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Abstract

:

The public sector continues to be under intense pressure to improve its innovation performance. Consequently, stakeholders are calling for more empirical studies on the antecedents of innovation, especially from a developing country’s perspective. Motivated by this call, we investigate the impact of institutional creativity and institutional innovation capacity on public innovation performance in the context of Ghana. Key to our model is that, institutional creativity and institutional innovation capacity are also enabled by inter-agency collaborations, institutional leadership, and stakeholder pressure. The partial least squares structural equation model is employed to estimate the survey responses of 195 respondents from fifty public sector institutions. The empirical analysis confirms that organizational creativity has a positive and significant impact on innovation performance, innovation capacity has a negative and insignificant impact on innovation performance, and inter-agency collaboration and institutional leadership contribute positively to institutional creativity and innovation capacity. However, stakeholder pressure negatively impacts both institutional creativity and innovation performance. This study contributes to knowledge on the antecedents of public innovation performance from a developing country’s perspective. It also advances theories on public innovation performance.
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1. Introduction


Innovation is acknowledged in management and business literature to be the panacea for organizational growth and performance [1,2]. Innovative firms have the tendency to outperform their competitors due to the varied products and services they offer to meet the needs and expectations of users in terms of value and quality [3,4]. Again, to survive in an environment that is constantly changing, constant innovation is required [5]. Public sector organizations operate in environments that are complex and uncertain; hence the relevance of innovation [6]. Following this, both scholars and practitioners have, in recent years, become interested in innovation in public organizations [2,7]. This is key, due to the ever-changing business, regulatory, and policy landscape [8] of public organizations. The public sector is comparatively different from the private sector in terms of underlying factors that simulate innovation activities. For instance, public organizations have more complex and ambiguous goals [9] and the decision-making process is more open and political, given the multiple stakeholder interests to be met [10]. These unique characteristics of the public sector, according to [11], are what makes it theoretically relevant to understand the distinct motivations toward innovation in public organizations.



Although extant studies exist on public innovation, most of the studies are based on a single case study from developed economies [12]. Africa, in general, and West African countries, in particular, have seen uninspiring research on public sector innovation, limiting the understanding of the underlying factors that drive or hinder public sector innovation [1]. Furthermore, while existing literature on public innovation is focused on the antecedents of public innovation, scant literature exists on the relationship between the antecedents and public innovation performance [12]. This study addresses this gap by examining the relationship between the factors influencing the innovation performance of public institutions in the era of Ghana’s digital transformation agenda. The choice of Ghana as the case study is because, since 2005, the Government of Ghana has embarked on a strategy to digitally transform public institutions—for instance, the digitalization of port processes and the adoption of other process-innovation mechanisms to boost public service delivery.



Institutional leadership is critical to shaping the direction of innovation. A leadership style that supports innovative ideas is presumed to influence the innovation process positively [13,14,15]. Moreover, the continuous demands from civil society and stakeholders for transparency, accountability, and improved services at public agencies serve as a driving factor for innovation [12,16,17]. While inter-organizational collaborations have also been found to be related to the organizational ability to acquire and use external knowledge to improve performance [18], institutional creativity, defined by an organization’s ability to adapt knowledge, information, and experience from both internal and external environments, is also conceptualized to positively influence innovation performance [19]. Organizations that support creativity were found to introduce more new products and have more success in terms of new product sales [20]. Again, institutional innovation capability, which represents the set of conditions that support innovation or provide support for it, was found to significantly affect innovation performance in a positive way [21]. According to [22], while there is much talk about the need for a change in the public sector and about what changes need to be made, little is known about how to build systems in preparation for greater innovation capacity. Consequently, the study conceptualizes that inter-agency collaboration, institutional leadership, and stakeholder demand/pressures might not have a direct influence on the innovation performance of public institutions but rather contribute directly to the institutional creativity and innovation capability, which then influence public sector innovation performance.



The significance of this paper is, arguably, far reaching, given the need to innovate processes in the public sector. In this light, the study examines the cogent factors propelling the innovation performance of public sector organizations from a developing country’s point of view. This is significant, given the limited empirical research on public sector innovation in Ghana. Empirically, the study shows a positive relationship between organizational creativity and the innovation performance of public institutions. Gaining the relevant competence offers institutions the requisite platform to transform external knowledge and pressure into new improved services and products, and to gain trust and legitimacy [23] from citizens. Furthermore, the study contributes to the discourse on the relationship between institutional creativity and innovation performance by offering empirical insights into how both organizational creativity and institutional innovation capability influence the innovation activities of public sector organizations. Additionally, we provide insights from the perspective of a developing country that has, over the years, expressed a research void in terms of public innovation. The remainder of the study is arranged as follows: Section 2 focuses on the literature review and theoretical background of the study; Section 3 focuses on the research methodology of the study; Section 4 presents the outcome of empirical analysis, and lastly, Section 5 presents the conclusion of the study.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Public Sector Innovation


Though not much difference exists between what constitutes innovation in the private sector and what it is in the public sector [24], previous studies on public innovation have defined public innovation using different perspectives: “the generation or creation of new ideas or processes that lead to a discontinuous change” [25]; “innovation is considered as a process from ideas to successful implementation of these, which makes a substantial difference to an organization’s understanding of the needs it is addressing and the services it delivers” [13]; “the introduction of new elements into a public service that represents a discontinuity with the past” [12].



