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Abstract

:

In recent years, the concept of an organizational culture in hotels has held an important position on both a theoretical and practical level because this culture significantly affects organizational performance and the strategies adopted by hotels. Therefore, it is considered one of the key factors in determining hotels’ tendency towards outsourcing and sustainable performance. In this study, we aim to analyze the impact of the organizational culture on the level of outsourcing and sustainable performance. To do so, we will use the Competing Values Framework (CVF), which divides organizational culture into four typologies: hierarchical, group, rational, and development cultures. A personal questionnaire was administered to the directors or managers of 114 hotels located in two Egyptian cities: Hurgada and Sharm El Sheikh. The results of the structural model suggest the negative impact of the hierarchical and development cultures on the level of outsourcing. The results show a positive influence of the four types of organizational culture on sustainable performance, suggesting that these hotels have a strong interest in sustainability and the environment. The findings reveal a negative relationship between the level of outsourcing and sustainable performance. Finally, this study presents academic and practical implications, as well as recommendations for future research.
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1. Introduction


With the evolution of customer demand and the increase in the level of competition, companies have started to look for new ways and strategies to increase competitiveness in order to improve their capabilities and create added value for their products and services. One of the strategies adopted by organizations is outsourcing in a pressured attempt to reach a competitive advantage, as it is recognized as a plausible strategic decision for certain functions [1].The hotel sector is characterized by having a variety of outsourced activities due to the complexity of performing them all with a high level of quality and efficiency [2].



Hotels began to adopt these strategies in order to outsource their secondary activities, focus on their core competencies and capabilities [3], and cope with globalization and the competitive environment [4]. According to Espino-Rodríguez and Padrón-Robaina [4], hotels outsource some activities, such as leisure activities, gardening, laundry, security and surveillance, information systems, and cleaning. Other activities are also outsourced, such as public relations, entertainment and business centers [5], transport services, and staff training [6]. Outsourcing corresponds to a structural decision of the hotel.



Hotel outsourcing can be defined as a management strategy where a hotel forms a strategic alliance with a supplier to carry out certain activities in the hotel in order to reduce costs and risks and improve efficiency [7]. According to Dorasamy et al. [8], several factors influence the adoption of outsourcing, such as the costs, the supplier’s resources and capabilities, the risks, and the hotel’s culture.



The organizational culture has become one of the most important factors to consider when planning and utilizing outsourcing strategies [9]. These strategies are developed according to the values and beliefs of the hotel, i.e., the organizational culture. Whenever any new managerial practices are implemented, it is necessary to comprehend its organizational culture in relation to its daily practices and its system of values and beliefs [10].



The literature has not produced a common definition of the concept of organizational culture, but rather various definitions depending on the study’s approach. In the present study, a generic definition is used that describes culture as the pattern of values and beliefs shared by the members of an organization [11]. Organizational culture is a valuable factor in hotel policy, and it plays an important role in employee behavior and organizational outcomes. In addition, it is important to understand the role played by culture in outsourcing. Sometimes outsourcing forces hotels to change some values and beliefs in order to accept external suppliers [12]. This cultural adaptation may require the hotel to make changes in its policies and objectives.



Therefore, suppliers must understand and adapt to the hotel’s organizational culture in order to create an appropriate atmosphere within the hotel, reap the benefits of outsourcing, and achieve the hotel’s objectives [9]. Otherwise, a cultural disintegration could take place between the organization and the outsourcing companies [13].



The organizational culture influences the activities and behaviors of the staff of outsourcing companies when trying to achieve their goals [14]. The culture can have an important effect on organizational performance in areas such as sustainability and the outsourcing strategy. To date, these aspects have not been studied in the academic literature.



The tourism sector is currently experiencing a new environment in which customers increasingly demand to know the conditions of the products and services they are using. Furthermore, they want products and services produced in a sustainable and environmentally friendly way [15]. Therefore, hotels must adapt to this new reality by looking for new strategies where the sustainability factor is the basic principle [16]. Therefore, it is important to know whether outsourcing influences the sustainable performance of a hotel. This aspect has not been considered in previous research either.



In this regard, hotels should adopt sustainability strategies, not only to meet the needs of their customers, but also to fulfill the expectations of other stakeholders, such as individuals, partners, and governmental and non-governmental organizations [17,18], in order to give added value to their products or services and gain competitive advantages. Therefore, hotels have to understand their customers’ needs and stakeholders’ expectations in designing outsourcing strategies that allow greater sustainability.



In fact, many companies have introduced or changed policies, processes, products, or services as a way to improve their relationship with the environment and become more sustainable [19]. However, various researchers suggest that these changes are superficial and insufficient, and that significant transformations must be made in the company’s organizational culture [20,21]. In this context, the impact of the organizational culture on sustainable performance emerges. For Ibarra-Michel et al. [22], sustainability is considered a particular type of organizational culture. The cultural changes stemming from the adoption of sustainability strategies are reflected in the acceptance of certain new values and beliefs that respect the environment and are concerned with social and ethical issues. In this regard, several researchers suggest that sustainable performance is not only a humanistic, ethical, and conscientious issue, but it also produces economic effects for the company by improving its organizational performance and increasing its competitiveness [23,24,25,26]. The companies presenting a high sustainability performance show a specific organizational culture [27]. The sorts of cultures prove different impacts in performance [28,29].



A review of the existing literature shows that no studies have analyzed the impact of the organizational culture on outsourcing and sustainable performance worldwide. Based on the above, the present study aims to fill this gap in the academic literature and contribute some theoretical and practical implications to the literature in general and to the Egyptian hotel sector in particular.



The general objective of this study is to provide a structural model that analyzes the impact of the organizational culture on the level of outsourcing and sustainable performance. To achieve this objective, we used the CompetingValues Framework of organizational culture (CVF) [30]. The CVF was chosen because it has been validated in previous studies and research related to organizational culture, operations management, and sustainability [22,31,32,33].




2. Conceptual Framework and Proposed Hypotheses


2.1. Organizational Culture


In the late 1960s and early 1970s, there was a great deal of discussion about organizational theories on finding the best way to manage organizations. According to Sousa and Voss [34], organizational effectiveness was dependent on several factors: the size of the organization, the structure, and the age. In the 1980s, the cultural factor was added [35].



In this context, the concept of organizational culture emerged. This term first appeared in the literature in an article published in Pettigrew’s Administrative Science Quarterly [36]. From that time on, culture was progressively mentioned in the field of organizations [37]. Over time, organizational culture has become a topic of considerable academic debate and an important theoretical factor in organizational theory [38]. However, we still have not had a consistent and common definition of organizational culture in the literature [39,40]. This variability in the definitions is due to researchers’ perspectives, the issues being addressed, or different sets of values [41]. Most of these definitions of organizational culture highlight shared values within an organization.



