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Management Summary
To ensure future viability and organizational survival, organizations need to respond flexibly
and rapidly towards technological and environmental changes. The concept of organizational
ambidexterity, which refers to an organization’s ability to balance the exploration of new
opportunities with the exploitation of existing competencies, is often mentioned as a
promising organizational form to cope with these changes. Achieving ambidexterity as an
organization is based on the daily activities of individuals who engage in explorative
activities by acquiring novel knowledge and in exploitative activities by further developing
their present knowledge. Accordingly, this research shifts the focus from organizational
ambidexterity to individual ambidexterity thereby researching how contextual and individual
antecedents influence ambidexterity at the individual level.

This research focuses on core teams within matrix organizations and argues that core team
climate factors (i.e., climate for trust, excellence, and affiliation) help individuals to engage in
ambidextrous behavior. A team climate is regarded as a very important source of social
influence that affects the behavior and performance of an individual in the team environment.
In this research, therefore, it is argued that a desirable core team climate can create an
enabling context in which individual ambidexterity is encouraged by promoting knowledge
sharing and information exchange. This allows individuals to learn from each other, and due
to this learning possibility individuals are better able to improve their existing knowledge but
also to put newly acquired knowledge in new contexts thereby creating new innovative
solutions. In addition, this study argues that core team leaders who adopt an empowering
leadership style play an important role in further stimulating individual ambidexterity, and
that the extent to which an individual shows ambidextrous behavior depends on a core team
leader’s empowering behavior. Namely, the more decision-making authority that is provided
to them, the better individuals can decide on how and when to perform exploitative and
explorative activities. Last, this research argues that individual ambidexterity is also
influenced by differences in individual characteristics. Therefore, this research put several
individual characteristics central, i.e., temporal diversity and job crafting.

To test the above-mentioned relations, a conceptual model was developed which is depicted
below. To test the relations, data was collected from 127 respondents who work in core teams
within a highly knowledge-intensive organization using an online questionnaire.
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Consequently, the conceptual model was tested using the statistical software program SPSS
by conducting several regression analyses. In particular, this study reveals that both
contextual and individual antecedents have an influence on an individual’s ability to deal
with the challenges that are associated with engaging in both exploitative and exploratory
learning efforts.

First, this study confirms that a desirable core team climate, i.e., a core team climate with
high levels of trust, excellence, and affiliation positively influences an individual’s ability to
engage in explorative and exploitative activities. This finding implies that a supporting core
team climate provides a social context that stimulates individuals to share knowledge and
collaborate with each other which helps them to exploit their current work methods and to
explore new work methods and/or products/services. Building further on the core team
context, this study confirms that an empowering leader affects an individual’s functioning in
a team and associated ambidextrous behavior. An empowering leader does so by directly
creating and building a team climate in which it is stimulated to share experiences,
knowledge, and in which individual initiatives can flourish. Managers can create such a team
climate by organizing social events so that team members get to know each other better
which creates a sense of togetherness and trust. Next to that, managers should give a sense of
appreciation to their subordinates when goals are achieved and provide them with feedback
on work, as this gives employees a sense of reward which motivates them to achieve bigger
goals.
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Second, it is important to realize that individual characteristics play a role as well in
achieving ambidexterity at the individual level. In this research, it was initially argued that
individuals who have a future focus perspective are more focused on and think about
exploring future tasks. However, this research shows that people who have a future focus
perspective are actually less inclined to show ambidextrous behavior. This study proposes
that individuals who have a future time perspective are merely focused on the future, and are
less inclined to take a present time perspective which is necessary to exploit existing
methods/ideas, therefore not engaging in ambidextrous behavior. Furthermore, this study
found that individuals who have a deadline action pacing style, i.e., if an individual completes
the majority of his/her work in a small time frame, are less inclined to show ambidextrous
behavior. Reason for this is that these individuals often work under time pressure which
inhibits spending time on explorative activities as these individuals focus solely on the task at
hand. Contrary, this found that individuals who have a U-shaped action pacing style, i.e., if
an individual performs most of the work at the beginning and at the end with a break in
between, are more inclined to show ambidextrous behavior. Reason for this is that these
individuals have more time available to engage in explorative activities as they divide their
effort for finishing tasks at hand across larger time horizons. Last, this study found that
individuals who craft their own jobs are more inclined to be(come) ambidextrous. Job crafters
take on broader work roles, and therefore, are more concerned about not only conducting
exploitative activities but they also want to spend time on explorative activities thereby
enriching their job demands.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Scientific Background
In today’s fast-paced and changing world where competition intensifies, organizations must
be able to respond flexibly and rapidly towards technological and environmental changes in
order to remain viable. Due to changes in the business environment, organizations are
increasingly challenged with the tension between exploiting existing competencies, products,
and services to meet today’s business demands, or exploring new possibilities, ideas,
products, and services in order to cope with future changes (March, 1991; Benner &
Tushman, 2003; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). However, organizations nowadays are more
focused on exploitation as financial returns from exploitative activities are more certain and
less remote in time if compared to financial returns from explorative activities (Levinthal &
March, 1993). Focusing more on exploitation in a certain area makes future exploitation in
that same area even more efficient (Rosenkopf & Nerkar, 2001). As a result, organizations
start developing highly specialized competencies in certain domains which may become core
rigidities as organizations lose their ability to respond to environmental changes.

