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ABSTRACT

To survive in an operating context characterised by high levels of volatility and
uncertainty, organisations need to be ambidextrous. For this reason, organisations
need to simultaneously explore and exploit, and do so at high levels of efficacy. In
recent years, organisational ambidexterity has shifted away from being viewed as
structurally and temporally facilitated, to being seen as an individual behavioural
capability. This places a significant responsibility on managers to drive ambidextrous
behaviours in their followers, yet little is known about how managers can achieve
this. This study thus aimed to assess which managerial behaviours drive contextual

ambidexterity and performance in business units.

A quantitative, descriptive cross-sectional study was undertaken to investigate which
managerial behaviours contribute to achieving contextual ambidexterity. An online
guestionnaire comprised of 43 mainly Likert-Scale questions was sent to managers
in Southern African organisations. The responses received from 123 managers were
analysed via a variety of statistical techniques, to assess whether certain managerial
behaviours positively impacted the relevant business units’ contexts, contextual

ambidexterity, and subsequently, performance.

The study found that contextual ambidexterity is not achieved through a business
unit context but rather directly through managerial behaviours that drive stretch,
discipline, trust and support. Once contextual ambidexterity is achieved, this
positively impacts business unit performance. However, as managers leverage
different behaviours in their efforts to drive ambidexterity and business unit
performance, they result in different effects. Whereas performance management
behaviours have a more significant impact on contextual ambidexterity than social
behaviours, business unit performance is positively impacted by the combination of
contextual ambidexterity and an enabling social context of perceived trust and

support.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

1.1 Introduction

Organisations that operate in today’s dynamic times face micro- and macro-level
industry and environment uncertainties (Tarody, 2016). The prevailing operating
context is characterised by irregularities and high levels of complexity, making it
increasingly difficult for executives to accurately predict what future scenarios will
unfold (Brozovic, 2018). To survive in such a context, companies are therefore forced
to build dynamic capabilities (used interchangeably with ‘exploration’ from hereon in)
over and above their ordinary capabilities (used interchangeably with ‘exploitation’
from hereon in), which equip them to keep up with the ever-changing volatile,
uncertain, complex and agile (VUCA) market context (Arndt & Pierce, 2018;
Schoemaker, Heaton, & Teece, 2018). Exploration abilities require companies to
build strategic flexibility, which enables them to handle such unprecedented rates of
change. Timeously responding to emerging opportunities helps organisations
maintain their competitive edge in a flexible manner (Brozovic, 2018). If deployed
effectively, such exploration abilities and strategic flexibilities allow organisations to
adapt to changing contexts in a way that reduces their risk of obsolescence (Tarédy,
2016). The ability to explore enables organisations to sustain competitiveness in the
long run by adapting internal organisation routines and capabilities to match the
external changing environment. This necessitates dynamic routines that result in
creative destruction and the development of innovations that sustain an

organisation’s competitive advantage far into the future (Arndt & Pierce, 2018).

Exploitation abilities, on the other hand, are the skills and capabilities that
organisations need in order to survive and be successful in their current market
conditions in the short term. The ability to exploit enables organisations to produce
and sell competitive products efficiently (Schoemaker et al., 2018), and allows
organisations to replicate what worked previously and make incremental changes to
improve efficiencies. It does, however, require static and institutionalised routines
(Arndt & Pierce, 2018).

The ability to explore allows an organisation to constantly scan the external

environment to determine how viable their current business model is (Schoemaker
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et al., 2018). If their current business model does not suit the external environment,
then such an ability serves as a catalyst to appropriately readjust, reconfigure and
reintegrate internal resources in a manner that best suits the fast changing external
context (Arndt & Pierce, 2018). Similarly, strategic flexibility pertains to how
organisations respond to external competitive market forces in a manner that is
appropriate for the context by reconfiguring internal resources and rethinking its
strategic direction and future activities (O’'Reilly & Tushman, 2008). Enablers of
strategic flexibility, exploitation (ordinary capabilities) and exploration (dynamic
capabilities) arise from three different sources: (1) an organisation’s strategy; (2) an

organisation’s culture; and (3) an organisation’s resources (Brozovic, 2018).

Strategic flexibility and the ability to explore exist to help organisations change at a
faster rate and more continuously in dynamic market contexts than is required in
more stable markets, where the ability to exploit is critical. Whether continuous
change and adaptation is even possible has been a topic of rich debate in literature
(O'Reilly & Tushman, 2008). Many scholars believe that organisations are mainly
inert and often fail to adapt to external changes, while others argue that it is possible
for firms to evolve by learning and subsequently adjusting to shifting contexts
(O’'Reilly & Tushman, 2013; O’Reilly Ill, Harreld, & Tushman, 2009). Brozovic (2018)
argued that the main barriers to adapting to constant change are an organisation’s
rigidity, as well as when organisations focus excessively on embedding efficiency-
enhancing routines and institutionalising learnings to the extent that innovation and
new ideas are stifled. Furthermore, it has been argued that what enables a firm to be
dynamic often later becomes its main source of rigidity, which is known as the
paradox of strategic flexibility (Brozovic, 2018). Although change is a complex
process, it has been shown that organisations are capable of change and can adapt

their strategy, culture and resources to shifting contexts (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008).

Whereas dynamic capabilities, ordinary capabilities and strategic flexibility pertain to
an organisation’s ability to be adaptive and responsive to the requirements of the
external environment whether this requires change or striving for stability, the
guestion of how to balance rates of change versus stability, and therefore balance
efficiencies versus innovations, has also been a focal point of business research (He
& Wong, 2004). As business environments become increasingly complex and hyper-
competitive, it becomes even more important for organisations to create a

sustainable competitive advantage in order to survive and be successful into the



future (De Clercq, Thongpapanl, & Dimov, 2014; Naidoo & Sutherland, 2016).
Organisational ambidexterity, and therefore the ability to simultaneously explore and
exploit can become an organisation’s means to ensure a sustained competitive
advantage (O'Reilly Il et al., 2009). The ability of an organisation to succeed in a
dynamic environment is therefore also impacted by its ability to be ambidextrous (De
Clercq et al., 2014; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008).

Achieving an effective balance between two very different and often conflicting
modes of organisational learning, exploitation and exploration, is the essence of
organisational ambidexterity (He & Wong, 2004). Organisational ambidexterity is the
ability that enables organisations to exploit their current knowledge domains and
improve the efficiencies of their current operations, whilst simultaneously exploring
new knowledge domains for opportunities that will help them meet future demand
(Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Scheepers & Storm, 2019). Moreover, Junni, Sarala,
Taras and Tarba (2013), as well as O’Reilly and Tushman (2013), noted that
organisational ambidexterity is the capability to develop incremental innovations and
disruptive innovations at the same time. This can be achieved by refining existing
products, processes and capabilities, whist simultaneously developing new products,
processes and capabilities (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008). These contradictory
requirements inherently place demands on an organisation’s resources that are
argued to be in direct conflict with one another, although such conflict has been
proven to be reconcilable (Cao, Gedajlovic, & Zhang, 2009). They therefore require
very different processes, cultures, capabilities, structures and strategies to manage
and reconcile (He & Wong, 2004).

Moreover, although senior management teams have the authority to make strategic
decisions, the managers below them play an important role in influencing whether
an organisation achieves ambidexterity (Keller & Weibler, 2015). It is argued that
lower level managers transfer bottom-up feedback to senior managers. In addition,
middle-level managers have a unique task of managing upwards, horizontally and
downwards (Keller & Weibler, 2015). Managers who operate ambidextrous
organisations and business units therefore face the paradox of providing the
consistency and stability required for exploiting efficiencies and developing ordinary
capabilities on the one hand, and the change and complexity required for exploring
innovations and building dynamic capabilities on the other (Smith, 2014). Tensions

such as these are a customary and persistent feature of high performing



organisations. It is therefore a prerequisite that managers respond to these tensions
in a deliberate and intentional manner to ensure that their organisation’s competitive
performance is sustained over time (Naidoo & Sutherland, 2016). It has, however,
been cited that poor management practices are a major inhibitor of an organisation’s
ability to be flexible, responsive and ambidextrous. Therefore, in response to the
changing external environments, the attitudes, practices and behaviours of
managers can either enable or inhibit organisational ambidexterity (Brozovic, 2018).

Yet achieving ambidexterity is not a simple task. Managers who excel at being
ambidextrous are said to be those who can multi-task between exploration activities
and exploitation activities in a manner that is balanced and high-performing, using a
range of complex behaviours (Keller & Weibler, 2015). Moreover, managers need to
make difficult decisions between contradictory tensions that arise from decisions
related to how best to allocate resources and time between short term interests and
long term results. This is further complicated by the fact that while results from
exploitation activities are more immediate, stable, tangible and certain, results from
exploration activities are more uncertain, unstable and variable, and materialise
much later in time. For this reason, employees generally tend to favour exploitation
over exploration (Tarédy, 2016). In addition to managing such tensions, managers
also need to oppose the inertia of established structures, the embedded cognitive
frames of subordinates, as well as the institutionalised routines of employees who
often favour existing products, capabilities and processes over disruptive products,

processes and innovations (Smith, 2014).

Moreover, the behavioural responses of managers through their decisions, actions,
routines and rhetoric to such tensions have a direct influence on the actions and
behaviours of followers, which impact the organisation’s ability to attain ambidexterity
and subsequent high performance (Smith, 2014). The dominant and core capabilities
and competencies that enable exploitation and efficiencies are also argued to hinder
learning and innovation within an organisation, rendering it rigid and inflexible if such

tensions are not managed effectively (Adler et al., 2009).



1.2 What is Known

Extant research is replete with definitions and explanations of what organisational
ambidexterity is (Cao et al., 2009; Gupta, Smith, & Shalley, 2006; He & Wong, 2004;
March, 1991), the antecedents of organisational ambidexterity (Raisch & Birkinshaw,
2008), how organisational ambidexterity can be attained and managed at an
organisational level (Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2009, 2009; Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013),
and the performance outcomes of ambidexterity at an organisational level (De Clercq
et al., 2014; Junni et al., 2013; Raisch, Birkinshaw, Probst, & Tushman, 2009).

From the perspective of understanding how organisational ambidexterity can be
attained, literature has identified and extensively described structural, temporal and
contextual ambidexterity as the three main mechanisms for achieving organisational
ambidexterity (Turner, Swart, & Maylor, 2013). The antecedents of organisational
ambidexterity include a decentralised organisational design, a strong organisational
culture, a common mission, and flexible and supportive managers (Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004). From a contextual leadership viewpoint, the antecedents are
identified as organisations having the right structure, culture and climate to support
the achievement of ambidexterity in a business unit (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004), as
well as having a business unit context that is characterised by high levels of
discipline, stretch, trust and support (Raisch et al., 2009). On an individual level, the
antecedents of ambidexterity are said to be long organisational tenure but short
functional tenure (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

Research has also proven that managers play a critical and undeniable role in
attaining organisational ambidexterity (Havermans, Hartog, Keegan, & Uhl-Bien,
2015; Jansen, Kostopoulos, Mihalache, & Papalexandris, 2016; Keller & Weibler,
2015; Tarddy, 2016). The impact of organisational ambidexterity on organisation
performance has also been widely researched, although this is not true at the
business unit and individual levels. The findings state that there is positive
relationship between organisation ambidexterity and organisation performance
(Junni et al., 2013). There is, however, a caveat to this finding, which is that external
context matters and the prevailing environment dictates whether the attainment of
organisational ambidexterity results in higher levels of performance in organisations.
For instance, it has been found that organisational ambidexterity is proven to have

more positive effects on performance in environments that are dynamic, rather than
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in stable environments where change is not often needed (Lavie, Stettner, &
Tushman, 2010). Moreover, organisational ambidexterity is more important in
knowledge-intensive industries such as the services and high-technology industries

than in labour intensive industries such as manufacturing (Junni et al., 2013).

Lastly, research has proven that individuals who are able to be ambidextrous
professionally outperform their colleagues who are not effective at being
ambidextrous (Kao & Chen, 2016).

1.3 Research Gaps

Extant research has predominately focused on ambidexterity at the organisational
level, which is evident in March’s (1991) seminal work on organisational
ambidexterity, where the only two mechanisms of attaining organisational
ambidexterity were seen to be through structural separation and temporal
sequencing. As these mechanisms pertain to an organisation’s structure and design,
which are co-ordinated by top management, previous literature observes
ambidexterity only as an organisation-wide phenomenon (Simsek, 2009). This has
led to most researchers taking an organisational view of ambidexterity, thus
neglecting to take a multi-level view that includes business units, teams, managers
and individuals (Jansen et al., 2016; Simsek, 2009; Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013).

In addition, as organisations are a collective of individuals, it is a prerequisite to first
understand how the ability to simultaneously exploit and explore originate at the
individual level, as well as how this subsequently impacts ambidexterity at an
organisational level (Keller & Weibler, 2015). This gap prompted more recent studies
to investigate a third mechanism for attaining ambidexterity, which is known as
contextual ambidexterity (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Kao & Chen, 2016; Martini,
Neirotti, & Aloini, 2015; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013; Wang & Rafiq, 2014). Although
research on contextual ambidexterity is on the increase, there is still a lot to be
explored, as contextual ambidexterity acknowledges and appreciates the role that
business units and their manager’s play in positively influencing the ambidextrous
behaviours of individuals within their business units and teams (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004).



In their seminal work on contextual ambidexterity, Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004)
introduced the idea of attaining ambidexterity through behaviours of employees.
They also brought to the fore the importance of understanding how ambidexterity can
be embedded as a behavioural capability and not just a capability that is created
through structures or timing. A small but growing body of research has identified
human resource practices through which contextual ambidexterity, and therefore
behavioural ambidexterity, can be achieved, such as financial incentives for
performance, job design and job rotating, creating psychologically safe
environments, and developing the correct culture to support exploitation and
exploration behaviours simultaneously (Bonesso, Gerli, & Scapolan, 2014; Halevi,
Carmeli, & Brueller, 2015). Although this sets a good foundation to help practitioners
understand what drives ambidextrous behaviour in individuals, a gap still exists that

outlines exactly what behaviours managers can leverage to achieve these drivers.

Moreover, little is known about which managerial behaviours create an enabling
context that encourages individuals to behave in an ambidextrous way (Havermans
et al., 2015). Arguably, there is also little consensus on the micro-mechanisms that
managers can leverage to develop and operate an ambidextrous business unit
(Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013). Furthermore, the field of business and management
research will benefit immensely from understanding how these managerial
behaviours emerge over time as the context develops and shifts (Havermans et al.,
2015).

It is also yet to be understood, at an individual level, how individual ambidexterity
plays out in different circumstances and contexts, such as in time-pressured
environments and contexts with increased levels of dynamism and complexity, as
well as what role an individual's cognitive ability plays in achieving contextual
ambidexterity (Good & Michel, 2013). If this is more clearly understood, this could
impact how human resources are selected and hired to increase an organisation’s

chances of building ambidextrous capabilities (Good & Michel, 2013).



1.4 Research Problem

With a need to shift away from an organisation-level, and therefore a structural and
temporal view of ambidexterity, this research aimed to explore contextual
ambidexterity in business units with a focus on individual-level behaviours of

managers.

For organisations to succeed and be sustainable in a dynamic environment in the
long term, it is argued that managers need to create an appropriate context for
ambidexterity to flourish in their business units (Havermans et al., 2015). Managers
are said to be responsible for creating a context that has the right amounts of stimuli
and pressures to induce and shape the ambidextrous behaviours of the individuals
who report to them (Lin & McDonough Ill, 2011). In order for managers to encourage
their followers to behave in an ambidextrous manner and to explore and exploit
simultaneously, they need to create a context that has the right amount of discipline,
stretch, trust and support (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). The first two behavioural
framing attributes, discipline and stretch, which are lower-order constructs, have
been grouped together in literature into what are known as performance
management behaviours/context, which are higher-order constructs, and the last two
attributes, trust and support, also lower-order constructs, have been grouped
together to form social behaviours/context, which are higher-order constructs
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). Apart from specifying that contextual ambidexterity
requires a context that is characterised by these four behavioural framing attributes
and the two types of behaviours and contexts, it has not been concretely specified
exactly what behaviours managers need to exhibit to create an environment that is
characterised by stretch, discipline, trust and support, and what specific behaviours
drive high performance management contexts that are also socially supportive
(O'Reilly & Tushman, 2013). These attributes only indicate the high-level
characteristics of a business unit, but do not explain what managerial behaviours

enable the development of contextual ambidexterity (Wang & Rafiq, 2014).

In summary, the challenge business unit managers face is that although extant
research provides insight into the importance of creating the right context and how
such an enabling context influences a business unit’'s ability to simultaneously

explore and exploit through its employees, there is little insight into how such an



ambidextrous context is practically created by managers (Lin & McDonough lil,
2011).

1.5 Purpose of the Research

The way ambidexterity has been theorised in literature is highly conceptual and
complex, and therefore limits its usefulness to business and its potential impact on
business performance. This research thus aimed to demystify how managers,
through their behaviours, can practically develop ambidextrous individuals in their

business units via the right context (Turner et al., 2013).

With the aim of simplifying the theory for business practitioners, the purpose of this
research was to firstly investigate if there is a significant positive relationship between
the behaviours of management and the creation of a business unit context that is
conducive to ambidexterity. Furthermore, the research aimed to identify if there is a
significant positive relationship between a business unit context and contextual
ambidexterity. Lastly, the research aimed to confirm if there is a significant positive
relationship between a business unit's attainment of ambidexterity and its

performance.

Although extant research has identified four broad and non-descriptive variables
(discipline, stretch, support and trust) that are behavioural framing attributes and two
types of behaviours and contexts (performance management behaviours and
performance management context and supportive social behaviours and supportive
social context) as antecedents of contextual ambidexterity, this research aimed to
investigate how managers in business units should behave and act in order to create
a context that is conducive to contextual ambidexterity (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).
This research therefore set out to understand the actions, behaviours and underlying
routines that managers can leverage to create an ambidextrous context to drive

business unit performance through contextual ambidexterity.

Although organisational ambidexterity has been widely studied and has been lauded
in numerous fields of research including strategic management, organisational
theory, organisational behaviour, and innovation and technology management, this
research adopted an organisational learning and adaptation view of organisational

ambidexterity (Simsek, 2009). The intention was to identify what behaviours and



actions can be learnt by business unit managers to achieve contextual ambidexterity

and enhance business unit performance.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

A central tenet of corporate strategy is to develop the capabilities of management
and leadership teams to ensure that they are able to divide resources and invest in
different activities that safeguard the organisation’s short term survival as well as
long term prosperity (Tarédy, 2016). This can be done by simultaneously increasing
productivity, certainty, efficiency and control and reducing variance, which are the
major foci of exploitation, whilst also embracing discovery, innovation, autonomy and
variation, which are the major foci of exploration. Doing both simultaneously and at
a high level of performance is the premise upon which organisational ambidexterity
is based. For this reason, it is important for managers to navigate these paradoxes
by reconfiguring new dynamic capabilities and existing ordinary capabilities to remain
competitive (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008).

Traps do exist if there is an imbalance in focus between exploration activities and
exploitation activities, however (Tarody, 2016). Excessive focus on exploitation and
stability creates inertia within structures, drives refinement of current competencies,
and creates overreliance on existing knowledge, which inhibits organisations from
being able to learn and adapt to shifts in the external environment. This is a challenge
as an organisation’s core capabilities often become its core rigidities (He & Wong,
2004). Excessive exploration, on the other hand, can become destructive and often
results in an exploration trap that is self-reinforcing. This occurs when organisations
pour a substantial amount of resources into exploration activities and developing new
knowledge, while neglecting to allocate sufficient resources to exploiting these newly

acquired innovations and knowledge to see returns on investment (Tarody, 2016).

Although ambidexterity is traditionally considered to be an organisation-wide
phenomenon and mechanism, the daily tensions and paradoxes are practically
resolved one level down in strategic business units. Moreover, contextual
ambidexterity — which is the focus of this research — cascades these tensions one
level down to the individual level, as contextual ambidexterity is dependent on the
behavioural capabilities of an individual to simultaneously engage in exploration and

exploitation (Raisch et al., 2009). With it being possible for individuals to assume
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both tasks of exploitation and exploration simultaneously, this makes it even more
critical for managers in an organisation to create an enabling context that is

conducive to individuals behaving ambidextrously (Raisch et al., 2009).

As an overarching framework, organisational ambidexterity can be thought of as a
process that has input variables that are then processed to achieve an outcome
(Simsek, 2009). The inputs are the antecedents that are required for organisational
ambidexterity to exist, the process illustrates which mechanisms organisational
ambidexterity can be achieved through, and the outcome is the result of that
organisational ambidexterity. Figure 1 below provides an illustration of organisational
ambidexterity as a process that requires structure, context and leadership as
prerequisites for organisational ambidexterity to exist, which then, once these
prerequisites are met, uses different processes to convert the antecedents into
performance outcomes. This process is, however, impacted by external environment
factors and moderated by the internal strategic choices of which markets
organisations chose to serve, available resources, and the scope of their activities
(Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008).
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Figure 1. Antecedents, processes and outcomes of organisational ambidexterity (Source:

Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008)

2.2 Strategic Paradoxes

In the face of complex global environments, organisational managers and leaders
(referred to as ‘managers’ from hereon in) have to constantly deal with pressures to
simultaneously address a multitude of competing strategic demands (Smith, 2014).
As levels of complexity, change and ambiguity increase there is a call for decision-
makers to understand when it is most suitable to use polarised and binary ‘either/or’
thinking, and when paradoxical thinking that encompasses ‘both/and’ thinking should
be used (Lewis & Smith, 2014). Reconciling these tensions and dualities that are
inherent in ‘both/and’ thinking requires structures that are both mechanistic and
flexible, managers who are autocratic and democratic, climates that are controlling
and agile, cultures that value performance and learning, thinking that is both
divergent and convergent, and operations that are both locally adapted and globally
integrated (Lewis & Smith, 2014; Smith, 2014).
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Although often confused with trade-offs, paradoxes, as described by Smith (2014),
are tensions that co-exist and endure over long periods of time which result in a
dilemma of competing demands. Paradoxical dilemmas are resolved by identifying
‘both/and’ solutions that leverage synergies from opposing elements. Trade-offs, on
the other hand, require an ‘either/or’ response by weighing up pros and cons of
alternatives in a scenario where there is no evident preference and therefore no
dilemma exists. In addition, managing trade-offs involves selecting the option that
enhances the benefits on one hand and diminishes the disadvantages of the
outcome on the other (Lewis, Andriopoulos, & Smith, 2014). In order to reconcile
paradoxical demands, leaders therefore need to constantly respond to the
contradictions rather than finding once-off resolutions (Smith, 2014). When
managers embrace paradoxical ‘both/and’ alternatives to the tensions they face, this
fosters creativity, flexibility and novelty, and sustains long term performance (Lewis
et al., 2014; Schultz, Schreyoegg, & von Reitzenstein, 2013).

