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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this paper is twofold. First, it intends to explore the link between internal social
capital, logistics capabilities, supply chain risk management (SCRM) capabilities and supplier performance.
Second, the mediating effect of logistics capabilities between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities, and
that of SCRM capabilities between logistics capabilities and supplier performance are also examined.
Design/methodology/approach –A theoretical model developed from the extant literature was empirically
validated through a cross-sectional survey of 122 respondents in 52 public healthcare facilities in Uganda. The
data were analysed using partial least square structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM).
Findings – The study found that internal social capital and SCRM capabilities are significant predictors of
supplier performance. Internal social capital is positively and significantly related to logistics capabilities, and
logistics capabilities are positively and significantly related to SCRM capabilities. The authors also found non-
significant relationships between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities, and between logistics
capabilities and supplier performance. Furthermore, it was revealed that logistics capabilities play a partial
mediating role in the relationship between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities, while SCRM
capabilities fully mediate between logistics capabilities and supplier performance.
Originality/value –Further to providing empirical evidence of the antecedents of supplier performance in the
public healthcare in a developing economy, which has been evidently scant, this study provides initial
empirical evidence of the mediating role of logistics capabilities in the relationship between internal social
capital and SCRM capabilities and that of SCRM capabilities in the relationship between logistics capabilities
and supplier performance. This is important for understanding the mechanism through which supplier
performance can be enhanced.
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1. Introduction
The growing interest in the public sector supplier performance (SP) has been amplified by the
colossal global spend through public procurement. Furthermore, the COVID-19 pandemic has
exposed the vulnerabilities and deficiencies in the global healthcare supply chain. And being
in the upstream, it is logical that the performance of suppliers fundamentally determines the
performance of the entire supply chain. It is particularly understood that the performance of
suppliers is imperative for the performance and competitiveness of buying organisations
(Zsidisin et al., 2015; Lee et al., 2018). Through the vision 2040, the government of Uganda
earmarks good health as fundamental for achieving socio-economic transformation and
sustainable development goals. However, like many other African countries, Uganda still
faces an acute risk of inadequate healthcare, especially relating to deficient local treatment
(Jahre et al., 2012). There has been a remarkable endeavour to enhance the availability of
drugs in Ugandan public health facilities, but deficiencies in supplier performance (SP) have
remained significantly evident including shortages of essential medicines, delayed deliveries,
expired essential medicines, poor quality of the medicines, cost escalations, supply of wrong
specifications and price variations (BMAU report, 2017).

Past studies have emphasised that even the best performing suppliers are potentially
vulnerable to risk events, which potentially undermine their performance (Riley et al., 2016;
Mwesiumo et al., 2021). The challenge of supplier related risks and associated fatal
repercussions in the healthcare sector are not a new phenomenon for both developing and
developed countries. In the Ugandan health sector, reports on risk assessment indicate the
prevalence of risks related to frequent drug stock-outs and demand-supply mismatch,
inadequate technology, human resources related risks, transport risks, storage infrastructure
shortages, power shortages, delays in supplies, poor quality drugs and health equipment and
counterfeit drugs (BMAU report, 2017). Such risks call for building supply chain risk
management (SCRM) capabilities, which can be in the form of warning and recovery (Riley
et al., 2016), or resilience and robustness (Kwak et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2021). From the extant
literature, it is noticeable that to date, studies on the antecedents of SCRM capabilities are still
scant (Ahmed and Huma, 2021).

According to the extant literature, SCRM capabilities and SP have been linked to the
concepts of logistics capabilities and social capital (Mentzer et al., 2004; Polyviou et al., 2019;
G€olgeci and Kuivalainen, 2020). Whereas internal social capital includes structural, relational
and cognitive dimensions (Polyviou et al., 2019), logistics capabilities comprise demand
management, supply management and information management capabilities (Gligor and
Holcomb, 2012, 2014). Studies on the role of social capital on positive performance outcomes
have providedmixed results. For example, Kim et al. (2017) argued that social capital facilitates
supplier performance. And Polyviou et al. (2019) underscored the role of internal social capital
on improving SCRM capability of resilience. However, Alghababsheh and Gallear (2020) noted
that social capital can lead to direct performance improvements but also cause risks that are
counterproductive to performance in buyer-supplier relationships. The recent empirical studies
on the antecedents of SP have focused on issues such as organisational context and supplier
management practices (Chuah et al., 2010), contractual issues (Kim et al., 2017; Vlachos, 2020),
supplier development (Lee et al., 2018; Brix-Asala et al., 2021), supplier relations (Field andMeile,
2008), bilateral dependency and fairness perceptions (Bhardwaj and Ketokivi, 2021), supply
market scanning, internal communication and supply chain integration (Zsidisin et al., 2015)
and institutional investment (Cheung et al., 2020).

