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Abstract
The turbulent nature of the environment within which the manufacturing sector operates in
Nigeria has led to the closure of several manufacturing companies over the years. Noticeably, to
sustain their operations in the face of the dynamic environment, corporate strategies have been
inclined towards shrinking firm sizes and moving to a cost-advantaged location outside Nigeria.
The development raises the question of what relevance is corporate governance (measured by
accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder management) and firm-specific factors
(measured by firm size and operational efficiency) in addressing the issues affecting the
sustainability of the fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies in Nigeria. Thus, the
study examined the effect of corporate governance and firm-specific factors on the sustainability
of fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies in Nigeria and further interrogated the
intervening effects of environmental dynamism on the interaction between corporate governance,
firm-specific factors, and sustainability of fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies
in Nigeria. The study is anchored on the stakeholder theory and dynamic capabilities theory. The
population of the study constitutes 5,710 regular staff of 6 selected fast-moving consumer goods
manufacturing companies in Nigeria with their head office in Lagos State; the selected companies
represent 85% of the consumer goods industry in Nigeria. The study adopted the cross-sectional
survey design to study the subset of the population. The Raosoft online sample size calculator for
finite population was employed in calculating the sample size of the study at 5% significant level.
The research instrument used was an adapted 6-point Likert scale structured questionnaire which
was administered by employing the proportionate percentage, stratified random sampling and
simple random sampling technique. Out of the 432 questionnaires distributed, 406 were retrieved.
383 of the retrieved questionnaires were deemed usable, indicating a response rate of 88.65%.
Data collected were analysed using Partial least-square-structural equation model to examine the
three-way direct, mediation, and moderation null hypotheses. The study findings show that:
corporate governance exerted a significant effect on sustainability (Adj R2 =0.710, p=0.000, Q2

=0.391); firm-specific factors exerted a significant effect on sustainability (Adj R2 =0.428,
p=0.000, Q2 =0.234); corporate governance and firm-specific factors jointly exerted a positive and
significant effect on sustainability (Adj R2 =0.698, p=0.000, Q2 =0.188); environmental dynamism
exerted a positive and significant moderating effect on the interaction between Corporate
Governance and sustainability (β =0.386; p< 0.006, Q2 =0.290); environmental dynamism was
also found to exert a positive and significant mediating effect on the interaction between firm
specific factors and sustainability of the selected fast moving consumer goods manufacturing
companies (β=0.396, t= 2.919, p= 0.004). The study recommended that fast-moving consumer
goods manufacturing companies should: pay particular attention to improving their level of
accountability and focus more on the agility of leadership and stakeholder management strategies;
Understand the appropriate configuration of firm-specific factors required to mitigate the negative
external threats in the dynamic environment to take advantage of available opportunities; and
continuously evaluate the external environment and align performance with set goals in the face
of the turbulent business environment to aid their sustainability.

Keywords: Sustainability, Environmental dynamism, Firm-Specific-Factors, Manufacturing
companies, Dynamic Capability theory, Stakeholder Theory.

Word Count: 498
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Background to the Study

Nestle Nigeria Plc., Procter & Gamble, PZ Cussons, Unilever Nigeria Plc., Cadbury, and

Friesland Campina WAMCO Nigeria Plc. are prominent Fast Moving Consumer Goods

(FMCGs) manufacturing businesses registered in Nigeria, accounting for over 85% of the

market share in the country's consumer goods industry1. The performance of these businesses

is critical in view of their socio-economic importance to Nigerian residents, society,

government, and the businesses themselves. As a result, it becomes critical that these

organizations operate at peak efficiency in order to ensure their long-term viability.

Sustainability underscores the need for these manufacturing companies to look beyond their

profit motives to maintain their going concern. Given that a firm’s goodwill should not only

be based on fulfilling the wealth goals of shareholders; rather, how society perceives the firm

in terms of social responsibility performance as well as environmental performance becomes

a critical goodwill and success factor which could guarantee the firm’s going concern and by

extension it’s sustainability. Sustainability requires firms to maintain a certain rate or level of

activity over time. In a broader term, it emphasizes the ability to continuously meet or

achieve current needs or goals without jeopardising the ability of future generations to meet

theirs2. Sustainability, as it relates to the corporate world, is balanced on three basic pillars,

with the understanding that if any of these pillars is missing, then the sustainability of the

entity concerned is threatened. These three pillars or dimensions of corporate sustainability

are the economic pillar, social pillar, and environmental pillar. Respectively, the economic

pillar emphasizes the need for businesses to operate profitably. The social pillar emphasizes

the need for an enterprise to maintain a harmonious relationship with those who have a stake



2

in its existence; this includes its employees and the community within which it operates

among others. The environmental pillar focuses on the impact of firm activities on the

environment, it emphasizes the need for firms to conduct their production activities in such a

way that their operations do not negatively impact environmental assets and to ensure that

adequate steps are taken to mitigate such negative impacts if it occurs3.

The environment whence manufacturing companies tap their resources needs to be protected,

in view that manufacturing activities depend on various environmental assets for raw

materials that come to the firm as inputs. Some of these raw materials are finite in nature, and

their continuous usage means that such environmental assets may not be available for future

generations. Further to this, environmental assets that are infinite (i.e., can be regenerated)

can also become overly depleted if the rate of regeneration falls below the rate of

consumption. The outputs resulting from manufacturing activities are also of concern.

Machinery used for energy-related manufacturing activities by companies emits gases such as

carbon dioxide into the atmosphere with various degrees of adverse effect on the environment,

planet, and its habitants. By-products of production if not well disposed of can also impair

natural assets and in some cases lead to health hazards. Therefore, as an integral part of a

wider social and economic system, firms need to be mindful of the impact of their activities

on the present and the future of both the society and the firm itself 4.

Globally, sustainability issues appear to be more centred around the environmental dimension

of sustainability. The 2020 global Environmental Performance Index (EPI) ranks Denmark as

the number one most environmentally sustainable country in the world, with Luxembourg,

Switzerland, and United Kingdom following at 2nd, 3rd, and 4th position respectively. The

United States of America ranks 21 after Malta, Italy, and Canada, with Malta occupying the

20th rank, while Italy and Canada tie-up at the 18th position. Seychelles tops the list of the
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most environmentally sustainable sub-Saharan African countries, ranking 38 globally,

followed by Gabon, Moraceous, and South Africa at the 76, 82, and 95 world rank positions.

In West Africa, Burkina Fatso with 38.3 points tops the West African list of the Global EPI,

ranking 112 at the global position, Nigeria stands at the 151 positions (out of 180 countries

around the world) with 31.0 points5. This statistic creates a concern for manufacturing

activities in Nigeria and thus requires urgent attention.

Sustainability is indeed a complex issue, and the complexity varies across jurisdictions. In

recent years, due to the emerging uncertainty of the global economy, there is a noticeable

shift to resource-efficient goods, with Europe being the nucleus of such sustainable

movement. Noticeably, the United States of America provides the leading role in sustainable

energy technologies. While China which is known for its harsh environmental state is

currently engaging in various research to achieve a relative cut back in carbon emission

intensity per person. Due to its limited resources and frequent natural disasters, Japan is also

seen to produce a significant number of eminent companies in pursuit of sustainability. Africa

on the other hand (except for South Africa), with the majority of its population barely able to

afford the necessity of life, is however seen to be many years behind in the pursuit of

sustainable development6.

However, the sustainability challenges of manufacturing companies in Nigeria extends

beyond the environmental sustainability dimension. In the year 2020, the manufacturing

companies in Nigeria contributed 13 percent to the country's Gross Domestic Product (GDP),

with the largest contribution emanating from the food, beverage, and tobacco sector, which

accounted for 4.75 percent of the total 15.232 trillion Naira GDP7. Also, the National Bureau

of Statistics (NBS) data shows that in terms of real GDP, the sector further contributed an

average 6.42 trillion naira to the national GDP for the years 2019, 2020, and 20218. Despite
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the significant potential of this sector to grow the economy through wealth creation, job

creation, and further provide for the needs of citizens through various production activities,

the sector has been struggling to survive over the years due to various challenges. These

challenges which are aided by various dimensions of environmental dynamism have been

noted to include difficulty in accessing foreign exchange to procure raw materials; high

electricity cost; high cost of transportation; low demand for commodities; difficulty in

accessing funds; regulatory issues from numerous agencies; poor port administration;

unavailability of raw materials; policy summersault9; corruption10; and global disruptions to

supply-chain induced by coronavirus pandemic and Russia-Ukraine war. All of these events

in the macro environment in Nigeria have been recorded in existing literature to have

negative consequences on the organisational performance of manufacturing companies in

Nigeria11.

To buttress this submission, the National Bureau of Statistics data on the nominal growth of

the sector showed that despite reported growth, the nominal GDP growth of the sector fell

from 32.10% recorded in the first quarter of 2021 to 11.72% in the first quarter of 2022 (a

20.83% decline)12. Also, Central Bank of Nigeria 2020 data on the Purchasing Managers’

Index (PMI) further disclosed a decline in PMI from 60.8 points in December 2019 to 49.6

points in December 2020. The production level index of the sector as well dropped from

61.8% in December 2019 to 51.6% in December 2020. Furthermore, employment level

generation was also seen to have dropped from 58 points to 46.3 points between the period

December 2019 to December 202013. Research has further shown a drastic drop in the

Manufacturers CEO’s Confidence Index from 44.4 points in the first quarter of 2020 to 42.06

points in the fourth quarter of the same year9.
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As a result, hundreds of Nigerian manufacturing companies have been reported to have either

folded up over the years or relocated to nearby African countries which are perceived to

possess a more business-friendly climate. In line with this, the World Bank Enterprise survey

report further provided that 322 private firms closed business in Nigeria between 2009 and

2014 due to the harsh business climate, corruption, and the political environment in the

Country10. Also, between 2015 and 2017, 196 manufacturing companies were noted to have

shut down their operations in Nigeria. These companies include Berec Batteries; Exide

Batteries; Okin Biscuits; Oshogbo Steel Rolling Mills; Nigeria Sugar Company; Lyle Sugar

Company; Matches Manufacturing Company etc. Some existing companies are also reducing

their firm size by shutting down some of their factories14; for instance, GlaxoSmithKline

Consumer Nigeria Plc. made known its plans to close its Agbara production facility in the

third quarter of 202115. Similarly, a year later after investing US$300 million in its Agbara,

Ogun State production plant in 2017, P & G announced plans to shut down the new plant due

to high cost of importing raw materials and unfriendly government regulations and policies16.

The plant was eventually shut down in July 201817, the company further divested from its

Vicks lemon plus plant in Ibadan, Oyo State14.

The above emphasizes the need for a conscientious effort on the part of the manufacturing

companies at the corporate level to ensure sustainability through corporate governance.

Furthermore, given the evidence that existing firms are shrinking their firm size to cope with

the turbulence in the external environment; the contributions of certain firm-specific factors

would require investigation and understanding, in a bid to ensure the sustainability of

manufacturing companies in Nigeria, in the face of diverse dynamic environmental factors.

The importance of the mannerism by which a firm is controlled in an effort to address or

meet the interest of the firm and its stakeholders underscores the need for effective corporate
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governance4. The relevance of corporate governance to firm sustainability is derived from

how different leaders across the globe meet at the global level to engage in discussions

bordering on corporate sustainability issues and is further strengthened by the stakeholder

theory. Also, given that firm-specific factors are internal organizational factors that can

enhance the performance of firms, in line with the proposition of the resource-based View

theory (RBV); both corporate governance and firm-specific factors, therefore could be seen

to be pivotal to the sustainability of manufacturing companies in Nigeria in the face of the

current challenges. It is also important to note the part played by the external environmental

factors on the sustainability of these firms, this is especially important given the dynamic

nature of the external environment in Nigeria as in other parts of the world; this submission is

further reinforced by the dynamic capability theory and re-emphasizes the need for firms to

build their internal capabilities to maintain a sustainable competitive edge. This follows the

understanding that environmental dynamism accentuates the rate at which changes in external

environmental factors such as markets, technologies, customers, suppliers, and competitors

may affect a firm’s ability to adapt18. Against this background, this study is undertaken to

explore the effect of Corporate Governance and Firm-Specific Factors on the sustainability of

fast-moving consumer goods (FMCGs) manufacturing companies in Nigeria, employing

environmental dynamism as an intervening variable.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

The sustainability of the manufacturing companies in Nigeria has been a source of concern

over the years due to the impact of various complex external forces which continue to exert

negative effects on the ease and cost of conducting manufacturing business in the country,

and have been subsequently reported to have led to the closure of numerous manufacturing

companies in the country14. The importance and the need for manufacturing companies to

operate sustainably cannot be overemphasised, given that an unsustainable company can
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neither meet its going concern nor compete favourably with its counterparts within and

outside its jurisdiction; Neither can such a company enhance economic growth and

development through job creation, income generation for the government, and offering

sustainable product to the citizens. Sustainable operation ensures that manufacturing

companies stay ahead of competition while maintaining a harmonious relationship with

diverse stakeholders19. Various studies have been conducted on the sustainability of Nigerian

manufacturing firms. For instance, financial decisions and sustainability of cash flow in

Nigerian manufacturing companies have been studied, which found assets turnover to be

relevant in attaining a sustainable cashflow 20. Assessment of the effective Factors of Social

Responsibility Disclosure of Listed Consumer Goods Firms on the Nigerian Stock Exchange

has also been researched, the findings suggested a relationship between firm size, profitability,

leverage and CSR disclosure21. The interaction between firm characteristics and sustainability

reporting of Listed Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria has been investigated, the study

found that corporate governance (proxied by board size and bord independence) exerted a

negative effect on the sustainability reporting of listed manufacturing firms in Nigeria22.

Furthermore, the implication of corporate social cost on the profitability of oil marketing

companies in Nigeria has been looked into23. However, the interaction between corporate

governance with particular emphasis on accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder

management, as well as firm-specific factors such as firm size and operational efficiency, and

sustainability of fast-moving consumer goods (FMCGs) manufacturing companies with

consideration given to environmental dynamism in Nigeria require scholarly attention. This

gap in existing literature suggests that nothing concrete is known within empiricism of how

corporate governance and firm-specific factors interact to address sustainability concerns for

FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. It is therefore against this background that

this study sought to investigate Corporate Governance, firm-specific factors, and the
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Sustainability of FMCGs Companies in Nigeria, and raised the question of what relevance are

these dimensions to the sustainability of FMCGs Companies in Nigeria?

1.3 Aim and Objectives of the Study

The aim of this study is to investigate the impact of Corporate Governance measures and

Firm-Specific Factors measures on the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods

(FMCGs) manufacturing companies in Nigeria. The specific objectives of this study seek to:

1. examine the effect of accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management

(corporate governance) on the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods

Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

2. assess how firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) affect the

sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

3. evaluate the joint effect of accountability, agile leadership, stakeholder management

(corporate governance); firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) on

the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria.

4. determine the moderating effect of environmental dynamism on the effect of

accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management (corporate governance)

on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria.

5. determine the mediating effect of environmental dynamism on the effect of firm size

and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) on the sustainability performance of

Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

1.4 Research Questions
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The following research questions will be examined to meet the research objectives.

1. how does accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder management (corporate

governance) affect the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria?

2. what is the effect of firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) on the

sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria?

3. what is the joint effect of accountability, agile leadership, stakeholder management

(corporate governance); firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) on

the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria?

4. what is the moderating effect of environmental dynamism on the effect of

accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder management (corporate governance)

on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria?

5. what is the mediating effect of environmental dynamism on the effect of firm size and

operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) on the sustainability performance of

Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria?

1.5 Hypotheses

The following hypothesis will be tested in this study.

H01: Accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management (corporate governance)

will have no significant effect on the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods

Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.
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H02: Firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factor) will have no significant

effect on the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria.

H03: Accountability, agile leadership, stakeholder management (corporate governance);

firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) will have no significant

effect on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods

Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

H04: Environmental dynamism will have no significant moderating effect on the effect of

accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management (corporate governance)

on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria.

H05: Environmental dynamism will have no significant mediating effect on the effect of

firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) on the sustainability

performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

1.6 Significance of the Study

This study is significant to diverse stakeholders, which include manufacturers of fast-moving

consumer goods, government, the body of academia, and the society in the following ways:

This study provides strategic information to the selected FMCGs manufacturing companies

on corporate governance and firm-specific factors to develop or drive various measures of

organizational sustainability such as profitability, social, and environmental performance.

Furthermore, this study recognizes the macro environment with the understanding that

Government plays a significant role in providing the framework within which business
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operates through economic policies. This study provides the Government with empirical

information to substantiate the of effect the macro environment on the sustainability of

FMCGs companies in the country with the hope that policies that will favour the polity will

be formed and implemented.

Also, to the body of academia, this study addressed some gaps in the existing literature on

determinants of sustainability. More specifically, it tested the conceptual model that

evaluated the effect of corporate governance (proxied by accountability, agile leadership, and

stakeholder management); and firm-specific factors (proxied by firm-size and operational

efficiency) on the dimensions of sustainable development of FMCGs manufacturing

companies in the Nigeria context. Hence, contributing to recent research in this regard and

adding to the scanty empirical literature on the interaction between corporate governance,

firm-specific factors, and sustainability with consideration given to the moderating impact of

environmental dynamism. It also serves as reference material for students to learn and further

create a platform in the field of sustainable strategic management for further studies, thus

pushing the frontier of knowledge.

Finally, this study would be beneficial to the society at large, considering that when firms

attain sustainable performance, there comes a ripple effect of expansion, job opportunity and

income generation.

1.7 Scope of the Study

This study explores the impact of corporate governance and firm-specific factors on the

sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods (FMCGs) Manufacturing Companies in

Nigeria. To this end, six registered FMCGs manufacturing companies with head offices in
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Lagos State Nigeria were selected. The selected FMCG companies are all registered

companies with their total market share constituting 85% of the share of the consumer goods

industry in Nigeria1. The study examined how Corporate Governance (proxied by

accountability, leadership, and stakeholder management) and Firm-specific factor (proxied by

Firm size and Operational Efficiency) affect the three dimensions of organizational

sustainability (Social, Environmental and Economic performance (profitability)). To provide

a robust explanation for the intended functional relationship between the independent and

dependent variables, a third variable (Environmental dynamism) was introduced as a

moderator in the interaction between corporate governance and sustainability, and as a

mediator in the interaction between firm-specific factors and sustainability.

The study covered 5,710 regular employees of six selected fast-moving consumer goods

manufacturing companies in Lagos State across the three levels of management. The choice

of conducting the research in Lagos State was because more than 70% of the manufacturers

of FMCGs have their head office in the state. Also, Lagos State is considered the hub of

manufacturing activities in Nigeria24.

1.8 Limitation to the Study

Just like most research, this study has limitations that must be acknowledged to provide

opportunities for future studies.

Precisely, the study was focused mainly on six manufacturers of fast-moving consumer goods

in Lagos State, Nigeria given their presence in the State. As with any single industry research,

the finding of this study is limited to the managers in this line of business. The adoption of a

cross-sectional survey design equally suggests that the study was unable to provide

explanations of the changes in the dependent variable (sustainability) attributable to the

independent variables (corporate governance, firm-specific factors dimensions) and
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moderating/mediating variable (environmental dynamism) over a long period. Nonetheless,

this study was not affected by this weakness because its broad objective was to evaluate the

effect of corporate governance and firm-specific factor dimensions on organisational

sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria,

involved the collection of data at a point in time. Thereby playing to the strength of the

design.

The unit of analysis considered in this study involved management-level regular employees

of the selected companies. Although the researcher included the three management levels as

the unit of analysis, the fear was that not every respondent (particularly new and operational

level employees) was able to provide accurate feedback on the questionnaire items. To

address the quality of response expected for this study, the research included a question in the

bio-data section, which requested respondents to rate their knowledge of the overall

organisational activities and performance of their company on a scale of 1-10. Respondents

who selected six above on the scale were considered appropriate because they show the

adequacy of knowledge of the overall organisational activities and performance. This

procedure has been used by scholars to improve the quality of response, which invariably

affected the result of their studies25.

In addition, this study is mindful of the fact that several other factors can equally influence

the sustainability of the selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturer in Lagos State,

Nigeria. To relate these variables (accountability, agile leadership, stakeholder management,

firm size and operational efficiency) together; this study held other factors as being constant.

It is imperative to note that the variable considered in this study are context-specific and the

inability to consider all other factors that can influence sustainability of fast-moving

consumer goods manufacturer in Lagos State, Nigeria cannot jeopardise the findings of this
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study. Despite these limitations, this study provides important conceptual, empirical,

theoretical and practical implications for managers regarding the corporate governance

strategies and firm-specific factors needed to improve sustainability in a dynamic

environment. In all, the identified limitation of this study presents potential areas for further

research.

1.9 Operationalisation of the Research Variables

The variables of this study are classified into three – independent, dependent, and intervening

variables. The Independent Variables are classified into two groups viz, Corporate

Governance (Xi) which is measured as accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder

management; and Firm-Specific Factors (Wi) measured as firm size and operational

efficiency. The dependent variable (Yi) sustainability is measured by the three dimensions of

sustainability (social performance, environmental performance, and economic performance

(profitability). The intervening variable (Z) is environmental dynamism. The measurement of

the dependent and independent variables and their acronyms are presented in Table 1 in the

appendix.

Therefore, Sustainability as a dependent variable is operationalised with the following

measures:

Y = y1, y2, y3

Where

Y = Sustainability

y1= Corporate social responsibility (CSR),

y2= Environment (EVT).
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y3= Profitability (PRT)

Similarly, the first independent variable Corporate Governance (CG) is operationalised with

the following indicators:

X = x1, x2, x3

Where

X = Corporate Governance (CG)

x1= Accountability (ACT),

x2= Agile Leadership (AGL),

x3= Stakeholder management (SMG)

Also, the second independent variable Firm-specific factor (FSF) is operationalised as:

W = w1, w2

Where

W = Firm-specific factor (FSF)

w1= Firm size (FS),

w2= Operational efficiency (OE),

This study incorporates one intervening variable (Z) – Environmental dynamism (EVD).

1.10 Operational Definition of Terms

Accountability: defines the acceptance of responsibility and rendition of stewardship to

stakeholders.
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Sustainability: defines the ability of a firm to operate profitably while maintaining a

harmonious relationship with diverse stakeholders, without degrading or destroying the

environment or environmental assets as a result.

Corporate Governance: refers to the mannerism by which a firm regulated in an effort to

address or meet the interest of the firm and its stakeholders.

Efficiency: deploying resources in a manner that minimizes resources consumed to achieve

the same or better output level without compromising quality.

Environmental Dynamism: refers to those turbulent forces which are external to the firm

with the ability to shape or influence the organization’s plan and strategy and/or its outcome.

Firm-specific Factors: defines the resources and capabilities of an organization identified to

be of relevant impact in deciding a course of action.

Firm size: defines the quantification of the magnitude of a firm using relevant financial and

non-financial information.

Leadership: defines channelling the organization’s available resources towards achieving set

goals and objectives.

Stakeholder Management: defines controlling the outcome of relationships with those who

can either be affected by the organization’s activities or/and can affect the organization’s

activities.
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Chapter Two

Literature Review

2.0 Preamble

The review of related literature of this study captures the conceptual, empirical, and

theoretical framework of relevance to this study. This is important to provide a good

understanding to the researcher and readers of the works done in existing studies with respect

to the variables under study and help their examination. The conceptual review looks at

definitions and other features of each of the variables bearing cognisance as established by

previous studies. The empirical review examined different methodologies employed by

several studies and their findings. Finally, the theoretical framework covers a review of those

theories that provided theoretical explanations and justification for the independent and

dependent variables of this study and the conceptual framework of the study; it also

established the theory upon which the study is anchored. Conceptual, as well as the

mathematical model of this study, was also presented.

2.1 Conceptual Review

2.1.1 Sustainability

In general terms, sustainability refers to the ability to maintain a certain rate or level of an

activity, object, or subject over time. It is defined as the ability to continuously meet or

achieve current needs or goals without jeopardizing the ability of future generations to meet

theirs1. This definition follows the concept of sustainable development as proposed by the

world commission on environment and development, which is an initiative of the United

Nations introduced in 1987. In line with this, firms are required to pursue their wealth

creation agenda while contributing to the reduction of poverty without impairing the natural

environment2.
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Sustainability depicts the ability to continue an endeavour indefinitely through resource

regeneration at a rate equal to or better still higher than the rate at which such resources are

consumed, in such a manner that the integrity of natural biotic systems is not impaired3.

Sustainability, therefore, portrays conducting a current action to meet a present need while

giving due consideration to the impact that action may have on future generations’ ability to

meet their own needs1. Sustainability or sustainable development as initially proposed in

1979 by Rene Passet is built on three pillars viz the economy, the society, and the

environment. These pillars are also respectively referred to as the economic pillar, social

pillar, and environmental pillar. A fourth pillar, the cultural pillar is also included by some

authors3.

Corporate sustainability is a unified concept of both top-down and bottom-up approaches. It

views a firm responsibility to be beyond profit-making. Strong corporate sustainability

recognizes the rights and social needs of the people. Two social activities define corporate

sustainability, viz: (i) global environmental activity with emphasis on sustaining the global

environment and sustainable development; and (ii) business activity with a focus on a

specialized area of a broader market that the firm can serve to differentiate itself while

factoring in societal concerns (corporate environmentalism). Corporate Sustainability,

therefore, could be said to be a stakeholder's right recognition concept4. Thus, Corporate

Sustainability can be further defined as a business approach that maximizes stockholder’s

wealth, while contributing to societal development in a manner that the firm’s activity does

not destroy environmental assets.

The above definition captures the primary ingredients of sustainability (Economic, Social,

and Environment) as initially proposed in 1979 by Rene Passet. Furthermore, as a topmost

priority of the international community, and the main agenda of the post-2015 development

agenda; the United Nations (UN) systems currently dwell on all these three pillars. The
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Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) operates at the centre of this system as the platform

that unites, follow-up, and review all effort on sustainable development. The United Nations

(UN) 2030 Sustainability Development Goals (SDGs), with 195 nations around the world in

agreement proposes 17 SDGs targeted to be achieved by the year 2030. These goals include

eradication of poverty; Zero hunger; Good health and well-being; Quality Education; Gender

Equality; Clean water Sanitation; Decent work, and Economic Growth etc. To accomplish

these goals the UN intends to engage governments, businesses, media, and other 5.

The interconnection between the three dimensions of sustainability provides an understanding

of how the economic pillar, social pillar, and environmental pillar relate to ensuring

sustainable development. From the figure below, it could be argued that entities activities on

earth do bear implications on these three pillars 6.

Figure 2.1: Relationship between Social, Environmental, and Economic Sustainability

Source: Wanamaker, 2018
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The dimensions of sustainability considered in this study in line with the post-2015

sustainability agenda of the UN are the social, environmental, and economic dimensions.

2.1.1.1 Social Sustainability

Social sustainability is a critical aspect of sustainable development which have suffered

neglect over time. Often, structures are put in place to address social sustainability

performance but in reality, structures alone cannot create a sustainable society, although they

can act as a catalyst for achieving its goals as well as hindering same7. There are various

dimensions to social sustainability, an organization can impact four of these dimensions viz,

employees of the company; the local community; stakeholder participation with regards to

sharing of information and participation in decision making; and socio-economic issues, like

taxation, corruption, and property right. Unlike the economic dimension of sustainability

which views cost and profit as an end, the socio-economic dimension views cost and profit as

a means to an end. The social aspect of firms is often referred to as Corporate Social

Responsibility (CSR)8.

The term “corporate Social Responsibility” gained popularity in the late 1960s and early

1970s following the wide recognition of stakeholder-ship among various organizations. The

concept aims to promote ethical behaviours amongst firms while conducting their economic

activities to mitigate the negative effects of such activities on stakeholders, consumers,

employees, etc.9. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) are various activities conducted by a

firm that shows that the firm’s concern is not only on the economic benefit it derives from its

activities, but also extends to the social and environmental performance10. Due to the various

production activities of companies, which generate both negative and positive impacts

economically and socially, companies play a vital role in contributing to sustainability

through various strategies. CSR performance has in recent times become an effective tool

used in minimizing the negative impacts of firm activities to the benefit of both the firm and
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stakeholders. More companies around the globe are now becoming more conscious of their

CSR performance with the realization of the contribution of such performance to the ability

of the company to generate more sustainable profit, corporate growth, and value for all

stakeholders11. CSR enhances a firm’s relationship with its customers, which in turn

improves the competitive advantage of the firm, thereby contributing positively to the firm’s

social legitimacy, and in recent times has become a tool employed by companies to improve

their profitability12. Companies’ sustainability performance is influenced either by voluntary

action or out of legal obligation imposed by authorities10. The Company and Allied Matters

Act (CAMA) 1990 provides the conception of CSR as practiced in Nigeria. While CSR may

be viewed by some as a philanthropic act by companies, in an actual sense is not necessarily

so. Companies are mostly allowed to engage in philanthropic acts only if such contributions

are of benefit to the company as well as interest and success of stockholders in the long run.

CSR on the other hand is a voluntary act or an act required by an authority, which obligates

companies to contribute to society and stakeholders with the view of establishing and

maintaining a harmonious relationship with all stakeholders13. The benefit of such accrues to

the company and the society at large.

2.1.1.2 Environmental Sustainability

The historical concept of sustainability as it relates to the adequacy of environmental assets to

continue to support the earth’s ever-increasing population became popular with the

Malthusian population theory in the early 1800s. Arguments were however offered that

technology could be used to bridge the threat of environmental resource depletion due to the

astronomical increase in population. Nevertheless, given that some of these natural resources

are finite in nature and could in the real sense be depleted to the point of extinction, the

postulation of Malthus began to sink into consciousness6.
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Environmental sustainability is concerned with the natural environment and the impact of

human activities on environmental assets. In this regard, to sustain the environment, its assets

should be utilized in a way that does not destroy or deplete the environmental asset in a

quantum that renders such assets unavailable for the future generation. This requires society

to model its activities in a manner that meets human needs while preserving the life support

system of the planet. Resource consumption has various impacts on sustainability, when

resources are consumed beyond nature's ability to regenerate such resources, it results in

environmental degradation. In the long run, environmental degradation leads to unsustainable

human life, which on a global level implies a higher death rate until the population falls to a

level that the degraded environment can support. A steady economy can be achieved when

the rate of consumption of environmental assets equals the rate of regeneration of such asses.

However, the ideal sustainable level – environmental sustainability, is the level at which the

rate of nature’s ability to regenerate consumed assets is higher than the rate at which such

assets are consumed3. Thus, the success of an entity does not only rely on its financial

performance but also the impact of the organization’s activities on both the natural and social

environment4.

Manufacturing activities contribute significantly to issues surrounding environmental

sustainability. This can be traced to the various stages of the life cycle of the product, ranging

from the extraction of raw materials, production of finished goods, use of finished goods, and

disposal of used goods14. Strategies such as reduction of waste and energy consumption as

well as the use of clean energy are common approaches employed by companies in recent

times to reduce the impact of their activities on the environment. This practice has also led to

creating awareness amongst customers who now use this as a criterion in selecting their

vendors. Furthermore, this practice has also contributed to the shift to adopting

environmentally friendly approaches to manufacturing activities12.
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The burning of fossil fuels, and the conversion of forests to agricultural lands have been

identified as major contributors to climate change over the years. The burning of fossil fuels

produces carbon dioxide, which is also a form of greenhouse gas, the resultant effect being

global warming15. Human activities, therefore, have been identified as the major contributor

to global greenhouse gas emissions. Looking at this from a sector perspective, the electricity

and heat production sector contributed 25% of the 2010 global greenhouse gas emissions

through the burning of coal, natural gas, and oil for electricity and heat. This was followed by

industries activities for energy generation with the exclusion of associated emissions which

contributed 21%; other sectors such as Agricultural, forestry, and other land use;

Transportation; Building; and other Energy; respectively contribute 24%, 14% 6% and 10%

16. In all the various forms of greenhouse gases, for the year 2015, carbon dioxide was the

most emitted, contributing 76%; followed by methane 16%, nitrous oxide 6%, and HFC

(hydrofluorocarbon), PFC (perfluorocarbon), SF6 2%. China, the United States of America,

India, Russia, and Japan are noted to be the five countries that produce the most carbon

dioxide globally at an emission rate of 28%, 15%, 7%, and 3% respectively as of August

202117.