2.3 Organisational Ambidexterity

Organisational ambidexterity is the ability of an organisation to engage in exploration
whilst also engaging in exploitation at the same time, and to do both at high levels of
efficacy. This is regarded as a complex phenomenon that requires an organisation
to perform conflicting and diametrically opposite strategic activities concurrently
(Simsek, Heavey, Veiga, & Souder, 2009). Theorists have described ambidexterity
as the ability of an organisation to align its internal resources to ensure that they are
efficient, yet at the same time flexible enough to adapt to external changes in the
environment (Asif, 2019). Due to the opposing nature of the activities, whether an
organisation can achieve ambidexterity is dependent on whether it views exploration
and exploitation as complementary ‘both/and’ activities, or competing ‘either/or’
activities (Simsek et al., 2009). Achieving high levels of performance between these
twin concepts affords organisations the opportunity to compete in mature markets
where competitive prices, efficiencies and incremental improvements are required to
survive and succeed, as well as in new markets where adaptability, disruptive
innovations and experimentation are required to succeed (O’Reilly & Tushman,
2013). Due to the opposing nature of the activities, whether an organisation can

achieve ambidexterity is further dependent on whether it views exploration and

14



exploitation as complementary activities that are mutually reinforcing or incompatible
activities that are insurmountable (Simsek et al., 2009). The following section

provides a description of what each activity requires.

2.3.1 Exploitation

March (1991) described exploitation using words such as efficiency, refinement and
production. In addition, exploitation, as an activity, is synonymous with the creation
of path-dependencies in processes, systems that are tightly coupled together, the
institutionalisation of routines, increased levels of bureaucracy, and tightly controlled

processes (He & Wong, 2004).

From a knowledge management point of view, exploitation entails the recycling of
knowledge within an organisation and the iterative and incremental improvement of
the existing knowledge (Sherif, Tsado, Zheng, & Airhia, 2013). Moreover, exploitation
places an emphasis on an organisation’s ability to specialise and build experience in
narrow domains of knowledge and expertise (He & Wong, 2004). In order for
organisations to create efficiencies and continuously improve on their existing
product and service offerings, they need to use convergent thinking to focus their
scope of information and knowledge search (Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2009). This
narrow scope of information and knowledge search allows an organisation to refine
its operations and develop economies of scope, and in turn many different outputs
can be achieved by using the learning from a specific domain of knowledge (Sherif
et al., 2013).

Apart from the internal drivers of exploitation, an external driver also exists. The
nuances of exploitation are also evident in market life-cycle phases, as exploitation
and driving efficiencies work best in mature markets where there is a need for cost
containment, incremental innovation and operational efficiencies in order for

organisations to survive (He & Wong, 2004; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996)

2.3.2 Exploration

Smith (2014) associated exploration with words such as disruptive innovation,
increased variation, increased risk-taking, enhanced flexibility and discovery of new
products. Exploration emphasises the ability of an organisation to experiment with

new ideas and diversify their knowledge into new and different domains of expertise
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(Lavie et al., 2010). To survive in a turbulent market context, organisations cannot
just rely on deep knowledge in a narrow set of domains; they need to diversity their
knowledge and self-destruct their existing and deeply entrenched knowledge to

develop innovations in new domains (Sherif et al., 2013).

Converse to exploitation, exploration requires the breaking of paths, systems that are
loosely coupled, improvisation, a lack of order and high levels of autonomy (He &
Wong, 2004). These attributes make exploration ideal for new and emerging markets
where speed to market, disruptive innovation and agility are necessary to succeed
(He & Wong, 2004; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996).

2.3.3 Resolving Tensions between Exploitation and Exploration

As strategic demands of exploitation and exploration are paradoxical in nature, they
create persistent tensions that require inconsistent management practices,
contradictory knowledge domains, disparate processes and opposing cultures (Lavie
et al., 2010; Smith, 2014). In stable business environments, organisations can make
use of mechanistic and rigid management systems that are akin to exploitation, but
in dynamic environments, organisations need to leverage organic and flexible
systems that are synonymous with exploration in order to remain adaptive and

competitive (Tarody, 2016).

Moreover, while exploitation is synonymous with incremental innovation that is
required for performance in the short term, exploration is synonymous with disruptive
innovation required for long term success (Wang & Rafig, 2014). Although there are
tensions and paradoxes between the two modes, exploitation ensures that an
organisation is currently viable, while exploration ensures that an organisation will be
viable in the future (Sherif et al., 2013). Additionally, the modes of exploration and
exploitation make sense if they occur as separate activities, but do not make sense

and seem irrational when they are conducted simultaneously (Lewis & Smith, 2014).

How organisations learn and solve challenges also builds on the tensions between
the acquisition of new learning and knowledge (exploration) and then the subsequent
use and refinement of those new learnings (exploitation) (Asif, 2019). As
organisations go about resolving tensions and challenges they acquire knowledge

that can be reused to solve future challenges of a similar nature (Adler et al., 2009).
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Reconciling such dilemmas necessitates paradoxical thinking by leaders and
managers during exploration and exploitation activities, and requires individuals and
organisations to balance their accumulated knowledge with the creation of new
knowledge (Adler et al., 2009). The learning orientations required by both exploitation
and exploration are, however, mutually reinforcing (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016). It
has been proven that these two learning activities are complementary, meaning that
one enhances the other and vice versa (Lavie et al., 2010). Put differently,
individuals who participate in explorative learning are more effective if they also

engage in exploitative learning, and vice versa (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016).

Arguments of whether exploitation and exploration can be measured on a continuum
(where enacting one state is at the expense of the other) or whether they are
orthogonal (where they can be enacted together without making any trade-offs) has
been at the centre of the ambidexterity argument for many years (Turner & Lee-
Kelley, 2013). March (1991) argued that exploitation and exploration are mutually
exclusive activities and increasing one detracts from the other. Whereas some
studies have found a positive relationship between exploitation and exploration, other
studies have either found a negative and inverse relationship between the two
modes, or no significant relationship between exploration and exploitation (Lavie et
al., 2010).

Tensions exist between exploration and exploitation as they are viewed as opposing
yet reconcilable concepts (Lewis & Smith, 2014). Studies have proven that
organisations can do both activities at the same time and do them equally well
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2000), however organisational ambidexterity does require
paradoxical thinking that accepts that exploitation and exploration are conflicting
activities, which are also highly intertwined, interconnected and mutually reinforcing
(Lewis & Smith, 2014).Moreover, it is suggested that true ambidexterity requires
perusing both exploitation and exploration with equal dexterity, and doing so in a way
that by achieving one state, it does not compromise the ability to achieve the other
state (Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2009; Lewis & Smith, 2014). This is, however, not true
when it comes to the attention of a human being as humans cannot cognitively
process two thoughts simultaneously (Keller & Welibler, 2015). How individuals
reconcile these tensions is by shifting their attention between two thoughts and
between exploration and exploitation activities sequentially and not simultaneously

(Keller & Weibler, 2015). This is not easy to achieve at the individual level, therefore
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most organisations will ultimately fail to reconcile the tensions between the two
modes as it is reliant on an individual’s abilities to oscillate effectively between the
two (He & Wong, 2004).

Figure 2 depicts the tensions that arise between exploration and exploitation
activities. The tensions illustrated below stem from the fact that these twin concepts
compete for scarce resources, aim to achieve very different outcomes and also that
organisations generally suffer from inertia which favours exploitation over exploration
(Lavie et al., 2010). Such tensions are developed and reinforced by a combination of
managerial requirements, organisational requirements and environmental
requirements (Corso & Gastaldi, 2011). The more intense the battle for resources
between exploitation and exploration, the more divergent the goals, and the more
inert the organisation, the wider the gap between exploitation and exploration. This
in turn increases the tensions experienced by managers and employees (Corso &
Gastaldi, 2011). The gap keeps increasing until exploration is diametrically opposed
to exploration, and it is at this point that the tensions are at their highest, as indicated
by b in Figure 2. Such opposing forces and cognitive dissonance drives the
organisation to reconcile the conflicting pressures, which naturally tend to become
uncontrollably divergent if not dealt with effectively and timeously. The result of
reconciling the conflicting pressure is a reduction in the size of the divergence gap
and an improved balance of exploitation versus exploration activities, as indicated by
a in Figure 2 (Corso & Gastaldi, 2011).
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Figure 2: Origins of the tensions between exploration and exploitation and their natural

divergence (Source: Corso & Gastaldi, 2011)

The innate tension between two very opposing activities and states increases the
levels of cognitive strain and dissonance on those individuals who have to reconcile
the tensions (Keller & Weibler, 2015; Schultz et al., 2013). Although paradoxical
thinking is argued by Lewis et al. (2014) to be a critical requirement for enhancing
creativity and performance, paradoxical tensions have been proven to have harmful
effects on individuals’ psychological as well as physiological health, particularly when
cognitive tensions seem insurmountable (Keller & Weibler, 2015). It is also argued

that organisations that have been in existence for a long time tend to have a short
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term bias, and individuals generally gravitate towards what they know best, therefore
exploitation is often more prominent. An organisation’s longer tenure of existence
thus makes it harder for individuals to reconcile paradoxical tensions. This leads to
an imbalance favouring exploitation, and inhibits an organisation’s ability to attain
ambidexterity (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). In addition, studies have proven that if an
individual is a divergent thinker and they have a preference for accuracy, they are
more likely to reconcile tension and reduce the levels of cognitive strain (Keller &
Weibler, 2015).

The tensions that exist in organisational ambidexterity can, however, be managed
by accepting that such paradoxes are inherent and necessary (Knight & Paroutis,
2017) , and by learning to work through them by leveraging synergies between these
contradictory elements, such tensions can be reconciled. By doing this managers
can creatively resolve these tensions and improve the performance of their business
units (Smith, 2014). Tensions can also be resolved by allowing loosely coupled
systems to work together, as well as by leveraging external resources (Lavie et al.,
2010). It has further been argued that building a strong culture that embraces the
existence of such tensions is useful and employees are more inclined to accept that

their roles and processes are ambiguous (Lewis & Smith, 2014).

2.4 Impact of Organisational Ambidexterity on Performance

Organisational ambidexterity is an important capability that, when successfully
developed by organisations, plays a critical role in an organisation’s overall
performance, particularly in uncertain and dynamic market conditions (Ahammad,
Lee, Malul, & Shoham, 2015; Chen & Kannan-Narasimhan, 2015; Keller & Weibler,
2015). Yet there are mixed findings as to whether organisations that pursue
exploitation and exploration activities simultaneously perform better than
organisations that do not (He & Wong, 2004; Lavie et al., 2010). Furthermore, the
effect of attaining ambidexterity on organisational performance needs to be
considered in the context of the organisation’s growth phase. In the initial phase of
start-ups, ambidexterity generally has a negative impact on growth performance,
while subsequent to the initial start-up phase, it has an increasingly positive effect on

performance (Balboni, Bortoluzzi, Pugliese, & Tracogna, 2019).
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Achieving organisational ambidexterity has also been proven to have a positive effect
on three specific measures and aspects of an organisation’s performance, including
financial metrics such as an organisation’s top-line revenue, market share, net profit
and return on investment, as well as non-financial metrics such as customer
satisfaction scores and innovation output (Chen & Kannan-Narasimhan, 2015;
Turner et al., 2013).

The types of performance outcomes vary between exploitation and exploration;
exploration achieves performance that is stable and constant, while exploitation
achieves performance that is more varied, with either significantly higher levels of
success or significantly higher levels of failure (He & Wong, 2004). It is also argued
that exploitation aids short term organisational results, whereas exploration
enhances long term performance (Matrtini et al., 2015). Such short term results from
exploitation are gauged by measuring return on assets, while the long term results
achieved from exploration are measured by the growth in an organisation’s market

share and sales (Lavie et al., 2010).

In addition, the competitiveness of ambidextrous organisations is enhanced as they
have honed a core capability of being agile that allows them to adapt quicker to
environmental changes, as well as being less susceptible to learning traps (Martini,
Neirotti, & Aloini, 2015). Moreover, organisations that grasp the levers and processes
that develop organisational ambidexterity are more likely to search for and find new
business opportunities that will drive their future profits and sustainability over their
competitors that only focus on driving efficiencies (Chen & Kannan-Narasimhan,
2015).

2.5 Modes of Organisational Ambidexterity

To date, four modes of organisational ambidexterity have been conceptualised:
(1) structural; (2) temporal/sequential; (3) contextual/behavioural; and (4) realised
(Simsek, 2009; Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013; Turner et al.,, 2013). Structural
ambidexterity assumes that exploitation and exploration modes should be separated
and assigns different business units to singularly focus on either mode (Birkinshaw
& Gibson, 2004). Temporal ambidexterity involves sequencing exploitation and

exploration modes using time which is done by oscillating and vacillating from one
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mode to the other over time. Integration and configuration of separated exploitation
and exploration business units towards the synchronised overarching strategic
direction of the organisation happens at a senior level by executives who divide
assets and other resources between the separate business units. Senior managers
are therefore required to resolve the tensions that occur between exploitation and
exploration activities (Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013). It is thus argued that these forms
of ambidexterity can be considered to be more a leadership and management issue
than they are an issue of structure and organisational design (O’Reilly & Tushman,
2008). In addition, these two forms of organisational ambidexterity imply that the
modes of exploitation and exploration are mutually exclusive types of activities and
that they preclude one another (Turner et al., 2013).

Contextual ambidexterity is a third mode which aims to reconcile the shortfalls of
structural and temporal ambidexterity. This occurs when managers create a context
that enables individuals to make choices on how to spend their time and divide up
their effort between the different modes of exploitation and exploration, which is
entirely at their own discretion, and without being prescribed by management
regarding what to focus on at any given time (Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013). Due to the
decision being left up to the individual on how to divide up their time between the two
modes, the contextual view of organisational ambidexterity therefore purports that
ambidexterity is less likely to come from structural separation, but rather that
employees are the most important source of organisational ambidexterity (Mom,
Fourné, & Jansen, 2015). Contextual ambidexterity can be defined as the ability of
an individual to behave in a way that simultaneously strives for the alignment of
existing organisational capabilities and the adaptation of organisational capabilities

to match new contexts (Turner et al., 2013).

The final mode, realised ambidexterity, is named as such as it focuses on the actual
attainment of exploitation and exploration goals (Simsek, 2009). While the structural,
temporal and contextual approaches focus on the mechanisms and processes by
which organisations strive to achieve ambidexterity — a means to an end — the
realised view focuses on the state in which an organisation has attained
ambidexterity, and is currently and simultaneously operating at high levels of

exploitation and exploration — an end in itself (Simsek, 2009).

How organisational ambidexterity can be attained by balancing exploitation and

exploration activities within an organisation is depicted in Figure 3 below. The figure
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illustrates: (1) how different departments (denoted by D1 and D>) are used to create
ambidexterity through structural separation; (2) how time is used within each
business unit to oscillate between exploitation (denoted by A:;) and exploration
(denoted by A1) in temporal ambidexterity; and (3) how exploitation and exploration
are simultaneously achieved by individuals (denoted by A) at any given
organisational level by creating a context that is conducive to ambidexterity
(contextual ambidexterity) (Corso & Gastaldi, 2011).

Exploration . Exploration
Exploration

F N >

F N

» b
14 » 1

Exploitation Exploitation Exploitation

(a) Structural ambidexterity (b) Temporal ambidexterity (c) Contextual ambidexterity

Figure 3: Alternatives modes of balancing exploration and exploitation (Source: Adapted

from Corso & Gastaldi, 2011)

2.6 Structural Ambidexterity

For many years, theorists have defined organisational ambidexterity in terms of
structural ambidexterity (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). The trade-offs between
inherently conflicting demands have often historically been reconciled by putting in
place two different structures, also referred to as “dual structures”, to separately take
care of efficiency-enhancing requirements in one business unit, and innovation-
driven developments in another (Bonesso et al., 2014). In these instances, the
underlying cultures, processes, capabilities and incentives that are unique to each
business unit are all geared towards a certain learning type, which is either to refining

existing knowledge or generating new knowledge (Bonesso et al., 2014).
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The structural view of ambidexterity pertains to an organisational design and form
which has units that separately focus on either exploitation (alignment) or exploration
(adaptability) activities, as well as the accompanying processes, systems,
competencies, incentives and cultures needed for each unit to either exploit or
explore (Birkinshaw & Gibson, 2004; Simsek, 2009). These separate units are held
together by an overarching organisational strategy which creates the shared vision
to provide direction, a common organisational culture that spells out what the
organisation’s values are, and mechanistic and structural processes that enable the
independent efforts of each business unit to be integrated into the wider, unified
organisational design (Simsek, 2009).

Structural ambidexterity can be found in two forms: (1) creating a business unit to
take care of disruptive innovations while another business unit takes care of
‘business as usual’; and (2) partitioning of tasks within a business unit, with one sub-
group within the business unit adopting a mechanistic structure to drive alignment
and efficiencies, and another organic structure to drive adaptability and innovations
(Birkinshaw & Gibson, 2004; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). However, the challenge
with the structural mode of organisational ambidexterity is that managers still need
to divide up the tasks of team members and be prescriptive about how individual
employees enact their tasks, which creates coordination costs for the organisation
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

2.7 Temporal Ambidexterity

Temporal ambidexterity entails the organisation achieving organisational
ambidexterity through punctuated equilibrium by going through extended periods of
exploitation to ensure operations run efficiently, which is then followed by short
periods of exploration to explore new ideas (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). The
challenge with this form of organisational ambidexterity is that in order to switch
between the two modes, organisations also need to switch between formal
processes, structures and routines (Wang & Rafig, 2014). Temporal ambidexterity
therefore attracts transition costs when oscillating from one mode to the next
(O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013; Wang & Rafiq, 2014).
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2.8 Contextual Ambidexterity

Conceptualising organisational ambidexterity has shifted significantly and theorists
are recognising the role of systems and processes within business units and
organisations, which creates an enabling context that implicitly induces employees
to behave in an ambidextrous way (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). The theoretical
construct of contextual ambidexterity is named as such as ambidexterity of this
nature arises from the various features of the organisation’s context (De Clercq et
al., 2014). The context is the aspect of an organisation that influences how individuals
behave and it molds the work ethic of individuals (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994). This
shifts organisational ambidexterity away from structures and timing to focus on the
context and the individuals who ultimately make an organisation ambidextrous
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2000) posited that organisations are able to become
ambidextrous and simultaneously explore and exploit when managers create a
working environment that is supportive and characterised by a certain set of
attributes. It is further argued that organisational ambidexterity is deeply entrenched
in the ability of an organisation’s workforce to behave in an ambidextrous way (Mom
et al., 2015). The behavioural view defines organisational ambidexterity as the ability
of an organisation to create an environment in which carefully curated behaviours,
systems and processes collectively define the context. This context, in which
employees operate, in turn encourages individuals to voluntarily decide how they
behave (Simsek, 2009). This is also known as contextual ambidexterity; such a
context induces and encourages individuals to make personal judgements about how
best to distribute their effort between the paradoxical activities that are required to

simultaneously achieve exploitation and exploration (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

Contextual ambidexterity does not just happen, however. Extant studies prove that
the extent to which individuals behave in an ambidextrous manner and balance
exploitation and exploration at high levels of performance is dependent on how well
the managers in an organisation create a context that is conducive to individuals
behaving in an ambidextrous manner (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016). This type of
organisational ambidexterity is more sustainable as it allows for all individuals in all
business units to behave in an ambidextrous manner at all times, and not just certain

individuals or certain business units at certain times (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).
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Contextual ambidexterity consists of three elements: 1) the structural context; 2) the
business unit culture; and 3) the business unit climate (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).
The structural context of the business unit highlights the administrative mechanisms
that drive certain behaviours and actions in individuals by focusing on the capability
of intangible systems and processes to stretch individuals (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004). The climate is the high-level state that objectively describes the environment
as perceived by most individuals within a business unit in a homogeneous way
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). The culture of the business unit can be described as
the underlying set of values that are espoused by employees in a business unit, a
common set of beliefs and assumptions that are shared, and these elements govern
the way individuals act and how they make decisions (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).
These three elements combined make up the business unit context and are
influenced by the behavioural framing attributes, namely discipline and stretch (which
contribute to the creation of the performance management context) and support and
trust (which contribute to the creation of the social context), which are antecedents
of a business unit context that enables the attainment of contextual ambidexterity
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Turner et al., 2013; Wang & Rafig, 2014).

The behaviours and actions of followers are framed in an organisation by the macro-
and micro-level actions that managers take (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994). When the
leadership style of managers balances high-performance expectations with the
support needed to succeed, they create an working environment that is conducive to
ambidexterity. They set ambitious targets and tasks for followers to achieve, but also
equip them with the resources and support they need to be successful (Kauppila &
Tempelaar, 2016).

If managers create a culture of discipline in their business units, this drives individuals
to voluntarily strive to meet the goals that they have committed to achieve. A culture
of stretch created by managers in business units induces individuals to voluntarily
keep striving for more ambitious, rather than less ambitious, targets. The behavioural
framing attributes of discipline combined with stretch thus create a performance
management context. A culture of support, meanwhile, encourages individuals to
voluntarily provide assistance to others, and a culture of trust is a contextual attribute
that managers can create that induces individuals to rely on what other individuals

have committed to do. The behavioural framing attributes of support and trust thus
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create a supportive social environment for contextual ambidexterity to flourish
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Simsek, 2009).

The four elements of discipline, stretch, trust and support are interdependent and
cannot exist without each other. If one fails or is non-existent, the others will not be
present in the organisation. Their interdependency is further highlighted by the fact
that the first two elements, discipline and stretch (hard elements of a performance
management context), balance out and have a stabilising effect on the other two
elements — support and trust (soft elements of a supportive social context). This
means that if there is too much discipline and stretch within a business unit and too
little support and trust, this will cause a constant striving by certain individuals to
reach higher levels of performance with little support from others in the team to help
share and ease the load, causing burnout and scepticism. On the other hand, if there
is too much support and trust and too little discipline and stretch, this will cause high
levels of unproductive comradery, leading to an environment where everyone in the
team gets along well but nothing gets done due to the lack of ambitious goals and

accountability to achieve these goals (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

It is not argued that these elements create a capacity for organisational
ambidexterity, but rather that they create an environmental context in which
individuals start to engender behaviours that result in cooperation, teamwork,
discretionary effort and learning, which in turn enables organisational ambidexterity.
Said differently, a context does not dictate or prescribe exactly what types of
behaviours and actions must be enacted by members (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).
When a context in which individuals do this of their own will and volition is created, it
inspires and builds an environment where individuals will, on their own accord, do
whatever is required to ensure that they deliver on results. This will entail that they
constantly and tenaciously strive for efficiencies and innovations to achieve success.
Once ambidexterity is achieved, this often results in superior business unit

performance (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

In addition, there are motivational benefits for the way jobs are being designed in
today’s world. Increasingly, modern job roles require individuals to be responsible for
a more diverse set of tasks and organisations are encouraging staff to take initiative
to pursue these diversified tasks and stretch goals. Having a more diversified and

ambidextrous set of tasks and setting ambitious goals for individuals makes their jobs
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less mundane and more interesting and meaningful, and this is proven to motivate

individuals (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016).