In order to prevent this trap from occurring, organizations should engage in both exploitative
activities to ensure the organization’s current viability and in explorative activities to ensure
organizational survival and future viability – a capability referred to as organizational
ambidexterity (Levinthal & March, 1993; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). In the past two
decades, the majority of the research on ambidexterity took an organizational perspective,
focusing on achieving ambidexterity at the organizational level or at the business unit level to
measure how organizations divide their attention and resources between exploitative and
explorative activities.

However, recent research suggests that organizational ambidexterity depends on individuals
who engage in both exploration and exploitation activities (Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013).
Ambidexterity is based on the activities of individuals who, in their daily tasks, engage in
explorative activities by acquiring novel knowledge and engage in exploitative activities by
further developing their present knowledge. In this research, individual explorative behavior
is defined as the search for new ideas, technologies or general knowledge to disrupt existing
processes and methods and to find innovative ways to conduct business (March, 1991).
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Contrary, individual exploitative behavior is defined as the standardization, improvement,
and refinement of existing processes, methods and knowledge (March, 1991; Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004).

Individual ambidexterity presents a challenge as individuals find it hard to focus both on
exploration and exploitation, as they tend to be biased towards one of these activities.
Although recent research on organizational ambidexterity focused on important antecedents
of ambidexterity, only a few studies took the individual as their unit of analysis (Bonesso,
Gerli, & Scapolan, 2014), and hence scholars have called for research spanning multiple
levels of analysis (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Raisch, Birkinshaw, Probst, & Tushman,
2009; Turner, Swart, & Maylor, 2013), to investigate how individual ambidexterity may be
nurtured (Mom, Fourné, & Jansen, 2015).

Previous research on individual ambidexterity focused mainly on personal characteristics
(Bonesso et al., 2014) or psychological factors (Spisak, Grabo, Arvey, & van Vugt, 2014).
However, scholars have pointed towards the organizational context (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008; Raisch et al., 2009) as a promising antecedent of
individual ambidexterity. In their article about ambidexterity, Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004)
argue that building a supportive context allows individuals to make their own choices as to
how best divide their time between exploitative and explorative activities. Despite their call
for more research into contextual antecedents of individual ambidexterity, the research
community still lacks an understanding of which contextual antecedents act as an enabler of
individual ambidexterity. This paper argues that teams within a matrix organization provide
such a supportive context that allows individuals to make their own choices between
alignment and adaptability activities.

This study is conducted within the context of matrix organizations as matrix organizations
have become popular over the years in order to remain flexible to changes in the environment
(Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009). Moreover, Kauppila (2010) argues that a matrix
organization paves the way for individuals to show ambidextrous behavior. A matrix
organization is an organizational structure where traditional hierarchy is overlaid by lateral
authority (Kuprenas, 2003). This overlay creates two chains of command: one along the
traditional functional line, and one along the project line. Individuals who perform the same
type of work are clustered together in a community of practice, or so-called core team, and
11

report to the department director. At the same time members of the core team are also
separately assigned to and work in different project teams and hence report as well to their
project manager(s). Individuals in such a core team interact and learn together by sharing
knowledge with each other and holding substantive discussions, and develop a shared
collection of experiences, methods to solve problems when facing new situations, and best
practices (Wenger, 1998). In such core teams, it is expected from individuals to develop and
search for new knowledge in order to deliver customer value in new ways, and to refine their
existing knowledge to implement improvements to satisfy existing customer needs. For
example, think of a strategy consultancy firm where all consultants belong to a core team in
which they exchange knowledge and ideas about developing new strategies, but also about
refining existing strategies, after which these new or refined strategies are implemented by
the consultants in the different projects they are assigned to. Hence, it is expected from
individuals to show ambidextrous behavior in the core team and apply the new or refined
knowledge in the project teams, in order to deliver new customer value or improve existing
customer needs.