Generally, the literature indicates that most of the recent studies on the antecedents of
SP have focused on manufacturing firms in the private sector. In this study, we use the
resource-based view and dynamic capabilities theoretical perspectives to show that
internal social capital and SCRM capabilities significantly influence supplier performance
in the public healthcare sector. Furthermore, we demonstrate the mediating role of logistics
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capabilities between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities, thereby contributing to
the limited empirical studies on the antecedents of SCRM capabilities. Moreover, we reveal
the full mediating role of SCRM capabilities in the relationship between logistics
capabilities and SP.

The rest of this paper progresses as follows. Section 2 presents the theoretical background,
literature review and hypotheses development. Section 3 then describes the research
methodology used. Section 4 presents data analysis followed by section 5 with the discussion.
Section 6 presents the conclusion together with the implications for theory and practice.

2. Theoretical background
The resource-based view (RBV) suggests that a firm’s sustainable competitive advantage
originates from its internal resources, which are assumed to be rare, valuable, inimitable and
non-substitutable (Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). The dynamic capabilities perspective addresses
the gap in RBV by explaining how firms can develop, deploy, protect, renew and reconfigure
resources and competencies to adapt to changes in the dynamic business environment and in
the end achieve sustainable competitive advantage (Teece et al., 1997). It is stressed that
performance differences across firms are due to their differential capacities regarding
integration, utilisation, renewal and reconfiguration of resources in response to changing
environments (Teece et al., 1997). In the supply chain literature, authors (e.g. Kwak et al., 2018)
have considered dynamic capabilities as important for SCRM capabilities and competitive
advantage. Scholars such as Kwak et al. (2018) empirically confirmed that SCRM capabilities
positively influence competitive advantage. Gligor and Holcomb (2014) stressed that when
logistics capabilities are strategically designed, they can reflect the features espoused within
the RBV and hence provide a sustainable competitive advantage. Furthermore, logistics
capabilities have been described as complex and dynamic capabilities (Gligor and Holcomb,
2012; Wiengarten et al., 2014). Other researchers have investigated logistics capabilities and
SCRM capabilities of resilience and robustness as dynamic capabilities arguing that they are
inherently adaptable (Ponomarov and Holcomb, 2009; Brandon-Jones et al., 2014). According
to Dyer and Singh (1998), firm resourcesmay include organisational capabilities, routines and
many other attributes of supply chain relationships. This therefore underpins internal social
capital as an organisational resource that can facilitate SP and competitive advantage.

2.1 Literature review and hypotheses development
2.1.1 Supplier performance. Improving SP has become one of the critical issues to be
considered by firmswishing to gain competitive advantage (Cai et al., 2010). SP focuses on the
ability of the supplier to satisfy the needs of the ultimate customers (Zelbst et al., 2010).
Ahimbisibwe et al. (2012) argue that many of the services provided by the suppliers in the
public sector suffer from poor SP, which turns costly to consumers of public services. Poor SP
can manifest in the form of late deliveries, delivery unreliability, order incompleteness, poor
delivery speed, poor quality of goods or services, delivery failures, defective deliveries, high
prices and failure to match specifications (Ntayi et al., 2010). Prahinski and Benton (2004)
operationalised SP in terms of product quality, delivery, price, responsiveness and service
support. And in the context of the Ugandan public sector, Ahimbisibwe et al. (2012)
considered conformance to specifications, lead time, cost, user complaints, quality and
flexibility as the dimensions of SP.

There are several prior empirical studies on the antecedents of SP focussing on different
dimensions and contexts. For example, Chuah et al. (2010) focused on manufacturing firms in
China, Malaysia, Singapore and the USA, Vlachos (2020) focused on manufacturing firms in
France, Lee et al. (2018) on Chinese manufacturing firms, Field and Meile (2008) on financial
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services in theUSA, Bhardwaj andKetokivi (2021) on railroad industry in India andOjha et al.
(2019) on manufacturing firms in the USA. Other recent studies on the enhancers of supplier
performance have focused on antecedents such as supplier development (Brix-Asala et al.,
2021), supplier selection and management (Salam and Khan, 2018), power use and justice
(Chen and Chen, 2019). Generally, it is observed that most of the existing studies on the
antecedents of SP have focused onmanufacturing firms in the private sector, leaving a gap in
our understanding of supplier performance in the public sector.

2.1.2 Internal social capital and supplier performance.According to the literature, the most
commonly highlighted dimensions of social capital include structural, relational and
cognitive capital. Structural capital refers to the links among a network’s actors and their
patterns with facets including ties among them and network configuration in terms of size,
density, connectivity and hierarchy (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Relational capital
describes the quality of interpersonal relationships, and how they develop and strengthen
over time (Whipple et al., 2015). Cognitive social capital encompasses shared codes and
language as well as shared narratives (Johnson et al., 2013). Internal cognitive capital can be
reflected in the employees’ tenure in an organisation (Polyviou et al., 2019). Internal social
capital improves information exchange, knowledge creation and accumulation within a firm
(Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). According to Polyviou et al. (2019), internal relational capital
includes relationship closeness, commitment and respect. Internal structural capital includes
geographical proximity among decision makers, while cognitive capital concerns “the
resources providing shared representations, interpretations, and systems ofmeaning” among
a network’s actors (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). It has been observed that many of the
studies on supply network performance have explored the effects of only single or dual
dimensions of social capital (Cousins et al., 2006; Johnson et al., 2013).