Recently scholars have called for an investigation into how ambidexterity plays out
at the different levels of hierarchy within an organisation, as well as within different
business units of an organisation (Chang, 2015). Organisations no longer have
narrowly defined markets or structures. In today’s times, organisations with multiple
business units have become a popular and prevalent form of operations as a
response to the modern, complex and dynamic business environments in which they
have to operate and compete (Chang, 2015; Good & Michel, 2013). Business units
are often considered to be independent profit and loss businesses with high levels of
autonomy to decide which markets they want to serve and with which products they

wish to serve the selected markets (Halevi et al., 2015).

In addition, modern organisations often feature complex designs and structures with
multiple, non-linear connections between departments, functions and project teams.
Organisational ambidexterity in such complex environments cannot be solved by the
straightforward and simple divisions proposed by structural and temporal
ambidexterity as they fail to capture the nuanced complexities of dynamic, evolving
and interdependent contexts (Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013). It is therefore critical to
understand organisational ambidexterity from a multi-unit, multi-level perspective, as
well as what types of contexts need to be created to enable ambidexterity at these
units of analysis. Moreover, as business units and subordinates at lower levels of the
organisation now have more direct contact with important critical stakeholders that
are both internal and external to the organisation, such as employees, suppliers,
customers, competitors and regulators, they are forced to behave ambidextrously,
navigate the challenges of paradoxical thinking and manage demands that are

complex and often contradictory (Chang, 2015).
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2.9 Management Behaviours and Actions

In order for a firm to achieve a good market share and market position it needs to
possess relevant resources, and how a firm deploys these resources to build a strong
market position is influenced by its organisational capabilities. At the heart of the
organisation’s competitive position and capabilities are the choices managers make
and the actions they take over time (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).

Tangible and concrete management actions can be directly linked to the ability of an
organisation to curate and renew a certain type of context, and the resultant context
influences how employees act and behave in an organisation. Through
management’s actions, the context that is created impacts on employees’ levels of
resourcefulness, innovativeness and cooperation, as well as the level of learning in
the business unit (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994). It is therefore the central task of
managers to meticulously shape the business unit context. In addition, how much
contribution and discretionary effort individual employees offer, over and above what
they get paid to do, is attributable to the shared work ethic of individuals. This work
ethic is essentially created by the business unit context and subsequently directs the
actions of individuals (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994). These norms and attitudes, as
espoused by a collective business unit, contribute to the sustained success and
competitive advantage of a business unit and an organisation (Chen & Kannan-
Narasimhan, 2015).

Moreover, research has also proven that a manager’s followers exhibit higher levels
of ambidexterity when their manager possesses high levels of paradoxical leadership
abilities. Paradoxical leadership is the ability of a manager to create an expectation
of high performance standards in their teams while providing them with strong
managerial support to ensure that they achieve their goals (Kauppila & Tempelaar,
2016). Understanding the collective behaviours and psychological processes in
organisations has therefore been the subject of scholarly research for decades
(Ployhart, 2015).

29



2.10 Factors that Influence a Manager’s Individual Ambidexterity

It has been proven that organisational ambidexterity is driven by ambidexterity at the
level of the individual (Havermans et al., 2015), thus the individual ambidexterity of
managers is an antecedent to organisational ambidexterity (Keller & Weibler, 2015).
In addition to organisation-level ambidexterity, the personal characteristics of the
individuals who ultimately contribute to the attainment of organisational ambidexterity
need to be understood (Kao & Chen, 2016). In order for organisations to be
ambidextrous, managers in organisations need to engage in a range of activities
such as paradoxical thinking, oscillating between current and new knowledge
domains, and switching between efficiency enhancing activities and the development
of new innovations. Moreover, the levels of individual ambidexterity that managers
possess also significantly impact the levels of individual ambidexterity displayed and
enacted by their followers (Mom et al., 2015). As managers, through their actions,
play a critical role in defining organisational norms and influencing employee ethics
and attitudes, it is crucial that they role model the types of behaviours they want their
followers to emulate (Chen & Kannan-Narasimhan, 2015). The behaviour of
superiors has proven to be the single most important factor in influencing how
subordinates behave (Keller & Weibler, 2015).

Numerous studies have proven that shaping an organisation’s context to enhance
ambidexterity has a direct and positive impact on the performance of an organisation.
This therefore amplifies the importance of context setting as a key role of
management to encourage the right behaviours of ambidexterity (Ghoshal & Bartlett,
1994). There is, however, a lack of understanding regarding how organisations
curate, configure and integrate activities between exploitation and exploration. Due
to the activities of co-ordination and integration being delegated to managers it is
vital to gain clarity on how managers develop the capability to be ambidextrous
(Keller & Weibler, 2015).

Managers who are ambidextrous are purported to possess three characteristics:
(1) they can navigate and manage paradoxes and contradictions; (2) they are able
to multi-task (Schultz et al., 2013); and (3) they constantly improve their skills,
expertise and knowledge (Mom, van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2009). Moreover, the
personality trait most associated with a manager’'s ability to be ambidextrous is

openness to experience. The trait of openness to experience encompasses
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attributes such as the ability to be flexible, creative, divergent in thinking and curious
(Keller & Weibler, 2015).

Two known experience-related factors that have an impact, either negative or
positive, on a manager's ability to be ambidextrous are their tenure in the
organisation as well as their tenure in a particular functional area. Studies have
proven that the longer a manager has been in an organisation, the more likely they
are to exhibit ambidextrous behaviours. Inversely, studies have also shown that the
more experience managers have in a specific functional area or area of
specialisation, the less likely they are to behave ambidextrously compared to
managers with cross-functional experience (Bonesso et al., 2014; Mom et al., 2015).
This is due to the fact that specialists mainly acquire deep knowledge in a narrow
domain of expertise, which lends well to exploitation but causes functional bias
towards their knowledge base, while generalists acquire a wide range of knowledge
and often do not favour certain perspectives, allowing them to combine and interpret

various challenges more broadly (Bonesso et al., 2014).

In addition, Figure 4 below illustrates that the psychology-related factors that impact
a manager’s ability to be ambidextrous are their levels of self-efficacy and the degree
to which they value learning, which is referred to as learning orientation. Individuals
with high levels of self-efficacy believe in their innate abilities to achieve goals, while
individuals who value learning and have high levels of learning orientation dedicate
extensive effort and time to enhance their personal mastery and improve their
competence (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016). People with higher levels of self-efficacy
also have an increased likelihood of selecting goals that are more difficult, complex
and broader in scope, which often involve both exploration and exploitation activities.
People with higher levels of learning orientation, on the other hand, seek out new
knowledge and skills to improve their capabilities (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016).
Although a lot of research has focused on ambidexterity at the organisation level, far
less has been conducted on individual ambidexterity. Figure 4 below highlights the
relationship between individual ambidexterity as a lower-order concept in relation to
organisational ambidexterity which is a higher-order concept. Research indicates
that there is a positive and significant relationship between a manager’s level of self-
efficacy and their levels of individual ambidexterity, but this is moderated by their
levels of learning orientation, therefore a manager’s level of individual ambidexterity

is more positively impacted by their levels of self-efficacy only if they work hard at
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improving their competence and levels of personal mastery (Kauppila & Tempelaar,
2016). This model does, however, appreciate that individuals do not exist in isolation,
and that individuals are affected by the organisational context that either constrains
or enables the psychological processes that support individual ambidexterity

(Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016).

Paradoxical
leadership

Group Level

Individual Level

General self- Learning ¥ Individual
efficacy orientation ambidexterity

Figure 4: Conceptual model of the underpinnings of employees’ ambidextrous behaviour

(Source: Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016)

Additionally, an individual’s age has been proven to have an impact on individual
levels of ambidexterity. That is, the older an individual is, the more like they are to be

ambidextrous (Bonesso et al., 2014).

2.11 Conclusion

In dynamic, complex and highly uncertain environments, understanding the concept
of contextual ambidexterity will provide some insight into how managers and leaders
who operate in today’s times successfully navigate the inherent tensions and
paradoxes that they face on a daily basis. The ability of managers and leaders to
develop a supportive and enabling business unit context, which helps their
employees behave in a manner that simultaneously embraces exploration and
exploitation without any direct guidance, may be what ultimately gives business units
a competitive edge, allowing them to not only survive but also thrive in today’s ever-

changing environments.
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As the central tenet of contextual ambidexterity is that leaders should not be
prescriptive to followers about how to reconcile and manage the tensions between
exploitation and exploration, but that they should rather leverage their behaviours to
create a context conducive to ambidexterity, this research is critical as it identifies
specific and concrete behaviours that managers can leverage to create such suitable
contexts to achieve behavioural ambidexterity. Moreover, this research aimed to
create a practical list of behaviours that managers can leverage to intentionally
improve organisational performance by honing the contextual ambidexterity

capabilities of their teams’ members.

The following chapter describes the scope of the study and details the specific
objectives that this study aimed to achieve.
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CHAPTER 3: HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

3.1 Research Objective

The focus of this research was to identify specific, concrete managerial behaviours
that contribute to the creation of a business unit context that is conducive to
behavioural ambidexterity and the subsequent impact of contextual ambidexterity on
a business unit's performance. Building on the literature in the preceding chapter,
this descripto-explanatory study primarily aims to determine which managerial
behaviours contribute to the creation of a context that is characterised by a
performance management and a social context, which are antecedents to achieving
contextual ambidexterity in a business unit. Moreover, the research aims to assess
if such a context leads to the attainment of contextual ambidexterity in a business
unit. Lastly, this research aims to determine if the attainment of contextual
ambidexterity ultimately leads to higher levels of performance with the respective
business units. The objectives that this research therefore sought to achieve are

detailed below:

1. Understanding what managerial behaviours lead to a performance

management context and a social context in a business unit.

In their research, Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) identified four broad
behavioural framing attributes that are required to develop contextual
ambidexterity, namely discipline, stretch, trust and support. However, their
findings also uncovered that these four behavioural framing attributes, which
are lower-order constructs, must be combined and factorised into two factors
instead of four. A factor analysis conducted by these two authors proposed that
discipline and stretch should be combined into one higher-order construct called
the “performance management context”. Likewise, trust and support should also
be combined into a higher-order construct called the “social context”.
Furthermore, Ghoshal and Bartlett (1994) identified 12 behaviours that
contribute to developing discipline, stretch, trust and support. The six
behaviours under the discipline and stretch context should be combined to

become the performance management behaviours, while the other six
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behaviours that fall under trust and support should be combined to become the
social behaviours. Refer to Figure 5 below for a concise list of the proposed 12
behaviours that managers can leverage to develop a context that is conducive

to business unit ambidexterity.

2. Understanding what impact an enabling business unit context, which is
comprised of a performance management context and a social context, have

on the attainment of contextual ambidexterity in a business unit.

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) argued that there is a positive relationship
between a business unit context characterised by both a performance
management context and a social context, and the attainment of contextual

ambidexterity in a business unit.

3. Understanding whether business units that have attained contextual

ambidexterity achieve higher levels of performance.

In their findings, Junni et al. (2013) and O’Reilly and Tushman (2013)
highlighted that although business unit performance is positively related with
ambidexterity at the organisational level, this relationship is moderated by an
enabling context. If the same holds true for the business unit, it can be surmised
that in order for business units to perform well when they achieve ambidexterity,

an enabling context is required.

Figure 5 below illustrates the model of the proposed relationship between the three
research objectives. Reading from left to right, the model first highlights the 12
managerial behaviours that are reported as either being related to a performance
management context or to a social context. The model subsequently illustrates the
proposed relationship between these two contexts, which when combined, ultimately
form the business unit context. The next relationship proposed is that between the
development of an enabling business unit context and the attainment of contextual
ambidexterity. Lastly, the model highlights the final proposed relationship between
the attainment of contextual ambidexterity and the increased levels of performance

in a business unit.
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3.2 Conceptual Model

Managerial behaviours —

Context

Ambidexterity

—

Performance

Discipline
Setting clear standards.

Providing fast-cycle feedback. Performance

Applying consistent sanctions.

Stretch

Establish a shared ambition.

Management Sogd S KA

Behaviours

Create a collective identity.

Encourage personal meaning.

Be fair and equitable.

Involve staff in decisions.

Improve levels of competence. Social

Provide access to resources.

Behaviours

Give employees autonomy.

Encourage a mutual help.

Performance
Management
Context

Social
Context

Business
Unit
Context

Contextual
Ambidexterity

Exploration

Exploitation

Business

—> H3 Unit

Performance

Figure 5: Conceptualisation of the research hypotheses (Source: Adapted from Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004 and Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994)
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3.3 Research Hypotheses

Hypothesis One

To establish which behaviours of managers in business units can be leveraged to
create a performance management context (made up of two lower-order constructs,
discipline and stretch) and a social context (made up of two lower-order constructs,

trust and support), the following two sub-hypotheses were created:

Sub-hypotheses:

Alternative Hypothesis 1a: There is a significant positive relationship between
managers in business units who exhibit performance management behaviours. In
other words, managers who set clear performance standards, provide immediate and
candid feedback, apply consistent penalties and sanctions for poor performance,
create a shared vision and ambition, establish a collective identity, encourage
members to find personal meaning in their individual contributions to team goals, and
the attainment of a performance management context within their business units
(Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).

Null Hypothesis 1a: There is no relationship between managers in business units
who exhibit performance management behaviours and the attainment of a

performance management context within a business unit.

Alternative Hypothesis 1p: There is a significant positive relationship between
managers in business units who exhibit social behaviours. In other words, those who
make decisions in a fair and equitable manner, involve individuals when decisions
are being made that will impact them, hire people with the right skills to perform the
required tasks, ensure that the required resources are available to carry out tasks,
provide freedom and autonomy for individuals to make decisions while providing
guidance when needed, create a culture of mutual help, and the attainment of a

social context within their business units (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).
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Null Hypothesis 1,: There is no relationship between managers in business units
who exhibit social behaviours and of a the attainment a social context within a

business unit.

Hypothesis Two

To establish whether business units that possess an enabling context (a
performance management context and a social context combined) achieve higher
levels of contextual ambidexterity in their business units, the following is
hypothesised:

Alternative Hypothesis 2: There is a significant positive relationship between a
business unit context (a performance management context and a social context
combined) and contextual ambidexterity in a business unit (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004).

Null Hypothesis 2: There is no relationship between business unit context and

contextual ambidexterity in a business unit.

Hypothesis Three

To establish whether business units that attain contextual ambidexterity achieve

higher levels of performance, the following is hypothesised:

Alternative Hypothesis 3: There is a significant positive relationship between
contextual ambidexterity in a business unit and business unit performance (Gibson
& Birkinshaw, 2004).

Null Hypothesis 3: There is no relationship between contextual ambidexterity and

business unit performance.
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3.4 Conclusion

The hypotheses set out above explore the relationships between various constructs
related to managerial behaviours, business unit contexts, contextual ambidexterity
and business unit performance. To test the aforementioned hypotheses, this study
followed a systematic approach to the research. The approach used is detailed in
the following chapter in terms of the research design and methodology, the
population and sampling method, as well as the data gathering instrument that was

used to gather the required data.
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

4.1 Introduction

As this research aimed to objectively identify which management behaviours create
a context (a performance management context and a social context combined) that
is conducive to ambidexterity, as well as how such a context drives ambidexterity
and subsequent performance in a business unit, a positivistic approach was
selected. A positivistic approach advocates that research should be limited to what
can be observed and experienced in reality and measured empirically. That is, the
research process should be independent. Additionally, people, apart from the
researcher, should agree on what was observed (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill,
2012; Welman, Kruger, & Mitchell, 2005). A positivistic approach is also known as a
guantitative approach to research, as it collects quantifiable data that lends itself to
statistical analysis (Saunders et al., 2012).

This chapter outlines the research methodology of the study, the population and unit
of analysis, the sample size and how the sample was selected, the instrument used

to gather data, and the limitations of the chosen methodology.

4.2 Research Methodology and Design

The research was designed to understand the relationship between managerial
behaviours, business unit context, levels of ambidexterity in the business unit
(contextual ambidexterity) and resultant performance levels. A deductive approach
was selected to allow for the testing of theoretical propositions. This was done by
firstly defining the research objectives from existing theories, and then by
operationalising the questions in the form of hypotheses. Data were collected and
subsequently analysed to test these hypotheses, and the findings either supported
or disproved the hypotheses. As reliability is important for quantitative research, an
important characteristic of a deductive approach is the use of a structured
methodology that can be replicated, with the same result achieved for every

subsequent test (Saunders & Lewis, 2018).
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Due to time limitations, a mono-method research approach was selected. This
entailed using a single quantitative data collection instrument and technique, as well
as a corresponding quantitative statistical analysis procedure, to test the hypotheses
(Saunders et al., 2012).

Furthermore, a descripto-explanatory approach was selected for the study
(Saunders & Lewis, 2018). This was done by firstly understanding the relevant
constructs such as managerial behaviours, contextual attributes (a performance
management context and a social context), contextual ambidexterity and business
unit performance, and then subsequently describing how the constructs are related
to one another. The use of a quantitative approach was further supported by the fact
that previous studies on this topic also used a qualitative approach, including Gibson
and Birkinshaw’s (2004) journal article on contextual ambidexterity as well as Mom

et al.’s (2007) journal article on individual and managerial ambidexterity.

The research strategy that was used to understand the relationship between the
various constructs was a questionnaire which, according to Saunders et al. (2012),
is ideal for descriptive and explanatory research. The structured nature of the
guestionnaire allowed for the standardisation of questions and uniform interpretation
of the questions by the respondents, which subsequently enabled the researcher to

compare the responses from one respondent to the next (Saunders & Lewis, 2018).

Due to the time constraints of having to complete the research within one academic
year, a cross-sectional research project was conducted. The researcher collected
data at a specific point in time and provided a current view of the relationship between

the various constructs that were evaluated in 2019 (Saunders & Lewis, 2018).

A mono-method quantitative study was conducted that made use of a self-completed
online questionnaire that was distributed to potential respondents via email. A self-
completed online questionnaire was considered a suitable data collection technique
for the following reasons: the sample had access to emails and were technologically
literate; the sample was geographically dispersed around Southern Africa; the
guestionnaire mainly contained closed-ended and Likert-Scale questions; and the

research project was time-sensitive (Saunders et al., 2012).

41



4.3 Population

A population is the object under study and consists of the entire set of members from
which a sample can be selected. The research objectives and hypotheses therefore
relate to finding conclusions about a specific population (Welman et al., 2005). The
population to whom the various research objectives and hypotheses relate to in this
study were all managers in organisational business units that operate in Southern
Africa. Managers were selected as the population as they are responsible for
influencing an organisation’s capabilities through the choices they make. In addition,
their actions directly impact the creation and renewal of a certain organisational
context (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).

As most extant literature and research on ambidexterity has focused on specific
industries, companies and levels of management, this had led to narrow, focused
and less generalisable findings. This study thus adopted an cross-industry, multi-
country, multi-level analysis of contextual ambidexterity. Multiple management levels
were selected due to contextual ambidexterity relying less on senior management to
solely coordinate ambidexterity but rather relying on all employees to take personal
accountability for being ambidextrous. Furthermore, Southern Africa was selected
due to the fact that developing markets are more susceptible to market shocks and
volatility, which are ideal contexts for organisational ambidexterity to flourish in.
Extant literature has predominantly focused on developed markets, which often have

smoother economic cycles.

4.4 Unit of Analysis

The individual members or cases of a population are referred to as the units of
analysis (Welman et al., 2005). In this study, the unit of analysis was individuals who

were managers in organisational business units in Southern Africa.
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4.5 Sampling Method and Size

As there was no complete sample frame of the population available (Saunders &
Lewis, 2018), time and resources were limited, and the population was
geographically dispersed, this study therefore made use of non-probability sampling
(Daniel, 2012). A two-step approach was adopted for sampling. First, a convenience
volunteer sampling method was used as it was difficult for the researcher to identify
and gain direct access to managers in organisations across Southern Africa.
Thereafter snowball sampling was used. Once the first sample units had completed
the questionnaire they were asked to act as informants and identify or forward the
questionnaire on to other colleagues and acquaintances who met the sample
requirements (Welman et al., 2005). A significant limitation of using snowball
sampling is that there is a low likelihood of the sample being representative of the
population, which often results in a sampling error (Saunders et al., 2012). In
addition, a limitation of using convenience sampling as opposed to probability
sampling is that there may be a bias in the type of respondents, as the networks that
are close to the researcher are mainly comprised of highly educated respondents
(Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2010).

The sample was made up of knowledge workers who were managers who had at
least one subordinate reporting to them. This included specialists who did not have
subordinates reporting to them, but who wielded influence over other people who did
not necessarily report to them. The respondents came from an array of industries

and from organisations of different sizes.

4.6 Data Gathering Instrument

The measurement instrument that was used was a survey questionnaire with
predominantly closed-ended questions. The survey questionnaire contained two
filtering questions, which asked potential respondents at the outset if they were

currently managing a team in an organisational business unit in Southern Africa.

The rest of the questions in the survey were designed to collect quantitative data on

the following constructs: 1) managerial behaviours; 2) business units context (a

43



performance management context and a social context combined); 3) contextual
ambidexterity; and 4) business unit performance. Each section of the questionnaire
has been described below in order to identify its role in the collection of data to aid

the achievement of the research objectives.

Section one of questionnaire focused on the respondents’ demographics. Pertinent
demographic information was collected in the form of categorical, nominal questions.
These questions were asked as such items often co-vary with construct variables by
occurring together and often have a mutual influence on different variables that are
tested (Welman et al., 2005).

Section two of the questionnaire assessed the respondents’ perceptions of their
managers’ behaviours that are linked to driving a performance context through
discipline and stretch behaviours, and a social context through trust and support
behaviours. As the only available extant scale in literature that measures these
constructs was under copyright, the researcher operationalised the questions from
an existing study that outlined the variables that formed each construct. These
variables were adapted from Ghoshal and Bartlett's (1994) framework. The
researcher ensured that the statements were changed into questions without altering
the meaning in any way. The exact wording was used but they were just converted

into questions that could be rated on a 7-point Likert-Scale.

