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PURPOSE: This study aims to examine the significant impact of the global trade war on the manufacturing 
industry, particularly focusing on the shift of supply chains to Southeast Asia and the growing importance 
of green supply chains.

DESIGN/METHODOLOGY/APPROACH: The study utilises empirical data from Vietnam’s 
manufacturing industry to analyse the effects of green innovation, environmental management readiness, 
and green buying behaviour on corporate sustainability performance. The research methodically 
explores the direct impact of green innovation on sustainability performance and green purchasing, 
the mediating role of green buying behaviour, and the moderating effect of environmental management 
readiness on sustainability outcomes.
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INTRODUCTION 

The ongoing global trade war has led to a significant shift in manufacturing supply chains, with 
a large-scale migration to the Southeast Asia region. This transition has underscored the critical 
importance of green supply chain management (Zahoor et al., 2023). Green Supply Chain 
Management (GSCM) not only contributes to reducing environmental impact but also enhances a 
company’s market image and operational performance (Xu et al., 2022). It is increasingly gaining 
attention in the manufacturing industry due to its ability to significantly reduce environmental impact 
and enhance corporate competitiveness (Younis et al., 2016). Therefore, implementing GSCM has 
become a crucial pathway for manufacturing enterprises to achieve sustainable development.

In the context of global economic turbulence and escalating environmental challenges, Corporate 
Sustainability Performance (CSP) has emerged as a key indicator of a company’s competitiveness 
and long-term development potential (de Paula and Melhado, 2021). As global environmental 
issues intensify and awareness of social responsibility grows, CSP has become an essential standard 
for evaluating a company’s long-term success (Jha and Rangarajan, 2020; Venkatraman and Nayak, 
2015). Green Innovation (GI) refers to innovations in products, processes, and management models 
aimed at reducing environmental impact and enhancing sustainability (Takalo and Tooranloo, 
2021). These innovations encompass not only technological advancements but also changes in 
management models and operational strategies to achieve both ecological and economic benefits. 
Moreover, GI enhances economic performance by increasing efficiency and reducing costs, thereby 
strengthening market competitiveness (Wang et al., 2021). In today’s global business environment, 
Environmental Management Readiness (EMR) is widely recognised as a critical factor in corporate 

FINDINGS: The findings indicate that green innovation positively impacts corporate sustainability and green 
purchasing. Green buying behaviour significantly enhances sustainability and mediates between innovation 
and performance, while excessive environmental management readiness may hinder sustainability efforts by 
negatively moderating this relationship.

ORIGINALITY/VALUE: This study underscores the importance of adopting green innovation as a core 
strategy for achieving sustainable development and enhancing market competitiveness, particularly in the 
context of the ongoing global trade war. The research provides valuable insights for manufacturing firms, 
especially those in Southeast Asia, by highlighting the need to balance innovation with management readiness 
to effectively develop green supply chains.

KEYWORDS: Green Supply Chain Management; Buying Behaviour; Corporate Sustainability; Green 
Innovation
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sustainability (Zhang et al., 2020). As environmental challenges intensify, companies increasingly 
need to establish robust internal environmental management systems to address these growing 
challenges (Bravi et al., 2020). In the current context of heightened environmental awareness, 
Green Buying Behaviour (GBB) has become a key area of study in consumer behaviour research 
(Khan et al., 2023b; Moser, 2015). GBB is crucial for companies in formulating effective marketing 
strategies as it helps them better meet consumer demands while promoting sustainable development 
(Dangelico and Vocalelli, 2017; White et al., 2025). Therefore, exploring the drivers of GBB and 
its market impact is vital for advancing sustainable consumption (Quoquab and Mohammad, 2020). 

While extensive research has explored the effects of GI on CSP and GBB, the moderating 
role of EMR remains underexplored. Existing studies often overlook how varying levels of 
environmental readiness influence the impact of green innovation on corporate performance and 
purchasing behaviour. This study introduces a novel framework integrating GI, CSP, GBB, and 
EMR, examining EMR’s moderating role and GBB’s mediating role. By analysing empirical 
data, the paper fills a theoretical gap and offers practical guidelines, providing both academic and 
practical value.