Hofstede’s [42] definition of culture indicates that it can be considered the collective mental programming that differentiates members of one group or category of people from others. Therefore, culture is an explanatory variable that distinguishes one organization from another [43,44]. Deal and Kennedy’s [45] approach focuses on the proposed values, and they define culture as the published principles and values the organization’s members aim to achieve, such as product quality or price leadership. Schein [46] defines it as “a pattern of basic assumptions invented, discovered, or developed by a group to face its problems of external adaptation and internal integration that it has considered valid and sufficient to be taught to new members as the right way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems” (p.17). Barney [47] defined it as “a complex set of values, beliefs, assumptions, and symbols that define the way an organization does business” (p. 656). Finally, the definitions of O’Reilly [48] and Chatman and Jehn [49] indicate that organizational culture is a set of widely shared and strongly held values.



Schein [46] proposed a three-level culture framework that interrelates and shapes the basic values and assumptions of organizational culture. The three levels are: the “productions” level, which represents people’s beliefs about human behavior and reality; the “values” level, which represents the way people should relate and why they behave the way they do; the third level, “basic underlying assumptions”, which represents the most visible cultural reactions, such as the ways individuals express what happens to them and how they solve their problems. These three levels have helped us to have a qualitative description of organizational culture. Organizational culture assists giving shape to strategies which firms employ for the acquisition of competitive advantages [50,51].



To empirically assess organizational culture, we use Quinn and Spreitzer’s [52] Competing Values Framework (CVF), the most widely used model in empirical studies [31,53,54]. It has a strong theoretical basis [55] and uses short, valid instruments to measure organizational culture [56,57]. The CVF explores the basic assumptions and deep structures of organizational culture related to compliance with norms, motives, leadership, decision-making processes, effectiveness, values, and forms of organization in the company [58].



The CVF is based on two dimensions (control–flexibility and internal–external) [30,58,59] that reflect different value orientations [60]. The control-flexibility dimension (vertical axis) refers to the extent to which an organization can focus on stability in the presence of change. The flexibility approach reflects the organization’s openness to spontaneity and stimulation, whereas the control approach indicates the company’s ability to keep everything stable and under control. The internal–external dimension (horizontal axis) indicates the organization’s orientation toward its internal environment versus the external world. On the one hand, the internal approach reflects the organization’s ability to maintain and improve its existing capabilities; the external approach, on the other hand, refers to the organization’s emphasis on competence, adaptation, and interaction with the outside world [56,59,60] (see Figure 1).



Based on the CVF, Quinn and Spreitzer [52] divided organizational culture into four typologies: hierarchical culture, group culture, development culture, and rational culture. The hierarchical culture focuses on stability and internal organization by emphasizing centralization and regulation with rules and the development of routines. The group culture focuses on flexibility and the internal approach by emphasizing human relations, cohesion, and the members’ participation. The development culture emphasizes flexibility and external positioning through growth, resource acquisition, creativity, and adaptation to the outside world. The rational culture focuses on the external environment, with an emphasis on control by promoting competition and the achievement of well-defined objectives [59,60]. Organizations rarely reflect one type of culture; instead, they will have a combination of different types of culture, although one may dominate over the others [55]. A number of empirical studies have adopted the CVF to explore the effect of organizational culture on various operations management practices, such as technology, performance, quality management, and six sigma practices [31,55,60].



The competing values framework of organizational culture of Denison and Spreitzer [59] adapted by Zu et al. [55].




2.2. The Research Hypotheses


2.2.1. Hierarchical Culture


The hierarchical culture is based on rules designed to maintain stability and control within the organization. This helps to establish a strict and formal organizational environment, where all employee behaviors are controlled by the rules and procedures that govern the company [61].



In addition, the hierarchical culture determines the operational processes and routines, and it specifies the authority structures for decisionmaking, which means that employees cannot make decisions without first receiving approval from their supervisors. Thus, in a hotel with a strong hierarchical culture, decisions are made from the top down.



For Braunscheidel et al. [62] and Ruppel and Harrington [63], the hierarchical culture has the disadvantage that employees are only accustomed to following the rules established in the company. Therefore, they may be reluctant to adapt to changes resulting from outsourcing, especially if the employees are transferred to the company providing the service. Hence, the hierarchical culture can negatively affect outsourcing because, in this culture, there is no incentive to participate in providing solutions to problems or acting in a more flexible way. The outsourcing strategy involves delegating the development of activities to external suppliers, so that hotels can lose control of activities, which can increase the hotel’s dependence [64]. Outsourcing involves leaving activities in the hands of external suppliers, which means that some rules are imposed by the suppliers. In addition, managers might be afraid that suppliers will not comply with the promised quality and/or quantity [65], which may produce instability, an aspect that is incompatible with this type of culture. Therefore, this culture based on centralization and regulation makes it difficult to use outsourcing strategies successfully. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 1 (H1a).

The hierarchical culture negatively influences the outsourcing level.





With regard to sustainability, according to Cameron and Quinn [61] and Griffiths and Petrick [66], this culture has an internal approach focused on economic results and process control, rather than on the organization’s concerns about the external environment and environmental and social performance. Therefore, this culture based on formalization restricts the implementation and understanding of sustainability [67]. In this regard, this economic sustainability based on reducing costs and maximizing profits is not sufficient to achieve sustainable performance and concern for environmental and social systems [68].



In addition, according to Senge et al. [69], companies oriented only toward economic results could miss out on the innovations of sustainable performance and the business opportunities that sustainability provides. According to Dunphy et al. [17], it is difficult to adopt innovative products, services, and strategies, as well as sustainable performance, without the presence of learning spaces and flexibility within an organization, which are not found in the hierarchical culture. Thus, this culture of centralization and regulation greatly limits sustainable performance [66].



Therefore, hotels that emphasize a hierarchical culture while seeking to implement sustainability strategies could experience strong cultural shock and tension because their existing culture is based on control and stability, and sustainable performance requires flexibility and exploration [22,69].Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 1 (H1b).

The hierarchical culture negatively influences sustainable performance.






2.2.2. Group Culture


The group culture is characterized by the participation of the members of the organization, teamwork, and an increase in the employees’ level of knowledge [61]. Furthermore, in this culture, the strategies emphasize human relations within the company by strengthening mutual trust between employees or between the employees and the company, sharing information and knowledge and exchanging experiences [70]. This makes it possible to reduce conflicts within the organization, improving the quality of the services and achieving the company’s objectives.



Despite these advantages of the group culture, employees of external suppliers may disrupt this culture, especially when there is no collaboration between internal and external employees due to the competition that may exist between them [12]. In this regard, as rumours of outsourcing agreements begin to circulate, managers can expect talented employees to start to look for jobs, and others may become anxious and lower their production [71]. Therefore, for some employees, outsourcing is viewed as possible job loss [72]. The results of the study by Elmuti et al. [73] indicate the negative influence of outsourcing strategies on the quality of working life.



Some authors, such as Domberger [74], Kakabads and Kakabadse [75], Belcourt [71], Geishecker [76] and Lamminmaki [2], suggest that outsourcing negatively affects the organization’s internal employees because they feel insecure about losing their jobs. They fear that managers might think external suppliers are more competent and efficient. Employee performance may decline, and some employees may suffer from a lack of motivation. From a group culture perspective, they are likely to feel that the suppliers are not members of the group, and so they may not have the spirit of cooperation and collaboration with external suppliers, withholding information that can have consequences due to not taking full advantage of the benefits of outsourcing. Kakabads and Kakabadse [75] and Lamminmaki [2] suggest that, when outsourcing is carried out, internal employees may be unable to establish links with external employees. Based on this reasoning, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 2 (H2a).