Section three of the questionnaire assessed the respondents’ perceptions of their
managers’ ability to create a context that has both a performance management and
a social context (antecedents of contextual ambidexterity). Although there was no
existing scale that measured these elements, the researcher converted the four
elements into straightforward ranking type questions that were adopted from Gibson
and Birkinshaw (2004). The continuum used in the section differed to the other

sections in that it tested for frequency as opposed to agreement.

Section four of the questionnaire assessed the respondents’ perceptions of the
exploration versus exploitation activities in their business units. The questions in that
section were adopted from an extant scale adopted from Wang and Raifq (2014),

which had been proven to be both valid and reliable.

Section five of the questionnaire assessed the respondents’ perceptions of the
overall performance of their business units. The researcher had difficulty trying to

find a scale that measured all these performance variables and therefore scoured
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the literature for variables the contributed to the performance of a business unit,
ultimately developing nine 7-point Likert-Scale questions from various literary
sources (Chen & Kannan-Narasimhan, 2015; Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994; Turner et al.,
2013; Wang & Rafig, 2014).

The questionnaire was piloted on 10 respondents with whom the researcher was
physically present while they completed the questionnaire. This was done so that the
researcher could observe and get immediate feedback about any challenges or
misinterpretations that the respondents experienced while completing the pilot
guestionnaire. Once the piloting of the questionnaire was completed and all relevant

issues were fixed, the survey was ready for distribution.

The final questionnaire, which is shown in Appendix A, took approximately 15
minutes for respondents to complete and contained 43 closed-ended and mainly
Likert-Scale questions developed and adapted from literature. Using a questionnaire
as a survey instrument allowed the researcher to collect data about specific topics
from a large number of respondents. The standardisation of the survey questionnaire
responses was ideal as the purpose of the research design was both descriptive and
explanatory, which allowed for the testing of the theory and the hypotheses
(Saunders & Lewis, 2018).

4.7 Ethics Clearance

Before the data collection phase of the study could commence, the researcher was
required to apply for and receive ethics clearance from the ethics committee at the
educational institution. This ensured that the data that were being collected was done
so in an ethical manner that did not harm or infringe on the rights of the respondents.

See Appendix B for a copy of the ethical clearance approval letter.

4.8 Data Gathering Process

After the pilot test was completed and the questionnaire was finalised, data were
collected by sending an email to a acquaintances who were managers, with a cover
letter outlining the purpose of the survey, the voluntary nature of their responses, and

the anonymity of their responses. The survey cover letter also indicated that their
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responses were confidential (Saunders & Lewis, 2018) and that the data would only
be used for the purpose of submitting an academic thesis. A link to the online
qguestionnaire was inserted in the email body with clear instructions on how to
complete the survey and an indication of how long it would take to complete the
survey (Saunders & Lewis, 2018). The researcher distributed the survey link via
email and instant messaging to over 85 people directly, and also shared the link on
networking and social media sites such as LinkedIn and Facebook. Due to sharing
the link on social media it was difficult to measure with accuracy how many people
had the opportunity to complete the questionnaire. Although extensive effort and
numerous follow-up were made to reach a sample size of 150 respondents, the
researcher only managed to get 123 valid responses from people who met the

sample requirements.

As snowball sampling was used, the email concluded with a referral-friendly link and
respondents were asked to forward the link to the survey on to potential respondents
who met the sample criteria. Alternatively, they were able to email the researcher
directly with referral names and emails. A follow-up email and instant message was
sent a week after the initial distribution, which both thanked those who had completed
the questionnaire for their time, and reminded and encouraged those who had not

completed the survey to please do as soon as possible (Saunders & Lewis, 2018).

The online survey software (Google Forms) was then monitored for the response
rate of the questionnaire and additional respondents were identified to increase the
sample size as the response rate from the initial sample list started to slow down.

The final sample size was 123 respondents

4.8.1 Data Analysis

Once a sufficient number of responses (123) were obtained from the online survey
guestionnaire the raw data were downloaded, saved and cleaned in preparation for

the statistical testing. SPSS statistical software was used to run the statistical tests.

To test for validity of the claims made in the hypotheses, a 5% level of significance
was used. Depending on whether the p-value test statistics were greater or less than

5%, the null hypotheses were either accepted or rejected.
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To determine the nature, direction and strength of the relationship between various

constructs, correlation tests were conducted.

As the data collected were quantitative, categorical and numeric, different statistical
tests were run on each type of data. The categorical data collected were descriptive
and allowed for limited statistical manipulation to be performed. Counts of
occurrences were the main output of the categorical data (Wegner, 2017). The
interval scale data, such as that extracted from the Likert-Scales (Wegner, 2017),
possessed sufficient qualities to be treated as numeric data, and therefore lent
themselves to a broader range of statistical testing (Saunders et al., 2012).

The hypothesis testing firstly utilised a correlation analysis to measure the direction
and the strength of the relationship between various independent (predictor) and
dependent (response) variables (Wegner, 2017). A correlation analysis helps identify
which variables are useful to predict the response variable (Wegner, 2017). The
outcome of a Spearmans correlation test r is called the correlation coefficient; r can
only range between -1 and +1. The closer r is to — 1, the stronger but more inverse
the relationship between the predictor and the response variable. The closer r is to
+1, the stronger and more positive relationship between the predictor and the
response variables. If r is closer to zero, it shows that there is no significant

relationship between the predictor and the response variables (Wegner, 2017).

A regression analysis, as described by Wegner (2017), builds a statistical model that
guantifies the relationship between a particular dependent (response) variable and
one or multiple predictor variables. The relationship is then used to predict the
potential movement of the response variable. A linear regression analysis was
utilised to determine the strength of the relationship between the various independent

variables and the dependent variables.

4.8.2 Reliability

Reliability, as described by Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012), measures whether
items on a questionnaire reliably measure the same constructs. Internal consistency
reliability for the various constructs was ensured for the items that made use of

reflective scales. This was done by running a Cronbach’s Alpha statistical test on the
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collected data. Achieving a value of 0.7 or more indicated that the questions asked

under each construct measured the same thing (Saunders et al., 2012).

4.8.3 Validity

Whether the questionnaire contents made sense, this is its face-validity, was ensured
by pilot testing the questionnaire on 10 respondents before sending out the final
questionnaire to a wider pool of potential respondents in the sample (Saunders et
al., 2012).

Construct validity, as described by Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012), is whether
the research measures the construct it was intended to measure. Construct validity
was ensured by designing the survey questions meticulously so that the collected
data matched what the research set out to measure, and by quality assuring adopted
questionnaires from peer-reviewed studies where possible. Thorough selection of
construct variables, careful wording of questions, and the selection of appropriate
types of question formats, was vital to ensuring construct validity (Saunders & Lewis,
2018). Content and convergent validity was optimised by ensuring that enough data
were collected on a sufficient number of variables, and that each construct was

significantly explained by its variables.

4.8.4 Factor Analysis

According to Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2014), at an absolute minimum, the
size of a sample for qualitative research should be 100 respondents. The rule of
thumb is to have at least five observations for each question that is being analysed,
and it is preferred and more acceptable to have ten observations per question. In the
case of this research, and considering the latter, 39 items were analysed, therefore
a more acceptable sample size of 400 observations was required in order to run a
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). As the researcher only managed to obtain 123
observations, the sample size was not ideal to run a Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
In addition there was other missing criteria, which included the researcher having
used a combination of validated scales and adapted scales in the questionnaire. The
researcher also had a high number of variables which were being measured. Due to

these considerations including that the sample size for the application of this
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technique was insufficient and criteria were missing for a good model, the researcher
was therefore required to prepare an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to continue

assessing the study results and interpretation (Hair et al., 2014).

An Exploratory Factor Analysis is a tool that is used to analyse the interrelationships
or correlations between a large number of variables, which is done by defining
different sets of variables that are highly related or intercorrelated; these are called
factors (Hair et al., 2014). The objective was to identify the latent constructs that

underly a set of variables.

4.9 Research Limitations

The first limitation of this study was only being able to use a limited number of
qguestions to measure complex variables and constructs to ensure that the survey
guestionnaire was not too lengthy. This may have precluded the measurement of
other useful variables. The second limitation was that the scales used to measure
the variables of the constructs were adapted from other academic sources, which
may have impacted the validity and reliability of the findings if there were any errors
in the existing scales. A third limitation was the use of non-probability sampling
methods, as well as only being able to garner responses from a small sample size of
123 people. Non-probability sampling, compounded with a small sample size,
therefore restricted the study from claiming to be representative of the entire
population. This poses a severe limitation to this research as the findings of the
sample cannot be statistically inferred as characteristic of the entire population
(Saunders et al., 2012). Additionally, as the respondents were limited to managers
and organisations operating in Southern Africa, the findings are specific to the
Southern African context and cannot be transferred to other regions around the world
(Daniel, 2012). Lastly, due to the time constraints of the research project, a mono-
method to research was undertaken which provided data that are less rich. Using a
multi-method research approach could have enhanced the richness of the data by

corroborating the findings with other qualitative data points (Saunders et al., 2012).
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of the results of the study. The chapter firstly
presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents in the sample, followed by an
explanation and analysis of the validity and reliability of the questions in the survey.
The chapter concludes by outlining the inferential statistics that were used to test the
hypotheses. The following chapter in this research report will interpret the results that
are set out in this chapter in relation to each hypothesis that was proposed in Chapter

3 and the literature review in Chapter 2.

This study aimed to understand what type of managerial behaviours create a context
in a business unit that is conducive to individuals behaving in an ambidextrous
manner. The study further aimed to determine if such a business unit context, which
is characterised by a performance management context and a social context
combined, leads to contextual ambidexterity, which ultimately leads to better
performance by a business unit. To answer these questions, an online questionnaire
was completed by the respondents, the results of which are outlined below. The
questionnaire consisted of 2 filtering questions, 6 demographic questions and 39
questions related to a range of constructs such as performance management
behaviours, social behaviours, performance management context, social context,

business unit context, contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance.

5.2 Descriptive Statistics of Sample

The total number of appropriate respondents who completed the questionnaire was
123 managers. Although there were no incomplete responses, seven people did not

meet the sample requirements and thus did not make it past the filtering question.

Table 1 below indicates the frequency distribution of the respondents’ level of
management. Of the respondents, 7% were in junior management, 46% were in
middle management and 46% were at a senior management level. The sample

contains an ideal spread of management levels as contextual ambidexterity, unlike
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structural ambidexterity, does not rely solely on the coordination of exploitation and
exploration activities at the top management team level (TMT), but relies on all levels

of management to create a context for ambidexterity to flourish.

Table 1: Frequency of respondents’ management levels

Management level Frequency Percentage
Junior 9 7%
Middle 57 46%
Senior 57 46%
Total | 123 100%

Table 2 below provides the frequency distribution of the total number of years
respondents had worked in their entire careers. Of the respondents, 5% had worked
0 — 5 years, 62% had worked 6 — 15 years, 24% had worked 16 -25 and lastly, 10%
had worked more than 25 years. The widespread range of years of work experience
in the sample was ideal as it provided a holistic view on managerial behaviours,

business unit context, contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance.

Table 2 : Frequency of respondents’ numbers of years’ work experience

Years ‘ Frequency Percentage

0-5 6 5%
6-15 76 62%
16 - 25 29 24%
> 25 12 10%

Total | 123 100%

Table 3 on the next page indicates the frequency distribution of the respondents’
number of years’ work experience in their current functional area. Of the
respondents, 46% had worked O — 5 years in their current function, 45% had worked
6 — 15 years, 7% had worked 16 — 25 years and 2% had worked more than 25
years. These data show that a good spread of functional tenure is represented in the
sample, which provided a holistic view on managerial behaviours, business unit

context, contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance.



Table 3: Frequency of respondents’ number of years of experience in current functional

area

Years ‘ Percentage
0-5 46%
6-15 45%

16 - 25 7%
> 25 2%
Total | 100%

Table 4 below indicates the frequency distribution of the functional areas that the
managers in the sample worked in. There was a good range between the different
functional areas. The most prominent functional area represented in the sample was
operations and production, which constituted 37% of the sample, followed by
marketing and sales which constituted 30% of the sample. The remaining functional
areas represented in the sample were finance with 8%, information technology with
7%, customer service with 2%, procurement with 2%, and HR, legal and R & D with
6%, 4% and 5%, respectively. These data show that a good spread of functional
areas are represented in the sample, thus providing a holistic view on managerial
behaviours, business unit context, contextual ambidexterity and business unit

performance.

Table 4: Frequency of respondents’current functional area

Functional Area Frequency Percentage

Marketing and sales 37 30%
Operations / Production 45 37%
Finance 10 8%
Information Technology 8 7%
Customer Service 2 2%
Procurement 3 2%
Human Resources 7 6%
Legal 5 4%
Research and Development 6 5%

Total 123 100%

Table 5 below indicates the frequency distribution of the respondents’ highest
qualification. The majority of respondents had a Degree/Post Graduate Diploma,
constituting 40% of the sample. Matric Certificate or Higher Certificate holders
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constituted 2% and 1% of the sample respectively, while 18% of respondents had a
Diploma or Advanced Certificate, 15% had a Bachelor's Degree, 21% had a Master’s
Degree and 3% had a Doctoral Degree. These data show that a good spread of
educational level is represented in the sample, which will provide a holistic view on
managerial behaviours, business unit context, contextual ambidexterity and business

unit performance.

Table 5: Frequency of respondents’ highest qualification

Highest Qualification Frequency Percentage

Matric Certificate 3 2%
Higher Certificate 1 1%
Diploma/Advanced Certificate 22 18%
Bachelor’'s Degree 19 15%
Honours Degree/ Post Graduate Diploma 49 40%
Master’s Degree 26 21%
Doctoral Degree 3 2%

Total 123 100%

As the sample has a diverse range of respondents in terms of management levels,
tenure of work experience, tenure of functional experience, functional areas and
education levels, the sample was considered adequate for measuring constructs
such as managerial behaviours, business unit context, contextual ambidexterity and
business unit performance. The diversity of the sample also prevented a biased view

of perspectives, as the respondents varied substantially in their profiles.

5.3 Descriptive Statistics of Likert-Scale Data

Table 6 below provides an overview of the responses to the relevant items on the
research instrument and outlines the minimum and maximum scores, the average
score of the items across all responses, and the standard deviation of each item. The
lowest mean recorded was 3,73, which was for a question under the exploration
construct that asked respondents whether they had acquired entirely new managerial
and organisational skills that are important for innovation in the past three years.
Conversely, the highest mean recorded was 5,50, which was for a question under

the business unit performance construct that asked respondents whether their
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business unit is known for the good quality of work it produces. As a 7-point Likert-
Scale was used, with 1 being strongly disagree or never and 7 being strongly agree
or to a great extent, the results are mainly located around the lower-middle to the

upper-middle range of the continuum for most items on the questionnaire.

Table 6: Descriptive statistics of individual construct items

Descriptive Statistics

Sub-
construct

Std.

Constructs Deviation

Questions Minimum  Maximum

My manager establishes
clear standards that
performance is measured
|_against
My manager provides me
with candid and 123 1 7 4,63 1,803
immediate feedback
My manager applies
consistent sanctions and
penalties for poor
performance
My manager has
established a shared
vision and drive to 123 1 7 4,99 1,647
achieve success for the
business unit
My manager has created
a collective identity for 123 1 7 4,79 1,666
the business unit
My manager encourages
me to find personal
meaning in my
contribution to the overall
success of the business
unit
The decisions my
manager makes are fair 123 1 7 4,93 1,613
and equitable
My manager involves me
in decisions and activities | 123 1 7 5,27 1,466
that affect me
My manager staffs
his/her team with
competent employees
who possess the right 123 1 7 5,02 1,526
capabilities to contribute
to the overall success of
the team
My manager ensures that |
have access to the right

resources to achieve my
goals and objectives

123 1 7 4,58 1,779

Discipline

123 1 7 3,75 1,638

(Discipline and Stretch)

Stretch

Performance Management Behaviours

123 1 7 4,88 1,672

Trust

Social Behaviours
(Trust and Support)

123 1 7 5,13 1,563

Supp
ort
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My manager gives lower
level employees freedom
and autonomy to make
decisions but still provides
guidance on decisions
where necessary

123

4,72

1,576

My manager encourages a
culture of mutual help and
support within the team

123

5,49

1,333

Business Unit Context

Performance
Management
Context

Employees in my business
unit have a high level of
discipline and ensure that
things get done properly

123

5,15

1,347

There is a culture of striving
for stretch targets and higher
standards

123

5,21

1,320

Social Context

There is a high level of trust
amongst employees in my
business unit and people
feel psychologically safe

123

4,58

1,589

Employees in my business
unit feel like they have a lot
of support from other
colleagues

123

4,72

1,463

Contextual Ambidexterity
(Exploration and Exploitation)

Exploration

“Acquired technologies and
skills entirely new to your
business unit” (Wang &
Rafig, 2014, p. 73).

123

4,20

1,480

“Learnt product development
skills and processes entirely
new to the industry (e.g.
product design, prototyping
new products, timing of new
product introductions and
customising products for
local markets)” (Wang &
Rafig, 2014, p. 73).

123

3,80

1,614

“Acquired entirely new
managerial and
organisational skills that are
important for innovation”
(Wang & Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

123

3,73

1,615

“Learnt new skills for the first
time” (Wang & Rafig, 2014,
p. 73).

123

4,13

1,568

“Strengthened innovation
skills in areas where the
business unit had no prior
experience” (Wang & Rafiq,
2014, p. 73).

123

3,99

1,560

Exploitation

“Upgraded current
knowledge and skills for
familiar products and
technologies” (Wang &
Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

123

4,14

1,500

“Enhanced skills in
exploiting well-established
technologies that improve
productivity of current
operations” (Wang & Rafiq,
2014, p. 73).

123

4,00

1,510

“Enhanced competences in
searching for solutions to
customer problems that are
close to established
solutions rather than
completely new solutions”
(Wang & Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

123

4,33

1,441

“Upgraded skills in product
development processes in
which the business unit
already possessed

123

3,87

1,471
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significant experience”
(Wang & Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

“Strengthened our
knowledge and skills for
projects that improve the
efficiency of existing
activities” (Wang & Rafiq,
2014, p. 73).

My business unit is agile and
can adapt quickly to change 123 1 7 4,55 1,621
to remain competitive

My business unit is
perceived to be one of the
most innovative business
units in my organisation

My business unit has highly
effective and efficient
internal processes that work
smoothly

People who work in my
business unit seem to be
very satisfied with their jobs 123 1 7 4,37 1,636
and are highly engaged in
their work

People who work in other
business units in my
organisation aspire to work
in my business unit

My business unit is known
for its excellence in
customer service (internal or
external) and is the 123 1 7 4,75 1,480
benchmark for the rest of the
organisation in terms of
service

My business unit is
perceived to improve the 123 1 7 5,13 1,520
organisation’s profitability
My business unit is known
for its efforts to constantly
develop its people and 123 1 7 4,85 1,510
encourages learning and
development

My business unit is known
for the good quality of work it | 123 2 7 5,50 1,169
produces

123 1 7 4,20 1,414

123 1 7 4,34 1,644

123 1 7 4,61 1,648

123 1 7 4,50 1,422

Business Unit Performance

Sample (n)

Although Table 6 above provides a detailed description of the relevant items on the
guestionnaire, it provides little insight into the overarching constructs that were used
to develop the hypotheses. Individual questionnaire items were therefore combined

into composite measures to describe the overriding constructs.

Table 7 below provides an overview of the constructs and their mean variances. The
table was constructed by calculating an average of all the responses of each item on
the questionnaire. The output was an average score per question. The questions
under each construct were then grouped together to determine the lowest and the

highest averaged items under each construct, which were recorded in the columns
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“minimum item mean in construct” and “maximum item mean in construct”. This gave
an indication of the range of responses under each construct. The construct mean
was then calculated by aggregating the means of all the items per construct to give
an indication of average of the entire construct. The standard deviation was
calculated by averaging the item standard deviations to judge how much the items

varied around the construct mean.

Table 7: Summary of descriptive statistics for all constructs

Minimum Maximum

Constructs Item Iltem Construct Std.
Mean in Mean in Mean Deviation
Construct | Construct

Perforr_nance Management 123 375 4.99 4.60 1,701
Behaviours
Social Behaviours 123 4,72 5,488 5,09 1,513
Performance Management 123 515 521 518 1,333
Context
Social Context 123 4,58 4,72 4,65 1,526
Business Unit Context 123 4,58 521 4,91 1,430
Contextual Ambidexterity 123 4,04 3,37 4,33 1,517
Exploration 123 3,73 4,20 3,97 1,570
Exploitation 123 3,87 4,33 4,11 1,470
Business Unit Performance 123 4,34 5,50 4,73 1,520

Table 7 above provides the standard deviations; the minimum and maximum
average values have been recorded for each construct in order to understand how
the responses varied and were dispersed around their construct mean. Noteworthy
results from the above table are that there was a higher construct mean recorded for
social behaviours than for performance management behaviours. This means that
the sample rated their managers higher in their social behaviours than in their
performance management behaviours. It should be noted, however, that
respondents rated the resulting context to be higher on the performance
management dimension than on the social dimension. This could imply that
respondents view their managers socially supportive behaviours and performance
management behaviours as being closely related. In addition, the respondents rated
their business units higher in exploitation than exploration, although only moderately

so. This means that although the business units engaged slightly more in more
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efficiency-enhancing activities than driving disruptive innovations, the respondents
perceive their business units to place a fairly equal amount of emphasis on
exploration as they do on exploitation. This is ideal as it fits the balanced descriptions
of organisational ambidexterity, which is achieving both efficiencies and innovations
with equal dexterity. The widest variance was observed under the performance
management construct, which implies that the items either ranked extremely high or

extremely low, and the concentration around the mean was not high.

5.4 Reliability and Validity

5.4.1 Cronbach’s Alpha

Internal consistency of construct validity was assured by testing how closely items
under each construct were related. To test for this, a Cronbach’s Alpha was
conducted on the items under each construct (Table 8) as well as at an individual
item level (Appendix C). When interpreting the table below that contains the
Cronbach’s Alpha results at the construct level, a result below 0.60 is considered
questionable, 0.70 is considered acceptable, a result of 0.80 or greater is considered
very good, and a result of 0.90 is considered excellent. These thresholds are only
applicable if the Cronbach’s Alphas are being used for confirmatory purposes which
is true in this case. The Cronbach’s Alpha of all seven constructs were above 0.7,
therefore the variables were deemed to be acceptable and reliable measures of each
construct (Moutinho & Hutcheson, 2011).