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Green Supply Chain Management (GSCM)
GSCM is a way of managing all parts of making and selling products so that they are better for the 
environment. This includes using ideas such as green innovation, green buying, and taking care of 
the environment at every step of the process: this helps companies be more sustainable (Wiredu 
et al., 2024). GSCM ensures that all parts of the supply chain work together to lessen harm to the 
environment and help sustainable growth (Karmaker et al., 2023). This method makes products, 
materials, making things, moving goods, and managing waste greener; the goal is to make the 
whole supply chain perform better environmentally (De Souza et al., 2022). It is a complete plan 
that brings together green innovation, green buying, and readiness to manage the environment. The 
aim is to make every step of the supply chain better, achieving both environmental and economic 
gains (Gawusu et al., 2022). This strategy not only improves corporate environmental performance 
but also strengthens competitiveness and brand value in the global market. 

Green Buying Behaviour (GBB)
GBB means that people buy products and services that are better for the environment or help protect 
it because they care about the environment (Ali, 2021a; Rasheed et al., 2024). This behaviour comes 
from being aware of environmental issues; it shows that consumers are committed to protecting the 
environment and helps make the market more sustainable (Carrión-Bósquez et al., 2024). When 
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both companies and consumers practice green buying, it greatly improves the environmental 
benefits throughout the supply chain. This helps the whole industry grow in a way that is good for 
the environment (Fontoura and Coelho, 2022). 

Environmental Management Readiness (EMR)
EMR is how ready a company is internally before it starts using environmental management 
systems and plans. This includes how resources are shared, how much employees are involved, 
and how much support management gives (Demir et al., 2023). EMR covers all the internal setups 
needed before a company acts to manage the environment. This means making sure resources are 
enough, getting employees involved, and having strong leadership support (Ahmed et al., 2024). 
This readiness includes understanding and complying with legal regulations, efficiently allocating 
resources, and actively involving employees in environmental projects. These factors collectively 
form the company’s ability to respond to environmental challenges, thereby enhancing its green 
competitiveness (Sutrisno et al., 2024). Therefore, companies must continuously improve their 
EMR to adapt to the dynamic market and policy environment, ensuring long-term sustainable 
development (Ormazabal et al., 2021). 

Green Innovation (GI)
GI involves taking innovative actions in the areas of products, technologies, processes, or business 
models to reduce negative environmental impacts (Dangelico, 2016; Takalo and Tooranloo, 2021). 
GI plays a central role in GSCM, as it enables companies to effectively reduce resource consumption 
and pollution emissions by introducing innovations in product design, manufacturing processes, 
and business models, thereby enhancing the environmental performance of the entire supply chain 
(Le et al., 2022). Therefore, GI is not only an effective tool for companies to address environmental 
challenges but also a crucial pathway for improving resource efficiency (Barforoush et al., 2021; 
Sun et al., 2023).

Corporate Sustainability Performance (CSP)
CSP concerns how well a company does in terms of money, environment, and society (Dzage et 
al., 2024), and how we understand and measure CSP has changed as more research has been done. 
In general, improving CSP helps companies create a good image in the market, gain trust from 
investors and customers, and meet their long-term goals for being sustainable (Li et al., 2024).

Research Hypotheses 
This study proposes a new research framework to explore the relationships between GBB, CSP, GI, 
and EMR. The framework highlights the central role of GI in driving corporate sustainability and 
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emphasises the importance of EMR as a moderating variable. Through the design of this framework, 
we aim to gain a deeper understanding of how companies implement GSCM strategies and provide 
empirical evidence to support these perspectives, thereby addressing gaps in the existing literature. 
The proposed model is illustrated in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Proposed research model 
Source: Constructed by authors

By supporting and choosing green products, companies can contribute to shaping their green 
image and enhancing brand value (Hameed et al., 2021). Buying green products helps reduce bad 
effects on the environment and makes companies perform better socially. This happens because 
using fewer resources and creating less waste makes things more efficient (Hung and Chang, 
2024). Therefore, GBB plays a critical role in achieving sustainability and environmental goals, 
contributing to the protection of our environment and the promotion of economic sustainability. 
Based on the literature discussed above, this study proposes Hypothesis H1: GBB positively affects 
CSP.

