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Management Summary 
The orientation of organizational activities can be separated into two parts. On the one hand there is 

exploitation, which is about refinement, efficiency, choice, production, selection, implementation 

and execution.” (March, 1991, p. 71) and on the other hand there is exploration, which is about 

“search, variation, risk taking, experimentation, play, flexibility, discovery and innovation.” (March, 

1991, p. 71). Organizations that are able to survive and outperform the competitors have found the 

right balance between these two activities. Organizations often tend to put too much focus on one of 

the two, putting themselves in a dangerous position in the long run. Focusing too much on 

exploration can lead to a never-ending search for new opportunities while at the same time too little 

short term opportunities are exploited. Vice versa, the same applies. When exploitation has the 

upper hand, too little opportunities for the long term are discovered leading to competitors and new 

entrants taking over the market. 

Research question 

The study is performed at a large Dutch consulting and engineering firm and will, for confidentiality 

reasons, be labeled as “Organization A”. Organization A’s current strategy focusses on two points; (1) 

restructuring the organization and achieving cost reductions and efficiency and (2) realizing 

profitable growth by becoming leading in Europe through selected growth segments. Strategy 1 

focusses strongly on exploitation, while strategy 2 will need exploration to become leading in Europe. 

Through exploratory interviews the problem is identified as how the organization can move from 

strategy 1 to strategy 2 and keep them from over exploiting. The research question that this thesis 

aims to solve is therefore the following: 

Which organizational aspects need to be adjusted in Organization A to achieve a better balance 

between its exploration and exploitation activities?  

Approach 

To find an answer to this question an online survey is developed through an extensive literature 

review to test the current situation of Organization A’s exploration and exploitation capacities. The 

developed framework consists of 6 constructs. The hard factors; Strategy, Structure, and Systems 

and the soft factors; Top management, Leadership, and Individual context. Underlying each of the 

constructs are multiple antecedents. The survey was conducted at the offices in the Netherlands and 

had a response of n=338, of which 20 were in a management position. The questionnaire was 

followed up by performing two types of interviews. First management from two departments that 

scored high on the aspects strategy and leadership were interviewed.  Aimed at finding out how they 

deal with these topics in their department. Secondly five top managers were interviewed, to find out 

if 1) the results from the questionnaire are in line with what they experience in the organization and 

2) what the potential underlying causes are for these results.  

Results 

The results indicated that within the organization a strong focus on exploitation is present. This is 

especially relevant for the strategy and systems constructs. Leadership, individual context and 

structure scored more towards exploration as can be observed from figure 4-1-1. In this figure the 

theoretical proposed level for ambidextrous firms is presented by the light grey surface. The scores 

on the questionnaire for the managers are grey, and the scores for the employees without a 

management function are dark grey. Further specifying these results down in terms of strategy the 
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organization has limited innovation capacity and absorptive capacity (searching and seizing of new 

opportunities). In addition the communication of strategic ends does not reach the bottom of the 

organization as there are large differences between managers and employees. In terms of structure, 

employees do experience freedom and flexibility in how they do their work indicating a good basis 

for exploration. At the same time managers experience a large amount of formalization. Next to this 

employees and managers within a department are well connected, however cross boundary 

communication is still limited. The feedback and reward systems in the organization focus on 

exploitation, and there are no clear boundary and interactive systems that could guide the 

exploratory activities of the organization. Both transactional leadership and transformational 

leadership are present in the organization indicating a balance between exploration and exploitation 

in terms of leadership. And finally, at the individual level innovative potential is observed to be high.  

 

Figure 4-1-1: Visualization of current balance exploration and exploitation 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

The current situation of Organization A indicates that some of the core necessities to becoming 

ambidextrous are present within the organization. This is mainly rooted in the flexibility and freedom 

given to the employees, however the systems and strategy are counteracting the potential for 

becoming ambidextrous as these aspects focus too strongly on exploitation.   

To become ambidextrous the organization must adjust its organizational aspects. 9 causes have been 

identified from the results that should aid the organization in adjusting the right organizational 

aspects.  

Low amounts of interdepartmental collaboration, innovative capacity and absorptive capacity were 

observed in the organization. One of the underlying reasons for this is that there is not a clear 

strategy for innovation within the organization. Interviews with management revealed that the 

organization is aware of this and has developed a platform for innovation.  Communicating this 

strategy clearly to the employees is crucial for developing the underlying aspects related to structure, 

leadership, systems, and individual context.  
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Within such a strategy focusing on strong interdepartmental collaboration is important. Communities 

of practice can help connecting people from across departments. It is important that these 

communities have support from the top management, and that the outcomes are shared within the 

organization.  

Information does not reach the bottom of the organization and low amounts of motivational 

leadership are experienced. To improve the information flow the organization can use periodic 

meetings at the department level to communicate the business plan and strategy of the department. 

It is important to set a clear goal for each of these meetings. Setting clear objectives and 

expectations and evaluating them in the next meeting can help in creating a unified department.  

Within the organization the current feedback and reward system focusses strongly on exploitation. 

Redeveloping this system through employee involvement stands at the base of this. By using a single 

team working on a project with an exploratory nature as a start the organization can evaluate this 

method without using many resources. This team must by supervised by a manager or team leader 

to make sure the systems fit to the strategic orientation of the department. First the objectives must 

be identified, followed by the indicators and the priorities of the objectives. Once activities can be 

measured, feedback can be given in periodic intervals. At each feedback meeting an action plan 

should be established to achieve the objectives.  

There are no clear boundary and interactive systems present. The organization must take on a strong 

internal and external exploration orientation. Externally the organization needs to participate in joint 

knowledge development projects. To make sure these projects are performed adequately the 

organization must develop design principles that guide this process. The organization can learn from 

its own best practices to develop these principles and combine this with the theoretical design 

principles developed by Hegger et al. (2012). Internally the organization must use a transparent 

decision making process when developing new ideas and opportunities. This creates a strong 

feedback loop towards to employees and encourages them to continue developing new ideas. It is 

important here to communicate a clear goal and what is expected from the employees. In addition 

resources must be provided to further develop interesting opportunities. Finally the teams that are 

developing new businesses/products need to be coached by an experienced business developer to 

increase the success rate.  

High levels of formalization at the management level existed within the organization. Reducing the 

formalization will give the managers more time to spend on communicating the strategy and 

objectives of the department better. It is important to identify which formal systems are consuming 

the largest amount of time. The second step will be the redevelop or eliminate redundant formal 

systems. Thirdly feedback from the management must be collected to identify their perceptions of 

formalization and if they are able to allocate their time towards other activities due to the changes.  

Boundary crossing communication is limited in Organization A. Developing communities of practices 

will create groups of people that are strongly connected and share their knowledge among each 

other and through these connections come up with new ideas and opportunities. It is important that 

such communities have the support from the organization.  
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Large differences exist in the organization in terms of strategy and leadership. This indicates that the 

organization is capable of balancing between exploration and exploitation to some extent. It gives a 

great opportunity to learn from each other’s best practices.  

Within the organization a large group of medior employees exists that score significantly lower on a 

large amount of questions concerning the organization and its exploration and exploitation activities. 

The fact that the organization is not able to maintain the high scores of new employees can mean 

that highly talented employees will slip away towards the competition when their expectations are 

not met. It is therefore important to involve the group of medior employees in decision making 

processes. This way their expectations can be translated into changes into the organization. Secondly 

providing slack resources can help in sparking entrepreneurship and market orientation activities.  

For all these causes it is recommended for the organization to start small and learn from these small 

projects. The growth segments are a good starting point for this process. Applying these implications 

will provide the organization with data and feedback on which aspects work or don’t work. These 

implications can then be adjusted accordingly, when successful they can be implemented throughout 

the organization.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Introduction to the organization 
The study conducted in this report took place at a large Dutch consulting and engineering 

organization that operates on a global scale. The organization at which this study took place will 

remain anonymous and will therefore be called Organization A. Within the Netherlands Organization 

A has multiple offices to address markets more locally.   

The current consulting/engineer market that Organization A operates in, has been declining in the 

past years. The financial crisis resulted in less new construction projects across the entire market. 

Due to this Organization A is under pressure and is focusing on cost savings and the further 

exploitation of their current activities, this also returns in their strategy formulation which focuses on 

two main points, one is the restructuring of their current activities (strategy goal 1) and the second 

point is the realization of profitable growth, via a set of defined growth segments (strategy goal 2) 

The critical note that can be placed with this strategy is that the company can be trapped in a 

negative spiral of achieving efficiency. Focusing too much on the current knowledge and activities to 

achieve cost-reductions and efficiency can prove to be beneficial in the short run. However due to 

the more innovative activities and knowledge being driven out of the organization this can make the 

organization unable to handle future market changes (March, 1991). Organization A wants to realize 

profitable growth by being leading in Europe by focusing on four selected growth segments. To 

achieve this it can be argued that fundamentally different activities and skills are needed to achieve 

market leadership, compared to the efficiency notions of strategy goal 1. If Organization A is able to 

achieve strategy goal 1 and successfully restructure their organization by achieving high efficiency, 

their next step requires the company to step away from over focusing on efficiency and turn their 

resources towards realizing growth as well. To become a sustainable, high performing organization 

the organization must become able to find a balance between ‘exploration’ and ‘exploitation’. 

Exploration encompasses aspects such as “search, variation, risk taking, experimentation, play, 

flexibility, discovery and innovation.” Whereas exploitation is about “refinement, efficiency, choice, 

production, selection, implementation and execution” (March, 1991, p. 71). Within literature, 

organizations able to successfully balance their exploration and exploitation activities are called 

ambidextrous (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). The thesis is therefore focused on Organization A and 

their balance around exploration and exploitation. The following paragraph goes more in detail of 

the problem statement, followed by the research questions and the structure of the thesis.  

1.2. Problem Statement 
The market, in which Organization A operates, used to be dominated by the clients requests. For 

example if the government wants to build a new road to improve mobility between areas, 

Organization A responds by designing an offering, the government will pick the best offering amongst 

the competitors. More recently there has been a shift in that innovation is becoming a more 

important factor in these so called tenders. In addition to this current, technological and social 

developments are shaking the market up, where old business models are no longer sufficient and 

new ones are needed.  The construction and engineering market are commonly viewed as sectors 

that have relatively little innovation (Keegan & Turner, 2002; Reichstein, Salter, & Gann, 2005). Their 

activities are set on delivering projects on time and within budgets. To achieve this requires some 
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form of innovation as well, however this can be seen as exploiting the current knowledge that the 

organization has to solve the problems at hand. The more radical innovations are lacking behind. 

Within organization and innovation literature it is said that a balance between an organization’s 

explorative and exploitative activities is required to achieve higher, sustainable, performance (March, 

1991). This balance between exploration and exploitation is a widely researched phenomenon called 

ambidexterity. Ambidextrous organizations achieve a successful balance between their exploitation 

and exploration activities (March, 1991). Within project-based organizations, ambidexterity is a less 

researched subject and it shows different problems as opposed to the more researched 

manufacturing and technology organizations (Brady, 2004). These problems include the fact that 

projects are often of a one in a kind nature making the transferring of knowledge after a project is 

completed difficult. In addition investing in experimentation is not done as there are often no 

immediate future projects that could benefit from the unique solution. This however makes it an 

interesting subject in this context with potential to contribute to the overall literature of exploration-

exploitation.  

At the start of the study, exploratory interviews where held within the organization to gather more 

information on the explorative and exploitative activities of Organization A (See appendix A: Quotes 

from exploratory interviews). From these interviews it could be concluded that there is little room for 

experimentation and taking risks in projects. Within projects Organization A is partly dependent on 

the client and their budgets. However interviewees also argued that Organization A plays a passive 

role, where they wait for the client to come with a problem on which they perform a tender. In 

addition there are problems with transferring knowledge between projects and diffusing it 

throughout the organization. There are definitely innovative projects happening within the 

organization however the exploration of new opportunities seems to be lacking. These findings are 

also supported in the literature where project-based activities have a temporary factor; after the 

project, the team disbands and knowledge is lost and re-invented in the next project (Blindenbach-

Driessen & van den Ende, 2006). In addition to this, investments are discouraged since often the 

investment cannot be earned back on a single project. Secondly due to the nature of competitive 

tendering these projects are managed to achieve efficiency in time and costs. This is opposed to the 

more loosely structured innovation processes (Gann & Salter, 2000). These project-based 

organizations often manage innovation in their projects in the same way as they manage their 

regular projects (Eriksson, Olander, Szentes, & Widén, 2014). At the same time the current market is 

declining and Organization A and their clients become more aware of the need of innovation in their 

business due to radically changing business models and technologies. Therefore these exploration 

capabilities are getting more attention within the market, and these market opportunities can be the 

key in realizing profitable growth. Since these exploration activities require fundamentally different 

organizational capabilities there is a danger that the organization is not able to achieve the right 

balance between exploitation and exploration. By positioning the organization in such a way, so that 

it can deal with both the current and future business, Organization A will allow itself to make the 

radical changes that might be needed in the future, as small as possible, and become a more flexible, 

and sustainable organization.   

Based upon the exploratory interviews and the literature on project based organization the 

hypothesis is formed that Organization A is not able to achieve a sound balance between exploration 

and exploitation, this is rooted in the current strategy of Organization A which focusses on 

exploitation, thus the problem lies in how Organization A can move away from over exploiting to turn 
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towards realizing profitable growth and market leadership as is stated in their strategy (Annual 

Report Organization A, 2014). 

The issue at hand is that it is thus not a matter of just increasing the innovation potential of the 

organization. Organization A is an organization that has been in existence at the start of the previous 

century, and up until now has been able to sustain its position, thus their core competences are not 

things that need to be changed directly. In addition their current strategy is clear, and is beyond the 

scope of the thesis. However the thesis focusses on the transition of restructuring and realizing 

profitable growth. Thus the achievement of balance between exploration and exploitation so current 

and future business can be attained and high sustainable performance can be achieved. This leads us 

to the research question of this thesis.  

1.3. Research Questions 
The question raised by the previously stated problem lead to the following research question:  

 

To answer the research question the exploration and exploitation literature needs to be reviewed. 

Addressing what exploration and exploitation exactly entails and how organizations aim to achieve a 

balance between these two activities. This provides a theoretical framework on how organizations 

can achieve a balance, next the current situation for Organization A needs to be analyzed. Knowing 

their situation will help in identifying which organizational aspects Organization A can adjust to 

balance their exploration and exploitation activities. Therefore the following sub questions are 

stated: 

Sub question 1:  What are the organizational aspects necessary to find a balance between 

exploration and exploitation? 

Sub question 2:  What is the current situation of Organization A regarding the organizational 

aspects of exploration and exploitation activities?  

Sub question 3:  Should Organization A adjust its organizational aspects to achieve a better 

balance between its exploration and exploitation activities and if so, how?   

To answer sub question 1, a conceptual framework will be developed from literature, encompassing 

the organizational antecedents, consequences, and moderating factors concerning exploration and 

exploitation.  

This framework will lead to answering sub question 2, as the framework will be used as the basis for 

developing a diagnostic tool for measuring the organizations Exploration and Exploitation activities. 

The diagnostic tool will take the form of questionnaires that will be distributed throughout the 

organization.  

The results of sub question 2 enable a deeper analysis of the current situation and the potential 

problems that restrict the organization from achieving a sound balance between exploration and 

exploitation. Following the diagnostic measurement tool semi-structured interviews will be held to 

Which organizational aspects need to be adjusted in Organization A to achieve a better balance 

between its exploration and exploitation activities?  
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address the key findings of the analysis. This will combine the findings into an advice on how 

Organization A can better balance their explorative and exploitative activities in pursuit of new and 

emerging business opportunities.  

1.4. Methodology 
In this section the methodology will be shortly discussed. In chapter 3 the methodology will be 

explained in more detail.   

This study consists out of a desk study, and a field study. In the desk study the problem statement is 

conceptualized through a literature review, developing a conceptual framework that relates to the 

theoretical problem and also the organization involved. The aim is to explain exploration and 

exploitation through analyzing its antecedents. The objective of the review is to derive a conceptual 

framework from the available literature on the subject to answer sub question 1.  

The review is shaped by starting at the roots of the exploration and exploitation literature. Key 

authors and journals reporting on the subject are identified and analyzed. Different viewpoints 

within the exploration-exploitation literature are taken into account in the reporting of the literature. 

A framework is constructed, which is discussed within the organization and with the supervisors from 

the university to validate and refine the framework.  

The field study applies the developed framework to Organization A. in the form of a questionnaire 

through the organization.  This study is approached as a single case study (Yin, 2009) and uses a 

multiple method approach for the collection of data. Three sources of data stand central, first the 

documents from the organization, which are mainly used in the problem definition phase, second 

data collected from questionnaires aimed at solving the second research question, and third 

interviews used for explanation building from the previously conducted questionnaires.   

The scope of the field study is on the Dutch activities of Organization A, all divisions and departments 

will be involved to develop a complete overview of the organization.  

The data for the questionnaire will be collected through online questionnaires, in the form of Likert 

scales. These data will be analyzed through looking at the central tendencies and variabilities within 

the organization. The interviews will be semi-structured based upon the results from the 

questionnaire.  

1.5. Objectives and Results 
The thesis aims to contribute to the organization by identifying the current situation of the 

organization in regards to exploration and exploitation. Secondly the analysis and interviews 

following the measurement tool will provide Organization A with a list of implications on how they 

can potentially attain balance between exploration and exploitation. 

In terms of the exploration and exploitation literature, the thesis provides an easy to use and 

generally applicable framework, based upon an extensive review of the literature, for analyzing an 

organization’s explorative and exploitative capabilities. In addition to the framework a diagnostic 

measurement tool is developed deriving its base from an extensive pool of literature. This diagnostic 

tool could be used as a basis for further organizational research on exploration and exploitation. In 

addition research on ambidexterity within project-based and consulting/engineering organizations is 
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scarce. The research could provide insights into why such organizations are struggling with balancing 

their explorative and exploitative activities. Revealing potential future research directions.  

The nature of results are twofold; first applying the diagnostic tool provides an overview of the entire 

organization and its exploration and exploitation capabilities. The nature of results is the data from 

the questionnaires, which gives a blueprint of the organization regarding its exploration and 

exploitation capabilities at that point in time. Secondly the interviews and case study provide in 

depth analysis of the issues at hand, giving advice on what the underlying causes are and what the 

organization can change to alter their exploration and exploitation activities. The solutions to the 

causes are given in the format of management implications.  

1.6. Structure of the report 
The report is structured by first conducting the literature review (C2), to answer the first sub 

question. The literature review is structured by first explaining the notions of exploration and 

exploitation and the modes of achieving a balance between these two activities. Secondly the 

performance outcomes are discussed, followed by the antecedents of exploration and exploitation, 

and finally the moderating factors. The literature review is concluded by providing the conceptual 

framework used to answer sub question 1. In Chapter 3 the research methodology is described. 

Chapter 4 discusses the results from the questionnaire and is used to answer sub question 2. 

Followed by Chapter 5, which describes the results from the post hoc interviews. Chapter 6 uses the 

results to define a set of management implications for the organization, answering sub question 3.   
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2. Literature Review 
The literature review describes the theoretical background of exploration and exploitation. The 

objective of the review is to develop a framework in terms of the organization’s exploration and 

exploitation capabilities. First the notions of exploration and exploitation will be discussed, followed 

by different modes of balancing. Finally the organizational antecedents to exploration and 

exploitation are discussed leading to the framework and the answering of sub question 1.  

 

2.1. Exploration & Exploitation 
Within management literature there has been wide attention, especially since March’s (1991) article, 

for organizations to find a balance between their exploration and exploitation activities. Exploration 

encompasses aspects such as “search, variation, risk taking, experimentation, play, flexibility, 

discovery and innovation.” Whereas exploitation is about “refinement, efficiency, choice, production, 

selection, implementation and execution” (March, 1991, p. 71). In continuation of March’s article 

many authors have been addressing similar tensions between organizational activities, Levinthal & 

March (1993) refer to the exploration and exploitation paradox primarily from an organizational 

learning point of view, the development of new knowledge versus refinement of existing knowledge. 

Tushman & O’Reilly (1996) focus on the organizational design and the separation of explorative and 

exploitative activities. Others refer to the difference in innovation, were the more radical innovations 

are attributed to exploration and the incremental innovation to exploitation (Jansen, Bosch, & 

Volberda, 2005). Other authors refer to the ability of the organization to adapt, such as alignment 

and adaptability (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004), efficiency and flexibility (Adler, Goldoftas, & Levine, 

1999). In addition these notions have been researched in organizational context, at the organization 

(O’Reilly & Tushman, 2004), group and individual levels (Mom, van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2009), in 

large organizations as well as small to medium sized organizations (Lubatkin, 2006), in alliances and 

acquisitions (Stettner & Lavie, 2014; Tiwana, 2008), senior management teams (Smith & Tushman, 

2005), and technological  innovation (He & Wong, 2004a).  

In addition to this, within literature there are two views to the relation between exploration and 

exploitation. The first is that exploration and exploitation both lay at opposite ends of the same 

continuum. This means that increasing ones explorative activities will result in a reduction of their 

exploitative activities due to limited resources, and vice versa as well (March, 1991; Gibson & 

Birkinshaw, 2004). The second view is an orthogonal one. It argues that organizations should strive to 

maximize the attainment of both activities rather than the trade-off described by March and others 

(Simsek, Heavy, Veiga, & Souder, 2009). The two views can be observed in Fig 1 and 2 as showcased 

by Gupta, Smith, & Shalley. (2013) 

  

Sub question 1:  What are the organizational aspects necessary to find a balance between 

exploration and exploitation? 

Figure 2-1: Exploitation and Exploration as Two ends 
of a Continuum (Gupta et al., 2006). 

Figure 2-2: Exploitation and Exploration as 
Orthogonal (Gupta et al., 2006). 
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In addition to the difference in the exploration and exploitation constructs the term ambidexterity 

has been used to describe the achievement of balance between exploration and exploitation. 

Ambidexterity comes from ambidextrous which is latin for; both (ambi) and favorable (dexter), in 

daily live this is often used to perform tasks with both hands or feet equally well, instead of 

preferring one over the other. Thus Ambidexterity in the context of organizations means that it refers 

to the ability of organizations to balance exploration and exploitation simultaneously (Tushman & 

O’Reilly, 1996). This corresponds to the view of exploration and exploitation at two ends of a 

continuum from Gupta et al. (2006), which will be the view that is used throughout this study.  