Table 8: Cronbach’s Alpha results at a construct level

Constructs Cronbach's Alpha Number of Iltems

Performance Management Behaviours 0.857 6
Social Behaviours 0.867 6
Performance Management Context 0.728 2
Social Context 0,828 2
Business Unit Context 0.759 4
Contextual Ambidexterity 0,927 10
Business Unit Performance 0.901 9
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5.4.2 Factor Analysis

To ensure discriminant validity and to understand the underlying structure of all the
items in the questionnaire to enable the reduction of items into a fewer factors, a
factor analysis was conducted. This allowed the researcher to identify how many
constructs were being measured across all items on the questionnaire, and to
subsequently group the intercorrelated items together to form distinct factors. As the
number of factors, and therefore the number of constructs, were not known to the
researcher, and not all requirements were met, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
could not be conducted first. The researcher therefore had to conduct an Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA).

5.4.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

Before the factor analysis could be conducted, it was critical to first conduct and
assess the outcome of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO). A KMO value that is either
equal to or greater than .50 indicates factorability, which implies that there is sufficient
evidence to prove that there is at least one common underlying factor between the
observed variables (Hill, 2011). The resultant KMO was .881 which is greater than
0.5, which thus implies that there was sufficient correlation between the factors and
therefore an Exploratory Factor Analysis could be performed. KMO tests for

individual constructs are provided in Table 22 — Table 25 in Appendix C.

A Bartlett’s Test for Sphericity was also performed prior to conducting the EFA which
was used to determine if a significant relationship between the variables existed. The
requirement to proceed with an EFA is that the p-value is <.05 (Hair et al., 2014;
Hinton, 2004). The Bartlett’'s Test for Sphericity result, which is depicted in Table 9
on the next page, produced a statistically significant p-value that was < .05, which
implies that there was a statistically significant relationship between the factors and

therefore an Exploratory Factor Analysis could be performed.
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Table 9: Results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) & Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure
of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi-Square
Df 780
Sig. 0
.386™ .236™

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

The factor analysis depicted in Table 10 below indicates the factorisation of the
variables in order to reduce the number of constructs. This allowed for the most
parsimonious selection of variables to be included in the analysis going forward (Hair
et al.,, 2014). The factor analysis identified a total of four factors, which largely
supported the conceptual model illustrated in Chapter 3 that depicts the four higher-
order constructs being measured, namely manager behaviours, business unit
context, contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance. There was,
however, an unexpected loading of the second-order construct of social context,
which loaded under factor three which represents the business unit performance
construct. This was expected to load onto factor 4, which represents the business

unit context construct.

Table 10: Exploratory Factor Analysis: Rotated

Rotated Factor Matrix

Factor Loadings

0,651

0,725

Performance 0,357
Management

Factor 1 Behaviours 0,693
(Managerial
Behaviours) 0,601

0,722

0,737

Social Behaviours
0,682
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0,498
0,652
0,508
0,707
Performance 0,605
Management
Factor 3and 4 Context 0,572
(Business Unit
Context) 0,634
Social Context
0,626
0,664
0,663
Exploration 0,787
0,640
Factor 2 0,661
(Contextual
Ambidexterity) 0,709
0,791
Exploitation 0,702
0,678
0,723
0,716
0,675
0,699
0,756
Factor 3
(Business Unit 0,586
Performance)
0,665
0,338
0,579
0,645

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in seven iterations.

The table above shows that all the variables that were used to measure managerial
behaviours (a higher-order construct), which according to the theory consist of two

lower-order sub-constructs (performance management behaviours and social
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behaviours), did in fact load onto one factor (Factor 1). The variables that were used
to measure the performance management context loaded onto one factor (Factor 4),
but the variables that measured the social context loaded onto another (Factor 3).
Theory predicted that the social and performance contexts should be combined to
measure the business unit context, which is seen as a higher-order construct, and
hence were expected to load onto the same factor. All items under the construct of
contextual ambidexterity (exploration and exploitation) loaded under one factor
(Factor 2) . Lastly, all the items under the business unit performance construct loaded
onto one factor, but surprisingly this factor also included the social context variables
(Factor 3).

The majority of the factor loadings in each factor fell into the range of >0.6 and <0.7.
According to Hair et al. (2014), factor loadings between >.30 and <.40 are considered
to meet the minimal requirement for interest in the structure of the data. Factor
loadings that are +/-.50 or greater are considered to be practically significant, while
loadings that are >.70 are indicative of a well-defined structure of the items. For this

reason, the factor analysis above was accepted as being useful for this study.

5.4.4 Correlations between Constructs

To further understand the relationship between the various constructs and sub-
constructs, a correlation analysis was performed. The results of the correlation
analysis are depicted in Table 11 on the next page. The matrix provides insights into
how all the constructs and sub-constructs are related to one another, and also
identifies latent yet salient relationships that could help explain some of the findings
in the hypothesis or generate new, unexpected findings that could contribute to a

deeper understanding of the constructs covered in this research.
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Table 11: Correlations between constructs

Performance Supportive Performance 3 Business Business
H Social 8 Contextual a —_— 3
Management Social Management GG Unit Ambidexterit Exploration Exploitation Unit
Behaviours Behaviours Context Context 4 Performance
Performance
Management 1
Behaviours
Supportive
Social _757** 1

Behaviours

Performance

Management _255** .280** 1

Context

Social Context _391** _369** .398** 1

L .398* | .399** | 760** | .883** 1

Sombiearity 512%* | 464 | .212* | .248** | .265** 1

Exploration .504** | .441** | 0,145 | .225* | .220* | .945* 1

Exploitation ABL*r | 461%* | 252%* | [259%* | 293** | .941** | [791** 1

el bl 433 | B13** | .345* | 578* | 583* | .527** | .496** | .520** 1

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Business Unit Context is a combination of Performance Management Context and Social Context
Contextual Ambidexterity is a Combination of Exploration and Exploitation

An analysis of Table 11 provides some interesting results regarding the relationship
between the various constructs and sub-constructs. According to Saunders, Lewis
and Thornhill (2007), the strength of the correlations can be interpreted using the

thresholds indicated below.

R value Strength and association

A<r <3 Small/weak correlation
3l<|r| <5 Medium/moderate correlation
r| > .51 Large/strong correlation

Notable findings included from the construct correlation analyses are listed below:

e A strong correlation between performance management behaviours and
social behaviours (r .757).
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A moderate to strong correlation between manager behaviours (social
behaviours and performance management) and contextual ambidexterity (r
.464) and — (r .512) respectively.

e A stronger correlation between performance management behaviours and
contextual ambidexterity (r .512) than between social behaviours and

contextual ambidexterity (r .464).

e A stronger correlation between social behaviours/social context and business
unit performance (r .513) and (r .578) respectively than between performance
management behaviours/performance management context and business

unit performance (r .433) and (r .345) respectively.

e A stronger correlation between exploitation and business unit performance (r

> .520) than between exploration and business unit performance (r .496).
e A strong correlation between exploration and exploitation (r .791).

In the sections to follow, where applicable these findings will be discussed in more

detail in relation to the hypotheses.

5.5 Research Objectives and Hypotheses Testing

To determine the strength and the direction of the relationship between the
hypothesised independent (predictor) and dependent (response) variables, either a
simple linear regression or a multiple linear regression analysis was conducted. A
simple linear regression analysis was conducted when there was only one
(univariate) predictor variable to a response variable, and a multiple linear regression
analysis was conducted when there was more than one (multivariate) predictor
variable to a response variable (Wegner, 2017). The results below report the
correlation coefficient for each relationship tested and explains whether the

relationship is significant (Hair et al., 2014).
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5.5.1 Hypothesis 1

H1la: Performance Management Behaviours and Performance Management

Context

Figure 6 below depicts the scatter plot between the average score for performance
management behaviours per respondent on the x-axis and the average score for

performance management context per respondent on the y-axis.

Scatter plot: Performance management behaviours and
performance management context
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Figure 6: Hypothesis 1a scatter plot: Performance management behaviours and

performance management context

The analysis of the scatter plot in Figure 6 above indicates that there is a weak linear
relationship between the performance management behaviours and the performance
management context. The results of the regression analysis are provided in Table

12 on the next page.
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Table 12: Regression: Performance management behaviours and performance

management context

Regression: Performance management behaviours and performance management context
R .207

R Square .043
I
Variables Coefficients
Performance
Management Behaviours

.021

The regression analysis results above indicate that only 4.3% of the variation in
performance management context is attributable to performance management

behaviours. The p-value is .021, which is < than .05.

Hle: Social Behaviours and Social Context

Figure 7 below depicts the scatter plot between the average score for social
behaviours per respondent on the x-axis, and the average score for social context

per respondent on the y-axis.

Scatter plot: Social behaviours and social context
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Figure 7: Hypothesis 1b scatter plot: Social behaviours and social context
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The analysis of the scatter plot in Figure 7 on the previous page indicates that there
is a weak linear relationship between social behaviours and social context. The

results of the regression analysis are provided below in Table 13.

Table 13: Regression: Social behaviours and social context

Regression: Social behaviours and social context

R
R Square

Variables
Social Behaviours

The regression analysis results above indicate that only 17.2% of the variation in

social context is attributable to social behaviours. The p-value is .000 which is < .05.

5.5.1.1 Conclusion of Hypothesis 1a and 1o

The alternative sub-hypothesis 1, states that: “There is a significant positive
relationship between managers in business units that exhibit performance
management behaviours, and the attainment of a performance management context
in a business unit”. With reference to Table 12, it can therefore be concluded that
there is a positive but weak relationship between performance management
behaviours and the performance management context, however it is statistically
significant (r = .207 and p < .05 (2-tailed)). This supports the rejection of the null
hypothesis, therefore the alternative of sub-hypothesis 1, is accepted.

The alternative sub-hypothesis 1p states that, “There is a significant positive
relationship between managers in business units that exhibit social behaviours and
the attainment of a social context in a business unit”’. With reference to Table 13, it
can therefore be concluded that there is a positive but weak relationship between
social behaviours of managers and a social context, however it is statistically
significant (r = .415 and p < .05 (2-tailed)). This supports the rejection of the null

hypothesis and therefore the alternative of sub-hypothesis 1y is accepted.
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5.5.1.2 Additional Analysis

There is a strong correlation between performance management behaviours

and social behaviours

A correlation was conducted to determine the relationship between the two sets of
behaviours that were analysed in hypothesis 1. Table 11 shows that performance
management behaviours are strongly correlated to social behaviours (r is .757). This
mirrors the results of the factor analysis provided in Table 10, which indicated that
both sets of behaviours load onto one factor therefore it can be said that these
behaviours go hand in hand. Effective managers are therefore said to be those who
leverage both the hard performance elements and the soft social elements (Gibson
& Birkinshaw, 2004).

5.5.2 Hypothesis 2

H2: Business Unit Context and Contextual Ambidexterity

Figure 8 below depicts the scatter plot between the average score for business unit
context per respondent on the x-axis, and the average score for contextual

ambidexterity per respondent on the y-axis.

Scatter plot: Business unit context and contextual
ambidexterity
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Figure 8: Hypothesis 2 scatter plot: Business unit context and contextual ambidexterity
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The analysis of the scatter plot in Figure 8 on the previous page indicates that there
is a weak linear relationship between context (performance management context and
social context combined) and contextual ambidexterity. The results of the regression

analysis are provided below in Table 14.

Table 14: Regression: Business unit context and contextual ambidexterity

Regression: Business unit context and contextual ambidexterity

R
R Square

VEELIES
Context

The regression analysis results above indicate that 6.1% of the variation in contextual
ambidexterity is attributable to business unit context (performance management

context and social context combined). The p-value is .006, which is < than .05.

5.5.2.1 Conclusion

The alternative hypothesis 2 states that, “There is a significant positive relationship
between the business unit context and the contextual ambidexterity in a business
unit”. With reference to Table 14 , it can therefore be concluded that there is a positive
but weak relationship between business unit context and contextual ambidexterity,
however it is statistically significant (r = .248 and p < .05 (2-tailed)). This supports
the rejection of the null hypothesis and therefore the alternative of hypothesis 2 is

accepted.

There is a strong relationship between exploration and exploitation

To test and reaffirm the relationship between exploration and exploitation, a
correlation analysis was conducted. Figure 9 on the next page provides a graphical
depiction of the relations between these two constructs. At face value it can be
deduced that there is a strong positive linear relationship between exploration and
exploitation. The data points are also closely located around the trend-line, which
indicates little variance from the mean and therefore a strong relationship between

the two constructs.

69



Correlation: Exploration and Exploitation
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Figure 9: Relationship between exploration and exploitation

Table 15 below confirms what was observed in the above graph. That is, there is a
strong positive relationship between exploration and exploitation, as seen by a
correlation coefficient of .791, which is > .0 and close to .1. The p-value of .000 is <
.05, which therefore indicates that the relationship between the constructs is

statistically significant.

Table 15: Correlation: Exploration and exploitation

Correlation: Exploration and exploitation
R

Sig. (2-tailed) p-value

The literature states that exploration and exploitation are mutually reinforcing
concepts, which means that by increasing activity in one, it increases the proliferation
of the other and vice versa. This claim therefore shows that in their relationship, the
constructs are both independent (predictor) variables and dependent (response)
variables. The researcher conducted an analysis to determine if this was, in fact, the
case. To test this assertion, a regression analysis was conducted firstly with
exploration being the predictor variable of exploitation, and then the constructs were

switched where exploitation became the predictor variable of exploration.
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Table 16 below provides the results of the first regression analysis conducted, where

exploration was the predictor variable and exploitation the response variable.

Table 16: Regression: Exploration and exploitation

Regression: Exploration and Exploitation

R .801
R Square 0,6411

Variables Coefficients
Exploration

From the above table it can be inferred that there is a strong relationship between
exploration and exploitation, given the correlation coefficient of .801. The R? value
indicates that 64% of the variance in exploitation can be attributed to exploration.
This indicates that exploration is a good predictor of exploitation. The coefficient
0.786 indicates that with every one point of variability in exploration, there is a .786
move in variation in exploitation. The p-value is < .05, therefore the relationship is

statistically significant.
Table 17 below provides the results of the second regression analysis conducted,
where exploitation was the predictor variable and exploration the response variable.

Table 17: Regression: Exploitation and exploration

Regression: Exploitation and Exploration
R
R Square

Variables Coefficients

Exploitation

From the above table it can be inferred that there is a strong and positive relationship
between exploitation and exploration from the correlation coefficient of .801, which
is in line with what was observed in the first and inverse analysis. The R? value
indicates that 64% of the variance in exploration can be attributed to exploitation,
which means that exploitation and exploration are closely related. The coefficient
0.815 indicates that with every one point move in variation of exploration, there is a
.815 move in variation in exploration.
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These findings indicate that exploration and exploitation are mutually reinforcing, as

conceptualised in Figure 10 below.

Contextual Ambidexterity

Exploration ]

Exploitation

Figure 10: Mutually reinforcing relationship between exploration and exploitation

5.5.3 Hypothesis 3

H3: Contextual Ambidexterity and Business Unit Performance

Figure 11 below depicts the scatter plot between the average score for contextual
ambidexterity (exploration and exploitation combined) per respondent on the x-axis,

and the average score for business unit performance per respondent on the y-axis.

Scatter plot: Contextual ambidexterity and business unit

performance
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Figure 11: Hypothesis 3 scatter plot: Contextual ambidexterity and business unit

performance
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The analysis of the scatter plot in Figure 11 on the previous page indicates that there
is a positive and strong linear relationship between contextual ambidexterity and
business unit performance. The results of the regression analysis are provided below
in Table 18.

Table 18: Regression: Contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance

Regression: Contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance

R
R Square

Variables

Contextual Ambidexterity

The regression analysis results above indicate that 29.1% of the variation in business
unit performance is attributable to contextual ambidexterity. The p-value is .000,
which is < than .05.

5.5.3.1 Conclusion

The alternative hypothesis 3 states that, “There is a significant positive relationship
between contextual ambidexterity in a business unit and the performance of a
business unit”. With reference to Table 18, it can therefore be concluded that there
is a strong and positive relationship between business unit context and contextual
ambidexterity that is statistically significant (r = . 527** and p < .05 (2-tailed)). This
does not support the null hypothesis, therefore the alternative of hypothesis 3 is

accepted.

5.5.4 Additional Analysis

Although not a part of the conceptual model and hypotheses, the researcher also
wanted to gain a deeper understanding of what other elements of this study could
impact the performance of business units, and what latent relationships could be
discovered between various other constructs and business unit performance. A
correlation and forward multiple regression were performed on the variables, the

findings of which are set out below.
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Referring to Table 11, the last row that shows all the constructs is significantly
positively related to business unit performance. In order of relationship strength with
business unit performance, the correlation values are: business unit context (r .583),
social context (r .578), contextual ambidexterity (r .527), exploitation (r .520), social
behaviours (r .513), exploration (r .496), performance management behaviours (r
.433), and performance management context (r .345). Some observations based on
this data are:

There is a stronger correlation between exploitation and business unit

performance than between exploration and business unit performance.

Contrary to the general belief that innovation drives growth and performance,
exploitation has a larger influence on performance outcomes than exploration. As
literature states that more exploitation is required to improve performance in more
stable environments than exploration which is required to improve performance in
more dynamic environments (Tarddy, 2016), this may be telling of the current nature
of the environment in Southern Africa, in that it may be a more stable environment
that was initially thought. This has many implications on the weighting between
exploitation and exploration that organisations need to adopt in order to see

performance returns on their ambidexterity efforts.

There is a stronger correlation between social behaviours/social context and
business unit performance than between performance management

behaviours/performance management context and business unit performance.

Table 11 indicates that the softer supportive elements of social behaviours and social
context have a more significant correlation with business unit performance than the
harder task-related performance management behaviours and performance
management context. This implies that by exhibiting softer supportive social
behaviours and by building a trusting and supportive team context, managers
(generally and not necessarily through contextual ambidexterity) can have a more
significant impact on business unit performance, rather than by using the harder
elements such as setting stretch goals and instilling discipline in their followers. This
finding is not to be confused with the additional set of findings in the previous section
that focus on the impact on contextual ambidexterity as opposed to the impact on

business unit performance, which is the focus of this section.
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5.6 Multiple Regression: Variables Impacting Business Unit

Performance

Due to the interesting finding noted in the preceding section, the researcher
conducted a multiple regression to determine which of the salient constructs have
the most significantly positive or negative impact on business unit performance. The
results are depicted in Table 19 below. A forward multiple regression was also
conducted with business unit performance as the response variable and
performance management behaviours, social behaviours, performance
management context, social context, exploitation and exploration as the predictor
variables. The results are depicted in Table 20 on the next page.

Table 19: Multiple Regression: Variables impacting business unit performance

Coefficients

Unstandardised | Standardised Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients . Statistics
Model t Sig.
Std.

B Error Beta Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 0,398 0,992 | 0,323
Performance
Management 0,083 -0,122 -1,294 | 0,198 0,399 2,505
Behaviours
Social Behaviour 0,090 0,296 3,205 | 0,002 0,414 2,416
Social Context 0,057 0,416 5,896 | 0,000 0,711 1,406
SlllEsts i 0,130 0,145 1,166 | 0,246 | 07228 | 4392
Context
Exploration 0,094 0,130 1,258 | 0,211 0,330 3,030
Exploitation 0,096 0,249 2,384 | 0,019 0,325 3,074

a. Dependent Variable: Business Unit Performance

75



Table 20: Forward Multiple Regression: Variables impacting business unit performance

Model Summary

. Adjusted c rSr(t)(:.of Change Statistics
Model R S R th R = Sig. F
quare | square Ne square | oo | dfL | df2 | Q0
Estimate Change g g
1 .612a 0,375 0,370 0,904 0,375 72,619 1 121 0,000
2 .735b 0,540 0,532 0,780 0,164 42,872 1 120 0,000
3 .759c 0,577 0,566 0,751 0,037 10,446 1 119 0,002

a. Predictors: (Constant), Social Context

b. Predictors: (Constant), Social Context, Exploitation

c. Predictors: (Constant), Social Context, Exploitation and Social Behaviours

It can be seen in the forward multiple regression table above that the best combined
predictors of business unit performance were found to be social context, which
accounted for 37.5% of the variation of business unit performance, followed by
exploitation, which accounted for 16.4% of the variation, and social behaviours,
which contributed another 3.7% to the variation of business unit performance. The
remaining variables, exploration and performance management behaviours, did not
significantly increase the R? value and therefore were not included in the forward

regression models.

5.7 Summary of Hypotheses

Table 21 on the next page provides a summary of the hypotheses and indicates
whether the null hypotheses were accepted or rejected in favour of the alternative
hypotheses.
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Table 21: Summarised findings of statistical analysis

Reject Null

Hypothesis p-value Hypothesis or
not

There is no significant positive relationship between
managers in business units who exhibit performance Null hypothesis
Null H1a management behaviours, and the attainment of a <0.05 rejectgg

performance management context in a business unit.

There is no significant positive relationship between
managers in business units who exhibit social <0.05 Null hypothesis
behaviours and the attainment of a social context in ) rejected

a business unit.

There is no significant positive relationship between
Null H2 the business unit context and contextual <0.05
ambidexterity in a business unit.

There is no significant positive relationship between
Null H3 contextual ambidexterity in a business unit and the <0.05
performance of a business unit.

Null H1p

Null hypothesis
rejected

Null hypothesis
rejected

5.8 Conclusion

Chapter 5 outlined the descriptive statistics to provide an overview of the profile of
the respondents in terms of their demographics and other variables related to
contextual ambidexterity. Independent and dependent variables were highlighted to
operationalise the research objectives and the hypotheses this research set out to
explore. The chapter further provided the results of the linear regressions for the
various hypotheses to understand the direction and strength of the relationships

between the hypotheses predictor and response variables.

Additional analysis that assisted to improve the overall understanding of contextual
ambidexterity led the researcher to conduct a correlation between the various
constructs, which highlighted interesting relationships that will be discussed further

in chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

6.1 Introduction

This purpose of this study was to determine which behaviours can be leveraged by
managers to create a context in a business unit that is conducive to individuals
behaving in an ambidextrous manner. The study further aimed to determine if
business units that attain contextual ambidexterity consequently achieve better

performance.

The previous chapter provided the statistical results of the study. Descriptive
statistics were used to profile the sample and the remainder of the chapter went on
to provide the results of the inferential statistics in relation to the hypotheses. A
discussion of the results is provided in this chapter. The systematic discussion does
so in relation to the overarching research objectives, and specifically to each
hypothesis that was generated in Chapter 3. This chapter concludes by providing a
summary of the discussion as well as outlining the limitations of study.