Gligor and Holcomb (2014) found that firms’ relational competences such as coordination,
communication and cooperation can help to improve relational and financial performance.
Similarly, Zsidisin et al. (2015) established positive and significant relationships between a
firm’s internal communication climate, internal integration and supplier performance. Huang
et al. (2014) argue that greater internal integration enhances the ability of the focal firm to
implement more effective knowledge-sharing routines and governance mechanisms that
offer direct benefits for the supplier. In the same line, Narasimhan et al. (2008) established that
there is a positive relationship between relational norms and SP manifested in volume
flexibility, cost reduction and schedule flexibility. Related to this, Ojha et al. (2019) found that
social exchange investments in relationship stability and information quality are important
for supplier flexibility performance. Furthermore, Kim et al. (2017) underscored the role of
social capital in facilitating suppliers’ innovation performance. However, some researchers
have suggested that supplier performance can also enhance social capital. For example,
Paparoidamis et al. (2019) stressed that better supplier performance in product quality and
sales service quality is vital for building social capital (Paparoidamis et al., 2019).
Furthermore, Alghababsheh and Gallear (2020) underlined that social capital can lead not
only to direct performance improvements but also generate risks that can undermine
performance in buyer-supplier relationships. Hence the following hypothesis is derived:

H1. Internal social capital positively influences supplier performance

2.1.3 Internal social capital and logistics capabilities.According toMorash et al. (1996), logistics
capabilities can be described as attributes, abilities, organisational processes, knowledge and
skills that allow a firm to achieve superior performance. Several authors have suggested
different dimensions of logistics capabilities (Mentzer et al., 2004; Esper et al., 2007). For
example, Gligor and Holcomb (2012) operationalised logistics capabilities in terms of demand
management, supply management and information management capabilities. Supply
management capabilities relate to the supply-side and are concerned with relationships
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with suppliers while information management capabilities relate to the firm’s ability to
analyse, store and distribute both internal and external strategic and tactical information
(Gligor and Holcomb, 2012).

Studies have revealed that social capital is important for building different components of
logistics capabilities. For example, Scott et al. (2014) stressed that relational capital positively
affects logistics innovation capability. Carlos (2011) argued that in order to build new
dynamic capabilities, firms need to leverage their social capital that provides access to novel
sources of information. Similarly, Gligor and Holcomb (2014) indicated that firms’ relational
capital in terms of coordination, communication and cooperation lead to integrated logistics
capabilities.With regard to informationmanagement capabilities, Li et al. (2014) revealed that
relational capital and cognitive capital have significant positive influences on information
sharing, while structural capital has an indirect effect. Several other scholars have supported
the role of internal social capital dimensions in facilitating information exchange
management capabilities (Kemper et al., 2013; Polyviou et al., 2019). It has also been
acknowledged that internal social capital in terms of extensive cross-functional integration in
the buying firm facilitates supplier involvement in the buying firm’s effective logistics
planning (Zhao et al., 2011). This therefore leads to the hypothesis below:

H2. Internal social capital positively influences logistics capabilities

2.1.4 Internal social capital and SCRM capabilities. Effective SCRM requires development of
appropriate SCRM capabilities. There are twomain views regarding the dimensions of SCRM
capabilities. The first emphasises warning and recovery capabilities (Riley et al., 2016). The
second and most recent operationalisation of SCRM capabilities embraces robustness and
resilience dimensions (Kwak et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2021). Supply chain resilience involves
readiness for response to and recovery from supply chain disruptions (Kwak et al., 2018),
whereas supply chain robustness involves resistance and avoidance of supply chain
disruptions, and maintaining normal operations (Wieland and Wallenburg, 2013).

The role of social capital in supply chain success is well-acknowledged in the literature.
For example, Gligor and Holcomb (2012) indicated that personal relationships between
managers can enhance trust, communication, business understanding and continuity of
supply chains. Similarly, Riley et al. (2016) argued that a firm’s internal social capital in the
form of internal integration positively affects its warning and recovery SCRM capabilities.
Wieland andWallenburg (2013) stipulated that relational competences of communication and
cooperation are important for building supply chain robustness and resilience. Similarly,
Johnson et al. (2013) established that the dimensions of social capital may play an influential
role in facilitating the formative capabilities for resilience. Polyviou et al. (2019) also revealed
that internal social capital acts as a resource that enhances supply chain resilience. Pinho
(2011) added that relational capital provides access to novel sources of information necessary
to build dynamic capabilities to cope with turbulent and unpredictable environment.
Furthermore, Cui et al. (2020) confirmed that risk managers’ social capital play important
roles in building corporate riskmanagement capabilities. Similarly, Gao et al. (2013) observed
that cognitive capital is the most important social capital facet for building risk management
capabilities compared to structural and relational capital. Finally, although many scholars
support the positive effect of social capital on SCRM capabilities, some have argued that
social capital can be counterproductive to SCRM by creating more risks (Alghababsheh and
Gallear, 2020). The following hypothesis is therefore advanced:

H3. Internal social capital positively influences SCRM capabilities

2.1.5 Logistics capabilities and supplier performance.According to Gligor and Holcomb (2012),
logistics capabilities enable a firm to effectively and efficiently perform logistics activities
leading to enhanced logistics performance. Rai et al. (2012) argued that the efficiency of

JBSED
3,1

54



logistics capabilities management is important in the coordination of suppliers and can
directly influence the entire supply chain responsiveness (Gligor and Holcomb, 2012).
According to Joong-Kun et al. (2008), logistics capabilities can make major contributions
toward the achievement of superior performance and sustained competitive advantage.
Chuah et al. (2010) add that supplier management capability enhances supplier performance.
Relatedly, Fugate et al. (2010) argued that logistics capabilities play an important role in
ensuring better performance of suppliers. Several other scholars support the positive role of
supply management capabilities on SP improvements (Day et al., 2015; Salam and Khan,
2018). In addition, Brix-Asala et al. (2021) recently stressed that logistics integrative
capabilities built during supplier development facilitates supplier performance. This leads to
the hypothesis below:

H4. Logistics capabilities positively influence supplier performance

2.1.6 Logistics capabilities and SCRM capabilities. Logistics capabilities have been linked to
effective SCRM. For example, scholars (Gligor and Holcomb, 2012, 2014) underscored the
importance of logistics capabilities in effective response to market volatility, supply chain
uncertainties and risk. Wang et al. (2018) indicated that logistics capabilities can help in
mitigating supply chain uncertainty and risk. Similarly, Ponomarov and Holcomb (2009)
stressed that firms possessing appropriate demand management, supply management and
information management capabilities are able to create and maintain their supply chain
resilience. This also concurs with Brandon-Jones et al. (2014)’s findings that information
sharing increases supply chain resilience and robustness. In the same line,Mandal et al. (2016)
found that integrated logistics capabilities positively influence resilience capabilities.
Furthermore, Brix-Asala et al. (2021) revealed that logistical integration capabilities are
important for managing supply chain risks related to non-transparent sourcing, poor
transportation and quality deficiencies. Selvaraj and Wesley (2020) also emphasised that
supplymanagement and informationmanagement capabilities are important for SCRM. This
therefore leads to the hypothesis below:

H5. Logistics capabilities positively influence SCRM capabilities

2.1.7 SCRM capabilities and supplier performance. Supply chain uncertainties and risks
negatively affect SP as they disrupt the normal supply chain operations (Rodrigues et al., 2008).
Supply chain risks can affect delivery schedule attainment, competitive performance and
customer satisfaction (Zhao et al., 2013).Wagner andBode (2008) found support for the negative
associations between supply and demand risks and supply network performance. In addition,
Weiland and Wallenburg (2013) indicated that supply chain robustness enhances customer
value. Similarly, Zhang andWang (2011) found a positive impact of supply chain robustness on
supply network performance. Furthermore, Mandal et al. (2016) found that supply chain
resilience positively influences supply chain performance. The study by Riley et al. (2016)
revealed that managers can leverage their warning and recovery SCRM capabilities to enhance
performance. The foregoing discussion indicates that many scholars support the positive
influence of SCRM capabilities on supplier performance. However, some other scholars
(Mwesiumo et al., 2021) stress that supplier performanceweakens the effect of perceived supply
risk on collaborative risk management. Hence, the hypothesis below is stated:

H6. SCRM capabilities positively influence supplier performance

2.1.8 Internal social capital, logistics capabilities and SCRM capabilities. Gligor and Holcomb
(2014) indicated that firms’ relational components of coordination, communication and
cooperation lead to integrated logistics capabilities, which then lead to improved relational
and financial performance. Scholars have provided support for the positive influence of social
capital on logistics capabilities (Scott et al., 2014; Gligor and Holcomb, 2014). For example,
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Polyviou et al. (2019) support the role of internal social capital dimensions in facilitating
information exchange management capabilities. Improved logistics capabilities have also
been linked to effective SCRM capabilities (Gligor and Holcomb, 2014;Wang et al., 2018; Brix-
Asala et al., 2021). However, Alghababsheh and Gallear (2020) reveals that social capital can
lead to information exchange capability but also generate risks that pose threat to SCRM.
Hence, the following hypothesis is stated:

H7. Logistics capabilities mediate between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities

2.1.9 Logistics capabilities, SCRM capabilities and supplier performance. According to Pinho
(2011), information management capabilities help in building new dynamic capabilities that
facilitate adaptability to the turbulent and unpredictable environment, which in turn
positively influences performance. Tukamuhabwa et al. (2015) established that supply and
demandmanagement capabilities can enable supply chains to develop resilience capabilities,
which help in improving performance in the form of cycle times, delivery competence and
customer service. Scholars (Brandon-Jones et al., 2014) suggested that information
management capability can help to increase visibility and create supply chain resilience
and robustness. Furthermore, Brix-Asala et al. (2021) revealed that logistical integration
capabilities are important for managing supply chain risks, which then leads to better
supplier performance. This discussion leads to the following hypothesis:

H8. SCRM capabilities mediate between logistics capabilities and supplier performance

3. Methodology
3.1 Design, population and sample
We adopted a positivist epistemological position following a deductive cross-sectional
approach to test for pre-specified research hypotheses. We studied health facilities from
eastern Uganda, with 122 valid responses from 52 public healthcare facilities. The unit of
analysis was a health facility, and that of inquiry included health facility managers, stores
assistants and purchasing coordinators considered knowledgeable about supply chain
related functions.

3.2 Measurement of variables
The questionnaire responses were anchored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from
“1 5 Strongly Disagree (SD) to 5 5 Strongly Agree (SA)”. The measures for all study
variables were adapted from previously validated scales. For logistics capabilities, we used
supply management capabilities and information management capabilities (Gligor and
Holcomb, 2014). Internal social capital; structural capital, relational capital and cognitive
capital (Polyviou et al., 2019), SCRM capabilities; robustness and resilience (Kwak et al., 2018;
Yang et al., 2021), while SP; lead time, matching specifications, reduced user complaints,
quality and flexibility (Ahimbisibwe et al., 2012).

3.3 Measurement validation
First, we assessed the suitability of data based on sample size adequacy with the Keiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett tests. The KMO values for all of the variables yielded a cut-
off well above 0.7, which is considered acceptable, while the Bartlett’s test of sphericity in all
scales reached statistical significance. Later, we used confirmatory composite analyses (CCA)
to test measurement quality of each study variable measurement scale (Hair et al., 2020).
Study variables were modelled as a high order reflective-reflective measurement model (see
Figure 1). We evaluated each CCA measurement model item loading > 0.708;
reliability > 0.50, Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability > 0.70, average variance
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extracted (AVE) > 0.50 (Hair et al., 2020). The results in Table 1 show that all the conditions
were met, indicating that the measurement items measure what they are intended to measure
and since also the values of Cronbach alpha and composite coefficients for the study variables
are above 0.7 threshold, the data were reliable. Discriminant validity was assessed using
heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT) (Henseler et al., 2015). From Table 2, we
find that the values are below the minimum correlation ratio of 0.85 as recommended by
Henseler et al. (2015), which shows that the independent variables are distinct from each other
in predicting supplier performance.

3.4 Common methods variance
We adopted both procedural and post-analysis statistical remedies as recommended by
Podsakoff et al. (2003) to control for common method variance. Procedural remedies included
adapting of previously validated measurement scales for the study variables to the study
context, keeping questions short and precise, avoidance of double-barrelled questions and
limiting the use of negatively worded items. In addition, we ensured respondents’ anonymity
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which enabled them to give unbiased responses. Further, we also contacted three professional
academics and two managers to ensure the items are clear and captured their respective
constructs. We further conducted Harman’s single-factor test on all variables, by loading
them to a principal component factor and using the unrotated solution. The principal
component analysis of all the variables used in our model showed nine factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1 (77.739%) of the variance in the data. We identified more than one
factor, whereby the first factor accounted for 31.643% of the variance, and the unrotated
factor structure did not show a general factor. Then, we evaluated both the vertical and lateral
inner values for variation inflation factor of the relationship in the partial least square
structural equation model (PLS-SEM) as recommended by Kock and Hadaya (2018). In
Table 2, the results show that all the inner VIF values for the vertical and lateral relationship
were all below the threshold value of 3.3, indicating that common method bias is unlikely to
affect our conclusions.

4. Analysis of findings
4.1 Descriptive results
The descriptive results indicated that majority of the health facilities studied belongs to the
health centre II category. In Uganda, health facilities are categorised based on scope of

Direct hypotheses β T stat p values BCI HTMT < 0.85 CMV

Internal social capital → logistics
capabilities

0.61 3.51 0.000 0.14–0.79 0.61** 1.75

Internal social capital → SCRM
capabilities

0.14 1.25 0.212 �0.09–0.35 0.46** 1.08

Internal social capital → supplier
performance

0.48 3.48 0.001 0.18–0.70 0.66** 1.56

Logistics capabilities → SCRM
capabilities

0.52 3.55 0.000 0.21–0.77 0.61** 1.06

Logistics capabilities → supplier
performance

0.04 0.27 0.798 �0.35–0.27 0.52** 1.59

SCRM capabilities → supplier
performance

0.44 3.86 0.000 0.22–0.65 0.63** 2.00

Indirect hypotheses β T stat p values BCI

Internal social capital → logistics capabilities → SCRM capabilities 0.32 2.31 0.021 0.06–0.58
Logistics capabilities → SCRM capabilities → supplier performance 0.23 2.28 0.023 0.07–0.49