By integrating green customers and suppliers through green process innovation, companies can 
enhance their corporate social performance, including improving efficiency, reducing the use of 
chemicals, and increasing recycling rates (Wong et al., 2020). GI plays a critical role in enhancing 
the green performance of the manufacturing industry. This study proposes Hypothesis H2: GI 
positively affects CSP.

By promoting environmental technologies and innovations, GI creates market demand that, in turn, 
exerts pressure on companies to engage in corresponding innovations. Additionally, the promotion 
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of GI can enhance internal environmental awareness and green values within companies, making 
those involved in GI more inclined to adopt green business practices and new technologies (Sharma 
et al., 2022). This study proposes Hypothesis H3: GI positively affects GBB.

GI refers to the process by which companies innovate to reduce negative environmental impacts, 
thereby achieving a win-win situation of environmental and economic benefits (Tu and Wu, 2021). 
However, companies must also possess a high level of EMR to support and amplify the effects of 
green innovation (Li et al., 2022). Companies with high EMR are better able to integrate green 
innovation, thereby gaining a long-term competitive advantage in the market (Zhang et al., 2020). 
When companies invest substantial resources in environmental technologies and implement 
systematic management, their green innovations are more likely to translate into actual economic 
and social benefits, thereby improving CSP (Le, 2022). This study proposes Hypothesis H4: EMR 
acts as a moderator between GI and CSP.

Environmental management lets companies better use and organise green resources both inside and 
outside their operations. Additionally, how prepared a company is to put environmental strategies 
and actions into practice can strengthen this process even more (Faraz et al., 2024). Companies with 
high EMR are better at turning GI into benefits in the market, which then affects how consumers 
engage in GBB (Aftab et al., 2023). Therefore, companies should focus on enhancing their EMR to 
ensure that GI can truly promote consumer GBB and secure a competitive advantage in the market 
(Alam and Islam, 2021). This study proposes Hypothesis H5: EMR acts as a moderator between 
GI and GBB.

The impact of GI on CSP does not happen directly but instead works by affecting consumers’ 
GBB (Khan et al., 2023a). Consumers’ decisions to buy green products depends on how they 
see and accept a company’s efforts in environmental innovation, making GBB an important link 
between GI and CSP (Rehman et al., 2023). Therefore, companies should use GI to influence and 
shape how consumers buy, thus improving their sustainability performance and boosting long-term 
competitiveness(Borah et al., 2023). This study proposes Hypothesis H6: GBB acts as a mediator 
between GI and CSP.

METHOD
Vietnam displays the multifaceted characteristics of Southeast Asia’s economy, with its economic 
structure encompassing agriculture, manufacturing, and services, similar to other countries in the 
region. The country is experiencing rapid economic growth, actively integrating into the global 
market, and has a vibrant young population, all of which are typical features of emerging markets. 
Vietnam also plays a key role in advancing regional economic integration and participating in free 
trade agreements. Facing common challenges in environmental, social, and infrastructure issues, 
Vietnam serves as an ideal case study for understanding the economic traits and challenges of 
Southeast Asia. 
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This study chose to employ a comprehensive interview method mainly because interviews 
provide an opportunity to deeply understand the perspectives and experiences of the respondents. 
By directly conversing with key personnel in manufacturing management, researchers were able 
to more accurately identify and understand their main concerns and their impacts on business 
operations. Additionally, interviews help uncover details and deep-seated issues that might be 
overlooked in a mere questionnaire survey (Ali, 2021b).