The impact of climate change has been felt globally, even more in recent times which may be

associated with the depletion of the ozone layer due to various human activities. Reports have

shown that unless corrective measures are taken, in the next 100 years, global temperatures

might rise to a point never experienced in history, the adverse effect of which can only be

imagined18.

The Nigerian Government has enacted various laws and regulations to ensure the

environment is duly protected. Such laws include the National Environmental Protection Act

of 1988, the Harmful Wastes Act of 1988, and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
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Act of 1992. The Federal Ministry of Environment is saddled with the responsibility of

administering and enforcing these laws in Nigeria19.

2.1.1.3 Economic Sustainability

Economic sustainability is the incorporation of cost and profits. Thus, most firms find

comfort in the economic pillar of sustainability20. Economic sustainability depicts attaining

economic growth in a manner that is characterized by a positive impact on the society,

environment, and culture of the people. A sustainable establishment must be able to generate

profit from its operations. However, the emphasis of the economic pillar is not about

generating a profit by all means. Rather, this pillar proposes the generation of profit in a way

that does not negatively impact the interest of diverse stakeholders and in ambiance with the

other two (2) pillars of social and environmental. The economic pillar is about firm

compliance, risk management, and good governance. While performance under this pillar

may not be an issue in some jurisdictions, it could be seen to be an issue in other parts of the

world. As a governance pillar, the economic pillar advocates for an alignment between the

interest of both internal and external stakeholders. It emphasizes accurate and transparent

accounting methods, shareholder involvement in critical decision-making, and avoidance of

illegalities in pursuance of economic gaols20.

At the global level, economic sustainability can be described as an interminable success of an

economy attained by maintaining the integrity of both the social and environmental pillars of

sustainability. It is also proposed as the ability to maintain a steady level of the growth rate of

national GDP continuously without impacting negatively on both the social, environmental,

and cultural elements of the community21. Sustainability is also defined as practices that

support long-term economic growth without negatively impacting the social, environmental,

and cultural aspects of the community22.
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2.1.2 Corporate Governance

Corporate governance in general terms refers to the way organizations are directed and

controlled, in alignment with the interest of various stakeholders23. It is defined as “the

process and structure used to direct and manage business affairs of the company towards

promoting business prosperity and corporate accountability with the ultimate objective of

realising long-term shareholder value while (considering) the interest of other stakeholders.”

It offers a context within which firm conduct their activities harmoniously through the

identification and distribution of rights and responsibilities of diverse stakeholders24.

Corporate governance factors the rights and obligations of diverse stakeholders and provides

the rules governing how they relate to one another. It provides assurance to investors on the

efficiency of the firm leadership in running the affairs of the firm25. Corporate Governance is

based on the principles of accountability, transparency, responsibility, and fairness26. It

specifies those given power, charged with accountability, and decision-making

responsibilities in an organization. It also relates to the mannerism by which firms are

governed and the objective it intends to achieve27 and stipulates how responsibilities and

rights are distributed amongst various stakeholders which include its stockholders, board of

directors, managers28, employees, creditors, customers, and the community23. The board of

directors is pivotal to corporate governance, given that they have the power to take such vital

decisions that could affect all the other stakeholders29. Likewise, the inclination of the

organization toward sustainable practices depends on the seriousness of its corporate

governance30.

The framework of corporate governance as provided by the Organization for Economic

Cooperation and Development (OECD) was initially issued in 199928; The 2015 edition

which is also referred to as the G20/OECD covers the financial and corporate aspects of

practices and policies that could impact how relevant and efficient a firm could be31. The
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principles of corporate governance focused on listed firms, though it is also adaptable by non-

listed firms for the formulation of corporate policies. These principles are not mandated or

mandatory upon entities, rather they seek to provide a benchmark that could be followed to

achieve good corporate governance. As a dynamic concept, corporate governance is updated

overtime to reflect current realities thereby enhancing its significance and usefulness in

corporate policy formulation. The principle covers six key areas of corporate governance, viz

(i) provides the basis for an effective corporate governance framework; (ii) design of the legal

regulatory requirement; (iii) apportionment of duties amongst those charged with authority;

(iv) The role of stock market regulation in corporate governance; (v) The capacity of

respective authorities to carry out their duties efficiently; and (vi) Enhancement of cross-

border co-operation31.

The governance of an organization can be viewed from two perspectives. The internal

perspective which focuses on how leadership runs the organization in line with the principle

of Good Corporate Governance (GCG), and the external perspective which focuses on how

the organization interacts with external stakeholders harmoniously while meeting the goals of

the organization25. Recent events in the corporate world such as corporate fraudulent

practices and economic downturns have contributed to the emphasis on corporate governance

over time32. Good corporate governance is beneficial to the company, its shareholders, and

the Nation’s economy at large. To the company, corporate governance defines access to

capital and financial markets; it enhances the survival of the company in the face of

competition and aid to mitigate conflicts of interest between various stakeholders. Also, good

corporate governance enhances supervision and encourages the Board and Management to

act in the best interest of the company. To the national economy, well-directed and controlled

firms have been seen to attract more premium for their shares than those firms that at poorly

governed23. In addition, good corporate governance aids the process of decision, improves
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environmental performance, enhances due process, curbs internal corruption, improves the

confidence of stakeholders, and attracts FDI into the country33.

The pioneering Code of Best Practice on Corporate Governance in Nigeria was issued under

the Security and Exchange Commission Code 2003; Although, several laws contribute to the

practice of corporate governance as it exists in Nigeria. The major regulation is however

provided under the Companies and Allied Matters Act Cap c20. These laws aim to ensure

that firms in the country are managed in a way that promotes accountability, responsibility,

and due consideration to relevant stakeholders34. The theoretical frame of corporate

governance concern is also referred to as the “4 p’s” of corporate governance. The 4 p’s stand

for people (hiring the right people for the job); performance (hiring competent hands with

required skills); Process and policies (formulating and installing the right policy and process

that enhances monitoring and feedback)33.

This study considers the accountability, leadership (agile), and stakeholder measures of

corporate governance.

2.1.2.1 Accountability

Accountability is a key aspect of corporate governance as those charged with the

responsibility of managing shareholder’s funds need to give an account of their stewardship35;

It thus becomes paramount in situations where the actions of one entity affect other entities36.

The definition of accountability varies, depending on what is considered as the rendition of

account in a particular situation which ultimately defines what accountability should be under

the circumstance37. Generally, accountability depicts accepting responsibility for actions

taken. It means acceptance to act ethically and honestly in one’s dealings. In other realms,

accountability depicts an accurate rendition of the financial records38. In the corporate world,

accountability goes beyond financial accountability; it extends to the firm’s performance



31

from a social and environmental perspective. By this, firms are to be responsible for the

impact of their activities on society and the environment. They are also to be accountable to

their workforce and member of the society within which they operate39. Accountability as a

regulatory requirement is one of the tools used to address issues of interest conflict among

stakeholders in a firm40. Corporate accountability therefore can be defined as a practice where

firms are held responsible for their activities by stakeholders35. Firm failure has its impact on

all stakeholders including the larger society, this has led to the higher demand for corporate

accountability41.

International organizations such as the International Audit Assurance Standard Board

(IAASB) also play a role in corporate accountability by ensuring a sustainable assurance

process. By this, the AA1000 standard addresses how the principle of accountability is

applied by assurance providers with the aim of assuring stakeholders of the manner in which

sustainability performance is managed and communicated by the firm in its sustainability

reporting42.

2.1.2.2 Agile Leadership

Leadership depicts harnessing the resources of an organization to achieve the goals and

aspirations of that organization43. Effective leadership is a product of good governance44. To

be effective, the focus of leadership should not only be on financial benefits as a guide to

decision-making. Rather it should extend to the understanding of the interaction between the

financial and the non-financial aspect of the business, given the complex nature of the

business world. To achieve performance in the three dimensions of sustainability requires

firm consciousness. However, as an artificial being, firm consciousness can only be

demonstrated by the conscious performance of the Board in the various sustainability

dimensions44. The Board of Directors occupy the peak level of the leadership chain, they play
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a significant and central role in strategic leadership in an organization. Various definition of

the function of the Board indicates the significant role played by the Board in the strategic

process of a firm. This function as forwarded by various scholars includes management

function (delegation of the day to day management of the firm to senior managers), oversight

function, monitoring function, providing strategic direction and values, ensuring

organizational capability, awareness, and compliance with legal responsibility, achieving an

adequate financial return for shareholders, effective management oversight, governance, risk

management and prevention of conflict of interest, the establishment of mission, vision and

institutional values, etc45.

To be effective, corporate leaders need to keep employees motivated to achieve better

performance. Also, senior management leadership need to key into motivating the workforce

to ensure that even in the absence of direct supervision, employees are willing and able to

without supervision put in their best efforts to enhance productivity. Such motivation is also

essential to maintain employee productivity and efficiency in the face of dynamic competitive

business environment. Furthermore, considering the diverse character embedded in the

workforce, an innovative and strategic approach is necessary from both corporate leadership

and governance to channel these differential characteristics of employees toward achieving

the overall objective of the firm. This is further underscored by the understanding that,

employees play a central role in corporate governance, as such without adequate motivation it

could be difficult to get the best out of them46.

To lead depicts to guide, and the person or group offering such guidance is referred to as the

leaders. Leadership at the corporate level, therefore, signifies the process whereby the leaders

communicate effectively to the workforce with a view to encouraging best performance in

order to achieve firm objectives47. Leadership is about making decisions and implementing of

same. Various approaches to decision-making and characteristics (such as demographic or
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psychological) of the decision-maker define the success or otherwise of the firm36. One of the

vices befalling organizations such as corporate fraud can also be deterred by good leadership

backed by regulators. To the extent that a strong leader can exert significant influence on the

workforce to shone fraudulent practices in an organization. The culture practiced within an

organization has its impact on good corporate governance as it does on the leadership of the

firm, thus it is important for leaders to promote a decent corporate culture in the

organization43. In like manner, the success of an organization lies in the core value of its

leadership and the ability of leadership to be result-oriented. The inability of leadership to

produce the desired result in the organization could lead to crises within the organization.

Good Corporate Governance, therefore, provides assurance to stakeholders of the ability of

leadership to steer the wheels of the organization to a profitable end; just as it seeks to protect

the organization’s resources against misuse while maintaining harmony within the various

systems put installed in the organization25.

There are various styles of leadership, which include: The autocratic leadership (where the

leader takes decision and issues orders to followers to be followed, with little input from

followers); The visionary leadership (where the leader bring forth the organization’s vision to

be pursued, explains how to they think the organization goals could be achieved while

soliciting for the opinion of the followers, thus motivate followers to meet expectations); The

pacesetting leadership (where the leader being highly driven by result sets high target and

pushes followers to ensure such target are achieved); The democratic leadership (where the

leader involves the employees in the decision-making process, seeks for their opinion and

keeps employees informed of matters relating to and that could impact their responsibility

before deciding on the cause of action to be taken); The coaching leadership (This style of

leadership view the employees as resources to be developed and deployed, with the

understanding that the employee has talents that could be tapped for the benefit of the
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organization, if the full potential of such talent is unleashed); The affiliative leadership (a

style that put the employee first with consideration given to the emotional state of employees,

thereby fostering a personal connection with the employees and instilling harmony among the

team); The laissez-faire Leadership (a leadership style most applicable when leading

professionals and experienced employees. It gives a free hand to followers to operate and

take decisions on their own, trusting their judgement with little supervision)48.

In contemporary times, the demand on the 21st-century leaders has given birth to new

leadership styles that are informed by the dynamic nature of the business environment. Such

leadership styles include “agile leadership”. Agile leadership is a style of leadership that

depicts leaders exhibiting calmness while under pressure, embracing innovative thinking,

being proactive, and giving right guidance and inspiration to employees. The survival, growth,

and sustainability of firms with well-defined mission that encourages employees to think and

take action spontaneously to satisfy the organization’s customers, feeds perfectly into the

concept of Agile leadership49. The need for agile leadership and self-organized employees is

further informed by the conditions requiring organizations to be more flexible, and the

increase in the swiftness of changes in market conditions50. The orientation of this study

would be tilted towards agile leadership, given the need for flexible and proactive leadership

to maintain the sustainability of the FMCGs manufacturers in Nigeria, in the face of the

dynamic environment within which the companies operate.

2.1.2.3 Stakeholder Management

Stakeholders are referred to as those whose influence could impact the existence or otherwise

of an organization51. A stakeholder is also referred to as any entity that can either affect or

can be affected by the firm’s activities, such as vendors, customers, employees, etc.52

stakeholders in an organization can be categorised according to their degree of influence as
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primary stakeholders or secondary stakeholder. The primary stakeholders are direct interest

holders in the organization without which the organization may seize to exist (such as

shareholders, employees, suppliers, etc.). Though they do not hold a direct interest in the

business, secondary stakeholders are those that could exert some level of impact on the

organization, even though their non-existence does not lead to the closure of the business

(such as trade unions, business competitors, etc.)53.

Business is about value creation through interactions between diverse stakeholders, the

management of these diverse degrees of interactions is termed stakeholder management.

Stakeholders are referred to as primary stakeholders if their interaction with the organization

concerned defines the survival of the organization. Such stakeholder includes those that

provide finance for the business, the community within which the business operates,

customers as well as suppliers of the firm, and the staff of the organization. The support of

these classes of stakeholders is paramount to the success of the organization and as such must

be well managed. Broader perspective stakeholders are the secondary stakeholders, these

groups include the government, business rivals, the media, activists, critics and other interest

groups, environmentalists, etc., with the tendency to influence the primary stakeholders.54

In line with the stakeholder theory, maintaining a robust relationship with diverse

stakeholders is significant to the ability of a firm to create value which also improves the

ability of the organization to be successful55. The practice where the views and interests of

such groups are factored into the firm’s plan is referred to as stakeholder management.

Events of recent times have shown the importance of stakeholder management to firm

performance. It de-emphasizes the profit maximization motives of firms and highlights the

need for firms to put into consideration the need for a harmonious relationship between the

firm and those who have a stake in the firm as an approach to ensuring the firm’s continuous

existence51.
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Stakeholder management is a process of organizing, monitoring, and improving relationships

between an organization and those with a stake in the organization in view of diverse risks

faced by the stakeholders as a result of the organization’s activities. Stakeholder management

involves conducting an analytical view and understanding of those affected by the firm’s

activities and those whose activities affect the firm and using findings to formulate policies

aimed at mitigating the risk associated with such interdependence. All organizations have

stakeholders who either place a demand on the organization or which the organization places

a demand on; however, just as the organization does not impact all these diverse stakeholders,

not all the stakeholders have an effect on the organization. Thus, it is paramount for

organizations to identify and act on those few stakeholders that it can impact or that can

impact it. Management, therefore, has a role in managing these stakeholders to reconcile the

goals of the organization with the differing needs of these stakeholders52. From the economist

perspective, stakeholder management is a tool that aids qualitative decision making, improves

firm accountability, contributes to good firm reputation, and trust and diverse stakeholders.

From the normative angle, however, it is viewed to be prompted by the view of the firm and

its moral predisposition51.

The concept of stakeholder management underscores the need for ethical consideration by

firms while pursuing their profit motives by factoring in the social as well as the

environmental implication of the approaches adopted by the firm56. Stakeholder management

plays a significant role in several aspects of the global sustainability drive, such as in the

management of projects57, as well as ecotourism beyond the field of management and

business53. It also aids to create awareness of current developments as regards ways to

capture and recycle carbon dioxide to provide social, economic, and environmental gains

through technologies such as Carbon Capture and Storage technologies (CCS)58. Stakeholder

management is also about effective communication and the inclusion of the firm’s
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sustainability commitments efforts in communications with stakeholders, this breeds

sustainable conduct amongst stakeholders. It also enables the establishment of a balance of

indifference in access to information between the various classes of stakeholders, especially

when the external stakeholders have limited information to evaluate the performance and

conduct of the management team59.

Stakeholder management is also an important aspect of an organization’s supply chain, where

firms engage various stakeholders such as regulators, communities, etc. This is also important

in the process of sustainable supply chain innovation by using information collected while

interacting with diverse stakeholders to seek improved production and delivery system60.

Stakeholder management has also gained popularity in the successful delivery of projects. As

a social activity, projects execution requires decent communication amongst the diverse

interest groups to establish trust and understanding, which aids in solving problems between

stakeholders that may ensue in the cause of the project due to diverse interests. In this regard,

stakeholder management can be viewed as a process where the interest of diverse

stakeholders is identified, collected, analysed, and considered in a way that ensures the

project is achieved. This approach addresses challenges relating to the social and

environmental pillar of sustainability which management need to factor into their plans to

ensure the successful implementation of their project61.

Firms are expected to report on not just their economic performance (profitability) but also on

their social and environmental performance. However, while some firms report on their social

and environmental performance to legitimize their activities to stakeholders, other firms do

not. Various reasons have been ascribed to this reluctance in disclosure. Some firms avoid

social performance reporting to avoid being looked upon as using social performance to hide

some illicit acts conducted by the firm. Also, studies have shown that firms that perform less

with their primary stakeholders do evade publicising social performance to avoid backlash
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from the ill-treated primary stakeholders62. It is however important to maintain a cordial

association with stakeholders given that such association exerts an impact on firm financial

performance and also exerts a moderating effect on corporate social responsibility and

corporate financial performance - primary stakeholders like employees can be pressured by

other stakeholders of impact to shift their loyalty to them63. Furthermore, simply reporting on

social and environmental performance may not be a true indication that the reporting firm is

actually conducting its activities in line with the sustainable development goals agenda.

Especially where no significant change is affected by the firm in the way it conducts its

activities, such practice by firms is referred to as “greenwashing” or “SDG washing”.

Sustainability practices to be proven to be observed must be seen to engage the principle of

stakeholder management which requires that firms view their activities and how it impacts

their stakeholders from a strategic viewpoint. Significantly, firm sustainability endeavours

contribute to sustainable development goals when such endeavours seek to address demand

from those groups of stakeholders with the ability to influence the outcome of firm’s

activities. These group of stakeholders are also referred to as “powerful stakeholders”64.

Stakeholder management promotes better capital market operation as it improves the value of

firms from an ethical and sustainability perspective. Firms that consider stakeholder

management as a key component of corporate governance as against shareholder

management, tend to factor more variables into their corporate governance/decision-making

process. This is given that stakeholder management includes both the shareholders and others

with a stake in the organization’s existence which if ignored could eventually impact the

value of the firm on the stock market65. Stakeholder management, therefore, requires good

leadership skills with the ability to communicate, plan, resolve conflicts etc. and get

stakeholders’ buy-in into the organization’s project66.
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Those at the helm of managing and directing the affairs of organizations view sustainability

as an on-going process which involves establishing a balance between the management of

various classes of the organization’s stakeholders. Two major approaches to stakeholder

management can be coined out of the combined interest of these stakeholders viz, (i)

Management of Stakeholders and; (ii) management for stakeholders. The former approach

views stakeholders as resources to be managed to achieve the project at hand, while the latter

aims at creating value for stakeholders through available resources. Thus, infusing

sustainability into the interactions between various levels of stakeholders and the objective to

be achieved67. Therefore, the multiplicity of stakeholders that a firm needs to deal with

requires the need for an effective strategy to enable the management as well as leadership to

understand and manage relationships with these diverse stakeholders. Effective corporate

governance is dependent on the quality of the Board of Directors vis-a-vis their human and

social capital. It also defines the firm’s sustainability performance as well as the ability to

direct firm activities in line with the interest of holders of diverse stakes in the firm68.

2.1.3 Firm-Specific Factors

This study considers those internal factors that have been seen to be of focus by firms in

Nigeria in their effort to remain operational in the face of the diverse external forces

impacting their sustainability. Therefore, the firm-specific factors considered in this study are

the firm size and level of efficiency of the firm.

2.1.3.1 Firm Size

An Industry is typically made up of firms, and these firms come in different sizes with

varying production costs. The ideal firm size from the angle of the economist is that size that

promotes efficiency (i.e., the lowest production cost per unit). Also, the firm is made up of

plants or factories, etc. where goods and services are produced and supplied. The plant
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contains both pieces of machinery, equipment, workers, land, etc., and the firm may own one

or various plants either geared towards producing particular goods/services or multiple

goods/services. Thus, a firm is an entity that owns, controls, and manages a plant alongside

other productive resources with the view of making a profit. Hence, the quantum of plants

and productive resources owned, managed, and controlled by the firm determines the size of

the firm. A firm is said to be at optimum (optimum firm) when after considering all existing

conditions (both internal capacity and external dynamism) has the lowest average cost per

unit produced in the long run. The optimum firm size, therefore, is the size of the firm which

best supports its optimum position, any further increase in the firm size beyond such point

produces a diminishing return69.

There are various methodologies for determining firm size, these include the firm’s total

revenue, total assets, the market value of equity, number of employees, etc. Every method has

its advantage and shortcomings. The use of revenue generated to measure firm size is a

backwards-looking approach though indicates the firm's market competition. The total assets

approach indicates resources utilized by the firm to meet its objective. The market value of

equity approach provides an indication of the firm's equity market condition as well as its

growth prospects70.

Firm size serves as a tool used by firms to gain a competitive advantage over their

counterparts in an industry. Larger firms have been observed to have better financial

performance and pay better wages to their employees71, and further serve as a common

determinant of the disclosure requirement of companies. Bigger companies are often required

to disclose more information in their financial reports, which is also associated with the

political pressure on CSR performance72.
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Firm size has been identified as a significant factor in the determination of a firm’s

profitability73. Larger firms are more prone to potential losses due to the quantum of assets

employed in their operations. Also, large firms tend to be more cautious in their dealings

especially if the assets and liabilities increase alongside the size of the firm74.

2.1.3.2 Efficiency

Efficiency connotes the highest level of performance attainable using available resources to

achieve a maximum level of output. It is characterized by doing away with those resources

that are not required by the firm to achieve its outputs, thereby cutting the cost associated

with meeting set goals75. Companies employ different strategies to improve their efficiency.

For instance, Internal efficiency and effective use of machinery could be attained by

structuring operational strategies in line with the competitive strategy of the firm. Also, lean

manufacturing practices are another tool used by manufacturing firms to curb wastage and

improve efficiency. Furthermore, with the advent of globalization, manufacturing firms also

capitalize on the jurisdictional difference in the cost of labour and raw materials supplies to

improve their efficiency76. The concept of industry 4.0 is also another efficiency tool used by

manufacturing companies in recent years. This is also referred to as the fourth industrial

revolution and it seeks to proffer efficient solutions through the lens of technological

advancements such as industrial smart devices and applications to enhance production

processes, customer relationships, and competitiveness in the manufacturing sector. This

system ensures that production meets the required quality, quantity, and timely delivery

system is achieved to the right customer and at the right location, in an environmentally

friendly manner77.

An entity’s level of efficiency is measured using a ratio called efficiency ratio. This ratio

indicates how well the firm utilizes the resources put at its disposal. Generally, this ratio
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measures the period taken for the firm to meet segments of its operation or the number of

times the firm accomplishes a measure within a given period. The efficiency ratio is made up

of various turnover ratios, viz: Accounts Receivable Ratio; Accounts Receivable days; Assets

Turnover Ratio; Inventory Turnover Ratio; and Inventory Turnover Days78. The efficiency of

a firm’s management can also be ascertained by comparing the operational expenses of the

firm to its net sales79.

2.1.4 Environmental Dynamism

A firm’s environment refers to those components which include social, as well as other

resources which form the basis of decision-making within the firm at a given point in time. A

dynamic environment is one that is characterised by frequent changes in the level of

technology, product preference or consumer taste, competition, etc.80, as well as the rate at

which each of these components of the environment changes81. Such changes are often not

predictable nor stable as they occur in an environment outside the organization82.

Environmental dynamism describes the degree and unprecedented alterations in the

environment, devoid of a level of certainty that could be used to generate a reliable

prediction83. Furthermore, a highly dynamic environment requires a higher level of

innovative actions. Environmental Dynamism portrays a business environment that is prone

to constant and erratic changes84. It also depicts an unstable and uncertain business

environment that weakens the ability of management to ascertain possible future occurrences

and how such occurrences could affect the firm. It also concerns a possible shift in consumer

preference or taste and how products easily become outdated, the frequency of industry

technological advancement and the predictability of changes in consumption patterns, and the

corresponding reaction of competing firms within the industry85. Environmental dynamism

defines the volatile nature of an organization’s economic, competitive, legal, social,

technological, and global environment86. With the global environment comes significant
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features such as increased competition, industry expansion, and various innovations in

technology81. Furthermore, factors such as weak legal system within jurisdictions, and

government interest also contributes to the volatility in a business environment82.

The rate at which changes occur in environmental factors (such as suppliers, customers,

market, competitors, technologies, etc.) over time is referred to as environmental dynamism.

The environment is said to be more dynamic if the frequency of changes in this factor is high.

To be able to compete favourably, firms must adapt to these changes as they occur87.

Adapting to the dynamic nature of the external environment requires the formulation long

term plans (strategies) to meet the firm’s objective. However, to achieve and maintain a

competitive advantage over their peers, in formulating these strategies, organizations must

give adequate consideration to those factors embedded in the external environment within

which it operates; this is important as these external factors define the success of the

employed strategies88.

This dynamic external environment presents both threats and opportunities. In an effort to

take advantage of these opportunities and tackle the emerging threat, firms engage in constant

re-strategizing of their business models. Thus, as a result of these environmental dynamics,

there is a constant adaptation of both products and technology employed by firms to rejig

corporate strategies in the face of distorted projected profits, to ensure that the business is

sustained80. The opportunities presented by the dynamic environment provides an incentive

for business to strive89, improve and to become more flexible to adapt to change90.

Nevertheless, it comes at a high cost given that it requires constant reconfiguration of

business approach as well as resources91. Strategies employed to address this high level of

changes to improve firm competition and viability include innovations that are both

exploratory (to address emerging opportunities) and exploitative (to continue to service

existing opportunities)91.
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The dynamic nature of the external environment dictates the approach used by firms in their

exploratory and exploitative approach to innovation, as well as the approach to competition,

technology reconfiguration and customer satisfaction. Also, the exploitative and exploratory

innovation approach could be considered under different external environmental conditions.

When there is relative stability in the external environment, the former is considered, while

the latter is used to address a relatively high unstable external environment92. In measuring

environmental dynamism, the two dimensions of interest are the changes in customer demand

and changes in technology. Other scholars however consider it necessary to factor into

consideration changes in the size of the industry as well as the rate of change in competition

within the industry. These measures are carried out either subjectively (via the experience of

players) or objectively (reliance on facts and figures)81.

The flexibility of firms plays a vital role in their ability to adapt to changes in the external

environment and to come up with required innovations. Such innovative steps need to be

carried out in time and in alignment with the firm’s objective to ensure that such objectives

are achieved even in the face of the volatile nature of the environment93. By influencing a

flexible approach to business activities, environmental dynamism plays a significant role in a

firm’s strategy formulation, thus pivotal to firm performance89.

Environmental dynamism is characterized by various degrees of environmental turbulence

(ET)94. The dimensions of ET considered in this study are dynamism, munificence, and

complexity. Dynamism reflects the frequency of changes in the task environment.

Munificence reflects the degree of availability of a resource or lack of it in the macro-

environment, while complexity reflects the degree of related or unrelated events in the macro-

environment which confront the business organization95.
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2.2 Theoretical Framework

This section explains selected theories on corporate governance, firm-specific factors,

environmental dynamism, and sustainability. The theories reviewed include the Stakeholder

theory, Resource-based view (RBV), and Dynamic capabilities theory. The theories are

discussed taking cognisance of the proponent(s), assumptions(s), and the main issues(s)

addressed by each theory, their critics, and the significance of the theory to the study.

2.2.1 Stakeholder Theory

The stakeholder theory was originally proposed by R. Edward Freeman in 1984. The theory

provides that there is a reciprocal relationship between a firm and its stakeholders which

include customers, suppliers, employees, investors, communities, etc. The theory emphasizes

the need for firms to protect the right of those who have a stake in their existence, and by so

doing enjoy a harmonious and more sustainable success. This theory has since become a key

concept in the debate of business ethics and questions the shareholder's theory which is

mainly focused on shareholder wealth maximization as a primary objective of a firm96. The

stakeholder theory views the organization as an integral part of society. In line with this

theory, anyone who is affected by the firm or who can in one way or the other effect the firm

is considered a stakeholder.

One of the proponents of the stakeholder theory is Milton Friedman an economist, statistician,

and American Nobel Memorial Prize winner in Economic science in 1976. Friedman further

proposed six (6) governing principles that provide further guidance in observing the

stakeholder’s theory, viz: (i) the principle of entry and exit; (ii) the principle of governance;

(iii) the principle of externalities; (iv) the principle of contract cost; (v) agency principle; and

(vi) the principle of limited immortality. The principle of entry and exit provides that the

basis of hiring and terminating employees should be well-defined and transparent. The
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principle of governance addresses the relationship between the firm and its stakeholders and

the rules governing this relationship. It also dictates how this relationship should be

consensually amended. The principles of externalities define the firm’s stakeholders to

include anyone who is affected by the firm’s actions or suffers a loss due to other

stakeholders. The principle of contract cost provides that contractual costs should be shared

based on the proportionate benefits of the contractual parties in the firm. The agency

principle classifies the firm’s manager as the firm’s agent and as such should assume

responsibility for both the firm’s shareholders and stakeholders. The principle of limited

immortality, while recognizing the fact that the firm may not exist forever, advocates long-

term corporate existence to ensure that the interest of all stakeholders is addressed by the firm

in the long run97. Other proponents of the Stakeholders theory are Thomas Donald and Lee E.

Preston. The duo argues that the stakeholder theory is based on three dimensions, viz

descriptive; instrumental, and normative. The descriptive approach through facts collected

provides a description and explanation as regards what that firm and its managers do,

management style, and organizational type. The instrumental approach via research and

empirical data collected seeks to establish the link between management behaviour and the

resultant outcome. While the normative approach tells what the management or the firm

should do98.

Despite the popularity enjoyed by the stakeholder theory, some scholars have offered various

arguments against the practicality of its adoption. Susan Key argues that, while the

stakeholder’s theory may do well to relate the firm’s behaviour and replace current models,

the stakeholder theory in its current form lacks theoretical content, due to its lack of scientific

logic that could explain the relationship between the firm and stakeholders99. Thus, cannot be

observed in a way that enables scientific appraisal100. Other scholars that follow a similar line

of argument posit that, while acknowledging the usefulness of the theory, there is a need for
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more scientific rigorous work to be done with regard to the ideological assumptions as it

relates to the nature of the relationship and interaction between stakeholders, thus suggesting

that future research should be focused on same101.

The stakeholder theory does relate to the concept of sustainability/sustainable development.