Total effects β T stat p values BCI

Internal social capital → logistics capabilities 0.61 3.51 0.000 0.14–0.79
Internal social capital → SCRM capabilities 0.46 2.78 0.006 �0.08–0.69
Internal social capital → supplier performance 0.66 4.83 0.000 0.32–0.82
Logistics capabilities → SCRM capabilities 0.52 3.55 0.000 0.21–0.77
Logistics capabilities → supplier performance 0.23 1.43 0.155 �0.06–0.44
SCRM capabilities → supplier performance 0.44 3.86 0.000 0.22–0.65

Predictive criteria R2 adj R 2 Q2

Logistics capabilities 0.37 0.36 0.29
SCRM capabilities 0.38 0.36 0.31
Supplier performance 0.57 0.55 0.48

Note(s): **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Table 2.
Hypotheses testing

results
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operation and range of services offered: hospitals operate at national, regional and district
levels; health centre 1V operates at county/constituency level. Health centre III operates at
sub-county level, while health centre II serves the parish level. This study focused on the
lower categories because they are located in the rural areas and are more affected by logistics
and supply chain challenges than those situated in urbanised areas, where physical
infrastructure is fairly well-developed. Themajority of health facilities have been in operation
for more than 20 years, and employs between 5 and 49 workers, implying that it falls in the
small enterprise category. Regarding the individual respondents’ characteristics, most of
them belong to 31–40 age categories, had a bachelor’s degree and worked between 6 and
10 years. Furthermore, health facilities rated moderately on the study variables of logistics
capabilities, internal social capital, SCRM capabilities and SP (Mean 5 3.956, SD 5 0.523),
(Mean5 3.885, SD5 0.493), (Mean5 3.639, SD5 0.621) and (Mean5 3.942, SD5 0.435). We
also find that there were positive and significant associations between the study variables.

4.2 Hypotheses tests
Using bootstrapping with 10,000 sub-samples with no sign significant option at 95% bias
corrected confidence interval, the results reveal that most of the hypothesised relationships
are statistically significant (p ≤ 0.05). From the results presented in Table 2 and Figure 1, we
found positive and significant relationships between: internal social capital and supplier
performance (β5 0.48, p5 0.000, f 25 0.34, with lower and upper boundaries of the 95th BCa
CI values of 0.18 and 0.70), internal social capital and logistics capabilities (β5 0.61, p5 0.000,
f 2 5 0.58 with lower and upper boundaries of the 95th BCa CI values of 0.14 and 0.79),
logistics capabilities and SCRM capabilities (β 5 0.52, p 5 0.000, f 2 5 0.28, with lower and
upper boundaries of the 95th BCa CI values of 0.21 and 0.77) and SCRM capabilities and
supplier performance (β5 0.44, p5 0.000, f 25 0.28, with lower and upper boundaries of the
95th BCa CI values of 0.22 and 0.65), substantiating H1, H2, H5 and H6. Further, we found a
positive but non-significant relationship between internal social capital and SCRM
capabilities (β 5 0.14, p 5 0.212, f 2 5 �0.02, with lower and upper boundaries of the 95th
BCa CI values of �0.09 and 0.35), logistics capabilities and supplier performance (β 5 0.04,
p5 0.798, f 25 0.00, with lower and upper boundaries of the 95th BCa CI values of�0.35 and
0.27), not supporting H3 and H4.

The R2 values of 0.57, 0.38 and 0.37 for supplier performance, SCRM capabilities and
logistics capabilities further support our model’s in-sample model fit since any predictive
variance above (0) shows predictive relevance (Hair et al., 2020). Finally, we ran a blindfolding
procedure with an omission distance of seven to assess the predictive relevance of our model
using cross-validated redundancy values (Q2) index. Results indicate a correct predictive
relevance (0.48, 0.31 and 0.29) for supplier performance, SCRM capabilities and logistics
capabilities, further supporting the model’s predictive accuracy. The computation of PLS-
SEM paths coefficients linking the study constructs was based on a series of regression
analysis, and we ascertained whether collinearity affects our regression results. Based on the
results in Table 2, all inner VIF values were below the cut-off of 5 (Hair et al., 2020), confirming
that collinearity is not a critical issue in our study findings.

