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Abstract

:

Competitiveness in the hotel sector and its effect on the environment involves integrating environmental issues in hotel management. Current environmental challenges often require firms to cope with contradictory processes. Ambidexterity is a firm’s capability to deal with conflicting demands and could be helpful in increasing a firm’s environmental management system (EMS) adoption. Furthermore, given the complexity of technological advances, environmental requirements demand inter-firm collaboration. The aim of this study is to further an understanding of how hotels can increase EMS adoption by providing a framework of the contributing effect of alliances and ambidexterity. Results from tests using logistic regression and bootstrapping techniques on a sample of 306 Spanish hotels confirm the importance of ambidexterity because of its positive and direct effect on EMS adoption, and because of the mediating effect, which helps transform the benefits of firms’ participation in strategic alliances into their adoption of EMS. This study contributes to the literature on ambidexterity by highlighting the importance for firms to develop this capability. It also contributes to a better understanding of the drivers of EMS adoption, introducing the integrated effect of hotel participation in alliances and ambidexterity. Hotel managers should endeavor to develop ambidexterity capability to facilitate EMS adoption.
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1. Introduction


The main purpose of this study is to further an understanding of how alliances and ambidexterity help improve environmental management system (EMS) adoption. Of the three main pillars of sustainability, according to the triple bottom line [1] (economic, environmental, and social), the focus of this study is on the environmental. The tourism industry plays a significant role in maintaining natural surroundings [2,3,4]. In the hotel sector, often with establishments located in special natural settings with constraints on resources [5], it is even more important to integrate environmental issues into management to reduce damage and to positively contribute to the preservation of natural resources. In fact, the traditional mass tourism models have increased the pressures on resources and the negative effects on landscapes, as clearly evidenced in popular destinations such as the Spanish resorts of Benidorm [6] and Tenerife [7]. Tourism firms have the opportunity to engage in preserving natural surroundings. Furthermore, by managing environmental performance, hotels both contribute to society and increase their competitiveness with better market opportunities toward increasingly environmentally conscious consumers [8], with cost reductions, and with access to better resources [9]. We specifically focus on environmental management systems (e.g., ISO14001 and EMAS), recognized by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2013) [10], as an important innovation for a green economy in the tourism industry. This consideration is also in line with the literature that includes environmental certification as indicators of environmental innovations (e.g., [11,12]).



Environmental requirements demand frequently contradictory processes for firms, such as efficiency and flexibility or alignment and adaptability [13], which should be managed adequately. Ambidexterity has been proposed from the organizational learning perspective, as a concept that integrates conflicting demands. It could therefore contribute to the study of environmental management needs [13]. Ambidexterity is defined as the firm’s capability to simultaneously achieve high levels of exploration and exploitation of organizational knowledge [14]. March [15] introduced the concepts of exploration as new searches and experimentation in organizational learning, and exploitation in the sense of using and improving the knowledge the firm already has, as the two connected sides of organizational learning. Scholars subsequently started to coin the concept of ambidexterity applied to the capability of combining or balancing both to ensure the firm’s long-term success [16,17,18].



Furthermore, environmental challenges usually require collaboration with other organizations that can provide knowledge and skills in which the firm has no expertise [19,20]. According to the resource-based and dynamic capabilities view [21,22,23,24,25], firm-specific capabilities are the main source of sustainable competitive advantage. Inter-firm resources are also the key to accessing new knowledge and to increasing firm competitiveness, from the perspective of the relational view [26]. The complexity of environmental issues requires such inter-firm collaborations [19] in support of the firm’s orientation toward increasing environmental performance [27].



Ambidexterity and exploration and exploitation are beginning to be analyzed as antecedents of environmental performance (e.g., [9]), and alliances have also been studied regarding their effect on this outcome [19] or on environmental management practices (e.g., [27]). Nevertheless, to our knowledge, this is the first study to further knowledge of environmental issues by integrating the analysis of the role of alliances and ambidexterity in environmental management system adoption in the hotel sector. Since meeting environmental challenges frequently entails the management of contradictory processes, the introduction of the ambidexterity capability in analyzing how to manage environmental issues is highly relevant [13,28]. This study addresses this gap in the literature by also integrating into the analysis the firm’s external knowledge sources that could help them in solving the complex nature of environmental demands [19,27]. Therefore, the main contribution of the study is to provide empirical evidence of the positive effect of ambidexterity in adopting environmental management systems, and in transforming the benefits of alliances into increased possibilities of EMS adoption.



The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. First, the background of ambidexterity is introduced, together with the importance of strategic alliances. Then, hypotheses development is presented. Next, the data, measurement, and methodology are given in the Methods Section, followed by the Results Section and Data Analysis. Finally, implications of the study are derived, and limitations and future research lines outlined in the Conclusion Section.




2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses


2.1. Theoretical Background


In dynamic environments, organizations must be ambidextrous to have success in the long term [29]. That involves exploring new knowledge, future processes, competencies, and skills, while efficiently exploiting their current knowledge, competencies, and processes [16,18]. March [15], explained the concepts of exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. While exploration refers to risk taking and variance-increasing activities in learning, experimentation, flexibility, discovering, and distant search, exploitation refers to refinement, efficiency, variance-decreasing activities, learning by doing, and local search [15,30]. Although they are different processes, both exploration and exploitation involve learning and knowledge [31,32,33]. In fact, both are presented by March [15] as two facets in organizational learning. The difference between them lies in the type or degree of knowledge on which they are focused [17,34]. Whereas, exploration is about the creation of new knowledge through distant search, and learning through variation and experimentation, exploitation refers to the refinement and extension of knowledge, local search, and learning through experimental refinement [33,34,35]. Furthermore, both processes are mutually reinforcing [36]. These activities should be combined, since focusing on exploration to the detriment of exploitation can cause a “failure trap” without obtaining rewards for the variation-seeking activities, while excessive exploitation over exploration can lead to a “success trap” with only short-term returns [37].



The concept of ambidexterity has been studied by scholars of the organizational learning perspective (e.g., [37]), in the strategic management literature (e.g., [38,39]) innovation (e.g., [30,33,40]), and in environmental studies [9,28]. We follow the view of ambidexterity as a dynamic capability. Teece et al. [24], define dynamic capabilities as “the firm’s ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competences to address rapidly changing environments” [24]. Ambidexterity is then considered a dynamic capability that facilitates new resource configurations [41] and involves combining the attainment of exploration and exploitation [17], which is a challenge because both usually require different processes and resources [33].