The general proposal of the concept of sustainability is to ensure that while entities engage in

the pursuance of their individual or collective goals, the rights of those who could be affected

by their activities are duly protected. Sustainability, in the long run, is a win-win for all

concerns as it goes to ensure that, the achievement of an entity's goal in the current time does

not hinder future entities from archiving their own goals as well. Therefore, in line with the

submissions of the stakeholder theory, sustainability is as well a stakeholder-right recognition

concept4.

2.2.2 Resource Based-View (RBV)

The origin of the RBV can be traced to the work of Edith Penrose – “The Theory of the

Growth of the Firm” in 1959. The theory provides that an organization is made up of various

resources which are both tangible and intangible (such as Knowledge, skills, experience,

technology, information, and data), the combination of these resources gives birth to other

specialised resources (Capabilities) which either individually or collectively create strategic

capabilities that provide a sustainable competitive advantage to the organization102. The

tangible resources are physical items that can easily be acquired in the market, thus

conferring little advantage to the firm in the long run, given that the same resources can

eventually be acquired by others. Intangible resources on the other hand are assets that other

firms cannot buy from the market, these resources are peculiar to the firm and provide the

main source for attaining a sustainable competitive advantage (SCA). RBV views the

resources of an organization as vital to the organization’s superior performance. The key

proposition of RBV is that firms can attain sustainable competitive advantage when the
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resources and capabilities applied by the firm are valuable (V), rare (R), Costly to imitate (I),

and non-substitutable (N), furthermore, when there is an appropriate organization in place to

capture value imbedded in those resources (O)- VRIN/O103.

The thought around the concept of RBV as a way of attaining sustained competitive

advantage surfaced in the 1980s and 1990s as a result of the publication of proponents of the

theory such as Birger Wernfelt, Jay Baney, C.K. Prahalad and Gary Hemel. RBV rests on two

important assumptions, the assumption of heterogeneity and immobility. The heterogeneous

assumption holds that firms possess different resources, skills, capabilities etc., which enables

them to adopt different strategies to outdo each other; while the assumption of Immobility

depicts those resources cannot in the short run be moved from one firm to the other, thus the

resources and strategies of one firm cannot be copied by a rival firm. The resource-based

view aids organizations to achieve an efficient allocation of resources, cross-functional use of

resources, and a competitive advantage that can be preserved104.

Like most theories, the RBV has its critics. The line of argument of these critics could be

categorized into eight broad groups105. The first group includes Thomas C. Powell, Tom

Connor, Tony McGuniees, and Robert E. Morgan. This group argues that the RBV theory

lacks substantive managerial implication106, and appears to advocate for firms to obtain

resources that satisfy the VRIN (valuable (V), rare (R), Costly to imitate (I), and non-

substitutable (N)) provision but fails to advise on how this could be achieved107. Furthermore,

it trivializes the property-rights issues and exaggerates the ability of managers to forecast

events and exercise control over resources108. Proponents of the theory however debunked

this line of criticism and explained that the RBV is but a theory aimed at offering an

explanation for sustainable competitive advantage achieved by some firms over others109,

thus it is not meant to offer prescriptions to management110.
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The second group of critics like David J. Collis also argued that the RBV would mean a

situation of infinite regress, given that a firm that is seen to be at a competitive advantage

today, could be surpassed sooner or later by another firm that has the superior capability to

develop better innovative products.111 Again to counter this point of criticism, some scholars

argued that management or economics is not a movement for positive certainty, it is an open-

ended practical approach, thus this line of criticism cannot hold105.

We find Michael Gilbert in the third group of critics. The group argues that the application of

the Resource-Based view theory is overly limited and further point out that the understanding

of the unique nature of resources, meddles with heterogeneity and immobility thus rubs the

theory of capacity to generalise112. This line of argument has however been described as too

academic to be applicable113.

The fourth group of critics argues that sustainable competitive advantage cannot be achieved,

given that RBV requires a continuous rejig of the firm’s resources; with the implication that

advantages created as a result would only be temporal and ever-changing114. To correct the

perception behind this line of criticism, some scholars have argued that the logic behind the

RBV applies to the resources of the firm just as much as it does to the firm’s dynamic

capabilities115.

The fifth group criticizes the RBV to have failed in its attempt as a theory of the firm. This

group of critics includes Kathleen Conner116, Bruce Kogut and Udo Zander117. Their main

point of argument was that the effort of the RBV to be a theory of the firm is materially

different from other theories of Transaction Cost Economics (TCE)118. To this, proponents of

the RBV argue that the RBV does not intend to explain the boundaries of firms, given that

TCE already explains such boundaries, thus there is no reason to require the RBV to meet

such criteria105.
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The sixth group of critics argues about the necessity and sufficiency of the theory. Among

these critics are Craig Armstrong and Katsuhiko Shimizu, who supports that the RBV lacks

empirical support119. The seventh group of critics argues that the RBV is overly imprecise

and tautological to qualify for a true theory120. Finally, the eighth criticism forward that the

definition of resources is not practical, given that the concept of resources is too inclusive and

suggests that there is no limit to what the firm could categorise as a resource and how such

resource could be categorised into basic resources and capabilities required to efficiently use

the resources, as well as how the various resources of the firm can contribute to sustainable

competitive advantage. Thus, there is a need for RBV to reconsider these three fundamental

issues to enable it to gain the position of a central theory of sustainable competitive

advantage105.

Overall, based on the objective of this research, and considering the points forwarded by

various proponents of the RBV to correct some of the criticisms, this study gives further

support to the RBV given that the capacity of a firm to perform sustainably is dependent on

the resources it acquires and the characteristics of these resources (which in this case has

VIRN/O features). Thus, RBV provides the theoretical explanations for the functional

association between the second group of the independent variable (firm-specific factors) and

the dependent variable (Sustainability performance) investigated in this study.

2.2.3 Dynamic Capabilities Theory (DCT)

Following criticisms trailing the RBV for failing to define how resources could be channelled

to provide a sustainable competitive advantage in an ever-changing environment, various

theories had evolved to bridge this gap. Among such theories is the DCT – an organizational

theory proposed by David J. Teece, Gary Pisano, and Amy Sheun in their paper published in

1997 titled “Dynamic Capability and Strategic Management”, which defines the DCT as the
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integration of both internal and external resources of the firm to meet the challenges posed by

the rapid changes in the environment121.

The DCT is built on three assumptions viz, adaptive, absorptive, and innovative capabilities

which are considered to be essential industry-level dynamic capabilities. The adaptive

assumption considers the need for a firm to be able to swiftly organize its resources to

address unprecedented environmental changes without distorting organizational performance

level. The innovative capability addresses the need for the firm to be able to bring in new

ideas that translate to new products and processes. The absorptive capability centres on the

ability of the firm to identify, acquire and utilize external knowledge to its favour122.

Though researchers recognise that the dynamic capabilities of the firm could impact firm

performance positively, there is a lack of strong empirical evidence in research literature to

support this idea123. Critics of the DCT argue that the definition of the theory as proposed by

the proponents is broad, thus giving room for different interpretations. It thereby gives further

questioning as regards the make-up of the required ability and capabilities of the firms, where

they come from and how they can be recognized. Another line of criticism also lies in the

type of impact dynamic capabilities exert especially with respect to market advantage and

performances of the firm124. Moreso, the theory has been also argued to have failed to

incorporate dynamic capabilities into the internal processes within the firm125.

Despite these criticisms, there is a general belief amongst scholars that dynamic capabilities

remain the key to competitive advantage particularly in changing environments126. Moreso,

the DCT provides a theoretical explanation of the need for firms to continuously improve

their firm-level capability such as marketing capability, ability to engage customers, and

innovation capabilities that drives competitive advantage. Furthermore, the relevance of DCT
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to this study stemmed from its relevance in explaining how a firm can cope with a dynamic

environment and sustain superior performance.

This study is anchored on the Stakeholder theory and the Dynamic capability theory. This is

because the stakeholder theory provides the base for treating the research problem from the

angle of cooperate governance, while the dynamic capabilities theory gives strength to the

adoption of firm-specific factors as a further treatment and provides support to the

consideration of environmental dynamism as a moderating/mediating variable of this study.

The resource-based view was considered inadequate given its static nature which gave a

theoretical gap that was addressed by the dynamic capabilities theory by considering how

firms could attain a sustainable competitive edge in the face of the turbulent nature of the

macro environment within which the firm operates. Therefore, the stakeholder theory and the

dynamic capability theory complement one another to provide the theoretical explanation for

the aim of this study, which is to examine the effect of corporate governance and firm-

specific factors on sustainability of fast moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos

State, Nigeria.

2.3 Review of Empirical Studies

This section centres on the position of previous studies carried out in other contexts, which

relates to the objective of this study. The findings review is done to follow an objective-by-

objective approach to the report findings.

2.3.1 Corporate Governance and Sustainability

Various dimensions of corporate governance and their interaction with sustainable

development have been investigated in different parts of the world. In a systematic literature

review carried out to investigate the integration of corporate governance with sustainability,

the findings were that the interaction between corporate governance and sustainability is
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interpreted differently in different jurisdictions. Notably, the study also established that

leadership, vision, and mission are the most significant drivers of sustainability framework in

corporate governance. Also, the sustainability framework provides diverse options that aid in

improving organizational efficiency30.

For instance, in an attempt to investigate the transformation of firms as a determinant of

corporate hospitality and how such interaction impacts Corporate Governance, a study

conducted in Indonesia found that Corporate Governance alongside increased strategic

leadership, corporate culture, business infrastructure, and corporate alignment through

corporate hospitality ensures a greater level of Corporate Sustainability. The research

employed a quantitative approach by collecting primary data used for analysis through

questionnaires distributed to selected respondents. Data collected was analysed using

inferential statistics through WarpPLS package computer program to test the proposed

research hypothesis with Structural Equation Modelling127.

A similar finding was derived in another study conducted in the United Kingdom using a

sample of 300 firms with data collected over the period 2005 - 2017. The study also

employed structural equation models to provide both direct and indirect links between

corporate governance and sustainability performance. The result of the study indicated that

Corporate Governance exerts a positive effect on sustainability performance. In addition, the

study found that CSR wholly provides a mediating effect between the interaction between

corporate governance and sustainability performance in UK firms128.

In further support of the above findings, the result of an empirical review conducted based on

the review of literature from America and Europe on the linkage between Corporate

Governance and Sustainability, based on the Global Sustainability Index and sustainable
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goals for United Nation’s sustainability agenda 2030 found that corporate governance

practices and process do aid the sustainable performance of entities56.

Furthermore, the result of another systematic literature review conducted to establish

coherence between sustainability management and performance in Urban Corporate

Economy also concluded that sound corporate governance promotes both sustainability and

financial performance. To arrive at the research findings, the study reviewed 388 pieces of

first-rate literature on sustainability management and performance in urban corporate

economy by adopting Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analysis

(PRISMA) guidelines. Literature included in the review were those whose publications have

been indexed in ProQuest, Scopus, and Web of Science DataBase and published between the

periods 2019 and 2020. The Systematic Data Repository (SRDR) was employed to collect

and analyse the data extracted from the reviewed literature129.

Also, in another attempt to investigate the effect of Environmental, Social, and Governance

disclosure on corporate sustainability performance, a study was conducted on public

companies in Asia. The Secondary data for the study was obtained from the Thoma Reuters

database for the years 2005 to 2017. 20 countries out of the 48 Asian countries found on the

database provided the sample of the study. After excluding those firms with missing data,

1,244 firms were finally used as the sample size. To establish the interaction between the

variables of the study, descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and panel regression

analysis were employed. The study found that Environmental, Social, and Governance

information disclosure to stakeholders are factors that contribute significantly to corporate

sustainability performance130.

However, the result of a study conducted in Indonesia with a focus on the effect of good

corporate governance on corporate sustainability performance shows that corporate
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governance proxied by Board Education has a negative impact on both the economic and

environmental dimension of sustainability, while no impact was found to be exerted on social

sustainability performance. Notably, the size of the Board was found to exert a positive

impact on economic sustainability, while exerting a negative impact on social sustainability

with no impact detected on environmental sustainability performance. The study also

investigated the impact of CEO’s education on sustainability performance and concluded that

this proxy much like the Board education exerts a negative impact on the economic

dimension but has no impact on both the social and environmental dimensions. Finally, the

study further found that the size of the management team, unlike the size of the Board exerts

a negative impact on the economic and environmental dimension, with no effect on the social

sustainability dimension. The study obtained its data from the financial statements, annual

reports and sustainability reports of non-financial firms listed on the Indonesia Stock

Exchange for the period 2013-2017. Data collected from 117 sampled firms were analysed

with multiple regression analysis to test the proposed research hypothesis131.

The negative impact of Board size found by the above study was also collaborated by an

earlier study conducted in Istanbul. The study attempted to investigate the effect of Corporate

Governance on sustainability disclosure in Turkey by sampling firms listed on the Istanbul

stock exchange. The study made use of the reports on the firm’s sustainability in line with the

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). Using 68 fiscal year data of 17 firms with published

sustainability reports during the periods 2013-2016, the study found that Board size,

independent Board members’ presence and committee in charge of corporate social

responsibility negatively impacted the sustainability disclosure of companies. To address this

finding, the study recommended the inclusion of community members with influence on the

Board of organizations132.
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Similarly, a study conducted in Nigeria which also collaborated with the above finding

attempted to interrogate firm characteristics and sustainability of listed manufacturing firms

in Nigeria. The study employed the ex-post facto research design with a sample size of 26

manufacturing firms listed on the Nigerian Stock Exchange as of December 2019. The

sampled firms were purposefully selected, and the data were obtained from the company’s

annual reports, environmental reports, and corporate website and further analysed using static

panel estimators based on pooled fixed and random effect estimators. The research found that

corporate governance (proxied by Board size and Board independence) exerts a negative

impact on the listed Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria. However, the study found a

positive interaction between sustainability reporting and the growth of the firms; but found

none between the size of the firms and sustainability reporting22.

Another study conducted in Malaysia to investigate the effect of corporate governance

structure on sustainability reporting found that training attendance rate on sustainable

development by Board of Directors as well as the number of directors with sustainability-

related experience do have a significant impact on the quality of sustainability reporting. The

study arrived at this conclusion following the multiple regression analysis of data collected

from the annual reports of 126 companies for the years ended 2020 and 2014, which covererd

the period before the introduction of MCCG 2012 (year ended 2014) and after (year ended

2020)133.

To find out the effect of stakeholder engagement on corporate governance and business

sustainability, research was conducted in the United States of America. The study sample

comprises 278 Unites States Companies listed on the S & P 500 stock exchange. Data were

collected for the period 2002 to 2017 and analysed using descriptive statistics and Pearson’s

Correlation. The study found that the functions and structure of the Board do have a positive

impact on the social, environmental, and economic dimensions of sustainability134.
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Again, in Indonesia, another research was conducted to determine the interaction between

Corporate Governance and Sustainability. The study sought to review the concepts of the

relationship between the two variables as observed in Indonesia by studying the mechanisms

and guidelines for the implementation of good corporate governance through a review of

related literature to explore some principles of corporate governance which included

transparency and accountability, to ensure the sustainability of businesses in the country. The

study found that while good corporate governance in Indonesia has experienced some

improvement, there exists a matter of enforcement to ensure a positive impact135.

The mixed findings in research as regards the interaction between corporate governance and

corporate sustainability was highlighted in a study conducted in France. The study laid

emphasis on two elements of corporate governance structure vis, the Board of Directors, and

Investor Relations Officers. Based on the provision of Article 225 of Grenelle II which

requires firms with staff strength above 500 to include non-financial reports in their annual

financials with effect from 2012, the study concentrated on the 120 most capitalized firms in

France in the years 2013. The research found that Corporate Governance exerts an uncertain

effect on corporate sustainability due to both internal, external, and intermediate forces. The

summary of the findings relates that a higher number of inside directors (representing internal

forces) positively impacts corporate sustainability, while a higher number of general expert

directors and investor representatives (representing external forces) negatively impact

corporate sustainability performance136.

Some studies have also been conducted in some other contexts on the interaction between

CSR and corporate governance. This includes the study conducted to establish the effect of

Corporate Governance practices on CSR reporting in Bangladesh. The study which was

anchored on the legitimacy theory was carried out on a sample of 101 non-financial firms

listed on the Dhaka Stock Exchange for the period 2006 to 2012. The total sampled firms
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represented 35.94 percent of the total listed firms as well as 54.89 percent of total listed non-

financial firms in the country as of 31 December 2012. The 7 years panel data used for the

study were various reports on social and environmental reports which were used to construct

a disclosure index. The regression coefficients of the relationship between the Corporate

Governance practices index and CSR reporting index showed that Corporate Governance

practices do not have an impact on CSR disclosure of the firms137.

The interaction between corporate governance and CSR practices however yielded a contrary

result following a study carried out in New Zealand to investigate the interaction between

corporate governance and corporate social responsibility. The study result shows that a

comprehensive corporate governance framework would give positive support to more

sustainable CSR practices138.

From the angle of compliance and reporting, a study was also carried out in Malaysia to

establish the influence of Corporate Governance on Corporate Social Responsibility

disclosure from the lens of accountability. The study drew its data from the annual report of

100 public listed companies in Malaysia for the 2 years period 2015 to 2016 which were

analysed using content analysis methodology. The study found that Accountability related

Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure among Malaysian companies is low. The study

also provides evidence that only Board Size has a significant relationship with accountability

related Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure139.

Few studies have also been conducted on Corporate Governance and Environmental

Sustainability mostly in the China context. Environmental performance is a product of

interconnected initiatives of diverse stakeholders which spin innovations from firms to be

environmentally responsible. In this regard, research carried out in China confirmed that

while institutional development guides corporate governance initiatives, corporate



59

governance initiatives exert a moderating impact on the interaction between environmental

initiatives and innovative performance. To arrive at this conclusion, the study sampled 433

firms listed on the Shanghai and Shenzhen stock exchanges in China for the period 2007 to

2017. The empirical results were analysed using hierarchical regression analysis140.

A dynamic model analysis of Chinese firms was also carried out to establish the interaction

between Board composition, Social and Environmental performance. 4,132 non-financial

firms listed on the Shangai and Shenzhen stock exchange were sampled. Data collected for

the study was obtained from the China Stock Market & Accounting Research (CSMAR) for

the periods 2010 to 2019 and analysed using a dynamic model of the SysGMM regression

Model. The study found that Board Size, Independence, and Gender Diversity in Board and

CEO duality contribute positively to the environmental performance of Chinese firms for the

10 years period investigated141.

Much like the above finding, another study conducted in China to explore the impact of

governance structure on the environmental performance of high polluting Chinese firms also

found a positive association between Board size, Governing Board Meetings, and Chinese

firms’ environmental performance142.

Still, On the interaction between corporate governance and the environmental dimension of

sustainability, another study was conducted to investigate the impact of shareholder

governance on environmental sustainability by moderating the impact of some cultural

factors. The study collected data on the sustainable development of 140 countries and

analysed 21 sustainability indicators. The result of the analysis shows that shareholder

governance has a positive impact on environmental sustainability, in addition, the finding of

the study shows that gender equality is a significant cultural factor to be considered when it

comes to corporate governance and environmental sustainability143.
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Some levels of studies have also been conducted concerning the interaction between

Corporate Governance and the Economic dimension of Sustainability. Among relevant

empirical on this interaction is the study conducted in the United States of America (USA) to

substantiate the moderating effect of corporate governance on the relationship between

corporate sustainability performance and corporate financial performance. The panel data

used for the study was generated from a sample of 456 top largest United States public

companies covering 5 years from 2007 to 2011 and analysed using multiple regression

analysis. The study found that corporate sustainability and financial performance could be

aided by a sound corporate governance system. Furthermore, the study established that the

impact of corporate social performance on corporate financial performance is greater when

mediated by well-established corporate governance144.

Similarly, the result of a systematic literature review conducted to investigate the interaction

between sustainability management and performance in the urban corporate economy also

shows that strong corporate governance aid in attaining financial performance and sustainable

development. The study further established that sustainability is an important factor in the

manufacturing sector to enhance the process of production, while strategy also plays a

significant role in the sustainable development of firms129.

Another study was also conducted to research the impact of corporate Boards on Corporate

Social Performance and Financial Performance in Pakistan. Specifically, the study sought to

look into how Women Directors, Independent Directors, Board Size, and Sustainability

Committee impact firm financial performance with corporate sustainability practices and as a

mediator. A sample of 255 listed non-financial companies in Pakistan was used for the

research, data secondary collected covered the period of 2012 to 2016 which were analysed

using Ordinary Least Square, with Panel Corrected Standard Errors. The research findings

show that Independent Directors and Large Board Sizes significantly positively impact
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Corporate Social Performance; though this impact was seen to decline slightly when it

exceeds a certain limit in relation to Corporate Social Performance and Financial

Performance. Also, the findings indicated a positive association between Corporate Social

Performance and Firm Financial Performance, while Corporate Social Performance was

found to exert a positive mediating effect between Independent Directors of the Board and

Board Size145.

Of contextual relevance is a study conducted in the Nigerian context to investigate the

interaction between environmental responsibility and firm financial performance with a focus

on international oil companies operating in the Niger Delta. The study sampled 12

international oil firms and obtained the secondary data used for the study from the audited

financial reports of the selected companies and the Federal Ministry of Environment for the

period 2009 to 2018. The collected data were analysed employing descriptive statistics,

correlation analysis, and panel causality test with fixed effect selected as the appropriate

strategy after using Hausman test. The research concluded that when environmental

responsibility interacts with corporate governance, the impact is found to have a significant

positive relationship with firms’ financial performance146.

Furthermore, earlier research conducted in Nigeria with focus on sustainability initiatives,

corporate governance and performance of medium-sized firms in Nigeria also found that;

corporate governance exerts a positive impact on both financial and non-financial

performance, as well as sustainability initiatives of the sampled firms. The study also found

that sustainability initiative exerts a mixed impact on firm performance – the impact on non-

financial performance was found to be significantly positive, while the impact on financial

performance was found to be insignificantly negative. Finally, the research found that

sustainability initiative fully mediates the interaction between corporate governance and non-

financial performance but does not mediate corporate governance and financial performance.
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The primary data used for the research was collected through convenient sampling using a

structured questionnaire distributed to the sampled 300 firms. The research hypothesis was

tested using a covariance-based structural equation147.

On the interaction between Accountability and Sustainability, a theoretical and conceptual

study was conducted to investigate the impact of accountability on accounting development

as the essence of sustainability accounting. The study relied on theoretical and

methodological triangulation using inductive reasoning as well as descriptive and

comparative analysis. The study carried out a bibliometric analysis of literature collected

from the web of science database through which the trend in the research subject was

established for the periods 1945 to 2018 by various scholars around the globe, a total of 939

publication was analysed. The study found that accounting system could aid in corporate

responsibility performance particularly in managerial control, reporting, social performance

as well as environmental audit. The study also found that sustainability accounting is still in

the development stage, thus it lacks consistent rules and principles that could offer a

systematic guide to aid firm sustainability efforts148.

In another attempt to investigate the effect of sustainability disclosure on firm financial

performance, a study was conducted in Indonesia on the impact of disclosure practices with

respect to the three dimensions of sustainability on the financial performance of selected

firms (given that reporting indicates a firm’s internal and external accountability). The study

was focused on the 40 firms that have consistently been adjudged the most sustainable

companies in Indonesia for the period 2016 - 2017. The study measured sustainability by the

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) provision, while economic performance was measured by

the return on assets of the sampled firms. Data collected were analysed using Multiple

Regression analysis. Among other findings, the study concluded that the disclosure of the

economic dimension in sustainability reporting influences the financial performance of the
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firms, though the environmental and social dimensions were found by the study to have no

effect149.

A further investigation was conducted in Indonesia to evaluate the impact of sustainable

reporting disclosure on how firms perform. The study sample was 40 companies listed on the

Indonesia Stock Exchange that regularly make the Indonesia Sustainability Reporting award

nomination within the period 2016 - 2017. The study measured sustainability reporting by the

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), continuous reporting guideline – G4 with 91 indicators,

and financial performance with Return on Assets (ROA). Multiple linear regression was

employed to analyse the collected data. The study found that reporting on the economic

dimension has an impact on the financial performance of the companies while reporting on

the environmental and social performance was seen to have no impact. The study however

concludes that sustainability reporting in the short-term has no impact on financial

performance149.

Also, to fill the gap noticed in previous research, a study was conducted to investigate those

factors associated with the adoption of sustainability assurance. The research population was

made up of those companies listed on the sustainability database, attention was given to large

companies that produced GRI-based reports in the year 2017. The sample size constituted

196 companies selected across 41 countries. The secondary data obtained were analysed

using the linear regression model. The study found that firms are more likely to show good

performance in sustainability assurance when they operate in countries where investor

protection is weak, significant rule of law, accountability, and greater voice150.

The interaction between accountability and social sustainability has also attracted minimal

attention. Relevant studies in this regard include that conducted in Iran to provide a model

that could be adopted for sustainable development strategies based on CSR and Green
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management by executive bodies. The study adopted developmental-applied research with a

comparative inductive logic for data collection and description. The primary data used by the

research to arrive at the research findings were obtained through answers to questionnaires

distributed to two (2) groups of experts in the relevant field constituting 32

managers/deputies, and 360 others to enable the establishment of developmental-applied

research with a comparative inductive logic to be established from the two (2) groups of

responses gathered. Furthermore, confirmatory factor analysis was used to analyse the

collected data, while SPSS and AMOS were both employed to model the research structural

equation. Also, a reliability test of the research was carried out via a survey filled by

university professors and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The research established that

Corporate Social Responsibility has a positive and significant link with green management

and accountability151.

Also, another study was conducted to establish the nature of CSR to address the matter of

inconsistent CSR laws globally. The study establishes boundaries for what CSR means and

opines that CSR is made up of business, impact dimensions, as well as legal requirements. In

conclusion to its findings, the study established that CSR is an obligatory action that is also

associated with firm accountability152.

On accountability and environmental sustainability, a study conducted in Sri Lanka to

investigate the impact of accountability mechanisms on public sector environmental

sustainability performance found that, despite the sustainability guideline observed in the

country, environmental degradation continues to be a huge challenge in the country153.

Another study carried out in Indonesia under a similar scope however shows a more positive

result. The study attempted to investigate the impact of budget for environmental

development, accountability mechanisms of government, and renewable energy consumption

on environmentally sustainable development in Indonesia. Through secondary data collected
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from the World Bank as well as the Ministry of Finance in Indonesia for the periods 1985 to

2017 which were analysed using the Autoregressive Distribution Lag (ARDL) approach, the

study found a positive connection between the budget approved for the development of the

Indonesian environment, accountability mechanisms of the government, renewable energy

consumption and environmental development in the country154.

From the corporate angle, research was conducted to study how accountability impacts the

development of accounting as the essence of sustainability accounting. The theoretical and

conceptual-based research was carried out using theoretical and methodological triangulation

via inductive and deductive reasoning, descriptive analysis, and comparative analysis. The

research process was further validated using bibliometric analysis based on data collected

from the web of science database (covering the period 1945-2018) from 690 publications

made on accounting and accountability by various authors around the globe as well as 249

publications following similar scope on sustainability accounting. Analysis of the first group

of data enabled the research to obtain the trend on the research topic which covers

accountability and accounting studies; the second group gave an indication of the current and

future growth of sustainability accounting. The research concluded that accounting system

tends to aid corporate responsibility in areas such as reporting, management controls, as well

as environmental and social audits. The paper, however, points out that sustainability

accounting is still at the infant stage and will require in-depth normative and positive research;

It further highlights the need to establish uniform rules and principles to guide sustainability

reporting in firms148.

The view of stakeholders as regards the role of leadership for better environmental

performance has also attracted the attention of scholars in Saudi Arabia. In research geared

towards establishing the role of Independent Directors in ascertaining if corporate

environmental sustainability practices influence firm value; It was established that
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Stakeholders in Saudi Arabia view leadership accountability to include leadership

responsibility for better environmental performance. The study sample includes firms on the

Tadawul All Share Index (TASI) (Saudi Stock Exchange) over the period 2015-2019. The

study data included the sample firm’s financial data as well as disclosures made by the firms

on environmental sustainability155.

Some scholarly attention has also been given to the interface between accountability and

economic sustainability. Of some relevance is the study conducted to investigate the impact

of a set of economic and financial variables related to the disclosure of profitability and

company market value of European listed companies in the agri-food sector. The study

adopted the use of scores developed by Bloomberg as a proxy for measuring environmental,

social, and governance disclosure. The research employed secondary data with panel data

covering the period 2010 – 2018 which was analysed using multivariate regressions. The

study suggested that greater transparency and accountability help improve business

profitability156.

Similarly, the result of another study conducted in Saudi Arabia to establish the role of

Independent Directors in determining the impact of environmental sustainability on Firm

value found that accountability (transparency) in environmental information can increase

financial performance. The study data were obtained from records of sampled firms listed on

the Saudi Stock Exchange for the period 2015 to 2019 (both financial data and disclosures on

environmental sustainability). The data collected were analysed using Pearson’s correlation

coefficient and regression analysis155.

The above result collaborates the findings of a much earlier study conducted in India. The

study was carried out to evaluate the impact of sustainability reporting on the financial

performance of 103 selected firms listed on the National Stock Exchange of India by
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collecting data for the periods 2009 to 2015. The collected data were analysed using multiple

regression analysis. The research concluded that sustainability reporting by the investigated

firms does have a positive impact on the firm’s profitability “to some extent”157.

Also, in Indonesia, an earlier study to investigate the effect of sustainability disclosure on

firm financial performance found that the disclosure of the economic dimension in

sustainability reporting influences the financial performance of firms, in addition to this

finding, the study also established that the environmental and social dimensions disclosure do

not have any effect on financial performance. Notably, this study was focused on the forty

(40) firms that have consistently been adjudged the most sustainable companies in Indonesia

through the period 2016 to 2017. The study measured sustainability by the Global Reporting

Initiative (GRI) provision, while economic performance was measured by the return on assets

of the sampled firms. Data collected were analysed using Multiple Regression analysis149.

The impact of Leadership on Sustainability has also been studied in a few contexts. These

include the study conducted on the performance of Norwegian Companies as influenced by

leaders’ motivation, intellectual leadership, and sustainability strategy. The study adopted the

quantitative research approach, first questionnaires were distributed to 2466 sampled

manufacturing companies through online questionnaires (relating to their sustainability

strategies and leadership). 352 questionnaires were fully completed and returned making a

response rate of 14.3%. secondly, the company’s financial data were also collected from the

business information service - Proff Forvalt (forvalt.no), which holds reliable financial

accounts of all firms in the population. The sample predominantly consists of SMEs, with an

average of 80 employees and an annual turnover of approximately 33 million euros. Over 90

percent of the response received were completed by the top-level management. The study

found that leaders who are motivated personally on sustainability have a better tendency to
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lead firms with sustainability strategies. The study also found a positive relationship between

the adoption of sustainability strategies and firm performance158.

In another research was carried out in Malaysia to investigate the impact of leadership and

management on sustainability performance, using green and lean practices as well as guanxi

as dual mediators. Questionnaires were sent to 750 employees (executive, top, and middle-

level management) of the sampled manufacturing firms registered on the Suruhanjaya

Syarikat Malaysia directory located at Klang Valley. 160 questionnaires were completed and

returned. The data obtained were analysed using partial least squares-structural modelling

(PLS-SEM). The study found that leadership exerts a positive influence on green and lean

practices, while green and lean practices were found to influence sustainability performance

positively. Also, leadership and management were found to positively influence guanxi (a

system of social network and influential relationships which facilitates business and other

dealings). However, leadership and management, and guanxi were found not to exert a

significant direct influence on sustainability performance159.