As research has intensified on ambidexterity, and exploration and exploitation, the definitions differ 

throughout literature resulting in mixed findings in terms of performance outcomes and making it 

difficult to generalize the findings of the literature. Within this study we trace back to the notions of 

March (1991) on exploration and exploitation, as these appear to be the most accepted in the 

exploration-exploitation literature. In addition to this we use the ambidexterity construct to identify 

the ability of the organization to find the right balance between exploration and exploitation. 

Ambidexterity thus is about organization survival and adaptability, developing capabilities (at the 

organizational, management, and individual levels) and balancing them as necessary to compete in 

today and tomorrows markets (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013).  

2.1.1. Why is a balance between exploration and exploitation necessary? 

Organizations performing excessive explorative activities tend to endanger themselves by 

continuously searching for new opportunities and knowledge which is a highly uncertain process and 

organizations run the risk of not finding anything in the short run. Leading to the so called “failure 

trap” where constant shifting of possibilities leads to the organization driving out their exploitative 

activities (March, 1991; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). As organizations mature and their core business 

stabilizes organizations often tend to focus too much on the current knowledge and activities to 

achieve cost-reductions and efficiency so they can maintain their market position. This exploitation 

often proves to be beneficial in the short run resulting in organizations repeating their knowledge 

and experience, however this can lead to the so called “success trap”, where the exploration 

activities are driven out of the organization. Empirical research has indeed found confirming results 

that organizations able to successfully balance their explorative and exploitative activities tend to 

outperform organizations focusing on either exploration or exploitation (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2004) 

depending on the organization’s environment (Jansen, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2006) or on the 

R&D intensity of the industry (Uotila, Maula, Keil, & Zahra, 2009). The issue for organizations lies in 

the balancing act of these activities, since exploration and exploitation are pulling at each other, 

asking for resources and potentially driving the other activity out.  This tension makes it difficult to 

achieve the right mix.  

2.1.2. How can organizations balance exploration and exploitation? 

For organizations to become ambidextrous the literature proposes different modes of balancing that 

aid organizations in dealing with the tensions of exploration and exploitation. Three modes of 

balancing reoccur frequently within the exploration and exploitation literature (O’Reilly & Tushman, 

2013). These are the structural, temporal and contextual mode of balancing. The structural mode is 

one that separates the exploration and exploitation activities structurally. Due to the radical different 

processes and routines required by both exploration and exploitation scholars argued that these two 

activities need to be structurally separated from each other, creating a dual organizational structure 



8 
 

(Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). “These dual organizational organizations are composed of multiple 

tightly coupled subunits that are themselves loosely coupled with each other. Within these subunits 

the culture and processes are consistent but across subunits, tasks, culture and processes are 

inconsistent” (Benner & Tushman, 2003).  

The temporal mode of balancing argues, similarly to the structural mode, that exploration and 

exploitation are two radically different concepts that need to be separated from each other. The 

difference lies within the separation across time periods. This means that there are periods of 

exploration in the organization or unit followed by periods of exploitation, this is still orchestrated 

from the top. The difference lies in that individuals in the structural mode are able to perform either 

exploration or exploitation, in the temporal mode researchers argue that individuals are able to 

perform both equally well, but not simultaneously.  

The contextual mode builds further on the notion that individuals are able to perform exploration 

and exploitation activities at the same time. Researchers here argue that within units individual level 

behaviors and beliefs are able to be shaped, and a certain organizational context can be designed to 

encourage individuals to divide their time between the tensions of exploration and exploitation 

(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). Researchers have discussed additional modes as well such as domain 

separation (Lavie, Stettner, & Tushman, 2006) or in the context of acquisitions and alliances (Stettner 

& Lavie, 2014), however the structural, temporal and contextual constructs are used, as these are 

most widely adopted throughout literature (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). An overview of the modes by 

Lavie et al. (2006) is given in table 1.  

Balancing mode Structural  Temporal Contextual 

Level Organizational level Organizational level / slightly 
on individual and group level 

Individual and group levels 

Mechanisms Separated exploration and 
exploitation units, with own 
culture, processes and tasks 

Exploration exploitation within 
the same unit but separated 
over time. 

Individual is able to decide 
between exploration and 
exploitation activities 

Management role Active management and 
strategic integration 

Active management and 
strategic integration 

Providing the right 
organizational context 

Pro’s Buffer between tensions of 
exploration and exploitation. 

Buffer between tensions of 
exploration and exploitation 

Strategic integration done 
through successful 
organizational context 

Challenge Integration and knowledge 
management between units 
at both management level 
and individual level 

Managing the temporal shifts, 
without losing the balance. 

Managing the tensions of 
exploration and exploitation 
within a unit.  

Table 2.1: Modes of balancing exploration and exploitation (Lavie et al., 2006) 
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2.1.3. Is it just a matter of applying a mode of balancing? 

These mode of balancing propose different ways of achieving an ambidextrous organization, 

however is it then so simple for organizations to just apply such a mode of a balancing? First of all the 

literature indicates that these modes are not exclusive, meaning that multiple modes can be used 

and give the possibility of switching between modes (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013; Eriksson, 2013). This 

already makes the nature of balancing a much more dynamic process. Secondly the different 

balancing modes require different roles and challenges and appear on different levels in the 

organization (table 2.1). This indicates the broad organizational scope and capabilities required to 

become ambidextrous.  

We therefore argue that it is not a matter of applying a mode of balancing that allows an 

organization to become ambidextrous. Instead it is much more about identifying the issue at hand 

that is limiting the organization from successfully seizing their exploration and exploitation 

capabilities. The modes of balancing aid in reducing the tensions of exploration and exploitation at an 

organizational and structural level, but at the core we need to take one step back and identify how 

an organization is going to shape the development of its exploration and exploitation capacity. In this 

sense ambidexterity becomes much more about how organizations are able to react and adapt the 

organization to meet their exploration and exploitation needs.  

2.2. Organizational antecedents of exploration/exploitation 
In this section the organizational capabilities that are needed for shaping exploration and 

exploitation will be discussed. The aim is to develop a conceptual framework encompassing these 

organizational capabilities. Works of (Lavie et al., 2006), (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008)  and (Simsek et 

al., 2009) are used as the basis for the conceptual framework. From these studies six key constructs 

returned in being important factors for becoming ambidextrous. These constructs are visualized in 

figure 2-3 below. To delve further into these constructs this section is structured into multiple layers. 

First, the capabilities are categorized in three different levels. The organizational level, departmental 

level and the individual level. Secondly, for each level hard and soft factors were found. Both hard 

and soft factors are important in attaining a balance between exploration and exploitation, specifying 

this separation is due to the implications hard and soft factors have when bringing about change in 

an organization. Hard factors are often easily adjusted while soft factors are more difficult to change 

as they relate to the more social and human factors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-3: Framework Hard & Soft factors 
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In this chapter the six constructs are explained in more detail and the underlying antecedents to 

these constructs are described. In each subchapter to goal is to work towards a proposed model for 

exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity. The antecedents found from the literature are 

positioned in a radar diagram, indicating the levels necessary for organizations that are highly 

explorative, highly exploitative or ambidextrous. The required levels are categorized as high, average 

or low.  

2.2.1. Organizational level 

At the organizational level the organizations core is determined, through the alignment of the 

organization’s vision, mission, strategy, and the management, the organization’s goals are achieved. 

The organizational level antecedents are about the organization’s strategy and top management 

team which shape the rest of the organization. Strategy is seen as a hard factor while top 

management is seen as a soft factor.  

Strategy  

Strategy can be seen as an organizations ability to position itself in the market, telling how the 

organization responds to new opportunities and threats (Porter 1990). 

Collaboration  

The term collaboration often returns in literature regarding innovation and market orientation. 

Where high amounts of collaboration are attributed to increased innovative performance and market 

orientation. The proposed benefits of collaboration stem from the idea that, together, you know 

more and are thus able to develop increasingly innovative solutions. To further define collaboration 

in the organizational context, two different types are identified: interorganizational collaboration and 

interdepartmental collaboration. Interorganizational collaboration is about collaborating with other 

partners such as research centers, suppliers, stakeholders and so on. Faems, Van Looy, & Debackere, 

(2005) find a positive relationship between interorganizational collaboration and innovative 

performance, furthermore Faems et al (2005) identify between explorative and exploitative 

collaboration and they suggest the adoption of a portfolio approach in the context of 

interorganizational collaboration to balance between collaboration for explorative and exploitative 

ends. Interdepartmental collaboration is about the collaboration between departments in the 

organization, where a common vision, collective goals and the sharing of resources are present 

(Kahn, 2001). Kahn (1996) found that interdepartmental collaboration has a strong positive effect on 

performance. The emphasis is put on company policies that facilitate collaboration instead of only 

using formal meetings and documented information exchange. Therefore the following is proposed 

for ambidextrous firms to fully reap the benefits, high interorganizational and –departmental 

collaboration is required. This boosts the innovative performance of the organization for both 

explorative and exploitative ends. For organizations focusing solely on exploitative purposes 

collaboration across departments is expected to be lower, as the goals of interdepartmental 

collaboration is to increase innovative performance and develop new opportunities across markets, 

taking time away from a full exploitation orientation. For highly explorative organizations, it is the 

opposite, high levels of collaboration are expected since they do want to develop the most 

innovative solutions out there.  
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Communication 

The literature on ambidexterity continuously stresses the importance of clearly formulating and 

communicating a shared vision throughout the organization (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). 

Ambidextrous companies often have a paradoxical vision or strategy, since the goal is to attain both 

exploitative and explorative success. A strong communication can help the employees in dealing with 

the paradoxical tensions of exploration and exploitation (Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2008). In addition to 

the communication of the strategy and vision, which occurs at the top of the organization. 

Communication within ambidexterity is also crucial at a lower level. As Taylor & Helfat (2009) state 

“individuals who act as boundary spanners facilitate information flow and coordination between 

groups, enabling communication and understanding to take place across differentiated knowledge 

domains.” Within ambidextrous firms the boundary crossing linkages between exploration and 

exploitation are crucial in reaping the benefits from both activities. Therefore the proposed levels for 

both exploration and ambidexterity are high in terms of communication. For exploitation, 

communication is of course important, however it is expected t find a lower amount of boundary 

crossing linkages in highly exploitative organizations.  

Absorptive capacity 

Absorptive capacity is an organization’s ability to ‘explore’ proactively for external knowledge and 

emerging opportunities (Lavie et al., 2006). As Cohen & Levinthal (1994), absorptive capacity does 

not only refer to exploration. From an organizations perspective absorptive capacity is also about 

ability to exploit the generated knowledge. It is thus on one hand key that organizations are in close 

connection with the external environment, while simultaneously they are able to communicate and 

transfer the knowledge across organizational units. Similarly Jansen, van den Bosch, & Volberda 

(2005) distinguish between potential and realized absorptive capacity. Potential absorptive capacity 

is about the identification and acquisition of new external knowledge, while realized absorptive 

capacity is about the transformation of the existing and acquired knowledge into operations. For 

organizations to become ambidextrous it is thus of key importance to have developed both potential 

and realized absorptive capacity in high levels. Jansen et al. (2005) further find that coordination 

capabilities enhance the potential absorptive capacity while socialization capabilities enhance 

realized absorptive capacity. In this context absorptive capacity that will be used throughout the 

thesis will focus on potential absorptive capacity, while realized absorptive capacity falls under 

collaboration and communication aspects that were discussed before.  

Thus for exploration, exploitation, and ambidexterity the following is proposed: For highly 

explorative organizations this search for new knowledge is extremely important, it is thus expected 

that these organizations achieve very high levels of absorptive capacity. Highly exploitative 

organizations still want to gather external market knowledge to exploit their current business better, 

so average levels of absorptive capacity are expected. For ambidextrous firms the levels for 

absorptive capacity are expected to be high, since sufficient external knowledge needs to be 

gathered to exploit successfully.  

Innovative Capacity 

Innovative capacity tells something about the importance of innovation in the organization. Both 

exploration and exploitation require forms of innovation. Where exploration is more associated with 

radical innovations, while exploitation is more associated with incremental innovations. 

Organizations deal with this by formulating a strategy surrounding innovation. This strategy usually 
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dictates what and how the organization wants to achieve certain goals and in what kind of markets. 

It is important that this strategy is closely matched with the ecosystem of the organization and its 

customers (Adner, 2006). This supports the importance of both interorganizational collaboration and 

absorptive capacity that were defined earlier. In addition to this strategies include portfolios 

regarding the organizations innovations (Engel, Dirlea, Dyer, & Graff, 2015). This enables 

organizations to get an overview of the devoted resources towards radical and incremental 

innovations. Ambidextrous firms want to achieve the right balance between having radical and 

incremental innovations. Interestingly Engel et al. (2015) found that there is no direct correlation 

between money invested through R&D and profitability. Instead they argue that time needed as 

investment to develop the right strategy, not just on paper but in the minds of the decision makers 

as well.  

To separate between exploration and exploitation in this context, very high levels of innovative 

capacity are linked with exploration, while low levels are linked to exploitation. This does not mean 

that exploitation does not require innovation, however it is expected that innovation takes a more 

prominent role in explorative organizations compared to exploitative organizations. For 

ambidextrous firms high levels of innovative capacity are proposed. Ambidextrous organizations are 

expected to give innovation a prominent role, alongside strategies surrounding efficiency.  

 

 
Figure 2-4: Proposed scores strategy factors for exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity 
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To become ambidextrous it is of key importance that an organization has high levels of absorptive capacity, 

as this enables them to gather, and diffuse new knowledge throughout the organization. To achieve this it 

is important to have a clear communication of the strategic direction, and individuals who are able to 

provide boundary crossing linkages. Secondly collaboration is required to aid in successful diffusion across 

the entirety of the organization. Finally there must be sufficient innovative capacity to successfully engage 

in new business opportunities. 

Becoming Ambidextrous 1: Strategy 

Theoretical proposed levels for: 
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Top Management 

The top management team is responsible for the organizations direction, the important 

organizational choices are made at this level. Top management is usually responsible for defining the 

overarching strategy of the organization.  

Alignment & Adaptability 

Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004) discuss an organizations adaptability and alignment and they argue that 

both organizational adaptability and alignment are necessary to achieve ambidexterity. 

Organizational alignment refers to “coherence among all the patterns of activities in the business 

unit; they are working together toward the same goal.” (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) And adaptability 

refers to “the capacity to reconfigure activities in the business unit quickly to meet changing 

demands in the task environment.” (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) These constructs thus tell something 

about how an organization is able to respond to both to the internal and external environment 

through the adaptability and alignment of the top management. Within structural ambidexterity 

adaptability and alignment are usually separated, where exploratory units focus more on adaptability 

and exploitative units focus more on alignment. However Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004) found that for 

contextual ambidexterity there is no trade-off between alignment and adaptability, meaning that 

business units were able to develop both simultaneously and achieve high performance. 

In line with adaptability lies an organization´s capacity for change (Judge & Blocker, 2008). This 

organizational capacity for change is defined as “a dynamic organizational capability that allows the 

enterprise to adapt old capabilities to new threats and opportunities as well as create new 

capabilities” (Judge & Blocker, 2008). Meyer & Stensaker (2006) discuss the need to balance between 

implementing changes and maintaining daily operations. They argue that too many changes could 

create chaos while too little leads to inertia. In line with alignment lies strategic integration (O’Reilly 

& Tushman, 2008). It is of key importance that subunits within an organization are strategically 

integrated at the top management level. This strategic integration requires a shared vision, a set of 

common values and an overarching governance process (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008) to aid in 

collaboration and binding of the subunits. In similar vein it is important that management is capable 

to reconfigure organizational assets (Turner et al., 2013). To adapt to changing environments 

management must be able to, repeatedly, reconfigure their organizational assets. Inertia and risk 

aversion often lead to certain path dependences within organizations that reinforce the dominant 

activity (Lavie et al., 2006). 

 

Organizations focusing on exploration are proposed to have very high levels of adaptability, to allow 

them to quickly change their organization in reaction to innovations. Organizations focusing on 

exploitation are proposed to have very high levels of alignment, allowing them to steer the 

organization in the direction they want. In line with Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004), ambidextrous 

organizations are proposed to have high levels of both alignment and adaptability.   

Behavioral integration 

The top management team has an important role to fulfill, and their experiences, knowledge, and 

ideas influence the choices of how on organization will balance its exploration and exploitation 

activities. Lubatkin, Simsek, Ling, & Veiga (2006) use the construct of behavioral integration. 

Behavioral integration is “intended to capture the level of the senior team’s wholeness and unity of 

effort, a behaviorally integrated top management team is better able to synchronize the team’s 
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social and task processes, including the quality of information exchange, collaborative behavior, and 

joint decision making” (Lubatkin et al., 2006). This behavioral integration enables organizations to 

make strategic decisions that balance exploitation and exploration activities (Carmeli & Halevi, 2009), 

Behavioral integration is similar with the construct of social integration as is proposed by Jansen, 

George, Bosch, & Volberda (2008). Further research on the impact of the management team on 

exploration and exploitation include that founding members of an organization and teams in general 

with common and diverse experiences and affiliations are able to better explore and exploit 

simultaneously (Beckman, 2006; Perretti & Negro, 2006).  

For ambidextrous organizations it is thus proposed that very high levels of behavioral integration are 

needed. High levels of behavioral integration are expected to help organizations attain high levels for 

both alignment and adaptability. For organizations focusing on exploration or exploitation levels of 

behavioral integration are proposed to be average.  

 

 
Figure 2-5: Proposed scores top management factors for exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity 

Conclusion  

Balancing exploration and exploitation at the organizational level requires a sound Strategy. This 

strategy is seen as the ability of an organization to position itself in the market, meaning that it says 

how organizations respond to new opportunities and threats (Porter 1990). Within the exploration 

exploitation literature we link this back to an organizations absorptive capacity (Jansen et al 2005). 

This strategy is formulated by the Top Management. The top management tries to bring consistency 

and order in an organization. They try to balance the short term efficiency and the long term 

adaptability by using structured systems to set clear plans, allocate resources, and monitor results 

(Smith & Tushman, 2005). This indicates that management can have a more exploratory or 

exploitative nature. In addition to the trade-offs of managing the short and long term the 

management has an integrative nature as well, where synergies need to be identified between 

business units and exploratory and exploitative activities (Smith & Tushman, 2005). This links 

management to the notions of adaptability and alignment (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004).  
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An ambidextrous top management is characterized by their ability to align all the activities in the 

organization towards the same end, while at the same time being able to adapt itself in a timely manner to 

the changing environment. To do this top management must be able achieve high levels of behavioral 

integration.  

Becoming Ambidextrous 2: Top Management 

Theoretical proposed levels for: 



15 
 

2.2.2. Departmental level 

At the departmental level the organizations core activities are determined, departments each have 

different goals and processes to get there. This is rooted in the specific structure of the department 

and the corresponding leadership of the departmental management. Structure is seen as a hard 

factor while leadership is seen as a soft factor.  

Structure  

Within literature organizational structure is one of the primary ways in dealing with the tensions 

between exploration and exploitation. Researchers have argued how this is best achieved, and this is 

linked back directly to the modes of balancing that were discussed earlier. Semi- or dual structures 

that separate the tense concepts over space and/or time (structural and temporal ambidexterity).  As 

Benner & Tushman (2003) state, “These contrasting, inconsistent units must be physically and 

culturally separated from one another, have different measurement and incentives, and have distinct 

managerial teams.” In addition there are also complex structures that combine the concepts of 

exploration and exploitation within the same unit (contextual ambidexterity) which means that the 

organizational structure remains the same however the changes are made more at the cultural level. 

In addition organizational structure also comes back in the ambidextrous learning framework of Kang 

and Snell (2009) where a separation is made between mechanistic and organic capital. This relates to 

the distinct differences across units and argues that more organic units are related to exploration, 

while mechanistic units are related to exploitation (Burns & Stalker, 1961). Breaking these structures 

further down reveals different levels of formalization, centralization, specialization, and 

connectedness (Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, & Turner, 1968). Formalization is the codification of best 

practices and processes to make them easier to apply throughout the entire organization or business 

unit (Jansen, et al., 2005). Centralization is about the authority of decision making, what decisions are 

made at which level in the organization. High centralization means that decisions are made at the 

top, while decentralization means decision are made on the lower levels as well. Specialization refers 

to how work is distributed across the business unit, are roles specialized or more generalized. 

Connectedness refers to the network of individuals, it determines the cohesion in and between 

business units. Higher connectedness allows for the development of deep knowledge structures 

(Jansen, et al., 2005). Mechanistic units tend to have high levels of formalization, centralization, 

specialization and lower amounts of connectedness. Compared to organic structures that have lower 

levels of formalization, are characterized by decentralization and connectedness and roles are often 

more generalizable (Kang & Snell, 2009). Connectedness can be important for both exploitative and 

explorative activities, however it is argued that to be successful in explorative endeavors 

connectedness is more crucial. Jansen, et al. (2005) finds that an interaction of decentralization and 

connectedness improves the level of ambidexterity of a business unit. In similar vein Mom, van den 

Bosch, & Volberda (2009) find that decision making authority, the participation in cross-functional 

interfaces and connectedness positively relates to the individual level of ambidexterity. 

For highly exploitative organizations a structure characterized by high levels of formalization, 

centralization and specialization is proposed. In contrast explorative organizations have low 

formalization, centralization and specialization, but do have high levels of connectedness. 

Ambidextrous organizations are proposed to sit between these two extremes. Where there are 

average levels of formalization and specialization, a slightly decentralized structure, with high levels 

of connectedness.  
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Figure 2-6: Proposed scores structure factors for exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity 

Leadership 

Within an organization the leaders can be seen as the translation of the organization’s vision and 

strategy towards the individual level. Thus at the departmental level the leaders can be seen as the 

managers of that department, they become an extension of the top management team reaching 

down towards the lower levels of the organization. Jansen et al. (2008) Find that transformational 

leadership moderates the effectiveness of the behavioral/social integration construct, by “using 

inspirational motivation to emphasize harmonious relationships and encourage shared learning 

experiences across senior team members with possible conflicting interests.” (Jansen et al., 2008). In 

addition to the 4I framework for organization learning Vera & Crossan (2004) describe how strategic 

leadership influences each element of this learning system. They argue that both transformational 

and transactional leadership styles (t/t leadership styles) are effective for organizational learning in 

specific situations. Jansen, Vera, & Crossan (2009) build further upon this by linking the t/t leadership 

styles and organizational learning to exploration and exploitation. They find that transformational 

leadership is associated with explorative innovation, while transactional leadership is associated with 

exploitation. In similar veins Nemanich & Vera (2009) found that transformational leadership and the 

development of a learning culture, characterized by safety, openness and participation in decision 

making promoted ambidexterity.  