The group culture negatively influences the outsourcing level.





Organizations that are oriented towards this cultural approach pay a lot of attention to employee training, learning, and internal development of the staff’s skills and capabilities for operative and sustainable performance [17]. This suggests that these employees or managers would show a strong tendency towards non-economic interests, such as human relations, human wellbeing, and environmental and social performance [77]. Therefore, this culture would emphasize individuals’ participation in their surroundings and the increase in knowledge about their work and environment. These are the basic pillars for creating a sustainability-oriented culture [17]. For these reasons, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 2 (H2b).

The group culture positively influences sustainable performance.






2.2.3. Rational Culture


The rational culture, which has an external focus, is oriented towards planning, the efficient use of resources, and competitiveness, as well as achieving the organizational objectives while emphasizing control and stability [41]. Therefore, organizations that emphasize this type of culture are quite demanding. They aim to achieve competitiveness and competitive advantage by developing clear objectives and strategies that contribute to increasing productivity and profitability [59]. In addition, a rational culture is characterized by using incentives as a tool to motivate employees to perform their tasks to the best of their ability and improve their outcomes.



In this context, hotels that are oriented towards a rational culture seek cooperation and integration with their customers and suppliers in order to be more competitive. This type of culture facilitates a close relationship with external customers and suppliers. External suppliers strive to satisfy the needs of their customers, and they will allow the organization to achieve better results, create competitive advantages, and improve operational efficiency and productivity [78,79,80]. Therefore, in a rational culture where the organization’s objectives are predetermined and clear, external suppliers with higher capabilities than those of the client (e.g., the hotel) can perform certain activities efficiently based on the organization’s objectives and strategic plans [59,80]. Strategic outsourcing decisions are rational, and decision making is analyzed in a rational way, with the whole organization involved in planning the services to be outsourced [3]. This type of culture can favor a strategy where activities that are not basic to the hotel are outsourced to improve productivity and profitability. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 3 (H3a).

The rational culture positively influences the outsourcing level.





In the case of sustainability, the rational culture is characterized by constantly searching for efficiency in the resources used and planning and adapting organizational strategies that favor sustainability. Sustainable performance plays an important role in improving quality in all the processes and products, which helps organizations to be more competitive and efficient and present a positive image to their current and future customers [17]. This efficiency should not only focus on reducing costs and simplifying products, but also on the environment and society. Efficiency based on economic results is not sufficient to achieve sustainable performance. Furthermore, it only provides the hotel with a short-term competitive advantage that can easily be copied by competitors [32]. Instead, this new efficiency approach based on sustainable performance offers hotels real long-term advantages, reducing costs and ecological impacts, improving their reputation, and increasing organizational results. These cost savings can be harnessed for other tasks, such as training employees in sustainable performance or innovation in other areas. Therefore, the objectives of the rational culture can be compatible with more sustainable performance. For these reasons, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 3 (H3b).

The rational culture positively influences sustainable performance.






2.2.4. Development Culture


The development culture emphasizes the importance of the external environment for flexibility in the structure, learning, and changes in the life of the company [41]. This culture is geared towards achieving long-term goals through the use of strategies such as innovation, the acquisition of new resources, and the creation of new markets and challenges. The development culture emphasizes quality, employee commitment, recognition of the social environment, and external integration of customers and other stakeholders [81]. These strategies allow companies to be more flexible and dynamic and adapt quickly to changing demands and customer needs.



Therefore, the participation of external suppliers and the functions of external organizations are increasingly essential in hotels because they cannot develop all their capacities internally [64]. External suppliers provide companies with reliable information about products, markets, resources, and the necessary technologies to carry out their activities, as well as the best capabilities and skills [82]. Strategic alliances and agreements with suppliers allow organizations to obtain specialized skills and optimize their chances to improve service quality, achieve competitive advantages, and face new challenges [83]. Hotels reach these agreements with suppliers to acquire new resources, which favors greater flexibility in the management of the production process of a hotel. Flexibility and resource acquisition are key aspects of the development culture. Outsourcing implies the acquisition of resources and close relationships with external suppliers, which facilitates the adaptation to the environment required by the development culture [52,60]. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 4 (H4a).

The development culture positively influences the outsourcing level.





The development culture can be classified as an open culture, which means that it emphasizes innovation and flexibility to achieve successful sustainable performance (environmental and social). With regard to environmental performance, companies that follow a strong orientation towards the development culture feel that they are not separate from their environmental surroundings and show concern about environmental issues [84]. These hotels have a real challenge in dedicating their resources and processes to strategies and behaviors that respect the environment. In terms of social performance, these hotels try to be proactive with the world around them, such as stakeholders and communities. Therefore, they take a keen interest in social issues such as community wellbeing, stakeholder needs, and minorities’ concerns [85]. Thus, organizations that are oriented toward the development culture are aware of the surrounding external environment and socio-economic issues [32], in an attempt to understand and adapt to change. In this context, the results of Sugita and Takahashi’s [86] study with 109 Japanese companies show that companies that emphasize the development culture are more successful with sustainability strategies. For this reason, the following hypothesis is formulated:



Hypothesis 4 (H4b).

The development culture positively influences sustainable performance.






2.2.5. Outsourcing Level and Sustainable Performance


According to Hart and Dowell [87], the incorporation of external companies in operational activities allows the organization to have more access to the voice of the external environment and seek more sustainability-oriented strategies. In this way, it improves the organization’s internal knowledge resources and reduces the technological and marketing uncertainties that arise from these strategies [88]. An increase in outsourcing allows hotels to focus on their core competencies, obtain lower costs, and increase productivity. Consequently, the business can focus on aspects related to improving sustainability and better respond to demands for social responsibility and ecological concern. Outsourcing could improve aspects related to financial performance and social and environmental issues, raising the expectations of the stakeholders. Companies can become more sustainable in the long term and much more efficient from a global perspective [89]. Outsourcing can encourage the hotel to focus on developing the most sustainable processes by leaving its non-core activities in the hands of external suppliers. Outsourcing can allow the hotel to devote more resources and time to focusing on aspects that contribute to improving sustainability. Therefore, the knowledge gained through outsourcing not only helps the organization to cover its operational needs, but also the environmental and social demands during the development and production of sustainable products and services [90]. The practice of outsourcing can enable improvements in firm processes throughout the elimination of inefficient operations [91].Furthermore, it allows companies to understand and incorporate the implications that arise from the use of sustainable solutions, such as changes in consumption patterns or product life cycles [33]. In this context, outsourcing can positively influence the sustainable performance of an organization.



Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:



Hypothesis 5 (H5).

The outsourcing level has a positive impact on sustainable performance.





The proposed hypotheses suggest the model shown in Figure 2.






3. Methodology


3.1. Study Setting and Sample


The setting for our research was the tourist destination of Egypt. Egypt is considered one of the most important tourist destinations in the world due to the competitive advantages of its different types of tourism. A total of 13.6 million foreigners visited Egypt in 2019, with an income of 13 billion dollars, which represents an increase of almost 12% compared to the previous year [92].