In collaboration with the above finding, to investigate the moderating role of the impact of

authoritative and laissez-faire leadership on thriving at work, a study was conducted in

Pakistan. The study obtained its data from the head offices of major schools situated in

Lahore and Islamabad by distributing 400 questionnaires out of which 312 were retrieved.

The regression analysis was used to ascertain the direct relationship among the study

variables. The study found that the style of leadership and consciousness does have an impact

on thriving at work, therefore impacting the growth and sustainability of the organization.160

Similarly, a study conducted in India found that type or conceptualization of leadership could

affect firm performance differently. The study reveals that transformational leadership has

more influence on firm productivity than transactional leadership. While transactional
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leadership was seen to correlate positively with performances that are focused on business

creation and improvement of business sustainability and productivity161. In line with this

finding, the result of an investigation conducted in Thailand to study the influence of

transformational leadership on corporate sustainability capabilities and sustainable supply

chain management also found that transformational leadership has a positive impact on

developing organizational sustainability capabilities. The study sampled a total of 653

managers of Thai SMEs and obtained the research data via the use of questionnaires, the

primary data obtained were analysed using partial least square structural equation modelling

to assess the causal relationship among the constructs162.

Likewise, another research conducted in Indonesia to examine the mediating role of

knowledge management on the sustainability performance of organizations also concluded

that transformational leadership exerts a positive impact on performance sustainability163.

Again, the result of a study conducted in a manufacturing firm in Indonesia to test the

mediating role of psychological empowerment on the link between transformational

leadership and organizational sustainability found that transformational leadership had a

direct effect on organizational sustainability. The study also revealed that psychological

empowerment exerted a partial mediative impact on the relationship between

transformational leadership and organizational sustainability164.

The impact of the seven strategies designed to facilitate long-term leadership viz embracing

organizational diversity, encouraging positive change, displaying emotional intelligence,

possessing a long-term orientation, casting a strategic vision, developing a strong corporate

culture, and emphasizing ethical decision making on firm sustainability had also attracted

scholarly attention in the United States of America (USA). The hybrid literature review and

case study examined previous studies on long-term organizational effectiveness as well as

contemporary leadership and found that the long-term sustainability of a firm determines the
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effectiveness of leadership; such that the achieved success of an “indelible” leader endures

even after the exit of the leader165.

The interaction between agile leadership and sustainability likewise has little or no relevant

empirical study. Among literature of partial relevance is the study conducted to investigate

the role of agile women leadership in achieving team management with interpersonal skills as

a mediator. The quantitative study collected the primary data used for the research from 269

employees of the business enterprise sector from Poland (128 employees) and Turkey (141

employees) using convenience sampling technique. The sampled companies were companies

whose leaders/managers were females within the 6-month period from January to July 2021.

The Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was used to evaluate

the research hypothesis. The study found that interpersonal skills play a fully mediating role

in the interaction between agile women leadership and team management to shape team

effectiveness166.

The dynamic capabilities of SMEs as a result of the interaction between the readiness of a

firm to change and the agility of its leadership was also looked into in Indonesia. Structured

questionnaires were used to collect the primary data used for the study by adopting bith

random and purposive sampling techniques. The sampled firms were SMEs with a staff

strength of 10 and above. Data were obtained from a total of 250 SMEs and analysed using

structured equation model. The study found that the dynamic capability of SMEs can be

improved by agile leadership and readiness to change50.

In another research conducted to investigate the impact of agile project management on the

three pillars of sustainability by developing a network diagram that reproduces the link

between existing literature, it was revealed that agile project management favourably impacts

the three dimensions of sustainability viz social, economic, and environment167. Moreso, agile
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leadership and work environment have been found to exert a significant positive influence on

millennial employee performance. This follows the result of a study conducted in Indonesia

to investigate the effect of agile leadership and work environment on employee performance

in a Volatile, Uncertain, Complex, and Ambiguous (VUCA) world. The primary data used

for the study was obtained from 60 employees from Jabodetabek and analysed using the

partial least square method168.

With regards to the influence of stakeholder management on sustainability, a single case

study was conducted on “Eni” Company (the sixth-largest integrated energy company in the

world) to gain a deeper understanding of the impact of stakeholder engagement on

sustainability culture. The company conducts its operations in 41 countries including the

United States of America, the United Kingdom, Italy, Egypt, and Nigeria. The study

employed analytical generalization with a focus on the sustainable reports and other relevant

information of the company for the period 2015 - 2019 including the interviews of selected

employees. The final analysis of the study revealed that the engagement of stakeholders can

contribute to the transformation of corporate culture to achieve the three dimensions of

sustainability169.

Bearing a similar result is another study carried out in Canada to investigate the contribution

of awareness, external pressures, and stakeholder consultation to the implementation of

sustainability management tools. The study found that stakeholder consultation plays a

significant role in the implementation of sustainable management tools in firms. To arrive at

the findings, the study sampled 1,697 firms that were randomly selected using the stratified

method. 60.4% response rate was achieved by the study, while data collected was analysed

using the Mplus structural equation model to simultaneously test the relationship between the

variables170.
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The normative and instrumental stakeholder approaches have also been employed to

investigate the impact of motivation on sustainability reporting in the Indo-Pacific region.

The research employed the survey method to collect the study data from five countries in the

region (Indonesia, Bangladesh, The Philippines, Vietnam, and Sri Lanka). The research

focused on the 223 companies that reported on their social and environmental performance

out of a total of 496 companies in the region. The response rate to the distributed

questionnaires was 79% (176 companies). The thematic analysis was used to analyse the

collected data. Among other findings, the study concluded that for large firms with more

oversea presence, reporting on corporate sustainability is more influenced by normative and

regulatory pressure than economic benefit171.

Moreso, few studies have been conducted on the interaction between stakeholder

management and the individual dimension of sustainability. With respect to the

environmental dimension, an investigation has been carried out in Pakistan to study the

impact of environmental collaboration among supply chain stakeholders on firm

sustainability. The study collected data from 126 green supply chain professionals at various

manufacturing firms operating in Pakistan through survey questionnaires. The structural

equation was employed to analyse the data collected. The research found that institution

pressure and customer monitoring have a significant positive impact on the adoption of green

supply chain management172.

Also on the economic dimension, the result of the research conducted on food, beverages,

household, and personal products industries in Europe to find out if stakeholder orientation

and environmental proactivity have an impact on firm profitability found a negative link

between stakeholder orientation and profitability in companies with higher stakeholder

orientation173. This finding disagrees with the result of another study conducted to find out if

stakeholder management plays a significant role in corporate governance pillars and business



73

sustainability which found that a low stakeholder engagement adversely affects the bottom-

line performance of firms134.

Notably, the result of an earlier quantitative study conducted on the Norwegian mineral

industry to link stakeholder engagement to profitability through sustainability orientation

established that, financial benefits as far as stakeholder engagement is concerned only begin

to emerge when the knowledge gathered on external stakeholders is used to produce

innovative outputs174.

2.3.2 Firm-Specific Factors and Sustainability

Few studies were as well found with relevance to the above theme. One of such study

attempted to investigate the influence of corporate governance on corporate sustainability by

sampling 99 non-financial firms in the Iberian Peninsula (i.e., 32 firms listed on the Euronext

Lisbon and 67 firms listed on the Madrid stock exchange made up the sampled firms). Data

were collected on the environmental, social, and economic performance of the firms for the

period 2013 – 2017 (these periods mark the period both counties immerged out of the global

economic crises). The collected data were analysed using the Generalised Method of

Moments Estimation. The study found that Public Debt, Board Size, and Audit Committee

determine the Economic Dimension of Sustainability. The environmental dimension on the

other hand was found to be influenced by only the Board size, CSR committee, and Audit

committee presence. While the Social dimension was found to be impacted by both Board

size and audit committee, and the control variable – Capital structure (indicating sources of

finance) employed by the firm175.

In a different context, another study was conducted in Nigeria to investigate the controlling

effect of company size and age of selected listed companies on the interaction between

corporate governance and sustainability reporting. The study adopted the ex-post facto
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research design and sampled 42 listed companies out of a total population of 169 companies

listed on the Nigeria Stock Exchange as of December 31, 2019. Data extracted from the listed

companies annual accounts cover a period of 10 years from 2010 to 2019. The collected data

were analysed using descriptive and multiple regression analysis. The study result shows that

firm size, and age has control over how corporate governance impact sustainability reporting

in Nigeria. The study also found that board size, board independence, female director, board

ownership, firm size, and company age have a significant relationship with sustainability

reporting in Nigeria. CEO of companies serving as chairman of the board of directors (CEO

duality) was however discovered to have no significant influence over sustainability

reporting176.

Some studies have also been conducted on the interaction between the selected individual

proxies of firm-specific factors and individual dimensions of sustainable development. In this

regard, the effect of firm size on the social dimension of sustainability has been studied. For

instance, in an effort to gather empirical evidence on the impact of profitability, firm size, and

foreign ownership on CSR disclosure, a study conducted in Indonesia by analysing data

obtained from a sample of 84 Indonesian firms (2016-2018) using Regression and Classic

assumption Test found that firm size, as well as profitability, have a significant effect on CSR

disclosure177. Again, on CSR reporting and in support of this finding, research conducted in

Kazakhstan on the determinants of Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) based sustainability

reporting with a focus on the emerging economy found that; firm size impacts the extant

nature as well as the quality of sustainability reporting of Kazakhstani firms. The study

obtained its data from sampled listed firms in the Kazakhstani Stock exchange for the period

2013-2015 by measuring and analysing their three sustainability dimensions as suggested in

the GRI guidelines178.
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Offering further support to the above findings is the result of another investigation conducted

in Indonesia to study how firm size, leverage, and liquidity influences sustainability reporting

using profitability as moderating variable. The study found that bigger size firms perform

better in sustainability disclosures. The study sampled 56 firms (using purposive sampling)

listed on the Indonesian Sri-Kehati Index for the period 2016-2019, the moderated regression

analysis was employed in analysing the collected data179.

However, the result of another investigation carried out in a similar context to establish the

effect of firm size, leverage, firm age, media visibility, and profitability on sustainable report

disclosure disagree with the above findings. The study population was LQ 45 listed

Indonesian companies out of which a sample of 18 firms (Those that issued annual

sustainability reports) was purposively selected. The secondary data used for the study were

obtained from the annual reports of the selected firms and analysed using multiple linear

regression. The study established that Firm size exerted no significant impact on the

sustainability reports of the sampled firms180.

The result of the finding of a study conducted to investigate the interaction between firm

characteristics and sustainability reporting of listed manufacturing companies in Nigeria

collaborate with the above finding. The study adopted the ex-post facto research design and

extracted the research data from the annual reports and accounts of 26 sampled firms (i.e.,

firms whose reports contained the required data to analyse the interaction between the study

variables) to represent the population of listed manufacturing firms on the Nigeria Stock

Exchange. The collected data were analysed using the static panel estimators based on pooled,

fixed, and random effect estimators. The result of the analysis showed that there was no

statistical association between firm size and sustainability reporting22.
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The above finding however contradicts the finding of another contextual study conducted in

Nigeria which investigated the moderating effect of environmental agencies on firm

sustainability reporting in Nigeria. The study focused on the population of all the 218 firms

(consisting of 13 industrial sectors) listed on the Nigeria Stock Exchange as of December

2018. The stratified sampling technique was used to group the total population based on their

respective sector to arrive at 13 strata. Samples were selected at random from each stratum to

give a total of 141 sample size which marks 64.68% of the total population. Both primary and

secondary data were obtained from the sampled firms. Data collected were analysed using

regression analysis to derive the relationship between sustainability disclosure and the firms’

attributes and the significance of such relationship. The study found that an increase in firm

size (or the market-to-book value ratio) resulted in a decrease in sustainability reporting and

vies versa181.

Away from reporting to performance, a study conducted in Indonesia to research the effect of

Firm size, Board gender diversity, and Industry type on CSR using data for the period 2017-

2018 obtained from listed Indonesian firms found that firm size does not have a significant

impact on CSR performance182. Unlike this study, the findings of another research conducted

in Indonesia to find empirical evidence of the impact of firm size, leverage, growth, and

liquidity on firm performance established that firm size exerts a significant and positive

influence on firm performance. This result was arrived at through an analysis of the

secondary data collected on 44 sampled listed Indonesian manufacturing firms for the period

2017-2019 using EViews 11183.

Likewise, the result of another study conducted in Nigeria to investigate the interaction

between firm-specific factors and sustainability of listed consumer goods manufacturing

firms in Nigeria found that firm size exerts a positive and significant effect on CSR

performance. The study employed the ex-post facto research design and used data obtained
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from 60% of listed CGMCs listed on the Nigeria Stock exchange as of March 2021.

Collected data for the study were analysed using the fixed and random effect model, the

Hausman test was used to guide the choice of the best model184.

As regards firm Size and the environmental dimension of sustainability, the role played by

independent directors in ascertaining the impact of environmental sustainability practices on

firm values was researched in Saudi Arabia. The study focused on listed firms on the TASI

index over the period 2015 to 2019 to gather the two categories of data (i.e., financial data

and disclosure on environmental sustainability disclosures) used for the research. Pearson’s

correlation coefficients and regression analysis were used to Analise the data collected. The

study found a strong positive correlation between environmental performance and firm size

which indicates that large companies are inclined to engage in good environmental

practices155.

This result corroborated the findings of another study conducted to establish the impact of

firm characteristics on environmental sustainability. The study reviewed related research

conducted in the last 25 years (1996-2020) to develop a comprehensive understanding of

organizational characteristics and their implication on environmental sustainability by

analysing the content of 68 relevant articles conducted in 25 countries across America,

Europe, Asia, and Africa. The study concluded that larger firms perform better in

environmental practices than small firms185.

Giving a similar result is the finding of another attempt made in Indonesia to examine the

impact of environmental performance, firm size, and profitability on environmental

disclosure. The study was conducted on mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock

Exchange for the period 2012-2015. Both primary and secondary data were employed for the

explanatory study using a quantitative approach. The sample consist of 13 companies with 52
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respondents out of which 48 were finally selected using the purposive sampling technique.

Data collected were analysed using the classical assumption test and multiple regression

analysis. The study found that firm size and environmental performance have a positive effect

on environmental disclosure while profitability does not affect environmental disclosure

practices186.

Also, in an attempt to investigate the interaction between managerial ownership, firm size,

financial performance, and corporate environmental disclosure in Indonesia, a study found

that managerial ownership and firm size (measured by total assets) exert a positive impact on

corporate environmental disclosure. However, financial performance (measured by Return on

Assets) was found to exert a negative impact on corporate environmental disclosure. To

arrive at this conclusion, the study sampled 41 listed companies in Indonesia and collected

data for the periods 2011-2013 to obtain a total of 123 observations which were analysed

using regression analysis187. This result also collaborates with the result of another research

conducted in Indonesia to examine the effect of environmental performance, independent

board of commissioners, and firm size on environmental disclosure which showed among

other findings that firm size exerts a positive effect on environmental disclosure188.

To highlight the impact of boundary conditions in the interaction between firm size and

environmental performance, a study was conducted in Belgium. 4,901 Flemish firms (both

private and listed) were sampled (stratified by sector and size) with respect to environmental

innovation developed by the firms between the period 2006-2008 which was obtained from

the record of the European Union Community Innovation Survey, with additional primary

data collected for the study using questionnaires. 2,202 firms responded to the questionnaires

marking a 45% response rate. The survey data was then merged with the financial

information of the firms to obtain a final 1,761 sample size which was finally used for the

study after grouping into large and small firms. The result of the regression analysis
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employed to analyse the final data shows that the larger firms benefit from environmental

performance when driven by regulation or industry code of conduct, while environmental

performance relates positively with the smaller firms when it is performed as a result of

demand from customers189.

Also, the predicative effect of firm size on the economic dimension of sustainability has been

given some attention. In a study conducted in Europe to investigate the influence of direct

environmental, social, and governance reporting with a focus on European listed companies

in the agricultural food sector, it was established that larger firms generate lower profitability

(Return on Assets)156. To further substantiate the impact of Firm size on the economic

sustainability of firms, another attempt was made in Sri Lanka to investigate the impact of

sustainability reporting on firms’ financial performance. 102 companies out of the 138 listed

companies formed the sample of the study. The study used the secondary data collected from

the annual reports of the sampled companies which were analysed using descriptive analysis,

correlation test, and regression analysis. The result of the analysis showed that when treated

jointly, disclosure of the three dimensions of sustainability impacts the performance of firms

when measured by Return on Assets, but does not have any impact when measured in terms

of Return on Equity. However, when the disclosure of the individual dimensions of

sustainability are treated separately, the study found no impact on performance with respect

to both Return on Assets and Return on Equity. Finally, the research showed that, when the

age of the company and size are treated as control variables with sustainability reporting,

there is an observed impact on the performance of the firms190.

More specifically, the findings of another research conducted in France to analyse the factors

impacting profitability and growth of France-listed firms concluded that firm size plays a

significant part in the financial performance, growth, and dynamism of a firm191. This

collaborates with the findings of another study in Indonesia conducted to examine the impact
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of environmental performance, independent board, and firm size on the financial performance

of non-financial firms listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. The multiple regression

analysis of the data obtained from the 117 samples collected from the annual report of the

firms over the period 2017 to 2019 shows that firm size (as well as environmental

performance) exerts a positive impact on financial performance188.

The above result however contradicts the result of the findings arrived at in another study

conducted in Indonesia to analyse the impact of intellectual capital, sustainability report

disclosure, and firm size on the financial performance of non-financial companies listed on

the Indonesia Stock Exchange. Data obtained for the study covered the period 2017 to 2020,

the purposive sampling method was used to collect 66 responses from 18 companies, the

collected data were analysed using linear regression. Among other findings, the study found

that firm size has no significant effect on financial performance192.

A study was also conducted in Nigeria to investigate the influence of firm-specific factors on

the sustainability of consumer goods manufacturing firms in Nigeria. The study adopted the

ex-post facto research design and sampled 20 consumer goods manufacturing companies

listed on the Nigeria Stock Exchange as of March 2021. The panel data collected covered 10

years from 2010 to 2019. Out of the 20 sampled firms 12 were found to have the required

data for the research present in the annual financials. The fixed and random effect model was

used to analyse the data collected. The study found in part that firm size (as well as

operational efficiency) of the investigated firms has a significant negative impact on the

economic dimension of sustainability (profitability)184.

In contrast to the above findings, the result of another study conducted in Nigeria to

investigate the influence of environmental responsibility on firm financial performance with a

focus on international oil companies in the Niger Delta found that growth opportunity and
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firm size are significantly positively related to firms’ financial performance. The study

sampled 12 international oil firms and obtained data used for the study from the audited

annual financials of the firms and from the Federal Ministry of environmental for the periods

2009 to 2018. The data obtained were analysed using descriptive statistics, correlation

analysis, panel causality test, the fixed effect was selected as the required strategy using the

Hausman test146.

Again, not much investigation has been conducted on the interaction between operational

efficiency and the economic dimension of sustainability. Relevant among the few studies

conducted in the Nigerian context is the study carried out to investigate the impact of

operational efficiency and financial sustainability of listed manufacturing companies in

Nigeria. The study analysed relevant data of manufacturing companies for the period 2009 –

2016. The data collected were analysed using the least square method. The study concluded

that not all efficiency ratios are rewarded with profit. Also, the study found that while an

increase in inventory turnover and increase in assets was observed to be significant

determinants of financial sustainability, employee growth rate and account receivable

turnover were seen not to improve financial performance and sustainability193. Another study

in a similar context was conducted on some specific firm factors to investigate the interaction

of those factors with the sustainability of listed Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies

(CGMCs) in Nigeria. The ex-post facto research sampled 12 companies out of the total of 20

consumer goods manufacturing companies listed on the Nigerian Stock Exchange as of

March 2021. Research data were obtained from the financial reports of the sampled

companies for the period 2010 - 2019. The result of the fixed and random effect model used

in analysing the data as selected by the Hausman test indicated that operational efficiency

(operating expense/sales) exert a significant negative impact on the economic sustainability

and no impact on the social performance of the listed CGMCs184.
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2.3.3 Environmental Dynamism, Corporate Governance, Firm-Specific Factors, and

Sustainability

An investigation was carried out in China to establish the relationship between Chief

Executive Officers empowering leadership and corporate entrepreneurship, the study also

extends its tentacles to cover the mediating role of information elaboration in top

management teams as well as the moderating role of environmental dynamism. Data for the

investigation was collected through randomly distributed questionnaires to 97 organizations

including 52 manufacturing firms. 422 questionnaires in total were retrieved and analysed

using descriptive statistics and correlation analysis to understand the interrelation among the

study variables. The study found that environmental dynamism positively moderates the

relationship between empowering leadership and information collaboration. However, it was

found to negatively moderate the relationship between information collaboration and

corporate entrepreneurship194.

The impact of environmental dynamism on performance was also interrogated in research

conducted in Indonesia. The study purposively sampled manufacturing companies listed on

the Indonesia Stock Exchange between the periods 2017 to 2018 and analysed data collected

using multiple regression analysis. The study found that technological environmental factors

are essential for optimal firm performance195.

A related study was also carried out in India to investigate the mediating role of

organizational and technological factors on environmental dynamism, industry 4.0, and

performance. Data for the research was obtained from various companies with 116 completed

responses out of 310 distributed questionnaires. The collected data were analysed using the

partial least square. The result of the analysis shows that environmental dynamism has a

positive impact on industry 4.0 to improve performance, the study also found that
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technological factors, as well as organizational factors, have a mediating effect on the

interaction between environmental dynamism and industry 4.084.

Also, in an attempt to propose a model for firm performance and sustainability with a focus

on integrated management system implementation in SMEs, a study was conducted to relate

the influence of management systems on SMEs by reviewing other related research works.

The study concluded that technology and innovation have a significant impact on the

competitiveness of SMEs, thus the need for SMEs to employ strategies to tackle these

challenges196.

The gaps noticed from the above review of existing empirical literature in their effort to

address the sustainability of firms in various contexts are summarised in chapter 2.5 to give

further credit to this study.
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2.4 Conceptual Framework

Figure 2.2: Conceptual framework of Corporate Governance, Firm-Specific Factors, and
sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods manufacturing companies in Nigeria

Source: Researcher Computation, 2022
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Model Specification

The conceptual model of this study is developed on the strength of the Stakeholder Theory

(ST), Resource-Based Theory (RBT), and Dynamic Capabilities Theory (DCT). The three

theories explain the interactions between Corporate Governance, Firm-specific factors,

Environmental dynamism, and corporate sustainability. The strength of the Stakeholder

theory provided the link between corporate governance and the sustainability of the fast-

moving consumer goods (FMCG) manufacturing companies. The proposal of the Resource-

Based View Theory provides the link between firm-specific factors and sustainability of the

FMCG manufacturing companies; while the Dynamic Capability Theory gives support to the

link between environmental dynamism as a moderating variable in the interaction between

corporate governance and sustainability, and as a mediating variable in the interaction

between firm-specific factors, and sustainability of the FMCG manufacturing companies. The

strength of the Dynamic Capability Theory also gives sustenance to the link between the

FMCG manufacturing companies and the macro-environment in which they operate.

The model thus summarizes the construct of this study, which aims to investigate the effect of

corporate governance and firm-specific factors on the sustainability of selected fast-moving

consumer goods manufacturing companies in Lagos State, Nigeria. The independent variable

corporate governance is proxied by accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder

management, while firm-specific factor is proxied by firm size and operational efficiency.

The dependent variable is sustainability, which is measured by the three dimensions of

sustainable development viz: social, environmental, and economic (profitability)

performances. The moderating/mediating variable is environmental dynamism.

Therefore, the five null hypotheses will be linked as follows: corporate governance, its

proxies and sustainability dimensions; firm-specific factors, its proxies and sustainability
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dimensions; corporate governance, firm-specific-factors and sustainability; environmental

dynamism, corporate governance, and sustainability; and environmental dynamism, firm-

specific-factors, and sustainability. The formulated null hypothesis will be subjected to

statistical tests to determine the direction of results, conclusion, and possible recommendation

of this study. Proxies for the Dependent and Independent Variable are provided in Table 1 in

the appendix.

In furtherance of the discussion on the conceptual model, this study will adopt a linear

regression function to express the conceptual model to establish the effect the corporate

governance and firm-specific factor has on the sustainability performance of the FMCG

manufacturing companies under study through the following statistics:

Y = f(Xi, Wi)

Y = Dependent variable: Sustainability (SUS)

Y = Independent variables: X = Corporate Governance (CG); W = Firm-Specific Factor (FSF)

Z = Moderating/mediating variable: Z= Environmental dynamism

The first independent variable- Corporate Governance (CG) is measured as:

x1= Accountability (ACT),

x2= Agile Leadership (AGL),

x3= Stakeholder management (SMG)

The second independent variable- Firm-specific factor (FSF) is measured as:

w1= Firm size (FS),

w2= Operational efficiency (OE),

The dependent variable- Sustainability (SUS) Y is measured as:

y1= Corporate social responsibility (CSR),

y2= Environment (EVT).
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y3= Profitability (PRT)

This study incorporates one intervening variable (Z) – Environmental dynamism (EVD).

The following acronyms are compiled to represent the dependent, independent, intervening

variables under investigation in the present study. They are as follows:

SUS= (CSR, EVT, PRT)

CG = (ACC, AGL, SMG)

FSF= (FS, OE)

Z = (EVD)

By substituting the acronyms of each variable in the regression model, the researcher presents

the following:

Hypothesis One

Y = f(X)

X = (x1, x2,x3)

Y = β0 + β1x1+ β2x2 + β3x3+ ei

SUS= βo + β1ACCi+ β2AGLi+ β3SMGi+ ei..…….…….…….. Regression equation 1

Hypothesis Two

Y = f(W)

W = (w1,w2)

Y = β0 + β1w1+ β2w2+ ei

SUS = βo + β1FSi+ β2OEi + ei..…….…….…………………….. Regression equation 2

Hypothesis Three

Y = f(X+W)

Y= βo + β1X1+ β2W2+ ei

SUS = βo + β1CGi+ β2FSFi + ei..…….…….………………….. Regression equation 3
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Hypothesis Four

Y= f(X*Z)

Y= βo + β1X1+ β2Z1 + β3X1*Z1+ ei

SUS = βo + β1CGi+ β2EVDi + β3CG1*EVD1+ ei..……..…..….. Regression equation 4

Hypothesis Five

Y= f(W+Z)

Y= βo + β1W1+ β2Z1+ ei

SUS = βo + β1FSFi+ β2EVD1+ ei..…….…….…………...…….. Regression equation 5

Where:

βo = the intercept expected value of y when x is equal to zero.

β = the Coefficient of the independent variable (it is the rate of change in y with respect to x).

ei = the error term to accommodate the effect of other variables that can influence

sustainability performance, but which were not included in the model.

A prior expectation of this study is that Corporate Governance (CG) proxied by

Accountability, Agile Leadership, and Stakeholder Management; and Firm-Specific (FSF)

proxied by Firm Size, and Operational Efficiency are expected to have a relationship with

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), Environmental Performance (ENV), and profitability

(PRT) of the selected Fast-Moving Consumer Good Manufacturing Companies in Lagos

State, Nigeria.
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Table 2.2 summarises the apriori expectation with regard to the hypotheses in this study.

Table 2.2: Apriori Expectations

Formulated Hypotheses Model
Apriori expectations
from the interlude for
each hypothesis

H01: Accountability, agile leadership and
stakeholder management (Corporate Governance)
will have no significant effect on the
sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods
Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

SUS= βo + β1ACCi+
β2AGLi+ β3SMGi+
ei.……...........….……(1)

Reject if βi ≠ 0 and ρ ≤
0.05; (i=1-3) Otherwise
accept

H02: Firm size and Operational efficiency (Firm-
specific factors) will have no significant effect on
the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer
Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

SUS = βo + β1FSi+ β2OEi

+ ei..…….…….……..(2)
Reject if βi ≠ 0 and ρ ≤
0.05; (i=1-2) Otherwise
accept

H03: Accountability, agile leadership, stakeholder
management (Corporate governance); firm size
and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors)
will have no significant influence on the
sustainability performance of Fast-Moving
Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in
Nigeria.

SUS = βo + β1CGi+
β2FSFi +
ei..…….…….……(3)

Reject if βi ≠ 0 and ρ ≤
0.05; (i=1-2) Otherwise
accept

H04: Environmental dynamism will have no
significant moderating effect on the effect of
accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder
management (corporate governance) on the
sustainability performance of Fast-Moving
Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in
Nigeria.

SUS = βo + β1CGi+
β2EVDi + β3CG1*EVD1
+
ei..…….…….……..(4)

Reject if βi ≠ 0 and ρ ≤
0.05; (i=1-5) Otherwise
accept

H05: Environmental dynamism will have no
significant mediating effect on the effect of firm
size and operational efficiency (firm-specific
factors) on the sustainability performance of Fast-
Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing
Companies in Nigeria.

SUS = βo + β1FSFi+
β2EVD1+
ei..…….…….…….. (5)

Reject if βi ≠ 0 and ρ ≤
0.05; (i=1-2) Otherwise
accept

Source: Researcher’s Apriori Expectation, 2022

2.5 Summary of Gaps in Literature Reviewed

This section aims to summarise the gaps found in relevant studies conducted on the

interaction between corporate governance (proxied by accountability, agile leadership, and

stakeholder management), firm-specific factors (proxied by firm size and operational

efficiency), and sustainability (proxied by the three pillars of sustainability viz, social

performance, environmental performance, and economic performance (profitability). The



90

studies reviewed show that there exists little literature addressing these measures which this

study intends to look at in an effort the address sustainability performance in fast-moving

consumer goods manufacturing companies in Nigeria with the moderating influence of

environmental dynamism. Earlier studies conducted partially address some of these research

variables in Asia, Europe, and America. The few studies conducted in Nigeria on corporate

sustainability were as well seen to consider just a few of the independent variables of this

research, with a major focus on reporting on the social and environmental dimensions of the

dependent variable using secondary data.

Empirical studies on corporate governance and sustainability have dealt with issues such as:

the integration of corporate governance alongside increased strategic leadership, corporate

culture, business infrastructure, corporate alignment through corporate hospitality and

sustainability; how corporate social responsibility mediates the relationship between

corporate governance and sustainability performance; corporate governance and

sustainability performance in UK firms; and in the context of Nigeria, issues such as firm

characteristics and sustainability reporting of listed manufacturing companies have been

investigated127,128,197.

Also, some studies were noted to be of relevance to the effect of the proxies of corporate

governance and the individual dimensions of sustainability, these studies include those

conducted on: the interaction between accounting system and corporate responsibility

performance148; the effect of sustainability disclosure on financial performance149; the impact

of sustainability disclosure on firm performance149; the impact of accountability on

environmental sustainability153; the role of leadership in environmental performance155; the

effect of leadership motivation on sustainability strategy158; the role of agile women

leadership in archiving team management166; the impact of the interaction between firm

readiness for change and agility of leadership on dynamic capabilities of SMEs167. However,
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articles reviewed shows that studies on the interaction between corporate governance

(measured by accountability, leadership, and stakeholder management) and the three

dimensions of sustainability is scarce. Hence, it is imperative to address this gap in literature

through an empirical study.

Furthermore, previous empirical studies on firm-specific factors and sustainability have

interrogated issues such as: public debt, board size, audit committee, and the Economic

Dimension of Sustainability; firm size, profitability, and CSR disclosure; impact of firm size

on sustainability reporting; impact of firm size on the nature and quality of sustainability

reporting; the effect of Firm size, board gender diversity, and industry type on CSR; the

correlation between firm size and environmental sustainability; the impact of firm size and

profitability; firm size and financial performance, growth, and firm dynamism; and firm size

and financial performance177,178,180.183,185,188191.