Furthermore, alliances are an important source of learning and access to new knowledge and to upgrade relevant skills [26,42,43]. The literature on strategic alliances, as well as on the innovation and open innovation paradigm (e.g., [44,45,46,47,48]) suggests the importance of firms’ external knowledge sourcing. Combining different types of knowledge fosters innovation [49], and the increasing global dispersion of knowledge in the current dynamic environment [50] requires collaboration between different actors [51]. More specifically, external knowledge can be a source for fostering exploration as well as exploitation [51,52]. Although several studies differentiate between exploration and exploitation alliances (e.g., [53,54]), few have analyzed the effect of alliances on ambidexterity, as a whole capability. In line with Vrontis et al. [51], we take into account a firm’s participation in alliances as beneficial for ambidexterity, since such alliances can act as a source of accessing new knowledge or knowledge in which the firm has no expertise.



We therefore address a gap in the literature by providing an analysis of ambidexterity as an antecedent of EMS adoption and as a mediating effect between firm participation in alliances and EMS adoption.




2.2. Hypotheses Development


Participation in alliances provides access to wider external knowledge, which could be different or specialized in other areas in which the firm has expertise. For example, hotels can collaborate with technological firms to apply and integrate new advances (e.g., applying the Internet of Things or artificial intelligence to its processes) in pollution prevention, efficiency, digital transformation of buildings, or even to develop new processes. Contact with richer information and knowledge enhances ambidexterity [55]. Access to external knowledge enables firms to expand their knowledge base, which could be integrated with internal knowledge to foster ambidexterity, through the improvement of current skills and processes or through the development of new ones, and access to new knowledge is beneficial for both [51]. Alliances therefore increase the possibilities of accessing different sources and perspectives that could be incorporated into the firm [56]. The amount and cognitive variation that external knowledge provides [31,57] is essential to exploration, since it could be difficult for a single firm to have the full range of necessary skills for the latest research breakthroughs [58]. Through interaction with new external knowledge, new ideas could be generated, addressing new challenges with new perspectives, fostering exploration, as well as reducing or sharing potential risks and uncertainty [58,59]. Moreover, for improving existing processes and skills, collaboration allows firms to complement and refine their knowledge base, thereby aiding exploitation [54,56]. Kauppila [59], shows how partnerships increase efficiency and improve existing knowledge, and that the internal exploitation is also necessary to recognize potential partners that could also achieve exploitation. Therefore, collaboration provides a source of knowledge that impacts positively on the implementation of exploration and exploitation [54,56]. Knowledge exchanges with external sources could benefit the firm for the development of new products or services and new markets, and for the improvement of existing ones [55]. Partners support and complement firm exploration and exploitation with new resources [50]. Some researchers have tested the way in which alliances are crucial for managing their approach to ambidexterity (e.g., [50,59]). Bresciani et al. [50], tested whether firms combine external with internal knowledge to enhance ambidexterity. By analyzing a case study, Kauppila [59], showed how a Finnish firm achieves ambidexterity through the internal balance of exploration and exploitation while maximizing both thanks to its partnerships. Considering these antecedents, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). 

A firm’s participation in alliances has a positive effect on its organizational ambidexterity.







Change, improvement, and continuous learning is necessary to achieve sustainability [60,61]. The changing environment constantly demands new adjustments, and organizational capabilities are necessary to cope with these demanding changes around sustainability [60,61,62], and specifically, ambidexterity “enables a firm to adapt over time” [41]. Ambidexterity implies finding the optimal development of the processes necessary to use current knowledge and to create new knowledge, in order to cope with short- and long-term requirements, and adapt to and evolve with external demands [14,18,29].



The processes firms must develop to achieve ambidexterity include the ability to integrate and coordinate conflicting demands [28,29,62]. These processes provide an excellent arena in which to easily adopt environmental management programs that also require adapting to continuously new requirements. Firms will have a greater possibility of adopting environmental management systems if they have the capability to cope with constant environmental changes. In fact, Judge and Elenkov [63], demonstrate that the more organizations adapt and change, the higher their environmental performance will be; in turn, Carayannis et al. [64] propose ambidexterity as essential for sustainability. Lin and Ho [13] specifically tested this positive association between ambidexterity and environmental performance in the automotive industry. Chen et al. [28] focus on ambidexterity for green developments and, in a sample from the electronics industry, demonstrate how ambidexterity is helpful for increasing green innovation performance. Cillo et al.’s [65] review of sustainable innovations finds that new forms of management such as EMSs or standards and guidelines are also included in the literature analyzing this topic. They also conclude that these sustainable innovations require a balance between firm goals and environmental and social demands, in which the ambidexterity capability is significant in helping firms to process this integration by developing crucial abilities and resources.



Furthermore, the short- and long-term improvements that environmental challenges demand [13] are in line with what ambidexterity is able to achieve. The risk of obsolescence—or alternatively, the risk of overemphasis on totally new activities—in organizations that fail to develop organizational ambidexterity [35]—could deter the introduction of EMSs and the achievement of higher standards of environmental performance [13]. Exploitation enables adjusting and improving existing processes, which is beneficial for reducing environmental problems and refining their environmental standards, mainly in the short term, whereas exploration pursues new developments and processes, which could result in new knowledge to solve new environmental challenges in the long term [13]. While developing innovative solutions to new challenges stimulates creativity, it also enables potential improvements to existing knowledge [35]. Alternatively, improving knowledge and processes could prevent disturbances in the new developments for future challenges [13,66]. Additionally, ambidexterity must cope with multiple demands, such as alignment and adaptability [29] or efficiency and flexibility. This experience also enhances the likelihood of organizations achieving multiple goals, by focusing on environmental as well as financial goals [63,67].



Ambidexterity, as a dynamic capability, therefore helps the firm to address changing environments by integrating, building, and reconfiguring competences [24]. Processes and routines created to achieve dynamic capabilities allow the integration and recombination of the firm’s resource base with new resources to generate new activities [68]. If these processes are embedded within the firm, it will take advantage of them to adopt EMSs that also require the integration of different organizational resources and knowledge [69,70]. Environmental management entails flexibility and change [69,70] to cope with new environmental demands and to continuously improve on the goals achieved. Specifically, EMS adoption involves organizational commitment to continuous improvement from the outset [71], and ambidexterity––rooted in the organizational processes that allow firms to develop and strengthen their knowledge and skills and improve the efficiency and productivity of their operations, while also learning new knowledge in new domains––could provide an excellent context for continual environmental learning and improvement.



EMS adoption is therefore facilitated when a hotel has a well developed ambidexterity capability [13], which leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). 

A firm’s ambidexterity has a positive effect on its adoption of an EMS.