In line with Jansen et al. (2009) exploitative organizations are proposed to have high levels of 

transactional leadership, while explorative organizations have high levels of transformational 

leadership. Ambidextrous organizations need both leadership styles to pursue exploitation and 

exploration simultaneously.  
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Becoming Ambidextrous 3: Structure 

An ambidextrous organization requires a mix of organic and mechanistic structures. Formalization and 

specialization should be average, since too much formalization and specialization might hamper explorative 

purposes while too little can lead too over exploring and reduced efficiency. In terms of connectedness and 

decentralization high levels are best for ambidextrous ends. 

Becoming Ambidextrous 4: Leadership 

Leaders give direction to their employees, a transactional style is best for exploitation while a 

transformational style is best for exploration. Leaders able to use both styles effectively should be able to 

develop ambidextrous departments.  

Theoretical proposed levels for: 



17 
 

 
Figure 2-7: Proposed scores leadership factors for exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity 

Conclusion  

The strategy of the top management is implemented through the organization’s structure and its 

leadership. In terms of exploration and exploitation these structures can be more organic or 

mechanistic, these structures can be changed depending on the direction of the organization. 

However it is argued that too frequent changes generate a negative effect. Leadership can aid in 

these changes, where transformational and transactional leadership styles are found to impact 

exploration and exploitation respectively. Indicating that both leadership styles are needed for 

ambidextrous firm behavior.  

2.2.3. Individual level 

At the individual level, a separation is made between systems and individual context. These 

determine for a specific individual person his/her exploration and exploitation intentions. Systems 

are the hard factor, while the individual context is seen as a soft factor.  

Systems 

Management control systems can help the management team to reduce the tensions of exploration 

and exploitation at the individual level. Systems are structured methods or processes that bring the 

structure of the organization towards the individual employees. Simons (1994) proposes four levers 

of control, beliefs systems, boundary systems, diagnostic systems, and interactive systems. Beliefs 

systems can be seen as the formal communication of vision, mission and values. They help align the 

behavior of the individuals to the organization’s goals. Interactive systems are about the 

identification and communication of opportunities to respond proactively to them. Boundary 

systems, impose the limits for individual members to ensure that exploration or exploitation does 

not take the upper hand, the creation of a focused domain.  Diagnostic systems are feedback 

systems, monitoring performance and rewarding appropriately. McCarthy & Gordon (2011) apply 

Simon’s framework to R&D contextual ambidexterity. They propose that beliefs and interactive 

systems support exploration and feed forward control, while boundary and diagnostic system 

support exploitation and feedback control. In addition to this other findings that can be linked back 

to these levers of control include the usage of a clear reward systems (Ambos, Mäkelä, Birkinshaw, & 

D’Este, 2008; Chang, Yang, & Chen, 2009; Kaplan & Henderson, 2005), contingency rewards (Jansen 

et al., 2008), performance feedback (Lavie et al., 2006), meta-routines and job enrichment (Adler et 

al., 1999). These management control systems help to guide individual members and improve the 

organizational context to become ambidextrous and improve organizational learning through 

feedback and feedforward control mechanisms. 
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Theoretical proposed levels for: 
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In line with McCarthy & Gordon (2011), ambidextrous organizations are proposed to have high levels 

of beliefs, interactive, diagnostic and boundary systems. Exploitative organizations will put a stronger 

focus on boundary and diagnostic systems, and explorative organizations will put a stronger focus on 

beliefs and interactive systems.  

 

 
 

Individual context 

The individual context is of an organization is shaped by the culture of that organization, an 

organization’s culture is represented by the collective values, beliefs and principles of the individual 

members of the organization. Organizational culture is shaped through a sense of vision, mission, 

organization goals and norms and values. These guide the behavior of individual organizational 

members, which in turn can be more explorative or exploitative in the structural and temporal 

ambidexterity modes (Lavie et al., 2006). As Tushman & O’Reilly (1996) state: “Norms and values 

provide the glue that keeps these organizations together. Yet, at the same time, individual units 

entertain widely varying subcultures appropriate to their particular businesses.” The contextual 

ambidexterity mode aims to design a culture that enables and even encourages, individuals to 

achieve a balance between the tensions of exploration and exploitation within their own operations 

(Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008).  

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) argue that it is not only leadership, formal structures or cultures that 

are the main drivers of business-unit performance, but instead it is achieved by “building a carefully 

selected set of systems and processes that collectively define a context that allows the meta-

capabilities of alignment and adaptability to simultaneously flourish, and thereby sustain business-

unit performance.” (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). This line of reasoning argues that ambidextrous 

behavior can be achieved by the individuals themselves. The organizational context can be defined in 

four attributes: discipline, stretch, support, and trust (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994). Where discipline 

and stretch strengthens individuals ambition to achieve and go beyond established goals. And 

support and trust generate the cooperative environment in which the pursuit of goals happens. In 

this context there needs to be balance to avoid a burnout atmosphere or the so called ‘country club’ 

atmosphere in which no work gets done. Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004) find support that the four 
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Ambidextrous systems require a balanced mix where there are high levels of beliefs and interactive 

systems to foster exploration, while at the same time sufficient boundary and diagnostic systems should be 

in place to streamline the processes and keep efficiency in check. In explorative organizations a stronger 

focus lies on the beliefs and interactive systems, while in exploitative organizations a stronger focus lies on 

the boundary and diagnostic systems.  

 

Figure 2-8: Proposed scores systems factors for exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity 

Becoming Ambidextrous 5: Systems 

Theoretical proposed levels for: 
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elements need to characterize a business unit in order to achieve ambidexterity and thus higher 

performance.  

Discipline Striving voluntarily to meet expectations. A system of rapid, open feedback and consistency 
contributes to discipline.  

Stretch Striving for more rather than less ambitious objectives. Shared ambition and collective identity 
contribute to stretch. 

Support Lending of assistance and advice to others. Access to resources, freedom of initiative and seniors 
giving guidance rather than authority contribute to support. 

Trust Relying on the commitment of each other. Involvement of individuals in decisions contribute to trust.  

Table 2-2: Discipline, Stretch, Support, Trust, definitions from (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994) 

Next to this the achievement of both exploration and exploitation at the individual level requires a 

certain amount of risk taking, creativity (Brion, Mothe, & Sabatier, 2010). In line with this Kollmann & 

Stöckmann, (2010) explore the construct of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and its impact on 

ambidexterity. They define five dimensions for EO: risk taking, innovativeness, proactiveness, 

competitive aggressiveness, and autonomy, which stimulate exploratory innovation. While 

proactiveness and competitive aggressiveness stimulate exploitative innovation.  Ireland et al., 

(2009) propose that an organizations competitive capability is related to the entrepreneurial 

organizational architecture. According to Barringer & Bluedorn (1999) organization’s aiming to 

become more entrepreneurial need to focus on increasing the scanning intensity, planning flexibility, 

locus of planning and strategic controls.  

 

 

Figure 2-9:Proposed scores individual factors for exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity 

Conclusion 

The individual level is shaped by the organizations systems and the individual context and culture. 

Systems are hard factors, easily adjustable to the organizations goals, the individual context is a soft 

factor, it cannot be changed in an instant and must be developed over time. Together they 

determine the outcomes of the activities of the organization.  
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Becoming Ambidextrous 6: Individual Context 

Individual employees are able to manage between exploration and exploitation. To achieve this 

an envirnoment of discipline, stretch, support, and trust is required. In addition, an 

entrepreneurial orientation can stimulate both exploration and exploitation 

Theoretical proposed 
levels for: 



20 
 

2.3. Conclusions 
The findings from the literature give a good grasp of what organizations need, to become 

ambidextrous. Six overarching constructs have been found and discussed. Consisting of the 

organizations Strategy, which is seen as the ability of an organization to position itself in the market. 

Dictating how organizations respond to new opportunities and threats (Porter 1990). Within the 

exploration exploitation literature we link this back to an organizations absorptive capacity, 

collaboration, communication and innovative capacity. Organizations require Structure to streamline 

and keep their many different activities in check. In the exploration exploitation literature this 

revolves around the differences between mechanistic and organic designs (Burns & Stalker 1961). To 

further specify this down, formalization, centralization, specialization, and connectedness are used 

(Jansen et al 2005). Systems provide control for managers to formalize beliefs, set boundaries, give 

feedback, and identify opportunities (Simons 1994). Belief and interactive systems support 

exploration, while boundary and diagnostic systems support exploitation (McCarthy & Gordon 2011).  

Top Management is used in organizations to bring consistency and order. They try to balance the 

short term efficiency and the long term adaptability by using structured systems to set clear plans, 

allocate resources, and monitor results (Smith & Tushman, 2005). This indicates that management 

can have a more exploratory or exploitative nature. In addition to the trade-offs of managing the 

short and long term the management has an integrative nature as well, where synergies need to be 

identified between business units and exploratory and exploitative activities (Smith & Tushman, 

2005). This links management to the notions of adaptability and alignment (Gibson & Birkinshaw 

2004). For the Leadership of the management team we draw from the notions of the transactional 

and transformational framework from Vera & Crossan (2004), where transactional leadership is 

associated with exploitation and transformational leadership with exploration. Ambidextrous 

organizations should be able to employ both styles. Individual context is defined as a combination of 

organization culture (Hofstede, Neuijen, Ohayv, & Sanders, 1990) and the organizational context 

which is defined in four behavior framing attributes: discipline, stretch, support, and trust (Ghoshal & 

Bartlett, 1994). However a complete fit with the exploration and exploitation framework is not 

found. The combination of the four attributes is necessary to increase overall performance of an 

organization in general and it does not say anything about the exploration or exploitation of that 

organization. Therefore the notions of exploration and exploitation are combined with the notions of 

culture and context as the basis in forming the construct of the individual context.  

This gives an answer to the first research question. 

 

The framework includes six constructs, tested and validated within the exploration and exploitation 

literature, revealing the necessary alignment between an organizations soft and hard factors. And 

the impact of each construct, on either exploration or exploitation factors. An organization that is 

able to reach a strategic integration between these factors and its environment will attain a 

competitive advantage that is hard to imitate, as it is not one system or process but rather an 

integration of all these activities  (Porter, 1996). It is important that the different constructs are all 

aligned towards the same ambidextrous orientation that the firm wants to achieve.  

Sub question 1:  What are the organizational aspects necessary to find a balance between 

exploration and exploitation? 
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For readability purposes the theoretical proposed ambidexterity scores for all of the antecedents are 

given in table x below. 

Construct Aspect Proposed 
level 

Construct Aspect Proposed 
level 

Strategy Absorptive capacity High Top management Alignment High 
 Collaboration High  Adaptability High 
 Communication High  Behavioral 

Integration 
High 

 Innovative capacity High    
Structure Formalization Average Leadership Transactional 

Leadership 
High 

 Centralization Average  Transformational 
Leadership 

High 

 Connectedness High Individual Context Discipline High 
 Specialization Average  Stretch High 
Systems Beliefs systems High  Trust High 
 Boundary systems High  Support High 
 Interactive systems High  Entrepreneurial 

orientation 
High 

 Diagnostic systems High    

Table 3: Organizational Aspects and their proposed theoretical level for ambidexterity 

Figure 2-10 displays the proposed scores on the different constructs. These scores are formed by 

looking at each construct and the underlying factors and their relation to exploration, exploitation 

and ambidexterity. For each construct this was visualized in a similar radar diagram at the end of 

each section. These separate diagrams must be used in conjunction with figure 2-11 below, since 

these separate diagrams explain more in detail what is necessary to become ambidextrous.  

 

Figure 2-10: Proposed model for ambidexterity 

As figure 2-10 showcase ambidextrous organizations require a solid strategy, with a strong focus on 

absorptive capacity, clear communication of strategic ends, collaboration across the organization and 

sufficient innovative capacity to sense and seize new opportunities. In terms of structure, average 

levels of formalization, centralization and specialization are required. Average levels are desired since 

too high levels will lead to too much structure and over exploiting, and levels that are too low lead to 

little structure and over exploring. Furthermore for structure, high levels of connectedness are 

required. Systems have both an explorative and exploitative function and for ambidextrous purposes 

both need to be high. Clear beliefs and interactive systems focus on exploration, while clear 
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boundary and diagnostic systems focus on exploitation. Top management needs to be aligned and 

adapted at the same time, therefore requiring both to be high. Strong leadership is required were a 

combination of transactional and transformational styles can help in successful exploration and 

exploitation. Finally and individual context that is innovative helps in the development of new 

opportunities, and is thus required for both exploration and exploitation.   
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3. Method  
The aim of this thesis is to find how organization A can balance their exploration and exploitation 

activities successfully. This indicates that the case study method best fits our aims. A case study aims 

to “investigate contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context” (Yin, 2009). 

According to Yin (2009) the research design of a case study involves five components; 1) study’s 

questions 2) its propositions 3) the unit of analysis 4) linking data to the propositions and 5) the 

criteria for interpreting the findings.  

The research questions (stated in chapter 1) are developed through an initial problem analysis, 

including semi structured interviews and theory building from the literature. Organization A does not 

have a clearly defined problem that needs to be solved. Rather the problem is identified as a broader 

organizational issue, for which this study aims to identify what the causes are for the observed 

inability to seize new business opportunities. The exploratory nature of this question does mean that 

there are no exact propositions. 

3.1. Case Description 
Organization A is a large Dutch consulting/engineering firm. The organization has locations 

throughout Europe, to make the study feasible only the Dutch activities of Organization A will be 

studied. The organization specializes in themes such as water, energy, construction & property, 

infrastructure, environment, industry, and urban development. The specific aim of the organization is 

to develop sustainable solutions for their customers (Annual Report Organization A, 2014) 

The customers of Organization A are mostly the government and municipalities. The process at which 

these projects from the clients are allocated is in the form of a competitive tendering process. For 

example the government wants to construct a new road. This project becomes then available for 

companies such as Organization A, to write a detailed plan on how they are going to execute this 

project. The customer has set certain criteria and the organization that bests meets these criteria will 

be awarded with the project. Due to the economic crisis the market in which Organization A operates 

has shrunk  (Annual Reports Organization A, 2007-2013). Resulting in declining revenues across the 

market and increasing competition. In the last year markets have been stabilizing again and are 

showing growth (Annual Report Organization A, 2014).  

Within the Netherlands the organization has 10 locations spread throughout the country. Activities of 

the organization are specialized for the customers in the specific location. In terms of structure, the 

organization is separated into 4 divisions; each division is then again separated into 2-6 departments. 

Each division and department is led by a manager. An overview can be seen in figure 3-1 below . For 

confidentiality reasons the names of the divisions and departments have been removed.  

Organization A

Division 1 Division 2 Division 3 Division 4

Department A
Department B
Department C
Department D
Department E

Department F
Department G

Department H
Department I
Department J
Department K
Department L
Department M

Department N
Department O
Department P

 
Figure 3-1: Organogram Organization A. 
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3.2. Methodology 
The aim of this study is to measure the current situation of organization A and determine how the 

organizational aspects relate to exploration and exploitation. Within the literature there are studies 

measuring aspects of exploration and exploitation in organizations. Some focus on leadership 

(Nemanich & Vera, 2009), absorptive capacity (Jansen et al., 2005), the top management (Kaplan & 

Henderson, 2005) or the role of management systems (Langfield-Smith, 1997). There is no valid 

method that combines multiple organizational constructs and combines this with views from top 

management, middle management and employees. To solve our question a method must be 

developed that is able to measure multiple organizational aspects and measure this on different 

levels within the organization. To achieve this, a questionnaire is developed based upon key authors 

in the field of exploration and exploitation. Combining this with insights from interviews gives 

detailed information about the organization and the multiple layers that exist within the 

organization. 

3.2.1. Measurements, Validity, and Reliability 

As described in the methodology a questionnaire was developed to measure the current situation in 

Organization A. The constructs derived from existing literature formed the basis for this 

questionnaire. When available, existing questions were used. Questions were translated to Dutch 

and in some cases adjusted slightly to fit the studied organization better. The questions asked with 

each construct gives an indication of the organizations exploration and/or exploitation capacities. In 

total the questionnaire consists of 65 items placed within the following six construct.   

Strategy  - is measured by adapting the scales on absorptive capacity as used by Jansen, et al. (2005) 

and innovation and efficiency adapted from the studies of Benner & Tushman, (2003) and He & 

Wong, (2004). Forming 4 constructs: absorptive capacity, strategic communication, 

interdepartmental collaboration and innovative capacity.  

Structure  - is measured through mechanistic and organic designs (Burns & Stalker 1961). To further 

specify this down, formalization, centralization, specialization, and connectedness are used (Jansen 

et al 2005).  

Systems – The framework of belief, interactive, boundary, diagnostic systems from McCarthy & 

Gordon (2011) is used as the basis for measuring the nature of the systems in the organization.  

Top Management – is measured through alignment and adaptability from Gibson and Birkinshaw 

(2004). Their questions focus on managerial activities in achieving adaptability and alignment and 

therefore suit our aims well. In addition the ability to reconfigure organizational assets is added. As 

this was found within the literature to be an important antecedent and the alignment and 

adaptability notions do not encompass this construct.  

Leadership – is measured through the transactional and transformational framework from Vera & 

Crossan (2004), the leadership is focused on the management team. Focusing on project leaders is 

too varied and will not allow conclusions to be drawn over the entire organization. The framework 

from Vera & Crossan is adjusted to some extent.  

Individual context - is in the literature defined in four behavior framing attributes: discipline, stretch, 

support, and trust (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994). The issue that lies with this is that it does not say 
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anything about exploration or exploitation. One can argue that for both exploitation and exploration 

a business unit must be characterized by the same four concepts as well if they want to achieve high 

performance. In addition the items for leadership encompass concepts such as discipline, stretch, 

support and trust. Thus Instead of identifying these four constructs the focus will lie on 

entrepreneurial orientation. Within entrepreneurial orientation the focus will be on innovation, since 

aspects such as risk taking and autonomy are incorporated within transformational leadership. The 

presence of individual innovation potential will tell us something about the nature of the individual 

employees. Where high levels indicate an exploratory orientation at the individual level, and where 

low levels indicate an exploitative orientation. For ambidexterity a focus on both orientations is ideal. 

The reason for this is that within this study the different levels (organizational, departmental, 

individual) and their antecedents are all highly connected. This means that all aspects work towards a 

balance of exploration and exploitation and must thus be tailored to each other to achieve the 

highest performance. If at the individual level the orientation is very different to the strategic 

direction of the organization this could lead to conflict. Therefore the notions of exploration and 

exploitation, combined with the notions of Ghoshal & Bartlett (1994), are used as the basis in 

forming the construct for measuring the individual orientation. Thus developing my own scales 

focusing on the perception of the individual employee on exploration and exploitation activities 

within his daily work activities.  

The questionnaire was pretested with employees in the organization. Accordingly, questions that 

appeared to be unclear were altered through discussions with the employees involved. This was 

repeated one more time before rolling out the questionnaire throughout the organization.  

Construct validity is about the identification of correct measures for the concepts that are being 

studied. To ensure construct validity, existing measurement instruments have been used when 

available. Secondly the measuring instrument is evaluated by discussion with the organization and 

university supervisors. Thirdly a factor analysis was conducted, to reduce the data to a smaller 

amount of items. In addition the factor analysis could be compared to the theoretical concepts. A 

principal component analysis was conducted on the 65 items, the unrotated analysis did not have a 

clean set of factor loadings. Thus orthogonal rotation (varimax) was applied to improve the analysis. 

The KMO measure verified sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .814 (‘great’ according to 

Field, 2009). Factor analysis obtained 18 components, having an eigenvalue larger than 1, these 

combined components explained 65,84% of the variance. Identifying the factor loadings after 

rotation, several clusters are revealed. In addition the last four components did not load onto more 

than 1 item, so they will not be taken into account. Since our sample size is larger than 200, the 

criterion for factor loadings were set at 0,4 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). Table Q gives the 

factors found and the items which loaded on to the factors. The full factor matrix can be found in 

appendix E. 
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Construct Factor Alpha Pearson’s r Items 

Strategy Absorptive 
Capacity 

.75  1) Involving partners for new knowledge 
development  
2) Analyzing market speed  
3) Periodic meetings  
4) Opportunity recognition speed 
5) Difficulty implementing new products and 
services (reversed) 

 Strategic 
Communication 

.74  1) Market strategy 
2) Cost reduction strategy 
3) Analyzing existing customers 
4) Vision and mission 
5) Norms and values 

 Collaboration  .541* 1) Organization wide 
2) Between departments 

 Innovation 
(organizational) 

.70  1) Success based upon innovation (organization) 
2) Differentiation from competition 
3) Innovation strategy 
4) Success based upon innovation (departmental) 

Structure Formalization  .292* 1) Procedures for situations 
2) Clear project execution 

 Centralization  .400* 1) Decision making approval from supervisor 
2) Wait for approval from supervisor 

 Connectedness  .326* 1) Comfortable in asking for help 
2) Ease of communication 

 Specialization  .202* 1) Clear roles 
2) Flexibility 

Systems Diagnostic Systems  .255* 1) Feedback systems 
2) Reward systems 

 Interactive Systems  .200* 1) Clear processes for identifying and 
communicating new opportunities 
2) Time to work on new opportunities outside of 
regular tasks 

 Boundary Systems  .303* 1) Clear area for search new opportunities 
2) Search for opportunities outside of direct area of 
expertise 

Top 
Managem
ent 

Alignment .70  1) TM emphasis collaboration 
2) Organization working towards same goal 
3) TM giving conflicting goals 

 Adaptability .63  1) TM flexibility 
2) TM encouraging change 
3) TM bringing change speed 

Leadership Transactional .76  1) Deadlines 
2) Encouraging timely task completion 
3) Responsibility 

 Transformational .80  1) Set challenging goals 
2) challenges to improve processes 
3) freedom in how work is done 
4) encourages collaboration 
5) ideas and thoughts are taken seriously 
6) possibility to explore markets 
7) stimulating entrepreneurship 

 Motivational .85  1) allows risk taking 
2) failure as learning moment 
3) Makes enthusiastic for projects 
4) encourages expression of ideas and opinions 
5) encourages initiative taking 
6) MT is a source of inspiration 

Individual Individual  .541* 1) thinking out of the box 
2) freedom of coming up with new ideas.  