Though Nigerian scholars have paid little attention to the sustainability effect of firm-specific

factors, some contextual studies have been conducted on: the effect of firm size and

operational efficiency on sustainability using secondary data of sampled listed Consumer

Goods Manufacturing Companies (CGMCs); the interface between firm size, growth

opportunity, and financial performance of international oil companies; the impact of increase

in turnover, assets, employee growth rate and account receivables on financial performance;

as well as the moderating effect of environmental agencies on firm size and sustainability

reporting146,184,181. While this shows that the interest of scholars is growing in the subject.

There is still a gap to be filled with regard to the impact of firm size and operational

efficiency on the collective as well as the individual dimensions of sustainability using

primary data.
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Overall, there appears to be a scarcity of literature relating to the combined effect of

corporate governance and firm-specific factors on sustainability. The same was observed with

literature on the moderating impact of environmental dynamism on the interaction between

corporate governance and sustainability, as well as on the mediating impact of environmental

dynamism on the interactions between firm-specific factors and sustainability. Nevertheless,

studies were found that treated the moderating impact of environmental dynamism and the

relationship between empowering leadership, information collaboration, and corporate

entrepreneurship; also, the impact of technological environmental factors on firm

performance; the impact of environmental dynamism on industry 4.0; and the impact of

technology and innovation on the competitiveness of SMEs were observed to have been

studied84,194,195,196.

The above-noted gaps further give strength to the benefit of this study in pushing forward the

frontier of knowledge. Existing works of literature have interrogated some of the proposed

variables in this study from various contexts. Moreso, the contextual study that addressed the

impact of the proxies of firm-specific factors also considered by this study scoped its

investigation to CGMCs and collected its data from secondary sources. Overall, none of the

empirical studies have been able to treat the individual dimensions of sustainability with the

measures of cooperate governance (CG) and the measures of firm-specific factors (FSF)

proposed by this study used primary data, neither have the combined effect of CG and FSF

been given any attention. Likewise, the moderating effect of environmental dynamism on the

effect of CG on sustainability, as well as the mediating effect of environmental dynamism on

the effect FSF on sustainability is grossly lacking.
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Chapter Three

Methodology

This chapter identifies the research strategies to be employed to investigate the objectives

stated, research questions raised, and test hypotheses formulated in the introductory chapter

of this study. The methods to be employed followed a synthesized framework, which

includes: the research design for this study, the study population, computation of sample size,

sampling technique adopted, methods employed to collect data, research instrument, validity,

and reliability of the research instrument. Also, the pilot study, administration, and retrieval

of the research instrument, method of data analysis, and mathematical models for each

hypothesis tested.

3.1 Research Design

This study adopted a cross-sectional survey design as it attempts to study a subset of a

population at a point in time and to investigate the effect of corporate governance and firm-

specific factors on the sustainability of fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos

State, Nigeria. The advantage of this method is that it has an economic advantage over the

longitudinal survey design and is less cumbersome1. Studies found cross-sectional survey

design appropriate in specific circumstances, for example when examining the effect of

corporate governance and firm-specific factors on sustainability at a point in time2.

3.2 Population of the Study

The population of the study comprised five thousand seven hundred and ten (5,710) staff of

six (6) registered Fast-Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) manufacturers in Lagos State,

Nigeria. The population number was obtained from the company’s human resource unit as of

21st November 2021. The FMCG manufacturers selected are all registered firms that account

for more than 85% of the market share of the consumer goods industry in Nigeria3. The firms
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selected were the subject of discussion in the statement of the problem in this study. The

choice of Lagos State as the geographical setting for this study is because 70% of the FMCG

manufacturers have their head offices in the State4.

Table 3.1: Population of the study

S/N
Names of Fast-Moving
Consumer Goods
Manufacturers Selected

Location Staff Strength

1. Nestle
22/24 Ilupeju Ind

22/24 Ilupeju Industrial
Avenue, Ilupeju, Lagos. 1,485

2. Procter & Gamble
52-54 Isaak John St, Ikeja
GRA, Lagos 184

3. PZ
Town Planning way,
Illupeju, Lagos 1,540

4. Unilever
1 Billings Way, Oregun,
Ikeja, Lagos 1,143

5. Cadbury Lateef Jakande Rd,
1011233, Ikeja Lagos 781

6. FrieslandCampina
Plot 7b Acme Rd, Ogba
Industrial Estate, Ikeja,
Lagos

577

Total 5,710
Source: Human Resource Office of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturers, 2021.

3.3 Sample and Sampling Techniques

The sample size drawn from the sampling frame (see Table 3.2) was computed using Raosoft

online sample size calculator for a finite population. The use of the sample is appropriate

because the study is not interested in studying the entire population of the registered FMCG

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. From the Raosoft calculator, 360 is considered

appropriate for a population of 5,710 employees. The decision is reached at a 5% margin of

error critical to management studies and a 95% level of confidence.
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Source: Raosoft, 2021

To address the issue of anticipated non-response, 20% (72) of the sample size was added to

the computed sample of 360. The addition of the 72 is to address issues of anticipated non-

response from the respondents and this procedure is in concomitance with existing literature1.

In addition, it will ensure that the scientifically determined sample (optimum sample size) is

achieved at the end of the study. Therefore, the sample for the staff of FMCG manufacturers

in Lagos State, Nigeria, is 432.

This study adopted a stratified random sampling technique. First, the sample size was

proportioned to know the exact number to draw from each manufacturer based on their

population, this was followed by a stratified sampling technique. The population was

stratified into three strata to include top management, middle management, and the

operational management level. This technique enabled researchers to capture key population

360
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characteristics in the study sample. In other words, stratified sampling showed key

characteristics in the sample that appropriately reflect the population under study, and it is

appropriate for populations with multiple characteristics. Lastly, the simple random technique

was employed to pick from each stratum in each manufacturer based on the proportion

calculated. The stratified random procedure gives fewer error margins when compared with

an outright simple random sampling technique for a heterogeneous population.

Table 3.2: Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturers Selected.

Source: Researcher’s Computation, 2022

To determine the proportion of the sample size to each level on the basis of the

stratified sampling technique, the study adopted the percentage defined by scholars who

used the technique5. The scholars suggested that respondents can be chosen from each

stratum in this order; top management 20%, middle level 30%, and operational level 50%

especially when the organisation under investigation did not provide such information

about the percentage makeup of each level in the organisation. The resultant sample size

from each stratum is provided in Table 3.2.

Consumer goods
Manufacturers

Number of
Management

staff

Proportionate
percentage

Proportionate
distribution of

432
Questionnaires

Top
management
level 20%

Middle
Management
Level 30%

Operational
management
level 50%

Nestle 1,485 26% 112 22 34 56

Procter & Gamble 184 3% 14 3 4 7

PZ 1,540 27% 117 23 35 58

Unilever 1,143 20% 86 17 26 43

Cadbury 781 14% 59 12 18 30

FrieslandCampina 577 10% 44 9 13 22

Total 5,710 100% 432 86 130 216
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3.4 Description of Research Instrument

A structured questionnaire was adopted as this study's instrument. The use of questionnaire is

relevant because it helps in collecting feedback based on the perception and opinion of the

respondents, more so, it is suitable for collecting data from a pool of people within a short

period on current issues, and it also enhances quantitative data analysis. The items in the

questionnaire were adapted from existing literature (See Table 3.3). The adapted

questionnaire is a standardised scale that has been used by authors on the subject matter of

this research in other countries, sectors, and in different industries. In line with extant

literature6, the response options provided in this study’s questionnaire follow the 6-point

Likert-type scale. This scale has an ordinal interval scale numbered from 6 to 1. The response

options in the questionnaire covered, Very High Extent (VHE) = 6, High Extent (HE) = 5,

Moderately High Extent (MHE) = 4, Moderately Low Extent (MLE) = 3, Low Extent (LE) =

2, Very Low Extent (VLE) = 1

Table 3.3: Source of Adapted Questionnaire

Variable Measurement Source

Corporate
Governance

Accountability, Agile Leadership,
Stakeholder management

E-Vahdati, Zulkifli & Zakariya (2018);
Chizema & Pogrebna (2019); Ackert,
Church, Ventaraman, & Zhang (2019);
Aderibigbe & Fragouli (2020)

Firm-specific
factors Firm-size, Operational efficiency Yun, Ahmed, Jebran, & Mohammed

(2020); Banerjee & Gupta (2021)

Environmental
Dynamism

Tech dynamism, munificence, and
complexities

Asikhia, Adewole, Onamusi, & Makinde
(2022), Onamusi, Asikhia, & makinde
(2019)

Source; Literature Review, 2022
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The questionnaire has 5 sections: Section A covered the demographic variables with six (6)

items, section B covered corporate governance with twenty-seven (27) items, section C

covered firm-specific factors with eighteen (18) items. Section D covered business

sustainability with twenty-six (26) items. Section E covered environmental dynamism with

ten (10) items.

3.5 Validity of Research Instrument

The research instrument was validated using criterion, content, and construct validity. For

criterion and content validity, the instruments were validated by the project supervisor and

practitioners who took part in this study. The contributions were used to modify the

questionnaire as necessary for the main study taking into consideration how each of the

variables was measured in existing literature. A pilot study was also conducted to provide an

opportunity to pre-test the instruments to ascertain construct validity.

The pilot study was conducted using the regular staff of paint manufacturers, viz African

Paints Nigeria Plc, Fabex paint Nigeria ltd, and Askar Paints Nigeria Ltd in Ibadan because

they share similar attributes with the manufacturers under investigation. A sample of 43

representing 10% of the sample size was used for the study. Hence, forty-three (43) copies of

the questionnaire were administered to the staff of African Paints Nigeria Plc, Fabex paints

Nigeria ltd, and Askar Paints Nigeria Ltd. Convenient sampling was used to select

respondents from the sampling unit. After retrieval and sorting of the questionnaire, thirty-six

(36) copies of the questionnaire were deemed usable since they were properly filled.

The issues that came up during and after the pilot study include the following: Respondents

complained about the number of items in the questionnaire and advised it should be reduced

to aid the response rate. The respondents did not complain about the length of each question,

but they advised the use of simple English that would enable respondents to adequately



114

respond to the questionnaire. The result of the pilot study shows that the instrument is valid

and reliable for the study. The result of the Average Variance Extract (AVE), Composite

Reliability (CR), and Cronbach’s Alpha (CA) coefficient, confirms the validity and the

reliability of the instrument.

The researcher conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to ascertain the overall

adequacy and validity of the instrument. Through the Varimax Extraction Method, factor

loadings were extracted from the rotated component matrix to compute the Average Variance

Extracted (AVE). Hence, AVE's value greater than 0.5 provided added proof of convergent

validity, and the discriminate validity value for all the constructs below 1.00 on the

Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) criterion provided additional evidence of construct validity

for each of the measured variables. Both the AVE and discriminant validity values provided

evidence of construct validity for all the variables under study.

Table 3.4 and 3.5 present a summary of the construct validity for the questionnaire items of

this study.

Table 3.4: Summary of Pilot Test Incorporating Construct Validity Test

Variable AVE Remark

Accountability 0.435 Reliable

Agile Leadership 0.591 Reliable

Corporate social responsibility 0.554 Reliable

Environmental dynamism 0.579 Reliable

Environmental performance 0.729 Reliable

Firm size 0.474 Reliable

Operational efficiency 0.568 Reliable

Profitability 0.53 Reliable
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Stakeholder management 0.485 Reliable

Source: Computed from Pilot Study, 2021

Table 3.4 shows the result of the AVE values for the study constructs. AVE value of 0.45 is

adjudged to be fair, a value of 0.55 is deemed to be good, while the value of 0.63 and 0.71 are

respectively considered to be very good and excellent7. Thus, the AVE values of all the

constructs as shown in table 3.4 suggest that convergent validity has been established for all

the reflective constructs in this study.

In addition, the HTMT criterion was used to assess the discriminant validity for all the

reflective constructs. An acceptable approach to establishing discriminant validity is through

HTMT criterion which measures the average correlations of the indicators across constructs.

The liberal benchmark for the HTMT value is 0.98, added proof of discriminant validity

between the reflective construct is established where the HTMT values for all the reflective

constructs are below 1.09. Table 3.5 present the HTMT criterion for this study which was

computed using SmartPLS statistical version 3.3.3 platform.

Table 3.5: Discriminant Validity using Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

Construct ACT AGL CSR EVD ENV FS OE PRT SUS

Accountability

Agile Leadership 0.9

Corporate social
responsibility 0.77 0.46

Environmental dynamism 0.48 0.69 0.98

Environmental performance 0.61 0.91 0.57 0.83

Firm size 0.79 0.67 0.58 0.65 0.55
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Operational efficiency 0.53 0.8 0.31 0.65 0.59 0.54

Profitability 0.9 0.99 0.7 0.74 0.99 0.81 0.8

Stakeholder management 0.43 0.57 0.68 0.44 0.52 0.67 0.38 0.87

Source: Computed from Pilot Study, 2021

In concomitance with previous research on the threshold for establishing discriminant

validity, all the constructs in table 3.5 had HTMT values below 1.00 to suggest that

discriminant validity has been established for all the reflective constructs in this study9,10.

Scholars have emphasised that both convergent validity (through AVE) and discriminant

validity (through HTMT criterion) are important measures of construct validity11.

In furthering the process of validating the research instrument, factor analysis using principal

component analysis was employed through Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test to measure the

suitability of the data to the study and measure the sampling adequacy for each variable in the

model and for the complete model. KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) greater than 0.5 is required

for the variable to be accepted12.

Table 3.6: Validity Statistics Process

Variable KMO Bart. Sig Remark

Accountability 0.599 119.261 (0.000) Accepted

Agile Leadership 0.605 226.829 (0.000) Accepted

Corporate social responsibility 0.564 205.964 (0.000) Accepted

Environmental dynamism 0.577 227.706 (0.000) Accepted

Environmental performance 0.834 522.968 (0.000) Accepted

Firm size 0.562 235.996 (0.000) Accepted

Operational efficiency 0.565 248.442 (0.000) Accepted
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Profitability 0.62 181.585 (0.000) Accepted

Stakeholder management 0.688 278.007 (0.000) Accepted

Source: Computed from Pilot Study, 2021

In addition, Bartlett test of Sphericity evaluates the strength of the relationship among

variables. Hence, Bartlett test the null hypothesis which suggested that the items in the

original correlational matrix have no relationship among them, which would indicate that the

variables are unrelated and hence unsuitable for the study. In table 3.6, the KMO and Bartlett

test values and the concomitant probability values were below the 0.05 threshold suggesting

that the factor analysis conducted is appropriate13.

3.6 Reliability of the Instrument

The researcher subjected the questionnaire to test reliability. The variables were tested for

internal consistency method of reliability and composite reliability. The internal consistency

was used to establish the reliability of a measure by evaluating the within-scale consistency

of the responses to the items of the measure. Applicable to multiple-item measurement

instruments (like that of this study), Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is widely employed for

assessing this internal consistency. A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of > 0.7 but < 1 score for

a questionnaire is adjudged to be reliable14. The composite reliability is used to revalidate the

reliability of the instrument. Table 3.7 depicts the reliability statistic of all the variables in

this study.



118

Table 3.7: Reliability Statistic

S/N Variables Composite
Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient

1. Accountability 0.679 0.655

2. Agile Leadership 0.809 0.644

3. Corporate social responsibility 0.859 0.79

4. Environmental dynamism 0.87 0.813

5. Environmental performance 0.96 0.953

6. Firm size 0.711 0.647

7. Operational efficiency 0.886 0.847

8. Profitability 0.792 0.683

9. Stakeholder management 0.782 0.729
Source: Computed from Pilot Study, 2022

3.7 Administration of Research Instrument and Method of Data Collection

Primary data was collected to address the objectives of this study because it helps to reduce

the chances of obtaining incorrect data. The primary data was collected using a structured

questionnaire in line with existing studies. Moreover, this instrument works well with a

cross-section design mainly because it aids the collection of data regarding the opinion and

perception of respondents at a point in time on current issues.

The researcher met with each company’s human resources managers and other designated

officers responsible for seeking permission to conduct this study. This was seen to be

necessary because the approval of the human resource managers, should facilitate the

questionnaire administration, and retrieval and enhance the response rate.

The questionnaire was administered to 432 regular staff of the selected FMCG

manufacturers across the top, middle, and operational management levels during opening

hours at the business premise. A letter introducing the researcher, enumerating the purpose

of the study, and copies of the questionnaire were delivered to the respondents. The copies
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of the questionnaire were distributed both in person and by trained research assistants, with

specific instructions on the administration process, which involved administering copies of

the questionnaire to regular staff and retrieval of the copies of the questionnaire from the

respondents.

3.8 Method of Data Analysis

The data obtained through the administration of questionnaires to employees of FMCG

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria was analysed using descriptive statistics and inferential

statistics. Descriptive statistics was used to analyse the variables in the questionnaire and to

answer the research question. Inferential statistics was used to test and substantiate the

hypotheses formulated for this study. Hypotheses 1-5 were achieved through Partial Least

Square-Structural Equation Modelling. The result of the hypotheses will be significant at a

probability value of less than 0.05. These descriptive statistics were carried out through the

use of Statistical Package for Service Solutions (SPSS) version 25 while the inferential

statistics was carried out via SmartPLS version 4.0. Table 3.8 shows a summary of the

method used in analysing the objectives in this study.
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Table 3.8: Method of Analysing the Objectives in this Study

Objectives Analytical Statistics
Techniques

Examine the effect of corporate governance on the sustainability
of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in
Nigeria.

PLS-SEM

Assess how firm-specific factors affect the sustainability of Fast-
Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

PLS-SEM

Evaluate the effect of corporate governance and firm-specific
factors on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving
Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

PLS-SEM

Determine the moderating effect of environmental dynamism on
the effect of corporate governance on the sustainability
performance of Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in
Nigeria.

PLS-SEM

Determine the mediating effect of environmental dynamism on
the effect of firm-specific factors on the sustainability
performance of Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in
Nigeria.

PLS-SEM

Source: Researcher’s Compilation, 2022



121

Endnotes

1 A. B. Onamusi, Adaptive Capability, Social Media Agility, Ambidextrous Marketing
Capability, and Business Survival: A Mediation Analysis, Marketing and Branding
Research, 8(1), 2021, 31-47.

2 S. L. Martin, R. G. Javalgi & L. Ciravegna, Marketing Capabilities New Venture
Performance: The Mediation Role of Marketing Communication and The Moderating Effect
of Technological Turbulence, Journal of Business Research, 107(1), 2020, 25-37.

3 National Bureau of Statistics, Nigeria Manufacturing Sector Report, National Bureau of
Statistics. Available Online: https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary?queries=manufacturing.

4 Euromonitor International, Lagos in Nigeria. Euromonitor International. Available Online:
https://www.euromonitor.com/lagos-in-nigeria/report.

5 A. B. Onamusi, O. G. Makinde & H. B. Akinlabi, Entry Mode Strategy, Firm-level
Capability, Environmental Turbulence, and Organisational Performance: A Moderated
Analysis,Management and Economics Review, 6(2), 2020, 101-114.

6 A. B. Onamusi, Strategic Response Capability and Firm Competitiveness: How Omoluabi
Leadership Makes a Difference, Business Excellence and Management, 10(4), 2020, 23-37.

7 University of Cambridge, What Thresholds Should I Use For Factor Loading Cut-offs?,
University of Cambridge. Available Online: https://imaging.mrc-
cbu.cam.ac.uk/statswiki/FAQ/thresholds.

8 E. Roemer, F. Schuberth & J. Hensler, HTMT2- An Improved Criterion For assessing
Discriminant Validity in Structural Equation Modeling. Industrial Management & Data
Systems, 121(12), 2021, 2637-2649.

9 J. Gaskin, S. Godfrey & A. Vance, Successful System Use: It’s Not Just Who You Are, But
What You Do, AIS Journals, 10(2), 2018, 57-81.

10 J. Henseler, C. M. Ringle & M. Sarstedt, A New Criterion for Accessing Discriminant
Validity in Variance-Based Structural Equation Modeling, Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 43(1), 2015, 115-135.

11 O. O. Tijani, T. Edmond & A. B. Onomusi, The Relevance of Organisational Capabilities
for Nursing Mother’s Satisfaction, IAR Journal of Business Management, 2(1), 2021, 12-
20.

12 R. Gikunda, Re: What Should Be Ideal KMO Value for Factor Analysis?, ResearchGate.
Available Online: https://www.researchgate.net/post/What-should-be-ideal-KMO-value-for-
factor-analysis/5b6b5b4436d235121d0f7bd9/citation/download 2018.

13 V. Nijis, Evaluate if Data are Appropriate for Factor Analysis. Radiant. Available Online:
https://radiant-rstats.github.io/docs/multivariate/pre_factor.html, 2019.

https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary?queries=manufacturing
https://www.euromonitor.com/lagos-in-nigeria/report
https://imaging.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/statswiki/FAQ/thresholds
https://imaging.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/statswiki/FAQ/thresholds
https://www.researchgate.net/post/What-should-be-ideal-KMO-value-for-factor-analysis/5b6b5b4436d235121d0f7bd9/citation/download
https://www.researchgate.net/post/What-should-be-ideal-KMO-value-for-factor-analysis/5b6b5b4436d235121d0f7bd9/citation/download


122

14 J. F. Hair, B. J. Babin, R. E. Anderson, & C. B. Black, Multivariate Data Analysis, 8 ed.
Hampshire: Cengage Learning, 2018, 122.



123

Chapter Four

Results and Discussion of Findings

This chapter offers the empirical results from the data analysis conducted, an interpretation of

the findings, and a discussion of the study results. Thus, this chapter presents the analyses of

the data collected in the field survey. The analysis is mainly drawn from primary data

collected through structured questionnaires. Descriptive statistics were adopted to analyse the

variables in the questionnaire and answer the research question. Inferential statistics were

used to test and substantiate the hypotheses formulates. Hypothesis 1-5 were tested using

partial least square-structural equation modelling.

4.1 Presentation of Data

A total of four hundred and thirty-two (432) copies of questionnaire were administered, and

four hundred and six (406) copies were returned. After sorting the questionnaires 383 copies

were certified as duly filled and considered usable. The useable questionnaire represented

88.65% response rate. The high response rate was recorded as the researcher administered

the instruments with the help of research assistants who put concerted efforts to regularly

visit the respondents to request them to fill the instrument, sometimes to clarify queries from

the respondents and to prompt the respondents to fill the questionnaire. The response results

are presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Response Rate
Responses Frequency Percent

Completed usable copies of questionnaire 383 88.65%

Unusable, unreturned and disqualified questionnaires 49 11.34%

Total 432 100%

Source: Field Survey Results, 2022
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Table 4.2 Demographic Characteristic of Respondents

Variables Category Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 272 71.0%

Female 111 29.0%

Age 21-30 years 154 40.2%

31-40 years 206 53.7%

41-50 years 23 6.1%

Educational

Qualification

ND/NCE 136 35.4%

B.Sc/BA/HND 231 60.3%

PGD/MBA/MSc/MA 16 4.3%

Job Level Top Management 88 22.9%

Middle Management 136 35.4%

Operational

Management

160 41.7%

Length of service Below 5 years 184 48.1%

6-10 years 159 41.5%

11-15 years 40 10.4%

Source: Field Survey Results, 2022

This section consists of background and respondents’ information that describes basic

characteristics such as gender of the respondents, age of the respondents, educational

qualification, job level, and length of service. To this effect, the results are presented in Table

4.2.

Table 4.2 presents the demographic and personal profile of respondents used for this study.

Demographic and personal profile of respondents as shown in table 4.2. Profile of gender

indicated that 272 respondents representing 71.0% were male while 111 respondents

representing 29.0% were female, indicating that most of the respondents were male.

Demographic and personal profile of respondents as shown in table 4.2 by age revealed that

154 respondents representing 40.2% were between the ages of 21-30 years, 206 respondents

representing 53.7% were between 31-40 years, and 23 respondents representing 6.1% were
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between 41-50 years, indicating that most of the respondents were between 31-40 years.

Meanwhile, 136 respondents representing 35.4% had ND/NCE, 231 respondents representing

60.3% had BSc/BA/HND, and 16 respondents representing 4.3% had PGD/MBA/MSc/MA.

Also, 88 respondents representing 22.9% were top management, 136 respondents

representing 35.4% were middle management, and 160 respondents representing 41.7% were

operational management. Furthermore, 184 respondents representing 48.1% had below

5years length of service, 159 respondents representing 41.5% had 6-10 years, and 40

respondents representing 10.4% had 11-15 years.

4.2 Presentation of Research Questions

Research Question One: How does accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder

management (corporate governance) affect the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer

Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria?

Table 4.3: Descriptive Analysis of the Response on Accountability, Agile Leadership and
Stakeholder Management (Corporate Governance)

Accountability VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Legal compliance 311
(79.1%)

8
(2.0%)

50
(12.7%)

16
(4.1%) - 8

(2.0%) 5.50

Sanction on unethical
practice

237
(60.3%)

140
(35.6%) - 8

(2.0%) - 8
(2.0%) 5.48

Ethical awareness 89
(22.6%)

156
(39.7%)

140
(35.6%)

8
(2.0%) - - 4.83

Reward for
professional conduct

180
(45.8%)

114
(29.0%) - 91

(23.2%)
8

(20%) - 4.93
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Display of
Professionalism

211
(53.7%)

116
(29.5%)

50
(12.7%)

16
(4.1%) - - 5.33

Information
disclosure

64
(16.3%)

149
(37.9%)

8
(2.0%)

107
(27.2%)

32
(8.1%)

33
(8.4%) 4.02

Adherence to
accounting best
practice

246
(62.6%)

32
(8.1%)

8
(2.0%)

67
(17.0%)

40
(10.2%) - 4.96

Weighted Mean 5.01

Stakeholder
Management VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Shareholder’s
interest

219
(55.7%)

99
(25.2%)

51
(13.0%) - 24

(6.1%) - 5.24

Board Competence 245
(62.3%)

123
(31.3%)

25
(6.4%) - - - 5.56

CEO’s succession
planning.

180
(45.8%)

156
(39.7%)

57
(14.5%) - - - 5.31

Effective committee
structures

147
(37.4%)

197
(50.1%)

49
(12.5%) - - - 5.25

Effective decisions
making

180
(45.8%)

213
(54.2%) - - - - 5.46

Collective
responsibility

204
(51.9%)

74
(18.8%)

90
(22.9%)

25
(6.4%) - - 5.16

Governing Policies 180
(45.8%)

131
(33.3%)

74
(18.8%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.23

Risk Assessment 169
(43.0%)

141
(35.9%)

9
(2.3%) - - 74

(18.8%) 4.65
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Risk control 252
(64.1%)

109
(27.7%)

24
(6.1%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.54

Protection of
employees’ rights

171
(43.5%)

74
(18.8%)

50
(12.7%)

8
(2.0%)

74
(18.8%)

16
(4.1%) 4.54

Weighted Mean 5.19

Agile Leadership VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Ability to quickly
cope with complex
environmental issues

213
(54.2%)

172
(43.8%)

8
(2.0%) - - - 5.52

Value high quality
thinking in problem
solving

220
(56.0%)

156
(39.7%)

17
(4.3%) - - - 5.52

Provide opportunity
for transparent
feedbacks

171
(43.5%)

124
(31.6%)

57
(14.5%)

41
(10.4%) - - 5.08

Builds a system of
shared purpose for
all employees

180
(45.8%)

124
(31.6%)

57
(14.5%)

8
(2.0%)

24
(6.1%) - 5.09

Inspires employees
to bring their best to
work

105
(26.7%)

165
(42.0%)

49
(12.5%)

8
(2.0%)

25
(6.4%)

41
(10.4%) 4.49

Develop tomorrow’s
leader without
prejudice

140
(35.6%)

131
(33.3%)

32
(8.1%)

40
(10.2%)

25
(6.4%)

25
(6.4%) 4.63

Devolve appropriate
authority

155
(39.4%)

84
(21.4%)

73
(18.6%)

8
(2.0%)

57
(14.5%)

16
(4.1%) 4.57

Encourage learning
across departments

245
(62.3%)

91
(23.2%)

33
(8.4%)

16
(4.1%)

8
(2.0%) - 5.4

Allow those close to
problems generate
ideas to solve it

302
(76.8%)

66
(16.8%)

16
(4.1%)

9
(2.3%) - - 5.68
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Encourage change
without chaos

114
(29.0%)

189
(48.1%)

24
(6.1%)

57
(14.5%) - 9

(2.3%) 4.85

Weighted Mean 5.08

Grand mean for Corporate Governance 5.09

Source: Field Survey Results, 2022

According to results in Table 4.3., 79.1% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there

is legal compliance, 2.0% high extent, 12.7% partially high extent, 4.1% partially low extent,

and 2.0% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is legal

compliance has a mean of 5.50. Results also indicated that 60.3% of respondents rated to a

very high extent that there is sanction on unethical practice, 35.6% high extent, 2.0% partially

low extent, and 2.0% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is

sanction on unethical practice has a mean of 5.48. Results also indicated that 22.6% of the

respondents rated to a very high extent that there is ethical awareness, 39.7% high extent,

35.6% partially high extent, and 2.0% partially low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that there is ethical awareness has a mean of 4.83.

With regards to reward for professional conduct in the establishment, results indicated that

45.8% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is reward for professional

conduct, 29.0% high extent, 23.2% partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is reward for professional conduct has a mean of 4.93.

Results also indicated that 53.7% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there is

display of professionalism, 29.5% high extent, 12.7% partially high extent, and 4.1% partially

low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is display of professionalism has

a mean of 5.33.
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Result on information disclosure shows that, 16.3% of respondents rated to a very high extent

that there is information disclosure, 37.9% high extent, 2.0% partially high extent, 27.2%

partially low extent, 8.1% low extent, and 8.4% very low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that there is information disclosure has a mean of 4.02. Results also indicated that

62.6% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is adherence to accounting

best practices, 8.1% high extent, 2.0% partially high extent, 17.0% partially low extent, and

10.2% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is adherence to

accounting best practice has a mean of 4.96.

On stakeholder’s interest, results in Table 4.3., indicated that 55.7% of respondents rated to a

very high extent that there is stakeholder’s interest, 25.2% high extent, 13.0% partially high

extent, and 6.1% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is stakeholder’s

interest has a mean of 5.24. Results also indicated that 62.3% of respondents rated to a very

high extent that there is board competence, 31.3% high extent, and 6.4% partially high extent.

On average, the respondents indicated that there is board competence has a mean of 5.56.

Results also indicated that 45.8% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is

CEO’S succession planning, 39.7% high extent, and 14.5% partially high extent. On average,

the respondents indicated that there is CEO’s succession planning has a mean of 5.31.

Also, the results in Table 4.3 indicated that 37.4% of the respondents rated to a very high

extent that there is there are effective committee structures, 50.1% high extent, and 12.5%

partially high extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there are effective committee

structures has a mean of 5.25. Results also indicated that 45.8% of respondents rated to a very

high extent that there is effective decision making, and 54.2% high extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is effective decision making has a mean of 5.46. Results also

indicated that 51.9% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there is collective

responsibility, 18.8% high extent, 22.9% partially high extent, and 6.4% partially low extent.
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On average, the respondents indicated that there is collective responsibility has a mean of

5.16.

Furthermore, results also indicated that 45.8% of the respondents rated to a very high extent

that there is governing policies, 33.3% high extent, 18.8% partially high extent, and 2.0%

partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is governing policies

has a mean of 5.23. Results also indicated that 43.0% of the respondents rated to a very high

extent that there is risk assessment, 35.9% high extent, 2.3% partially high extent, and 18.8%

very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is risk assessment has a

mean of 4.65.