Within this broad destination, two tourist cities, Sharm El Sheikh and Hurgada, were selected. These two cities were selected because, along with Cairo, they are the most popular tourist destinations in Egypt, and they have the bulk of the accommodation offer. They have a wide variety of hotels with different characteristics, and so they are considered an ideal population for our study.



In addition, these two cities are considered a consolidated segment of sun and beach tourism, as well as sport and conference tourism. These destinations have a diversified tourist offer with signs of maturity and greater competitiveness due to the appearance of new destinations and tourism products.



After determining the geographical area for the research, we chose the unit of analysis; therefore, we decided to focus on 4- and 5-star sun and beach hotels in the cities of Sharm El Sheikh and Hurgada. A list of the 4- and 5-star establishments in Sharm El Sheikh and Hurgada was prepared containing their data, including name, address, category, and telephone number. This information was collected from the Egyptian Hotel Industry Association, which comprises149 registered establishments.



The distribution of these establishments is as follows: Sharm El Sheikh has 93 hotels (51 5-star and 42 4-star establishments), and Hurgada has 56 hotels (25 5-star and 31 4-star establishments). A structured questionnaire was developed to obtain the research data. The survey was carried out personally by the researcher in order to obtain a higher response rate.



First, we contacted the directors of the tourism offices dependent on the Ministry of Tourism in these two cities to help us arrange appointments with the hotels. These directors and colleagues contacted the hotels to make an appointment with each of them. In addition, some hotel directors or managers helped us to contact people from other hotels so that they could participate in the research.



Of the entire study population of 149 hotels, 114 hotels participated in the study. This means that we obtained an actual response rate of 76.5%, the majority of the hotels in the two cities, and so the representativeness of the sample was high. In the city of Sharm El Sheikh, the sample consisted of 72 hotels, whereas, in the city of Hurgada, 42 hotels participated in the survey. Finally, it should be noted that, of the hotels that participated in the sample, 33 of them belonged to international chains.




3.2. Measurement of the Variables


Based on the review of the theoretical and empirical literature on outsourcing, organizational culture, and sustainable performance, a questionnaire was created to achieve the proposed objectives of this research. Before collecting the data, the questionnaire was subjected to a pilot test. The pre-test was carried out by a group of two academics and two managers to validate the scales and clarify ambiguous expressions on the questionnaires.



To measure the chosen constructs, previously developed and validated scales were selected from the literature. Furthermore, in this research, a 7-point Likert-type scale is used, where 1 means strongly disagree and 7 means strongly agree. Respondents express the degree of agreement or disagreement with each item (See Appendix A).



Organizational culture. Although different cultural typologies have been proposed, Quinn and Spreitzer’s [52] cultural typology is the one most widely used in empirical studies because it has a solid theoretical base in the Competing Values Framework (CVF) and rather short and validated measurement scales for organizational culture. Therefore, in this study, we used the Quinn and Spreitzer [52] typology to measure organizational culture. Quinn and Spreitzer [52] divided organizational culture into four types: hierarchical, group, rational, and development cultures. The scales for the four types of organizational culture are taken from the work by Gambi et al. [93], and Prajogo and McDermott [31]. Each type of culture has five items (See Appendix A).



Hierarchical culture. This type of culture emphasizes order, stability, rules and regulations within the organization and internal efficiency, as ways to regulate the behavior of all employees. On this scale, we assess the degree of control in the hotel, the decision-making structure, and the aims of this culture. Each type of culture has been measured with a scale containing five statements to measure this type of culture (See Appendix A).



Group Culture. It is based on values such as teamwork, members’ participation in the organization, and increasing the capacity and knowledge of the employees. Managers reinforce these values to create a perfect environment within the organization. On this scale, we measure the degree of communication among employees, participation in decisionmaking, and management’s concern and support for human resource development.



Rational Culture. This culture focuses on production and achieving objectives and performing tasks, with the objectives representing a way of controlling employee behavior. It evaluates whether the hotel’s objectives are clear, whether the incentives encourage the employees, and whether the hotel’s strategies are oriented towards competitiveness.



Development Culture. The emphasis is on innovation, creativity, and adaptation for growth. Leadership supports companies and inspires creativity in employees with the hope of acquiring new resources for the organization. This scale measures the degree of the use of technology and innovation, the continuous search for new opportunities and markets, and the ability to take risks.



Outsourcing level. This scale focuses on measuring the total degree of outsourcing in the entire hotel, not in the activity. In this regard, we measure whether the hotel is highly outsourced or not, to what degree the departments are dependent on external companies, the volume of services the hotel has outsourced, and the percentage of external workers. In this study, a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 to 7 was used to rate five items [64]. (See Appendix A).



Sustainable performance. For Morelli [94], sustainability is considered a new type of organizational culture because hotels are forced to change certain values and adapt to a new setting where they focus the attention on the environment. Sustainable performance is measured with the scale used by [33]. The scale is composed of five items and measures questions about the extent to which the hotel responds to social and ethical demands, as well as the degree to which the hotel’s reputation for sustainability is better than that of its competitors.





4. Analysis and Results


To test the research hypotheses, a structural equation model was carried out using the statistical program SmartPLS 3.2.8 [95]. Structural equation models allow researchers to statistically examine a series of dependent and interrelated relationships among theory-based constructs and their indicators, measured through directly observable variables [96].



The Partial least squares PLS technique is primarily used for the theoretical development of exploratory research [97], and it is currently considered the most widely used technique in social science studies and the best method for multivariate analysis [98]. PLS is a well-established structural equation analysis technique that is used in a variety of outsourcing studies [64,99,100].



PLS is used when the theory is not solidly developed, as in the case of the relationship between organizational culture, outsourcing, and sustainable performance. This technique is less demanding about the minimum sample size requirements than other techniques such as Linear structural relations LISREL or Structural equation modeling EQS [101]. PLS does not require data to come from normal or known distributions, and it is more suitable for theories and research topics with few studies [98].



The process of analyzing a PLS model has two steps: the measurement model (Outer Models) and the structural model (Inner Models) [98]. The evaluation of the measurement model consists of analyzing the reliability level of the observed variable in the model and in each construct, as well as the convergent and discriminant validity [102]. The structural model compares the hypotheses and analyzes the predictive capacity of the proposed model [103].



4.1. Measurement Model


In order to evaluate the measurement model designed to assess the relationships between each construct and its indicators in PLS, an analysis is performed on the variables in the model with regard to (i) individual reliability coefficients for the indicator and the construct; (ii) convergent validity; and (iii) discriminant validity [98,102,104,105].



On the one hand, to analyze the reliability of each indicator in the measurement model, the factor loadings of the items on their respective constructs were evaluated. Carmines and Zeller [106] suggested that the individual reliability of an item is considered adequate when it exceeds the recommended threshold of 0.707. However, Tenenhaus et al. [105] observe that a loading level equal to or greater than 0.7 may be too rigid. Therefore, they suggested that items are acceptable when they exceed the threshold of 0.5. Items with values below 0.50 were eliminated. In our study, the results show that all the factor loadings exceed 0.6, suggesting acceptable individual reliability. Table 1 shows that the factor loadings range from 0.614 to 0.976.