Table 4: Factors, reliability and their items  - *sig  <.001 
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In the literature review within systems, beliefs systems were found to be necessary, after the factor 

analysis strategic communication and beliefs systems appeared to load on the same factor. This 

factor is placed under strategic communication. Combining the communication of vision, mission, 

norms and values and the communication of strategic directions makes sense from a theoretical 

point of view. Since both require high levels in the proposed ambidextrous model. Secondly 

connectedness and specialization appeared to load on the same factor as well. Since this 

combination does not fit with the theoretical background. Since for ambidextrous purposes, high 

levels of connectedness are required but average levels of specialization.  The decision was made not 

to combine these two into one factor.  

In terms of reliability, Cronbach’s alpha was used for each component identified in the factor 

analysis. When the alpha was below .60 (the acceptable level in exploratory research) the item that 

increases the reliability is removed, until the .60 level was reached (Hair et al., 2010). Components 

with large amount of items were looked at more critically, as the alpha increases as the items on a 

component increase. As can be observed from table 8, the reliability of the components absorptive 

capacity (.75), strategic communication (.74), innovation organizational (.70), alignment (.70), 

transactional leadership (.76), transformational leadership (.80), motivational (.85), and adaptability 

(.63) are good.  

There are several factors consisting of two items, for which the Cronbach’s Alpha is not a good 

measure of reliability, instead the amount of correlation between the two items is given with 

Pearsons’ r. All correlations were significant at p <.001.  

3.3. Empirical analysis 
This section describes the methods used for the empirical analysis of the case study. First the data 

collection and analysis methods will be described. Secondly the measurements and their validity and 

reliability will be discussed. 

3.3.1. Data collection  

As described in the methodology section the data collection phase consists of three parts 1) usage of 

organizational documents 2) a survey and 3) semi-structured interviews.  

Organizational documents provided information regarding the current managerial activities in the 

organization (Annual Report Organization A, 2014). In addition the systems for feedback and 

identifying opportunities that exists within the organization were used, this information is collected 

from the web portal of the organization. Together with the findings from the literature the 

knowledge about the organization was used in the development of the survey and was used within 

the interviews as well.  

The questionnaire is constructed from the conceptual framework that is developed in the literature 

review. Conduction of the questionnaire happened online. The questionnaire consists of a 1 to 5 

Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Where 3 is neither agree nor disagree. 

In addition the option ‘not applicable’ is added in a separate column after the 1-5 scale.  

To get an accurate view of the entire organization, all divisions will participate in the research. Due to 

the size of the divisions and the differences between the departments within one division the choice 

is made to specify what department the person is from. In addition management and non-
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management positions will be separated. The position of team leader and every position above it are 

considered management positions. The separation of management and non-management positions 

can provide insightful information on the potential differences between employees and 

managements perceptions on the exploration and exploitation of the organization. To assure 

confidentiality the questionnaire does not ask or collects the names of the employees and managers.  

The questionnaire was conducted by visiting all offices in the Netherlands and by asking personal 

permission if an employee wanted to participate in the research. If so, the participant received an 

email from the researcher, with the link to the questionnaire. This enabled the participant to fill in 

the questionnaire in his or her own time. This personal approach helped in getting a high response 

rate and enabled the researcher to see all offices and learn more from the organizations culture by 

observation. The downside is that not all employees are present at the time the researcher is at a 

certain office. This method resulted in a sample of n=337, which corresponds to approximately a 70% 

response rate and is around a 20% sample of the entire Dutch employee base of Organization A. 

Following the online questionnaire, two types of interviews were conducted. The first type of 

interviews was aimed at identifying how high scoring departments approach the aspects surrounding 

leadership and strategy. Semi structured interviews were conducted with managers of department 3I 

and 3J. Questions focused on how the specific department deals with new product/business 

development and how they support their employees in this process. The managers were first emailed 

with information regarding the study and the interview. With their consent, telephone interviews 

were held. Interview quotes can be found in appendix C 

Secondly members of the top management of organization A were interviewed. These interviews are 

semi-structured were two questions stood central. 1) Top management is asked if the results from 

the questionnaire are in line with what they experience in the organization and 2) what the potential 

underlying causes are for these results. In total 5 managers were interviewed. Interview quotes can 

be found in appendix C. 

3.3.2. Data analysis 

The questionnaires resulted in a large amount of ordinal data. First this data set is cleaned by 

removing participants filling in ‘not applicable’ in more than 20% of the questions. And by removing 

the participants who started filling in the same scores on entire sections of the questionnaire. Means 

and standard deviations are measured on multiple levels: 1) employees with a management function 

vs non-management employees 2) divisions 3) departments 4) locations and 5) tenure years. Analysis 

then took place on individual items and the most interesting results (high or low scores, big 

differences between levels, and high or low standard deviations) were highlighted. Next, the 

different components from the literature were taken together and average scores on these 

components were calculated.  

The interviews help in providing understanding of the results from the questionnaires. The interviews 

will result in detailed contextually laden data. To understand and use this data it must be reduced to 

represent major themes of the studied phenomena. A thematic analysis will be used to code the data 

into these major themes which will allow comparing of the results from the interviews with the 

results from the questionnaires (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  
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Combining the findings from the questionnaires and interviews management implications will be 

given. These management implications are given in the form of CIMO logic. This logic stems from the 

often occurring mismatch between theory and practice. It happens often that research is too focused 

on the theoretical and analytical problems, which comes at the expense of solving the field problems. 

The logic is constructed as follows: in the case of a problematic context (C) using intervention type (I) 

to invoke generative mechanism (M) delivers outcome (O). This logic creates quick and easily 

understandable implications, based upon underlying theoretical constructs.  
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4. Results 
In this chapter the results from the research will be discussed. The results are separated in two 

chapters; the first chapter explains the results from the questionnaire, while the second chapter 

discusses the post hoc interviews. The focus of these results is aimed at answering sub question 2.  

 

To answer the above question the results from the questionnaire will be discussed at three different 

levels. First the six constructs (strategy, structure, systems, top management, leadership, and 

individual context) are placed on the proposed ambidexterity scoring diagram that was developed in 

the literature review from chapter 2. This will reveal how Organization A holds up to the proposed 

theoretical model for ambidexterity. After this the six constructs will be looked at in more detail by 

seeing how the underlying antecedents score towards the proposed ambidexterity model. This gives 

insight in what the causes are for the organizations score on the six constructs. In addition the areas 

scoring around the ambidextrous level will be checked as well for consistency. The third level delves 

into the individual items, when the individual items reveal potentially interesting results they will be 

reported. If these results are in line with the overall factor they will not be discussed in detail. Scores 

on individual items can be found in appendix D.  

The results from the questionnaire reveal that the organization scores around the proposed 

ambidexterity level on three aspects: the individual context, leadership, and structure. At the same 

time the scores on strategy, top management, and systems score lower from the proposed model. 

This is visualized in figure 4-1 below. In the results section multiple of these diagrams are presented. 

Reading these diagrams is done in the following way: the black color visualizes the theoretical 

proposed level for ambidextrous organizations. The grey color visualizes the scores of managers, 

while the light grey color visualizes the scores of employees without a management function.  

 

Figure 4-1: Results from Organization A on the six constructs, compared to the proposed ambidextrous model 
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The first thing that can be seen from figure 4-1 the mismatch between the six constructs. Where 

three constructs (strategy, systems and top management) score lower on the proposed 

ambidexterity model. While the three constructs consisting of structure, individual context and 

leadership score much closer to the proposed ambidextrous model. As was explained in the 

literature review it is important that all the six items work coherently towards the same goal. In 

Organization A the organizational aspects differentiate largely, which leads to believe that these 

organizational aspects are in conflict with each other.  

 

To better understand this mismatch, the underlying factors of each of the six constructs need to be 

analyzed. This should reveal potential causes related to the core finding.  

The second aspect that immediately catches the eye is the score for management and non-

management. They reveal that there exists a difference of around half a point on all six factors 

between what the management perceives compared to the non-management. The management 

experience high levels of individual context and leadership as these are close to the proposed 

ambidextrous model. They also experience a higher level of structure, which does exceed the 

proposed line of the ambidextrous model. Therefore when looking for the causes of the mismatch, 

scores of the managers and employees without a management function will be separated. This helps 

in identifying if and how the management plays a role in the mismatch.  

4.1. Factor level 
Now that the core finding is established, the factors are analyzed separately to determine what the 

underlying causes are for the mismatch. First strategy, systems and top management will be analyzed 

as these diverge strongly from the proposed model. Secondly the structure, leadership and individual 

context will be analyzed.  

4.1.1. Strategy  

The scores on the separate factors are placed in figure 4-2 below. From these scores it can be 

observed that both management and non-management score low on innovative capacity 

(management: μ=2,69 and non-management: μ =2,55) and interdepartmental collaboration 

(management: μ=3 and non-management μ =2,79). Next to this the management scores higher on 

both absorptive capacity (management: μ=3,35) and communication (management: μ=3,68) then the 

non-management (absorptive capacity μ=2,83 and communication μ=3,05).  

Core finding: Mismatch between strategy, systems, and top management and structure individual 

context and leadership 
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Figure 4-2: Results from Organization A on the antecedents to strategy, compared to the proposed ambidextrous model 

These results imply that Organization A, has currently limited innovative capacity and that 

collaboration across departments and divisions is far from the proposed ambidextrous model. In 

terms of absorptive capacity the management scores closer to the proposed ambidexterity model, 

however the non-management scores are low. To identify the causes of this, the individual items of 

strategic communication (SC), absorptive capacity (AC) and innovative capacity (In) are placed in 

figure 4-3 below.  

 

Figure 4-3: Strategy individual items, indicating a stronger focus on exploitation  

Figure 4-3 reveals that there exists a large difference between the management and non-

management on how clear aspects such as the market strategy, cost reduction strategy, periodic 

meetings are. This indicates a form of miscommunication at the management levels in the 

organization. The information regarding the organizations strategy and the gathering of new 

knowledge and market opportunities does not seep through to the bottom layers of the 

organization. Aside from this the organizations absorptive capacity does not reach the proposed 

levels. These findings indicate that the problem is partially attributed to the organizations strategy. 
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The other part can be attributed to the lack of communication from the management levels of the 

organization to the bottom levels. Leading to the following cause:  

 

In addition to this, from figure 4-3 it can be observed that a stronger focus lies on exploitation, 

compared to exploration. Items such as cost reduction and the analyzing of existing customers score 

high, this is in contrast with the low scores on innovation strategy, where both management and 

non-management score well below the midpoint. This leads to the following cause:   

 

4.1.2. Top management 

The scores for top management consist of alignment and adaptability. To benchmark these results 

the scores are positioned on the alignment vs adaptability plot from Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) in 

figure 4-4 below.  

 

Figure 4-4: Organization A: Alignment vs Adaptability scores compared to the results from Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004)  
(note: Gibson and Birkinshaw use a 7 point Likert scale, the scores from this study were adjusted to fit the 7 point Likert 
scale) 

The perceived alignment (μ=2,96) and adaptability (μ=2,76) of the organization for the non-

management employees is quite low. Employees find the organization lacking in flexibility and its 

speed in adapting to a changing market environment. Management however scores higher compared 

to the employees, they rate it to be slightly above the midpoint (alignment: μ=3,23 and adaptability 

μ=3,23). According to Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) the section Organization A is in can be regarded 

to be ‘moderately ambidextrous’. Improvements can still take place as organizations scoring high on 

Cause (1): Information surrounding the strategic ends of the organization does not reach the 

bottom of the organization.   

Cause (2): Low amounts of collaboration, innovative capacity and absorptive capacity, indicate a 

low organizational orientation towards exploration.  
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both alignment and adaptability are considered highly ambidextrous and are the best performers as 

well.  

4.1.3. Systems   

The scores of Organization A for diagnostic, boundary and interactive systems are placed in the 

proposed ambidextrous model, see figure 4-5 below.  

 
Figure 4-5: Results from Organization A on the antecedents to systems, compared to the proposed ambidextrous model 

For the employees there are no clear feedback and reward systems  

(management: μ=2,93 and non-management μ=2,69 ). The organization does use a formal feedback 

system that sets individual goals, and evaluates these goals with the direct manager. However since 

the perception of the employees is that there is no clear and formal feedback system, there appear 

to be some problems with the current system. Further analysis and discussions with employees 

revealed that the problem most likely causing these results stems from the fact that this method is 

very dependent on the manager (This is also supported by the interviews with the managers in 

chapter 5). One manager might value the personal feedback more and dictates more time towards it 

compared to other managers. This problem is thus partially attributed to the system itself and 

partially attributed to the execution of the management. In relation to rewards additional analysis 

revealed that there is not a clearly communicated rewards system. The issue with this is that 

ambidextrous organizations do need experimentation to achieve sufficient exploration. This involves 

some form of risk taking. For an individual employee taking this risk is not attractive as there are no 

clear benefits involved for him, these rewards are not communicated. This means that there is a 

potential danger for the organization, in which a situation is created where employees will no longer 

take the risk to stand out of the crowd.  

 

This is also reflected in the boundary and interactive systems. Where non-management scores low 

on both systems (boundary μ=2,77 and interactive μ=2,70). This means that there are no clear 

boundaries and processes set for searching for new opportunities. The implication for this is that 1) 

the systems and processes in the organization do not steer the employees in a specific direction for 
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searching new opportunities. And 2) that there are no clear processes available for sensing and 

seizing these new opportunities. Implication 1 seems good for exploratory purposes, as a loose 

system allows for a greater search for new opportunities beyond the scope of the organization. 

However since implication 2 found that there are no clear processes, the loose system becomes too 

loose. This causes that opportunities are not being exploited successfully. This is thus problematic for 

both exploration and exploitation within the organization. 

 

4.1.4. Structure 

The average score on structure appeared to be around the center, which is close to the proposed 

ambidexterity level. Breaking down structure into formalization, centralization and connectedness 

reveals that in the organization there exists a higher level of formalization (management: μ= 3,93 and 

non-management μ=3,37 ) and slightly higher levels of centralization (management: μ=2,78 and non-

management μ=2,99 ) compared to the proposed ambidextrous model. Connectedness appears to be 

on the ambidextrous level for management (μ=3,80) and close for non-management (μ=3,58). 

Similarly specialization scores around the ambidextrous model (management: μ=2,95 and non-

management μ=2,86). The results on specialization indicate that employees are specialized and 

flexible at the same time. The results on structure are visualized in figure 4-6 below.  

 
Figure 4-6: Results from Organization A on the antecedents to structure, compared to the proposed ambidextrous model 

These results imply that the management experiences a larger amount of formalization. They 

experience more rules and procedures in doing their daily jobs. In the strategy section finding 3 

states that communication does not reach the lower levels of the organization. The results that can 

be seen here are a potential reason for this. The higher levels of formalization that the managers 

perceive can result in less time spent on communication and providing guidance for the 

departments.  Levels of centralization are slightly higher than the proposed ambidextrous model, but 

the organization still scores around the midpoint. This means that there is some form of 

centralization but that the organization is not too centralized that it will completely hamper 

explorative purposes.  

1,0
1,5
2,0
2,5
3,0
3,5
4,0
4,5
5,0

Formalization

Centralization

Connectedness

Specialization

Management

Organization wide

Ambidextrous

Cause (4): No clear boundary and interactive systems, cause for no exploitation of explorative 

activities.  



36 
 

 

Looking at the individual items on structure, 

interesting results are found within 

connectedness. Figure 4-7 visualizes the scores 

on the individual items of connectedness.  

Employees feel highly comfortable in asking for 

help, regardless of the position. However as 

soon as communication crosses the boundary 

of the department, the scores drop. This is 

reflected in the ease of communication item. 

This finding is also in line with cause (2) were 

low levels of interdepartmental collaboration 

were found. Limited boundary crossing 

communication can hamper the organizations knowledge sharing and exploration potential. 

Opportunities identified in one department can be beneficial for other departments as well. In 

addition collaboration can increase the development speed as well since more resources become 

available. 

 

4.1.5. Leadership 

The leadership construct reveals that within the organization, both transactional (management: 

μ=3,67 and non-management μ=3,34)  and transformational (management: μ=4,02 and non-

management μ=3,23 )  leadership styles exists, see figure 4-8 below. Scores at the non-management 

level could still be improved to fit the proposed model. There is no strong focus on either 

transactional or transformational which indicates that in the organization a sense of freedom and 

support is given and at the same time some form of discipline is present as well.  

 
Figure 4-8: Results from Organization A on the antecedents to leadership, compared to the proposed ambidextrous 
model 
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The motivational aspect scores slightly lower (management: μ=3,65 and non-management μ=3,04 ). 

When looking at the individual items (See figure 4-9) it is revealed that employees do feel 

encouraged to both express their ideas and take initiative. In line with transformational leadership 

there are high levels of support in the organization. However the management team could improve 

their inspirational motivation towards the employees, as the management is not seen as a source of 

inspiration and risk taking is not promoted. This indicates a low amount of stretch and inspirational 

leadership, which is especially relevant when aiming for more explorative purposes. The inspirational 

role can help in the championing of new ideas and opportunities. 

 
Figure 4-9: Results from Organization A on the individual items of motivational leadership, compared to the proposed 
ambidextrous model.  

 

4.1.6. Individual Context 

The scores on individual context are placed in the bar diagram below. Organization A has high levels 

of innovative capacity on the individual level. As employees often think outside of the box and they 

feel free to come up with new ideas as well. These levels are in line with the proposed ambidextrous 

model, see figure 4-10 below.  

  
Figure 4-10: Organization A's score on individual innovative capacity 
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4.2. Unit of analysis 
The previous results take together the entire organization. To control if the scores on the different 

factors are related to the units of analysis the results are analyzed for both the department that 

exists in Organization A and the tenure years of the respondents 

4.2.1. Departmental 

The previous results focus on the organization wide scores. Organization A consists of many different 

departments, focusing on different markets. It can thus be expected that within Organization A 

different departments score differently across the ambidexterity framework. To analyze this, the 

departments’ scores on leadership and strategy (absorptive capacity and strategic communication) 

are placed in table 5 below. One way anova’s have been conducted on single items to determine 

their significance, only items that were significant have been taken into account (p<.05). Post hoc 

testing through Tukey’s D revealed which departments scored significantly different compared to the 

others. Levene’s test was conducted to secure homogeneity of variance. 

Division Department 
Number of 
respondents 

Transformational 
Leadership 

Motivational 
Absorptive 
Capacity 

Strategic 
Communication 

1 A 5 3,44 3,63 3,75 3 

  B 37 2,99 3,11 2,86 3,14 

  C 28 2,87 3,04 2,43 3,05 

  D 51 3,15 3,21 2,66 2,89 

  E 17 2,54 2,79 2,74 2,38 

2 F 23 2,76 2,77 2,7 2,95 

  G 21 2,82 3,54 2,9 3,05 

3 H  6 2,54 2,5 2,28 2,5 

  I 13 3,48 3,71 3,47 3,46 

  J 24 3,59 3,81 2,94 3,59 

  K 21 3,32 3,48 2,86 3,58 

  L 19 3,16 3,59 2,75 2,97 

  M 28 2,91 3,21 2,58 3,04 

4 N 5 2,91 2,8 2,33 3,21 

  O 14 3,22 3,42 2,68 3,36 

  P 9 2,81 2,78 3,31 2,94 

Table 5: Average scores on transformational, motivational, absorptive capacity and strategic communication for each 
department 

Department 3J scored higher on motivational leadership compared to departments 2F and 1E, this 

consisted out of the items 1) the management team regards failure (in good attempt) as a learning 

moment, not something to be ashamed of. This difference was significant at F (16, 298) = 2,19, p 

<.01. And 2) The management team encourages me to express my ideas and opinions. This was 

significant at F (16, 310) = 2,742, p <.01.  

Similarly department 3J scored also higher on transformational leadership, compared to departments 

2F and 1E. The significant items in transformational leadership consisted of 1) I feel that my ideas and 

thoughts are being taken seriously, which was significant with F (16, 308) =3,175, p <.01. 2) 

Entrepreneurship is being stimulated, significant with F (16, 287) =2,027, p <.05. 3) The management 

team challenges us to change or improve existing processes, significant with F (16, 309) =2,608, p 
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<.01.  And 4) The management team involves us in decision making processes, which was significant 

with F (16, 305) = 1,915, p <.05 . 

Departments 3I and 3K scored higher on absorptive capacity, compared to departments 1C and 3H. 

This consisted out of four items. First of all: Our department is quick in analyzing and interpreting 

changing market demands. This difference was significant with F (16, 304) = 23,502, p <.01. Secondly: 

Our department periodically meets to discuss market trends and new product/service developments, 

which was significant at with (16, 300) = 2,123, p <.01. Thirdly: Within our department, a successful 

project is often based on our innovative capacities, which was significant with F (16, 302) = 2,155, p 

<.01. And finally New ideas & opportunities are quickly picked up by our department, which was 

significant with F (16, 309) = 2,261 p <.0). 

On strategic communication departments 3J and 3K scored higher compared to 1E and 1D. This 

consisted of the following significant items: 1) The vision and mission of the organization are 

communicated clearly, significant with F (16, 313) = 2,465, p <.01. And 2) The norms and values of 

the organization are communicated clearly, which was significant with F (16, 312) = 1,794, p <.05. 

This indicates that for some of the departments in the organization, their ability to pursue both 

exploration and exploitation is higher compared to the other departments. These departments are 

able provide a transformational and motivational leadership style, are able to communicate the 

strategic intent of their departments better, and absorb new knowledge to a greater extent.   

 

The implications for this are that currently some departments in the organization appear to be 

ambidextrous. This means that the organization already has knowledge available on this matter, 

enabling the organization to learn from the high scoring departments.  

  

Cause (8): Large differences in terms of leadership and strategy across departments 
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4.2.2. Difference in tenure years 

Within the survey participants had to fill in their service years at the organization. This went from 

shorter than 1 year to more than 15 years. On a large amount of questions the results appeared to 

form a consistent u shaped curve. Where employees who worked shorter than 1 year scored highest 

on a set of questions, these scores then slightly dropped for employees working 1-5 years, and then 

dropping again quite heavily for employees working 5-10 and 10-15 years at the organization (which 

was close to 50% of the respondents). Employees working for more than 15 years proceeded to score 

higher again, however not as a high as employees who worked short at the organization. 