According to [26,27], public sector innovation is driven by internal and external factors acting together to make organizations meet their purpose of delivering excellent services to society. These factors include those factors which are related to the environment of the organization, factors related to the organization itself, factors related to the employee or the individual in the organization, and factors related to the innovation [12]. Among these, organizational antecedents such as institutional leadership [13,28,29], environmental antecedents such as participation in networks [18,30] and pressure from stakeholders [31], and organizational slack resources such as talented employees [32] and innovation capacity [33] were found to greatly impact innovation.



Studies have enumerated how pressures on governments from stakeholders demanding better services often serve as a major stimulant for innovation in the public sector [31]. One study found that public sector innovation is influenced extensively by demands from the external environment [26]. Regulatory demands and public agitation for fair and equitable public services serve as a core foundation in institutional innovation processes. Another study found that political pressure is an important factor for large-scale adoptions of organizational innovations in the public sector [34].



Furthermore, literature on innovation and creativity emphasizes the importance of the connection between individuals, groups, and organizations to their ability to absorb new information, to learn, and to alter existing insights to improve innovation performance [19]. Organizations are able to enhance their creative abilities through such connections [18]. Inter-agency collaborations are important for achieving successful outcomes [35]. This is because social networks based on interpersonal communication generate embedded resources, such as social capital and trust relations [13,36]. These networks further facilitate innovation pathways at the organizational, sectoral, and national levels, at least in the private sector, and recent studies have started seeing similar trends in the public sector [37]. For example, [38] studied empirically the impact of collaboration on the innovation performance of 137 Chinese manufacturing SMEs, concluding that inter-firm cooperation has the most significant positive impact on the innovation performance of SMEs. In another study, [18] reports that public innovation performance is driven by inter-organizational learning.



Recent studies have also shown that organizational leadership is positively associated with the innovation performance of public sector organizations. One study found a positive relationship between organizational leadership and employee motivation for creativity and innovation [29]. Another study found that institutional leadership styles that support employees to initiate and implement innovative ideas has a stronger effect on public innovation performance [13].



Inspired by theories on dynamic capabilities, [39,40] define public sector innovation capacity as the ability of public sector managers and other key stakeholders within the organizations to make continuous changes in resource distribution towards new thinking. The possession of such an ability helps to develop and realize new ideas for solving societal problems [41] through the delivery of efficient services [23].



Many studies have argued that innovation capabilities, in particular, influence the innovation process [26]. According to [42], the ability of public service organizations to deliver efficient services depends on the contributions of service users and the larger local community of stakeholders. The authors of [18] corroborate this finding, as they found that stakeholder engagement enhances the innovation capabilities of public sector organizations. These stakeholder engagements place conformity responsibilities on organizations. In another study, [13,29] found that public innovation capacity is strongly associated with the leadership style of the organization.




2.2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses Development


In this section, we discuss the theories underlining the study and develop our hypotheses. This study proposes a conceptual framework based on the discussions grounded in the theories and hypotheses represented in Figure 1.



2.2.1. Inter-Agency Collaboration, Institutional Creativity and Public Innovation Capacity


According to network social capital theory, social relationships are resources that can help people develop and accumulate human capital. The theory posits that the process of innovation is not based on contextual factors alone, but also on accrued resources that arise from interpersonal interactions and inter-firm exchanges [18]. From a network social capital perspective, inter-agency collaborations provide the platform and synergy necessary for enriching the creativity of individuals and firms alike. Additionally, network social capital in organizational networks provides slack resources and an impetus for creative cooperation among employees across diverse institutions [43]. Given that, especially in public institutions, innovation occurs when knowledge is shared, employees are offered incentives to innovate [44]. Institutional creativity is also seen not as a one-off activity, but a constant flow of exchanges among people working in an organization [45]. For instance, [43] found that social capital has a positive effect on institutional creativity and efficiency. In this study, actor embeddedness and inter-firm networks facilitate the sustainability of relational trust, which is crucial to the exchange of the tacit and explicit knowledge necessary for transforming the innovation processes and competences of institutions.



Furthermore, research affirms that inter-agency collaboration enhances the innovation capacity of public institutions. Typically, effective service delivery systems are enriched through continuous interaction with actors. Prior studies show that the collective efforts of individuals guarantee the proper and relevant structures for the implementation of novel ideas to improve the efficiency and performance of public institutions [42,46]. Again, recent studies on innovation in public organizations have found that inter-agency collaboration has a positive effect on innovative work behavior [35] and complex innovation [47]. Following this, we argue that inter-agency collaboration positively impacts institutional creativity and public institutions’ innovation capacity. Based on the above, we hypothesize that:



Hypothesis 1a (H1a).