The two previous hypotheses relate participation in alliances with ambidexterity and ambidexterity with EMS adoption. If we consider the previous hypotheses as a set, the relationship between the participation in alliances and EMS adoption is mediated by ambidexterity. We propose the mediating effect, considering that external knowledge acquired through alliances requires the firm to be able to integrate it in order to increase the efficiency of its operations, develop new skills, or find new environmental solutions. Internal firm knowledge and experience determine the integration of external knowledge, since learning is a cumulative process [72,73]. Internal firm capabilities increase the opportunity to recognize and integrate external knowledge [72]. The ambidexterity capability requires an effort to simultaneously achieve internal exploration and exploitation, which in turn enhance the skills needed to absorb new knowledge and information [40,74]. Without strong internal capabilities it could be more difficult for the firm to integrate the benefits of participating in an alliance [40,75]. The simple exposure to external knowledge is not enough per se for the firm to internalize it [40,72,76]. A firm’s internal capabilities allow the integration of new external knowledge [68,77]. Specifically, we propose ambidexterity as a basic complement for the participation in alliances to have an effect on the firm’s adoption of EMSs. In agreement with the main postulates of the resource-based view and dynamic capabilities approach, which state that the differences between firms lie in the bundle of resources and capabilities that they are able to develop, not all firms could benefit equally from participation in a strategic alliance. If a hotel wants to transform the benefits of alliances to develop its environmental processes, with their continuous requirement to meet new challenges, it needs an internal filter to interpret and use the acquired external knowledge. The ambidexterity capability constitutes this filter, which allows the firm to integrate external knowledge to produce novel ideas [28]. Lucena and Roper [78] demonstrate that ambidexterity mediates the relationship between alliances and innovation. Furthermore, in the context of tourism cultural clusters, Martínez-Pérez et al. [75] showed a mediating effect of ambidexterity between external relationships and innovation.



Together this leads us to hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). 

A firm’s ambidexterity mediates the relationship between participation in alliances and the adoption of an EMS.







Figure 1 shows the proposed model.





3. Methodology


3.1. Sample and Data Collection


Following recommendations in the literature about survey research design and data gathering [79,80], data was collected through a survey completed by the owner, manager, or CEO of tourism firms in Spain from the reference universe provided by the National Statistics Institute’s Central Directory of Spanish Companies. The survey instrument was pretested (eight managers, five academics) before the final version was applied. It includes reversed items and some similar questions in different sections to control for response reliability, as well as mixed questions from different constructs. Between December 2009 and March 2010, 1019 usable responses were obtained from the tourism sector universe, which reflects a statistical margin of error of ±3.1 percent (confidence interval of 95.5 percent). Since our arguments in the hypothesis development section are based on the improvements and learning involved in EMS, our data are relevant to draw conclusions about the relationships proposed given the fact that constant enhancement is still the idea behind EMS. Non-response bias was checked by comparing early and late responses [81] and no problems were detected. This sample is composed of different sub-sectors (e.g., hotels, restaurants, or travel agencies). As this research is focused on hotel firms, the final sample for the present study includes 306 firms.




3.2. Variable Measurement


3.2.1. Dependent Variable


Environmental management systems have represented a trigger for firms responding to environmental challenges [82]. Their aim is to manage environmental firm performance by continuously improving it though a planned strategy [83]. ISO 14001 and EMAS represent the most important systems [84,85,86], and some authors have used them as an indicator of implementation of good environmental practices. Arimura et al. [87] specifically demonstrate that ISO14001 help firms reduce environmental impacts. In line with Martínez-Pérez et al. [11], who consider all types of innovation leading to environmental improvements as eco-innovations in the tourism sector and include the implementation of environmental certificate systems among them, we focus on these systems as our measure for the dependent variable. This is also in line with the OECD (2013) inclusion of EMSs as one of the important innovations in tourism for the transition to a green economy.



The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) developed standards of environmental management included in ISO 14001, whereas the European Union promoted EMAS (Eco-management and Audit Scheme) certification. Therefore, we take these systems into account in our variable measurement.



Thus, environmental management system adoption is measured as a binary variable. It takes the value of 1 if the firm has been certified with environmental systems such as ISO 14001 or EMAS, and 0 otherwise. This certification assures that the hotel has taken steps to enhance its systems and processes to improve environmental performance. Other authors use similar approaches to measuring EMS implementation [88] and the same measure has been adopted in studies with hotels (e.g., [89,90]). Table 1 shows the measurement of the variables.




3.2.2. Independent Variable


The variable Alliances takes the value of 1 if the hotel has technological, innovation, or environmental alliances, and 0 otherwise. Other studies have used similar measures for alliances. In a study of R&D alliances, Sampson [91] uses an analogous approach to measure alliance experience. In another recent study, Yang and Meyer [92] use a dummy variable where 1 represents firms that use alliances and 0 firms that do not. Moreover, the study by Rossmannek and Rank [93] uses dummy variables to control participation in alliances, tests for differences between distinguishing dummies and different types of alliances, or creates a dummy variable for participation or not in all types of alliances. Alam et al. [94] also create a dummy variable for firm participation in alliances to then divide the sample according to this variable.




3.2.3. Mediating Variable


Ambidexterity is calculated as a multiplicative term of exploration and exploitation, in line with Gibson and Birkinshaw [29], who consider whether exploration and exploitation complement each other, and ambidexterity as the non-substitutable combination of both. Other authors have also used a multiplicative approach for measuring ambidexterity (e.g., [13,29]).



In this study, exploration and exploitation are based on the scales by Camisón et al. [96] and Atuahene-Gima [97], which follow the conceptualization of exploration and exploitation in the seminal paper by March [15], and which have shown their appropriateness for tourism studies [96]. Each scale is calculated through the mean scores of the scale’s items to generate composite scores [105]. Exploration and exploitation are calculated as the average of five items, respectively, with a seven-point Likert scale in answers (Cronbach alpha for exploration = 0.889; Cronbach alpha for exploitation = 0.924). Table 1 shows the items in the scale. Principal component analysis was also performed to assure validity, and the amount of variance explained is 71.491%, thus exceeding 50%, with the loading factors loading in the appropriate scale and with values higher than 0.6, exceeding the cut-off point of 0.5 [105]. Given the fact that Cronbach’s alpha for both scales exceeds the threshold point of 0.7 [106], reliability is also assessed.




3.2.4. Control Variables


Size. Firm size has been shown to affect ambidexterity [14,39,107], as well as environmental proactivity (e.g., [9]). We therefore use firm size as a control variable. As with other studies in ambidexterity in the hotel sector (e.g., [98]), we take the logarithm of number of employees as a measure of the variable size.