 

Figure 4-11: tenure years 

Employees working 5-15 years at the organization experience more written rules for doing their daily 

tasks compared to employees working shorter than 1 year at the organization or longer than 15 

years. This difference was significant with F (4, 321) = 3,201, p <.05. Next to this the same group 

experiences less coherence of working towards the same goal (F (4, 312) = 2,713, p <.05) and they 

also find that employees are not rewarded in the same way (F (4, 315) = 3,684, p <.01).  

In addition the group of 5-15 years perceives more conflicting goals from the top management, 

significant with F (4, 301) = 3,318, p <.05).  And they perceive a less clear communication of the 

norms and values (F (4, 324) = 5,002, p <.01) and vision and mission of the organization (F (4, 325) = 

2,473, p <.05). 

In terms of the management team the group of 5-15 years scores lower in regards to seeing failure as 

a learning moment, which was significantly different with (F (4, 310) = 3,421, p <.01). And whether 

the management team makes everybody enthusiastic for projects which was significant with F (4, 

319) = 4,934, p <.01. Next to this they scored significantly lower in seeing the management team as a 

source of inspiration (F (4, 319) = 2,786, p <.05) and on the item asking if their department 

periodically meets to discuss market trends and new product/service developments (F (4, 312) = 

2,529, p <.05). 
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Taken together this implies that the a large group of medior employees in the organization is 

perceiving the ambidextrous capabilities of the organization significantly lower compared to the rest 

of the organization. 

 

What is worrying is that the u-curve drop very quickly. This means that the initial levels employees 

have when entering the organization are not sustained. Only when they work very long at the 

organization, levels move upward. Ideally the organization wants to have high levels at all times. Due 

to this downward slope and the fact that this group is such a large group within the organization this 

can have implications for bringing about change in the organization. As this group currently seems 

not aligned with the organizational aspects concerning ambidexterity, it might be a difficult process 

to change the perception of this group of employees.  

4.3. Conclusion 
The results of the questionnaire aimed at solving sub question 2: 

 

In terms of balance, the results indicate that the organizations leadership, and individual context are 

well balanced around exploration and exploitation. The open culture of the organization provides a 

solid ground for both explorative and exploitative activities. On the other hand however the results 

on strategy, systems, and top management are below the proposed ambidextrous model. It appears 

that these two findings collide within the organization resulting in a set of suboptimal organizational 

aspects. For readability figure 4-1 is repeated here.  

 

Figure 4-12: Results from Organization A on the six constructs, compared to the proposed ambidextrous model 
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In the results several potential causes of this mismatch were found. These causes are placed in figure 

4-12 below, indicating the effects and the factors that require change in the organization to fit the 

proposed ambidextrous model. These causes will be used further in chapter 5: the post-hoc 

interviews with the management and in chapter 6 the implications for the management.  

Strategy Top Management

Structure

Systems Individual Context

Leadership

Cause 2 Cause 1

Cause 7

Cause 9

Cause 8

Cause 5

Cause 4Cause 3

Cause 6

Core finding: Mismatch between 
strategy, systems, and top management 

and structure, individual context, and 
leadership

Hard factors Soft factors
Cause (1): Information surrounding the strategic 
ends of the organization do not reach the bottom 
of the organization.  

Cause (2): Low amounts of collaboration, 
innovative capacity and absorptive capacity, limits 
organizational orientation towards exploration. 

Cause  (5): High levels of formalization at the 
management level, can impact the 
communication and guidance towards the non-
management employees.  

Cause (7): Employees experience low levels of 
motivationl leadership.

Cause  (6): Boundary crossing communication is 
limited in Organization A

Cause (3): No clear feedback and rewards systems 
create an environment that is not supportive of 
exploration. 

Cause (4): No clear boundary and interactive 
systems, cause for no exploitation of explorative 
activities. 

Cause (9):  There exists a U-curve within 
Organization A in terms of scoring high on 
ambidexterity and the amount of years working 
at the organization.

Cause (8): Large differences in terms of leadership 
and strategy across departments

 

Figure 4-13: Causes found in Organization A, regarding ambidextrous organizational aspects, placed in the framework 
described in the literature review.  

The causes indicate that within the organization, strategic information does not seep through to the 

bottom of the organization. This is potentially caused by high levels of formalization at the 

management levels, low levels of boundary crossing linkages in the organization and low levels of 

inspirational leadership. Secondly low amounts of interdepartmental collaboration, innovative 

capacity and absorptive capacity indicate a weak focus on exploration. Individual items aimed at 

exploitation scored higher compared to the items indicating exploration. This is attributed to a 

lacking strategy for innovation, a lack of clear feedback and rewards systems, and lack of clear 

boundary and interactive systems. These systems can help the organization by providing a clear 

frame on how exploration and exploitation are handled in the organization. Feedback and reward 

systems, can help in creating an environment where pursuing both exploration and exploitation will 

be rewarded. The boundary systems help in creating a border in which employees will focus their 

explorative and exploitative activities. The interactive systems are there to channel these activities 

towards the management so the right business opportunities can be seized. Next to these causes it 

was found that within organization A, a large difference exists between departments and between 

employees’ tenure years. The implications for this are first of all, that departments can learn from 

each other, as some departments did showcase the ability to deal with exploration and exploitation. 

And secondly when bringing change in the organization, extra attention need to be paid towards the 

medior employees.  
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5. Post hoc interviews 
Interviews were conducted with five members from the top management of the organization. The 

results from the questionnaire were presented and discussed in these interviews. The aim of these 

interviews was twofold. 1) The causes that were found in the results were validated with the 

management. And 2) the underlying problems of these causes were discussed.  

In addition two managers from departments 3I and 3J were interviewed. These departments scored 

high on the constructs strategy and leadership. Their insights on how they deal with problems related 

to exploration and exploitation can help in providing managerial insights for the organization.  

5.1. Management’s view on the causes 

Information does not reach the bottom of the organization (Cause 1) 

All the interviewed managers agreed that information flow within the organization could be 

improved.  

Often a lot more is known or done than what is being communicated (See quotes 1-4 appendix C). 

One of the managers explained this as the ‘swamp effect’, information flows slowly to the bottom or 

gets stuck halfway. This explains the high differences between scores at the management level and 

non-management levels. Management possesses more information regarding the strategic ends of 

the organization, enabling them to deal better with exploration and exploitation.  

In continuation of this management of the departments that scored high on strategic 

communication, argued that the continuous communication of new ideas, business opportunities, 

and market trends aided their departments in transferring knowledge throughout the department. 

This happened through continuous communication and periodical meetings on multiple levels, from 

project teams to product teams and to the management team.  

“In teams you are continuously analyzing and interpreting the market. Communication of trends 

and product developments must be a daily activity.” 

This indicates that within the organization knowledge exists on how to communicate strategic ends 

to the bottom of the organization successfully. This forms foundations for other departments to 

learn from.  

Low amounts of interdepartmental collaboration, innovative capacity and absorptive 

capacity (Cause 2)  

All managers agreed that the organization has a stronger focus on exploitation. They were not being 

surprised by the lower levels on innovative capacity and absorptive capacity (See quotes 5-7 

appendix C). And higher scores regarding exploitation. One of the managers went on to discuss that 

the organization required more presence on the market, and a more intensive form of 

communication with the clients and that this could benefit both exploration and exploitation.  

Management of the high scoring departments emphasized the importance of involving external 

parties for gathering knowledge. Closely collaborating with clients, universities, and companies 

helped them to develop new ideas and businesses, staying ahead of the competition.  
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“This is very important, try to continuously gather knowledge and ideas from outside to the inside. 

Search for the right business- and technology partners. Together you go faster.” 

“I took an active approach in involving new partners myself, looking strongly at the market. After this, 

I quickly involved employees in this process and this snowballed both internally and externally.” 

Managers agreed that interdepartmental collaboration could always be improved. However all of the 

managers also discussed that within the organization many projects exists that collaborate across 

departments (see quotes 4,8,9 and 10 appendix C). This also comes back in cause 6, which indicated 

limited boundary crossing communication. Communication of these collaboration activities could be 

promoted more. Making the employees aware of successful collaboration projects could in turn 

stimulate further collaboration and communication. 

One of the managers argued that sometimes collaboration is hampered due to interdepartmental 

competition. Projects are allocated towards a single department, thus if two departments work on 

one project only one department will bear the financial fruits of this project. Often this is not a 

problem since management knows that the overarching goals of the organization are more 

important, but this structure does not give incentive to collaborate across departments. 

No clear feedback and rewards systems (Cause 3) 

All the managers understood that the employees could experience this. However the managers went 

on to argue that there is a system in place, which can be tailored together with the employee to fit 

their goals (See quotes 11-13 appendix C). Two of the managers discussed that the feedback system 

is more strongly focused towards exploitation, as most of the criteria are focused on accountability 

and finances. To make this system work well is thus the responsibility of the manager involved, as he 

or she determines the way the goals and feedback are set. It is possible that this does not always 

goes as is expected from the manager. 

No clear boundary and interactive systems (Cause 4) 

All managers agreed that there were currently no clear interactive systems in Organization A (See 

quotes 14,15 appendix C). At the time of the interviews the organization had introduced an 

innovation platform. The aim of the innovation platform is to channel new ideas and opportunities 

towards one place and bring employees together to develop these opportunities. Unfortunately due 

to this being very recent there is limited information available. One of the managers discussed the 

importance of making clear how much time and resources are available for more exploratory 

purposes. He argued that there are resources available in the firm, but these cannot be given to 

every idea. When the ideas and business case are solid and it fits the strategic objectives of the 

organization resources will be made available.  

High levels of formalization at the management level (Cause 5) 

Three out of five managers agreed that they experienced high levels of formalization (See quotes 

16,17 appendix C). They experience many procedures and tasks on a daily level. Furthermore in line 

with the high levels of formalization management discussed that within Organization A employees 

experience pressure through the administrative systems and tasks of the organization. The managers 

emphasized the importance of reducing these administrative thresholds to a minimum. This enabled 

space for employees to develop new ideas and opportunities. Both departments then proceed by 

developing business cases and linking these cases to their respective strategies.  
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“Management must make sure that employees experience as little administrative thresholds as 

possible, so they can work passionately on their job.” 

Low levels of motivational leadership, compared to the other leadership items (Cause 7) 

Two of the managers agreed that creativity is not stimulated to a great extent. They argued that they 

needed to stimulate creativity, and be a role model in this (See quotes 18-19 appendix C). By 

continuously sharing and involving employees as a manager, the manager promotes certain behavior 

that the employees will take over. Another manager argued that the employees should already be 

stimulated and that it is mainly the task of the manager to steer this energy in the right direction.  

“Employees should already be stimulated, It is important to give them energy and freedom to do 

something with their ideas. Our job is to frame these ideas and put them in a strategic context.” 

Differences in terms of leadership and strategy across departments (Cause 8) 

The results on the differences between departments were to some extent expected by all the 

managers. These results supported their views on the different departments. One of the top 

managers argued that the departments 3I and 3J are managed a bit different (See quote 20 appendix 

C). The management from these departments is relatively young and use a more product oriented 

approach compared to other departments which are more based on consultancy. A young 

management team puts a new and fresh perspective on the department and its activities. 

Simultaneously the product oriented approach creates a very tangible mission for the employees, 

compared to the departments based on consultancy. This was also reflected in the strong mission 

that the department 3I communicates to its employees. 

“We strive to be market leader with the products that we offer, therefore we need to continuously 

develop and make our products better.” 

U-curve within Organization A in terms of scoring high on ambidexterity and the amount 

of years working at the organization. (Cause 9)  

Four out of five managers indicated that this curve was similar to the one that existed in the 

employee satisfaction survey the organization conducted (See quote 21 appendix C). One of the 

managers argued that the potential explanation lies in a situation where new employees are 

enthusiastic and see many opportunities within the organization for their own growth and 

development. Over time it appears to be difficult to achieve these growth goals, their own life 

situation changes, resulting in more pressure at work and slowly satisfaction starts to drop. 

Ultimately after working so long for the organization these employees become satisfied with their 

position in the organization and satisfaction starts to rise again. This is in line with findings from 

Clark, Oswald, & Warr, (1996) who find a curvilinear relation between job satisfaction and age. 

Gibson & Klein (1970) attributed the negative relationship to 1) disconfirmed expectations 2) 

acculturation into management vs non-management system 3) perception of favoritism. They 

however did not find the curve back up at longer tenure years, but argued that a combination 

between age and tenure years explained such curvilinear relationships.  

5.2. Conclusion 
The post-hoc interviews revealed that the management is aware that the organization has a stronger 

focus on exploitation. The results supported their view of the organization. They agreed that a 

balance between exploration and exploitation is ideal and that strong market orientation is required 
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to achieve this. This also came back in the departments that scored high on strategy and leadership. 

These managers put a large effort in communication and absorption of new knowledge through 

market orientation. What can be concluded from this is that the organization has the capabilities to 

become ambidextrous, but this will require some organizational changes. In the next chapter these 

potential implications for the organization to become ambidextrous will be discussed. 
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6. Management implications 
Within this chapter the aim is to answer sub question three by creating a list of management 

implications based upon the previously discussed results.  

 

The first part of this question is whether the organization should adjust its organizational aspects to 

achieve a better balance between exploration and exploitation. The results from the questionnaire 

and interviews revealed that the organization currently has not achieved a balance between 

exploration and exploitation. The organization has put a stronger focus on exploitation. However 

elements of exploration are present in the organization, giving the organization potential to become 

ambidextrous. To achieve this, the organization must change its organizational aspects by putting a 

stronger focus on exploration. In this section implications are provided that aim to address the 

aspects that require change and provide approaches in how the organization can deal with these 

problems. 

For these implications CIMO logic is used (Denyer, Tranfield, & van Aken, 2008). The reason for using 

this method lies in that this logic clearly describes a Context (C), for which a certain Intervention type 

(I) can be used, which invokes generative Mechanisms (M), delivering Outcome (O). By continuously 

using this structure the implications and how they work are easily understandable. After each CIMO a 

potential approach to implementing the CIMO in the organization is given. The causes that were 

identified in chapter 4 (figure 4-12) are seen as the context in which these implications will be 

described. A differentiation is made between soft and hard factors. The hard factors focus on 

antecedents related to strategy, structure and systems, while the soft factors focus on aspects such 

as leadership, top management and individual context. As was said in the literature review in chapter 

2, soft factors focus more on human aspects and perception and are therefore considered to be 

more difficult to change. While the hard factors are in comparison easier to adjust, these factors can 

often be analyzed and supported with organizational data. 

6.2. Hard factors 
Implications regarding hard factors of the organizational antecedents focus on 1) feedback and 

reward systems 2) boundary and diagnostic systems 3) Strategic communication.  

6.2.1. Innovation strategy (Cause 2) 

The organization has a clear strategy for efficiency, however a strategy surrounding innovation is 

lacking (See figure 4-3 on p. 31). If the organization wants to balance their exploration and 

exploitation activities, the innovation strategy stands at the base. As was revealed in the interviews, 

the organization has put an innovation platform in place. This platform consists of employees and 

managers responsible for handling and guiding new ideas and opportunities and turning them into 

business cases. The organization is aware of the need for innovation and has begun to develop a 

strategy around it. Top management must communicate a clear strategy and its related goals 

towards the employees. Doing so will aid the implementation of the management implications 

related to the structure, systems, leadership and individual context. Box 1 describes some of the 

important points when developing an innovation strategy (Adner, 2006; Cooper & Edgett, 2010). 

Sub Question 3: Should Organization A adjust its organizational aspects to achieve a better 

balance between its exploration and exploitation activities and if so, how?   
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CIMO 0: Develop and communicate an innovation strategy  

 

Box 1: Innovation strategy 

 

6.2.2.  Feedback and reward systems (Cause 2 & 3)   

The measurement of innovative activities is something the organization is unfamiliar with and cannot 

be measured in the same way as current projects, as was identified in cause 2 & 3 (p. 31-33). In 

relation to the strategy of Organization A this can be traced back to defender and prospector 

strategies. Where defender strategies benefit from objective performance evaluations and reward 

systems, while prospector strategies benefit more from subjective performance evaluation 

(Langfield-Smith, 1997). Currently Organization A fits more the role of a defender, but looking at their 

strategy and their desire to become leading in Europe on specific growth segments the prospector 

strategy suits better. This usually means a long term orientation, with incentives based on long-run 

criteria. Since not all departments are in the defined growth segments it might be better to 

differentiate the diagnostic systems between departments. In doing so the diagnostic systems 

become aligned to the strategic orientation of a specific department, and not the organization as a 

whole. This might reduce some of the controllability of the organization however it does increase the 

flexibility.  

In addition it will be important to build knowledge of ‘what should be rewarded’ and ‘what should be 

done’ (Kaplan & Henderson, 2005). This is due to managers and employees holding established 

beliefs about how their actions are being rewarded based on previous experiences. This means that 

there exists a cognitive frame that can be different for every employee depending on their interests 

and context. As Kaplan & Henderson argue, in an organizations current market they will have 

experience on what actions are useful and what reasonable measures or indicators for ‘useful 

actions’ look like. They argue that the organization, managers and employees, will need to relearn 

what those action are. If the organization puts a stronger focus on exploration and the finding of new 

business opportunities the success rate can be boosted by redeveloping what the actions, that need 

If the organization has a stronger focus on exploitation and wants to become ambidextrous (C) 

the organization must develop and communicate a clear innovation strategy (I) this will allow the 

underlying systems, structures and culture of the organization to successfully align with this 

strategy (M) resulting in increased adaptation of organizational changes and achieving 

ambidexterity (O). 

What? Development of an innovation strategy 

Who? Top management  

How? 1. Identify the current strengths and weaknesses of your offerings 
2. Identify potential future customer requirements in the market 
3. Establish goals based upon 1 & 2. Tie these goals to the broader business objectives. In case of 

organization A they have set an overall strategy to become leading in Europe in selected growth 
segments. By identifying 1 & 2, in these segments, they can develop goals of how innovation can 
contribute to the attainment of the overall strategy. 

4. Clearly communicate these innovation goals and how they contribute to the overall objective. 
5. Create a roadmap, visualizing long term and short term innovations and potential resources 

required. Invest little resources in the beginning. 
6. Align systems, structure, leadership and culture with the innovation strategy. 
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to be done and rewarded, look like. By communicating these clearly towards their employees their 

cognition is aligned with the exploratory direction the company wishes to take.  

CIMO 1: Build knowledge about what should be rewarded and what should be done 

 

In developing these systems the organization could use an approach as used in the ProMES method 

(productivity measurement and enhancement system)(Pritchard, Weaver, & Ashwood, 2011). The 

method is based around a design team, consisting of employees that do the actual work and one or 

two supervisors that guide the process. They collective develop the objectives and indicators for the 

feedback systems and the way this feedback is reported back. The final steps consist of the actual 

feedback meetings and the monitoring of the project over time. Using a bottom up approach like this 

to develop these systems can aid in the acceptance of the systems throughout the organization. Box 

2 gives an overview of this approach. 

For more exploratory purposes it is important that the indicators and objectives are different, 

compared to more exploitative purposes. Organization A has most experience in these exploitative 

objectives and indicators. The exploratory objective and indicators must focus more on innovation, 

collaboration (internal and external), and market orientation.  

CIMO 2: Involve employees in the development of diagnostic systems 

 

Box 2: Approach for CIMO 1 & 2. 

 

If the feedback and reward systems in the organization are not clear (C) build knowledge as what 

should be rewarded and what should be done (I) this enables a deeper understanding of what is 

expected from employees in terms of exploration and exploitation and activities (M) resulting in a 

better alignment of employees and managers cognition (O).   

In the process of developing diagnostic systems (C) employees need to be involved  (Example 

ProMES method) (I) because this will allow the diagnostic system to be tailored to a specific 

department, and creates a sense of usefulness and acceptance amongst the employees (M) 

resulting in a better fit to the strategy of that department, and performance of the employees 

(O).  

What? Development of feedback and reward systems. To build extensive knowledge about what should be rewarded 
and what should be done. 

Who? A team in the organization working on a project with an exploratory nature. All team members must 
participate in the process. The process is guided by a supervisor (Manager/Team leader).  

How? 1. Objectives: What is this project/team trying to accomplish? Translate the broader organizational strategy 
and philosophy into the daily work for the specific team.   

2. Indicators: Identify how the previous defined objectives can be measured. It is Important that these 
indicators are seen as influential and are understood by the team. 

3. Priorities: This step determines the importance of the objectives, so that priorities become clear for the 
employees.  

4. Feedback: After the first three steps are completed the activities are measured. Feedback can be given 
(depending on the length of the project) in monthly intervals. 

5. Action plan: At each feedback meeting a new plan is discussed, for achieving the objectives.   
6. Evaluation: Evaluate process, what went well and what could be improved. If successful apply process 

throughout other teams.  
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6.2.3. Interactive and Boundary systems (Cause 2 & 4) 

The results revealed that the organization has issues in the absorption and diffusion of new 

knowledge. One of the reasons for this is that there are no clear interactive and boundary systems 

present within the organization as was observed from the results related to cause 4 (p 33-34). The 

post hoc interviews revealed that the organization has recently put an innovation platform in place, 

which is a good way of internally aligning the processes for identifying new opportunities and 

threats. 

The innovation platform will most likely boost the search and assimilation of new opportunities and 

thus deal with the discovery aspect of new product development. To complement this, the 

organization must use an external focus as well. The departments scoring high on strategic and 

leadership aspects strongly involved external partners. The innovation platform is thus advised to 

take a strong look at the external environment and involve universities and other key partners and 

clients in the development of new knowledge and to expand the horizon of the discovery phase.  

By creating a strong picture of the environment opportunities that are identified within the 

organization can then be quickly coupled to the external partners and clients. To achieve the most 

out of the joint knowledge production activities it is advised to use a structured approach. Hegger, 

Van Zeijl-Rozema, & Dieperink (2012) developed 7 design principles for joint knowledge production 

based upon lessons from Dutch projects, as can be seen from table 16.  