1.2 Research contribution
This research is conducted in collaboration with the Organizational Transformation
department of PricewaterhouseCoopers, who are responsible for (re)designing an
organization based on new organizational models in order to make sure that the new
organizational structure is in line with the organizational goals, strategy, and environment.
PricewaterhouseCoopers noticed that many organizations fail to make steady improvements
to their existing business while also achieving radical breakthrough innovations. Therefore,
PricewaterhouseCoopers wants to gain more insight into the antecedents of individual
ambidexterity in order to provide better consulting practices to future clients who want to
align their exploitative and explorative activities.

Hence, the aim of this study is to examine the influence of contextual antecedents on the
ambidextrous behavior of individuals in core teams. This research argues that core teams may
provide an enabling context for individuals to enact exploratory and exploitative learning
demands by establishing a team climate that helps individuals to engage in ambidexterity.
Besides, research shows that important drivers for individual ambidexterity are a high level of
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empowerment, autonomy, and decision-making authority (Van Assen, 2019; Mom, Van Den
Bosch, & Volberda, 2009).

Therefore, it is zoomed into the role that the core team leader plays by proposing that an
empowering leadership style, characterized by providing autonomy to subordinates,
stimulates individual ambidexterity. This research investigates the experience of contextual
variables (i.e., team climate and leadership empowerment) at the individual level, even if
individuals are embedded in the same team context. Reason for researching the experience of
contextual variables at an individual level is because individuals may perceive and have
different experiences regarding a team climate and team leader. Especially the behavior of a
team leader can be perceived differently as a team leader may behave differently with one
member versus the other. Apart from the fact that individuals perceive things differently,
individuals also differ in their individual characteristics (Bonesso et al., 2014). Previous
research showed that individual ambidexterity is also influenced by differences in individual
characteristics (Bonesso et al., 2014; Raisch et al., 2009). Therefore, this study aims as well
to examine the individual characteristics of individuals operating in a core team, thereby
enriching previous research on the effects of individual antecedents on individual
ambidexterity.

In short, this study contributes to prior research by extending insights about the importance of
contextual and individual antecedents influencing ambidexterity at the individual level.

1.3 Research outline
The remainder of this research is structured as follows: Chapter 2 presents a review of the
relevant literature of ambidexterity, contextual antecedents, and individual antecedents before
providing theoretical rationales for the antecedents of individual ambidexterity. Based on this
theoretical foundation, a research model is derived. Chapter 4 covers the methodology in
which details are provided about the sample, data collection, the data analysis, and the
development and validation of the measurement instrument. In Chapter 5 the empirical
findings are presented. This paper ends with a discussion of the results, possible implications
for theory and practice, and by stressing issues for further research.
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2. Theoretical Framework
2.1 Organizational Ambidexterity
First, a short overview of the most prominent works regarding ambidexterity will be
discussed in order to outline the concept of ambidexterity. Thereafter, it will be zoomed into
the literature on individual ambidexterity.