Competitiveness. External pressures affect ambidexterity [40,108] and environmental performance [13]. We therefore use it as a control variable. This study uses Chang et al.’s ([99] environmental competitiveness scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.662); the items from this scale are shown in Table 1.



Chain Affiliated. Since belonging to a hotel chain has been demonstrated to influence environmental performance [109] or environmental commitment [100,110], we include a dichotomous variable to measure whether hotels belong to a chain, a measure adopted in other hotel studies (e.g., [101,102] and in studies that specifically analyze ambidexterity in hotels (e.g., [98]) or environmental strategies in hotels [100,103].



Family Firm. The specific characteristics of family firm ownership would influence ambidexterity (e.g., [39,111]), as well as environmental performance [112,113]; we also control for family ownership. In line with Lubatkin et al. [39], we use a dichotomous variable coded as 1 if the firm is a family firm and 0 otherwise. The criteria for distinguishing between both depend on the manager interviewed, as in other studies of family firms in the tourism context (e.g., [104]).





3.3. Method


Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, binary logistic regression analysis is used to test hypotheses H2 and H3, whereas linear regression is used to test H1, where the dependent variable is ambidexterity. Other studies in these topics, also with a different nature of dependent and mediating variables, follow a similar approach (e.g. [95,114]). We apply the procedure proposed by Baron and Kenny [115] to test the mediating effect by estimating different regressions, an approach also used in studies on this topic (e.g., [13]).



Furthermore, we confirm the results by applying bootstrapping techniques [116] with the PROCESS Macro [117] in SPSS, which allow for testing mediating effects. Other environmental studies also use these techniques (e.g., [118]).





4. Results


Table 2 shows descriptive statistics of variables and correlations.



Results are presented in Table 3. Linear regression is used in Model III (Table 3), where the dependent variable is Ambidexterity. Binary logistic regression analysis is used in all the other models (Table 3) with the dependent variable Environmental performance. In Model I, only the control variables are introduced. Model II adds the independent variable (Alliances) for their effect on environmental performance. Model III tests the effects on ambidexterity. In Model IV, again the dependent variable is environmental performance and the mediating variable, ambidexterity, is introduced. The variance inflation factor (VIF) gives a maximum of 1.459 within all models, below the cut-off threshold of 10 for linear regression models [119], or 2.5 for logistic regression [120], thereby indicating the unimportance of multicollinearity. As for control variables, although the effect is not significant in models where environmental performance is a dependent variable (except in Model 1, where the variable size is significant), and the chain affiliation variable has shown no significant effect in any of the models, control variables have shown their importance in Model III, supporting the effects on Ambidexterity of size, competitiveness, and family firm, proposed in the literature.



Testing hypothesis 1 involves analyzing the coefficient of firm participation in alliances on the regression with ambidexterity as a dependent variable. Thus, observing Model III (Table 3), the coefficient of alliances on ambidexterity is positive and significant (β = 0.190; p < 0.01), thereby supporting hypothesis 1.



Hypothesis 2 is also supported, showing ambidexterity as a predictor of environmental performance, given the positive and significant effect of ambidexterity on environmental performance (Table 3) shown in Model IV (B = 0.046; p < 0.05; Lower 95% CI = 1.006; Upper 95% CI = 1.090).



Hypothesis 3 predicts a mediating effect of organizational ambidexterity in the relationship between alliances and EMS adoption. According to Baron and Kenny [115], testing the mediation effect involves three steps. The first step is to examine the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable, which is shown in Model II in Table 3. It gives a positive and significant coefficient of alliances (B = 0.801; p < 0.05; lower 95% CI = 1.150: upper 95% CI = 4.316). The next steps in the process were performed when testing Hypotheses 1 and 2, since it involves analyzing the effect of the independent variable on the mediator variable (H1) and confirming the positive effect of the mediator variable on the dependent one (H2). The additional step required is to confirm whether the introduction of the mediator variable in the model renders the effect of the independent variable (alliances) on the dependent variable (environmental performance) insignificant. Model IV in Table 3 shows that the introduction of the mediator variable reduces the effect of alliances shown in Model II, which is no longer significant (B = 0.659; p > 0.05; lower 95% CI = 0.0.985; upper 95% CI = 3.792), thus testing Hypothesis 3 of the mediator effect and specifically resulting in a full mediation effect.



To confirm this mediating effect, we also apply the bootstrapping procedure [116] by running the PROCESS Macro with 5,000 bootstrap samples. Results confirm the previous analysis and show that the mean indirect effect is positive and significant (p < 0.05), with a 95% confidence interval that does not include zero (LLCI = 0.0201; ULCI = 0.4320), whereas the confidence interval for the direct effect is not significant (p > 0.05) and the 95% confidence interval includes zero (LLCI = −0.0156; ULCI = 1.3329). Therefore, the full mediating effect––or in terms of Zhao et al.’s [116] classification, a indirect-only mediation effect––is confirmed, which also implies that alliances impact the adoption of EMSs through their effect on the mediating variable, with no direct effect.




5. Discussion


The results of this study confirm the proposed hypotheses with a Spanish sample. They show that hotel participation in alliances has a positive effect on ambidexterity and ambidexterity a positive effect on environmental performance, in addition to acting as a mediating variable between both. These results therefore advance on the recent line of research that proposes the importance of ambidexterity for managing environmental requirements (e.g., [9,13,28]). Hotel managers that devote resources for simultaneously managing and enhancing exploration and exploitation (i.e., for developing the ambidexterity capability) can improve firm environmental results through EMS certification. Scholars have proposed that, though ambidexterity supposes a challenge for firms, it is necessary for their long-term success [16,17,18]. This study expands this line by also showing its positive effect on environmental performance, thereby confirming the importance of developing this capability for firms, and specifically for hotel establishments.



Furthermore, ambidexterity is not only relevant for its positive effect on environmental performance. For hotels participating in alliances, it exerts a mediating effect, that is, it is beneficial for transforming the benefits of alliances into better results in terms of environmental performance. In the complex and dynamic competitive arena, where it is difficult for a firm to obtain all the knowledge necessary for managing environmental challenges, collaboration with other firms is often required [44,47,48]. The results of this study reveal that a firm’s ambidexterity capability is also fundamental for incorporating the benefits of alliances. In other words, alliances are beneficial for environmental management when a hotel has developed the ambidexterity capability (full mediation effect). It constitutes a filter for firms integrating the knowledge they have accessed to improve their environmental performance.