Actors 1. Broadest possible actor coalition within limits present 

Discourses  
 

2. Shared understanding on goals and problem definitions 

3. Recognition of stakeholder perspectives 

Rules 4. Organized reflection on division of tasks by participating actors 

5. Role of researchers and their knowledge is clear 

6. Presence of innovations in reward structures 

Resources 7. Presence of specific resources such as boundary objects, facilities, 
organizational forms and competences 

Table 6: Design principles for Joint knowledge production (Hegger et al, 2012) 

Using these principles and developing them further over time, will make sure that performance in 

these joint knowledge production activities is highest. Box 3 describes an approach to developing 

design principles for joint knowledge development. 

CIMO 3: Use design principles to guide joint knowledge development processes 

 

When involving external partners in new knowledge development (C) develop or use existing 

design principles (I) because this will make the process more structured (M) resulting in high 

performance for the joint knowledge production (O).  
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Box 3: Approach for CIMO 3 

 
The innovation platform in its current form is a bottom up approach. To make this successful the 

platform must be very transparent. This means that there needs to be a decision making process that 

evaluates different ideas and projects. It needs to be visible for the employees what is happening 

with their ideas and projects. Otherwise this might create a situation where employees are not 

feeding more ideas into the platform. To do this the platform could use a formal stage gate process 

(Cooper, 2008) however the organization already has a large number of existing systems and 

processes for their activities. A review panel is therefore a better fit. It is important that this review 

panel focusses on potential of the opportunities and not on how profitable the ideas are in the short 

run. In addition to this a strong feedback loop is required, it needs to be communicated how 

employees can contribute to the innovation platform, what is required from them, and what is being 

done with the ideas that are fed into the platform. Box 4 describes an approach in developing a 

transparent decision making process. 

CIMO 4: Use a transparent decision making process when developing new ideas and opportunities 

 

Box 4: Approach for CIMO 4 

 

The next step in the process is the maturing of these previously identified opportunities. This so 

called incubation phase is characterized by testing the business plan on the market and to reduce the 

uncertainties. This means that experimentation and market orientation skills are required. These 

experiments focus on, not only developing the product, but also on learning and developing the 

What? Develop design principles for joint knowledge development. These principles are a guiding tool aiding 
employees in the joint knowledge development process 

Who? Manager experienced with joint knowledge development.  

How? 1. Set a clear goal of what the expected outcome is for the joint knowledge development process. The 
orientation of the goal can impact the design principles. For example the goal to develop new 
products and services require different principles compared to a goal aimed at improving existing 
products and services.  

2. Start from within the organization to develop design principles, learn from best practices.  
3. Combine best practices with design principles by Hegger et al. (2012). 
4. Continuously evaluate design principles.  

 

When using an innovation platform for sensing new opportunities in the organization (C) use a 

transparent decision making process, such as a stage gate or review panel (I) because this creates 

a strong feedback loop for the employees (M) making the innovation platform sustainable and 

increase its performance (O).  

What? Use transparent decision making process for new opportunities in the organization. By using an informal 
review panel.  

Who? Managers involved in the innovation platform group.  

How? 1. Set a clear goal for what the innovation platform is trying to achieve. This can help in creating a more 
focused platform. For example if the management sees an opportunity for a specific problem, the 
innovation platform can be used to quickly generate ideas. 

2. Clearly communicate the goal and what is expected from the employees. 
3. Collect ideas through personal communication. 
4. Give space for idea development. 
5. Provide constructive feedback on the presented ideas.  
6. Provide resources for further development of interesting opportunities.  
7. Involve the employee(s) that came up with the idea in this process.  
8. Communicate the ideas and opportunities that are being developed further.  
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market. Coaching these teams that are in the incubation phase with an experienced business 

developer will increase success rate of the new product or business (O’Connor & DeMartino, 2006). 

Box 5 describes the role of the coach in this process. The coaching of new business development 

teams is considered to be a soft factor, however since CIMO 5 continues upon CIMO 4 it has been 

placed within the hard factor section for readability purposes.  

CIMO 5: Coach new business/product development teams  

 

Box 5: Approach for CIMO 5 

 

The third step is acceleration where the business proposal requires investment to build the necessary 

infrastructure and to develop the early customer leads into qualified and predictable sales. To allow 

these new business proposals to compete with current business it might be better to measure these 

new business proposals on their growth rate rather than on their profitability (O’Connor & 

DeMartino, 2006). 

6.2.4. Reducing formalization and administrative thresholds (Cause 5) 

Results from the questionnaire and interviews indicated high levels of formalization (See cause 5 p. 

34 & 43) at the management team level. The management experiences a large amount of control 

from the organization. Increasing the flexibility could help in reducing this formalization and 

potentially change the role of the manager more into one of a leader. Given the results in strategy 

and systems, changing the role into a leader role helps the managers to place more emphasis on 

communication of the strategic direction and the provision of feedback. If the leaders are very visible 

to the employees it will complement the organic structure that the employees experience and help 

the hard factors of strategy and systems to become better balanced around exploration and 

exploitation. Box 7 describes the approach for identifying the causes for high formalization, 

pinpointing what the organization needs to change to reduce formalization as efficiently as possible.  

  

When developing new business opportunities (C) closely coach the project teams through 

experienced staff members (I) because the experienced staff members have dealt with the 

uncertainties before and can steer the process in the right direction (M) resulting in an increased 

new business opportunities success rate (O) 

What? Coach new business/product development teams 

Who? Management of the innovation platform and experienced business developers 

How? 1. The management of the innovation platform must first determine the right persons in the 
organization that could fit the coaching role. Market orientation skills are highly valued.  

2. The role of the coach is multi-functional. They should focus on providing the right connections 
needed for the development of the opportunity both internal and external. Secondly they need to 
safeguard the strategic link between the organization and the new business opportunity. Being able 
to strategically position the new business opportunity in the organization will help the adoption and 
acceleration process. Thirdly the coach is responsible for managing the risk associated with new 
opportunities. In the early phases many projects can fail, which can be frustrating for both 
employees and managers.  
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CIMO 7: Reduce formalization at the management level 

 
 
Box 6: Approach for CIMO 7 & 8 

 

One of the tasks for the managers lies in the reduction of administrative threshold. As the post hoc 

interviews revealed that there are many administrative tasks that need to be done (See page 45). 

Reducing these thresholds is therefore crucial in creating an environment where exploration and 

exploitation are balanced. Employees can dictate more time towards the activities that they love to 

do, due to them not having to focus on the additional administrative tasks. The process for this is 

similar to the process for reducing formalization, except in this case the managers are responsible for 

the process.  

CIMO 8: Reduce administrative thresholds 

 

6.3. Soft factors 
The implications regarding the soft factors require a change in the way employees or managers do 

things. This process of changing behavior is usually not something that happens overnight and is also 

more difficult to measure. The soft factors are therefore more difficult to change in comparison to 

the hard factors. The implication in this section consists of 1) Shape managers into leaders 2) 

collaboration and 3) employee perception.  

6.3.1. Strategic communication (Cause 1 & 7) 

The results indicated that communication and motivational leadership appeared to be a limiting 

factors as was observed from the results related to cause 1 (p. 31) and cause 7 (p. 36/37). Within 

Organization A every department had to develop their own business plan. This action helped in 

creating more focus at each department. To complement this action taken by the organization there 

needs to be a strong focus of the management teams on communicating their strategy to their 

departments. As it was observed that the strategic communication was lacking. Periodic meetings 

If employees experience limited motivational leadership and strategic communication (C) 

reducing the formalization at the management level can help (I) because this gives managers the 

ability to place more emphasis on communication and providing support (M) resulting in 

increased understanding of the strategic intents at the employee level.  

What? Reduce formalization (start in one department or division) 

Who? Internal researcher  

How? 1. Identify which formal systems are consuming the largest amount of time and identify where the 
highest gain can be achieved.  

2. In close communication with the studied managers, eliminate redundant formal systems or 
redevelop them into simplified versions.  

3. Measure the extent of formalization again after the implemented changes.  
4. Collect feedback from the management 
5. If successful decrease in formalization occurs, evaluate whether the management is dictating more 

time towards other activities.  
 

In a situation where many administrative tasks are present (C) reducing these administrative 

thresholds as much as possible (I) will lead to employees being able to spend more time on 

activities that they love to do (M) which in turn will lead to a larger amount of exploration of new 

opportunities and exploitation of existing opportunities (O). 
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can be used as a basis in the communication of the business plan. Important here is to show how 

they are working towards these strategic goals and what the employees can do. So it focusses on 

‘what did we do? And did we achieve our goals with it?’ The second focus lies on ‘what needs to be 

done? And how are we going to do it?’ Involvement of the employees in this decision making 

process, helps in creating a unified aim within the department, box 6 describes an approach to the 

periodic meetings.  

These actions and goals that come forward in these meetings could also be used as a collective 

reward system. This creates a very visible reward system for the employees, with a clear relation to 

the overarching strategy. This could be complemented with the more individual system that is 

currently in place.  

CIMO 6: Use periodic meetings to communicate strategy  

 
Box 7: Approach for CIMO 6 

 

6.3.2. Collaboration (Cause 6) 

Results indicated a lack of Interdepartmental collaboration, see cause 6 on page 35. Improving the 

collaboration will also create a greater sense of alignment in which the organization is working 

together towards the same goal. The innovation platform that is currently in place is a good way to 

start with this. It inherently crosses the boundaries between departments. Creating multifunctional 

teams to develop the innovative projects can further break down these barriers. In the same way 

communities of practice can be utilized. Communities of practice revolve around bringing together 

employees across functions and departments. Multiple communities can exists in a single 

organization focusing on different areas of interests and expertise. This closer collaboration will lead 

to increased knowledge sharing and learning from each other (Bashouri & Duncan, 2014). In addition 

to this it 1) decreases the learning curve of new employees 2) allows a more rapid response to 

customer needs and inquiries 3) reduces rework and prevents from reinventing the wheel and 4) 

increases innovation (Lesser & Storck, 2001). Which in turn, can be applied for both explorative as 

well as exploitative purposes. It is important that these communities of practice are supported 

throughout the organization, box 8 describes an approach for developing communities of practice. 

Organizations valuing a knowledge environment will reap increased benefits from these communities 

(Bashouri & Duncan, 2014). 

  

If strategic communication is low within departments (C) use periodic meetings to communicate 

the business plan and strategy of the department (I) this gives the employees an understanding of 

what is expected from them and what goals need to be reached (M) resulting in a department 

that is well aligned towards to same direction, ultimately increasing performance (O). 

What? Periodic meetings to communicate strategy 

Who? Department manager 

How? 1. Set a clear goal for each meeting.  
2. Communicate the overall goal of the department for the specific period. 
3. Set clear objectives and expectations. And evaluate previous objectives.  
4. Involve employees, let them present how their successes contributed to the overall strategy of the 

department 
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CIMO 9: Use communities of practice with organizational support 

 

Box 8: Approach for CIMO 9 

 

6.3.3. Employee perception (Cause 9) 

One of the findings from the questionnaire, and that the interviewed managers discussed was the 

perception of the employees on the lack of available time and resources for innovative purposes (See 

cause 9 on p. 39 and 44). The implications that are mentioned before this one will influence the 

perception of the employees. It is however still a process that needs to be watched and attention 

should be paid to it.  

In addition to the previous implications it can be beneficial to provide more slack resources, as this 

improves flexibility. Akgün, Keskin, & Byrne (2012) argue that slack, rewards experimentation, 

increases involvement in cross-boundary activities such as market orientation, and allows for more 

room to learn and develop new technologies or the forging of close networks. Providing slack 

requires a strong leadership that is able to provide a mix between discipline, stretch, support and 

trust (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994). Too many slack resources can create a situation where too little 

focus is put on the short term activities.  

CIMO 10: Use more slack resources for exploration activities 

 

Box 9: Approach for CIMO 10 

  

If limited inter-organizational collaboration exists (C) use communities of practice, with 

organizational support (I) because this will connect people across departments with the same 

goal (M) resulting in increased organizational collaboration and learning (O). 

What? Communities of practice 

Who? Top management and enthusiastic employees 

How? 1. Top management must promote participation in communities of practice. They can use strategic 
objectives as starting points for the communities of practices. 

2. Appoint employee(s) responsible for the goal of the community of practice.  
3. Share outcome of the communities of practice to the broader organization 
4. Combine innovation platform with communities of practice to develop new opportunities further.  

 

In a situation where employees experience little time and resources for exploration (C) the usage 

of more slack resources can help (I) because this rewards experimentation, increases involvement 

in cross-boundary activities and allows for more room to learn and develop new technologies (M) 

resulting in increased exploration activities (O). 

What? Slack resources 

Who? Top management 

How? 1. Provide more slack resources in a specific department. For example a formal way to do this could be 
to dictate 80% of the time to projects and activities. And 20% of the time towards market 
orientation and new business development. Or provide a specific budget allocated towards new 
exploratory projects. Less formal could be to encourage employees to find new business 
opportunities or clients and evaluate these opportunities with them.  

2. Communicate with the employees what their expectations and goals are. 
3. Evaluate levels of slack and employees experience and performance.  
4. If successful implement to other departments.  

 



56 
 

Next to this within Organization A, a u-curve existed in regards to tenure years and scores on a large 

number of organizational aspects of ambidexterity.  The potential danger that can be observed here 

is that this large group of employees are at this moment not standing behind some of the 

organizational aspects. This is something that is difficult to change, and required a long process. To 

aid in this process this group of employees need to be involved more in decision making processes 

and in changes to the organization.  

CIMO 11: Involve group of medior employees in decision making processes

 

Box 10: Approach for CIMO 11 

In a situation where a large group of medior employees are discontent with current 

organizational aspects regarding ambidexterity (C) involvement of this group when trying to 

implement changes in the organization is required (I) because this involvement allows the 

employees to directly express their views on the matter (M) resulting in increased acceptance of 

potential organizational changes (O). 

What?  Involve medior employees 

Who? Management (Department) 

How? 1. Involve the group of medior employees in decision making processes. Start at department level.  
2. Management should take an informal approach in this process. Communicating clearly and making 

these employees feel valued will increase their participation in the decision making processes.  
3. Give credit to the employees involved in the decision making processes. Let them present the 

decisions towards the other employees.  
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6.4. Conclusion 
The CIMO’s  and the causes they relate to are placed in figure 4-12 that was presented in chapter 4. 

This gives an overview of the causes and effects of the implications in relation to the organizational 

aspects.  

Strategy Top Management

Structure

Systems Individual Context

Leadership

Cause 2: Low focus on exploration Cause 1: Communication of 
strategic ends

Cause 7: Low levels of motivational 
leadership

Cause 9: U-curve for tenure years

Cause 8: Large differences across 
departments

Cause 5: High levels of formalization

Cause 4: No clear boundary and 
interactive systems

Cause 3: No clear feedback and 
reward systems

Cause 6: Limited boundary 
crossing communication

Core finding: Mismatch between 
strategy, systems, and top management 

and structure, individual context, and 
leadership

Hard factors Soft factors

CIMO 7: Reduce formalization  

CIMO 8: Reduce adminstrative thresholds  

CIMO 1: Build knowledge of what should be 
rewarded and what should be done

CIMO 2: Involve employees in the development of 
diagnostic systems

CIMO 3: Use design principles for joint knowledge 
development

CIMO 4: Transparant decision making process

CIMO 5: Coach new business/product 
development teams

CIMO 10: Slack resources for exploration activities

CIMO 11: Involve medior employees in decision 
making processes

CIMO 6: Periodic meetings to communicate 
strategy at department level

CIMO 0: Develop and communicate a clear 
strategy for innovation

CIMO 9: Build communities of practice

 

Figure 6-13: Causes and interventions, regarding ambidextrous organizational aspects for Organization A. 

It will be difficult to implement all these factors through the entire organization. It is therefore 

recommended to start in the departments that focus on the growth segments. These growth 

segments are expected to require more exploration in order to achieve a leading market position. 

Providing a strong leadership in these departments will be crucial. These leaders have to 

communicate the strategic focus of the department clearly. The overarching innovation platform 

should help in the generation of new knowledge and the connection with promising external 

partners and clients. Beginning small, will allow the organization to collect data on these 

departments and make adjustments accordingly. If successful these implications could be used 

throughout the other departments as well. 
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7. Conclusion & Discussion 
In this chapter the conclusions and recommendations will be discussed. First an answer will be given 

to the main research questions, followed by the theoretical implications, and lastly the limitations 

and directions for future research will be described.  

7.1. Answering the main research question 
The thesis was set out to discover the current situation of Organization A in regards to its exploration 

and exploitation activities and has identified which organizational aspects needed to be adjusted and 

to give the management, implications how to do so.  

 

To solve this question the organizational aspects for balancing exploration and exploitation needed 

to be identified first. Through literature review we found that these aspects consist out of six 

constructs (strategy, structure, systems, top management, leadership, and individual context). 

Underlying these six constructs are multiple antecedents that, if measured, can tell us something 

about the organizational orientation towards exploration and exploitation. The framework derived 

from this literature review was used to identify the current situation of the organization. Here we 

found that the organization has a strong focus on exploitation. Especially antecedents related to 

strategy and systems scored strongly towards exploitation. In comparison antecedents related to 

leadership, individual context and structure scored more towards exploration. This indicated that the 

organizational aspects are not aligned to each other. This mismatch is limiting the organization from 

achieving a sound balance between exploration and exploitation and can prove to be harmful to the 

organization in the long run. The current situation of organization A can best be described in the 

following way: First of all the organization has limited innovation capacity in terms of their strategic 

direction. Developing and communicating a clear strategy for innovation is crucial. Secondly the 

systems in the organization do not represent explorative activities. Feedback and reward systems 

focus on exploitation and there are no clear boundary or interactive systems present in the 

organization. Thirdly Information does not reach the bottom of the organization. This can potentially 

be caused by the high levels of formalization at the management level, leaving them with little time 

to focus on communicating strategic objectives. Fourth, within departments employees do 

experience freedom and flexibility in how they do their work. However large differences are 

observed between departments. In addition employees and managers within a department are well 

connected, however cross boundary communication is still limited. And finally innovative potential at 

the individual level is high. The current situation of Organization A indicates that some of the core 

necessities to becoming ambidextrous are present in within the organization. This is mainly rooted in 

the flexibility and freedom given to the employees, however the systems and strategy are 

counteracting the potential for becoming ambidextrous as these focus too strongly on exploitation. 

Concluding from the organizations current situation, it is highly recommended to apply 

organizational changes based upon the results from this study. The mismatch between the 

organizational constructs can continue to case problems, and will especially harm the organization in 

the long run.  

Which organizational aspects need to be adjusted in Organization A to achieve a better balance 

between its exploration and exploitation activities?  
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To adjust the organizational aspects towards ambidexterity a set of managerial implications has been 

developed. These implications should provide a starting point for the organization in becoming 

ambidextrous. Developing all these implications at once in the organization will be difficult, it is 

therefore recommended to start small and invest little resources. The departments that are selected 

as growth segments are ideal starting points. Starting small, will provide the organization with data 

and feedback on which aspects work or don’t work. These implications can then be adjusted 

accordingly. When successful they can be implemented throughout the entire organization.  

7.2. Theoretical implications 
Exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity have been studied heavily after March’s article in 1991. 

The past 25 years this large body of literature has been focusing strongly on increasing the 

theoretical foundations of exploration and exploitation. Consistently revealing that ambidextrous 

organizations outperform other organizations (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). Discussing whether 

organizations should apply separate structures for exploration and exploitation (Tushman & O’Reilly, 

1996), or that it can happen simultaneously (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). But what has been lagging 

behind in this extensive body of literature is a focus on practical usability. Ambidexterity is a 

capability of organizations to deal with the tensions of exploration and exploitation. This study tries 

to contribute to the literature by providing a combined framework on the exploration and 

exploitation literature that can be applied by organizations to assess their ambidextrous capabilities. 

This framework is based upon key authors in the field and is then translated into a questionnaire that 

could be used as a basic for becoming an analysis tool for a broader spectrum of organizations.  

Secondly, literature focused on project based organizations and ambidexterity have highlighted 

difficulties that these organizations phase when implementing ambidexterity. One of these aspects is 

the sharing of knowledge after projects are completed, finding resources for experimentation in 

projects that are of a one-off nature, and often there are no clear R&D departments in such project 

based organizations  (Brady, 2004; Eriksson, 2013). In line with Brady and Eriksson these difficulties 

also appeared within organization A, as a strong focus on exploitation was observed. In this sense the 

study contributes to the findings of Eriksson by measuring exploration and exploitation in a project 

based organization for a single case, pinpointing what organizational aspects must be changed in 

order to deal with the challenges this organization faces. Highlighting the importance and difficulties 

of ambidexterity in the project based organization literature and encouraging empirical research for 

such organizations.  

Thirdly most exploration-exploitation studies focus on the management, whereas this study focusses 

on the non-management employees as well. Giving insight into the differences between these two 

groups, and the potential impact this has on an organizations exploration and exploitation. In this 

study, there was a clear difference between management and non-management. Future studies 

should take this in account. By gathering only the views of the management, results might not reflect 

the entirety of the organization. Lastly the study found a u shaped curve in relation to employees’ 

service years. Within the exploration exploitation literature the effect of service years on exploration 

exploitation is not mentioned. This study indicates that there might be a potential relation.  

7.3. Limitations and Recommendations for future research 
In regard to the methodology used there were some pros and cons. Conducting the questionnaire via 

a personal method, resulted in receiving a very high response rate. In addition it enabled the 
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researcher to get a good perception of the organization throughout the Netherlands, experiencing 

the culture of the organization. The downside was that not the entirety of the organization was 

reached. There are many employees who are often not at the office since they are communicating 

with clients or are working on site. Even though the sample size is large, it might be that the type of 

respondents is more skewed towards certain professions that are more often at the office. Since this 

was not controlled for in the questionnaire we cannot say if there are differences regarding 

professions and their explorative and exploitative perceptions of the organizations.  

Secondly the questionnaire is developed through theoretical support. There is no empirical evidence 

that a combination of the used constructs work together in improving ambidexterity. The 

questionnaire uses Likert scales with a 1-5 scale. It can be argued that a 1-7 scale provides more 

reliable results. Another problem with the Likert scales is that the questions focus mainly on the 

perception of the employees and managers from the organization. This gives a good view of how the 

organization looks, but it is limited in quantitative data to provide support for the findings from the 

study. Finally the questionnaire was developed from previous studies, indicating that the items have 

a sound theoretical background. However the issue with these Likert scales is that the meaning of 

the questions can be ambiguous.  