Inter-agency collaboration has a positive impact on the creativity of institutions;





Hypothesis 1b (H1b).

Inter-agency collaboration has a positive impact on the innovation capacity of institutions.






2.2.2. Institutional Leadership, Institutional Creativity and Public Innovation Capacity


Theoretical explanations of how and why certain people become leaders are known as leadership theories. They concentrate on the qualities and behaviors that people can develop to improve their leadership abilities. Strong ethics and high moral standards, great self-organizational skills, and the ability to learn efficiently, nurture employee growth, and foster connection and belonging are some of the top traits that leaders say are essential to good leadership [48,49].



The leadership style of leaders shapes the behavior and the structure of the organization towards attaining formulated organizational goals and objectives [29,50]. For instance, [51] affirmed that the transformational leadership style led to an improvement in the creativity of employees in specific organizations Through cognitive empowerment and cordial workplace relationships between employees and leaders, the creativity of institutions is said to be positively impacted [50]. Moreover, the leadership style of an organization has an impact on the culture and the learning structure of the organization, which has a direct impact on such an institution’s innovation capacity [52,53]. Based on these propositions, this study hypothesizes that:



Hypothesis 2a (H2a).

The institutional leadership of public institutions has a positive impact on the creativity of institutions;





Hypothesis 2b (H2b).

The institutional leadership of public institutions has a positive impact on the innovation capacity of institutions.






2.2.3. Stakeholder Pressures, Institutional Creativity and Public Innovation Capacity


Institutional theory focuses on how individuals, groups, and organizations are enhanced by adhering to regulations coming from administrative systems, bodies, courts and many other socio-cultural norms that impose conformance demands and standards [54]. Institutional theory emphasizes the importance of the institutional environment in the pursuit of legitimacy in the eyes of key societal stakeholders [55]. According to [56], formal and informal pressure from regulatory agencies, customers, and other key stakeholders can make organizations deploy resources to improve performance. For instance, a recent study found that regulatory pressure has positive effects on the firm’s environmental innovation [57]. Thus, constant pressure from such key stakeholders contribute to employees or organizations adopting new modes of thinking and interpreting the consequences of service delivery on its environment [58]. Institutional creativity, by far, is shaped by demands and criticism, especially from external stakeholders [59,60,61]. Upon the above discussions, the study conceptualizes that demand and pressure from stakeholders have a positive impact on institutional creativity and innovation capacity. Hence, this study hypotheses that:



Hypothesis 3a (H3a).

Demand and pressure from stakeholders have a positive impact on the creativity of institutions;





Hypothesis 3b (H3b).

Demand and pressure from stakeholders have a positive impact on the innovation capacity of institutions.






2.2.4. Institutional Creativity, Public Innovation Capacity and Public Innovation Performance


According to the resource-based view, organizations draw their competitive advantages from the resources available to them. The theory is used, in most cases, to evaluate the internal strengths and weaknesses of firms [62]. These resources must be valuable and rare, inimitable, immobile [39], or heterogeneous [63]. Firms with such resources can produce more cheaply and/or better satisfy customer desires [64]. Knowledge, skills, reputation, and entrepreneurial orientation traits, such as proactiveness, innovation, and risk-taking ability, are examples of intangible organizational resources. Tangible resources include capital, access to capital, location, buildings, warehouses, and other facilities [65].



Organizational creativity is an intangible organizational resource documented to generate innovation among audio-visual SMEs in Brazil [66]. Again, the collective creativity of employees was found to have a direct influence on the innovation performance of firms, especially under high levels of climate for innovation [67]. Entrepreneurial creativity, or the personal capacity of employees, directly affects the level of innovation outputs [68]. Furthermore, perspectives from capabilities theory have argued that certain processes, conditions, and structures, referred to as innovation capabilities, also support innovation. Organizational vision, strategy, creativity, intelligence, idea management, structures, systems and climate, and the management of technology help to achieve high innovation performance [69]. Following this, we argue that institutional creativity and institutional innovation capacity would have a positive impact on public innovation performance. Based on this theory, hypotheses 4 and 5 are proposed:



Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Institutional creativity has a positive impact on public innovation performance;





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

The innovation capacity of public enterprises has a positive impact on public innovation performance.








3. Research Methodology


3.1. Method and Data


To address the hypotheses developed for the study, the study adopted a methodological survey to acquire and collect data from key informants in the public sector of Ghana. The study targeted the public sector because of its significant contributions to economic development and growth. In addition, the public sector reform agenda has transformed the operational activities and processes of public sector enterprises. This transformation agenda has resulted in the continuous digitization of public sector service delivery processes [70], and public sector innovation is at the core of agile service design and delivery.



Again, the choice of the survey approach to data collection is consistent with studies in the management and organization studies literature [71,72]. In addition, there is no readily available secondary data on public sector innovation, especially in developing economies such as Ghana’s. To augment the robustness of the methodology and to mitigate issues of common method bias associated with the survey data, diverse techniques were employed.