On the other hand, Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR) are used to evaluate the reliability of the constructs. The recommended value for Cronbach’s alpha and the composite reliability of the constructs should be above 0.7 [104]. The results in Table 1 indicate that all the latent variables are reliable because the composite reliability values exceed the threshold of 0.7, ranging between 0.864 and 0.975. In addition, the Cronbach’s alpha value for each construct exceeds the recommended threshold of 0.7, ranging from 0.765 to 0.968. Therefore, the reliabilities of the latent variables in our study exceed the necessary thresholds [96].



Convergent validity is measured with the average variance extracted (AVE) from each construct, which refers to the mean variance shared by the latent variable and its items. The recommended AVE value is equal to or greater than 0.5 [98,104]. Table 1 shows that the AVE values exceed the threshold of 0.5, ranging from 0.643 to 0.888, thus confirming convergent validity.



Discriminant validity refers to whether the measure of a construct is empirically different from the other constructs in the same model [107]. To evaluate discriminant validity, theFornell–Larcker criterion, the cross-loadings, and the Heterotrait–MonotraitRatio (HTMT) correlations are used [108].



Fornell and Larcker [104] indicate that, for discriminant validity to exist, the square root of the AVE values must be greater than all the correlations between all the constructs in the same model. Table 2 shows that, in all cases, the square root of the AVE (main diagonal) is higher than the correlations between the constructs. The results of this analysis suggest that all the constructs are unique concepts.



Factor cross-loadings. According to this criterion, the cross-loadings for the observed variables in a construct are compared to the loadings for the observed variables in the other constructs. The value of the cross-loadings for a latent variable has to be greater than the values for the other variables in the same model [103]. Table 3 shows that the loadings are higher in their respective constructs than in the other constructs, providing evidence of the discriminant validity of the constructs [98]. Therefore, these results suggest that there is discriminant validity.



The Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio correlations. The Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) inference test was used to determine whether the HTMT values were significantly less than one [109]. The 95% confidence intervals of the HTMT values were calculated using the bootstrapping procedure in SmartPLS. Table 4 shows the lower and upper limits of the confidence intervals. None of them includes the value of one, and so there is discriminant validity for all the constructs [108].




4.2. Structural Model


After establishing and confirming the reliability and validity of the measurement model, hypothetical relationships and structural model results were evaluated. This process is based on observing the relevance and predictive capacity of the model and the relationships between endogenous constructs [98].



The evaluation of the structural model involves examining the explained variance (R2), the standardized path coefficients (β), the statistical t value, the effect size (f2), the predictive relevance of the model (the Stone–Geisser test Q2), and the goodness-of-fit index (GOF).



Following Hair et al. [98], the non-parametric Bootstrap test with 500 repetitions was performed to obtain the explained variance (R2), the f2 effect, and the standardized Path coefficients (β) for each of the predicted relationships in the hypotheses of the model, with the observed t values. First, the fit of the structural model was confirmed with the R2, which represents the explained variance of the dependent variables. For Falk and Miller [110], these values should be higher than the threshold of 0.1, which means 10%, in order for the model to have a predictive capacity. As Table 5 shows, the dependent construct that measures sustainable performance presents an R2 of 0.696, which means that 69.6% of the variability in sustainable performance is explained by the organizational culture and by the level of outsourcing. In contrast, 44.6% (R2 = 0.446) of the variability in the outsourcing level is explained by the organizational culture. This suggests that the model has a predictive capacity (see Table 5).



In relation to the predictive relevance of the model, which is calculated through the Q2 value, we employed the Stone–Geisser Q2 test [111,112], a technique used to measure the predictive relevance of independent constructs [108]. According to the Stone–Geisser test, a model can have predictive relevance when the Q2 values are greater than zero [98]. Table 5 shows that all the Q2 values are above the threshold limit (the level of Outsourcing, 0.303, and the level of sustainable performance, 0.574), and so the model has predictive relevance.



For the goodness of fit, Tenenhaus et al. [105] propose using a global criterion for model validation. Specifically, we use the Goodness-of-fit (GOF) indicator, which consists of calculating the geometric mean of the average communality (AVE) by the average R2. According to Chin [113], models that reach a value of more than 0.36 are considered good-fitting models. In this case, the value is 0.645 (see Table 5), and so we can state that the model has sufficient predictive quality.



The f2 effect size measures the impact of each exogenous (independent) latent variable on the endogenous (dependent) latent variable. This effect measures whether removing an independent variable from the model changes the value of the determination coefficient, and it defines whether the exogenous variable removed has a significant influence on the value of the endogenous variables. Based on Cohen [114], the f2values have to be above the recommended threshold of 0.02. As Table 6 shows, most of the f2effects obtained from the significant variables that explain the variability in the dependent variables are higher than the base level of 0.02.



The standardized path coefficients are shown in Table 6 and Figure 3. With regard to hypothesis H1a, the results show that a hierarchical culture has a negative influence on the level of outsourcing (β = −0.249, p < 0.05); therefore, this hypothesis is supported. In addition, hypothesis H1b, which predicted the negative impact of the hierarchical culture on sustainable performance, is found to have a significant impact, although the relationship is positive (β = 0.254, p < 0.01), contrary to the prediction. Therefore, hypothesis H1b is rejected.



For hypotheses H2a and H2b about the influence of the group culture on the level of outsourcing and sustainable performance, the results show that this culture does not significantly influence the level of outsourcing (β = 0.001, p > 0.05), but it has some positive influence, with 10% significance, on sustainable performance (β = 0.135, p < 0.10). Therefore, we only relatively confirm hypothesis H2b from our model, whereas hypothesis H2a is not accepted.



In relation to H3a, the results (β = −0.205, p < 0.10) show that the rational culture has a certain negative and significant influence, at 10%, on the level of outsourcing. This is contrary to the prediction because H3a suggests a positive relationship between the rational culture and outsourcing. However, in hypothesis H3b, the rational culture has a positive effect on sustainable performance, with (β = 0.161, p < 0.05), and so we can confirm hypothesis H3b from our model.



With regard to hypothesis H4a, which predicts that the development culture has a positive influence on the level of outsourcing, the results show that the relationship is negative (β = −0.276, p < 0.05). Therefore, hypothesis H4a is rejected, which indicates that a development culture negatively influences the level of outsourcing. However, there is a positive relationship between the development culture and sustainable performance (β = 0.281, p < 0.01), and so we can accept hypothesis H4b.



Finally, hypothesis H5, which refers to the impact of the level of outsourcing on sustainable performance, is rejected because its impact is negative and significant (β = −0.112, p < 0.05).





5. Conclusions


The purpose of this study was to analyze the impact of four types of organizational culture—hierarchical, group, rational, and development—on the level of outsourcing and sustainable performance. To achieve this objective, the CVF framework was used, which provides insight into the way the ideological foundations and approach of each culture influence the level of outsourcing and sustainable performance.