Another reason for choosing interviews as the research method is their flexibility. Researchers 
can adjust the questions based on how the interview progresses; it better facilitates the exploration 
and deeper investigation of key topics. This interactive method of data collection helps establish 
a trust relationship between researchers and respondents, thus obtaining more genuine and 
comprehensive feedback. In this study, interviews were conducted over the phone primarily to save 
time and resources, effectively achieving the goal of initially understanding the research objectives 
and the basic situations of the respondents. This method not only increased participation but also 
allowed respondents sufficient time and space to think about and answer the questions through 
subsequent email questionnaires; this is crucial for improving the quality and reliability of the data.

The selection of variables in this study was guided by comprehensive interviews with key 
personnel in manufacturing management, aiming to identify their primary concerns; this shaped 
the research’s conceptual framework. The survey targeted corporate management in and around 
Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. Initially, preliminary inquiries and an overview of the research 
objectives were communicated via telephone. Subsequently, questionnaires were emailed to the 
identified respondents, allowing time for convenient completion and submission. This approach 
ensured targeted and efficient data collection from relevant business professionals. To assess the 
questionnaire’s reliability, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was employed. The reliability coefficients 
for the constructs were as follows: GBB, 0.815, CSP, 0.894, EMR, 0.929, and GI, 0.922. All these 
values exceeded the commonly accepted threshold of 0.7, indicating high internal consistency and 
reliability of the measurement tools (see Table 1).

Table 1: Correlation analysis

Green Buying 
Behaviour

Environmental 
Management

Corporate 
Sustainability 
Performance

Green 
Innovation

Green Buying 
Behaviour

Pearson correlation 1 0.697** 0.662** 0.594**

Significance (Double 
tail) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 127 127 127 127

Environmental 
Management

Pearson correlation 0.697** 1 0.814** 0.835**

Significance (Double 
tail) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 127 127 127 127
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Green Buying 
Behaviour

Environmental 
Management

Corporate 
Sustainability 
Performance

Green 
Innovation

Corporate 
Sustainability 
Performance 

Pearson correlation 0.662** 0.814** 1 0.651**

Significance (Double 
tail) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 127 127 127 127

Green Innovation

Pearson correlation 0.594** 0.835** 0.651** 1

Significance (Double 
tail) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 127 127 127 127
**The significance level of the correlation is at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
Source: Constructed by authors

The study utilised a structured questionnaire (see Appendix) with all measurement scales based 
on a five-point Likert scale. Conducted across Vietnam, the study invited 217 members of the 
textile manufacturing industry to participate, distributing an equal number of questionnaires. After 
excluding 90 invalid responses due to improper patterns, such as overly concentrated or dispersed 
answers, the final sample size was 127, resulting in a response rate of 58% (Table 2).

The characteristics of the study sample are as follows (Table 2): male respondents accounted 
for 27.5%, while female respondents made up 72.5% of the total. In terms of age groups, the largest 
proportion of respondents, 43.3%, were aged between 20 and 30 years. Regarding work experience, 
48.8% of the respondents had between 0 and 10 years of experience.

Table 2: Demographic information (N=127)
Characteristics Frequency Percentage %

Gender

Male 35 27.5

Female 92 72.5

Age

20-30 55 43.3

31-40 37 29.1

41-50 21 16.5

51-60 10 7.9

61+ 4 3.2

Seniority

0-10 62 48.8

11-20 45 35.4

21-30 12 9.4

31+ 8 6.4

Source: Constructed by authors
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In this study, Pearson correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis were conducted 
using SPSS to explore the relationships between the variables. 

RESULTS, DISCUSSION AND RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS

Hypotheses Test Result
Hypotheses H1, H2 and H3 are supported (Table 3). The findings reveal that GBB is significantly 
positively correlated with EMR, CSP, and GI, with Pearson correlation coefficients of 0.697, 0.662, 
and 0.594, respectively, all significant at the 0.01 level. Additionally, EMR shows a strong positive 
correlation with CSP and GI. Multiple regression analysis supports research Hypotheses H1, H2 
and H3, showing that GBB significantly impacts CSP (Beta = 0.662), GI positively influences CSP 
(Beta = 0.506), and GI significantly affects GBB (Beta = 0.649). These results suggest that GBB 
enhances company performance and drives sustainable development, while GI fosters the adoption 
of eco-friendly innovations (Yang and Roh, 2019).