The challenge of managing both efficiency and flexibility is a long-standing debate in the
field of organizational theory concerning whether or not organizations are able to be both
efficient and flexible at the same time. Much organizational theory argues that efficiency
inevitably requires a bureaucratic form of organization, which is characterized by high levels
of standardization, formalization, specialization and hierarchy (Adler, Goldoftas & Levine,
1999). This bureaucratic form of organization however impedes flexibility, and therefore,
organizations face a tradeoff between efficiency and flexibility. However, some scholars
challenged this line of reasoning. These researchers argue that organizations can shift the
efficiency/flexibility tradeoff to achieve both efficiency and flexibility overtime. Duncan
(1976), the author who first coined the concept of ambidextrous organizations, focused on the
ability of organizations to design dual structures that facilitate both exploitation and
exploration. Duncan (1976) argued that certain business units may focus on exploitation,
while others can focus on exploration. However, whereas it was Duncan (1976) who first
proposed the term organizational ambidexterity, it was March’s (1991) article that has been
cited the most for explaining the concept of ambidexterity. Ambidextrous organizations are
organizational forms that are composed of internally inconsistent architectures that are
collectively capable of performing simultaneously both short-term efficiency activities and
long-term innovation activities (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). O’Reilly and Tushman (2008)
refer to organizational ambidexterity as the ability of pursing both incremental and
discontinuous innovations at the same time. Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) define
organizational ambidexterity as “an organization’s ability to be aligned and efficient in its
management of today’s business demands while simultaneously being adaptive to changes in
the environment” (p.375). Hence, organizational ambidexterity refers to the simultaneous
performance of exploitative and explorative activities. Therefore, an ambidextrous
organization can be compared with a juggler who needs to handle multiple balls at the same
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time, as an ambidextrous organization needs to perform different kind of innovative activities
simultaneously (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996).

Researchers have typically viewed ambidexterity in structural terms (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004). Duncan (1976) argued that organizations are able to manage the trade-off between
exploitative and explorative activities by putting in place so-called “dual structures”, where
certain autonomous business units focus on exploitation while others focus on exploration.
This perspective on ambidexterity is called structural ambidexterity. Structural separation
makes sure that each business unit is aligned with the specific needs of its environment.
However, the problem with structural separation are the high coordination costs as both
business units are autonomous.

Consequently, a second perspective on ambidexterity has been developed. The second
perspective on ambidexterity, contextual ambidexterity, argues that organizations can balance
exploitative and explorative activities within a single business unit (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004). Contextual ambidexterity can be achieved by building a social context that stimulates
individuals to make their own judgments as to how best divide their time between
exploitative and explorative activities (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). Hence, Gibson and
Birkinshaw (2004) argue that contextual ambidexterity “manifests itself in the actions of
individuals throughout the organization” (p. 211), as individuals can choose for themselves
how they want to spend their time.

2.2 Ambidexterity at the individual level
Previous research assumed that the best approach to implement organizational ambidexterity
is by allocating exploitative and explorative activities to different groups of individuals
(O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). However, recently, research starts more and more to focus on
the individual side of ambidexterity. Nevertheless, to date, the concept of individual
ambidexterity received both theoretically and empirically little attention.

Individuals explore and exploit in their daily tasks, and therefore engage in individual
ambidexterity. In line with previous research, individual ambidexterity is conceptualized in
this research as the ability of an individual to pursue both explorative and exploitative
activities (Mom, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2007; Mom et al., 2009; Kauppila &
15

Tempelaar, 2016). Exploitation on the individual level is related to reliance on existing
knowledge and incrementally improving existing knowledge or activities. According to
Kauppila and Tempelaar (2016) increases exploitation the depth of knowledge, which
typically leads to incremental developments. When an individual exploits, he or she does
things on the same way and relies on existing rules, procedures, and methods. Therefore, it is
argued in this research that exploitation at the individual level consists of standardizing,
improving, and refining existing processes and methods by collecting best practices from
other departments and applying these best practices in one’s own departments (March, 1991;
Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). Contrary, exploration at the individual level is related to
experimenting with and searching for new innovative ways to accomplish a task. Exploration
increases the breadth of knowledge, typically leading to radical changes. When an individual
explores, he or she tries out something new and does not rely on established knowledge.
Therefore, it is argued in this research that exploration at the individual level consists of
searching for new ideas, technologies or general knowledge to disrupt existing processes and
methods and to find innovative ways to conduct business (March, 1991). Hence, individual
ambidexterity represents the discovery of new knowledge and refinement of existing
knowledge by performing explorative and exploitative activities (Mom et al., 2007).