6. Conclusions


Hotels play an important role in preserving the natural environment. Their competitiveness is also linked to their green behavior: it could reduce costs and the use of resources. Also, introducing EMS, having certification, and increasing environmental performance could enhance a firm’s reputation [121], consumer identification with the firm [122] and therefore firm positioning, competitiveness, and access to better resources [9].



This study focuses on EMS in the hotel sector. To adopt EMS, hotels should develop capabilities that allow them to balance conflicting environmental demands with new environmental challenges [13]. Among the different dynamic capabilities proposed in the literature, we analyze ambidexterity because it is a capability that facilitates the reconciliation of conflicting demands and is therefore useful for coping with environmental requirements [9,13]. Furthermore, hotels should regularly collaborate with external partners to confront increasingly complex environmental challenges [19,20,27], by accessing knowledge outside their area of main expertise.



This study contributes to the literature on ambidexterity by highlighting the importance for firms to develop this capability. It also contributes to a better understanding of the drivers of environmental performance by introducing the integrated effect of hotel participation in alliances and ambidexterity. Although recent studies have advanced the importance of ambidexterity in this outcome (e.g., [9,13]), we contribute by testing how ambidextrous hotels attain higher degrees of environmental performance and transform their participation in alliances into positive effects.



These results have important implications for hotel managers. Their decision to enter into an alliance to access new knowledge to improve environmental performance should take into account that their collaboration may not render the expected rewards, unless they develop their own firm’s ambidexterity capability. Furthermore, per se, ambidexterity is also beneficial for better environmental performance. Therefore, though difficult, investing in the development of ambidexterity will only have positive effects.



The limitations of this study also uncover avenues for future research. First, the study does not distinguish between types of alliance or examine in-depth the knowledge generated or accessed through the alliance. Focusing on the specific outcomes of particular alliances should provide further understanding on how hotels can specifically benefit from each partnership. Second, though absorptive capacity is not included, its analysis can aid understanding of how knowledge acquired in alliances is internalized by the hotel. Third, the data analyzed are cross-sectioned and collected through a survey in 2010. Reaching conclusions on causality is therefore difficult, and subjectivity is present. Longitudinal research including more recent years and objective indicators, such as waste or pollution reduction, could provide further insights. Even so, the relationships proposed have been tested and the focus on the continuous improvement of the environmental standards on which the hypotheses are based is acquiring growing relevance. Therefore, this research contributes to the analysis of the fundamental role of organizational ambidexterity in explaining adoption of EMSs in hotel firms.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, M.B.-N.; methodology, M.B.-N. and A.G.-J.; validation, M.B.-N. and A.G.-J.; writing, M.B.-N.; editing, A.G.-J.; supervision, M.B.-N.




Funding


This research was funded by Ministerio de Economía, Industria y Competitividad, Gobierno de España, grant number ECO2016-76796-P.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Elkington, J.; Rowlands, I. Cannibals with forks: The triple bottom line of 21st century business. Altern. J. 1998, 25, 42. [Google Scholar]

	



Pérez, A.; Martínez, P.; Rodríguez del Bosque, I. The development of a stakeholder-based scale for measuring corporate social responsibility in the banking industry. Serv. Bus. 2013, 7, 459–481. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martínez, P.; Pérez, A.; Rodríguez del Bosque, I. Measuring Corporate Social Responsibility in tourism: Development and validation of an efficient measurement scale in the hospitality industry. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2013, 30, 365–385. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Timur, S.; Getz, D. Sustainable tourism development: How do destination stakeholders perceive sustainable urban tourism? Sustain. Dev. 2009, 17, 220–232. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bohdanowicz, P.; Zientara, P.; Novotna, E. International hotel chains and environmental protection: An analysis of Hilton’s i we care! i programme (Europe, 2006–2008). J. Sustain. Tour. 2011, 19, 797–816. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yoon, H.; Sauri, D.; Amorós, A.M.R. Shifting scarcities? The energy intensity of water supply alternatives in the mass tourist resort of Benidorm, Spain. Sustainability 2018, 10, 824. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eckert, C.; Pechlaner, H. Alternative product development as strategy towards sustainability in tourism: The case of Lanzarote. Sustainability 2019, 11, 3588. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Golob, U.; Kronegger, L. Environmental consciousness of European consumers: A segmentation-based study. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 221, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, G.; Kwon, K.; Lee, J.; Jung, H. Exploration and exploitation as antecedents of environmental performance: The moderating effect of technological dynamism and firm size. Sustainability 2016, 8, 200. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



OECD. Green Innovation in Tourism Services. OECD Tourism Papers, 2013; 1, OECD Publishing. [Google Scholar]

	



Martínez-Pérez, Á.; García-Villaverde, P.M.; Elche, D. Eco-innovation antecedents in cultural tourism clusters: External relationships and explorative knowledge. Innovation 2015, 17, 41–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tzschentke, N.; Kirk, D.; Lynch, P. Ahead of their time? Barriers to action in green tourism firms. Serv. Ind. J. 2008, 28, 167–178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lin, L.; Ho, Y.L. Institutional pressures and environmental performance in the global automotive industry: The mediating role of organizational ambidexterity. Longe Range Plan. 2016, 49, 764–775. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cao, Q.; Gedajlovic, E.; Zhang, H. Unpacking organizational ambidexterity: Dimensions, contingencies, and synergistic effects. Organ. Sci. 2009, 20, 781–796. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



March, J.G. Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organ. Sci. 1991, 2, 71–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Raisch, S.; Birkinshaw, J.; Probst, G.; Tushman, M.L. Organizational ambidexterity: Balancing exploitation and exploration for sustained performance. Organ. Sci. 2009, 20, 685–695. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Simsek, Z.; Heavey, C.; Veiga, J.F.; Souder, D. A typology for aligning organizational ambidexterity’s conceptualizations, antecedents, and outcomes. J. Manag. Stud. 2009, 46, 864–894. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tushman, M.L.; O’Reilly, C.A. Ambidextrous organizations: Managing evolutionary and revolutionary change. Calif. Manag. Rev. 1996, 38, 8–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Albino, V.; Dangelico, R.M.; Pontrandolfo, P. Do inter-organizational collaborations enhance a firm’s environmental performance? A study of the largest U.S. companies. J. Clean. Prod. 2012, 37, 304–315. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Seuring, S.; Müller, M. Core issues in sustainable supply chain management—A Delphi study. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2008, 17, 455–466. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dierickx, I.; Cool, K. Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive advantage. Manag. Sci. 1989, 35, 1504–1511. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grant, R.M. The resource-based theory of competitive advantage: Implications for strategy formulation. Calif. Manag. Rev. 1991, 33, 114–135. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barney, J.B. Strategic factor markets: Expectations, luck, and business strategy. Manag. Sci. 1986, 32, 1231–1241. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Teece, D.J.; Pisano, G.; Shuen, A. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strateg. Manag. J. 1997, 18, 509–533. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wernerfelt, B. A resource-based view of the firm. Strateg. Manag. J. 1984, 5, 171–180. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dyer, J.H.; Singh, H. The relational view: Cooperative strategy and sources of interorganizational competitive advantage. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1998, 23, 660–679. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hofmann, K.H.; Theyel, G.; Wood, C.H. Identifying firm capabilities as drivers of environmental management and sustainability practices—Evidence from small and medium-sized manufacturers. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2012, 21, 530–545. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, Y.; Chang, C.; Lin, Y.H. The determinants of green radical and incremental innovation performance: Green shared vision, green absorptive capacity, and green organizational ambidexterity. Sustainability 2014, 6, 7787–7806. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gibson, C.B.; Birkinshaw, J. The antecedents, consequences, and mediating role of organizational ambidexterity. Acad. Manag. J. 2004, 47, 209–226. [Google Scholar]