With regards to risk control in the establishment, results also that 64.1% of the respondents

rated very high that there is risk control, 27.7% high extent, 6.1% partially high extent, and

2.0% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is risk control has

a mean of 5.54. Results also indicate that 43.5% of the respondents rated to a very high extent

that there is protection of employee’s rights, 18.8% high extent, 12.7% partially high extent,

2.0% partially low extent, 18.8% low extent, and 4.1$ very low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is protection of employee’s rights has a mean of 4.54.

Result on ability to quickly cope with complex environmental issues in Table 4.3. indicated

that, 54.2% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there is ability to quickly cope with

complex environmental issues, 43.8% high extent, and 2.0% partially high extent. On average,

the respondents indicated that there is ability to quickly cope with complex environmental

issues has a mean of 5.52. Results also indicated that 56.0% of respondents rated to a very

high extent that they value high quality thinking in problem solving, 39.7% high extent, and

4.3% partially high extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they value high quality

thinking in problem solving has a mean of 5.52.



131

Results also indicated that 43.5% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that they

provide opportunity for transparent feedbacks, 31.6% high extent, 14.5% partially high extent,

and 10.4% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they provide

opportunity for transparent feedbacks has a mean of 5.08. Results also indicated that 45.8%

of the respondents rated to a very high extent that they build a system of shared purpose for

all employees, 31.6% high extent, 14.5% partially high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, and

6.1% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they build a system of shared

purpose for all employees has a mean of 5.09.

On employee inspiration, the results also indicated that 26.7% of respondents rated to a very

high extent that they inspire employees to bring their best to work, 42.0% high extent, 12.5%

partially high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, 6.4% low extent, and 10.4% very low extent.

On average, the respondents indicated that they inspire employees to bring their best to work

has a mean of 4.49. Results also indicated that 35.6% of respondents rated to a very high

extent that they develop tomorrow’s leader without prejudice, 33.3% high extent, 8.1%

partially high extent, 10.2% partially low extent, 6.4% low extent, and 6.4% very low extent.

On average, the respondents indicated that they develop tomorrow’s leader without prejudice

has a mean of 4.63. Results also indicated that 39.4% of the respondents rated to a very high

extent that they devolve appropriate authority, 21.4% high extent, 18.6% partially high extent,

2.0% partially low extent, 14.5% low extent, and 4.1% very low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that they devolve appropriate authority has a mean of 4.57.

Furthermore, the results also indicated that 62.3% of the respondents rated to a very high

extent that they encourage learning across departments, 23.2% high extent, 8.4% partially

high extent, 4.1% partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that they encourage learning across departments has a mean of 5.40. in addition,

results further indicated that 76.8% of the respondents rated very high that they allow those
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close to problems generate ideas to solve it, 16.8% high extent, 4.1% partially high extent,

and 2.3% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they allow those

close to problems generate ideas to solve it has a mean of 5.68. Additionally, results also

indicate that 29.0% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that they encourage change

without chaos, 48.1% high extent, 6.1% partially high extent, 14.5% partially low extent, and

2.3% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they encourage change

without chaos has a mean of 4.85.

The grand mean for corporate governance is 5.09 which indicate that on average, respondents

agreed with most of the statements on the high scale as it relates to how accountability, agile

leadership, and stakeholder management are appropriate measures of corporate governance.

Research Question Two: What is the effect of firm size and operational efficiency (firm-

specific factors) on the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria?

Table 4.4: Descriptive Analysis of the response on Firm size and Operational
Efficiency (Firm-Specific Factors)

Operational
Efficiency VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Customer service
delivery

229
(58.3%)

132
(33.6%)

24
(6.1%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.48

Customer service
sensitivity

212
(53.9%)

157
(39.9%)

24
(6.1%) - - - 5.48

Customer
confidentiality

286
(72.8%)

74
(18.8%)

25
(6.4%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.62

Satisfying range of
clients

220
(56.0%)

140
(35.6%)

33
(8.4%) - - - 5.48

Production cost
reduction

138
(35.1%)

140
(35.6%)

107
(27.2%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.04
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Competence in
handling customers

253
(64.4%)

124
(31.6%)

8
(2.0%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.58

Operational
creativity

229
(58.3%)

115
(29.3%)

41
(10.4%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.44

Customer feedback
mechanism

187
(47.6%)

91
(23.2%)

74
(18.8%)

41
(10.4%) - - 5.08

Responsive to
customer compliant.

237
(60.3%)

82
(20.9%)

66
(16.8%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.39

Weighted Mean 5.4

Firm Size VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Number of
employees

130
(33.1%)

157
(39.9%)

65
(16.5%)

41
(10.4%) - - 4.96

Products on Offer 229
(58.3%)

122
(31.0%)

42
(10.7%) - - - 5.48

Number of outlets 147
(37.4%)

139
(35.4%)

50
(12.7%)

9
(2.3%)

24
(6.1%)

24
(6.1%) 4.77

Productive capacity 162
(41.2%)

124
(31.6%)

49
(12.5%) - 16

(4.1%)
42

(10.7%) 4.74

Acquisition of
competitive
resources

237
(60.3%)

57
(14.5%)

82
(20.9%)

8
(2.0%) - 9

(2.3%) 5.26

Diversification into
related business

172
(43.8%)

74
(18.8%)

65
(16.5%)

58
(14.8%) - 24

(6.1%) 4.73

Customer
acquisition

163
(41.5%)

41
(10.4%)

92
(23.4%)

40
(10.2%)

57
(14.5%) - 4.54

Customer Retention 106
(27.0%)

57
(14.5%)

114
(29.0%)

90
(22.9%)

17
(4.3%)

9
(2.3%) 4.3

Product quality 171
(43.5%)

155
(39.4%)

42
(10.7%)

16
(4.1%)

9
(2.3%) - 5.18

Brand Image 285
(72.5%)

75
(19.1%)

25
(6.4%)

8
(2.0%) - - 5.62
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Weighted Mean 4.96

Grand mean for firm-specific factors 5.18

Source: Field Survey Results, 2022

According to results in Table 4.4. 58.3% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there

is customer service delivery, 33.6% high extent, 6.1% partially high extent, and 2.0%

partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is customer service

delivery has a mean of 5.48. Results also indicated that 53.9% of respondents rated to a very

high extent that there is customer service sensitivity, 39.9% high extent, and 6.1% partially

high extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is customer service sensitivity

has a mean of 5.48.

With regards to customer confidentiality, results indicated that 72.8% of the respondents

rated to a very high extent that there is customer confidentiality, 18.8% high extent, 6.4%

partially high extent, and 2.0% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated

that there is customer confidentiality has a mean of 5.62. Results also indicated that 56.0% of

the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is satisfying range of clients, 35.6% high

extent, and 8.3% partially high extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there

satisfying range of clients has a mean of 5.48. Results also indicated that 35.1% of

respondents rated to a very high extent that there is production cost reduction, 35.6% high

extent, 27.2% partially high extent, and 2.0% partially low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is production cost reduction has a mean of 5.04.

Results on competence in handling customers indicated that 64.4% of respondents rated to a

very high extent that there is competence in handling customers, 31.6% high extent, 2.0%

partially high extent, and 2.0% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated



135

that there is competence in handling customers has a mean of 5.58. Results also indicated that

58.3% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is operational creativity,

29.3% high extent, 10.4% partially high extent, and 2.0% partially low extent. On average,

the respondents indicated that there is operational creativity has a mean of 5.44. Results also

indicated that 47.6% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is customer

feedback mechanism, 23.2% high extent, 18.8% partially high extent, and 10.4% partially

low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is customer feedback mechanism

has a mean of 5.08. Results also indicated that 60.3% of the respondents rated to a very high

extent that they are responsive to customer compliant, 20.9% high extent, 16.8% partially

high extent, and 2.0% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they

are responsive to customer compliant has a mean of 5.39.

According to results in Table 4.4. 33.1% of respondents rated to a very high extent that they

have number of employees, 39.9% high extent, 16.5% partially high extent, and 10.4% low

extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they have number of employees has a

mean of 4.96. Results also indicated that 58.3% of respondents rated to a very high extent

that there are products on offer, 31.0% high extent, and 10.7% partially high extent. On

average, the respondents indicated that there are products on offer has a mean of 5.48. Results

also indicated that 37.4% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there are number

of outlets, 35.4% high extent, 12.7% partially high extent, 2.3% partially low extent, 6.1%

low extent, and 6.1% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there are

number of outlets has a mean of 4.77.

Furthermore, results indicated that 41.2% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that

there is productive capacity, 31.6% high extent, 12.5% partially high extent, 4.1% low extent,

and 10.7% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is productive

capacity has a mean of 4.74. Results also indicated that 60.3% of respondents rated to a very
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high extent that there is acquisition of competitive resources, 14.5% high extent, 20.9%

partially high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, and 2.3% very low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is acquisition of competitive resources has a mean of 5.26.

Results also indicated that 43.8% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there is

diversification into related business, 18.8% high extent, 16.5% partially high extent, 14.8%

partially low extent, and 6.1% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that

there is diversification into related business has a mean of 4.73. Results also indicated that

41.5% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is customer acquisition, 10.4%

high extent, 23.4% partially high extent, 10.2% partially low extent, and 14.5% low extent.

On average, the respondents indicated that there is customer acquisition has a mean of 4.54.

In addition, results also indicated that 27.0% of the respondents rated to a very high extent

that there is customer retention, 14.5% high extent, 29.0% partially high extent, 22.9%

partially low extent, 4.3% low extent, and 2.3% very low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that there is customer retention has a mean of 4.30. Results also indicated that

43.5% of the respondents rated very high that there is product quality, 39.4% high extent,

10.7% partially high extent, 4.1% partially low extent, and 2.3% low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is product quality has a mean of 5.18. Results also indicated

that 72.5% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is brand image, 19.1%

high extent, 6.4% partially high extent, and 2.0% partially low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is brand image has a mean of 5.62.

The grand mean for firm-specific factor is 5.18 which indicate that on average, respondents

agreed with most of the statements on the high scale as it relates to how firm size and

operational efficiency are appropriate measures of corporate governance.
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Research Question Three: What is the joint effect of accountability, agile leadership,

stakeholder management (corporate governance); firm size and operational efficiency (firm-

specific factors) on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods

Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria?

Table 4.5: Descriptive Analysis of the response on Sustainability

Environmental
Performance VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Personnel training in
environmental care

262
(66.7%)

16
(4.1%)

74
(18.8%) - 41

(10.4%) - 5.17

Allocation of
budgetary resources to
minimize pollution

173
(44.0%)

155
(39.4%)

8
(2.0%)

16
(4.1%)

41
(10.4%) - 5.03

Pollution prevention 180
(45.8%)

82
(20.9%)

41
(10.4%)

74
(18.8%)

16
(4.1%) - 4.85

Pollution control 172
(43.8%)

90
(22.9%)

33
(8.4%)

49
(12.5%)

49
(12.5%) - 4.73

Use of environmental
management systems

180
(45.8%)

90
(22.9%)

74
(18.8%)

33
(8.4%)

8
(2.0%)

8
(2.0%) 4.96

Recycling or reuse of
materials and waste

106
(27.0%)

40
(10.2%)

157
(39.9%)

33
(8.4%)

16
(4.1%)

41
(10.4%) 4.16

Selection of renewable
raw materials in the
production process

56
(14.2%)

58
(14.8%)

181
(46.1%)

57
(14.5%) - 41

(10.4%) 3.97

Selection of renewable
energy in the
production process

65
(16.5%)

48
(12.2%)

207
(52.7%)

32
(8.1%) - 41

(10.4%) 4.06

Environmental impact
assessment of the
product life cycle

147
(37.4%)

24
(6.1%)

115
(29.3%)

66
(16.8%)

25
(6.4%)

16
(4.1%) 4.39
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Weighted Mean 4.59

Corporate Social
Responsibility VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Legal responsibility 229
(58.3%)

124
(31.6%)

32
(8.1%) - 8

(2.0%) - 5.44

Ethical responsibility 163
(41.5%)

173
(44.0%)

16
(4.1%)

33
(8.4%)

8
(2.0%) - 5.15

Professional
responsibility

163
(41.5%)

206
(52.4%)

16
(4.1%) - 8

(2.0%) - 5.31

Political responsibility 148
(37.7%)

41
(10.4%)

98
(24.9%)

65
(16.5%)

41
(10.4%) - 4.48

Social responsibility 82
(20.9%)

171
(43.5%)

90
(22.9%)

42
(10.7%)

8
(2.0%) - 4.7

Environment
responsibility

196
(49.9%)

123
(31.3%)

41
(10.4%)

25
(6.4%)

8
(2.0%) - 5.21

Employee
responsibility

140
(35.6%)

163
(41.5%)

57
(14.5%)

25
(6.4%)

8
(2.0%) - 5.02

Supplier responsibility 64
(16.3%)

206
(52.4%)

8
(2.0%)

90
(22.9%)

25
(6.4%) - 4.49

Competitor
responsibility

138
(35.1%)

162
(41.2%)

42
(10.7%)

34
(8.7%)

17
(4.3%) - 4.94

Weighted Mean 4.97
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Profitability VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Increase between 2015
and 2016

139
(35.4%)

196
(49.9%)

25
(6.4%)

33
(8.4%) - - 5.12

Increase between 2016
and 2017

187
(47.6%)

99
(25.2%)

107
(27.2%) - - - 5.2

Increase between 2017
and 2018

221
(56.2%)

115
(29.3%)

57
(14.5%) - - - 5.42

Increase between 2018
and 2019

66
(16.8%)

237
(60.3%)

90
(22.9%) - - - 4.94

Increase between 2019
and 2020

172
(43.8%)

98
(24.9%)

32
(8.1%)

91
(23.2%) - - 4.89

Increase between 2020
and 2021

163
(41.5%)

115
(29.3%)

24
(6.1%)

8
(2.0%) - 83

(21.1%) 4.47

Weighted Mean 5.01

Grand mean for Sustainability 4.85

Source: Field Survey Results, 2022

According to results in Table 4.5. 66.7% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there

is personnel training in environmental care, 4.1% high extent, 18.8% partially high extent,

and 10.4% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is personnel training

in environmental care has a mean of 5.17. Results also indicated that 44.0% of respondents

rated to a very high extent that there is allocation of budgetary resources to minimize

pollution, 39.4% high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, 4.1% partially low extent, and 10.4%
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low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is allocation of budgetary

resources to minimize pollution has a mean of 5.03.

With regards to pollution prevention, results indicated that 45.8% of the respondents rated to

a very high extent that there is pollution prevention, 20.9% high extent, 10.4% partially high

extent, 18.8% partially low extent, and 4.1% low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that there is pollution prevention has a mean of 4.85. Results also indicated that

43.8% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is pollution control, 22.9%

high extent, 8.4% partially high extent, 12.5% partially low extent, and 12.5% low extent. On

average, the respondents indicated that there is pollution control has a mean of 4.73. Results

also indicated that 45.8% of respondents rated to a very high extent that they make use of

environmental management systems, 22.9% high extent, 18.8% partially high extent, 8.4%

partially low extent, 2.0% low extent, and 2.0% very low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that they make use of environmental management systems has a mean of 4.96.

Results on recycling or reuse of materials and waste also indicated that, 27.0% of respondents

rated to a very high extent that there is recycling or reuse of materials and waste, 10.2% high

extent, 39.9% partially high extent, 8.4% partially low extent, 4.1% low extent, and 10.4%

very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is recycling or reuse of

materials and waste has a mean of 4.16. Results also indicated that 14.2% of the respondents

rated to a very high extent that there is selection of renewable raw materials in the production

process, 14.8% high extent, 46.1% partially high extent, 14.5% partially low extent, and

10.4% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is selection of

renewable raw materials in the production process has a mean of 3.97.

On selection of renewable energy for production process, results indicated that 16.5% of the

respondents rated to a very high extent that there is selection of renewable energy in the
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production process, 12.2% high extent, 52.7% partially high extent, 8.1% partially low extent,

and 10.4% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is selection of

renewable energy in the production process has a mean of 4.06. Results also indicated that

37.4% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is environmental impact

assessment of the product life cycle, 6.1% high extent, 29.3% partially high extent, 16.8%

partially low extent, 6.4% low extent, and 4.1% very low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that there is environmental impact assessment of the product life cycle has a mean

of 4.39.

According to results in Table 4.5. 58.3% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there

is legal responsibility, 31.6% high extent, 8.1% partially high extent, and 2.0% low extent.

On average, the respondents indicated that there is legal responsibility has a mean of 5.44.

Results also indicated that 41.5% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there is

ethical responsibility, 44.0% high extent, 4.1% partially high extent, 8.4% partially low

extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is ethical

responsibility has a mean of 5.15. Results also indicated that 41.5% of the respondents rated

to a very high extent that there is professional responsibility, 52.4% high extent, 4.1%

partially high extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is

professional responsibility has a mean of 5.31.

Results also indicated that 37.7% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is

political responsibility, 10.4% high extent, 24.9% partially high extent, 16.5% partially low

extent, and 10.4% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is political

responsibility has a mean of 4.48. Results also indicated that 20.9% of respondents rated to a

very high extent that there is social responsibility, 43.5% high extent, 22.9% partially high

extent, 10.7% partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that there is social responsibility has a mean of 4.70. Results also indicated that
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49.9% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there is environment responsibility,

31.3% high extent, 10.4% partially high extent, 6.4% partially low extent, and 2.0% low

extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is environment responsibility has a

mean of 5.21.

Furthermore, results indicated that 35.6% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that

there is employee responsibility, 41.5% high extent, 14.5% partially high extent, 6.4%

partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is

employee responsibility has a mean of 5.02. Results also indicated that 16.3% of the

respondents rated to a very high extent that there is supplier responsibility, 52.4% high extent,

2.0% partially high extent, 22.9% partially low extent, and 6.4% low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is supplier responsibility has a mean of 4.49. Results also

indicated that 35.1% of the respondents rated very high that there is competitor responsibility,

41.2% high extent, 10.7% partially high extent, 8.7% partially low extent, and 4.3% low

extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is competitor responsibility has a

mean of 4.94.

According to results in Table 4.5., 35.4% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there

is increase between 2015 and 2016, 49.9% high extent, 6.4% partially high extent, and 8.4%

partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is increase between

2015 and 2016 has a mean of 5.12. Results also indicated that 47.6% of respondents rated to a

very high extent that there is increase between 2016 and 2017, 25.2% high extent, and 27.2%

partially high extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is increase between

2016 and 2017 has a mean of 5.20. Results also indicated that 56.2% of the respondents rated

to a very high extent that there is increase between 2017 and 2018, 29.3% high extent, and

14.5% partially high extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is increase

between 2017 and 2018 has a mean of 5.42.
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In addition, results indicated that 16.8% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that

there is increase between 2018 and 2019, 60.3% high extent, and 22.9% partially high extent.

On average, the respondents indicated that there is increase between 2018 and 2019 has a

mean of 4.94. Results also indicated that 43.8% of respondents rated to a very high extent

that there is increase between 2019 and 2020, 24.9% high extent, 8.1% partially high extent,

and 23.2% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is increase

between 2019 and 2020 has a mean of 4.89. Results also indicated that 41.5% of respondents

rated to a very high extent that there is increase between 2020 and 2021, 29.3% high extent,

6.1% partially high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, and 21.1% very low extent. On average,

the respondents indicated that there is increase between 2020 and 2021 has a mean of 4.47.

The grand mean for sustainability is 4.85 which indicate that on average, respondents agreed

with most of the statements on the high scale as it relates to how profitability, corporate

social responsibility and environmental performance are appropriate measures of corporate

governance.

Relating results in tables 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 together, the corporate governance with respect to

accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder’s management and firm-specific factors

with regards to firm size and operational efficiency have varying patterns of increase with

sustainability vis-à-vis environmental performance, corporate social responsibility, and

profitability of FMCGs companies in Lagos State, Nigeria.

The findings reveal corporate governance measures such as accountability, agile leadership,

and stakeholder’s management are evident and in play within the FMCGs manufacturing

companies in Lagos State, Nigeria to ensures best practices in their operations. Further

analysis show that firm-specific factors contextualized as firm size and operational

efficiency experienced increase too.
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The descriptive analysis for each of the corporate governance measures, firm-specific factors,

and sustainability of FMCGs companies was at a moderately high level. Nonetheless,

reasonable efforts in strategies can be put in place to improve these results. Consequent on

these findings mentioned above, it suggests that corporate governance and firm-specific

factors may affect sustainability of FMCGs manufacturing companies in Lagos State,

Nigeria. This provides response to research questions and create the basis for the

achievement of the specific objectives of this study.

Research Question Four: What is the moderating effect of environmental dynamism on the

effect of accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management (corporate governance)

on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria?

Table 4.6: Descriptive Analysis of the response on Environmental Dynamism
Environmental

Dynamism

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE Mean

Instability of demand 124

(31.6%)

57

(14.5%)

147

(37.4%)

24

(6.1%)

8

(2.0%)

33

(8.4%)

4.42

Frequent product

innovations

271

(69.0%)

98

(24.9%)

24

(6.1%)

- - - 5.63

Opportunity for

growth

156

(39.7%)

172

(43.8%)

65

(16.5%)

- - - 5.23

Increasing

competition

148

(37.7%)

98

(e24.9%)

131

(33.3%)

8

(2.0%)

8

(2.0%)

- 4.94

Unpredictable

consumer behaviour

48

(12.2%)

164

(41.7%)

125

(31.8%)

48

(12.2%)

8

(2.0%)

- 4.50

Unpredictable

challenges

181

(46.1%)

57

(14.5%)

49

(12.5%)

98

(24.9%)

8

(2.0%)

- 4.78

Technological

diversity

178

(45.3%)

98

(24.9%)

91

(23.3%)

18

(4.6%)

8

(2.0%)

- 5.07

Environmental

hostility

114

(29.0%)

115

(29.3%)

82

(20.9%)

82

(20.9%)

- - 4.66
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Economic wellbeing 163

(41.5%)

179

(45.5%)

35

(8.9%)

8

(2.0%)

8

(2.0%)

- 5.22

Enabling regulatory

policy(s)

229

(58.3%)

73

(18.6%)

75

(19.1%)

8

(2.0%)

8

(2.0%)

- 5.29

Grand Mean for Environmental Dynamism 4.97

Source: Field Survey Results, 2022

According to results in Table 4.6. 31.6% of respondents rated to a very high extent that there

is instability of demand, 14.5% high extent, 37.4% partially high extent, 6.1% partially low

extent, 2.0% low extent, and 8.4% very low extent. On average, the respondents indicated

that there is instability of demand has a mean of 4.42. Results also indicated that 69.0% of

respondents rated to a very high extent that there is frequent product innovations, 24.9% high

extent, and 6.1% partially high extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is

frequent product innovations has a mean of 5.63.

Results also indicated that 39.7% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is

opportunity for growth, 43.8% high extent, and 16.5% partially high extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is opportunity for growth has a mean of 5.23. Results also

indicated that 37.7% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is increasing

competition, 24.9% high extent, 33.3% partially high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, and

2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is increasing competition

has a mean of 4.94. Results also indicated that 12.2% of respondents rated to a very high

extent that there is unpredictable consumer behavior, 41.7% high extent, 31.8% partially high

extent, 12.2% partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents

indicated that there is unpredictable consumer behavior has a mean of 4.50.

With regards to unpredictable challenges, results indicated that 46.1% of respondents rated to

a very high extent that there is unpredictable challenges, 14.5% high extent, 12.5% partially

high extent, 24.9% partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents
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indicated that there is unpredictable challenges has a mean of 4.78. Results also indicated that

45.3% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that there is technology diversity, 24.9%

high extent, 23.3% partially high extent, 4.6% partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On

average, the respondents indicated that there is technological diversity has a mean of 5.07.

Results on environmental hostility indicated that 29.0% of the respondents rated to a very

high extent that there is environmental hostility, 29.3% high extent, 20.9% partially high

extent, and 20.9% partially low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that there is

environmental hostility has a mean of 4.66. Results also indicated that 41.5% of the

respondents rated very high that there is economic wellbeing, 45.5% high extent, 8.9%

partially high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, and 2.0% low extent. On average, the

respondents indicated that there is economic wellbeing has a mean of 5.22. Results also

indicated that 58.3% of the respondents rated to a very high extent that they enable regulatory

policy(s), 18.6% high extent, 19.1% partially high extent, 2.0% partially low extent, and

2.0% low extent. On average, the respondents indicated that they enable regulatory policy(s)

has a mean of 5.29.

The grand mean for environmental dynamism is 4.97 which indicate that on average,

respondents agreed with most of the statements on the high scale as it relates to the level of

environmental dynamism exposure of FMCGS manufacturing companies in Nigeria. The

grand mean for sustainability is 4.85 which indicate that on average, respondents agreed with

most of the statements on the high scale to suggest the level of sustainability is moderately

high. Relating results in tables 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 together, the corporate governance, firm-

specific factors, and environmental dynamism have varying patterns of increase with

sustainability vis-à-vis environmental performance, corporate social responsibility, and

profitability of FMCG companies in Lagos State, Nigeria.
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The findings reveal that the level of environmental dynamism exposure by FMCGS

manufacturing companies in Nigeria is moderately high to suggest growth potential to take

advantage of. The descriptive analysis for corporate governance measures, firm-specific

factors, environmental dynamism, and sustainability of FMCGs companies was at a

moderately high level to suggest that environmental dynamism may intervene to either

moderate or mediate the interaction between corporate governance, firm-specific factors and

sustainability of FMCGs manufacturing companies in Lagos State, Nigeria. This provides

response to research questions four and five and creates the basis for the achievement of the

specific objectives four and five of this study.

4.2 Presentation of Test of Hypotheses

Hypothesis One: Accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management (corporate

governance) will have no significant effect on the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer

Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

To test the null hypothesis one, PLS-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was adopted

using the SmartPLS statistical platform version 4.0. The study used the PLS-algorithm’s

command which is appropriate for predicting effect-relationship, ran the bootstrapping to

ascertain the level of significance of the prediction, and ran blindfolding to determine the

predictive relevance of the structural model specified. Hence, the choice of PLS-SEM (via

SmartPLS) is because it is a more advanced multivariate analytical technique which performs

multiple regression, factor analysis, and provides a pictorial model of the interactions in a

study with the push of one command as against running an isolated analysis using SPSS1. In

addition, the SmartPLS statistical platform offers a more strict and robust analysis compared

with the outcomes of SPSS2. The independent variable, corporate governance includes sub-

measures such as accountability, leadership, and stakeholder management while

sustainability constitutes the dependent variable. Data from three hundred and eighty-three
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(383) respondents were collated for the analysis. The result of the PLS-SEM is presented in

three model (see figure 4.1, 4.2 & 4.3, and table 4.7). Figure one shows the path analysis,

figure two shows the t values which confirm the significance of the path analysis, and figure

three shows Q2which confirms the predictive relevance of the structural model (t value above

1.96 and Q2 above zero confirm a statistically significant effect and that the structural model

specified is relevance). Each model comprised of an outer model which shows the factor

loadings (correlation) of each item in relation to the latent variable and the inner model

termed the structural model (predictive model) which explains the interactions between the

independent (corporate governance) variable(s) and the dependent (sustainability) variable in

a study. Table 4.7 provides a tabular representation of the information in Figure 4.1, 4.2 &

4.3.

Figure 4.1 Path Analysis for Hypothesis One
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0
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Figure 4.2 T-Statistics for Hypothesis One
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0

Figure 4.3: Q2 Statistics for Hypothesis One
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS 4.0
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Table 4.7: Summary of the PLS-SEM for the effect of Accountability, Agile leadership

and Stakeholder Management (Corporate Governance) on Sustainability of FMCGs in

Lagos State, Nigeria

Path Description Original sample (o)

Unstandardized

Beta

t Sig. f2 R2 Adj.

R2

Sig.

0.729 0.710 0.000 0.391

Accountability

Sustainability
0.116 0.751 0.453 0.044

Agile Leadership

Sustainability
0.533 3.148 0.002 0.529

Stakeholder

management

Sustainability

0.370 2.452 0.015 0.311

Source: Researcher’s Result via SmartPLS Version 4.0, 2022

Table 4.7 presents the results of PLS-SEM analysis for the effect of corporate governance

dimensions on sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. The Adjusted

R2 was used to establish the predictive power of the study’s model. From the results, the

adjusted coefficient of determination (Adj R2) of 0.710 showed that corporate governance

dimensions explained 71% of the variation in sustainability of FMCGs manufactures under

study while the remaining 29% variation in sustainability is explained by other exogenous

variables different from corporate governance dimensions considered in this study and the

effect is statistically significant at 95% confidence interval and p value less than 0.05. This

result suggests that corporate governance dimensions influence 71% of the sustainability of

FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria.

The path coefficient of each corporate governance dimensions (accountability, leadership,

and stakeholder management) represents the coefficient of determination (β) which shows the
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relative effect of each corporate governance dimensions on sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos

State, Nigeria. PLS-SEM results in fig. 4.2 and 4.3 revealed that all corporate governance

dimensions have positive and significant effect except for accountability with insignificant

relative effect.

Specifically, the results revealed that at 95% confidence level, Agile Leadership (β = 0.533,

t= 3.148), Stakeholder management (β = 0.370, t= 2.452) of the FMCGs in Lagos State,

Nigeria were statistically significant as their p-values were less than 0.05 and their t-values

greater than 1.96. However, the relative effect of accountability (β = 0.116, t= 0.751) has a t-

value below the acceptable threshold of 1.96 to suggest that the relative effect is statistically

insignificant. Based on the path coefficient, the regression model is restated as follows:

SUS = 0.00 + 0.533AGL + 0.370SMG------------------- (i)

SUS= Sustainability

AGL= Agile Leadership

SMG= Stakeholder Management

Further analysis indicates that taking all other independent variables at zero, a unit change in

agile leadership holds a potential increase of 0.533 in sustainability for the FMCGs in Lagos

State, Nigeria given that all other factors are held constant. Similarly, the result shows that a

unit change in stakeholder management will lead to a 0.370 increase in sustainability for the

FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria given that all other factors are held constant.

Overall, from the results, agile leadership has the highest relative effect on sustainability for

the FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria with a coefficient of 0.533 and t value of t= 3.148. In

second place is stakeholder management with a coefficient of 0.370 and t value of t= 2.452.
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The PLS-SEM offers the opportunity to detect the effect size of the predictor variables

(corporate governance dimension) on the outcome variable (sustainability) using the F-

Square (f2) statistic. Scholars provided threshold for f2 Values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35,

represents small, medium, and large effects respectively1. Table 4.7 represents the effect-size

of all corporate governance dimensions on sustainability of the FMCGs in Lagos State,

Nigeria. The effect-size of agile leadership and stakeholder management were 0.529 and

0.311 respectively. With reference to Cohen’s f2 criterion, it is safe to say that agile

leadership have large effect size while and stakeholder management has above medium

effect-size on sustainability of the FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria.

Further analysis was conducted to establish the predictive relevance of the model using

Stone-Gleisser Q2 value. Scholars posit that Q2 values of 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 represents small,

medium, and large predictive relevance. Furthermore, Q2 above zero have been suggested to

confirm that the structural model specified is relevance3. According to Table 4.7, the Q2 value

of sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria is 0.391. Hence, corporate governance

has large degree of predictive relevance with regards to sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos

State, Nigeria. And for this reason, the structural model specified is relevant and has

sufficient predictive quality. On the strength of the PLS-SEM summarized results in table 4.7

(Adj R2 =0.710, p=0.000, Q2 =0.391), this study can conclude that corporate governance

significantly affects sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria hence, the

study rejects the null hypothesis one (H01) which states that the effect of corporate governance

dimensions on sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria, will not be

significant.