3.2. Measurement Instrument Development


The measurements in our questionnaire were all adopted from related literature. However, to elucidate precise and accurate insights from the questionnaires, we adhered to specific preparations and processes in the design, testing, and administering of them. In this study, the questionnaire was designed based on recommendations outlined by [73,74]. We performed Harman’s single-factor test to ascertain the extent of common method bias and reduce it [75]. Other controls, such as the arrangement of the questionnaire items, the asking of clear questions, and the use of better scale items [76], were employed to make it difficult for respondents to predict the outcome of the survey. Again, to further deal with this bias, measurement items of independent and dependent variables were arranged in different parts of the questionnaire [77].



In addition, the reliability and validity of the questionnaire were tested through a series of pilot tests and expert reviews. The pre-test helped revise the questions that produced the final survey instrument. Based on this, we were able to improve the instrument’s validity and reliability, and earlier results showed that Cronbach’s alpha scores were adequate. The utilized questionnaire contained mainly statements to which respondents expressed their level of agreement/disagreement. All the measurement items on the questionnaire were measured on a 7-point Likert scale.




3.3. Sample and Procedure


To obtain the minimum sample size used in the study, an a priori power analysis was performed. This was meant to ascertain the probability for avoiding a type II error—in other words, identifying an effect when it exists [78]. The G*Power Analysis software, version 3.1.9 [79], was used to determine the sample of the study. The following assumptions were set to obtain the minimum sample size that can possibly be used for the study: a significance level of 0.05 (two-tailed), a power of 0.95 (the threshold for social sciences), a minimum effect (f2) of 0.5, and two predictors. From the results, the required sample size is 236; our sample size is 315 respondents. The study population was made up of top public sector workers—these individuals work in diverse public sector agencies and institutions that are part of the digital transformation program of Ghana’s public institutions. The operations and business models of these entities are being transformed digitally to streamline service delivery and customer satisfaction.



Initial samples were drawn from a list of public sector organizations obtained from the Ghana Public Sector Commission and Public Sector Reform Agency. The list contains institutions that are currently undergoing some form of technological or digital transformation processes. These include the usage of in-house innovation processes or third-party services. The Human Resource Officers/Managers of each institution were contacted first to obtain authorization to conduct the research survey. Corporate Affairs Managers were also contacted in certain organizations when we could not make contact with the Human Resource Officials in those organizations. This is owing to the diverse organizational structure of public organizations.



Upon gaining authorization, a purposive sampling approach was used to identify and collect data from Chief Executive Officers, Managing Directors, Heads of the Information Technology Department, and Digital Managers in selected public institutions at the organizational level. These individuals were considered knowledgeable, with sufficient knowledge about the innovation processes and activities of their organizations. Although all public enterprises were the target of the study’s population, the samples utilized in the final analysis were limited mostly to the urban centers. This is because most government agencies and institutions in Ghana have their headquarters located in the major urban cities such as Accra and Kumasi. In total, 315 respondents were selected from over fifty (50) government agencies and institutions. The questionnaire was administered to these individuals between 11 March and 28 April 2021. The survey tool was administered in person, with the help of volunteers from each organization in most cases. After data collection was over, a response rate of 62 percent was achieved, translating into 195 answered questionnaires. Respondents mostly blamed the change in the work environment and other COVID-19-related restrictions as the reasons for their inability to respond to the questions in the survey tool.




3.4. Measures


3.4.1. Independent Variables


Inter-Agency Collaboration: This is measured as the extent to which public institutions cooperate and collaborate with external stakeholders to develop new and improved knowledge, processes, and value-addition to products and services. Measurement items were drawn from literature on innovation management and organizational studies—specifically, from [43,80,81].



Stakeholder Pressures: This is measured in terms of the continuous demand by civil society and relevant stakeholders on public enterprises for more equitable and transparent service delivery, and in terms of how this has ushered organizations into a new phase of innovation. Measurement items were adopted from [57,82,83].



Institutional Leadership: Institutional leadership is defined as the ability of an individual to support the employee and individuals around him/her to achieve the stipulated goals of an organization. Measurement items were drawn from organizational leadership literature. Specifically, items were adopted, and in some cases adapted, from [51,84,85] to ensure sufficient variability in the questionnaire.



Institutional Creativity: This is considered the ability to observe and acquire knowledge, and interpret and utilize that knowledge it in a new model. Measurement items for this variable were adopted from organizational creativity literature—specifically, from studies such as [86,87].



Institutional Innovation Capacity: This includes the organizational culture, structure, and an enabling environment that support the implementation of creative ideas. Measurement items were adopted from organization and innovation management literature, specifically from [88,89].




3.4.2. Dependent Variable


Public Sector Innovation Performance: This defines the rate at which institutions can translate innovative ideas into value-added services and, in some cases, products. Public sector innovation is most centered on service innovation. Measurement items were synthesized from studies conducted by [12,90,91].