Based on this impact and relationship, it was predicted that the organizational culture could positively and negatively influence the degree of outsourcing, depending on the type of culture. The idea is to reflect which types of organizational culture might favor the use of external suppliers, and to what extent the organizational culture plays a relevant role in sustainable performance, as well as the impact of outsourcing on results related to sustainable performance. No studies in the hotel context have investigated the relationships between these three concepts—organizational culture, outsourcing and sustainable performance—which gives added value to the results obtained.



Before analyzing the results, it should be kept in mind that outsourcing in Egypt is in its infancy, which means that hotels are now examining and testing outsourcing strategies in an attempt to maximize their profits, reduce their risks, and exchange information and experiences with these companies [115]. For this reason, the conclusions obtained are just referred to the Egyptian hotel sector as the outsourcing practice might hold other different characteristics in other tourist destinations.



This outsourcing immaturity indicates that few suppliers are quality firms, forcing hotels to seek and identify reliable and capable firms taking into account several factors, such as experience, past performance, and the company’s culture and values [7]. When contracting an external supplier, hotels must adopt intercultural management approaches to achieve successful outsourcing because the organizational cultures of the hotel and the external supplier may be incompatible due to having different work processes, policies, strategies, objectives, and values. Therefore, the relationship between them should be strengthened through ongoing communication, frequent meetings, mutual trust, and transparency.



The results of this study are mixed because not all the proposed hypotheses are supported, and some of them even show the opposite of what was predicted. Regarding the impact of the organizational culture on outsourcing, the results indicate that the hierarchical culture has a negative impact on the level of outsourcing. In this regard, the results are consistent with those obtained by Zoghbi and Ting-Ding [116] when they point out that, in the hierarchical culture, there is greater task conflict between internal employees and outsourced personnel. For this reason, it is possible that hotels where the hierarchical culture predominates have a lower level of outsourcing.



Furthermore, this negative influence is due to the nature of the hierarchical culture, which is characterized by excessive control and strict rules and procedures in managing the hotel. Outsourcing implies a loss of control and autonomy [64,117], which leads these hotels with a hierarchical culture that focuses on control and rules to rely less on external suppliers. As a result, internal and external employees are not encouraged to participate or act flexibly when developing work processes.



Another result that stands out in this research is the negative impact of the development culture on the level of outsourcing. This means that hotels that use innovative strategies and an orientation towards creation and development have a lower level of outsourcing. According to Espino-Rodríguez et al. [118], due to outsourcing, the hotel may be unable to develop learning and exploit technological advances, and it may lose some basic skills and capacities. Furthermore, McIvor [3] suggests that outsourcing can lead to a loss of innovation potential and service quality, which signifies a reduction in hotel performance and a loss of the necessary skills to exploit new opportunities.



In the case of the group culture, the results show that the group culture does not significantly influence the level of outsourcing, suggesting that there is no direct relationship between the group culture and outsourcing. The prediction we made about this type of culture was that it would have a negative influence on outsourcing. However, the group culture does not favor or hinder outsourcing, possibly because this culture might include external suppliers as members of the company who form part of the production process, in addition to maintaining close relationships with them. Hotels that prioritize the group culture have other reasons for outsourcing activities, apart from the typical characteristics of this culture.



Finally, the results suggest a certain negative influence, but to a lesser extent, of the rational culture on the level of outsourcing. This negative impact is due to the control this culture exerts on work processes and employee behaviors in following the strategies that make it possible to reach the objectives. Therefore, these issues keep external suppliers from participating in the strategies or jointly developing the objectives. In addition, for Doran et al. [119], this kind of culture makes internal employees extremely concerned about doing their tasks well in an effort to achieve the objectives. This makes coordination and communication with external staff difficult. Therefore, this type of hotel may also reject outsourcing because of a lack of confidence in the way external suppliers carry out their processes. In this regard, Zoghbi and Ting-Ding [116] show that in a rational culture there is a greater degree of relational conflict and task conflict between internal and external staff, which can lead to less outsourcing in hotels with a rational culture.



In the case of sustainable performance, the results show that all the types of organizational culture positively affect sustainable performance. First, the findings reveal that the development culture has the most influence on sustainable performance, due to the nature of this culture and its relationship with the environment. According to Linnenluecke and Griffiths [32], this culture is the one most interested in environmental and sustainable ideas and trends. Moreover, the results of Sugita and Takahashi’s [86] study suggest that the most successful companies in terms of sustainability strategies are those that have a development culture, as well as those with a hierarchical culture. Hotels with a development culture pursue practices of sustainable performance aimed at the efficient use of their skills and knowledge for environmental concerns, the use of renewable energy, and the development or acquisition of technology for marketing strategies or processes and services.



Second, the results of our study demonstrate the positive influence of the hierarchical culture on sustainable performance, whereas previous studies Cameron and Quinn [61], Senge et al. [69] and Griffiths and Petrick [66] suggest a negative impact and lack of interest of hierarchical culture in sustainable performance. In the hierarchical culture, efficiency and profitability are the most valued parameters [61]. In this regard, this significant influence between the hierarchical culture and sustainable performance may be due to the fact that this culture focuses on the economic approach (economic sustainability) by concentrating on growth and profitability. For this reason, a hierarchical culture can favor sustainability and generate short-term profits, mainly economic, for the company [32]. Hotels that are oriented towards this culture can take advantage of their strict atmosphere to engage in environmentallyfriendly alternative technologies, best practices for more efficient use of resources, such as water and electricity, and cleaner production (reducing pollution), thus reducing the environmental impact and lowering the hotel’s costs in the short term [120,121]. These practices are considered the first steps towards sustainability [122]. Similar results are obtained in the study by Abett et al. [123], who demonstrate the positive impact of the hierarchical culture on sustainability due to the strict rules managers adopt related to sustainability. In addition, Sugita and Takahashi [86] highlight the important role the hierarchical culture plays in aspects related to sustainability and the environment through managers’ positive perception and interest in designing sustainability strategies.



Third, the hypothesis that establishes the positive impact of the rational culture on sustainable performance is confirmed. According to Scott [41], this culture fosters the efficient use of resources, competitiveness, and planning, which favors a broad vision of the environment and a move towards sustainability in fulfilling the company’s objectives. This positive relationship consists of service innovation, adaptation to changes in consumer preferences and new market conditions, cost reduction, image improvements, and increases in efficiency and the hotel’s reputation [32,124].



Finally, the results suggest that the group culture has a positive influence on sustainable performance. This positive impact is due to the nature of this culture, which focuses on employees, the development of their knowledge and skills, and other aspects such as cohesion, loyalty, and moral commitment. These principles motivate employees to be more sensitive to environmental issues and to use their skills to find ways to improve sustainability [32]. The results showing the positive impact of the group culture on sustainable performance are consistent with those found by Del Rosario and René [124], who demonstrate the significant influence of the group culture on eco-innovation.