Recommendations for future research 

The questionnaire has a slight focus on organizations such as Organization A, however since the 

broad theoretical background of the questionnaire it could be easily applicable to a broader 

spectrum of organizations with some minor changes. Testing the framework through multiple 

organizations should give interesting insights into how different organizations deal with the tensions 

of exploration and exploitation. In addition this could then also be linked to performance outcomes, 

as identified in the complete framework (page 23). This should allow us to validate which 

antecedents are most important in regard to the potential benefit they can deliver when changing 

them. In this study there were some issues with the reliability of the scales that were used, most of 

the scales used are based upon previous research in which they are validated. For future research 

these scales need to be redeveloped to fully capture the intended constructs.  

In addition to this the framework uses 6 constructs, with underlying aspects for each of these 

constructs. First of all it is likely that there are more organizational aspects related to exploration and 

exploitation that could fit in this framework. Secondly the 6 constructs and aspects are considered to 

be equally important. However it can be the case that one might be more important than the other. 

In other words is achieving a high absorptive capacity equally important to the overall ambidexterity 

of the organization compared to the levels of transformational leadership. Thirdly it is expected that 

these organizational aspects cover each other to some extent. For example if an organization has 

high formalization and low communication would a decrease in formalization, improve the 

communication because more freedom is experienced? These relations are crucial for applying 

organizational changes, as they indicate which problems need to be solved first. Future research 

should aim to identify the full extent of the framework and the relations of organizational aspects in 

an ambidexterity context.  

This study was performed as a single case study at a project based organization, it would be 

interesting to perform this study as a multiple case study. Using organizations from different sectors, 

such as technology, manufacturing and project based, could reveal interesting insights in how these 
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sectors compare to each other and how each of them deal with the tensions of exploration and 

exploitation.  

The study revealed some more interesting results, first the differences between management and 

non-management appeared to be significant. It appears that the communication of the strategy from 

the top management to the management teams on the department levels is good, however going a 

layer down it appeared that this information was not clear at for non-management employees.  In 

combination with the high levels of formalization we saw at the management levels this might be a 

reason that the management teams are too busy ‘managing’ instead of ‘leading’ their departments. 

Where ‘managing’ means a focus on keeping things in check and ‘leading’ means a focus on guiding 

the employees. This in combination with the notions of exploration and exploitation can point for 

further avenues of research.  

Next to this an interesting u shaped curve in relation to employees’ service years was observed. 

Within the exploration and exploitation literature there are no findings regarding this. It could, in this 

case, potentially be linked to satisfaction of employees. However still the notion that satisfaction 

might also influence a persons’ exploration/exploitation, or perhaps the other way around are 

interesting directions for future research. Linking this to performance outcomes could provide 

organizations with a great measurement tool that could be used for organizational change.  
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8. Appendix 

Appendix A: List of quotes from exploratory interviews 
8 interviews were held (2 business developers, 2 team leaders, 2 consultants, 1 department 

manager, 1 engineer). Other themes than what the thesis is about where discussed in these 

interviews. Therefore only quotes relevant to the overall objective of the thesis are given here.  

1. Organisatie A zou zichzelf meer moeten onderscheiden van de concurrentie door zichzelf 

mee te promoten op waar we echt goed in zijn.  
2. Er is relatief weing ruimte voor innovatie omdat er altijd doorberekend moet worden binnen 

projecten. 
3. Kennis deling in de organisatie kan zeker verbeterd worden. 
4. Er is veel kennis en expertise binnen de organisatie aanwezig, het combineren hiervan zou 

nog verbeterd kunnen worden. 
5. De organisatie is zich steeds meer bewust aan het worden van hoe belangrijk innovatie is. 
6. De klant geeft vaak weinig ruimte voor innovatie binnen projecten. Zij kijken met name wat 

er onder de streep staat.  
7. De organisatie heeft een afwachtende houding, vroeger was er voor iedereen werk en kwam 

de klant wel naar ons toe. De markt is alleen veranderd, waardoor er minder werk is en we 

moeten nu juist naar de klant toe.  

8. Kennis deling binnen de organisatie kan altijd beter. Er zijn heel veel slimme engineers 

binnen de organisatie, maar soms vinden we het wiel twee keer uit.  

9. Entrepreneurship zou meer gestimuleerd moeten worden.  

10. We werken al veel samen met klanten en andere partijen, maar dit moeten we nog meer 

doen.  

11. Samenwerking tussen afdelingen kan wel verbeterd worden, met de ene afdeling werk je 

makkelijker samen dan met de andere.  

12. De organsatie onderscheid zich niet echt van de concurrentie.  

13. Er zijn veel goede ideeën binnen de organisatie, alleen worden er niet altijd middelen 

beschikbaar gesteld om ze uit te voeren.  

14. Ideeën moeten een goede business case hebben: wat levert het nou uiteindelijk op voor de 

organisatie.  

15. De organisatie moet veel sneller inspelen op interessante markt vraagstukken. Zoals smart 

cities.  
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Appendix B: Questionnaire 
Beste collega,  

Graag zou ik u willen benaderen voor deelname aan het onderzoek dat ik in het kader van mijn studie 

Technische Bedrijfskunde aan de TU in Eindhoven uitvoer. 

Doel van het onderzoek: 

Voor bedrijven is de balans tussen activiteiten die zich enerzijds richten op efficiëntie en anderzijds 

richten op innovatie ontzettend belangrijk. Binnen een bedrijf wordt vaak een te grote focus gelegd 

op één van de twee, dit kan er voor zorgen dat het bedrijf op de lange termijn niet meer in staat is 

om te concurreren met de concurrentie. Mijn onderzoek richt zich op het in stand houden van deze 

balans en heeft als doel Organization A handvatten te leveren om deze potentiële valkuil te 

vermijden. Daarom heb ik uw hulp nodig bij het invullen van deze vragenlijst! 

Wat houdt het onderzoek in? 

Het invullen van de vragenlijst duurt ongeveer 10-15 minuten. Er zijn geen goede of foute 

antwoorden. Ik wil graag uw mening weten. Hierbij is het van belang om niet teveel  na te denken 

over ieder antwoord, maar om op uw eerste ingeving af te gaan. Sommige vragen lijken op elkaar, dit 

helpt me om een meer valide antwoord te krijgen op de onderzoeksvragen. 

Deelname aan dit onderzoek is op vrijwillige basis. Uw antwoorden zullen anoniem en confidentieel 

behandeld worden. Verslaglegging zal focussen op algemene resultaten, niet op individuele scores. 

De resultaten en de mogelijke oplossingen op de korte en lange termijn worden teruggekoppeld via 

InSite, daarnaast zullen deze ook aan het management gepresenteerd worden.  

Wilt u verder nog iets weten? 

Als u op dit moment of later vragen heeft, kunt u altijd contact opnemen met mij; Sebastiaan 

Singendonk (tel. +31611749191, e-mail: sebastiaan.singendonk@Organization A.nl). 

Hartelijke groet en alvast dank voor uw medewerking aan deze studie. 

Sebastiaan Singendonk 
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Algemene vragen 

Hieronder volgen een aantal algemene vragen, deze vragen helpen om een beter beeld te krijgen 

tussen de verschillende afdelingen van Organization A 

Binnen welke divisie bent u werkzaam? 

Binnen welke afdeling bent u werkzaam? 

Wat is uw standplaats? 

Heeft u een management functie? (Management is teamleider en hoger)  (Ja/Nee) 

Hoeveel jaar bent u werkzaam bij Organization A? 

<1  

1-5 jaar 

5-10 

10-15 

>15 
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Strategie 

De vragen in dit onderdeel richten zich op de strategie van Organization A. Dit is met name gericht op de markt, 

innovatie, en efficiëntie. De vragen zijn verdeeld op organisatie- (Organization A NL), en afdelingsniveau (bijv. 

Wegen). Geef hieronder aan in hoeverre u het eens of oneens bent met de volgende stellingen.  

 Organisatieniveau Volledig 
mee oneens 

  Volledig 
mee eens 

 
Weet 
ik niet 

STRAT01_AC 1   Er vindt veel samenwerking plaats over de 
hele breedte van de organisatie.   

1 2 3 4 5      
0 

STRAT02_AC 2  De organisatie is in staat om snel te 
reageren op veranderingen in de markt. 

1 2 3 4 5      
0 

STRAT03_AC 3  Er is een duidelijke strategie binnen de 
organisatie voor het benutten van kansen in 
de markt. 

1 2 3 4 5      
 
0 

STRAT04_EF 4  Binnen de organisatie is er een duidelijke 
strategie voor het reduceren van kosten.  

1 2 3 4 5      
0 

STRAT05_EF 5  De organisatie is continu bezig met het 
analyseren van de tevredenheid van haar 
bestaande klanten.  

1 2 3 4 5      
 
0 

STRAT06_IN 6  Binnen onze organisatie is een succesvol 
project meestal gebaseerd op onze 
innovatieve capaciteiten. 

1 2 3 4 5   
 
0 

STRAT07_IN 
  

7  Onze aanbiedingen aan de klant 
onderscheiden zich van de aanbiedingen 
van onze concurrentie. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

STRAT08_IN 8  Er is een duidelijke strategie voor innovatie 
binnen de organisatie. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

 

 Afdelingsniveau Volledig 
mee 

oneens 

  Volledig 
mee eens 

 
Weet 
ik niet 

STRAT09_AC 9   Er vindt veel samenwerking plaats tussen 
afdelingen.   

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRAT10_AC 10  Onze afdeling is actief bezig met het 
betrekken van externe partijen bij het 
ontwikkelen van nieuwe kennis. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

STRAT11_AC 11  Onze afdeling is snel in het analyseren en 
interpreteren van veranderende markt 
vragen.  

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

STRAT12_AC 12  Onze afdeling komt periodiek bijeen voor 
het bespreken van markt trends en nieuwe 
product/service ontwikkelingen.  

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

STRAT13_EF 13  Het is duidelijk hoe projecten binnen onze 
afdeling uitgevoerd moeten worden. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRAT14_EF 14  Binnen onze afdeling is het verbeteren van 
onze huidige werkprocessen belangrijker 
dan het bedenken van nieuwe manieren 
om ons werk te doen.  

1 2 3 4 5  
 
 
0 

STRAT15_EF 15  Onze  afdeling heeft moeite met het 
implementeren van nieuwe producten 
en/of services.  

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

STRAT16_IN 16  Binnen onze afdeling is een succesvol 
project meestal gebaseerd op onze 
innovatieve capaciteiten. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

STRAT17_IN 17  Innovatieve ideeën en nieuwe kansen 
worden snel opgepakt door onze afdeling. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 
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Structuur 

De vragen in deze sectie richten zich op de structuur van de organisatie. Deze vragen zijn gericht op 

afdelingsniveau. Geef hieronder aan in hoeverre u het eens of oneens bent met de volgende 

stellingen. 

 Structuur Volledig 
mee 

oneens 

  Volledig 
mee eens 

 
Weet 
ik 
niet 

STRUC01_FO 18  Welke situatie er ook ontstaat, ik heb 
procedures die ik kan volgen om met de 
situatie om te gaan.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC02_FO 19  Er zijn veel geschreven regels voor het 
doen van mijn dagelijkse werkzaamheden. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC03_FO 20  Hoe het werk hier wordt gedaan, wordt 
overgelaten aan de persoon die het werk 
doet. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC04_CE 21  Beslissingen die ik maak, hebben de 
goedkeuring nodig van mijn 
leidinggevende(n). 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC05_CE 22  Ik voel me aangemoedigd om mijn eigen 
beslissingen te maken. 

1 2 3 4 5 0 

STRUC06_CE 
  

23   Binnen projecten moeten we vaak 
wachten totdat een leidinggevende een 
beslissing goedkeurt.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC07_CO 24  Ik voel me comfortabel in het vragen om 
hulp van anderen, ongeacht hun rang, 
positie, of afdeling.  

1 2 3 4 5 0 

STRUC08_CO 25  Communicatie van de ene afdeling naar de 
andere verloopt makkelijk.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC09_CO 26  Afdelingen binnen de organisatie 
concurreren voor hetzelfde werk. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC10_SP 27  Binnen onze afdeling heeft iedereen 
duidelijke rollen voor wie wat doet. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

STRUC11_SP 28  Werknemers zijn flexibel in het uitvoeren 
van verschillende taken en 
verantwoordelijkheden binnen onze 
afdeling. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 
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Systemen 

De vragen in deze sectie gaan over de systemen van de organisatie. Dit gaat over de processen en 

taken en de communicatie hiervan binnen de organisatie. Geef hieronder aan in hoeverre u het eens 

of oneens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

  Volledig 
mee 

oneens 

  Volledig 
mee eens 

 
Weet 
ik niet 

SYS01_BE 29  De visie en missie van de organisatie worden 
duidelijk gecommuniceerd. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

SYS02_BE 30  De normen en waarden van de organisatie 
worden duidelijk gecommuniceerd. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

SYS03_IN 31  Er zijn duidelijke processen voor het 
identificeren en communiceren van nieuwe 
kansen en bedreigingen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

SYS04_IN 32  Naast onze reguliere taken krijgen we tijd om 
aan innovatieve projecten/nieuwe markt 
kansen te werken.  

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

SYS05_BO 33  Er is een duidelijk afgebakend gebied waarin 
we naar nieuwe kansen zoeken. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

SYS06_BO 34  Ook buiten ons directe expertise gebied 
wordt er gezocht naar nieuwe markt kansen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

SYS07_BO 35  Het binnenhalen van een nieuwe opdracht is 

de verantwoordelijkheid van alle 

werknemers. Niet alleen van 

accountmanagers en business developers. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
 
0 

SYS08_DI 36  De organisatie heeft een duidelijk en formeel 
feedback systeem. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

SYS09_DI 37   De organisatie beloont haar werknemers op 
dezelfde manier. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

SYS10_RE 38  De systemen in de organisatie zorgen ervoor 
dat er veel tijd verspild wordt met niet 
productieve activiteiten. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 
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Top Management 

De vragen in deze sectie gaan over het top management van Organization A Nederland, onder het 

Top management verstaan we alle divisie en commercieel directeuren en de directie. Geef hieronder 

aan in hoeverre u het eens of oneens bent met de volgende stellingen.  

    Volledig 
mee 

oneens 

   Volledig 
mee 
eens 

 
Weet ik 
niet 

MAN01_AL 39  Top management legt de nadruk op het 
samenwerken tussen verschillende vakgebieden 
(adviseur-business developer- tekenaar- 
projectleider). 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
 
0 

MAN02_AL 40  De organisatie werkt op samenhangende wijze 
om de overkoepelende doelen te 
verwezenlijken. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

MAN03_AL 41  Het top management geeft vaak tegenstrijdige 
doelen.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

MAN04_AD 42  Het top management team is flexibel genoeg om 
snel te reageren op veranderingen in de markt. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

MAN05_AD 43  Het top management team moedigt 
werknemers aan om verouderde tradities of 
processen te veranderen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

MAN06_AD 44  Het top management team brengt met de juiste 
snelheid organisatorische veranderingen door in 
reactie op het verschuiven van zakelijke 
prioriteiten. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

MAN07_RE 45  Het top management team stelt voldoende 
middelen (tijd/geld) beschikbaar voor het 
experimenteren met nieuwe ideeën. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

MAN08_RE 46   De criteria voor het toekennen van middelen 
(tijd/geld) zijn over het algemeen gebaseerd op 
korte termijn overwegingen.  

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 
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Leiderschap 

De volgende vragen richten zich op leiderschap op afdelingsniveau. Hiermee worden de teamleiders 

en het afdelingshoofd van uw afdeling bedoeld. Geef hieronder aan in hoeverre u het eens of oneens 

bent met de volgende stellingen 

   Volledig 
mee 

oneens 

  Volledig 
mee eens 

 
Weet 
ik niet 

LEAD01_TA 47  Het management team stelt uitdagende 
doelen.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD02_TA 48  Het management team herinnert ons aan 
deadlines. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD03_TA 49  Het management team spoort haar 
werknemers aan om taken op tijd af te 
hebben. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

LEAD04_TA 50  Het management team houdt ons 
verantwoordelijk voor onze prestaties.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD05_TF 51  Het management team betrekt ons bij 
besluitvormingsprocessen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD06_TF 52  Het management team geeft ons voldoende 
autoriteit om ons werk goed te doen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD07_TF 53  Het management team daagt ons uit om 
bestaande processen te 
vernieuwen/verbeteren.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD08_TF 54  Het management team geeft ons vrijheid in 
hoe we ons werk doen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD09_TF 55  Het management team moedigt 
samenwerking tussen alle functionele 
werkgebieden binnen onze afdeling aan. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

LEAD10_TF 56  Het management team staat ons toe om 
risico’s te nemen en hierbij af en toe te 
falen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

LEAD11_TF 57  Het management team beschouwt falen (na 
een goede poging) als een leermoment, niet 
als iets om je voor te schamen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

LEAD12_RE 58  Binnen onze afdeling stelt het management 
voldoende middelen (tijd/geld) beschikbaar 
om met nieuwe ideeën te experimenteren.  

1 2 3 4 5  
 
0 

LEAD13_II 59  Het management team maakt iedereen 
enthousiast voor projecten. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD14_II 60  Het management team moedigt me aan om 
mijn ideeën en meningen te uiten. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD15_II 61  Het management team moedigt me aan om 
initiatief te nemen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

LEAD16_IM 62   Het management team is een bron van 
inspiratie voor ons. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 
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Cultuur/Context/Individueel 

De volgende vragen gaan over uw dagelijkse werk. Geef hieronder aan in hoeverre u het eens of 

oneens bent met de volgende stellingen 

  Volledig 
mee 

oneens 

  Volledig 
mee eens 

 
Weet 
ik niet 

IND01 63  Ik denk vaak ‘out of the box’ tijdens mijn werk. 1 2 3 4 5 0 
IND02 64  Naast mijn reguliere taken, voel ik me vrij om 

nieuwe ideeën te bedenken . 
1 2 3 4 5  

0 
IND03 65  In mijn dagelijkse werk zie ik vaak dingen die 

efficiënter gedaan zouden kunnen worden.  
1 2 3 4 5  

0 
IND04 66  Als ik bepaalde ideeën of gedachten heb, vind 

ik het makkelijk om deze te communiceren 
met mijn leidinggevende. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

IND05 67  Ik voel dat mijn ideeën en gedachten serieus 
genomen worden.  

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

IND06 68  Ik voel dat ik de mogelijkheid heb om nieuwe 
markten te verkennen. 

1 2 3 4 5  
0 

IND07 69  Ondernemerschap wordt gestimuleerd. 1 2 3 4 5 0 
IND08 70  Ik voel druk dat al mijn werk doorberekenbaar 

moet zijn. 
1 2 3 4 5  

0 
IND09 71  Samenwerking tussen divisies wordt 

gestimuleerd. 
1 2 3 4 5  

0 
IND10 72   Het is gemakkelijk om samen te werken met 

collega’s van andere divisies. 
1 2 3 4 5  

0 

 

 

Heeft u nog vragen of opmerkingen? 

 

 

Hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking! 
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Appendix C: List of quotes  
Interviews managers 

1. Communiceren moet beter, er is meer dan bekend is.  C1 
2. Terugkoppeling van informatie kan beter.  C1 
3. Er is een moeraseffect waardoor informatie niet alle lagen van de organizatie bereikt. C1 
4. Samenwerking binnen de organisatie gebeurd wel, maar wordt niet expliciet 

gecommuniceerd. C1 en C6 
5. Het commerciele apparaat is intern gericht, we moeten meer aanwezigheid op de markt 

hebben. C2 
6. We zijn nu bezig met een kerngroep voor innovatie. C2 
7. De organisatie is vaak reageerd vaak op wat de markt doet in plaats van andersom. C2 
8. Kennis opdoen in de markt en deze op een laagdrempelige manier te delen.  C2 
9. Het komt voor dat mensen op hun eieren zitten. C2 
10. Samenwerking is erg afhankelijk van de personen met wie je samenwerkt. C2 
11. Het is de verantwoordelijkheid van managers om het PROS systeem (feedback) samen met 

de werknemer in te vullen. C3 
12. Het feedback system is met name gericht op exploitatie. De manager kan wel zelf 

innovatieve doelen stellen met de werknemer. C3 
13. Beloningen zijn niet duidelijk. C3 
14. We moeten meer kansen creëren, en actiever zijn op de markt C4 
15. Belangrijk om helder te maken hoeveel tijd en geld er is om te experimenteren met nieuwe 

mogelijkheden. C4 
16. Er moeten veel adminstratieve taken verricht worden in de organizatie, ook voor kleine 

projecten. C5 
17. Er zijn inderdaad vrij veel geformalizeerde taken die ik op wekelijkse basis moet doen. C5 
18. Belangrijk dat managers voorbeeldgedrag tonen door veel te delen en mensen te betrekken. 

C7 
19. Creativiteit moet op andere manieren geprikkelt worden. C7 
20. Het management team van afdeling 3I en3J hebben een relatief jong management team. Zij 

leggen waarschijnlijk een sterkere focus op innovatie. C8 
21. De u-curve komt ook terug in het medewerkerstevredenheidsonderzoek.  C9 
22. We missen een stukje financiele slagkracht. 

 

Interviews department C8 

23. De beste ideeën onstaant vanuit betrokken medewerkers die ruimte krijgen.  

24. Het is de taak van het management om de energie te kanaliseren en te combineren met de 

‘stippen op de horizon’ van de afdeling. 

25. Middelen zijn er in principe altijd, op een bepaald punt kijk je of de business case valide is. 

26. Medewerkers zijn uit zichzelf enthousiast, hoogsten is er coaching en wat bijsturing nodig.  

27. Het management moet ervoor zorgen dat de medewerkers zo weinig mogelijk drempels 

ervaren. 

28. Managers moeten niet te veel managen maar ook zelf meedoen. 

29. Probeer continue kennis en ideeën van buiten naar binnen te trekken. 

30. Samen ga je sneller, maar wel altijd de beste en snel schakelende partijen zoeken. 

31. In product teams ben je continue bezig om met elkaar de markt te analyseren en 

interpreteren.  Dit moet een dagelijkse activiteit zijn. 

32. Periodiek bij elkaar zitten met vaste frequentie en de juiste structuur is de belangrijk. 
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33. Er zou binnen de organisatie en grotere focus op producten en technieken moeten liggen.  