Table 3: Result of Testing the Mediation Model
Structural Relations Beta SE T Value p-Value Test

H1: GBB -> CSP 0.662 0.048 9.875 <0.001 Support

H2: GI -> CSP 0.506 0.053 9.593 <0.001 Support

H3: GI -> GBB 0.649 0.079 8.245 <0.001 Support

H6: GI ->GBB 0.399 0.059 5.276 <0.001 Support

GI ->CSP 0.425 0.054 5.628 <0.001

Source: Constructed by authors

Hypothesis H4 is supported (Table 4). In the regression analysis, EMR has a significant 
impact on CSP, with a regression coefficient of -0.135 and a T-value of -2.353. The corresponding 
significance level (p-value) is 0.020, i.e., below the commonly used significance threshold of 0.05. 
This indicates that for every one unit increase in EMR, CSP decreases by 0.135 units, reflecting a 
significant negative correlation between the two.

However, Hypothesis H5 is not supported. The significance level (p-value) is 0.172, indicating 
that EMR does not have a significant moderating effect on the relationship between GI and GBB.

Table 4: Result of Testing the Mediation Model
Structural Relations Beta SE T Value p-Value Test

H4:GIxEMR->CSP -0.135 0.057 -2.353 0.02 Support

H5:GIxEMR->GBB -0.099 0.072 -1.374 0.17 Not Support

Source: Constructed by authors
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Hypothesis H6 is supported. GI significantly impacts GP (p<0.001), and GBB also significantly 
affects GP (p<0.001). Controlling for GI, GBB’s effect remains significant, indicating GBB mediates 
the relationship between GI and GP (Roh et al., 2022).

Our study results show that GBB has a significant positive impact on CSP, and GI also 
positively affects the green performance of enterprises. These findings highlight the pivotal role of 
green innovation in promoting sustainable development within companies, as well as how EMR 
influences these relationships. The research supports Hypotheses H1, H2 and H3, indicating that 
GBB not only enhances corporate performance but also fosters the achievement of sustainable 
development. Additionally, these results reveal the mediating role of GBB between GI and 
corporate performance, confirming the positive influence of green innovation on green purchasing 
behaviours and overall sustainability performance. However, the moderating role of EMR between 
GI and GBB was not supported, suggesting that the role of management preparedness may be more 
complex than anticipated and requires further study to understand deeply. These conclusions provide 
practical guidance for the manufacturing industry in Southeast Asia, emphasising the importance of 
green innovation and management strategies in shaping the green competitiveness of enterprises.

Discussion
The research found that GI significantly contributes to reducing carbon emissions, lowering energy 
consumption, and decreasing waste production, which are central factors in enhancing corporate 
sustainability performance. Moreover, the implementation of GI not only meets the market demand 
for environmentally friendly products but also strengthens consumers’ GBB, further encouraging 
enterprises to adopt more sustainable operational practices. However, EMR plays a complex 
moderating role in transforming GI outcomes into CSP. Excessive EMR may diminish the positive 
impact of GI on CSP, highlighting the challenges in the management process. Simultaneously, 
the study failed to prove significant moderation by EMR in the relationship between GI and 
GBB, suggesting that market or external factors might have a greater influence, indicating that 
the implementation of environmental management strategies requires greater flexibility and 
adaptability. In conclusion, GI has key strategic importance in driving the green transformation 
and sustainable development of the manufacturing industry in Southeast Asia, while GBB plays a 
crucial mediating role in translating these innovations into market benefits and enhancing overall 
corporate sustainability performance. These findings not only respond to the research questions 
but also provide practical guidelines for implementing green innovation and management in the 
region’s manufacturing sector.