4. Analysis and Results


Data analysis was done using partial least squares structural equation modelling (SEM) with SmartPLS 3 (https://www.smartpls.com/, accessed on 15 August 2021). PLS-SEM was chosen because it has the ability to examine the relationship between several variables simultaneously. Our model examines six variables.



4.1. Profile of Respondents


The study utilized data, acquired at the organizational level, from 195 responses from individuals working in public sector institutions and agencies in Ghana. These individuals were selected from diverse government agencies and institutions. They were carefully selected to sufficiently represent the requirement of the survey instrument based on the fact that they have sufficient knowledge and have participated in high-level meetings aimed at achieving high degrees of innovation and digitalization in the public sector. In addition, these respondents have spent a considerable number of years on the job, therefore making them appropriate informants with sufficient knowledge about the innovative culture and structure of their organization. Table 1 presents a summary of the profile of the respondents.



The characteristics and distribution of data points are presented in Table 2. Data characteristics include standard deviations, means, kurtosis, and skewness. Outliers were not reported in this study. In addition, minimum and maximum points of variables are highlighted.




4.2. Construct Reliability and Validity


The data was checked for construct reliability and validity. Two measures of construct reliability were applied: construct indicator reliability and construct internal consistency reliability. Construct indicator reliability is a measure of the extent to which an indicator’s variance is explained by its construct. Item loadings above 0.708 are recommended. Item loadings between 0.40 and 0.708 should be removed if removing them will increase construct internal consistency reliability or convergent validity above their threshold values [92]. Removing items that do not meet the indicator reliability threshold value of 0.708 does not increase the construct internal consistency reliability or convergent validity above their threshold values. Thus, we kept all items as presented in Table 3.



Construct reliability assesses the level of internal consistency of the measures used [93]. Jöreskog’s composite reliability rho and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha were used as the metrics [94,95]. Both metrics assume 0.70 and above as the reliability threshold [92]. The authors of [96,97] suggested a third measure: reliability coefficient rho_A. This lies between the Cronbach’s alpha and the composite reliability. The data meet this criterion since all constructs have 0.70 or above for the Cronbach’s alpha and reliability coefficient rho_A, but below the composite reliability values to the left [92].



Construct validity measures how well a measurement represents and logically connects the observed phenomenon to the construct via the fundamental theory [98]. It is assessed via convergent validity and discriminant validity [99]. Convergent validity is the extent to which the construct converges to explain the variance of its indicators [92]. Convergent validity of the constructs was established as the average variance extracted (AVE) for every construct was above the 0.50 minimum acceptable threshold, meaning the constructs explain more than 50% of their indicator’s variance [100], as shown in Table 4.



Discriminant validity is assessed through the Fornell–Larcker and the Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) and cross-loadings [98,101]. The Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) is often used when both the cross-loadings and the Fornell–Larcker criteria fail [101]. Discriminant validity is established based on two threshold values: when the HTMT value is less than 0.90 [100] or less than 0.85 [102]. From Table 4, the maximum HTMT value is 0.867. Hence, discriminant validity is established.



We assessed collinearity among latent variables using the VIF values in Table 3. All our values are below 5, indicating collinearity was not a problem. Collinearity issues are typically uncritical if VIF = 3–5 [92].




4.3. Structural Model Assessment


The structural model was examined using the path coefficients, t-statistics, and p-values for significance, as recommended by [92,100] with evidence from [103]. From Figure 2, inter-agency collaboration has a positive impact on institutional creativity (0.363) and institutional innovation capacity (0.916). Institutional leadership has a positive impact on institutional creativity (0.716) and institutional innovation capacity (0.144). However, stakeholder pressure is seen to negatively impact both institutional creativity (−0.208) and innovation capacity (−0.075). In addition, institutional creativity has a positive impact on public innovation performance (0.952), while innovation capacity impacts public innovation performance negatively (−0.032).



Since PLS-SEM aims to maximize the explained variance of the endogenous variables by the exogenous variables [100,104], we assessed the explained variance of the three endogenous variables using their R2 values. Institutional creativity and institutional innovation capacity have 0.6310 and 0.898 R2 values, respectively. This means, together, inter-agency collaboration, institutional leadership, and stakeholder pressure contributed and predicted about 63% and 90% of institutional creativity and innovation capacity, respectively. Furthermore, public innovation performance obtained an R2 of 0.862, indicating 86.2%. This means, together, institutional creativity and innovation capacity contributed and predicted about 86.2%. Our model seems to have high R2 values because innovation processes are highly predictable [105,106], and when measuring highly predictable concepts, R2 values can go up to 0.90, which is acceptable [104].



The study outlined eight (8) hypotheses for investigation. The hypotheses were to examine the effects of inter-agency collaboration, institutional leadership, and stakeholder pressure on institutional creativity and innovation capabilities, and the effect of institutional creativity and innovation capacity on the innovation performance of public sector enterprises. Assuming a significant level of p < 0.05 and a t-statistic value above 1.96 [92,107], hypotheses H1a, H1b, H2a, H2b, and H4 are accepted. H3a, H3b, and H5 are rejected, as shown in Table 5.