	



Smith, W.K.; Tushman, M.L. Managing strategic contradictions: A Top management model for managing innovation streams. Organ. Sci. 2005, 16, 522–536. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baum, J.A.C.; Calabrese, T.; Silverman, B.S. Dont go it alone: Alliance network composition and startups’ performance in Canadian biotechnology. Strateg. Manag. J. 2000, 21, 267–294. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Benner, M.J.; Tushman, M. Process management and technological innovation: A longitudinal study of the photography and paint industries. Adm. Sci. Q. 2002, 47, 676. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



He, Z.L.; Wong, P.K. Exploration vs. Exploitation: An empirical test of the ambidexterity hypothesis. Organ. Sci. 2004, 15, 481–494. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gupta, A.K.; Smith, K.G.; Shalley, C.E. The interplay between exploration and exploitation. Acad. Manag. J. 2006, 49, 693–706. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Menguc, B.; Auh, S. Development and return on execution of product innovation capabilities: The role of organizational structure. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2010, 39, 820–831. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Andriopoulos, C.; Lewis, M.W. Exploitation-exploration tensions and organizational ambidexterity: Managing paradoxes of innovation. Organ. Sci. 2000, 20, 696–717. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Levinthal, D.A.; March, J.G. The myopia of learning. Strateg. Manag. J. 1993, 14, 95–112. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ghemawat, P.; Ricart Costa, J.E.I. The organizational tension between static and dynamic efficiency. Strateg. Manag. J. 1993, 14, 59–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lubatkin, M.H.; Simsek, Z.; Ling, Y.; Veiga, J.F. Ambidexterity and performance in small-to medium-sized firms: The pivotal role of top management team behavioral integration. J. Manag. 2006, 32, 646–672. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jansen, J.J.P.; Van Den Bosch, F.A.J.; Volberda, H.W. Managing potential and realized absorptive capacity: How do organizational antecedents matter? Acad. Manag. J. 2005, 48, 999–1015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



O’Reilly, C.A., III; Tushman, M. Ambidexterity as a dynamic capability: Resolving the innovator’s dilemma. Res. Organ. Behav. 2008, 28, 185–206. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Branzei, O.; Vertinsky, I. Strategic pathways to product innovation capabilities in SMEs. J. Bus. Ventur. 2006, 21, 75–105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Teece, D.J. Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 2007, 28, 1319–1350. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grant, R.M.; Baden-Fuller, C. A knowledge-based theory of inter-firm collaboration. Acad. Manag. Proc. 1995, 1995, 17–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Larsson, R.; Bengtsson, L.; Henriksson, K.; Sparks, J. The interorganizational learning dilemma: Collective knowledge development in strategic alliances. Organ. Sci. 1998, 9, 285–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mowery, D.C.; Oxley, J.E.; Silverman, B.S. Strategic alliances and interfirm knowledge transfer. Strateg. Manag. J. 1996, 17, 77–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chesbrough, H.; Vanhaverbeke, W.; West, J. Open Innovation: Researching a New Paradigm; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Cassiman, B.; Veugelers, R. In search of complementarity in innovation strategy: Internal R&D and external knowledge acquisition. Manag. Sci. 2006, 52, 68–82. [Google Scholar]

	



Rosenzweig, S. The effects of diversified technology and country knowledge on the impact of technological innovation. J. Technol. Transf. 2017, 42, 564–584. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bresciani, S.; Ferraris, A.; Del Giudice, M. The management of organizational ambidexterity through alliances in a new context of analysis: Internet of Things (IoT) smart city projects. Technol. Forescast. Soc. Chang. 2018, 136, 331–338. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vrontis, D.; Thrassou, A.; Santoro, G.; Papa, A. Ambidexterity, external knowledge and performance in knowledge-intensive firms. J. Technol. Transf. 2017, 42, 374–388. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rothaermel, F.T.; Alexandre, M.T. Ambidexterity in technology sourcing: The moderating role of absorptive capacity. Organ. Sci. 2009, 20, 759–780. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rothaermel, F.T.; Deeds, D.L. Exploration and exploitation alliances in biotechnology: A system of new product development. Strateg. Manag. J. 2004; 25, 201–221. [Google Scholar]

	



Lavie, D.; Rosenkopf, L. Balancing exploration and exploitation in alliance formation. Acad. Manag. J. 797–818. [CrossRef]

	



Dezi, L.; Ferraris, A.; Papa, A.; Vrontis, D. The role of external embeddedness and knowledge management as antecedents of ambidexterity and performances in Italian SMEs. IEEE Trans. Eng. Manag. 2019, 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Xie, X.; Gao, Y.; Zang, Z.; Meng, X. Collaborative ties and ambidextrous innovation: Insights from internal and external knowledge acquisition. Ind. Innov. 2019, 25, 1–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gilsing, V.; Nooteboom, B. Exploration and exploitation in innovation systems: The case of pharmaceutical biotechnology. Res. Policy 2006, 35, 1–23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Powell, W.; Koput, K.; Smith-Doerr, L. Interorganizational collaboration and the locus of innovation: Networks of learning in biotechnology. Adm. Sci. Q. 1996, 116–145. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kauppila, O.P. Creating ambidexterity by integrating and balancing structurally separate interorganizational partnerships. Strateg. Organ. 2010, 8, 283–312. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arend, R.J. Social and environmental performance at SMEs: Considering Motivations, capabilities, and instrumentalism. J. Bus. Ethics 2014, 125, 541–561. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eikelenboom, M.; De Jong, G. The impact of dynamic capabilities on the sustainability performance of SMEs. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 235, 1360–1370. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, Y.S.; Chang, C.H. The determinants of green product development performance: Green Dynamic capabilities, green transformational leadership, and green creativity. J. Bus. Ethics 2013, 116, 107–119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Judge, W.; Elenkov, D. Organizational capacity for change and environmental performance: An empirical assessment of Bulgarian firms. J. Bus. Res. 2005, 58, 893–901. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carayannis, E.G.; Sindakis, S.; Walter, C. Business model innovation as lever of organizational sustainability. J. Technol. Transf. 2015, 40, 85–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cillo, V.; Petruzzelli, A.M.; Ardito, L.; Del Giudice, M. Understanding sustainable innovation: A systematic literature review. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2019, 1–14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, Y.; Huang, J. Ambidexterity’s mediating impact on product development proficiency and new product performance. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2012, 41, 125–132. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Collins, J.; Porras, J.I.; Last, B.T. Built to Last: Successful Habits of Visionary Companies; Harper Collins Publishers: London, UK, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	