4.3 Mediation testing
We assessed the mediating role of logistics capabilities in the relationship between internal
social capital and SCRM capabilities as well as that of SCRM capabilities in the relationship
between logistics capabilities and supplier performance simultaneously (Nitzl et al., 2016).
The results in Table 2 show that logistics capabilities play a significant mediating role in the
relationship between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities (β5 0.32, p5 0.021, with
lower and upper boundaries of the 95th BCa CI values of 0.06 and 0.58). Also, SCRM
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capabilities mediate in the relationship between logistics capabilities and supplier
performance (β 5 0.23, p 5 0.023, with lower and upper boundaries of the 95th BCa CI
values of 0.07 and 0.49), confirming theorised (H7) and (H8). Conclusively, the findings reveal
that logistics capabilities partially mediate between internal social capital and SCRM
capabilities, while SCRMcapabilities fullymediate between logistics capabilities and supplier
performance (VAF 5 52.5% and 100%), respectively.

5. Discussion
With regards to the goal of establishing the relationship between internal social capital and
supplier performance, in accordance with the first hypothesis (H1), the results indicated that
there is a positive and significant relationship between internal social capital and supplier
performance. This implies that internal relational, cognitive and structural capital elements
influence SP in the healthcare facilities. These results are consistent with previous studies
that emphasise the positive role of internal social capital components in enhancing supplier
performance (Zsidisin et al., 2015; Alghababsheh and Gallear, 2020). Particularly, the findings
suggest that health facilities that create several avenues for personal interactions among
employees as well as embrace a family atmosphere, where employees feel concern and have
mutual respect for each other achieve improved supplier performance. This is because such
internal relational capital enhances trust among employees, facilitates communication and
implementation of effective knowledge-sharing routines and governance mechanisms that
offer direct benefits for the suppliers (Huang et al., 2014). Furthermore, health facilities that
embrace internal cognitive capital by setting up clear goals, vision and missions to guide
employees in ensuring collective performance and viewing each other as partners can achieve
improved SP. This is supported by Tassabehji and Moorhouse (2008), who argued that
internal politics in some organisations create a climate that does not facilitate supply
management, thereby constraining SP. In addition, health facilities that develop clear
structures that facilitate employees in easily accessing each other, sharing information and
encouraging teamwork are able to achieve improved supplier performance.

The results of this study give support to the positive relationship of internal social capital
on logistics capabilities in substantiation of H2. This implies that possession of cognitive,
structural and relational capital within the health facilities can help to improve their
information management and supply management capabilities. These findings concur with
previous studies that support the role of social capital in building information management
capabilities (Kemper et al., 2013; Polyviou et al., 2019). Hence, health facilities that for example
have clear goals, mission and vision, encourage personal interactions among employees,
embrace information sharing among employees and encourage teamwork are able to
strengthen their logistics capabilities. This is further supported by Tassabehji and
Moorhouse (2008), who argued that an organisational climate that is characterised by
internal politics constrain the development of supply management capabilities. These
findings are also in line with those of Zhao et al. (2011), which confirmed that internal social
capital reflected in extensive cross-functional integration in the buying firm facilitates
supplier involvement in effective problem solving and logistics planning.

In support of H5, the study found a positive and significant relationship between logistics
capabilities and SCRM capabilities. This implies that health facilities with improved supply
management and information management capabilities are able to build robustness and
resilience in their upstream supply chains. Thus, health facilities that establish collaborative
relationships with suppliers as well as synchronises their logistics operations to ensure
integration with those of their supplier operations are able to be robust and resilient in the
event of supply chain disruptions. This is in line with the previous studies (Gligor and
Holcomb, 2012, 2014; Selvaraj and Wesley, 2020; Brix-Asala et al., 2021), which underlined
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that logistics capabilities relating to demand management and information management are
important in effective response to market volatility, supply chain uncertainties and risk. For
example, information management capabilities can help to increase visibility and knowledge
sharing about impending supply chain threats, which can enable health facilities to build
appropriate resilience and robustness capabilities (Brandon-Jones et al., 2014).

Furthermore, the study revealed that there is a positive and significant relationship
between SCRM capabilities and SP in support of H6. This implies for example that health
facilities which are able to quickly recover from supply chain disruptions and spare sufficient
time to consider most effective reactions to supply chain disruptions through contingence
plans can ensure SP in the form of reduced user complaints, reduced lead-times and improved
quality. These findings are in line with Zhang and Wang (2011), who stressed that building
supply chain robustness is vital for ensuring supply chain performance. Similarly, Riley et al.
(2016) revealed that warning and recovery SCRM capabilities are fundamental for enhancing
performance. However, the study results did not yield support for H3 since the positive
relationship between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities was non-significant.
These findings contradict previous studies such as Gligor and Holcomb (2012), Polyviou et al.
(2019) and Cui et al. (2020), which emphasise the positive role of social capital in building
SCRM capabilities. This can be explained by the supportive results for H7 of the mediating
role of logistics capabilities, whereby internal social capital does not directly influence SCRM
capabilities but it can also be utilised in building logistics capabilities, which can then
enhance supply chain resilience and robustness. Indeed recent research has shown that social
capital can create more risks but can also be used to build logistics capabilities such as
information exchange management capabilities, which can thereafter enhance SCRM
capabilities (Alghababsheh and Gallear, 2020).