5. Discussion


Key Findings


The study revealed that both institutional creativity and innovation capacity contribute to public innovation performance, though institutional innovation capacity contributes negatively to public innovation performance. The positive impact of institutional creativity on public innovation performance is consistent with the findings in [67]. Institutional ability to acquire, interpret, and use knowledge is vital for its innovation performance. Improving the innovation performance of a firm contributes directly to improving other aspects of organizational performance [103,108,109]. Based on this, [103] concluded that improving innovation performance should be considered as a strategy for improving operation performance, such as production performance, market performance, and financial performance. The authors of [108] concluded that financial performance is a product of innovation performance. In addition, this study contributes to studies that investigate the effect of organizational creativity on firm performance by offering an insight into how these factors shape the innovation paradigm of public innovation. This outcome is critical due to its distinction, compared to private enterprises. However, the negative impact of institutional innovation capacity is found to be inconsistent with the findings of the study by [26]. Mitigating this negative effect requires the continuous reallocation of resources towards new thinking [39,40].



Furthermore, the study conceptualized that inter-agency collaboration, institutional leadership, and stakeholder pressure have a positive impact on institutional creativity and innovation capacity. Hypotheses H1a, H1b, H2a, H2b, H3a, and H3b represent these relationships. Hypotheses H1a, H1b, H2a, and H2b are supported by the findings of the study. Hypotheses H3a and H3b are not supported by the findings of the study. H1a showed a positive and a significant relationship between inter-agency collaboration and institutional creativity. This result supports findings in a study, conducted by [18], on the relationship between inter-organizational learning and innovation adoption and adaptation. The result further confirms the findings obtained by [35], which reveal the significance of inter-firm alliances and the performance of public sector organizations. Highlights from the study’s findings re-echo the importance of alliance to knowledge acquisition and utilization in the innovation process, indicating that public institutions in a developing economy such as Ghana’s should be encouraged to form alliances with relevant external stakeholders in order to share knowledge and insights to boost institutional creativity and innovation capabilities [110,111]. However, [112] for the effective functioning of networks, they must be built on trust.



The positive relationship between inter-agency collaboration and innovation capacity, indicated by H1b, implies that although innovation capacity did not have a significant impact on public innovation performance in this study, as claimed in other studies, it is improved through engagement with collaborative partners such as universities [113]. The knowledge-oriented nature of innovation alliances or inter-firm alliances enables institutions with limited resources and human capital to build special skills using slack resources available in networks [18,114,115]. The findings of the study augment studies such as [116], which emphasize the positive influence of inter-firm alliances/cooperation on firm performance. The impact of innovative networks in institutions is facilitated by the availability of social capital, the network effect, and the learning that firms enjoy. Innovative networks are, therefore, crucial to the innovation performance of institutions.



H2a showed a positive and significant relationship between institutional leadership and institutional creativity, and H2b showed a positive and significant relationship between institutional leadership and innovation capacity. This confirms the vital role played by public sector leaders in enhancing the creative potentials of their organizations via the enhancement of individual creativity [13,117]. Leaders in public organizations are known to motivate employees to achieve organizational objectives and inspire employees to be more innovative [29]. This provides support for organizational innovativeness.



Finally, though it has been documented that stakeholder demand or pressure in both the public [26,31] and private sectors [58] contribute to change and innovation, our findings revealed otherwise. H3a showed a negative relationship between stakeholder pressure and institutional creativity, and H3b showed a negative relationship between stakeholder pressure and innovation capacity. We attribute this to the fact that public sector employees sometimes consider pressure from politicians as inappropriate based on their own experiences, and therefore, it does not result in creativity and innovation [47].





6. Implications for Practice and Theory


For practice, the study proposes that public sector institutions develop institutional environments that support creativity and improve innovation performance. The appointment of public sector managers should be based on the creativeness and resourcefulness of potential managers, and not on political considerations [118] or nepotism, as often happens in developing countries such as Ghana [119]. Public institutions should encourage leadership styles that facilitate the motivation of employees and risk-taking to improve innovation performance. Again, public institutions in Ghana need to focus on providing room for experimentation, capital, vision, strong organizational structures, and systems, culture, and climates that support innovation. Moreover, where public sector organizations lack requisite resources, they can engage in collaborative efforts with relevant stakeholders to gain information and technology for solving problems and developing new ideas.



On the negative relationship between stakeholder pressures, institutional creativity, and institutional innovation capabilities, we suggest that stakeholder pressures should not be disregarded by public managers, as they have been documented to significantly influence innovation performance in private-sector organizations.



Theoretically, the study contributes to empirical studies on public innovation called for by [1,12]. The findings also add to empirical studies on the relationship between the antecedents of public innovation performance from a developing country context. Our model could inspire new insights for research on innovation performance from both a developing country and a public sector perspective.