Regarding the relationship between the level of outsourcing and sustainable performance, the results of our study show that the outsourcing level has a negative influence on sustainable performance. There are several possible reasons for this negative impact, including the limited capacities of external suppliers in this tourism destination and the high cost of performing activities aimed at sustainable performance. Hotels might reject these practices because they are probably more interested in reducing costs. Outsourcing is detrimental to sustainable performance; that is, hotels that choose to outsource have worse sustainable performance than those with less outsourcing. This aspect is quite worrisome because it indicates that outsourcing does not favor a more sustainable hotel, probably because outsourcing is not done with social and ethical demands or ecological criteria in mind. It also shows that hotels that outsource develop fewer resources and capacities in certain areas, which makes them less interested in sustainable development. These results are consistent with those obtained in the study by Espino-Rodríguez and Ramírez-Fierro [89], who suggest that outsourcing strategies do not positively affect certain non-financial aspects related to job quality and satisfaction.



5.1. Academic and Practical Implications


This research, through its structural model, contributes novel implications, both theoretical and practical, to the literature related to outsourcing and sustainable performance from the perspective of organizational culture. The results obtained can be quite useful for hotels in adapting their strategies and achieving success in outsourcing and sustainable performance.



From an academic point of view, the paper shows that the competing values framework (CVF) is valid to explain the level of outsourcing. It shows that certain types of culture have a negative influence on outsourcing. There are no papers in the literature that analyze the impact of culture on outsourcing and sustainable performance. The CVF is also a valid framework for explaining sustainable performance. The negative influence of outsourcing on sustainable performance can hinder a sustainable competitive advantage. This research contributes to developing a sound theoretical framework with which to better understand the determinants of outsourcing from the perspective of organizational culture and sustainable performance.



With regard to the implications for practitioners, this study generates knowledge and assists managers with outsourcing decisions, based on the type of organizational culture they follow. Depending on the type of culture, hotels will engage in outsourcing to a greater or lesser degree. Moreover, although all the cultures influence sustainable performance, a more innovation-oriented culture has the greatest impact on social and ethical demands, as well as on ecology. Thus, to obtain more sustainable hotels, managers should promote relevant aspects of the development culture, such as creativity, flexibility, and entrepreneurship. Furthermore, this study reveals the importance of creating a collaborative culture within the hotel that accepts external suppliers and gives them a space to carry out their work in the best possible way without harming sustainability. On the one hand, managers should be concerned not only with outsourcing, but also with the implementation phase. They should maintain inter-organizational relationships based on trust, so that external members become part of the company culture, in order to avoid undermining sustainability. At the time of the study, it was noted that there were no suppliers capable of improving sustainability. Outsourcing is a dynamic strategy that changes over time, and so managers must constantly evaluate their evolution in the different aspects related to sustainable performance. On the other hand, the findings of this study indicate that external suppliers must develop the necessary skills and capacities to achieve the hotel’s objectives, and they must be more aware of sustainability and environmental issues. There should also be an atmosphere of cooperation with hotels to coordinate work processes and tasks. In addition, suppliers should keep hotels informed of new technologies and continuous changes in social, ethical, and environmental issues.




5.2. Limitations and Future Research


The present study has some limitations that may lead to future research. The results of thisstudy can only be generalized to the chosen hotel sector. The results and conclusions of this research only concern hotel accommodation from two cities in Egypt. Therefore, studies that test the hypotheses of the proposed model in other destinations or even in sectors other than tourism would be desirable. This would allow the theoretical relationships between culture, outsourcing, and sustainable performance established in this study to be strengthened and contrasted. Future studies should consider the relationship between organizational culture and outsourcing and sustainability by considering other organizational culture classifications in the literature. It is also important to be cautious in interpreting the results on sustainability because this study has not taken into account the practices hotels use to become more sustainable. Therefore, future research should study, in the same tourism destination, the impact of outsourcing on sustainability practices, and not just on performance, as in this paper. It is important to know external suppliers’ degree of responsiveness to sustainability issues because they are considered key participants in the development of a competitive advantage. Another limitation is that the results are based on the point of view of management, which can produce bias. Therefore, future studies should analyze perceptions of sustainable performance from the point of view of customers.
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Appendix A




	
Code

	
Factors




	

	
Hierarchical Culture




	
HC_1

	
Formalized procedures generally govern what people do.




	
HC_2

	
We emphasize efficiency and control to reach predictable performance results.




	
------

	
Reliable delivery, smooth scheduling and low-cost production are the main focus.




	
HC_3

	
Our management style prioritizes conformity, predictability and stability.




	
------

	
Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up for a final answer.




	

	
Group Culture




	
GC_1

	
The development of human resources and concern about employee are highly valued.




	
GC_2

	
Our employees are encouraged to work as a team, exchange opinions, experiences and ideas.




	
GC_3

	
Employees can openly discuss their opinions and ideas with someone higher up.




	
------

	
Employees are encouraged to take decisions.




	
GC_4

	
Our management style is characterized by teamwork, consensus and participation.




	

	
Rational Culture




	
RC_1

	
Success defined on the basis of winning and leading in the marketplace.




	
RC_2

	
Our reward system encourages reaching hotel goals.




	
RC_3

	
We are results oriented, people are very competitive and achievement oriented.




	
RC_4

	
Objectives and aims are clearly defined.




	
RC_5

	
Our management style is characterized by hard driving competitiveness, high demands and individual achievement.




	

	
Developmental Culture




	
DC_1

	
We emphasize prospecting for opportunities and creating new challenges.




	
DC_2

	
We make an effort to anticipate the potential aspects of new service manufacturing practices and technologies.




	
DC_3

	
We are a very dynamic entrepreneurial place, which leads people to taking risks.




	
DC_4

	
Our management style is characterized by individual risk-taking, innovation, freedom, and uniqueness.




	
DC_5

	
We define success on the basis of innovation and having newest services.




	

	
Outsourcing level




	
OL_1

	
A large part of this hotel’s personnel come from contracted services.




	
OL_2

	
Many departments in my hotel depend on external companies.




	
OL_3

	
The volume of services that this hotel has outsourced is high.




	
OL_4

	
A large number of my co-workers are subcontracted workers.




	
OL_5

	
A high percentage of staff members are external workers.




	

	
Sustainable performance




	
SP_1

	
We are the first that offer environmental-friendly services at the marketplace.




	
SP_2

	
Our competitors consider us as a leading hotel in the field of sustainability.




	
SP_3

	
We develop new services or improve existing services that are regarded as sustainable for society and environment.




	
SP_4

	
Our reputation in terms of sustainability is better than the sustainability reputation of our competitors.




	
SP_5

	
Compared to our competitors, we more thoroughly respond to societal and ethical demands.