Finally, the direct path represented by H4 of the potential positive and significant
relationship between logistics capabilities and SP was not supported. These findings are
inconsistent with those of previous scholars (Chuah et al., 2010; Fugate et al., 2010; Day et al.,
2015; Salam and Khan, 2018; Brix-Asala et al., 2021), who underline the role of logistics
capabilities in enhancing supplier performance. However, this can be explained by the
finding of a full mediating effect of SCRM capabilities between logistics capabilities and SP in
support of H8. This suggests that the only way through which logistics capabilities can
influence SP in this case is indirectly through building SCRM capabilities. This is in line with
Brix-Asala et al. (2021), who established that logistics integration capabilities are important
for managing supply chain risks, which consequently leads to better supplier performance.

6. Conclusion
This paper sought to examine the relationship between logistics capabilities, internal social
capital, SCRM capabilities and SP in the Ugandan healthcare sector. Overall the results
indicate that there are positive and significant relationships between the following pairs of
variables: internal social capital and SP, internal social capital and logistics capabilities,
logistics capabilities and SCRM capabilities, and SCRM capabilities and SP. However, the
relationship between internal social capital and SCRM capabilities and that between logistics
capabilities and supplier performance were found to be non-significant. Furthermore, the
study confirmed the indirect influence of internal social capital on SCRM capabilities through
logistics capabilities and that of logistics capabilities on SP through SCRM capabilities.

6.1 Theoretical implications
Through the RBV and related dynamic capabilities theoretical perspectives, this study
contributes to the scholarly debate on the relationships between logistics capabilities, internal

JBSED
3,1

62



social capital, SCRM capabilities and supplier performance. Hence, we contribute to the
research on the antecedents of supplier performance in the public health sector in a
developing country, which has been limited. Moreover, the findings of this study did not
support the positive significant relationship between internal social capital and SCRM
capabilities and that between logistics capabilities and SP that were hitherto hypothesised.
The establishment of an indirect effect of internal social capital on SCRM capabilities through
logistics capabilities and that of logistics capabilities on SP through SCRM capabilities has
contributed to the literature regarding the mechanism through which supplier performance
can be enhanced, and this is expected to trigger more scholarly debate on the exact
relationships between the variables examined in this paper.

6.2 Implications for practice
This study provides some recommendations for practice in order to improve SP performance
in public health facilities. First, managers in the health facilities should create conditions
necessary for the development of appropriate relational, cognitive and structural capital
elements. Health facilities should embrace a family atmosphere where employees “feel at
home” while at work, feel dedicated to perform their respective duties, become loyal and
mutually respectful to each other. The management of health facilities should set up clear
goals, vision and missions, which employees should be encouraged to pursue collectively.
Employees should be encouraged to view each other as partners rather than indulging in
internal politicking, which creates a climate that does not facilitate supply management. The
management should also establish clear structures, encourage employee associations and
interactions, ensure efficient communication and information sharing, espouse teamwork
and narrow the interaction gap between managers and subordinates.

Second, managers in healthcare facilities should advise the government to allocate enough
funding to provide resources necessary for building logistics capabilities. The government
should ensure that health facilities have sufficient logistics information systems to facilitate
information sharing internallywithin the health facilities andwith key suppliers. Information
and communication technology should be enhanced to capture and maintain real time data
that be converted into knowledge necessary to facilitate performance improvement. Hence,
managers should for example, ensure that their health facilities are equipped with sufficient
data management services and architectures, reliable network communication services,
enough servers, adequate processors and integrative systems like ERP as well as traceability
technologies like RFID. Further, managers in the health facilities should ensure collaborative
relationships with suppliers as well as synchronise their logistics operations to ensure that
they are integrated with those of their key suppliers.

Third, managers of health facilities should ensure that their supply networks are resilient
and robust. They should for example build and maintain a risk management section and
create a risk management culture, whereby health facilities should anticipate and prepare for
disruptions to minimise risk occurrence and also invest time in contingency planning to
consider most effective reactions in case of risk events. Health facilities should also enhance
their adaptive capacity necessary for resilience through allocating resources for supply chain
process re-engineering, e.g. by employing multi-skilled labour force, maintaining pre-
qualified suppliers or using multiple sourcing.

6.3 Limitations and areas for further research
The study has some limitations worth acknowledging as follows: first, this study used a
cross-sectional quantitative survey design using a structured questionnaire to test research
hypotheses derived from the literature. This limited the ability to get in-depth information
regarding how and why the findings appeared the way they did. A qualitative case-based
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study using in-depth interviews is important to offer in-depth understanding of the study
phenomena. Second, this research was done in public healthcare facilities in rural districts of
Uganda, and this may not represent the entire Ugandan health facilities as well as the entire
healthcare industry in developing countries. Similar research can be conducted in all
Ugandan healthcare facilities and in other developing countries to improve on the external
validity of findings.
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