Eisenhardt, K.M.; Martin, J.A. Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strateg. Manag. J. 2000, 21, 1105–1121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Russo, M.V. Explaining the impact of ISO 14001 on emission performance: A dynamic capabilities perspective on process and learning. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2009, 18, 307–319. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhu, Q.; Cordeiro, J.; Sarkis, J. Institutional pressures, dynamic capabilities and environmental management systems: Investigating the ISO 9000—Environmental management system implementation linkage. J. Environ. Manag. 2013, 114, 232–242. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Darnall, N.; Edwards, D. Predicting the cost of environmental management system adoption: The role of capabilities, resources and ownership structure. Strateg. Manag. J. 2006, 27, 301–320. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cohen, W.; Levinthal, D. Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and innovation. Adm. Sci. Q. 1990, 35, 128–152. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Caloghirou, Y.; Kastelli, I.; Tsakanikas, A. Internal capabilities and external knowledge sources: Complements or substitutes for innovative performance? Technovation 2004, 24, 29–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fernhaber, S.A.; Patel, P.C. How do young firms manage product portfolio complexity? The role of absorptive capacity and ambidexterity. Strateg. Manag. J. 2012, 33, 1516–1539. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martínez-Pérez, Á.; García-Villaverde, P.M.; Elche, D. The mediating effect of ambidextrous knowledge strategy between social capital and innovation of cultural tourism clusters firms. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2016, 28, 1484–1507. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pennings, J.M.; Harianto, F. The diffusion of technological innovation in the commercial banking industry. Strateg. Manag. J. 1992, 13, 29–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kogut, B.; Zander, U. Knowledge of the Firm, combinative capabilities, and the replication of technology. Organ. Sci. 1992, 3, 383–397. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lucena, A.; Roper, S. Absorptive capacity and ambidexterity in R&D: Linking technology alliance diversity and firm innovation. Eur. Manag. Rev. 2016, 13, 159–178. [Google Scholar]

	



Dillman, D. Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total Design Method; Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 1978. [Google Scholar]

	



Podsakoff, P.M.; Organ, D.W. Self-reports in organizational research: Problems and prospects. J. Manag. 1986, 12, 531–544. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Armstrong, J.S.; Overton, T.S. Estimating nonresponse bias in mail surveys. J. Mark. Res. 1977, 14, 396–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zutshi, A.; Sohal, A.S. Adoption and maintenance of environmental management systems. Manag. Environ. Qual. Int. J. 2004, 15, 399–419. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ayuso, S. Adoption of voluntary environmental tools for sustainable tourism: Analysing the experience of Spanish hotels. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2006, 13, 207–220. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Watson, M.; Emery, A.R.T. Environmental management and auditing systems. Manag. Audit. J. 2004, 19, 916–928. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Miret-Pastor, L.; Segarra-Oña, M. ¿Cómo medimos la Ecoinnovación? Análisis de indicadores en el Sector Turístico. Tec. Empres. 2011, 5, 15–25. [Google Scholar]

	



García-Pozo, A.; Sánchez-Ollero, J.L.; Marchante-Lara, M. Eco-innovation and management: An empirical analysis of environmental good practices and labour productivity in the spanish hotel industry. Innovation 2015, 17, 58–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arimura, T.H.; Hibiki, A.; Katayama, H. Is a voluntary approach an effective environmental policy instrument?: A case for environmental management systems. J. Environ. Econ. Manag. 2008, 55, 281–295. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lannelongue, G.; González-Benito, J. Opportunism and environmental management systems: Certification as a smokescreen for stakeholders. Ecol. Econ. 2012, 82, 11–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rivera, J.; De Leon, P. Chief executive officers and voluntary environmental performance: Costa Rica’s certification for sustainable tourism. Policy Sci. 2005, 38, 107–127. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Segarra-Oña, M.V.; Peiró-Signes, Á.; Verma, R.; Miret-Pastor, L. Does environmental certification help the economic performance of hotels? Cornell Hosp. Q. 2012, 53, 242–256. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sampson, R.C. R&D Alliances and firm performance: the impact of technological diversity and alliance organization on innovation. Acad. Manag. J. 2007, 50, 364–386. [Google Scholar]

	



Yang, W.; Meyer, K. Alliance proactiveness and firm performance in an emerging economy. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2019, 82, 226–237. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rossmannek, O.; Rank, O. Internationalization of exploitation alliance portfolios and firm performance. Manag. Decis. 2019, 57, 86–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alam, A.; Uddin, M.; Yazdifar, H. Financing behaviour of R&D investment in the emerging markets: The role of alliance and financial system. R D Manag. 2019, 49, 21–32. [Google Scholar]

	