6.2 Reliability and Validity of Research Instrument

To assess how appropriate the scales used in the research instrument were to
measure the various constructs, an array of reliability and validity tests were
prepared. Cronbach’s Alpha was used to determine if the items under every construct
were related closely enough to each other and if they were measuring what they
claimed to measure. As all constructs registered a Cronbach’s Alpha above 0.7, this
meant that the items that were used to measure each construct were related closely
enough to one another, and therefore they were measuring what they were supposed
to measure (Moutinho & Hutcheson, 2011). It can therefore be concluded that the

instrument was reliable and valid.

The results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis provided more granular insight into
how the constructs are related to one another. It was found that four different factors
were being measured, which correlates to a large extent with the overarching theme

of behaviours, context, contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance.
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6.3 Interpreting the Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics provide a means for summarising a large amount of data in a
way that better describes the data (Hinton, 2004). The below descriptive statistics
from the respondents are notable as they have some relationship to the major
constructs that were studied. Although not a part of the research objectives, they
provided additional insights into the profile of the sample and helped advance the

researcher’s understanding of the research topic.

6.3.1 Level of Management and Contextual Ambidexterity

With regard to the level of management, the research focused solely on individuals
who were currently managing a team, as studies have shown that in order for
organisations to be ambidextrous, they require managers from senior levels all the
way to junior levels to be ambidextrous (Bonesso et al., 2014). However, rather than
asking managers to rate the way they perceived they behave, this study was
conducted on respondents’ perceptions of their managers’ behaviours. This sample
requirement helped the respondents to remove the bias of rating themselves high,
and allowed them to reflect on their behaviours as managers in relation to how they

perceive their managers.

To a large extent, whether an organisation is considered to be explorative or
exploitative originates from the exploitative and explorative behaviours of individual
managers (Mom et al., 2007). Managers, through their actions and behaviours, also
influence the behaviour of subordinates (Smith, 2014). With reference to Table 1, the
majority of the respondents were from middle and senior management positions
(94%) with an equal split between the two levels of management, and a smaller
portion of respondents were in junior management positions (7%). It is ideal that all
levels of management were represented, albeit not to the same extent. As contextual
ambidexterity is grounded in the behaviour of individuals who are influenced by their
managers’ behaviours as well as the culture of a business unit, having a mix of all
management levels is respondents who subsequently had to rate their managers,
provides a better understanding of the proliferation of contextual ambidexterity in

business units in Southern Africa (Wang & Rafiq, 2014).
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6.3.2 Functional Tenure and Contextual Ambidexterity

Referring to Table 3, which depicts the number of years’ experience that respondents
had had in their current function, almost half the respondents had less than five years’
experience in their current function. Longer functional tenure has been proven to
have a negative impact on an individual’s ability to be ambidextrous (Bonesso et al.,
2014; Mom et al., 2015). The more specialised knowledge and the narrower the
expertise and experience an individual has, the less capable they are of thinking
paradoxically and more flexibly about both existing solutions as well as novel
solutions. They already have well developed heuristics of their functional expertise
and tend to lean on them for decision making (Mom et al., 2015). It can therefore be
inferred that the sample should have had a higher than average level of ambidexterity

as the majority had only a few years’ experience in their functional areas.

6.4 Research Objectives

To achieve the first research objective, which aimed to determine which managerial
behaviours lead to a context that is conducive to ambidexterity (a context
characterised by high levels of performance management and high levels of social
support) in a business unit, a simple linear regression was conducted, with the
average of the related managerial behaviours per respondent as the independent
variable and the average of the respective contexts — performance management
context or social context — per respondent as the dependent variables. Two sub
hypotheses were developed to understand the nature of the two relationships set out

above.

The second research objective aimed to understand whether, by creating a business
unit context that is conducive to ambidexterity, in other words, one which is
characterised by a performance management context and a social context, this leads
to higher levels of contextual ambidexterity. A simple linear regression was
conducted, with the average rating per respondent on business unit context as the
independent variable and the average rating per respondent on contextual

ambidexterity as the dependent variable.

The third and last research objective aimed to understand whether the attainment of

contextual ambidexterity in a business unit ultimately leads to higher levels of
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performance in a business unit. A simple linear regression analysis was conducted,
with the average rating per respondent on contextual ambidexterity as the
independent variable and the average rating per respondent on business unit

performance as the dependent variable.

6.5 Hypothesis 1

A discussion on the results of Hypothesis 1 is provided below in relation to its overall
objective to establish which managerial behaviours lead to a performance

management context and a social context in a business unit.

6.5.1 Hypothesis la

Hypothesis 1, aimed to explore whether there is a significant positive relationship
between managers in business units that exhibit performance management
behaviours (in other words, those that set clear performance standards, provide
immediate and candid feedback, apply consistent penalties and sanctions for poor
performance, create a shared vision and ambition, establish a collective identity, and
encourage members to find personal meaning in their individual contributions to team
goals) and the attainment of a performance management context within their
business units (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).

The diagram in Figure 12 on the next page depicts the hypothesised relationship

between performance management behaviours and performance management

context that was tested in Hypothesis 1a.
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Managerial behaviours —_— Context

Discipline
Setting clear standards.
Providing fast-cycle feedback. Performance

Applying consistent sanctions.

Management

Performance

Behaviours —H1a Management

Context

Establish a shared ambition.

Create a collective identity.

Encourage personal meaning.

Figure 12: Hypothesis 1a - Performance management behaviours and performance

management context

Findings and Discussion of Hypothesis 1la

Referring to the results of the regression analysis between performance
management behaviours and performance management context, which are provided
in Table 12, the p-value is 0.021 which is <.05, the correlation coefficient is 0.207,
and the coefficient of determination (R?) is 0.042. It can thus be inferred that there is
a statistically significant but weak positive relationship between the performance
management behaviours and a performance management context. The R? value
indicates that only 4.2% of the variation in the performance management context can
be attributed to the performance management behaviours. The findings of this study
therefore indicate that the six performance management behaviours are not a good
predictor of the performance management context. Said differently, managers
cannot practice the six behaviours put forward and expect that the context will be
characterised by high performance, which Ghoshall and Bartlett (1994) claim is an
antecedent of contextual ambidexterity. Although a statistically significant
relationship exists between performance management behaviours and performance
management context, the correlation coefficient value of 0.207 is not considered to
be significant enough to have practical implications for managers (Saunders et al.,
2007).
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The study therefore does not confirm Ghoshal and Bartlett’'s (1994) assertion that
managers and leaders can achieve high levels of discipline and stretch, and therefore
achieve a performance management context, by leveraging the following behaviours:
(1) setting clear performance standards so that everyone in the business unit can
commit to predetermined targets and understand what is expected of them;
(2) providing immediate and candid feedback so that unanticipated consequences of
balancing exploration and exploitation can be corrected timeously to ensure that the
anxiety that comes with a high degree of uncertainty when behaving ambidextrously
is minimised; (3) applying consistent penalties and sanctions for poor performance
so that employees know what the repercussions will be for making decisions that are
contrary to achieving ambidexterity; (4) creating a shared vision and ambition that
helps employees form an emotional bond to achieving the stretch goals;
(5) establishing a collective identity that enables employees to build strong relational
links with one another so that through collaboration, employees can reach the stretch
goals and increase their knowledge base, which are both necessary for achieving
ambidexterity; and (6) encouraging followers to find personal meaning in their
individual contributions to team goals so as to motivate them to continue contributing
to the team’s goals even when things become challenging (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994,
Schnellbéacher, Heidenreich, & Wald, 2019).

It can therefore be deduced that the aforementioned six performance management
behaviours, when enacted by managers, are not good predictors of attaining a high
performance management context. This could also signify that there are many other
performance management behaviours that have not been taken into account that
could impact how managers build a performance management context in their

business units.

6.5.2 Hypothesis 1b

Hypothesis 1, aimed to explore whether there is a significant positive relationship
between managers in business units that exhibit social behaviours (in other words,
those who make decisions in a fair and equitable manner, involve individuals when
decisions are being made that will impact them, hire people with the right skills to
perform the required tasks, ensure that the required resources are available to carry

out tasks, provide freedom and autonomy for individuals to make decisions yet
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provide guidance when needed, and create a culture of mutual help) and the

attainment of a social context within their business units (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).

The diagram in Figure 13 below depicts the hypothesised relationship between social

behaviours and social context that was tested in Hypothesis 1p.

Managerial behaviours . Context

Trust
Be fair and equitable.

Involve staff in decisions.

Improve levels of competence. Social

Support

Behaviours [audg H1 b Social Context
Provide access to resources.

Give employees autonomy.

Encourage mutual help.

Figure 13: Hypothesis 1 — Social behaviours and social context

Findings and Discussion of Hypothesis 1b

Referring to the results of the regression analysis between social behaviours and
social context that are provided in Table 13, the p-value is 0.00 which is <.05, the
correlation coefficient is 0.415, and the coefficient of determination (R?) is 0.172. It
can thus be inferred that there is a statistically significant but weak positive
relationship between social behaviours and the social context of a business unit. The
R2?value of .172 indicates that only 17.2% of the variation in the social context can
be attributed to social behaviours. That is, social behaviours enacted by managers
are not a good predictor of attaining an enabling social context. Said differently,
managers cannot practice the six behaviours put forward and expect that the context
will be characterised by high levels of social support, which Ghoshall and Bartlett
(1994) argued is an antecedent of contextual ambidexterity.

This finding therefore does not corroborate Ghoshall and Bartlett’s (1994) research,
which proposed that these six behaviours can be leveraged by managers to create
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a socially supportive context. Although a statistically significant relationship exists
between social behaviours and social context, the correlation coefficient value of
0.415 is not considered to be significant enough to have practical implications for

managers (Saunders et al., 2007).

The study therefore disproves Ghoshal and Bartlett’s (1994) second set of assertions
that managers and leaders can achieve high levels of trust and support, and
therefore achieve a social context, by leveraging the following behaviours: (1) making
decisions in a fair and equitable manner so that there is transparency, which
ultimately builds trust amongst team members; (2) involving individuals when
decisions are being made that will impact them so that hierarchical barriers are
broken and transparency is increased, thus increasing trust; (3) hiring people with
the right skills to perform the required tasks so that employees trust and can rely on
the capabilities of their colleagues to fulfil their commitments effectively; (4) ensure
that the required resources are available to carry out tasks so that the competition
for resources does not prevent teamwork, transparency and trust; (5) providing
freedom and autonomy for individuals to make decisions about what to focus on and
how to divide up their time, yet providing guidance when needed to ensure that they
succeed; and (6) creating a culture of mutual help to improve horizontal cooperation
and knowledge sharing, which improves relationships and trust within business units
(Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994; Schnellbacher et al., 2019).

It can thus be deduced that the aforementioned six social behaviours, when enacted
by managers, are not good predictors of attaining a socially supportive context. This
could signify that there are many other behaviours that have not been taken into
account that could impact how managers build a socially supportive context in their

business units.

Furthermore, as the business unit context is comprised of the performance
management context and the social context, and as these constructs are developed
through performance management behaviours and social behaviours respectively, it
is expected that these sets of behaviours should be highly correlated with their
higher-order construct of business unit context (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). This is,
in fact, not the case, as per Table 11 which shows that there is a low correlation
between the behaviours and the resultant context. It can thus be deduced that the
behaviours that are meant to create an enabling business unit context that is

characterised by high levels of performance management and social support have
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no influence on the attainment of such a context, which conflicts with Gibson and
Birkinshaw’s (2004) assertions. Furthermore, the factor analysis depicted in Table
10 indicates that a unified business unit context does not exist. That is, the social
context and the performance context load onto two different factors. This negates
the idea that a business unit context as a construct is in fact a valid construct to drive

ambidexterity, as proposed in the theory.

6.5.3 Discussion of Additional Findings

There is a strong correlation between performance management behaviours

and social behaviours

Although there is no significant relationship between the 12 managerial behaviours
put forward and the creation of an enabling business unit context, a notable finding
is that there is a strong correlation between performance management behaviours
and social behaviours. The results, which are set out in Table 11, are not surprising,
as they indicate that when managers enact one type of behaviour it mutually
reinforces the other behaviour, therefore these behaviours can be viewed as being

highly correlated and that one does not preclude the other from being enacted.

As per Ghoshal and Bartlett (1994), in order to drive contextual ambidexterity,
managers need to ensure that there is a balance between the hard behaviours and
the soft behaviours required for contextual ambidexterity to flourish. Developing an
environment that is characterised by high levels of performance management
provides the “hard” elements that contribute to attaining contextual ambidexterity
through task-driven outcomes (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Havermans et al., 2015).
It is, however, argued that managers need to guard against only driving high levels
of performance, and must ensure that their employees have a socially supportive
environment where they not only feel supported and valued for their efforts and
contributions, but also trust that their colleagues are meeting their commitments.
These are the soft behaviours that contribute to the achievement of contextual

ambidexterity.

Getting the balance right between the hard elements and the soft elements is said to
be the hallmark of a good manager and a balance does not necessarily mean doing
both in equal amounts but rather doing them at the right levels (Gibson & Birkinshaw,

2004; Havermans et al., 2015). If managers only drive performance and do not
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support their followers socially, this ultimately causes scepticism and burnout of the
employees, and a subsequent failure to develop a suitable environment (Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004). Conversely, if there is excessive social support and employees
are not held accountable to meeting their commitments and stretch goals, this
creates an environment where people are too friendly and cordial with one another
and nothing gets done. Once this occurs, the ability to achieve an environment that
is conducive to ambidexterity is compromised (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). It is due
to this interrelatedness between the hard and soft behaviours that we find a high
correlation between performance management behaviours and social behaviours,

and that managers feel the need to balance them in their day-to-day actions.

6.5.4 Conclusion of Hypotheses laand 1b

Although the correlations were statistically significant, the R? values were too low to
be of practical significance. It can therefore be concluded that by leveraging the 12
behaviours related to stretch, discipline, trust and support, managers cannot create
a performance management context and a social context that not only inspires their
employees to set and reach stretch goals, but also encourages their employees to
be mutually supportive of their colleagues and to have confidence in their collective
ability to achieve their stretch goals. Therefore the diagram in Figure 12 that depicts
the hypothesised relationship between performance management behaviours and
performance management context does not correctly reflect the findings. Likewise,
the diagram in Figure 13 that depicts the hypothesised relationship between social

behaviours and social context also does not correctly reflect the findings.

Due to only a small amount of variation in the performance management context and
the social context being attributable to these 12 behaviours, managers may need to
leverage a repertoire of many other behaviours in order to develop an enabling
context, over and above those that have not been proposed in this study.
Furthermore, although the behaviours in this study are not sufficient to develop an
enabling business unit context, managers need to be cognisant of how much
emphasis they place on each type of behaviour. This could have unintended
consequences and may compromise a manager’s ability to achieve a certain goal or
outcomes. Each set of behaviours impact other variables differently and these will

be discussed later.
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6.6 Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 aimed to explore whether there is a significant positive relationship
between a business unit context (a performance management context and a social
context combined) and contextual ambidexterity in a business unit (Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004).

The diagram in Figure 14 below depicts the hypothesised relationship between

business unit context and contextual ambidexterity that was tested in Hypothesis 2.

Context »| Ambidexterity
Performance
Management
Context Contextual
Business Ambidexterity
Unit
Context Exploration
Social
Context Exploitation

Figure 14: Hypothesis 2 — Business unit context and contextual ambidexterity

Findings and Discussion of Hypothesis 2

Referring to the results of the regression analysis between business unit context and
contextual ambidexterity that are provided in Table 14, the p-value is 0.021 which is
<.05, the correlation coefficient is 0.207, and the coefficient of determination (R?) is
0.061. It can thus be inferred that there is a statistically significant but weak positive
relationship between business unit context and contextual ambidexterity. This
indicates that the business unit context (the performance management context and
social context combined) only explains a very small portion of the variation (6.1%) in

contextual ambidexterity. Therefore, business unit context is not a good predictor of
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the ability of a business unit to achieve contextual ambidexterity. The findings of this
study do not corroborate Gibson and Birkinshaw’s (2004) assertions that there is a
significant and positive relationship between business unit context and contextual
ambidexterity. Thus, it can be deduced that there are many other variables that have
not been taken into account that could impact how contextual ambidexterity can be

achieved in a business unit.

Although the literature argues that in order for managers to attain ambidexterity
through the behaviours of their followers an appropriate context needs to be created
that is conducive to employees behaving in an ambidextrous manner (Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004), the findings of this study do not corroborate this. However, this
study corroborates Raisch et al.’s (2009) assertion that the role of a manager
becomes particularly important when ambidexterity is attained through the
behavioural capabilities of individuals in business units (contextual ambidexterity)
rather than through structural or temporal mechanisms but in a very different way
than was initially hypothesised. Contrary to extant literature, the findings of this study
prove that it is not through the creation of a particular context that contextual
ambidexterity is achieved, but rather that manager behaviours have a direct influence

on the achievement of contextual ambidexterity.

Firstly, considering that the business unit context does not contribute to achieving
contextual ambidexterity, a further investigation into the relationships between the
various of the other constructs was undertaken to understand what the true nature

of the relationships between all constructs are.

Moreover, once it was determined in Hypothesis 1 that the performance
management behaviours and the social behaviours did not have a significant impact
on the business unit context, it was critical to see whether the behaviours had a
significant and direct impact on contextual ambidexterity, and if so, which set of
behaviours between performance management and social behaviours contributed
more to achieving contextual ambidexterity. The rationale for conducting these
correlations was to reaffirm that an enabling business unit context was not a
necessary condition in order for contextual ambidexterity to be achieved, and to help
managers identify which set of behaviours would contribute most to achieving
contextual ambidexterity. A correlation was conducted between all behaviours and
contextual ambidexterity as well as between each set of behaviours (performance

management behaviours and social behaviours) and contextual ambidexterity, the
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results of which are provided in Table 11 and the discussions are provided below. In
addition, a multiple regression with contextual ambidexterity as the dependent
variable and an array of variables including performance management behaviours,
social behaviours, performance management context and social context as the

independent variables was conducted.

In addition, as per Table 11, the row for contextual ambidexterity shows that two
relationships between performance management behaviours/social behaviours and
contextual ambidexterity (r .512 and r .464 respectively) is much higher than two
relationships between business unit context (performance management context and
social context combined) and contextual ambidexterity (r .265). These findings are
discussed below.

6.6.1 Discussion of Additional Findings

There is a moderate to strong correlation between manager behaviours
(performance management behaviours/social behaviours) and contextual

ambidexterity

An interesting finding was that there is a strong relationship between manager
behaviours (performance management behaviours/social behaviours) and
contextual ambidexterity. Moreover, this relationship was even stronger than the
relationship proposed in Hypothesis 2 between the business unit context and
contextual ambidexterity. Therefore this finding contradicts the literature that argues
that the only way to achieve contextual ambidexterity is by developing a business
unit context that allows employees to decide, at their own discretion, when to explore
and when to exploit (Ahammad et al., 2015; De Clercq et al.,, 2014; Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2000; Havermans et al., 2015). This research proves that managers,
directly through their actions, can remove the autonomy from individuals that allows
them to use their own discretion about how best to divide up their time and effort,
and to rather wield direct influence in such a way that prescribes to their followers
how to behave ambidextrously. This negates the reliance on a certain context where

followers behave ambidextrously on their own accord.

Moreover, in their research, Belkhamza and Wafa (2014) stated that the context of a
business unit is can be described as the intangible elements of a business unit that

cannot be touched and do not have a physical presence. Contexts are ultimately
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controlled through the group values and norms that are learnt through socialisation.
It is further argued that the business unit context relies on underlying and informal
values and the belief systems of employees than on the formal processes and
systems that managers establish (Belkhamza & Wafa, 2014). Through the findings
of this study, context is therefore argued to be a blunt, informal and indirect tool to
achieve a certain outcome. The use of a blunt instrument like context causes a lack
of precision and an inability to target a specific outcome, and a subsequent inability

to leverage specific actions to directly guide and correct the behaviours of followers.

This research has proven that the results achieved through more direct behaviours
that explicitly dictate to followers how to behave to achieve ambidexterity are a lot
more successful in achieving contextual ambidexterity. Managers can therefore drive
individual ambidexterity in their followers by imposing certain requirements on them,
as well as by dictating certain behaviours that ultimately do not give followers a
choice but to act in a specific manner. Performance management behaviours and
social behaviours therefore need to be less implicit and more explicit to drive

contextual ambidexterity.

There is a stronger correlation between performance management behaviours
and contextual ambidexterity than between social behaviours and contextual

ambidexterity

Although both sets of behaviours positively contribute to achieving contextual
ambidexterity, they do not do so to the same extent. An interesting finding in this
study is that there is a stronger relationship between performance management
behaviours and contextual ambidexterity than between social behaviours and
contextual ambidexterity. This implies that to achieve contextual ambidexterity in
organisations, managers should weight their behaviours more heavily towards
managing follower’s performance than to creating a socially supportive environment.
Although Table 11 indicates that performance management behaviours contribute
more than social behaviours to driving contextual ambidexterity, this contradicts what
is currently happening in the sampled population. As can be seen in Table 7, the
mean for performance management behaviours (4,60) is lower than the mean for

social behaviours (5,09).

Apart from what is observed in reality, this finding also contradicts what Gibson and

Birkinshaw (2004) and Havermans et al. (2015) advocated. They claimed that in
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order to achieve contextual ambidexterity, managers must find an equal balance
between hard behaviours and soft behaviours. This study contradicts this and finds
that managers must place more emphasis and weighting on performance
management behaviours than socially supportive behaviours in order to achieve

contextual ambidexterity.

There is a strong correlation between exploration and exploitation

Delving into contextual ambidexterity, the researcher wanted to understand the
nature of the relationship between the two second-order constructs of exploitation
and exploration, which combined make up the construct of contextual ambidexterity.
Firstly, the factor analysis depicted in Table 10 indicates that exploration and
exploitation combined measure the same thing — contextual ambidexterity — as they

load onto the same factor.

Moreover, a higher mean in Table 7 was recorded for exploitation (4.11) than was
recorded for exploration (3.97). This is supported by Lavie et al.’s (2010) assertion
that individuals and organisations suffer from inertia and favour exploitation over
exploration. In addition, the cognitive frames and the routines of individuals often
favour existing products and offerings over new offerings and disruptive innovations
(Smith, 2014).