Hypothesis Two: Firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) will have

no significant effect on the sustainability of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing

Companies in Nigeria.
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To test the null hypothesis two, PLS-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was adopted

using the SmartPLS statistical platform version 4.0. The study used the PLS-algorithm’s

command which is appropriate for predicting effect-relationship, ran the bootstrapping to

ascertain the level of significance of the prediction, and ran blindfolding to determine the

predictive relevance of the structural model specified. Hence, the choice of PLS-SEM (via

SmartPLS) is because it is a more advanced multivariate analytical technique which performs

multiple regression, factor analysis, and provides a pictorial model of the interactions in a

study with the push of one command as against running an isolated analysis using SPSS1. In

addition, the SmartPLS statistical platform offers a more strict and robust analysis compared

with the outcomes of SPSS2.

The independent variable firm-specific factors include sub-measures such as firm size and

operational efficiency while sustainability constitutes the dependent variable. Data from three

hundred and eighty-three (383) respondents were collated for the analysis. The result of the

PLS-SEM is presented in three models (see figure 4.4, 4.5, & 4.6 and table 4.8). Figure 4.4

shows the path analysis, figure 4.5 shows the t values which confirm the significance of the

path analysis and figure 4.6 shows Q2 which confirms the predictive relevance of the

structural model (t value above 1.96 and Q2 above zero confirm a statistically significant

effect and that the structural model specified is relevance). Each model comprised of outer

model which shows the factor loadings (correlation) of each item in relation to the latent

variable and the inner model termed the structural model (predictive model) which explains

the interactions between the independent (firm-specific factors) variable(s) and the dependent

(sustainability) variable in a study. Table 4.8 provides a tabular representation of the

information in Figures 4.4, 4.5, & 4.6.
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Figure 4.4 Path Analysis for Hypothesis Two
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0

Figure 4.5 T-Statistics for Hypothesis Two
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0
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Figure 4.6: Q2 Statistics for Hypothesis Two
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0

Table 4.8 presents the results of PLS-SEM analysis for the effect of firm-specific factors

dimensions on sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. The Adjusted

Table 4.8: Summary of the PLS-SEM for the effect of Firm Size and Operational Efficiency (Firm-
specific Factors) on Sustainability of FMCGs Manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria

Path Description

Original
sample (o)

t Sig. f2 R2 Adj.
R2 Sig. Q2

Unstandardized
Beta

0.453 0.428 0.000 0.234

Firm Size
Sustainability

0.309 2.671 0.004 0.152

Operational Efficiency
Sustainability

0.497 4.344 0.000 0.394

Source: Researcher’s Result via SmartPLS Version 4.0, 2022
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R2 was used to establish the predictive power of the study’s model. From the results, the

adjusted coefficient of determination (Adj. R2) of 0.428 showed that firm-specific factors

dimensions explained 42.8% of the changes in sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers under

study while the remaining 57.2% changes in sustainability is explained by other exogenous

variable different from firm-specific factors dimensions considered in this study and the

effect is statistically significant at 95% confidence interval and p value less than 0.05. This

result suggests that firm-specific factors dimensions influence 42.8% of the sustainability of

FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.

The path coefficient of each firm-specific factors dimensions (firm size and operational

efficiency) represents the coefficient of determination (β) which shows the relative effect of

each firm-specific factors dimensions on sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos

State, Nigeria. PLS-SEM results in fig. 4.4, 4.5, & 4.6 revealed that all firm-specific factor

dimensions have a positive and significant relative effect.

Specifically, the results revealed that at 95% confidence level, firm size (β = 0.309, t= 2.671),

and operational efficiency (β = 0.497, t= 4.344) of the FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria were

statistically significant as their p-values were less than 0.05 and their t-values greater than

1.96. Based on the path coefficient, the regression model is restated as follows:

SUS = 0.00 + 0.309FS + 0.497OE------------------- (ii)

SUS= Sustainability

FS= Firm Size

OE= Operational Efficiency

Further analysis indicates that taking all other independent variables at zero, a unit change in

firm size holds potential increase of 0.309 in sustainability for the FMCGs in Lagos State,



157

Nigeria given that all other factors are held constant. Similarly, the result shows that a unit

change in operational efficiency will lead to a 0.497 increase in sustainability for the FMCGs

in Lagos State, Nigeria given that all other factors are held constant. Overall, from the results,

operational efficiency has the highest relative effect on sustainability for the FMCGs in

Lagos State, Nigeria with a coefficient of 0.497 and t value of t= 4.344. In second place is

firm size with a coefficient of 0.309 and t value of t= 2.671.

The PLS-SEM offers the opportunity to detect the effect size of the predictor variables (firm-

specific factors dimension) on the outcome variable (sustainability) using the F-Square (f2)

statistic. Scholars provided threshold for f2 Values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35, represents small,

medium, and large effects respectively1. Table 4.8 represents the effect-size of all firm-

specific factors dimensions on sustainability of the FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State,

Nigeria. The effect-size of firm size and operational efficiency were 0.152 and 0.394

respectively. With reference to Cohen’s f2 criterion, it is safe to say that firm size has above

medium effect size while and operational efficiency has large effect-size on sustainability of

the FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria.

Further analysis was conducted to establish the predictive relevance of the model using

Stone-Gleisser Q2 value. Scholars posit that Q2 values of 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 represents small,

medium, and large predictive relevance. In addition, Q2 above zero have been suggested to

confirm that the structural model specified is relevance3. According to Table 4.8, the Q2 value

of sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria is 0.234. Hence, firm-

specific factors have above medium degree of predictive relevance with regards to

sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria. And for this reason, the structural model

specified is relevant and has sufficient predictive quality. On the strength of the PLS-SEM

summarized results in table 4.8 (Adj. R2 =0.428, p=0.000, Q2 =0.234), this study can conclude

that firm-specific factors significantly affect sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria
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hence, the study rejects the null hypothesis two (H02) which states that the effect of firm-specific

factors dimensions on sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria, will

not be significant.

Hypothesis Three: Accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management (Corporate

governance); firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) will have no

significant effect on the sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria.

To test the null hypothesis three, PLS-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was

adopted using the SmartPLS statistical platform version 4.0. The study used the PLS-

algorithm’s command which is appropriate for predicting effect-relationship, ran the

bootstrapping to ascertain the level of significant of the prediction, and ran blindfolding to

determine the predictive relevance of the structural model specified. Hence, the choice of

PLS-SEM (via SmartPLS) is because it is a more advanced multivariate analytical technique

which performs multiple regression, factor analysis, and provides a pictorial model of the

interactions in a study with the push of one command as against running an isolated analysis

using SPSS1. In addition, the SmartPLS statistical platform offers more strict and robust

analysis compared with the outcomes of SPSS2.

The independent variables are corporate governance dimension and firm-specific factors

dimension while sustainability constitutes the dependent variable. Data from 383 respondents

were collated for the analysis. The result of the PLS-SEM is presented in three model (see

figure 4.7, 4.8, & 4.9, and Table 4.9). Figure one shows the path analysis, figure two shows

the t values which confirm the significance of the path analysis and figure three shows Q2

which confirms the predictive relevance of the structural model (t value above 1.96 and Q2

above zero confirm a statistically significant effect and that the structural model specified is

relevance). Each model comprised of outer model which shows the factor loadings
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(correlation) of each item in relation to the latent variable and the inner model termed the

structural model (predictive model) which explains the interactions between the independent

(corporate governance and firm-specific factors) variable(s) and the dependent (sustainability)

variable in a study. The Table 4.9 provides a tabular representation of the information in

Figure 4.7, 4.8, & 4.9.

Figure 4.7 Path Analysis for Hypothesis Three
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0

Figure 4.8 T-Statistics for Hypothesis Three
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0
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Figure 4.9: Q2 Statistics for Hypothesis Three
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0

Table 4.9: Summary of the PLS-SEM for the effect of Corporate Governance and Firm-specific
factors on Sustainability of FMCGs Manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria

Path
Description

Original sample
(o) t Sig. f2 R2 Adj.

R2 Sig. Q2
Unstandardized

Beta

0.710 0.698 0.000 0.188

Corporate
Governance 0.593 2.719 0.007 0.766

Sustainability
Corporate
governance and
firm-specific
factors

0. 339 2.582 0.010 0.251

Sustainability
Source: Researcher’s Result via SmartPLS Version 4.0, 2022

Table 4.9 presents the results of PLS-SEM analysis for the effect of corporate governance

and firm-specific factors on sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria. The Adjusted

R2 was used to establish the predictive power of the study’s model. From the results, the

adjusted coefficient of determination (Adj R2) of 0.698 showed that corporate governance and

firm-specific factors explained 69.8% of the changes in sustainability of FMCGs under study

while the remaining 30.2% changes in sustainability is explained by other exogenous variable

different from corporate governance and firm-specific factors dimensions considered in this

study and the effect is statistically significant at 95% confidence interval and p value less

than 0.05. This result suggests that corporate governance and firm-specific factors

dimensions influence 69.8% of the sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria.

The path coefficient of each corporate governance and firm-specific factors represents the

coefficient of determination (β) which shows the relative effect of each corporate governance

and firm-specific factors on sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria. PLS-SEM
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results in Table 4.9 revealed that all corporate governance and firm-specific factors have

positive and significant relative effect. Specifically, the results revealed that at 95%

confidence level, corporate governance (β = 0.593, t= 2.719), and firm-specific factors (β =

0.339, t= 2.582) of the FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria were statistically significant as their

p-values were less than 0.05 and their t-values greater than 1.96. Based on the path

coefficient, the regression model is restated as follows:

SUS = 0.00 + 0.593CG + 0.339FSF------------------- (iii)

SUS= Sustainability

CG= Firm Size

FSF= Operational Efficiency

Further analysis indicates that taking all other independent variables at zero, a unit change in

corporate governance holds potential increase of 0.593 in sustainability for the FMCGs in

Lagos State, Nigeria given that all other factors are held constant. Similarly, the result shows

that a unit change in firm-specific factors will lead to a 0.339 increase in sustainability for the

FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria given that all other factors are held constant. Overall, from

the results, corporate governance has the highest relative effect on sustainability for the

FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria with a coefficient of 0.593 and t value of t= 2.719. In second

place is firm size with a coefficient of 0.339 and t value of t= 2.582.

The PLS-SEM offers the opportunity to detect the effect size of the predictor variables

(corporate governance and firm-specific factors) on the outcome variable (sustainability)

using the F-Square (f2) statistic. Scholars provided threshold for f2 Values of 0.02, 0.15, and

0.35, represents small, medium, and large effects respectively2. Table 4.9 represents the

effect-size of all corporate governance and firm-specific factors on sustainability of the
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FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria. The effect-size of corporate governance and firm-specific

factors were 0.766 and 0.251 respectively. With reference to Cohen’s f2 criterion, it is safe to

say that corporate governance has large effect size while and firm-specific factors has

medium effect-size on sustainability of the FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.

Further analysis was conducted to establish the predictive relevance of the model using

Stone-Gleisser Q2 value. Scholars posit that Q2 values of 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 represents small,

medium, and large predictive relevance; and that Q2 above zero confirm that the structural

model specified is relevance3. According to Table 4.9, the Q2 value of sustainability of

FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria is 0.188. Hence, corporate governance and

firm-specific factors have medium degree of predictive relevance with regards to

sustainability of FMCGs manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. And for this reason, the

structural model specified is relevant and has sufficient predictive quality. On the strength of

the PLS-SEM summarized results in table 4.9 (Adj R2 =0.710, p=0.000, Q2 =0.188), this study

can conclude that corporate governance and firm-specific factors significantly affects

sustainability of FMCGs in Lagos State, Nigeria hence, the study rejects the null hypothesis

three (H03) which states that corporate governance and firm-specific factors will have no

significant effect on the sustainability of FMCGs manufactures in Lagos State, Nigeria.

Hypothesis Four: Environmental dynamism will have no significant moderating effect on

the joint effect of accountability, agile leadership and stakeholder management (corporate

governance) on the sustainability performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods

Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.

To test the null hypothesis four, PLS-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was adopted

using the SmartPLS statistical platform version 4.0. The independent variable is corporate
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governance, sustainability constitutes the dependent variable and environmental dynamism is

the moderating variable.

Figure 4.10 Path Analysis for Hypothesis Four & Five
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0

Figure 4.11 T-Statistics for Hypothesis Four & Five
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0
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Figure 4.12: Q2 Statistics for Hypothesis Four & Five
Source: Researcher’s Computation via SmartPLS V4.0

Table 4.10: Summary of PLS-SEM Analysis for the Moderation-Mediation Effect of
Environmental Dynamism on the Interaction Between Corporate Governance, Firm-Specific
Factors and Sustainability of FMCG Manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria

Path Coefficient Original
Sample(O)

Sample
Mean(M)

T-
Statistics

P-
Values Q2

Model 1,2

Corporate Governance Sustainability 0.54 0.544 3.739 0.470

Environmental dynamism
Sustainability

0.585 0.463 3.636 0.000 0.099

Firm-specific factors Environmental
Dynamism

0.678 0.728 4.317 0.001

Firm-specific factors Sustainability -0.126 -0.010 0.865 0.388

CG*EVD Sustainability 0.386 0.263 2.741 0.006 0.290

Specific Indirect Effect
FSF EVD Sustainability

0.396 0.332 2.919 0.004
Note: CG- Corporate Governance, EVD- Environmental Dynamism
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Source: Researcher’s Results via SmartPLS V4.0, 2022
Figure 4.10, 4.11, 4.12 and Table 4.10 presents the results of PLS-SEM analysis for the

moderating effect of environmental dynamism on the interaction between corporate

governance and sustainability of FMCGs companies in Lagos State, Nigeria. To establish the

moderating effect in a PLS-SEM warrants the creation of a new variable termed corporate

governance *environmental dynamism. This interaction term’s influence is examined on the

dependent variable (sustainability) and a significant moderating effect is established if the

coefficient of interaction term has a p value less than 0.05. It is noteworthy that in a

moderation PLS-SEM analysis, emphasis is on the moderating path result and with less

attention to Adj R2 or the R2 coefficient found in SPSS output for moderation analysis. From

the result in Figure 4.10, 4.11, 4.12, it is observed that the interaction term of corporate

governance*environmental dynamism has a path coefficient of determination value of 0.386.

This suggest that the introduction of environmental dynamism has enhanced the effect

corporate governance has on sustainability by 0.386 and this moderating effect is positive and

statistically significant at p-value = 0.006.

It is on the strength of the moderated analysis result in Table 4.10 (β =0.386; p< 0.006, Q2

=0.290) that this study concludes that environmental dynamism has a positive and significant

moderating effect on the interaction between corporate governance and sustainability of

FMCGs companies in Lagos State, Nigeria. Hence, the study rejects the fourth null

hypothesis (H04) which states that environmental dynamism will have no significant

moderating effect on the interaction between corporate governance and sustainability of

FMCGs companies in Lagos State, Nigeria.

Hypothesis Five: Environmental dynamism will have no significant mediating effect on the

joint effect of firm size and operational efficiency (firm-specific factors) on the sustainability

performance of Fast-Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria.
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To test the null hypothesis five, PLS-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was adopted

using the SmartPLS statistical platform version 4.0. The independent variable is firm-specific

factors, sustainability constitutes the dependent variable and environmental dynamism is the

mediating variable. Data from 383 staff of FMCGs manufacturing companies in Nigeria were

collated for the analysis. The result of the PLS-SEM is presented in three model (see Figure

4.10, 4.11, 4.12, and table 4.10).

Figure 4.10 shows the path analysis, Figure 4.11 shows the t values which confirm the

significance of the path analysis and Figure 4.12 shows Q2 which confirms the predictive

relevance of the structural model (t value above 1.96 and Q2 above zero confirm a statistically

significant effect and that the structural model specified is relevance). Each model comprised

of outer model which shows the factor loadings (correlation) of each item in relation to the

latent variable and the inner model termed the structural model (predictive model) which

explains the interactions between the independent (Firm-specific factors) variable(s),

mediator (environmental dynamism), and the dependent (sustainability) variable in a study.

Table 4.10 provides a tabular representation of the information in Figures 4.10, 4.11, and 4.12.

Figure 4.10, 4.11, 4.12 and Table 4.10 presents the results of PLS-SEM analysis for the

mediating effect of environmental dynamism on the interaction between firm-specific factors

and sustainability in FMCG manufacturers in Nigeria. To establish the mediating effect in

PLS-SEM, the study followed the preconditions prescribed by researchers4. According to the

researchers, full mediation occurs when the direct interaction between an independent

variable (firm-specific factors) and the dependent variable (sustainability) becomes

insignificant at the introduction of a third variable (environmental dynamism) considered a

mediator. In addition to Baron and Kenny, PLS-SEM via the SmartPLS offers the result for

the specific indirect effect examined. The specific indirect effects from ‘Firm-specific

factors’ → ‘Environmental dynamism’ → ‘Sustainability’ must be statistically significant3. If
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the impact is a full mediation, then the direct impact of firm-specific factors on sustainability

of FMCGs companies in Lagos State, Nigeria from the path analysis will be statistically

insignificant. However, if the indirect effect and the direct effects are significant from the

path analysis then a partial mediation is established.

Given the above precondition, the PLS-SEM result in Figure 4.10, 4.11, 4.12 and in Table

4.10 shows that the direct path (influence) from Firm-specific factors to sustainability of

FMCGs firms is statistically insignificant (β= -0.126, t= 0.865, p=0.388). The path from

Firm-specific factors to environmental dynamism is statistically significant (β= 0.678, t=

4.317, p=0.001). Lastly, the path from environmental dynamism to sustainability in FMCGs

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria is statistically significant (β= 0.585, t= 3.636, p=0.000).

The implication of this result (in relation to the preconditions for the present of a mediation as

postulated by scholars suggests that since the specific indirect effect (Firm-specific factors →

environmental dynamism → Sustainability performance) is significant across all the paths

(see table 4.10), then the study provides evidence to establish a mediating impact. More

specifically, because the direct impact of Firm-specific factors on sustainability is

insignificant while specific indirect path ‘Firm-specific factors → environmental dynamism

→ operation performance’ is significant, hence a full mediating effect is established. In other

words, the result posits that the impact firm-specific factors have on sustainability is as a

result of the environmental dynamism. More specifically, the effect firm-specific factors have

on sustainability of FMCGs companies in Lagos State, Nigeria is explained through taking

advantage of opportunities in a dynamic environment.

In addition, the PLS-SEM provides the result of the specific indirect effect to reinforce the

mediation analysis threshold positioned. According to Table 4.10, the result of the specific

indirect effect shows a path analysis from Firm-specific factors → environmental dynamism

→ sustainability (β=0.396, t= 2.919, p= 0.004) proves that, as a whole, the indirect path is
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significant. On the strength of the specific indirect impact (β=0.396, t= 2.919, p= 0.004) and

Q2 value (0.099), this study can conclude that environmental dynamism significantly and

fully mediate the interaction between firm-specific factors and sustainability of FMCGs

companies in Lagos State, Nigeria hence, the study reject the null hypothesis five (H05)

which states that environmental dynamism does not significantly mediate the interaction

between firm-specific factors and sustainability of FMCGs firms in Lagos State, Nigeria.

4.3 Discussion of Findings

4.3.1 Effect of Accountability, Agile Leadership and Stakeholder Management

(Corporate Governance) on Sustainability

The results of multiple regression analysis for the effect of corporate governance measures

(accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder management) on sustainability dimensions

(Social performance (CSR), Environmental performance, and Economic Performance

(Profitability)) of selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State,

Nigeria established that the combined effect of the measures of corporate governance used in

this study exerts a positive and significant effect on the sustainability of the selected fast-

moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. However, looking at the

relative contribution of the individual measures of corporate governance, stakeholder

management exerted a positive and significant effect, agile leadership also exerted a positive

and significant effect, while accountability was found to exert no significant effect on the

sustainability of the selected firms.

Conceptually, the adoption of appropriate corporate governance enhances the sustainable

going-concern of organisations. Furthermore, Corporate governance has been appraised to

provide assurance to investors on the efficiency of the firm leadership in running the affairs

of an organisation5, enhancement of business prosperity6, and the incline organisations
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towards sustainable practices7. In addition, the finding of this study corroborates the

researcher’s definition of corporate governance which considers the mannerism by which a

firm is regulated in an effort to address or meet the interest of the firm and its stakeholders, to

be pivotal to the sustainable performance of the firm. Similarly, corporate governance has

been considered as the way organisations are directed and controlled, in alignment with the

interest of various stakeholders8.

Empirically, the positive and significant effect of corporate governance on sustainability

found in this study has been supported by the findings of some studies. For instance, a study

conducted in Indonesia to investigate the transformation of firms as a determinant of

corporate hospitality and how such interaction impacts corporate sustainability found that

Corporate Governance (alongside increased strategic leadership, corporate culture, business

infrastructure, and corporate alignment through corporate hospitality) ensures a greater level

of Corporate Sustainability9. This study result is also corroborated by the submission of

another empirical literature conducted in the United Kingdom to investigate how social

responsibility mediates the relationship between corporate governance and sustainability

performance in UK firms, which suggested that corporate governance exerts a positive effect

on sustainability10. In further support of these findings, is the result of an empirical review

conducted based on the review of literature from America and Europe on the linkage between

Corporate Governance and Sustainability, based on the Global Sustainability Index and

sustainable goals for the United Nation’s sustainability agenda 2030 which found that

corporate governance practices and process do aid the sustainable performance of firms11.

Furthermore, the result of a systematic review conducted to establish coherence between

sustainability management and performance in Urban Corporate Economy also concluded

that sound corporate governance promotes sustainability performance12.
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Looking at the individual contribution of the dimensions of corporate governance

interrogated in this study (agile leadership, stakeholder management, and accountability) and

their respective effect on the sustainability of the selected firms interrogated; of corroborative

relevance to the positive and significant effect of agile leadership on the sustainability of the

selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies investigated in this study, is

the result of a research conducted to investigate the impact of leadership and management on

the sustainable performance of sampled manufacturing firms registered on the Suruhanjaya

Syarikat Malaysia directory located at Klang Valley in Malaysia which found that, leadership

exerts a positive influence on green and lean practices, while green and lean practices were

found to influence sustainability performance positively13. Similarly, another study conducted

in Pakistan in an attempt to investigate the moderating role of authoritative and laissez-faire

leadership on thriving at work by obtaining data from head offices of major schools also

established that, the style of leadership and consciousness does have an impact on thriving at

work, therefore impacting the growth and sustainability of the organization14. The finding of

this study is further supported by the result of a study conducted in Thailand to investigate the

influence of transformational leadership on corporate sustainability capabilities and

sustainable supply chain management, which found that transformational leadership has a

positive impact on developing organizational sustainability capabilities15. This result also

corroborates the findings of a study conducted in Indonesia to examine the mediating role of

knowledge management on the sustainability performance of organizations, which concluded

that transformational leadership exerts a positive impact on performance sustainability16.

In addition, the positive and significant effect of stakeholder management on sustainability of

the selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers interrogated in this study aligns with

the findings of a study conducted on “Eni” Company (the sixth-largest integrated energy

company in the world with operations in 41 countries including the United States of America,
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the United Kingdom, Italy, Egypt, and Nigeria) to gain a deeper understanding of the impact

of stakeholder engagement on sustainability culture which found that, engagement of

stakeholders contribute to the transformation of corporate culture to achieve the three

dimensions of sustainability17. This study finding is further supported by the submission of a

study conducted in Canada to investigate the contribution of awareness, external pressures,

and stakeholder consultation to the implementation of sustainability management tools which

found that stakeholder consultation plays a significant role in the implementation of

sustainable management tools in firms18.

Finally on the relative effect of the individual measures of cooperate governance adopted in

this study; this study found that accountability has no significant effect on sustainability of

the selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies interrogated.

Conceptually, the meaning of accountability varies, depending on what is considered as the

rendition of account in a particular situation which ultimately defines what accountability

should be under the circumstance19. To reflect this submission therefore, the researcher

defines accountability as the acceptance of responsibility and rendition of stewardship to

stakeholders. In line with this definition, this study interrogated issues bordering on Legal

Compliance, Sanction on Unethical practice, Ethical Awareness, Reward for Professional

conduct, Display of Professionalism, Information disclosure, and Adherence to accounting

best practice. However, following the findings of this study, it will thus imply that the

interrogated indicators of accountability adopted in this study, do not significantly affect

sustainability of the interrogated firms. In other words, the acceptance of responsibility and

rendition of stewardship to stakeholders (accountability) did not significantly contribute to

the sustainability of the selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State,

Nigeria.
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Nevertheless, the positive and significant combined effect of the measures of corporate

governance interrogated in this study provided support for stakeholder theory. The

stakeholder perspective affirms that firms who are interested in running sustainably need to

factor the interest of stakeholders into their plans and policies to ensure that a harmonious

relationship is established and maintained with these diverse stakeholders, given that these

stakeholders can be impacted by the firm activities and firm activities can as well be

impacted by these stakeholders’ actions. This study’s results are in concomitance with these

theoretical perspectives. Hence, given the support found in conceptual, empirical, and

theoretical submissions in previous literature with this present study’s result, the study posits

that corporate governance has a significant effect on firm sustainability.

4.3.2 Effect of Firm Size and Operational Efficiency (Firm-Specific Factors) on

Sustainability

The results of multiple regression analysis for the combined effect of firm-specific factors

measures (firms-size and operational efficiency) adopted in this study on the sustainability of

fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria showed that the firm-

specific factors measures jointly exert a positive and significant effect on sustainability of the

selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies in Lagos State, Nigeria.

Furthermore, the measures of the firm-specific factors adopted in this study are seen to exert

a positive and significant relative effect on sustainability.

Conceptually the ideal firm size is that size that promotes efficiency20, and is considered a

significant factor in the determination of a firm’s profitability21. Also, efficiency is key to

achieving the highest level of performance using available resources to meet set goals22. Thus,

the adoption of an appropriate firm-specific factor strategy, therefore, can be seen to enhance

firm sustainability. The findings of this study corroborate the researcher’s definition of firm-

specific factors and operational efficiency which considered firm-specific factors to be
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resources and capabilities of the organization identified to be of relevant impact in deciding a

course of action; and proposed operational efficiency as deploying resources in a manner that

minimizes resources consumed to achieve the same or better output level without

compromising quality.

Empirically, there exists a dearth of literature that has attempted to study the effect of firm-

specific factors on the sustainability of firms in Nigeria. Of close contextual relevance,

however, is the study conducted to investigate firm-specific factors (measured by firm size

and operational efficiency) and sustainability dimensions (social, environmental, and

economic performances) of listed consumer goods manufacturing companies in Nigeria. The

study used secondary data obtained from the 10 years financial reports of the interrogated

listed companies, but could not establish the impact of the firm-specific factors on all

dimensions of sustainability due to the inadequacy of data in the financial reports.

Nevertheless, the result of the study showed that firm size (measured by total assets) and

operational efficiency (measured by the ratio of operating expenses to Net sales) exerted a

significant negative impact on the economic dimension (profitability), while firm size was

found to exert a positive impact on CSR performance. The difference in the findings of the

study could be traced to the methodology of the research and the inadequacy of the data

collected to address the environmental dimension of sustainability to enable a full analysis of

the impact of the treatment variables of sustainability as a whole23. Furthermore, studies have

shown that not all efficiency ratio is rewarded with profit24.

Despite the above, the positive effect of firm size on sustainability found by this study has

been supported by some studies. For instance, larger firms have been found to perform better

in the environmental dimension of sustainability in countries across America, Europe, Asia,

and Africa25. Firm size has also been established to play a significant role in financial

performance of France-listed firms and also found by a study carried out in Indonesia to exert
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a positive impact on the financial performance of the 117 interrogated firms listed on the

Indonesia stock exchange26,27. These positive findings however disagree with the result of

another study conducted in Indonesia which among other findings established that firm size

has no significant effect on financial performance of the investigated non-financial

companies listed on the Indonesian stock exchange using panel data for the period 2017 to

202028.

From the theoretical standpoint, the significant and positive effect of firm-specific factors on

sustainability of the selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies

interrogated in this study further strengthens the provision of the Resource Based-View

(RBV). The RBV which is an inside-out perspective theory holds that the combination of

both tangible and intangible resources of a firm gives birth to other specialised resources

referred to as capabilities that create strategic capabilities which provide a sustainable

competitive advantage to organizations. This study’s result is in concomitance with this

theoretical perspective. Therefore, on the strength of the support found in conceptual,

empirical, and theoretical submissions in extant literature with this present study’s result, the

study posits that firm-specific factors have a significant effect on the sustainability of selected

fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies in Lagos State, Nigeria.

4.3.3 The Joint Effect of Accountability, Agile Leadership, Stakeholder Management

(Corporate Governance); Firm Size and Operational Efficiency (Firm-Specific Factors)

on Sustainability

The result of the multiple regression analysis for the combined effect of corporate governance

dimensions and firm-specific factors dimensions on the sustainability of the selected fast-

moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria, shows that corporate

governance and firm-specific factor have a positive and significant combined effect.

Conceptually, the adoption of appropriate corporate governance practices and efficient firm-
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specific factor mix enhance a firm’s sustainability. Also, the definitions of corporate

governance and firm-specific factors proposed by this study agree with this finding.

Though, there exist a dearth of empirical works of literature that have attempted to

investigate the combined effect of corporate governance and firm-specific factors either by

interrogating the measures used in this study or through other relevant dimensions. Yet, the

findings of this study strengthened the narratives of both the stakeholder theory and the

Resource-Based View perspective. The stakeholder theory posits that firms that are interested

in sustaining their operations need to coexist in harmony with their diverse stakeholders29. On

the other hand, the Resource-Based View emphasises that to achieve a sustainable

competitive advantage, organisations must combine resources to create unique capabilities30.

This study’s findings align with these theoretical perspectives. Therefore, on the strength of

the support found in conceptual, and theoretical submissions in extant literature with this

present study’s result, this study posits that corporate governance and firm-specific factors

have a significant effect on the sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.

4.3.4 Moderating Effect of Environmental Dynamism on the Interaction Between

Accountability, Agile Leadership and Stakeholder Management (Corporate

Governance) and Sustainability

The result of hierarchical multiple regression analysis for the effect of environmental

dynamism on the functional relationship between corporate governance dimension and

organisational sustainability shows the presence of a moderation effect on the relationship.

This result implies that environmental dynamism had a positive and significant moderating

effect on the interaction between the corporate governance dimension and sustainable

performance of selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.
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Empirically, other studies have been conducted in China to investigate the moderating role of

environmental dynamism focusing on how it moderates the interaction between empowering

leadership and information collaboration; the study found environmental dynamism to exert a

positive moderating effect. The same study also established that environmental dynamism

negatively moderates the relationship between information collaboration and corporate

entrepreneurship31. Another study conducted in Indonesia also found environmental

dynamism (technological environmental factors) to be essential for optimal firm

performance32.

Conceptually, environmental dynamism presents uncertain consequences for organisations by

presenting frequent changes which are often unprecedented and makes it difficult to generate

reliable predictions33,34,35. The narrative suggests that environment dynamism presents both

threats and opportunities to firms as they adapt to these changes by rejiggling corporate

strategies in the face of distorted projected profits to ensure that the business is sustained36.