Heimeriks, K.H.; Duysters, G. Alliance capability as a mediator between experience and alliance performance: An empirical investigation into the alliance capability development process. J. Manag. Stud. 2007, 44, 25–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Camisón, C.; Boronat-Navarro, M.; Forés, B. The interplay between firms’ internal and external capabilities in exploration and exploitation. Manag. Decis. 2018, 56, 1559–1580. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Atuahene-Gima, K. Resolving the capability-rigidity paradox in new product innovation. J. Mark. 2005, 69, 61–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Úbeda-García, M.; Claver-Cortés, E.; Marco-Lajara, B.; Zaragoza-Sáez, P.; García-Lillo, F. High performance work system and performance: Opening the black box through the organizational ambidexterity and human resource flexibility. J. Res. 2018, 88, 397–406. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chang, Y.; Hughes, M.; Hotho, S. Internal and external antecedents of SMEs’ innovation ambidexterity outcomes. Manag. Decis. 2011, 49, 1658–1676. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Claver-Cortés, E.; Molina-Azorín, J.F.; Pereira-Moliner, J.; López-Gamero, M.D. Environmental strategies and their impact on hotel performance. J. Sustain. Tour. 2007, 15, 663–679. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bonilla-Priego, M.J.; Avilés-Palacios, C. Analysis of environmental statements issued by EMAS-certified spanish hotels. Cornell Hosp. Q. 2008, 49, 381–394. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marco-Lajara, B.; Claver-Cortés, E.; Úbeda-García, M. Business agglomeration in tourist districts and hotel performance. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2014, 26, 1312–1340. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Park, J.; Kim, H. Environmental proactivity of hotel operations: Antecedents and the moderating effect of ownership type. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2014, 37, 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Getz, D.; Carlsen, J. Characteristics and goals of family and owner-operated businesses in the rural tourism and hospitality sectors. Tour. Manag. 2000, 21, 547–560. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hair, J.; Black, W.; Babin, B.; Anderson, R. Multivariate Data Analysis, 7th ed.; Pearson Education Inc.: Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Nunnally, J.C. Psychometric Theory; McGraw-Hil: New York, NY, USA, 1978; pp. 86–113. [Google Scholar]

	



Dolz, C.; Iborra, M.; Safron, V. Improving the likelihood of SME survival during financial and economic crises: The importance of TMTs and family ownership for ambidexterity. BRQ Bus. Res. Q. 2019, 22, 119–136. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Auh, S.; Menguc, B. Balancing exploration and exploitation: The moderating role of competitive intensity. J. Bus. Res. 2005, 58, 1652–1661. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, J.; Xu, W.; Zuo, H.; Wu, X.; Jiaqiang, E.; Wang, T. System development and environmental performance analysis of a solar-driven supercritical water gasification pilot plant for hydrogen production using life cycle. Energy Convers. Manag. 2019, 184, 60–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bohdanowicz, P. Environmental awareness and initiatives in the Swedish and Polish hotel industries—survey results. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2006, 25, 662–682. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stubner, S.; Blarr, W.H.; Brands, C.; Wulf, T. Organizational ambidexterity and family firm performance. J. Small Bus. Entrep. 2012, 25, 217–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Berrone, P.; Cruz, C.; Gomez-Mejia, L.R.; Larraza-Kintana, M. Socioemotional wealth and corporate responses to institutional pressures: Do family-controlled firms pollute less? Adm. Sci. Q. 2010, 55, 82–113. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Block, J.H.; Wagner, M. The effect of family ownership on different dimensions of corporate social responsibility: Evidence from Large US Firms. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2014, 23, 475–492. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Röd, I. TMT diversity and innovation ambidexterity in family firms. J. Fam. Bus. Manag. 2019, Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print. [Google Scholar]

	



Baron, R.; Kenny, D. The moderator—Mediator variable distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1986, 51, 1173. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhao, X.; Lynch, J.G.; Chen, Q. Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and truths about mediation analysis. J. Consum. Res. 2010, 37, 197–206. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hayes, A. Methodology in the social sciences. In Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process; Guilford Publications: New York, NY, USA, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Zappalà, S.; Toscano, F.; Licciardello, S. Towards sustainable organizations: Supervisor support, commitment to change and the mediating role of organizational identification. Sustainability 2019, 11, 805. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hair, J.F.J.; Anderson, R.E.; Tatham, R.L.; Black, W.C. Multivariate Data Analysis, 5th ed.; Prentice-Hall: Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA, 1998. [Google Scholar]

	



Allison, P. Logistic regression using the SAS® system. Technometrics 2000, 42, 323–324. [Google Scholar]

	



Berg, N.; Holtbrügge, D.; Egri, C.; Furrer, O. Stakeholder pressures, CSR practices, and business outcomes in Denmark, Germany and The Netherlands. Eur. J. Int. Manag. 2018, 12, 472. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Du, S.; Bhattacharya, C.B.; Sen, S. Maximizing Business Returns to corporate social responsibility (CSR): The role of CSR communication. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 2010, 12, 8–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Sustainability 11 05815 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Hypothesized model. Continuous line represents direct effects; dotted line represents the mediating effect. 
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Table 1. Measurement of variables.
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	Variable
	Measurement
	Authors





	EMS
	Binary coded

(1 if the hotel has EMS certification ISO 14001 or EMAS; 0 otherwise)
	[88,89,90]



	Alliances
	Binary coded

(1 if the hotel has technological or environmental alliances; 0 otherwise)
	[91,92,93,94,95]



	Ambidexterity
	Exploration: Over the last three years, to what extent has your firm…”
	[96,97]



	
	1. Acquired manufacturing technologies and skills entirely new to the firm?
	



	
	2. Learned product development skills and processes (such as product design, timing of new product introductions, and customizing products for local markets) entirely new to the industry?
	



	
	3. Acquired entirely new managerial and organizational skills that are important for innovation (such as forecasting technological and customer trends; identifying emerging markets and technologies; coordinating and integrating R&D; marketing, manufacturing and other functions; managing the product development process)?
	



	
	4. Learned new skills in areas such as funding new technology, staffing R&D function, training and development of R&D, and engineering personnel for the first time?
	



	
	5. Strengthened innovation skills in areas where it had no prior experience?
	



	
	Exploitation: Over the last three years, to what extent has your firm…”
	



	
	1. Upgraded current knowledge and skills for familiar products and technologies?
	



	
	2. Invested in enhancing skills in exploiting mature technologies that improve productivity of current innovation operations?
	



	
	3. Enhanced competencies in searching for solutions to customer problems that are near to existing solutions rather than completely new solutions?
	



	
	4. Upgraded skills in product development processes in which the firm already possesses significant experience?
	



	
	5. Strengthened its knowledge and skills for projects that improve efficiency of existing innovation activities?
	



	Size
	Logarithm of number of employees
	[98]



	Competitiveness
	Our company has relatively strong competition
	[99]



	
	Competition in our local market is extremely high
	



	
	Price competition is a hallmark of our local market
	



	Chain affiliated
	Binary variable

(1 if the hotel belongs to a chain; 0 otherwise)
	[98,100,101,102,103]



	Family firm
	Binary variable

(1 if the firm is a family firm; 0 otherwise)
	[104]
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations.
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	Variable
	Mean
	S.D.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6





	1
	EMS adoption
	0.25
	0.44
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2
	Alliances
	0.27
	0.44
	0.23 **
	
	
	
	
	



	3
	Ambidexterity
	16.35
	9.22
	0.29 **
	0.25 **
	
	
	
	



	4
	Size
	1.