Moreover, the results in Tables 15, 16 and 17 indicate that there is a strong and
positive relationship between exploration and exploitation, as corroborated by
Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004). This proves that the tensions between exploration
and exploitation are not insurmountable, as argued by March (1991), and that
business units can perform both activities simultaneously and at a high level of
efficacy. It also proves that by doing one activity well, this improves the quality of the
other activity. The fact that exploration and exploitation are mutually reinforcing
activities, meaning that one enhances the other and vice versa, is supported by the
findings in Tables 15, 16 and 17 (Lavie et al., 2010). This phenomenon can be
explained by the way organisations learn. First and foremost it is important to
understand that the organisational learning required by both exploitation and
exploration enhance and complement one another (Adler et al., 2009).
Organisational learning builds on the tensions between the acquisition of new
learning and knowledge (exploration) and then the subsequent use and refinement

of the new learnings (exploitation) (Asif, 2019). New knowledge that is gained
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through exploratory learning is embedded into operations, and is subsequently
refined and improved on incrementally. Furthermore, as organisations go about
solving new challenges, they acquire new knowledge (exploration) that gets reused
(exploitation) to solve future challenges of a similar nature (Adler et al., 2009). Put
differently, individuals who participate in explorative learning are more effective if
they also engage in exploitative learning and vice versa (Kauppila & Tempelaar,
2016). Therefore, new knowledge gained does not get discarded but is rather used
to enhance individual performance as well as improve efficiencies and refine
processes (Asif, 2019). The relationship between learning for exploitation and
learning for exploration is so interconnected that it is hard to tell where learning for

one ends and learning for the other starts (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016).

6.6.2 Conclusion of Hypothesis 2

Although it was argued by Ghoshal and Bartlett (1994) that a business unit context
is developed by explicit and tangible manager actions, systems and processes, and
that the context subsequently induces individuals to behave in a specific way that
ultimately attains contextual ambidexterity, the R? value of H2 was too low to be of
practical significance even though the correlations were significant. The diagram in
Figure 14 that depicts the hypothesised relationship between business unit context

and contextual ambidexterity therefore does not correctly reflect the findings.

From these findings, it can be surmised that the current literature does not always
hold true, and although business unit context has been discovered as a theoretical
construct, this does not necessarily translate to it being a practical and tangible
construct. In this study, it has shown to not add any value to the understanding of the

relationship between behaviours and contextual ambidexterity.

The context that is created has very little influence on an business unit’s ability to
achieve ambidexterity, but it is rather directly through the behaviours and actions of
managers that contextual (behavioural) ambidexterity is achieved. It is therefore
advised that managers should use their actions and behaviours to directly impose
certain requirements on followers that enable contextual ambidexterity, rather than
to rely on a blunt mechanism such as a context to drive contextual ambidexterity.
Furthermore, managers need to pay attention to how they weight their behaviours

between driving performance and creating a supportive social context. To be more
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effective at achieving contextual ambidexterity, managers must use more
performance management behaviours than they do social behaviours. Lastly, it is
important for organisations to ensure that systems and processes for gaining new
knowledge, and subsequently integrating the knowledge to drive incremental
improvements, are managed effectively. Effective knowledge management avoids
losing gains from new innovations that could have been transferred to existing
products or processes to make them more efficient, and the inverse is also true.
Learning gained from driving efficiencies should be fed back into the innovation

process to enhance the organisation’s ability to innovate.

6.7 Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 aimed to explore whether there is a significant positive relationship
between contextual ambidexterity in a business unit and business unit performance
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

The diagram in Figure 15 below depicts the hypothesised relationship between
contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance that was tested in

Hypothesis 3.

Ambidexterity Performance
Contextual
Ambidexterty Business Unit
— H3 Perf
Exploitation errormance
Exploitation

Figure 15: Hypothesis 3 — Contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance
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Findings and Discussion of Hypothesis 3

Referring to the results of the regression analysis between contextual ambidexterity
and business unit performance that are provided in Table 15, the p-value is 0.00
which is <.05, the correlation coefficient is 0.539, and the coefficient of determination
(R?) is 0.291. It can thus be inferred that there is a statistically significant and positive
relationship between contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance. This
R? value infers that 29.1% of the variation in a business unit’'s performance can be

explained by contextual ambidexterity.

These findings, which are supported by Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004), Junni et al.,
(2013) and O’Reilly and Tushman (2013), also argue that ambidexterity and
therefore contextual ambidexterity not only improve performance, but are critical for
performance and competitive advantage to be sustained over the long run. They
further argue that the creation of a supportive organisational context is not enough
to improve organisational performance, and that contextual ambidexterity is a
mediating factor that actually helps business units achieve higher levels of

performance (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

Although this study made use of a subjective measure of business unit performance,
O’Reilly and Tushman’s (2013) study used objective measures of business unit
performance to achieve similar results. There is, however, a caveat to this, that is
contextual ambidexterity only leads to superior business unit performance in
industries that are characterised by high levels of technological uncertainty and
market volatility (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). As the findings of this study indicate
only a moderately strong relationship between contextual ambidexterity and
business unit performance, this could imply that the sample did not consist mainly of
high-tech industries but had a mix of other stable industries, and that the current
market conditions were less volatile than initially thought, or that both scenarios were

prevailing.

In addition, when an environment changes from stable to volatile, such a shift in
context might require a change in the balance between the two modes. Volatile
contexts require higher levels of exploration, while stable contexts require higher

levels of exploitation, in order for contextual ambidexterity to positively impact
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business unit performance (Junni et al., 2013). Therefore, when considering the
impact that contextual ambidexterity has on business unit performance, the
dynamism of the external market needs to be taken into consideration and an
adjustment between the weighting of exploitation and exploration may be required
(Havermans et al., 2015). This implications of this finding will be addressed in the

section below covering the additional findings.

Junni et al. (2013) outlined why contextual ambidexterity positively impacts business
unit performance by noting that when organisations focus excessively on exploitation
to ensure the viability of their business today at the expense of exploration that
ensures sustainability into the future, they fall into a “success trap”, ultimately
becoming inert and only implementing what has worked previously. This prevents
them from adapting to the dynamic external environment and the result is often poor
business unit performance into the future. The inverse is also true; excessive focus
on exploration at the expense of exploitation results in a “failure trap”, and
innovations are not afforded enough time to come into full fruition in order to positively
impact the bottom line. Moreover, it is important to note that business units in this
sample focused more on exploitation than exploration and achieved an above

average level of performance. This implies that getting the balance right is important.

6.7.1 Discussion of Additional Findings

There is a stronger correlation between exploitation and business unit

performance than between exploration and business unit performance

Although it is argued that organisations and business units need to engage in both
exploration and exploitation to survive in the long term (Junni et al., 2013), it is still
not clearly understood how much of each activity should be done at any given time
and how to achieve an optimal balance between the conflicting yet mutually
reinforcing activities. Furthermore, it has been proven that in order for business units
to realise increased levels of performance through ambidexterity in an environment
that is constantly changing, they need to constantly shift their balance, weighting
more towards one type of activity in a manner that matches the external changes

(Havermans et al., 2015). This may call for higher levels of exploitation during certain
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periods followed by higher levels of exploration during other periods (Junni et al.,

2013), depending on the prevailing environment.

As discussed in the previous section, in their findings, Junni et al. (2013) showed that
higher levels of exploitation in more stable markets may lead to higher levels of
performance, and in more dynamic markets, organisations need to enhance their
focus of exploration, although they still need to engage in both activities at the same
time. This has an implication for this study as the findings prove exploitation has a
more significant influence on the performance of business units in the current market
context than exploration. This may be telling of the prevailing nature of the business
environment in Southern Africa. Although it has not been proven empirically, the
finding that exploitation has a more positive impact on business unit performance
may indicate that at the time the research was conducted, there was most likely a
more stable environment than was initially thought. In the case of this study, the
respondents rated business unit performance 4,73 out of 7, while the average rating
for exploitation activities at 4,11 was higher than exploration activities at 3,97,
therefore they were engaged in more exploitation activities than exploration activities.
Although studies argue that the core capabilities that enable exploitation and
efficiencies often have a negative effect on an organisation’s ability to learn new
things and innovate, and this often leads to their core capability becoming their core
rigidity (Adler et al., 2009; He & Wong, 2004). However, this study proves that this is
not always the case. Higher levels of exploitation have been found to have a positive
effect on a business unit’s ability to perform given the prevailing context. This proves
that core capabilities are not always core rigidities. Contextual ambidexterity should
allow for the right balance of exploitation to ensure short term success, and
exploration to ensure long term success given a particular context (Junni et al.,
2013).

This has many implications for how managers manage the weighting between
exploitation and exploration in their business units in order for them to see
performance returns on their ambidexterity efforts. If managers read the external
context incorrectly and drive higher levels of exploration and the prevailing market
context is stable, this may cause them to not achieve higher levels of efficiencies.
Not achieving higher levels of efficiencies prevents organisations from lowering their
prices to match what their competitors — who read the external context correctly —

are currently offering their market, when competing on price is what wins customers
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in stable markets. Conversely, if the prevailing market environment is more dynamic
and volatile, and managers place a stronger emphasis on exploitation and driving
efficiencies instead of innovating, this will more than likely result in decreased
innovation output, which is required in more volatile contexts when technological
disruption is rife. Getting the balance and the timing right to match the external

context is therefore a critical task of managers.

There is a stronger correlation between social behaviours/social context and
business unit performance than between performance management

behaviours/context and business unit performance

As mentioned previously, this finding is different from the previous findings in that it
is related to the performance of a business unit and not contextual ambidexterity.

Table 20 in Chapter 5 depicts the results of the forward multiple regression that was
conducted, with business unit performance as the response variable and
performance management behaviours, social behaviours, performance
management context, social context, exploitation and exploration as the predictor
variables. The results in the table not only support this finding, but further indicate
that when managers leverage the hard, task-focused performance management
behaviours these can have a negative direct impact on the performance of the
business unit. This is contrary to the findings regarding which behaviours drive
contextual ambidexterity, as performance management behaviours were observed
to be more effective at achieving contextual ambidexterity than social behaviours.
The findings in this section pertain to the direct impact of other variables on business
unit performance and not when managers want to impact performance through
contextual ambidexterity. Moreover, the forward multiple regression indicates that
social context has the most significant direct influence on business unit performance,
constituting 37.5% of the variance in business unit performance, followed by
exploitation which accounted for 16.4% of the variation, and social behaviours which
accounted for another 3.7% of the variation of business unit performance. The
remaining variables — performance management behaviours, performance
management context and exploration — do not contribute significantly enough to the
variation in business unit performance and were therefore removed from the

regression analysis.
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In sum, it has been observed that performance management behaviours have a
negative direct impact on business unit performance and that social context,
exploitation and social behaviours, on the other hand, have a significant direct impact

on business unit performance.

The implication of this finding is that in general, if leaders want to achieve higher
levels of performance in their business units, and to not necessarily do so by being
contextually ambidextrous, they are better off having a weighting towards a more
social context, social behaviours and exploitation to drive business unit performance,

than towards performance management behaviours.

6.7.2 Conclusion of Hypothesis 3

As there is a moderately strong relationship between contextual ambidexterity and
business unit performance, and the R? value was high enough to be of practical
significance, leaders can use contextual ambidexterity as a tool to improve business
unit performance. Therefore, the diagram in Figure 15 that depicts the hypothesised
relationship between contextual ambidexterity and business unit performance

correctly reflects the findings.

Moreover, a careful balance between exploitation and exploration needs to be
achieved considering the nature of the industry that a business unit operates in, as
well as the prevailing context. Furthermore, when products and services can be
easily copied or disrupted in technologically uncertain environments, contextual
ambidexterity can provide a competitive advantage to business units. Because such
a core competency requires the constant scanning of the external market changes
and an internal adaptation in response, this competitive advantage becomes a
sustainable one that is hard to copy by other organisations because it changes ever
so often. Lastly, for those organisations that are not necessarily aiming to achieve
ambidexterity but would like to improve their business unit performance directly
through managers’ behaviours, socially supportive behaviours and contexts, as well
as exploitation, must be used, as performance management behaviours have a

negative direct impact on business unit performance.
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6.8 Conclusion

Chapter 6 provided a discussion of the findings based on the statistical analyses that
were set out in Chapter 5. Firstly, it has not been statistically proven that by
leveraging the 12 management behaviours, managers can positively influence the
performance management context and the social context (combined known as the
business unit context). Secondly, it has also not been proven that the creation of
such a business unit context contributes to the attainment of contextual
ambidexterity. Lastly, the results do prove that achieving contextual ambidexterity

does lead to increased levels of performance in business units.

Given the discussion of the results in Chapter 6, a determination of whether the

research objectives were reached is assessed below:

Objective one was concerned with understanding what managerial behaviours lead
to a performance management context and a social context in a business unit. As
indicated above, there is insufficient empirical evidence to prove that the 12
behaviours create an enabling business unit context characterised by high levels of

performance and social support.

Objective two was concerned with understanding what impact an enabling business
unit context, which is comprised of a performance management context and a social
context, has on the attainment of contextual ambidexterity in a business unit. There
is insufficient empirical evidence to prove that there is a positive impact on contextual

ambidexterity when an enabling context is created in a business unit.

Objective three was concerned with understanding whether business units that
have achieved contextual ambidexterity attain higher levels of performance.
Empirical evidence shows that there is a positive impact on the performance of a

business unit when it achieves contextual ambidexterity.

The findings of this study provide managers with a better understanding of what
does, and what does not, influence their business unit’s performance. The findings
will also contribute to theorists’ understanding of the complex phenomenon of the

contextual ambidexterity.
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The following chapter provides an overview of the principal findings of this study,

discusses its limitations, and makes recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION

7.1 Introduction

In summary, this study provides a more contemporary way of achieving
ambidexterity, which is essential for organisational longevity. The historical
mechanisms used for achieving ambidexterity through structures and timing no
longer suit the dynamic environmental context, the modern organisation design
(Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2013) or the modern job design (Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016).
To fend off competition in today’s disruptive markets, organisations have been forced
to develop structures with multiple strategic business units that are accountable for
their own profits and losses, as well as their own sustainability. Attaining such
profitability and long term success is possible if business units develop internal
capabilities to improve efficiencies of their current operations, whilst simultaneously
innovating their offerings in order to be viable into the future (Turner & Lee-Kelley,
2013). This shift from centrally coordinated ambidexterity to decentralised
ambidexterity requires all individuals at all levels of an organisation to be capable of
managing the tensions of exploiting and exploring (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

Although it is noted in the literature that managers need to behave in a certain way
that drives performance and social support in order to develop a business unit
context that is conducive to contextual ambidexterity (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004),
this was not substantiated in this study. The findings do, however, prove that
contextual ambidexterity can be achieved directly through managers practicing
performance management behaviours and social behaviours without them needing
to create a business unit context as an enabler. Moreover, the findings in this study
prove that performance management behaviours have the strongest influence on the

attainment of contextual ambidexterity.

In addition, as time has evolved, so too have managers’ practices when it comes to
resolving the tensions that are inherent in exploration and exploitation. Contrary to
March’s (1991) findings that the twin activities of exploitation and exploration
preclude one another, the findings prove that exploitation and exploration are not
mutually exclusive activities and managers can simultaneously engage in high levels

of both. The principal findings are discussed in further detail in the next section.
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7.2 Principal Findings of the Study

The key finding in this study is that by leveraging the 6 performance management
behaviours and the 6 social behaviours that are linked to building stretch, discipline,
trust and support, managers are not able to develop an enabling business unit
context. This contradicts Gibson and Birkinshaw’s (2004) assertions that such
behaviours are an antecedent to achieving an enabling business unit context that is
purportedly required for contextual ambidexterity to be achieved. It can thus be
inferred that the current literature does not always hold true, and that business unit
context may be more of a theoretical construct rather than a tangible or practical
concept, and therefore it does not advance the understanding of the relationship

between behaviours and contextual ambidexterity.

Furthermore, the findings prove that the attainment of an enabling business unit
context does not help managers attain contextual ambidexterity. This also
contradicts Ghoshal and Bartlett (1994), who argued that by creating an enabling
business unit context, which has right amount of stimuli and pressure (Lin &
McDonough Ill, 2011), managers can induce followers to behave in an ambidextrous

manner.

Although this study has not proven that the attainment of the right business unit
context positively influences a business unit's ability to attain contextual
ambidexterity, it has been proven that rather than using a context to achieve
contextual ambidexterity, managers can use their behaviours to directly enable the
achievement of contextual ambidexterity without needing an enabling context.
Moreover, it has been proven that by attaining contextual ambidexterity directly
through their behaviours, managers can enhance the performance of their business
units. As previously mentioned, this is done directly through managers’ behaviours,

and not through the creation of an enabling business unit context.
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7.3 Theoretical Contributions of the Study

As contextual ambidexterity is the most recently discovered mechanism for achieving
ambidexterity in a business unit, very little literature exists on how it can be attained,
more especially through management behaviours. The findings in this study
regarding the relationship between managerial behaviours, contextual ambidexterity
and business unit performance will contribute to an understanding of this complex

phenomenon. Interesting contributions to theory are outlined below:

Performance management behaviours and social behaviours are highly
correlated: This means that performance management behaviours and their
associated behavioural framing attributes, stretch and discipline, as well as social
behaviours and their associated behavioural framing attributes, trust and support,
are more alike than they are different. Followers therefore see their managers’
behaviours as one single type of behavioural set rather than four different types of
behaviours. This was confirmed when the factor analysis loaded all sets of
behaviours onto one factor. Theorists should therefore not label the two sets of
behaviours and four sets of behavioural framing attributes as mutually exclusive, as
suggested by Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) and Raisch et al. (2009), but rather as
highly interrelated behaviours that mutually reinforce one another due to them being

perceived as similar in nature.

There is a stronger correlation between managerial behaviours and contextual
ambidexterity than between business unit context and contextual
ambidexterity: Contrary to assertions made by Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) and
Turner et al. (2013), contextual ambidexterity is not attained through an enabling
business unit context but rather directly through the behaviours of managers. Table
11 indicates that not only is a business unit context ineffective at driving contextual
ambidexterity, but it also does not have an impact on contextual ambidexterity’s sub-
constructs of exploitation or exploration. This has implications for how contextual
ambidexterity is theorised. Although it is theoretically related to the behaviours of
followers and their individual abilities to reconcile the tensions between exploration
and exploitation, managerial behaviours, rather than a context, play a more direct

and significant role in driving behavioural (contextual) ambidexterity.
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Performance management behaviours are stronger predictors of contextual
ambidexterity, but social context/social behaviours and exploitation combined
are strong predictors of business unit performance: This implies that the different
behaviours play different roles at different times. Although Gibson and Birkinshaw
(2004) advocated that managers should balance hard task-related performance
management behaviours with softer socially supportive behaviours, this research
proves that the converse is true. Managers should place more emphasis on
performance management behaviours than socially supportive behaviours when

trying to achieve contextual ambidexterity.

Moreover, when trying to affect business unit performance directly and not through
contextual ambidexterity, managers should rather leverage socially supportive
behaviours, a socially supportive context and exploitation. Balancing behaviours
should not necessarily mean to an equal extent, but rather shifting their weighting
from time to time, context to context, or objective to objective, to ensure that the

intended outcomes are achieved.

Tensions between exploration and exploitation are not insurmountable:
Although March (1991) advocated in his seminal work that enacting one activity,
whether it be exploiting or exploring, precludes the other activity from being enacted
simultaneously and to a high level of efficacy, this study shows that exploration and
exploitation can be enacted together, which supports the findings of Turner and Lee-
Kelley (2013). This is achieved by first acknowledging that tensions do exist between
the conflicting yet reconcilable activities (Lewis & Smith, 2014), and secondly by

inculcating a ‘both/and’ mindset rather than an ‘either/or’ mindset (Smith, 2014).

Based on the empirical findings of this study, the researcher proposes a
reformulation of the initial model displayed in Chapter 3 (see Figure 16). As manager
behaviours are not seen as sets of different behaviours by followers, but rather as
one suite of behaviours, the revised model has combined all behaviours into one
suite. Managers should not choose to enact a few behaviours at any given time, but
should rather enact all behaviours together and simultaneously, but in different
weightings. Furthermore, as the business unit context is not strongly related to the
various management behaviours and does not influence the achievement of
contextual ambidexterity to a great extent, it has been removed from the new model.

Lastly, the relative importance of certain constructs that were uncovered during the
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study have been highlighted using dashed lines. These relationships play a critical

role in ensuring that the right inputs are leveraged to achieve the intended outcomes.

The model should be read from left to right. Starting on the left, the model firstly
depicts the individual managerial behaviours which fall under each behavioural
framing attribute (discipline, stretch, trust and support), which are then combined to
form the constructs of performance management behaviours and social behaviours.
These sets of behaviours are then combined to form one suite of managerial
behaviours that influence contextual ambidexterity, with the latter being made up of
two sub-constructs, exploration and exploitation. Lastly, the model depicts the

outcome of business unit performance.

The dashed lines indicate the relative importance of various sub-constructs in the
model. Such relationships include exploration and exploitation contributing equally to
their higher-order construct of contextual ambidexterity, performance management
behaviours having the most significant impact on the attainment of contextual
ambidexterity and lastly, social context, exploitation and social behaviours being the

strongest direct predictors of business unit performance.
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7.4 Proposed Theoretical Model
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7.5 Implications for Managers

The most significant implication for managers is that their behaviours have an
undeniable and significant impact on shaping the behaviours of followers to achieve
contextual ambidexterity and subsequently business unit performance. This supports
extant research in that the behaviour of superiors has proven to be a very important
factor in influencing how subordinates behave (Keller & Weibler, 2015). Managers
should therefore not underestimate how their actions and practices influence those
of their followers and their subsequent ability to resolve the tensions inherent in

simultaneously exploring and exploiting.

Moreover, rather than trying to achieve contextual ambidexterity through a business
unit context, managers should rather use their behaviours to directly impact
contextual ambidexterity. This means that managers can drive individual
ambidexterity in their followers by being more prescriptive about how followers
should divide up their time between exploration and exploitation activities. Using a
blunt tool such as context does not induce followers to behave in an ambidextrous
manner, thus performance management behaviours and social behaviours need to
be less implicit (not through a context) and more explicit in order to drive contextual
ambidexterity.

Another implication for managers is the need for them to engage in a repertoire of
behaviours simultaneously in order for followers to achieve contextual ambidexterity.
Such behaviours include simultaneously driving stretch, discipline, trust, and support.
As these behaviours are highly related, managers cannot decide to only leverage
some behaviours and not others. However, the emphasis that managers place on
certain behaviours at certain times can be adapted from context to context to ensure
the optimal combination of behaviours.

In addition, just as managers balance behaviours at optimal levels, so too must they
balance their emphasis between exploration and exploitation. Depending on the
industry in which business unit managers find themselves competing (high-tech or
labour intensive), and depending on the prevailing market context (stable or
dynamic), managers need to emphasise one behaviour over the other between
exploitation and exploration. It is, however, critical that they do both simultaneously,

and not only focus on one particular mode at any given time.
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To gain a conceptual understanding of the driving forces of contextual ambidexterity
and business unit performance, managers should examine the framework depicted
in Figure 16 of this chapter. The appreciation of the interrelatedness of all behaviours,
processes and outcomes will help them to become more efficient and effective, and
enable them to better influence the behaviours of their followers and the performance

of their business units.