However, attaining ambidexterity at the individual level is difficult. The difference between
organizational ambidexterity and individual ambidexterity is that organizations can distribute
and simultaneously perform explorative and exploitative activities among organizational
units or team members (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008) whereas individuals cannot
simultaneously explore and exploit at a given point in time due to conflicting agendas and
contradictory demands (Schnellbächer, Heidenreich, & Wald, 2019). For an individual,
distinct behaviors and different mindsets are needed for engaging in exploration and
exploitation, and hence individuals should rather switch between these two activities within a
given time frame. However, accommodating the right mindset for both types of activities is
challenging as individuals typically lean towards either exploitation or exploration.
Therefore, an individual has to overcome the challenge of being biased towards either
exploration or exploitation behavior in order to switch smoothly between these two types of
activities (Smith & Tushman, 2005). Nevertheless, individual ambidexterity is needed to
coordinate between individuals who are focused on conducting exploratory activities and
conducting exploitative activities (Schnellbächer et al., 2019), preventing that otherwise both
activities are isolated from each other.
16

The current lack of research on the antecedents of individual ambidexterity poses a problem
as it is not clear how individuals can overcome the challenge of being biased towards either
exploration or exploitation (Tuncdogan, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2015; Mom et al.,
2015; Schnellbächer et al., 2019). Numerous calls have been made for more research in this
area (Jansen, George, Van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2008; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Gupta,
Smith, & Shalley, 2006), but studies exploring the antecedents of individual ambidexterity
still remain rare. As discussed in the introduction, this research focuses on three antecedents:
team climate, leadership empowerment, and individual characteristics. In the next sections it
is elaborated on these concepts.

2.3 Influence of Team Climate
The team context and the team level antecedents remain a poorly developed research area as
most of the research on team level antecedents focused on the effects of team level
antecedents on team performance rather than at the individual level. Therefore, this research
focuses on the core team context and argues that the core team context may stimulate
individuals to engage in both explorative and exploitative activities (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004).

Socio-psychological research argues that the immediate social environment is an important
source of information that individuals use to formulate perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Based on this, Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) argue that the
immediate social environment is an important driver of an individual’s behavior. However,
the effect the social environment has on an individual’s behavior depends on the degree to
which individuals share common beliefs and norms with their social environment (Salancik
& Pfeffer, 1978), i.e., the more common beliefs and norms are shared the more social
influence takes place. Research shows that strong social influence takes place within teams as
team members share common beliefs and norms and identify themselves most closely with
their team members, and hence are willing to comply with team norms (Fulk, 2017). This
finding is underlined by Liang, Xue, Ke, and Wei (2010) who showed that team climate
affects individual’s perceptions, beliefs and norms. Besides, team climate is seen as a very
important source of social influence that affects the behavior and the performance of an
individual in the team environment. In this research, therefore, it is argued that a desirable
17

team climate can create an enabling context in which individual ambidexterity is encouraged.
In this research, team climate is defined in line with Xue, Bradley, and Liang (2011), who
define team climate as “an implicit frame that shapes individual perceptions, attitudes and
behaviors within the group context” (p.300).

Core teams can stimulate individual ambidexterity by establishing a team climate that
promotes knowledge sharing and information exchange (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005;
Jansen et al., 2008). The knowledge-based view of the firm argues that knowledge forms the
foundation of a firm’s competitive advantage and innovation capability (Grant, 1991, 1996;
Goh & Richards, 1997; Wang & Wang, 2012). However, the knowledge that exists in
organizations resides within its employees who create and apply knowledge when performing
their tasks (Nonaka & Konno, 1998). Consequently, sharing knowledge between individuals
or across organizations is dependent on employees’ knowledge-sharing behaviors (Bock et
al., 2005). Therefore, the process of knowledge sharing is dependent on the willingness of
employees to share the knowledge they have acquired or created (Bock et al., 2005). Hence, a
firm that is able to stimulate knowledge sharing processes within its organization, is likely to
generate new ideas for developing new products or services, i.e. exploration, and is likely to
improve its current offering of products or services, i.e. exploitation. To put it on an
individual level, team climate may help to facilitate and encourage knowledge sharing among
team members (Bock et al., 2005). This allows that team members learn from each other by
exchanging ideas, best practices, and ways of solving problems. Due to this learning
possibility, team members are both better able to improve their existing knowledge and
activities, and better able to put new knowledge in new contexts thereby creating new
innovative ways to accomplish tasks.
Bock et al. (2005) identified three team climate factors that influence an employee’s
willingness to share knowledge: trust, excellence and affiliation. These three team climate
factors are discussed below.
2.3.1 Climate for trust
Costa and Anderson (2011) argue that the interest in studying trust on the level of teams has
grown considerably, as organizations are adopting more and more team-based structures. In
order to let individuals in teams perform to their full potential, it is important that the team
members in those teams have a sense of trust among each other. Therefore, organizations are
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investing in conditions that build and foster trust among team members in order to enhance
adaptability and innovation (Anderson & West, 1998). Anderson and West (1998) state that
due to the fact that individuals are interacting with their colleagues within the team,
individuals develop a shared set of perceptions, expectations and norms of behavior with their
colleagues, and thereby create an opportunity to develop a shared climate. This climate helps
individuals to predict their colleagues’ behavior in the future and reduce uncertainty. Costa
and Anderson (2011) argue that trust within teams reflects a shared climate among team
members, and that his climate is to be influenced by perceived trustworthiness. Therefore,
Costa and Anderson (2011) conceptualize trust between team members as “a construct based
on the individual’s own propensity to trust others and on the perceived trustworthiness of the
other team members, which then leads to behaviors of cooperation and monitoring between
team members (p.123). Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, and Camerer (1998), who proposed a widely
held definition of trust, define trust as: “a psychological state comprising the intention to
accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of
another” (p. 395). To state it differently, trust is basically an expectation that others will
behave as expected (Jarvenpaa, Knoll, & Leidner, 1998).