According to the findings of this study, therefore, the potency of the effect of the corporate

governance measures on sustainability is contingent on environmental dynamism. In line with

this position advanced by the dynamic capability theory, this study posits that while corporate

governance is found to be pivotal to corporate sustainability, the dynamic environment within

which the fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies operate in Nigeria,

increases the potency of the relevance of cooperate governance to the sustainable operation

and performance of the interrogated firms. Therefore, on the strength of the support found in

extant literature with this present study result, this study concludes that environmental

dynamism has a significant and positive moderating effect on the interaction between the

corporate governance dimensions and sustainable performance of the selected fast-moving

consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.
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4.3.5 Mediating Effect of Environmental Dynamism on the Interaction Between Firm

Size and Operational Efficiency (Firm-Specific Factors) and Sustainability

The partial least square-structural equation modelling results for the mediating effect of

environmental dynamism on the interaction between firm-specific factors and sustainability

of the selected manufacturers of fast-moving consumer goods products in Lagos State,

Nigeria showed that environmental dynamism established a positive and significant

mediating effect in the interaction between the firm-specific factor measures and

sustainability of the interrogated firms.

Conceptually, this finding corroborates the researcher’s definition of environmental

dynamism as those turbulent forces which are external to the firm with the ability to shape or

influence the organisation’s plan and strategy and or its outcome. In addition, the dynamic

nature of the external environment dictates the approach used by firms in their exploratory

and exploitative approach to innovation, as well as the approach to competition, technology

reconfiguration, and customer satisfaction. Also, the exploitative and exploratory innovation

approach could be considered under different external environmental conditions. When there

is relative stability in the external environment, the former (exploratory approach) is

considered, while the latter (exploitative approach) is used to address a relatively highly

unstable external environment37. In measuring environmental dynamism, the two dimensions

of interest are the changes in customer demand and changes in technology. Other scholars

however consider it necessary to factor into consideration changes in the size of the industry

as well as the rate of change in competition within the industry. These measures are carried

out either subjectively (via the experience of players) or objectively (reliance on facts and

figures)38.

Empirically, works addressing this study concern in scarce, but still, of corroborative

relevance is the findings of a study conducted in India to investigate the mediating role of
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organizational and technological factors on environmental dynamism, industry 4.0, and

performance which shows that, environmental dynamism has a positive impact on industry

4.0 to improve performance, while technological factors, as well as organizational factors,

have a mediating effect on the interaction between environmental dynamism and industry

4.039.

In line with the findings of this study, the relevance of the firm-specific factors measure to

the sustainability of the interrogated firms lies in the turbulence and dynamic environment, in

the absence of which the firm-specific factors measures become less significant in deciding

the sustainability performance of the selected firms. Furthermore, the finding of this study

gives sustenance to the dynamic capability theory which emphasises the need to factor in the

dynamic nature of the business environment within which organisations operate in order to

generate a sustainable competitive edge and to sustain superior performance; by a swift

organisation of resources to address unprecedented environmental changes without distorting

performance level, bringing in new ideas that translate to new product and processes,

identification, acquisition, and utilization of external knowledge to the advantage of the

firm40.

In all, based on this study’s finding and the support found in existing literature, it can

therefore be stated that environmental dynamism mediates the interaction between the firm-

specific factors measures and sustainability of the selected fast-moving consumer goods

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.
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Chapter Five

Conclusion

This chapter discusses the summary of the findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the

study. These findings of this study concisely summarise the contributions of the study to

knowledge whilst also emphasising respective implication of findings, limitation to the study

as well as suggestions to further studies.

5.1 Summary of Findings

The study evaluated the effect of corporate governance measures (Accountability, Agile

leadership, and Stakeholder management) and firm-specific factors measures (Firm-size and

Operational efficiency) on the sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. It precisely assessed the effect of corporate

governance measures on organisational sustainability as well as firm-specific factors

measures on organisational sustainability. It also evaluated the combined effect of corporate

governance and firm-specific factors on organisational sustainability. Further analysis was

done to ascertain the moderating effect of environmental dynamism on the interaction

between corporate governance and Organisational sustainability. The mediating effect of

environmental dynamism on the interactions between firm-specific factors and organisational

sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria

was also conducted.

This study was structured into five chapters in an effort to achieve the earlier-stated specific

objectives of the study. The introductory chapter presented a detailed background to the study

which revealed that issues of environmental sustainability have been given more attention at

the global level with the 2020 global Environmental Performance Index (EPI) ranking

Denmark as the number one most environmentally sustainable country in the world, with
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Luxembourg, Switzerland, and United Kingdom following at 2nd, 3rd, and 4th position

respectively. In Africa, Seychelles was reported to top the list of the most environmentally

sustainable sub-Saharan African countries, ranking 38 globally, followed by Gabon,

Moraceous, and South Africa at the 76, 82, and 95 world rank positions. In West Africa on

the other hand, Burkina Fatso with 38.3 points tops the West African list of the Global EPI,

ranking 112 at the global position, Nigeria stands at 151 position (out of 180 countries around

the world) with 31.0 points. Thus, presenting statistics of concern to the manufacturing

activities in Nigeria which requires urgent attention.

It was also identified that, the sustainability of manufacturing companies (which includes the

fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers) in Nigeria is under serious threat, given the

closure of over 196 manufacturing companies in the country between the period of 2015 –

2019 due to the turbulent nature of the business environment which was further accentuated

by the harsh external forces alluded to by the Manufacturers Association of Nigeria to include

difficulty in accessing foreign exchange to procure raw materials; high electricity cost; high

cost of transportation; low demand for commodities; difficulty in accessing funds; regulatory

issues from numerous agencies; poor port administration; unavailability of raw materials;

policy summersault; and corruption. As a result of these events, this study assessed the

relevance of corporate governance and firm-specific factors to the sustainability of fast-

moving consumer goods manufacturing companies in Nigeria and further investigates, the

effect of the dynamic environment on this relevance. In addition, five objectives, broken

down into three relative effect relationships, one moderating-effect relationship, and one

mediating-effect relationship were formulated.

A review of previous related literature on the concept of corporate governance dimensions

including accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder management; firm-specific factors
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dimensions including firm-size, operational efficiency; and environmental dynamism were

conducted.

The empirical review was unbundled in methodological review and findings review. The

findings review provided mixed results regarding the effect of corporate governance and

firm-specific factors of sustainability performance. In addition, existing contextual findings

concentrated more on environmental reporting either as a problem variable or treatment

variable. Given the scant empirical findings to substantiate the findings of this study, both

conceptual and theoretical justifications were also employed.

The theoretical framework considered three theories (the Stakeholder Theory, The Resource

Based View, and the Dynamic Capability Theory) that are relevant to this study. The

Stakeholder Theory suggests that to maintain the going concern of an organisation, the

interest of diverse stakeholders requires to be given due consideration to ensure a harmonious

relationship is established and maintained with those who are affected by the firm activities

or/and can affect the firm’s activities. This provided theoretical justification to explain the

effect of this study’s corporate governance measures on organisational sustainability. The

Resource-Based View (RBV) was employed to justify the effect of firm-specific factors on

organisational sustainability, while the Dynamic Capability Theory (DCT) gave justification

to the moderating effect of environmental dynamism objective stated in this study as regards

the interaction between corporate governance and sustainability. The DCT also gave

justification to the mediating effect of environmental dynamism on the interaction between

firm-specific factors and corporate sustainability performance. This is because the DCT

explains the capabilities needed for attaining a sustainable competitive advantage in an ever-

changing and turbulent environment.
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However, while the RBV specifically addressed the firm-specific factors that are needed to

achieve superior performance, it failed to address the dynamic nature of the environment and

how this could define resource configuration to give a level of performance that can be

sustained over time. This gap in the RBV was bridged by DCT, thus, given the static nature

of the RBV in explaining the capabilities needed for attaining a sustainable competitive

advantage in changing environment, and also given the relevance of the dynamic

environment to this study, the RBV was dropped while the DCT was adopted to complement

the stakeholder theory. The literature review equally synthesised the gaps in extant literature.

In all, the review of literature provided conceptual, theoretical, methodological, and empirical

support for this present study, more so, it provided justification for the measurement of the

variables of concern in this study.

On the methodology chapter, this study adopted the cross-sectional survey design as an

example of quantitative non-experimental design. One population (Fast-moving consumer

goods manufacturers) was identified given the specific objective of this study. Using the

raosoft online sample size calculator for finite population, a sample size of 432 was obtained

(after adding 20% to the original 360 sample size calculated to provide for anticipated non-

response). Stratified random sampling technique was employed in selecting the respondents.

The three levels of management in the selected companies formed the unit of analysis for the

study. An adapted questionnaire was designed and employed to collect data from the

population after it was scientifically certified to be valid and reliable for the intended purpose

through the conduct of a pilot study.

Both descriptive and inferential statistics were adopted. Specifically, the descriptive statistics

enhanced the analysis for all the study variables and provided answers to the specific research

questions of the study. On the other hand, the inferential statistics enabled the test of the five

null hypotheses formulated in the introductory chapter; hypotheses one to three been relative
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effect analysis was established through multiple regression, while hypotheses four and five

been a moderating and mediating effect analysis respectively, were established through

hierarchical multiple regression analysis. Overall, the researcher ensured absolute obedience

to ethical considerations as required by the university research committee.

The data analysis established the analytical technique adopted, the interpretation of results,

and the discussion of the research findings. In all five research questions, objectives and

hypotheses were formulated and tested. The data analysis was carried out in line with the

study’s specific objectives and hypotheses from which the patterns were investigated,

interpreted, and conclusions drawn. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were adopted to

analyse the data. The descriptive aspect of analysis was used to interpret the respondents’

opinion research questions. Frequency distribution tables and percentage presentation

approaches were employed in the analysis and interpretation of data collected using the

Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS) version 24.0 versions for the analysis.

Tables were also used to present the summarised findings.

In addition, to test hypotheses one to five, PLS-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS_SEM)

was adopted using SmartPLS statistical platform version 4.0. Furthermore, The research

objectives one, two, and three were analysed through PLS-SEM (an inferential statistics) to

substantiate the effects of corporate governance dimensions, firm-specific factor dimension,

and the combined effect of corporate governance and firm-specific factors on sustainability.

Likewise, PLS-SEM was used to test objective four and five to substantiate the moderating

effect of environmental dynamism on the interaction between corporate governance on

sustainability; and the mediating effect of environmental dynamism on the interaction

between firm-specific factors and sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.
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The data generated were sorted, coded, analysed, and substituted in each of the functional

relationship equations to obtain PLS-SEM and establish the statistical significance of

corporate governance and firm-specific factors on sustainability of fast-moving consumer

goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria, and final acceptance or rejection of the

hypotheses were made. From the interpretation of analyses of data collected and findings of

the study, the following can be summed up as the major empirical findings of this study:

1. Corporate governance dimensions (accountability, stakeholder management, and agile

leadership) have a combined positive and significant effect on sustainability of

selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria (Adj R2

=0.710, p=0.000, Q2 =0.391)

2. Firm-specific factors dimensions (firm-size and operational efficiency) have a

collective positive and significant effect on sustainability of selected fast-moving

consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria (Adj. R2 =0.428, p=0.000, Q2

=0.234).

3. Corporate governance dimension and firm-specific factors dimension have a joint

positive and significant effect on sustainability of fast-moving consumer goods

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria (Adj R2 =0.710, p=0.000, Q2 =0.188)

4. Environmental dynamism has positive and significant moderating effect on the

interaction between the corporate governance measures and sustainability of selected

fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria (β =0.386; p<

0.006, Q2=0.290).

5. Environmental dynamism has positive and significant mediating effect on the

interaction between the firm-specific factors measures and sustainability of selected

fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria (β=0.396, t=

2.919, p= 0.004).
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5.2 Conclusion

Based on the empirical findings, this study concludes that there was a statistically significant

joint effect of the dimensions of corporate governance and the dimensions of firm-specific

factors on the sustainability of the selected firms. Hence, the study established that the

corporate governance and firm-specific factors dimensions have a positive and significant

effect on the sustainability of the selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in

Lagos State, Nigeria.

Further analysis showed that environmental dynamism moderated the functional relationship

between the corporate governance dimension and sustainability of the selected fast-moving

consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria, given that the interaction effect was

significant and positive.

Also, environmental dynamism was found to have a mediating effect on the functional

relationship between the firm-specific factors dimensions and sustainability of the selected

fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos, Sate Nigeria, given that the effect was

significant and positive.

Theoretically, the findings of this study are in line with the stakeholder theory and the

dynamic capability theory, which provided the theoretical underpinnings for the study. The

theories were selected to guide this study because their perspectives relate to the variables

under investigation. The stakeholder theory explained how organisation can attain

sustainability through the stakeholder right recognition to generate a harmonious relationship

with those that can either be impacted by the organisation’s activities or/and those whose

actions could affect the continuous operation of the organisation. In addition, the second

underpinning theory (dynamic capability) suggest that within turbulent macro-environment, it
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is imperative for firms desirous of achieving sustainable competitive performance to possess

capabilities that are renewable and can be used to adapt to the changing business environment.

Hence, the corporate governance and firm-specific factors measures investigated are all

capabilities that are not static but can be renewed and reconfigured by the firms under

investigation to consistently mitigate threats and harness opportunities in the environment

and consequently attain superior performance.

The findings of the study have implications for the management of fast-moving consumer

goods manufacturers investigated, the body of academia, governments and policymakers, and

the general public.

For the management, the findings of this study suggest the need for the executive

management in the fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing companies to adopt

appropriate corporate governance strategy and firm-specific factor configuration, given that

the interrogated measures of these two variables offers significant levels of sustainability

performance to the organisation. Under firm-specific factors, firm size and operational

efficiency offered a significant and positive effect on organisational sustainability. However,

under corporate governance, Agile leadership and stakeholder management offered

significant positive effect on sustainability performance than accountability, the study thus

suggest that management of the fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers should invest

more in improving their corporate governance and firm-specific factors given the ripple effect

it presents in enhancing sustainability of the firm.

For the body of academia, this study provides useful information and contributions to

empirical literature on the link between corporate governance, firm-specific factors, and

sustainability. The study further established the part played by environmental dynamism as a

moderator/mediator in this link. This study also addressed some gaps in existing literature on
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corporate governance, firm specific factors, and sustainability. Hence, contributing to recent

research in this regard and contributing to the scant empirical literature on moderation-

mediation effect of environmental dynamism on the interaction between corporate

governance and firm-specific factors within sustainability literature in Nigeria. Therefore, it

provides reference material for students to learn and for further studies in the field of

accounting, strategic management and sustainability hence, pushing forward the frontier of

knowledge.

To the government, this study considered the macro environment with recognition that the

Government contributes in no small measure to create the framework within which business

operates through economic policies. This study provides the Government with a piece of

empirical information to substantiate the effect the macro environment has on sustainability

of the manufacturing sector (fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers) in the country with

the hope that policies that will favour the sector are not only formulated but also implemented

to reduce the issues of high cost of production and corrupt practices of the Ministries,

Departments, and Agencies which the operators of manufacturing entities deal with on

regular basis in the course of their business.

To the industry regulators, the findings of this study shows that corporate governance

strategies and firm-specific factors capabilities has significant effect on the overall

sustainability of the manufacturing companies examined. By implication, these findings

should enable the regulators of the fast-moving consumer goods (FMCG) industry in Nigeria

to put appropriate measures in place to enhance the overall performance of the FMCG

manufacturers in competing favourably with their counterpart in other jurisdiction and offer

product of similar quality. This study, in agreement with other studies, outlines the issues

within the macro-environment, which include difficulty in accessing foreign exchange to

procure raw materials; high electricity cost; high cost of transportation; low demand for
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commodities; difficulty in accessing funds to procure machineries; regulatory issues from

numerous agencies; poor port administration (Laced with issues of corruption); unavailability

of raw materials; policy summersault; and corruption. The information this study, is expected

to enhance the regulators' decision regarding how to strategically help the prospect of the

industry, particularly in enhancing the process of technology transfer for the industry and also

to pressure government agencies to provide infrastructures that will aid the growth of the

industry. Lastly, issues of sub-standard foreign products being imported into the country to

compete with locally manufactured products needs regulating policy, if our local

manufacturing companies must survive.

For the society, the ripple effect of the findings of this study provides information regarding

the sustainability effect of corporate governance and firm-specific factors of the selected fast-

moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria in the face of the turbulent

environment within which the manufacturers operate in Nigeria. Overall, the

recommendation of this study is aimed to enhance the overall sustainability of these

manufacturing companies, hence, the attainment of sustainability performance of these

companies gives rise to ripple effects of sustainable products to serve the needs of the society,

generations of employment, improved environmental performance by the companies and

creation of corporate social responsibility as an additional gain to the society.

5.3 Recommendation

The following recommendations are put together based on the findings of this study.

1. The study established that the joint effect of the measures of corporate governance

(accountability, agile leadership, and stakeholder management) adopted in this study

had a positive and significant effect on firm sustainability. However, the findings

shows that the contribution of accountability to the combined effect was not
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significant. Hence, concerted effort needs to be made in ensuring that these firms are

more accountable especially as it concerns ethical awareness and information

disclosure, as this will go a long way in improving stakeholder loyalty and

commitment to the firm. Also, the management of these companies should focus more

on the agility of leadership and stakeholder management strategies in their company

since it offered higher margins for accountability.

2. The combined effect of firm-specific factors measures (proxied by firm size and

operational efficiency) was found in this study to affect organisational sustainability

positively and significantly, with both measures (firm size and operational efficiency)

exerting relative significant effect. On the strength of this finding therefore, the firms

are advised to have a good understanding of the contribution of both their tangible and

intangible assets and how the combination of these resources affects the sustainability

of their operations. The appropriate configuration of firm-specific factors needs to be

understood and taken seriously to ensure constant monitoring and reconfiguration to

curb waste and attain the highest possible level of efficiency without comprising

quality.

3. Given the significant and positive joint effect of corporate governance and firm-

specific factors dimesion on organisational sustainability, management should take

appropriate measures to enhance performance measures such as accountability, agile

leadership, stakeholder management, firm-size and operational efficiency.

4. Environmental dynamism significantly moderated the interaction between corporate

governance and organisational sustainability. Hence to enhance sustainability

performance, the management must continue to adopt a system that continues to

evaluate how emerging issues in the dynamic environment impacts achieving of set

targets and establish such policies and take such actions that continue to align
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performance to achieving set goals in the face of the turbulence in the business

environment.

5. Lastly, environmental dynamism potentially comes with both threats and

opportunities for companies; hence the choice of an appropriate configuration of firm-

specific factors must be environment appropriate. Environmental dynamism mediate

the interaction between firm-specific factor dimension and sustainability, hence

management need to keep abreast of issues on-going in the external environment and

proactively position their firm-specific factors to mitigate the negative consequence

and take advantage of the opportunities presented.

5.4 Contribution to Knowledge

The findings of this study offer conceptual, empirical and theoretical contributions to

knowledge.

5.4.1 Conceptual Contribution

This study offers an immense contribution to knowledge conceptually in diverse ways. Upon

critical literature review, the researcher redefined the main variables (predictors & outcome)

in this study to provide a robust understanding of the concepts. Corporate sustainability is

considered the ability of a firm to operate profitably while maintaining a harmonious

relationship with diverse stakeholders without degrading or destroying the environment or

environmental assets as a result. Also, corporate governance was conceptualized as the

mannerism by which a firm is regulated to address or meet the interest of the firm and its

stakeholders. Lastly, firm-specific factors were considered to be resources and core

capabilities of the organization identified to be relevant in deciding a course of action.

Furthermore, environmental dynamism was proposed as those turbulent forces external to the

firm that can shape or influence the organization's plan and strategy and its outcome.
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Another conceptual contribution to knowledge was this study's self-developed conceptual

framework, which provides a diagrammatic representation of the study construct. It

incorporates the two groups of treatment variables (corporate governance and firm-specific

factors and their measures) proposed by the study to address the problem variable

(sustainability) and the intervening variable, environmental dynamism. Further studies may

adopt this model to study the sustainability of other research contexts.

In addition, this study identified and filled gaps in the literature regarding the moderating role

of environmental dynamism in the interaction between corporate governance and firm

sustainability and environmental dynamism in mediating the relationship between firm-

specific factors and sustainability of the selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturing

companies in Lagos State, Nigeria. Likewise, about the combined effect of corporate

governance and firm-specific factors on sustainability. By this conceptual contribution, the

study has added to the scanty academic literature on the interaction of corporate governance,

firm-specific factors, environmental dynamism, and organizational sustainability within fast-

moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos, State, Nigeria.

5.4.2 Theoretical Contribution

The outcome of this study offered additional support for the tenets of the stakeholder theory

and the dynamic capabilities theory, which provided the theoretical underpinnings for this

study. Specifically, these theories offered a complementary explanation to substantiate the

interaction between corporate governance and firm-specific factors. The stakeholder theory

explains how firms can be more sustainable by maintaining a harmonious relationship with

diverse stakeholders, and it emphasizes the need for corporate policy to recognize the right of

those affected by their operations as much as those who can impact their operations through
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their actions or inactions. In addition, dynamic capability theory suggests that within a

turbulent macro environment, it is imperative for firms desirous of achieving superior

sustainable performance to possess capabilities that are renewable and can be used to adapt to

the changing business environment. Hence, the firm-specific factors dimensions investigated

are all capabilities that are not static but can be renewed by firms under investigation

consistently to harness environmental opportunities and consequently attain corporate

sustainability. Therefore, on the strength of the outcomes of theory testing (see 4.2 Test of

hypotheses), this study confirms that via the complementary role played by the stakeholder

theory and the dynamic capability theory, this study has made a significant contribution to

theory application and offers future study the ability to infuse two theories to provide

theoretical basis and explanation for the achievement of the objective of a study.

5.4.3 Empirical Contribution

This study investigated the interactions of corporate governance (measured by accountability,

agile leadership and stakeholder management), firm-specific factors (measured by firm size

and operational efficiency), and sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods

manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria. The empirical outcome of this study contributes to the

existing literature in the accounting field. The empirical findings from the test of hypotheses

suggested that corporate governance and firm-specific factors are critical success factors for

the sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State,

Nigeria, given that individually and collectively, they exert positive and significant effects on

sustainability. Moreover, this study positioned the value relevance of taking cognizance of

environmental dynamism given that it holds twofold relevance: being a moderator enhancing

the interaction between corporate governance and firm sustainability, and secondly, being a

mediator, establishing the boundary condition that explains how firm-specific factors affected

sustainability of selected fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers in Lagos State, Nigeria.
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These empirical submissions are a product of hypotheses testing, and they offer future

researchers the opportunity of having a robust finding to aid their empirical reviews in their

studies and the basis to corroborate and present a contrary outcome as with this study’s

submission, hence pushing forward the frontier of knowledge in the accounting field.

5.5 Suggested Area of Further Studies

The limitation of this study offers opportunity and suggested for future study.

1. Future studies may consider a multi-industry study that will incorporate other

manufacturing companies in Fast-moving Consumer Goods, Metal works,

Automobile and service industry like hospitality, logistics firms, marketing agencies,

and quick-service restaurants in the country to enhance the generalization of this

study’s findings.

2. In other to provide explanations of causality between the variables studied over time,

future studies may consider a longitudinal study.

3. Future studies may incorporate other measures of corporate governance and firm-

specific factors to see how they affect organisational sustainability.

4. Future studies may consider incorporating the effect of the treatment variables on the

individual dimensions of sustainability to ascertain how the treatment variables affect

these dimensions individually.

5. Future studies may also conder incorporating the moderating or mediating effect of

three dimensions of environmental turbulence (Dynamism, munificence and

complexity) to evaluate the performance-effect of each dimension.

6. Future studies may consider factors that influence the corporate governance choice of

fast-moving consumer goods manufacturers and how those factors influence

performance.
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7. The place of leadership in enhancing organisational sustainability has been identified

in extant literature however, leadership in a moderation-mediation capacity in relation

to the sustainability effect of firm-specific factors will present an interesting research

opportunity.

8. On a methodological basis, future study on corporate governance and firm-specific

factors may focus mainly on top management staff as the unit of analysis so as to

enhance obtaining an in-depth understanding of issues. In addition, other data

analytical techniques such as structural equation model can be adopted to provide

additional support for the findings of this study.
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Appendix

Questionnaire

Lead City University, Ibadan, Oyo State

Department of Management & Accounting

Dear Respondent,

As part of the requirement for a Doctor of Philosophy degree in Accounting, I am carrying

out a study on “Corporate Governance, Firm-Specific Factors and Sustainability of Fast-

Moving Consumer Goods Manufacturing Companies in Nigeria”. This study is mainly an

academic exercise as all information provided would be treated with the utmost

confidentiality. In any case, you feel uncomfortable to proceed; you may withdraw your

consent at no cost. Below is the questionnaire that addressed the objective of this study.

Please feel free to tick the option that best express your personal views.

Thank you.
Mustapha Aikins SULEIMAN

Section A: Demographic Information

Please carefully go through each item and tick (√) as appropriate.

1. Gender: Male ( ) Female( )

2. What is your age bracket: 21- 30 ( ) 31- 40( ) 41-50 ( ) 51 – 60( ) 61 - 65 ( )

3. What is your highest academic qualification: ND/NCE ( ) B.Sc/BA/HND ( )

PGD/MBA/MSc/MA ( ) MPhil ( ) PhD ( ) Others, (please specify)……………………….

4. Job Level: Top management ( ) Middle management ( ) Operational management ( )

5. Length of Service: Below 5yrs ( ), 6-10yrs ( ), 11-15yrs ( ) 16yrs + ( )

6. Kindly rate your knowledge of the overall organisational activities and performance on

the scale below.

Very low Excellent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Section B: Corporate Governance
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The statement in this section concerns corporate governance dimensions as observed in your

organisation. Using the six-point Likert-type scale provided, please indicate the extent to

which each statement applies to your organization by selecting one of the options provided (6,

5, 4, 3, 2, 1).

6 = Very High extent; 5 = High extent; 4 = Partially High extent; 3 = Partially Low
extent; 2= Low extent; 1 = Very Low extent

I Accountability
To what extent, does your firm observe the following?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1. Legal Compliance 6 5 4 3 2 1
2. Sanction on Unethical practice 6 5 4 3 2 1
3. Ethical Awareness 6 5 4 3 2 1
4. Reward for Professional conduct 6 5 4 3 2 1
5. Display of Professionalism 6 5 4 3 2 1
6. Information disclosure 6 5 4 3 2 1
7. Adherence to accounting best practice 6 5 4 3 2 1

II Stakeholder Management
To what extent, does your firm observe the following?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1 Shareholder’s interest 6 5 4 3 2 1
2 Board Competence 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 CEO’s succession planning. 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Effective committee structures 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Effective decisions making 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Collective responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Governing Policies 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 Risk Assessment 6 5 4 3 2 1
9 Risk control 6 5 4 3 2 1
10 Protection of employees’ rights 6 5 4 3 2 1

III Agile Leadership
To what extent does the following items reflect the leadership
philosophy of your organisation?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1 Ability to quickly cope with complex environmental issues 6 5 4 3 2 1
2 Value high quality thinking in problem solving 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 Provide opportunity for transparent feedbacks 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Builds a system of shared purpose for all employees 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Inspires employees to bring their best to work 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Develop tomorrow’s leader without prejudice 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Devolve appropriate authority 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 Encourage learning across departments 6 5 4 3 2 1
9 Allow those close to problems generate ideas to solve it 6 5 4 3 2 1
10 Encourage change without chaos 6 5 4 3 2 1

Section C: Firm-Specific Factors
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The statement in this section concerns firm-specific factors as applicable to your organisation.

Using the six-point Likert-type-scale provided, please indicate the extent to which each

statement applies to your organization by selecting one of the options provided (6, 5, 4, 3, 2,

1).

6 = Very High extent; 5 = High extent; 4 = Partially High extent; 3 = Partially Low
extent; 2= Low extent; 1 = Very Low extent

IV Operational Efficiency
To what extent, does your firm achieve the following?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1 Customer service delivery 6 5 4 3 2 1
2 Customer service sensitivity 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 Customer confidentiality 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Satisfying range of clients 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Production cost reduction 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Competence in handling customers 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Operational creativity 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 Responsive to customer complaint. 6 5 4 3 2 1

V Firm Size
In the last 5 years, our organisation is able to increase

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1 Number of employees 6 5 4 3 2 1
2 Products on Offer 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 Number of outlets 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Productive capacity 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Acquisition of competitive resources 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Diversification into related business 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Customer acquisition 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 Customer Retention 6 5 4 3 2 1
9 Product quality 6 5 4 3 2 1
10 Brand Image 6 5 4 3 2 1

Section D: Sustainability Performance
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The statement in this section concerns Sustainability Performance sub-measure as

achieved by your organisation. Using the six-point Likert-type-scale provided, please indicate

the extent to which each statement applies to your organization by selecting one of the

options provided (6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1).

6 = Very High extent; 5 = High extent; 4 = Partially High extent; 3 = Partially Low
extent; 2= Low extent; 1 = Very Low extent

VI Environmental performance
To what extent, does your firm achieve the following relative
to industry average?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1 Personnel training in environmental care 6 5 4 3 2 1
2 Allocation of budgetary resources to minimize pollution 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 Pollution prevention 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Pollution control 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Use of environmental management systems 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Recycling or reuse of materials and waste 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Selection of renewable raw materials in the production

process
6 5 4 3 2 1

8 Selection of renewable energy in the production process 6 5 4 3 2 1
9 Environmental impact assessment of the product life cycle

VII Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
To what extent does our organisation’s CSR covers?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1 Legal responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 Ethical responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Professional responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Political responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Social responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Environment responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 Employee responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
9 Supplier responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
10 Competitor responsibility 6 5 4 3 2 1
VIII Profitability

Concerning profitability, to what extent has your organisation
achieved the following?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

2 Increase between 2015 and 2016 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 Increase between 2016 and 2017 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Increase between 2017 and 2018 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Increase between 2018 and 2019 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Increase between 2019 and 2020 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Increase between 2020 and 2021 6 5 4 3 2 1

Section E: Environmental Dynamism (Moderator)
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The statement in this section concerns environmental dynamism as experienced by your

organisation. Using the six-point Likert-type-scale provided, please indicate the extent to

which each statement applies to your organization by selecting one of the options provided (6,

5, 4, 3, 2, 1).

6 = Very High extent; 5 = High extent; 4 = Partially High extent; 3 = Partially Low
extent; 2= Low extent; 1 = Very Low extent

IX Environmental Dynamism
To what extent does the following items reflect your
organisation’s business environment?

VHE HE PHE PLE LE VLE

1 Instability of demand 6 5 4 3 2 1
2 Frequent product innovations 6 5 4 3 2 1
3 Opportunity for Growth 6 5 4 3 2 1
4 Increasing competition 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 Unpredictable consumer behaviour 6 5 4 3 2 1
6 Unpredictable challenges 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 Technological diversity 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 Environmental hostility 6 5 4 3 2 1
9 Economic wellbeing 6 5 4 3 2 1
10 Enabling regulatory policy(s) 6 5 4 3 2 1
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Table 1: Operationalisation of the Research Variables and Their Proxies

Latent variable Sub-variables Acronyms

Dependent Variables (Y) =
Sustainability (SUS)

Corporate Social Responsibility (y1) CSR

Environmental Performance (y2) EVT
Economic Performance (Profitability)
(y3) PRT

Independent Variable 1 (X)
= Corporate Governance
(CG)

Accountability (x1) ACT
Agile Leadership (x2) AGL
Stakeholder Management (x3) SMG

Independent Variable 2 (W)
= Firm-Specific Factors
(FSF)

Firm Size (w1) FS

Operational Efficiency (w2) OE

Intervening variable Environmental Dynamism EVD
Source: Researcher’s compilation, 2022.
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