7. Limitations and Future Research


While this study produces some intriguing findings, some shortcomings limit the generalizability of the findings. Among these is the study’s inability to provide evidence for any real causal effects of antecedents on innovation performance, based on the fact that the data collected was self-reported and represents the normative opinions of the respondents regarding their personal experiences in the organizations they work for. The data are also cross-sectional in nature. A longitudinal approach is therefore required to examine how stakeholder pressure, for instance, could evolve to influence the internal innovation activities of public enterprises. Again, we cannot vouch for the generalizability of our findings since the study is limited to public sector organizations in Ghana. Future studies should endeavor to add more developing countries and compare results with studies from developed countries as a result of the increasing demand for cross-country research.




8. Conclusions


This study examined the effect of institutional creativity and institutional innovation capacity on public innovation performance in the Ghanaian public sector. However, it also conceptualized that institutional creativity and institutional innovation capacity are enabled by inter-agency collaborations, institutional leadership styles, and stakeholder pressure. Based on this, we conclude that public innovation performance is driven positively by institutional creativity, while institutional innovation capacity negatively impacts public innovation performance. Stakeholder pressure negatively impacts both institutional creativity and innovation capacity. However, an institutional leadership style that encourages innovation and creativity in public agencies positively impacts creativity and builds the innovation capacities of these agencies. Managers should invest more resources into activities that improve public innovation performance, since innovation performance acts as the fulcrum around which other organizational performance indicators, such as financial performance and service performance, revolve.
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Figure 1. A conceptual framework of the relationships between variables. 
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Figure 2. Structural model. 
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Table 1. Profile of Respondents.
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	Frequency
	Percentage





	Gender
	
	



	Male
	90
	46



	Female
	105
	54



	Respondents Age (in yrs.)
	
	



	18–25
	-
	-



	26–30
	-
	-



	31–35
	78
	40



	36–40
	22
	11.2



	41–45
	35
	18



	46–50
	28
	14.35



	>50
	32
	16.4



	Educational background
	
	



	Doctorate degree
	32
	16.41



	Master’s degree
	118
	60.6



	Bachelor’s degree
	45
	23.07



	High school diploma
	-
	-



	Job position
	
	



	CEO/Managing director
	78
	40



	Head of I.T
	42
	21.53



	Digital manager
	38
	19.48



	Corporate affairs officer
	37
	18.97



	Work experience (in yrs.)
	
	



	<5
	21
	10.8



	6–10
	58
	29.8



	11–15
	44
	22.6



	16–20
	42
	21.5



	>20
	30
	15.38
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Variables.
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	Indicators
	Mean
	Min
	Max
	SD
	Kurtosis
	Skewness





	IL1
	5.67
	1
	7
	1.421
	−0.031
	−0.514



	IL2
	5.58
	1
	7
	1.465
	0.549
	−0.383



	IL3
	4.98
	1
	7
	1.306
	−0.156
	−0.240



	IL4
	5.09
	1
	7
	1.192
	−0.591
	−0.706



	IL5
	4.92
	1
	7
	1.166
	1.189
	−0.678



	IAC1
	4.60
	1
	7
	1.312
	0.970
	−0.788



	IAC2
	5.43
	1
	7
	1.208
	0.970
	−1.638



	IAC3
	4.98
	1
	7
	1.249
	0.368
	−0.443



	IAC4
	5.34
	1
	7
	1.421
	−0.031
	−1.251



	IAC5
	5.60
	1
	7
	1.052
	0.879
	−0.762



	IC1
	5,29
	1
	7
	1.312
	−1.104
	−0.999



	IC2
	5.58
	1
	7
	1.208
	−0.788
	−0.267



	IC3
	4.89
	1
	7
	1.385
	0.449
	−0.919



	IC4
	4.73
	1
	7
	1.234
	1.456
	−0.908



	IC5
	5.18
	1
	7
	1.328
	1.432
	−1.018



	SP1
	5.31
	2
	7
	0.735
	−0.043
	−0.912



	SP2
	5.87
	1
	7
	1.231
	1.098
	0.662



	SP3
	4.63
	1
	7
	0.908
	2.231
	1.390



	SP4
	5.32
	1
	7
	1.234
	1.829
	0.747



	SP5
	4.98
	1
	7
	1.256
	3.871
	0.147



	INC1
	5.56
	2
	7
	0.767
	3.283
	0.479



	INC2
	3.74
	2
	7
	1.074
	1.812
	−0.668



	INC3
	4.12
	3
	6
	0.927
	2.413
	0.139



	INC4
	4.89
	1
	6
	0.895
	1.577
	−0.427



	INC5
	5.67
	2
	7
	0.342
	−1.098
	−0.342



	PIP1
	4.32
	3
	7
	0.097
	0.071
	0.065



	PIP2
	5.86
	3
	7
	1.891
	−1.872
	0.782



	PIP3
	4.48
	2
	6
	1.657
	−0.456
	1.563



	PIP4
	5.98
	2
	6
	0.887
	−0.345
	−1.097



	PIP5
	5.09
	2
	7
	1.876
	−1.436
	−1.765







Note: SD = Standard deviation; Max = Maximum data point; Min = Minimum data point; IAC = Inter-agency collaboration; IC = Institutional creativity; IL = Institutional leadership; INC = Institutional innovation capacity; SP = Stakeholder pressure; PIP = Public innovation performance.
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Table 3. Item Loading and Construct Reliability.
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	Items
	FL
	VIF
	CA
	Rho_A
	CR
	AVE