Consequently, trust is looked at as the individual's perceived trustworthiness of the other team
members. Costa and Anderson (2011) see perceived trustworthiness as “the extent to which
individuals expect others to be and to behave according to their claims” (p.125). Hence, it is
argued that the climate for trust refers to the team members’ perception of how trusting the
climate is (Bock et al., 2005).
2.3.2 Climate for excellence
Bock et al. (2005) argue that a climate for excellence “emphasizes learning, open information
flows, and reasoned risk-taking” (p.94). They argue that employees who operate in a team
that is characterized by a high climate for excellence are more likely to share ideas with each
other. Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg, and Boerner (2008) define climate for excellence as “the
shared group norms about excellence of quality of task performance and each team member’s
commitment to high quality standards, critical appraisals, monitoring, and clear performance
criteria within the team” (p.1438). Both definitions refer to emphasizing learning in order to
increase the quality of work.
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Eisenbeiss et al. (2008) see climate for excellence as a team-level concept that refers to the
shared group norms for excellence. Bock et al. (2005) and Eisenbeiss et al. (2008) argue that
individuals who operate in a climate that is characterized by excellence critically reflect upon
their own ideas before expressing them within the team, as their main focus is to generate and
share new and useful ideas. Furthermore, according to Eisenbeiss et al. (2008), individuals
operating in a team that is characterized by a high level of climate for excellence are more
likely to improve and adapt proposed ideas, leading to members picking the most promising
ideas for implementation. Last, teams characterized by a high level of climate for excellence
are able to overcome barriers during the implementation process and therefore are better able
to implement the selected ideas into improvements in existing products or services.
2.3.3 Climate for affiliation
Affiliation can be defined as the perception of a sense of togetherness among employees
(Bock et al., 2005), and is a strong indicator of bonding among team members. According to
Bock et al. (2005) reflects affiliation “the caring and pro-social behavior critical to inducing
team members to help one another” (p. 94). Affiliation tends to enhance employees’
willingness to care for or help each other. Perceptions about togetherness and belonginess are
important for individuals as it acts as a motivator for individuals to exchange complex
information (Wong, 2004). On top of that, a sense of affiliation among employees helps to
achieve challenging goals (i.e., performing both explorative and exploitative activities) due to
increased commitment (Barrick, Bradley, Kristof-Brown, & Colbert, 2007). Jansen,
Kostopoulos, Mihalache, and Papalexandris (2016) argue that a team climate that is
characterized by heightened levels of interaction and bondingness stimulates its team
members to learn from each other by exchanging information, which allows them for
pursuing radically new knowledge, while at the same time refining existing ones.

2.4 Leadership Empowerment
Extending further the contextual approach, research argues that team leaders play a central
role in supporting individuals’ exploration and exploitation behaviors (Tushman & O’Reilly,
1996; Jansen et al., 2016; Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016).