7.6 Limitations of this Study

A major limitation of this study was the use of non-probability sampling as a means
to select the sample. As the researcher used convenience and snowball sampling to
select the respondents, not everyone in the population had an equal chance of being
included, which may have resulted in the sample not being truly representative of the
population. Furthermore, the electronic distribution of the questionnaire precluded
managers who do not have access to email or computers from being a part of the
sample. As contextual ambidexterity is a behavioural orientation across all
individuals in all job types, there is a significant possibility that the study only reached

a segment of the population who generally work with computers.

Although sulfficient for the chosen research design outlined in Chapter 4, increasing
the sample to larger than 123 respondents would have enhanced the confidence and

accuracy of the findings.

The context of the study was focused on Southern Africa. This poses a limitation to
the findings being transferable to the broader African continent and the rest of the

world.

Due to the time constraints in which the study needed to be completed, the cross-
sectional nature of the findings only provide a snapshot of the state of the constructs
researched at a particular point in time. It also precluded the effective assessment of
variables that needed more time to be evaluated properly, which in turn may affect
the interpretation of the results. This may be particularly applicable to the perception
of followers about levels of exploration and exploitation in their business units, as
well as the performance of the business units, as these aspects often change from

time to time and context to context.

109



The study made use of a reflective scale to measure business unit performance,
however using a more objective scale for assessing this performance would have
provided a stronger measurement of business unit performance that removed the
biases of the respondents. As many sample members did not have access to
objective data such as their business unit’s financial statements, market share data,
or customer satisfaction scores, future research with objective measures would

strengthen the findings.

7.7 Recommendations for Future Research

As this study only focused on the behaviours of management as antecedents to
achieving contextual ambidexterity, the body of literature will benefit from the
exploration of other means of achieving contextual ambidexterity. Moreover, this
study made use of a blunt mechanism of context creation to achieve contextual
ambidexterity, which ultimately proved to be an ineffective mechanism. Future
research should consider the use of more tangible and direct mechanisms to drive
behavioural ambidexterity, such as human resources policies and incentive
schemes, as well as job roles and key performance indicators tied to exploitation and

exploration.

Although this study provides some insight into the relationship between contextual
ambidexterity and business unit performance, it will be beneficial to investigate the
moderating role that environmental dynamism and complexity has on the
performance of a business unit. This will help managers understand what amounts
of exploitation and exploration are needed during more turbulent times versus more
stables times. By doing this, managers can enhance the performance outcomes of
contextual ambidexterity by focusing the sample on high-tech organisations that are
knowledge-intensive which are ripe for disruption, or on the manufacturing industry
which is labour intensive and therefore remains more stable due to driving

efficiencies and competition on lower costs for similar products.

Lastly, as the study included the contextual ambidexterity-performance connection,
only managers were surveyed as non-managers may not have had insight into the
performance of a business unit. Further research based in the Southern Africa

context that includes all levels of management, as well as those employees who are
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not managers but are still a key link in creating ambidextrous contexts, would allow
for a broader and more balanced understanding of the general levels of ambidexterity

in organisations operating in Southern Africa.

7.8 Conclusion

This research set out to conceptualise contextual ambidexterity and examine the
relationship between managerial behaviours, business unit context, contextual
ambidexterity and business unit performance. The findings of this research reveal
that significant relationships exist between many of the constructs, but they are
substantially different to the relationships that were initially proposed. These findings
are significant as they contribute to the under-researched but growing body of theory

related to contextual ambidexterity.

Moreover, the findings of this study have a practical and important place in business,
and will help managers who operate in technologically uncertain and volatile
environments as well as more stable environments to grasp just how significantly
their daily decisions about systems and processes impact the success of their
business units. As this research makes a clear link between managerial actions,
contextual ambidexterity and the performance outcomes of a business unit, little
ambiguity exists about why and how ambidexterity impacts the bottom line.
Moreover, as contextual ambidexterity is not an end in itself, but rather a means to
achieve a sustainable and competitive advantage, the behaviours put forward in this
research will help managers make real and very practical day-to-day decisions that
impact the bottom line. The most unexpected finding, and arguably the most
important, is that although managers need to behave in a manner that is conducive
to contextual ambidexterity, the most effective way to do this is not by creating an
enabling context, but rather by using their actions and behaviours to directly change

the behaviours of their followers.

Although literature provides deep insights into organisational ambidexterity and to a
lesser degree into contextual ambidexterity, this research fills a need for a
practitioner-level understanding of organisational, and specifically contextual,

ambidexterity. The value herein is that managers, as a start, can focus their efforts
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on a narrow range of behaviours that are proven to have a direct impact on contextual
ambidexterity and subsequently on business unit performance, and not focus too
much effort of creating a conducive context. This will help to take the initial guesswork
out of how managers achieve contextual ambidexterity and the subsequent
improvement in business unit performance, by simultaneously exploiting to drive
efficiencies and exploring to drive innovation, leading to sustainable business unit
performance.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORM AND QUESTIONNAIRE

Gordop Institqte
of Business Science
University of Pretoria

QUESTIONNAIRE CONSENT FORM
Dear respondent

I am currently a student at the University of Pretoria’s Gordon Institute of Business

Science and completing my research in partial fulfilment of an MBA.

| am conducting research on what impacts the overall performance of a business
unit. To that end, your participation in an online survey will be much appreciated and
should take no more than 15 minutes of your time. Your participation is voluntary,
and you can withdraw at any time without penalty. Your participation is anonymous
and only aggregated data will be reported. By completing the survey, you indicate
that you voluntarily participate in this research. If you have any concerns, please

contact my supervisor or me. Our details are provided below.
Researcher Name: Sharlee Vickery Supervisor: Professor Margie Sutherland

Email: 16390972@myqibs.co.zza Email: sutherlandm@gibs.co.za
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QUESTIONNAIRE

| am conducting research on what impacts the overall performance of a business
unit. To that end, you are kindly asked to complete this electronic survey. It will take

no more than 15 minutes of your time.

General Questions:

Please select the appropriate box.

1. Areyou employed at a company based in Southern Africa?
Yes

No

2. Areyou aknowledge worker? (an employee whose job involves developing and using
knowledge)

Yes

No

3. Do you manage staff/ lead a team/ supervise any employees?
Yes

No

4. |If you are a manager, your level of management?
Junior

Middle
Senior ____

5. Your number of years work experience?
0-5
6—15
16 - 25
25 +

6. Your highest qualification level?

Higher Certificate

Diploma/Advanced Certificate

Bachelor’'s Degree

Honours Degree/ Post Graduate Diploma
Master's Degree

Doctoral Degree
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What functional area or business unit are you a part of:

Marketing and sales
Operations / Production
Finance

Information Technology
Customer Service
Procurement

Human Resources

Legal

Research and Development

Your number of years’ experience in your current function?
0-5

6—-15

16 - 25

25 +
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INSTRUCTIONS:

On a scale of 1 to 7 please rate your level of agreement with the following statements on a

continuum. With 1 being that you strongly disagree and 7 being that you strongly agree.

Whilst completing the questionnaire, kindly use the scale broadly by selecting your responses as

accurately as possible.

There are no right or wrong answers so kindly answer the questionnaire as to how you truly feel

about each item.

This section is about your manager.

To what extent do you agree with the below statements related to the actions of your manager:

My manager establishes clear standards that performance is measured against

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly . . .

disagree Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree

My manager provides me with candid and immediate feedback

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My manager applies consistent sanctions and penalties for poor performance

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My manager has established a shared vis

ion and drive to achieve success for the business unit

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My manager has created a collective identity for the business unit

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
dsitsrgggcl}é Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree

business unit

My manager encourages me to find personal meaning in my contribution to the overall success of the

1-
Strongly
disagree

2

Disagree

— | 3-Somewhat

Disagree

4-Neither Agree

nor Disagree

5- Somewhat

Agree

Agree

7-Strongly
Agree

The decisions my manager makes are fair and equitable
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1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My manager involves me in decisions and activities that affect me

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My manager staffs his/her team with competent employees who possess the right capabilities to
contribute to the overall success of the team

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly . . .

disagree Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree

My manager ensures that | have access to the right resources to achieve my goals and objectives

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My manager gives lower level employees freedom and autonomy to make decisions but still provides

guidance on decisions where necessary

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My manager encourages a culture of mutual help and support within the team

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

This section is about your business unit.

To what extent do you agree with the below statements related to your business unit:

Employees in my business unit have a high level of discipline and ensure that things get done properly

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly . . .

disagree Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
There is a culture of striving for stretch targets and higher standards

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly . . .

disagree Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
There is a high level of trust amongst employees in my business unit and people feel psychologically
safe

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

Employees in my business unit feel like they have a lot of support from other colleagues
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1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

This section is about your business unit.

On a scale of 1 to 7 please rate the frequency of the following activities on a continuum. With 1 being
that they never occur and 7 being that they occur to a great extent.

Over the last three years, how often has your business unit:

“Acquired technologies and skills entirely new to your business unit” (Wang & Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent
Never

“Learned product development skills and processes entirely new to the industry (e.g. product design,
prototyping new products, timing of new product introductions and customising products for local
markets)” (Wang & Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent

Never

“Acquired entirely new managerial and organisational skills that are important for innovation (e.g.
forecasting technological and customer trends; identifying emerging markets and technologies;
managing the product development process)” (Wang & Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent
Never

“Learned new skills for the first time” (Wang & Rafig, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent
Never

“Strengthened innovation skills in areas where it had no prior experience” (Wang & Rafig, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent
Never

“Upgraded current knowledge and skills for familiar products and technologies” (Wang & Rafig, 2014,
p. 73).

ever 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent

“Enhanced skills in exploiting well-established technologies that improve productivity of current
innovation operations” (Wang & Rafig, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent

Never

“Enhanced competences in searching for solutions to customer problems that are close to established
solutions rather than completely new solutions” (Wang & Rafig, 2014, p. 73).
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1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent
Never

“Upgraded skills in product development processes in which the business unit already possessed
significant experience” (Wang & Rafig, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent

Never

“Strengthened our knowledge and skills for projects that improve efficiency of existing innovation
activities” (Wang & Rafiq, 2014, p. 73).

1- 2-Rarely | 3-Occasionally | 4-Sometimes | 5-Frequently | 6-Usually | 7-To a great extent

This section is about your business unit

To what extent do you agree with the below statements related to the performance levels of the
business unit you operate in

My business unit is agile and can adapt quickly to change to remain competitive

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My business unit is perceived to be one of the most innovative business units in my organisation

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My business unit has highly effective and efficient internal processes that work smoothly

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

People that work in my business unit seem to be very satisfied with their jobs and are highly engaged

in their work

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

People that work in other business units in my organisation aspire to work in my business unit

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My business unit is known for its excellence in customer service (internal or external) and is the

benchmark for the rest of the organisation in terms of service
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1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My business unit is perceived to improve the organisation’s profitability

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My business unit is kno

development

wn for its efforts to

constantly develop i

ts people and encourages learning and

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

My business is known for the good quality of work and what it produces

1- 2 — | 3-Somewhat 4-Neither Agree | 5- Somewhat | 6- 7-Strongly
Strongly | Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree | Agree
disagree

126




APPENDIX B: ETHICS CLEARANCE LETTER

Gordon
Institute

of Business
Science

University
of Pretoria

20 June 2019
Sharlee Vickery
Dear Sharlee
Please be advised that your application for Ethical Clearance has been approved.

You are therefore allowed to continue collecting your data.

Please note that approval is granted based on the methodology and research instruments provided in the application. If there is any
deviation change or addition fo the research method or fools, a supplementary application for spproval must be obtained

We wish you everything of the best for the rest of the project.

Kind Regards

GIBS MBA Research Ethical Clearance Committee

Gorden Inctitute of Rusinecs Sciorce 25 Molvle Seall o, Jobannesborng Tetoprene (437) 11 771 L0000 wutse gibe.coxs
Peg No S 1S on PO Box AH02. Sardwon, 2166 South NMiko= o #2DMINANT University of Pretorcia
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APPENDIX C: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS RESULTS

Validity Statistics

Cronbach’s Alpha at Item Level

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Scale Variance Corrected Ite_m- ﬁ;}%r;bi?(;t:;

Deleted if Item Deleted Total Correlation Deleted
Item 14 156,22 962,812 0,549 0,945
Item 15 156,16 958,924 0,577 0,944
Item 16 157,05 990,375 0,325 0,946
Item 17 155,80 955,175 0,674 0,943
Item 18 156,01 958,106 0,637 0,944
Item 19 155,92 961,780 0,598 0,944
Item 20 155,86 958,743 0,653 0,944
Item 21 155,53 972,120 0,572 0,944
Item 22 155,78 966,386 0,610 0,944
Item 23 155,67 961,814 0,643 0,944
Iltem 24 156,08 980,387 0,443 0,945
Item 25 155,31 977,117 0,572 0,944
Item 26 155,65 998,606 0,307 0,946
Item 27 155,59 998,343 0,317 0,946
Item 28 156,22 975,287 0,491 0,945
Item 29 156,08 976,469 0,524 0,945
Item 30 156,60 977,651 0,505 0,945
Item 31 157,00 972,557 0,510 0,945
Item 32 157,07 963,504 0,603 0,944
Item 33 156,67 970,798 0,546 0,944
Item 34 156,80 966,552 0,593 0,944
Item 35 156,66 965,227 0,634 0,944
Item 36 156,80 967,065 0,609 0,944
Item 37 156,46 974,988 0,550 0,944
Item 38 156,93 966,937 0,628 0,944
Item 39 156,59 967,555 0,648 0,944
Item 40 156,24 953,104 0,708 0,943
Item 41 156,46 959,578 0,631 0,944
Item 42 156,19 958,416 0,641 0,944
Item 43 156,43 953,100 0,701 0,943
Iltem 44 156,30 974,245 0,566 0,944
Item 45 156,05 978,211 0,499 0,945
Iltem 46 155,67 990,470 0,353 0,946
Iltem 47 155,95 962,342 0,661 0,944
Item 48 155,30 984,966 0,548 0,945
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Factor Analysis

Individual Construct Factor Analysis

Table 22: Performance Management Behaviours - Total Variance Explained

Performance Management Behaviours - Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared
9 Loadings
Component . .
Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
3,534 58,901 58,901 3,534 58,901 58,901
0,798 13,297 72,197
0,567 9,457 81,654
0,498 8,297 89,951
0,352 5,869 95,820
4,180 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 23: Performance Management Behaviours - KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Performance Management Behaviours - KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
: 0,833
Sampling Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Df 15
Sig. 0,000
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Table 24: Social Behaviours - Total Variance Explained

Social Behaviours - Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared
Y Loadings
Component Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
3,643 60,715 60,715 3,643 60,715 60,715

0,798 13,305 74,020
0,566 9,428 83,449
0,426 7,100 90,548
0,333 5,547 96,096
3,904 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 25: Social Behaviours - KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Social Behaviours- KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of

Sampling Adequacy. 0,847

Approx. Chi-
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Df 15
Sig. 0,000

Table 26: Performance Management Context - Total Variance Explained

Performance Management Context - Total Variance Explained

. . Extraction Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues

c ¢ Loadings
omponen Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
1,573 78,631 78,631 1,573 78,631 78,631

21,369 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table 27: Performance Management Context - KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Performance Management Context - KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-
Square

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Df 1

Sig. 0,000

Table 28: Social Context Total Variance Explained

Social Context - Total Variance Explained
Extraction Sums of Squared

Initial Eigenvalues

Loadings
Component Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
1,710 85,478 85,478 1,710 85,478 85,478
14,522 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 29: Social Context - KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Social Context - KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-
Square

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Df 1

Sig. 0,000
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Table 30: Business Unit Context - Total Variance Explained

Business Unit Context - Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared
Y Loadings
Component Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
2,328 58,195 58,195 2,328 58,195 58,195

0,967 24,166 82,361
0,415 10,383 92,744
7,256 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 31: Business Unit Context - KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Business Unit Context - KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of

Sampling Adequacy. 0,642

Approx. Chi-
Square 156,356

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Df 6

Sig. 0,000
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Table 32: Contextual Ambidexterity - Total Variance Explained

Component

Table 33: Contextual Ambidexterity - KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Initial Eigenvalues

Contextual Ambidexterity - Total Variance Explained

Extraction Sums of Squared

Loadings

Total V;fi]aorjce Cum;l)ative Total V;r/(iJaor:ce Cumtj/(l)ative
6,077 60,769 60,769 6,077 60,769 60,769
0,797 7,968 68,737

0,728 7,277 76,014

0,526 5,258 81,272

0,445 4,446 85,718

0,395 3,952 89,669

0,332 3,321 92,990

0,283 2,828 95,819

0,215 2,150 97,968

0,203 2,032 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Contextual Ambidexterity - KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of

Sampling Adequacy. 910

Approx. Chi-

Square 779.906
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Df 45

Sig. 000
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Table 34: Business Unit Performance - Total Variance Explained

Business Unit Performance - Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings
Component Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
5,114 56,826 56,826 5,114 56,826 56,826

0,879 9,767 66,593
0,707 7,860 74,453
0,637 7,077 81,529
0,480 5,335 86,864
0,373 4,141 91,006
0,358 3,975 94,980
0,242 2,690 97,670
2,330 100,000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 35: Business Unit Performance - KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Business Unit Performance - KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of

Sampling Adequacy. 0,897

Approx. Chi- 593 602

Square '
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Df 36

Sig. 0,000
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Multiple Regression

Table 36: Multiple Regression — Variables that impact contextual ambidexterity

Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients ¢ Sig.
Std.
B Error Beta
(Constant) 1,456 0,532 2,737 0,007
Performance Management 0340 | 0,110 0374 | 3,103 | 0,002
Behaviours
Social Behaviours 0,125 0,123 0,125 1,016 0,312
Performance Management 0,058 0,088 0,058 0,657 0512
Context
Social Context 0,017 0,079 0,021 | 0,219 0,827
a. Dependent Variable: CA

Table 37: Forward Multiple Regression - Variables that impact business unit performance

The below forward multiple regression was conducted with business unit
performance as the response variable, and performance management behaviours,
social behaviours, performance management context, social context, business unit

context, exploitation and exploration as the predictor variables.

Variables Entered/Removed
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed

Social Context

Exploitation

c'\.)I\"_\I

Social Behaviours
a. Dependent Variable: Business Unit Performance
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Coefficients

Unstandardised Standardised Collinearity Statistics
Coefficients Coefficients ¢ Sig y
B Std. Beta Tolerance VIF
Error

(Constant) 2,434 0,282 8,640 0,000
Social Context 0,495 0,058 0,612 8,522 0,000 1,000 1,000
(Constant) 1,224 0,305 4,012 0,000
Social Context 0,414 0,052 0,512 8,027 0,000 0,942 1,061
Exploitation 0,386 0,059 0,418 6,548 0,000 0,942 1,061
(Constant) 0,679 0,339 2,005 0,047
Social Context 0,352 0,053 0,436 6,639 0,000 0,823 1,215
Exploitation 0,314 0,061 0,340 5,159 0,000 0,818 1,223
Social
Behaviours 0,221 0,068 0,227 3,232 0,002 0,719 1,392

a. Dependent Variable: Business Unit Performance
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Excluded Variables

Collinearity Statistics
Beta Partial Minimum
In t Sig. | Correlation | Tolerance | VIF | Tolerance
Performance
Management .252b | 3,374 | 0,001 0,294 0,856 1,169 0,856
Behaviours
Social Behaviours .359° | 4,978 | 0,000 0,414 0,828 1,208 0,828
PEMMIEEE 136 | 1,735 | 0,085 | 0,156 0,828 | 1,208 | 0,828
Management Context
Exploration .370P | 5,623 | 0,000 0,457 0,955 1,048 0,955
Exploitation 418 | 6,548 | 0,000 0,513 0,942 1,061 0,942
Performance
Management .089¢ | 1,223 | 0,224 0,111 0,717 1,395 0,717
Behaviours
Social Behaviours .227¢ | 3,232 | 0,002 0,284 0,719 1,392 0,719
Performance c
Management Context .069¢ | 1,001 | 0,319 0,091 0,808 1,238 0,806
Exploration .110°¢ | 1,068 | 0,288 0,097 0,358 2,790 0,354
Performance ) )
Manag.ement 1019 | 1,004 0,276 -0,100 0,414 2,413 0,414
Behaviours
FELDAEES 0649 | 0,966 | 0,336 | 0,089 0,807 | 1,238 | 0,718
Management Context
Exploration .082¢ | 0,822 | 0,413 0,075 0,356 2,812 0,344

a. Dependent Variable: Business unit Performance

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Social Context

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Social Context, Exploitation

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Social Context, Exploitation, Social Behaviours
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APPENDIX D: CONSISTENCY MATRIX

HYPOTHESES LITERATURE | DATA ANALYSIS
REVIEW COLLECTION
TOOL
Hla: There is a significant positive | (Belkhamza & | Question 14 — 19 | Correlation test between the

relationship between managers in business
units that exhibit performance management
behaviours, and the attainment of a
performance management context within
their business units (Ghoshal & Bartlett,
1994).

Wafa, 2014;
Ghoshal &
Bartlett, 1994)

and questions 26
- 27 on
questionnaire

dependent variable
(performance management
behaviours) and independent
variable (performance

management context)

H1lb: There is a significant positive
relationship between managers in business
units that exhibit social behaviours, and the
attainment of a social context within their
business units (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1994).

(Belkhamza &
Wafa, 2014,
Ghoshal &
Bartlett, 1994)

Question 20 - 25
and questions 28
- 29 on
questionnaire

Correlation test between the
dependent variable (supportive
social behaviours) and
independent variable
(supportive social context)

H2: There is a significant positive
relationship between a business unit
context (a performance management
context and a social context combined) and
contextual ambidexterity in a business unit
(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).

(He & Wong,
2004; Turner et
al., 2013; Wang &
Rafig, 2014)

Question 26 — 29
and questions 30
- 39 on
guestionnaire

Correlation test between the
dependent variable (business
unit context) and independent
variable (contextual
ambidexterity).

H3: There is a significant positive
relationship between contextual
ambidexterity in a business unit and
business unit performance (Gibson &

Birkinshaw, 2004).

Chen & Kannan-
Narasimhan,

2015; Ghoshal &
Bartlett, 1994;
Turner et al.,
2013; Wang &
Rafig, 2014)

Question 30 — 39
and questions 40
- 48 on
guestionnaire

Correlation test between the
dependent variable (contextual
ambidexterity) and independent
variable (business unit
performance).
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