34. Hierin moeten keuzes gemaakt worden en, daarin moeten we nummer 1 worden. 

35. Het is belangrijk om externe partijen te betrekken, hier heb ik eerst zelf vooral vanuit de 

markt gekeken. 

36. Belangrijk om de werknemers te prikkelen en om vervolgens de energie van de werknemers 

te kaderen, en te vertalen naar de juiste context.  

37. Creatief proces hoeft niet altijd een plan te hebben, vooral durf en doen.  

 
Additional quotes from the questionnaire 

38. Er zijn veel dingen mogelijk binnen de organisatie maar je moet het wel zelf regelen en het 

liefst in je eigen tijd.  

39. Er ontbreekt een drive en een structuur om te investeren in en te motiveren tot nieuwe 

ontwikkelingen/kennis. 

40. Veel belasting door interne systemen. 

41. De organisatie reageert te traag op de veranderende markt.  

42. Er zou een duidelijkere strategie binnen de afdeling moeten zijn, inclusief de communicatie 

en voortzetting hiervan.  

43. Er zijn veel slimme engineers binnen de organisatie, alleen weten ze elkaars kunde niet.  

44. Samenwerking en het stimuleren van ondernemerschap kan nog verbeterd worden.  

45. Samenwerking loopt inhoudelijk soepel, maar organisatorisch en finaniceel is het lastiger.  

46. Sommige afdelingen houden het werk ook liever bij zichzelf wat ten koste gaat van de 

kwaliteit.  

47. Weinig informatie beschikbaar over andere afdelingen en welke expertise zij hebben.  

48. Korte termijn efficientië voert de boventoon.  

49. Samenwerking is heel erg afhankelijk van de personen.  

50. Druk van doorberekenbaarheid kan innovatie schaden.  
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Efficiency Mean SD 

Binnen de organisatie is er een duidelijke strategie voor het reduceren van kosten,  3,20 1,07 

De organisatie is continu bezig met het analyseren van de tevredenheid van haar bestaande 
klanten,  

3,36 0,91 

Het is duidelijk hoe projecten binnen onze afdeling uitgevoerd moeten worden, 3,72 0,83 

Binnen onze afdeling is het verbeteren van onze huidige werkprocessen belangrijker dan het 
bedenken van nieuwe manieren om ons werk te doen,  

3,32 0,97 

Onze  afdeling heeft moeite met het implementeren van nieuwe producten en/of services,  3,17 0,99 

 

Innovative capacity Mean SD 

Binnen onze organisatie is een succesvol project meestal gebaseerd op onze innovatieve 
capaciteiten, 

2,54 0,84 

Onze aanbiedingen aan de klant onderscheiden zich van de aanbiedingen van onze concurrentie, 2,82 0,87 

Er is een duidelijke strategie voor innovatie binnen de organisatie, 2,36 0,92 

Binnen onze afdeling is een succesvol project meestal gebaseerd op onze innovatieve 
capaciteiten, 

2,53 0,86 

Innovatieve ideeën en nieuwe kansen worden snel opgepakt door onze afdeling, 2,77 0,96 

 

Formalization Mean SD 

Welke situatie er ook ontstaat, ik heb procedures die ik kan volgen om met de situatie om te 
gaan,  

3,03 0,90 

Er zijn veel geschreven regels voor het doen van mijn dagelijkse werkzaamheden, 3,21 1,10 

Hoe het werk hier wordt gedaan, wordt overgelaten aan de persoon die het werk doet, 3,47 0,96 

 

Centralization Mean SD 

Absorptive capacity Mean SD 

Er vindt veel samenwerking plaats over de hele breedte van de organisatie,   2,78 0,88 

De organisatie is in staat om snel te reageren op veranderingen in de markt, 2,51 0,77 

Er is een duidelijke strategie binnen de organisatie voor het benutten van kansen in de markt, 2,76 0,86 

Er vindt veel samenwerking plaats tussen afdelingen,   3,09 0,87 

Onze afdeling is actief bezig met het betrekken van externe partijen bij het ontwikkelen van 
nieuwe kennis, 

2,73 1,00 

Onze afdeling is snel in het analyseren en interpreteren van veranderende markt vragen,  2,87 0,87 

Onze afdeling komt periodiek bijeen voor het bespreken van markt trends en nieuwe 
product/service ontwikkelingen,  

2,94 1,12 

Appendix D: Questionnaire individual item 

scores 
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Beslissingen die ik maak, hebben de goedkeuring nodig van mijn leidinggevende(n), 3,16 0,98 

Ik voel me aangemoedigd om mijn eigen beslissingen te maken, 3,62 0,93 

Binnen projecten moeten we vaak wachten totdat een leidinggevende een beslissing goedkeurt,  2,80 1,08 

 

Connectedness Mean SD 

Ik voel me comfortabel in het vragen om hulp van anderen, ongeacht hun rang, positie, of 
afdeling,  

4,10 0,88 

Communicatie van de ene afdeling naar de andere verloopt makkelijk,  3,07 0,93 

Afdelingen binnen de organisatie concurreren voor hetzelfde werk, 2,99 1,22 

 

Specialization Mean SD 

Binnen onze afdeling heeft iedereen duidelijke rollen voor wie wat doet, 3,47 0,92 

Werknemers zijn flexibel in het uitvoeren van verschillende taken en verantwoordelijkheden 
binnen onze afdeling, 

3,75 0,82 

 

Beliefs Systems Mean SD 

De visie en missie van de organisatie worden duidelijk gecommuniceerd, 2,93 1,02 

De normen en waarden van de organisatie worden duidelijk gecommuniceerd, 3,22 0,96 

 

Interactive Systems Mean SD 

Er zijn duidelijke processen voor het identificeren en communiceren van nieuwe kansen en 
bedreigingen, 

2,83 0,90 

Naast onze reguliere taken krijgen we tijd om aan innovatieve projecten/nieuwe markt kansen te 
werken,  

2,56 1,04 

 

Boundary Systems Mean SD 

Er is een duidelijk afgebakend gebied waarin we naar nieuwe kansen zoeken, 2,61 0,98 

Ook buiten ons directe expertise gebied wordt er gezocht naar nieuwe markt kansen, 2,93 1,01 

Het binnenhalen van een nieuwe opdracht is de verantwoordelijkheid van alle werknemers, Niet 
alleen van accountmanagers en business developers, 

3,76 1,10 

 

Diagnostic Systems Mean SD 

De organisatie heeft een duidelijk en formeel feedback systeem, 2,79 0,96 
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De organisatie beloont haar werknemers op dezelfde manier, 2,60 1,04 

 

Alignment Mean SD 

Top management legt de nadruk op het samenwerken tussen verschillende vakgebieden 
(adviseur-business developer- tekenaar- projectleider), 

3,06 0,98 

De organisatie werkt op samenhangende wijze om de overkoepelende doelen te verwezenlijken, 2,73 0,91 

Het top management geeft vaak tegenstrijdige doelen,  3,09 0,95 

 

Adaptability Mean SD 

Het top management team is flexibel genoeg om snel te reageren op veranderingen in de markt, 2,70 0,87 

Het top management team moedigt werknemers aan om verouderde tradities of processen te 
veranderen, 

2,88 1,02 

Het top management team brengt met de juiste snelheid organisatorische veranderingen door in 
reactie op het verschuiven van zakelijke prioriteiten, 

2,70 0,86 

 

Resources Mean SD 

Het top management team stelt voldoende middelen (tijd/geld) beschikbaar voor het 
experimenteren met nieuwe ideeën, 

2,21 0,95 

De criteria voor het toekennen van middelen (tijd/geld) zijn over het algemeen gebaseerd op 
korte termijn overwegingen,  

3,64 0,97 

 

Transactional Leadership Mean SD 

Het management team stelt uitdagende doelen,  3,14 0,92 

Het management team herinnert ons aan deadlines, 2,92 1,05 

Het management team spoort haar werknemers aan om taken op tijd af te hebben, 3,24 0,96 

Het management team houdt ons verantwoordelijk voor onze prestaties,  3,85 0,80 

 

Transformational Leadership Mean SD 

Het management team betrekt ons bij besluitvormingsprocessen, 2,56 1,01 

Het management team geeft ons voldoende autoriteit om ons werk goed te doen, 3,72 0,81 

Het management team daagt ons uit om bestaande processen te vernieuwen/verbeteren,  3,02 0,98 

Het management team geeft ons vrijheid in hoe we ons werk doen, 4,02 0,83 

Het management team moedigt samenwerking tussen alle functionele werkgebieden binnen onze 
afdeling aan, 

3,61 0,92 

Het management team staat ons toe om risico’s te nemen en hierbij af en toe te falen, 2,94 1,00 

Het management team beschouwt falen (na een goede poging) als een leermoment, niet als iets 3,16 1,01 
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om je voor te schamen, 

 

Motivational Mean SD 

Het management team maakt iedereen enthousiast voor projecten, 2,92 1,00 

Het management team moedigt me aan om mijn ideeën en meningen te uiten, 3,31 1,05 

Het management team moedigt me aan om initiatief te nemen, 2,47 1,00 

Het management team is een bron van inspiratie voor ons, 2,46 0,99 

 

Individual Context Mean SD 

Ik denk vaak ‘out of the box’ tijdens mijn werk, 3,33 0,95 

Naast mijn reguliere taken, voel ik me vrij om nieuwe ideeën te bedenken , 3,59 0,89 

In mijn dagelijkse werk zie ik vaak dingen die efficiënter gedaan zouden kunnen worden,  3,87 0,81 

Als ik bepaalde ideeën of gedachten heb, vind ik het makkelijk om deze te communiceren met 
mijn leidinggevende, 

3,67 0,91 

Ik voel dat mijn ideeën en gedachten serieus genomen worden,  3,46 0,94 

Ik voel dat ik de mogelijkheid heb om nieuwe markten te verkennen, 3,07 0,98 

Ondernemerschap wordt gestimuleerd, 3,15 1,04 

Ik voel druk dat al mijn werk doorberekenbaar moet zijn, (niet meegenomen in average) 4,03 1,10 

Het is gemakkelijk om samen te werken met collega’s van andere divisies, 3,15 0,99 
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Rotated Component Matrixa 

  

Component 

Transf
ormati
onal 

Leader
ship 

Motivatio
nal 

Absorptiv
e 

Capacity 

Strateg
ic 

Comm
unicati

on 
Collabora

tion 
Innovation 
(individual) 

Alignmen
t 

Transacti
onal 

Leadershi
p 

Connecte
dness 

Innova
tion 

(organi
zation) 

Centraliz
ation 

Adapta
bility 

Formal
ization 

Diagno
stic 

system
s 

Cronbach's Alpha 0,795 0,851 0,788 0,762 0,701 0,655 0,704 0,755 0,553 0,625 0,569 0,633 0,451 0,406 

Er vindt veel samenwerking plaats over de hele breedte van de organisatie.   ,118 ,071 ,137 ,108 ,701 ,011 ,154 ,092 ,067 ,122 -,021 ,066 ,154 ,102 

De organisatie is in staat om snel te reageren op veranderingen in de markt. ,024 ,212 ,296 ,345 ,406 -,156 -,036 ,003 -,081 ,225 ,008 ,207 ,142 ,103 

Er is een duidelijke strategie binnen de organisatie voor het benutten van kansen in de 
markt. 

,274 ,017 ,147 ,530 ,192 ,008 ,151 ,018 ,006 ,170 ,090 ,217 ,214 -,067 

Binnen de organisatie is er een duidelijke strategie voor het reduceren van kosten.  ,168 -,093 ,138 ,551 ,025 ,132 ,141 ,112 ,037 ,131 ,102 -,047 ,024 ,071 

De organisatie is continu bezig met het analyseren van de tevredenheid van haar 
bestaande klanten.  

,287 ,026 ,175 ,416 -,062 ,117 ,106 ,274 ,035 ,179 -,242 -,079 -,022 ,053 

Binnen onze organisatie is een succesvol project meestal gebaseerd op onze innovatieve 
capaciteiten. 

,030 -,073 ,271 ,124 ,136 -,028 ,083 -,074 -,152 ,708 ,212 ,117 -,110 ,027 

Onze aanbiedingen aan de klant onderscheiden zich van de aanbiedingen van onze 
concurrentie. 

,052 ,083 ,071 ,039 ,130 -,018 -,008 ,234 ,010 ,561 -,277 -,079 ,259 -,038 

Er is een duidelijke strategie voor innovatie binnen de organisatie. ,173 -,006 ,251 ,223 ,143 ,032 ,313 ,001 -,036 ,446 -,019 ,081 ,253 ,012 

Er vindt veel samenwerking plaats tussen afdelingen.   ,160 ,106 ,160 -,015 ,766 ,032 ,009 ,114 ,108 ,105 -,052 -,173 -,037 -,033 

Onze afdeling is actief bezig met het betrekken van externe partijen bij het ontwikkelen 
van nieuwe kennis. 

,037 ,132 ,647 ,112 ,157 ,103 ,180 ,100 ,021 ,151 -,060 -,072 -,064 ,060 

Onze afdeling is snel in het analyseren en interpreteren van veranderende markt vragen.  ,207 ,156 ,639 ,155 ,125 ,218 -,047 ,077 -,002 ,072 -,018 ,150 ,056 -,176 

Onze afdeling komt periodiek bijeen voor het bespreken van markt trends en nieuwe 
product/service ontwikkelingen.  

,249 ,097 ,649 ,049 -,054 ,029 ,234 -,034 -,044 ,000 ,067 -,272 ,067 ,079 

Het is duidelijk hoe projecten binnen onze afdeling uitgevoerd moeten worden. ,456 -,066 ,263 ,135 -,014 -,084 ,082 -,064 ,116 -,082 -,063 -,045 ,407 -,070 

Binnen onze afdeling is een succesvol project meestal gebaseerd op onze innovatieve 
capaciteiten. 

-,019 ,066 ,551 -,030 ,089 ,070 ,028 ,042 -,012 ,464 ,044 ,217 ,005 ,079 

Innovatieve ideeën en nieuwe kansen worden snel opgepakt door onze afdeling. ,200 ,129 ,732 ,094 ,165 ,045 ,034 ,168 ,135 ,087 -,082 ,148 ,046 ,075 

Welke situatie er ook ontstaat, ik heb procedures die ik kan volgen om met de situatie om 
te gaan.  

,099 ,083 ,039 ,036 ,131 ,095 ,003 ,108 ,104 ,092 ,140 ,011 ,765 ,014 

Beslissingen die ik maak, hebben de goedkeuring nodig van mijn leidinggevende(n). -,022 -,034 -,003 ,043 -,008 -,054 ,118 ,070 -,051 -,096 ,796 -,034 ,084 ,004 

Binnen projecten moeten we vaak wachten totdat een leidinggevende een beslissing 
goedkeurt.  

-,111 -,070 -,107 ,022 -,083 ,079 ,001 ,091 -,055 ,228 ,683 -,084 ,045 ,064 

Ik voel me comfortabel in het vragen om hulp van anderen, ongeacht hun rang, positie, of 
afdeling.  

,228 ,035 ,013 ,059 ,053 ,129 ,057 ,022 ,713 -,106 -,048 -,064 ,031 -,005 

Communicatie van de ene afdeling naar de andere verloopt makkelijk.  -,071 ,149 ,093 ,036 ,359 ,072 ,166 -,081 ,500 -,135 -,105 -,072 ,101 ,257 

Binnen onze afdeling heeft iedereen duidelijke rollen voor wie wat doet. ,118 -,007 -,024 ,204 ,016 -,177 ,056 ,253 ,488 ,066 ,008 ,101 ,166 -,073 

Werknemers zijn flexibel in het uitvoeren van verschillende taken en 
verantwoordelijkheden binnen onze afdeling. 

,061 ,073 ,273 ,197 ,016 -,123 -,207 ,017 ,406 ,011 -,061 -,077 ,037 -,111 

De visie en missie van de organisatie worden duidelijk gecommuniceerd. ,158 ,152 ,046 ,802 ,099 -,052 ,089 ,112 ,054 -,008 -,002 ,015 ,056 ,110 

De normen en waarden van de organisatie worden duidelijk gecommuniceerd. ,087 ,176 ,077 ,761 ,009 ,107 ,019 ,139 ,088 -,026 ,012 -,058 -,018 ,123 

Er zijn duidelijke processen voor het identificeren en communiceren van nieuwe kansen 
en bedreigingen. 

-,121 ,351 ,127 ,416 -,107 ,019 ,311 ,015 ,071 ,101 -,091 -,021 -,259 -,042 

De organisatie heeft een duidelijk en formeel feedback systeem. -,033 ,228 ,067 ,238 ,060 ,089 ,086 ,094 ,157 ,183 ,042 -,051 ,051 ,529 

De organisatie beloont haar werknemers op dezelfde manier. ,173 ,068 ,039 ,139 ,074 ,006 ,014 ,111 -,050 -,051 ,025 -,031 -,011 ,765 

Top management legt de nadruk op het samenwerken tussen verschillende vakgebieden 
(adviseur-business developer- tekenaar- projectleider). 

,303 ,026 ,115 ,143 ,206 -,021 ,650 -,049 ,147 ,031 ,137 ,071 ,075 -,050 

De organisatie werkt op samenhangende wijze om de overkoepelende doelen te 
verwezenlijken. 

,095 ,224 ,154 ,231 ,327 ,115 ,594 ,068 -,003 ,071 ,160 ,199 ,074 -,071 

Het top management team is flexibel genoeg om snel te reageren op veranderingen in de 
markt. 

-,027 ,284 ,066 ,382 ,074 ,017 ,359 ,019 ,100 ,216 ,045 ,375 -,014 ,149 

Het top management team moedigt werknemers aan om verouderde tradities of 
processen te veranderen. 

,327 ,133 ,011 ,047 ,156 ,200 ,194 ,198 ,052 ,203 -,044 ,419 ,017 ,112 

Het top management team brengt met de juiste snelheid organisatorische veranderingen 
door in reactie op het verschuiven van zakelijke prioriteiten. 

,124 ,256 ,105 ,300 ,244 -,045 ,018 ,210 ,004 ,147 ,106 ,440 -,093 ,104 

Appendix E – Factor analysis rotated component matrix 
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Het management team stelt uitdagende doelen.  ,518 ,093 ,003 ,271 ,210 ,112 ,105 ,319 ,010 ,052 -,110 ,084 ,029 ,054 

Het management team herinnert ons aan deadlines. -,001 ,152 ,156 ,102 ,137 ,022 -,010 ,767 ,064 ,009 ,133 ,058 ,036 ,141 

Het management team spoort haar werknemers aan om taken op tijd af te hebben. ,080 ,200 ,094 ,179 ,019 ,111 ,029 ,777 ,005 ,094 ,061 ,017 ,046 ,087 

Het management team houdt ons verantwoordelijk voor onze prestaties.  ,266 -,133 ,088 ,137 ,148 -,228 ,231 ,476 -,039 -,182 -,017 -,264 ,043 -,278 

Het management team daagt ons uit om bestaande processen te vernieuwen/verbeteren.  ,488 ,425 ,000 ,038 -,010 ,113 ,110 ,101 -,066 ,258 -,015 ,072 ,105 ,135 

Het management team geeft ons vrijheid in hoe we ons werk doen. ,422 ,267 ,042 ,047 -,057 ,074 -,088 -,044 ,356 ,300 -,095 -,186 -,064 -,189 

Het management team moedigt samenwerking tussen alle functionele werkgebieden 
binnen onze afdeling aan. 

,540 ,309 ,179 -,053 ,199 ,019 ,075 ,009 ,155 ,111 -,081 -,079 ,017 -,043 

Het management team staat ons toe om risico’s te nemen en hierbij af en toe te falen. ,210 ,545 ,136 ,047 -,065 ,014 -,018 -,006 ,244 ,002 -,224 ,065 -,018 ,033 

Het management team beschouwt falen (na een goede poging) als een leermoment, niet 
als iets om je voor te schamen. 

,136 ,730 ,106 ,018 -,117 ,020 ,022 ,082 ,250 -,028 -,140 ,161 ,067 ,127 

Het management team maakt iedereen enthousiast voor projecten. ,215 ,575 ,263 ,170 ,366 ,058 ,126 ,136 -,064 -,057 -,008 ,021 -,067 ,116 

Het management team moedigt me aan om mijn ideeën en meningen te uiten. ,301 ,643 ,125 ,209 ,216 ,237 ,091 ,176 -,020 -,021 -,048 -,161 ,066 ,010 

Het management team moedigt me aan om initiatief te nemen. ,396 ,629 ,056 ,176 ,219 ,271 ,041 ,132 ,058 -,080 -,011 -,032 ,098 -,056 

Het management team is een bron van inspiratie voor ons. ,267 ,588 ,128 ,196 ,303 ,104 ,081 ,132 -,153 ,083 ,089 -,004 ,090 ,221 

Ik denk vaak ‘out of the box’ tijdens mijn werk. ,065 ,081 ,130 ,037 ,009 ,800 -,007 ,020 -,015 -,068 -,039 ,067 -,035 ,035 

Naast mijn reguliere taken, voel ik me vrij om nieuwe ideeën te bedenken . ,215 ,265 ,131 ,050 -,030 ,688 -,045 ,078 ,131 ,126 ,031 -,109 ,124 ,056 

In mijn dagelijkse werk zie ik vaak dingen die efficiënter gedaan zouden kunnen worden.  ,652 ,173 ,213 ,168 -,003 ,036 ,002 ,106 ,138 -,011 -,047 -,125 ,137 -,030 

Ik voel dat mijn ideeën en gedachten serieus genomen worden.  ,709 ,244 ,180 ,240 ,127 ,004 ,013 -,017 ,119 -,004 -,039 ,008 ,100 ,143 

Ik voel dat ik de mogelijkheid heb om nieuwe markten te verkennen. ,488 ,125 ,078 ,159 ,099 ,370 -,029 -,034 ,016 -,038 ,030 ,019 ,051 ,205 

Ondernemerschap wordt gestimuleerd. ,616 ,221 ,079 -,005 ,186 ,153 ,222 -,008 ,066 ,012 ,116 ,165 -,198 ,108 

Het top management geeft vaak tegenstrijdige doelen.  (REV) -,014 ,044 ,090 ,114 -,122 -,164 ,581 ,146 ,019 ,071 -,058 -,064 -,021 ,210 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 32 iterations. 

                