Positive effect
Hypotheses H1, H2, and H3 are supported, indicating that GI contributes to reducing carbon 
emissions, lowering energy consumption, and minimising waste generation. These factors are 
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crucial for enhancing a company’s sustainability performance (Habiba et al., 2022). Companies 
that develop eco-friendly products through GI not only meet market demand but also enhance 
consumers’ GBB (Dangelico and Pujari, 2010; Sarfraz et al., 2022). Consumer demand for green 
products and services can drive companies to adopt more sustainable practices, thereby improving 
their environmental and social performance (Yildiz Çankaya and Sezen, 2019). In summary, GI 
plays a crucial role in GSCM, with its direct impact on CSP and GBB underscoring its strategic 
value for companies in achieving sustainable development goals (Gong, 2023). 

Moderate effect
Hypothesis H4 is supported, indicating that EMR plays a critical moderating role in converting 
GI outcomes into CSP (Fosu et al., 2024). However, this moderating effect is negative, meaning 
that an excessive increase in EMR can weaken the impact of GI on CSP. This negative correlation 
may suggest that while EMR enhances a company’s capabilities in GI, overly stringent regulations 
or management requirements could lead to resource allocation being spread too thin, thereby 
diminishing the positive effects of GI on CSP.

Hypothesis H5 is unsupported, suggesting that internal EMR does not significantly moderate 
the GI-GBB relationship. Other external or market factors may dominate, indicating that EMR’s 
moderating role is more context-dependent and complex than initially thought.

Mediate effect
Hypothesis H6 is supported (Table 3), indicating that when companies implement GI and successfully 
stimulate consumers’ environmental awareness and purchasing behaviour, the contribution of 
innovation to the overall sustainability of the company is significantly enhanced (Li et al., 2019). 
As a consumer behaviour, GBB not only promotes the market acceptance of GI products but also 
further improves a company’s sustainability performance (Ali, 2021a). GI can indirectly enhance 
CSP by influencing consumers’ GBB. When companies introduce products that meet environmental 
demands through GI, GBB amplifies the market effects of these innovations, further boosting the 
company’s performance in both environmental and economic aspects (Zameer and Yasmeen, 2022).

Research Implications
This study conducted a thorough analysis on the topic and discovered that GI plays a significant role 
in reducing carbon emissions, energy consumption, and waste production. These factors are crucial 
for enhancing a company’s sustainability performance. Implementing GI not only meets the market 
demand for eco-friendly products but also boosts consumers’ GBB, further encouraging companies 
to adopt more sustainable operational strategies. However, an excessive emphasis on EMR may 
weaken the positive impact of GI on CSP, highlighting the need to avoid the over-distribution of 
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resources in management processes. The study did not confirm the significant moderating role of 
EMR between GI and GBB, suggesting that market or other external factors might play a more 
significant role in this process. Moreover, when companies implement GI and successfully stimulate 
consumers’ environmental awareness and purchasing behaviour, the contribution of innovation to 
the company’s overall sustainability is significantly enhanced. Therefore, GI plays a crucial role 
in driving the green transformation and sustainable development of the manufacturing industry 
in Southeast Asia. Overall, the findings not only address the research question but also provide 
practical guidance for the implementation of GI and EMR in the Southeast Asian manufacturing 
sector, emphasising the need for companies to balance innovation and management resources to 
fully leverage GI’s potential in enhancing competitive and environmental performance.

CONCLUSIONS
GI significantly influences both CSP and GBB, although EMR did not perform as expected; this was 
potentially due to an over-emphasis on administrative processes. This indicates that companies need 
to strike a balance when integrating GI and environmental management, ensuring that management 
resources and innovation efforts work in harmony rather than in conflict. These findings underscore 
the importance of promoting GI within GSCM to boost CSP and drive GBB. Companies should 
prioritise GI to enhance sustainability performance while reassessing the role of EMR. However, 
this study’s focus on Vietnamese manufacturers limits the generalisability of the findings. 

Future research should include a more diverse, multinational sample to better understand 
the global variations and commonalities in GSCM practices, thereby providing more universally 
applicable insights and recommendations.
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