dominic has a research interest in supply 

chain management and operations strategy. He has published in International 

Journal of Production Economics, Africa Journal of Management, Journal of Small Business & 

Entrepreneurship, and International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences.  

 

Emmanuel Kwabena Anin is a senior lecturer at the Department of Procurement 

and Supply Chain Management, Kumasi Technical University, Ghana. His 

research focuses on procurement practices, supply chain governance, and 

institutional environment. His research has been published in academic journals, 

including Africa Journal of Management, International Journal of Quality and 

Service Sciences, International Journal of Business and Management, 

International Journal of Business Analytics, Journal of Emerging Trends in Economics and 

Management Sciences, and International Journal of Business and Social Research. His teaching 

areas include procurement management, logistics, and supply chain management. He received 

his Ph.D. from Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology, Ghana. 

 

Abdul Samed Muntaka is a senior lecturer in logistics and supply chain 

management and head of the Supply Chain and Information Systems Department 

at the KNUST School of Business. He holds a Ph.D. in Logistics and Supply 

Chain Management and is a chartered member of the Chartered Institute of 

Logistics and Transport (UK). He has a passion for teaching and research and is 

very dedicated to whatever he does. His research interest is in the areas of operations 

management, project management, and supply chain management. 

 

 

41



Declaration of conflict of interest 

 

The authors of this manuscript certify that they have no conflict of interest. Each author made a 

substantial contribution to the work reported in the manuscript. Again, they all agreed to the 

content of the manuscript and the order of authorship. We further certify that no support (e.g., 

funding) was received from any institution or individual for this research. 

42



Author Contribution Statement: 

Dominic Essuman: Corresponding author, Conceptualization, Writing-original draft, 

Methodology, Questionnaire development, Data curation, Formal analysis, Revising. 

 

Emmanuel Kwabena Anin: Conceptualization, Writing - original draft, Methodology, 

Questionnaire development, Revising.  

 

Abdul Samed Muntaka: Methodology, Writing - reviewing and editing, Revising. 

43