	IAC1
	0.610
	2.671
	0.818
	0.845
	0.871
	0.576



	IAC2
	0.699
	1.967
	
	
	
	



	IAC3
	0.803
	3.872
	
	
	
	



	IAC4
	0.854
	0.281
	
	
	
	



	IAC5
	0.812
	1.014
	
	
	
	



	IC1
	0.506
	1.578
	0.738
	0.762
	0.828
	0.598



	IC2
	0.799
	1.872
	
	
	
	



	IC3
	0.806
	1.347
	
	
	
	



	IC4
	0.625
	1.143
	
	
	
	



	IC5
	0.742
	3.382
	
	
	
	



	IL1
	0.800
	1.276
	0.822
	0.849
	0.863
	0.562



	IL2
	0.854
	2.167
	
	
	
	



	IL3
	0.802
	1.098
	
	
	
	



	IL4
	0.821
	1.218
	
	
	
	



	IL5
	0.578
	0.672
	
	
	
	



	INC1
	0.755
	1.673
	0.797
	0.821
	0.863
	0.563



	INC2
	0.858
	1.498
	
	
	
	



	INC3
	0.858
	2.984
	
	
	
	



	INC4
	0.686
	3.901
	
	
	
	



	INC5
	0.659
	1.347
	
	
	
	



	SP1
	0.819
	0.012
	0.789
	0.729
	0.856
	0.783



	SP2
	0.737
	1.472
	
	
	
	



	SP3
	0.638
	2.643
	
	
	
	



	SP4
	0.658
	2.901
	
	
	
	



	SP5
	0.763
	1.458
	
	
	
	



	PIP1
	0.712
	1.090
	0.786
	0.789
	0.853
	0.536



	PIP2
	0.644
	0.684
	
	
	
	



	PIP3
	0.774
	1.800
	
	
	
	



	PIP4
	0.751
	1.874
	
	
	
	



	PIP5
	0.777
	2.289
	
	
	
	







Note. FL = factor loadings; CA = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = Composite reliability; AVE = Average variance extracted; Rho_A = composite reliability rho; VIF = Variance Inflation Factor; IAC = Inter-agency collaboration; IC = Institutional creativity; IL = Institutional leadership; INC = Institutional innovation capacity; SP = Stakeholder pressure; PIP = Public innovation performance.
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Table 4. Discriminant Validity.
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	Items
	IC
	INC
	IL
	IAC
	PIP
	SP





	IC
	
	
	
	
	
	



	INC
	0.709
	0.750
	
	
	
	



	IL
	0.740
	0.602
	0.770
	
	
	



	IAC
	−0.752
	0.642
	0.567
	0.762
	
	



	PIP
	0.621
	0.674
	0.885
	0.593
	0.733
	



	SP
	0.867
	0.699
	0.717
	0.456
	0.770
	0.630







Note. IAC = Inter-agency collaboration; IC = Institutional creativity; IL = Institutional leadership; INC = Institutional innovation capacity; SP = Stakeholder pressure; PIP = Public innovation performance.
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Table 5. Hypothesis Testing.
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	Hypotheses
	Relationship
	OS
	SM
	SD
	t-Statistic
	p-Value
	Decision





	H1a
	IAC->IC
	0.363
	0.348
	0.179
	2.636
	0.009
	accepted



	H1b
	IAC->INC
	0.916
	0.916
	0.051
	17.998
	0.000
	accepted



	H2a
	IL->IC
	0.716
	0.704
	0.149
	4.802
	0.000
	accepted



	H2b
	IL->INC
	0.144
	0.144
	0.071
	2.029
	0.043
	accepted



	H3a
	SP->IC
	−0.208
	−0.180
	0.179
	1.157
	0.248
	rejected



	H3b
	SP->INC
	−0.075
	−0.075
	0.085
	0.885
	0.376
	rejected



	H4
	IC->PIP
	0.952
	0.958
	0.055
	17.234
	0.000
	accepted



	H5
	INC->PIP
	−0.032
	−0.039
	0.080
	0.401
	0.688
	rejected







Note. OS = Original sample; SM = Sample mean; SD = Standard deviation; IAC = Inter-agency collaboration; IC = Institutional creativity; IL = Institutional leadership; INC = Institutional innovation capacity; SP = Stakeholder pressure; PIP = Public innovation performance.
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