	
Note: The items that are not numbered were eliminated from the analysis due to having factor loadings below 0.50.
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Figure 1. Competing values framework of organizational culture. 
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Figure 2. Conceptual model and hypotheses. 
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Figure 3. Structural Model. ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, ϯ p < 0.10. 
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Table 1. Evaluation of the measurement model. Reliability and construct validity.
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Indicators

	
Factor Loading

	
T

	
CR

	
Composite Reliability

	
AVE






	
Hierarchical Culture

	
HC_1

	
0.797

	
19.560

	
0.765

	
0.864

	
0.679




	
HC_2

	
0.973

	
21.283




	
HC_3

	
0.880

	
46.738




	
Group Culture

	
GC_1

	
0.792

	
23.088

	
0.847

	
0.897

	
0.685




	
GC_2

	
0.814

	
23.073




	
GC_3

	
0.872

	
36.163




	
GC_4

	
0.832

	
25.731




	
Rational Culture

	
RC_1

	
0.726

	
15.166

	
0.859

	
0.899

	
0.643




	
RC_2

	
0.693

	
13.246




	
RC_3

	
0.900

	
56.806




	
RC_4

	
0.819

	
30.037




	
RC_5

	
0.852

	
25.860




	
Development Culture

	
DC_1

	
0.850

	
39.587

	
0.907

	
0.931

	
0.730




	
DC_2

	
0.778

	
20.679




	
DC_3

	
0.886

	
50.276




	
DC_4

	
0.885

	
46.184




	
DC_5

	
0.870

	
42.300




	
Outsourcing level

	
OL_1

	
0.908

	
38.690

	
0.913

	
0.937

	
0.752




	
OL_2

	
0.918

	
84.553




	
OL_3

	
0.932

	
104.716




	
OL_4

	
0.920

	
57.570




	
OL_5

	
0.614

	
8.654




	
Sustainable performance

	
SP_1

	
0.937

	
106.948

	
0.968

	
0.975

	
0.888




	
SP_2

	
0.976

	
236.050




	
SP_3

	
0.910

	
72.106




	
SP_4

	
0.975

	
225.182




	
SP_5

	
0.913

	
58.002
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Table 2. Discriminant validity and theFornell-Larckercriterion.
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	Variables
	HC
	GC
	RC
	DC
	OL
	SP





	Hierarchical culture
	0.824
	
	
	
	
	



	Group culture
	0.712
	0.828
	
	
	
	



	Rational culture
	0.726
	0.789
	0.802
	
	
	



	Development culture
	0.751
	0.812
	0.792
	0.855
	
	



	Outsourcing level
	−0.604
	−0.562
	−0.603
	−0.624
	0.867
	



	Sustainable performance
	0.746
	0.734
	0.742
	0.779
	−0.614
	0.942
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Table 3. Cross-loadings.






Table 3. Cross-loadings.





	Variables
	HC
	GC
	RC
	DC
	OL
	SP





	HC_1
	0.797
	0.558
	0.555
	0.626
	−0.431
	0.529



	HC_2
	0.793
	0.540
	0.574
	0.553
	−0.513
	0.522



	HC_3
	0.880
	0.653
	0.658
	0.674
	−0.542
	0.759



	GC_1
	0.530
	0.792
	0.594
	0.625
	−0.326
	0.575



	GC_2
	0.618
	0.814
	0.653
	0.652
	−0.473
	0.611



	GC_3
	0.642
	0.872
	0.667
	0.720
	−0.520
	0.657



	GC_4
	0.560
	0.832
	0.694
	0.686
	−0.519
	0.585



	RC_1
	0.509
	0.545
	0.726
	0.560
	−0.420
	0.509



	RC_2
	0.467
	0.445
	0.693
	0.477
	−0.408
	0.463



	RC_3
	0.643
	0.774
	0.900
	0.758
	−0.546
	0.693



	RC_4
	0.656
	0.616
	0.819
	0.639
	−0.526
	0.629



	RC_5
	0.610
	0.732
	0.852
	0.702
	−0.500
	0.647



	DC_1
	0.665
	0.772
	0.739
	0.850
	−0.518
	0.716



	DC_2
	0.543
	0.620
	0.585
	0.778
	−0.466
	0.633



	DC_3
	0.647
	0.697
	0.672
	0.886
	−0.579
	0.665



	DC_4
	0.632
	0.723
	0.673
	0.885
	−0.538
	0.613



	DC_5
	0.709
	0.652
	0.705
	0.870
	−0.560
	0.694



	OL_1
	−0.437
	−0.440
	−0.492
	−0.529
	0.908
	−0.514



	OL_2
	−0.617
	−0.586
	−0.632
	−0.628
	0.918
	−0.630



	OL_3
	−0.630
	−0.571
	−0.596
	−0.611
	0.932
	−0.624



	OL_4
	−0.451
	−0.449
	−0.505
	−0.522
	0.920
	−0.496



	OL_5
	−0.447
	−0.332
	−0.321
	−0.361
	0.614
	−0.327



	SP_1
	0.746
	0.624
	0.680
	0.722
	−0.584
	0.937



	SP_2
	0.713
	0.752
	0.734
	0.764
	−0.605
	0.976



	SP_3
	0.664
	0.695
	0.683
	0.733
	−0.610
	0.910



	SP_4
	0.708
	0.743
	0.721
	0.755
	−0.597
	0.975



	SP_5
	0.684
	0.641
	0.677
	0.694
	−0.494
	0.913
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Table 4. Discriminant validity: Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) of 5% and 95%. Confidence Intervals.
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	Variables
	HC
	GC
	RC
	DC
	LO
	SP





	Hierarchical culture
	-----
	
	
	
	
	



	Group culture
	(0.622; 0.785)
	-----
	
	
	
	



	Rational culture
	(0.661; 0.786)
	(0.736; 0.839)
	-----
	
	
	



	Development culture
	(0.679; 0.816)
	(0.764; 0.854)
	(0.734; 0.845)
	-----
	
	



	Outsourcing level
	(0.671; 0.810)
	(−0.648; −0.470)
	(−0.693; −0.502)
	(−0.711; −0.537)
	-----
	



	Sustainable performance
	(−0.702; −0.492)
	(0.669; 0.794)
	(0.672; 0.804)
	(0.712; 0.840)
	(−0.697; −0.524)
	----
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Table 5. Goodness-of-fit (GoF) (index).
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	Variables
	AVE
	R2
	Q2





	Hierarchical culture
	0.679
	
	



	Group culture
	0.685
	
	



	Rational culture
	0.643
	
	



	Development culture
	0.730
	
	



	Outsourcing level
	0.752
	0.446
	0.303



	Sustainable performance
	0.888
	0.696
	0.574



	AVE × R2
	
	0.416
	



	GoF =    AVE    × R2
	
	0.645
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Table 6. Path coefficients, t-statistics, and F-squared.
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	Hypothesis
	B
	t
	p
	f2
	Conclusion





	Hierarchical culture → Outsourcing level
	−0.249
	1.754
	0.040
	0.043
	Supported



	Hierarchical culture → Sustainable performance
	0.254
	2.780
	0.003
	0.078
	NotSupported



	Group culture → Outsourcing level
	0.001
	0.010
	0.496
	0.000
	NotSupported



	Group culture → Sustainable performance
	0.135
	1.414
	0.079
	0.017
	Supported



	Rational culture → Outsourcing level
	−0.205
	1.440
	0.075
	0.022
	NotSupported



	Rational culture → Sustainable performance
	0.161
	1.659
	0.049
	0.024
	Supported



	Development culture → Outsourcing level
	−0.276
	2.141
	0.016
	0.035
	NotSupported



	Development culture → Sustainable performance
	0.281
	2.330
	0.010
	0.063
	Supported



	Outsourcing level → Sustainable performance
	−0.112
	1.656
	0.049
	0.023
	NotSupported
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