The organizational literature has identified the importance of transformational leadership as
an important facilitator of team and organizational outcomes (Bass, 1985). Transformational
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leadership is charismatic, inspirational, and intellectually stimulating (Bass, 1985). Eisenbeiss
et al. (2008) argue that transformational leadership is conceptualized within the leadership
literature as a leadership practice that is targeted at change and innovation. Transformational
leadership is especially suited for innovation as transformational leadership emphasizes the
necessity of change and the promotion of creativity (Bass, 1985).Transformational leaders
encourage creative behavior by stimulating individuals to think “outside the box” and
adopting an explorative thinking style (Howell & Higgins, 1990; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003).
Besides, transformational leaders stimulate individuals to critically review existing
assumptions, and propose new unconventionally perspectives to tackle problems (Bass,
1985). To conclude, transformational leaders are more likely to be effective in dynamic
environments as they promote both explorative and exploitative learning (Vera & Crossan,
2004).
Therefore, it can be argued that transformational leadership may affect an individual’s
functioning and associated ambidextrous behaviors by engaging in supportive leadership
behaviors (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). This argument is in line with the research of Chang
(2016) as evidence shows that leadership style plays an important role in the development of
contextual ambidexterity in the organization. However, still the role of transformational
leadership in supporting ambidexterity at the individual level is not well understood
(Nemanich & Vera, 2009).

Van Assen (2019) argues that a high level of empowerment, autonomy, self-efficacy,
information sharing and a proactive orientation towards improvement and innovation are
important drivers for individual ambidexterity. Mom et al. (2009) found in their research that
especially decision-making authority enhances individual ambidexterity, where decisionmaking authority represents the extent to which an individual has the authority to decide for
him/herself on how and which tasks to perform, and the extent to which he/she is able to
solve problems and set goals. Empowerment of employees by leaders facilitates explorative
learning as empowerment is associated with high levels of self-esteem and self-efficacy.

In addition to transformational leadership, other leadership styles as well have been
associated with contextual ambidexterity. Another leadership style that is associated with
contextual ambidexterity is empowering leadership (Siachou & Gkorezis, 2018). According
to Van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011), empowerment is concerned with encouraging
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personal development, thereby fostering a proactive attitude among individuals and gives
them a sense of personal power. Empowering leadership is defined in this research in accord
with the definition proposed by Srivastava, Bartol, and Locke (2006) who define empowering
leadership as “the behaviors whereby power is shared with subordinates and that raise their
level of intrinsic motivation” (p.1240). Due to the fact that empowering leaders share power
with their subordinates, individuals are provided with greater autonomy, greater participation
in decision-making, and with the ability to set challenging goals.

Consequently, empowerment leads to a proactive orientation towards the job and work
processes (Spreitzer, 1995). Empowered individuals have an open-minded vision towards
errors and see errors not as mistakes but rather as new learning or improvement opportunities
(Van Assen, 2019). Besides, empowered individuals show more proactive behavior, and aim
to find innovative solutions for complex problems (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). Hence, it can
be concluded that empowerment gives individuals a huge amount of freedom in performing
their tasks which stimulates them to be proactive, creative and eager to learn. Amabile, Conti,
Coon, Lanzenby and Herron (1996) found evidence that individuals who have some freedom
in conducting their tasks are more likely to use their creativity and explore new directions.
This suggests that leadership empowerment is associated with explorative activities.

On the other hand, empowerment is associated with improving the quality of current work by
developing new processes or methods to carry out existing tasks (Van Assen, 2019). By
developing new processes or methods to carry out existings tasks the productivity of
individuals gets higher (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Empowering leadership stimulates
individuals to get out the best of themselves and supports individuals to be their best self
(Caniëls, Neghina, & Schaetsaert, 2017). Hence, it is argued that empowering leadership is
also associated with exploitative activities as empowerment stimulates improvement and
refinement of existing tasks.

As stated above, empowering leadership involves the sharing of authority, which gives
individuals increased decision-making authority which allows them to decide for themselves
on how and when to perform exploitative and explorative activities (Mom et al., 2009). And
particularly that is an important antecedent of contextual ambidexterity, as underlined by
Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) who argue that contextual ambidexterity can be achieved
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when individuals are given the ability to decide for themselves how to best divide their time
between the conflicting demands of exploration and exploitation.

2.5 Individual Characteristics
Besides the effects of contextual variables on individual ambidexterity, Raisch et al. (2009)
suggest that ambidextrous behavior is as well influenced by individual characteristics. It is
now zoomed into how individual characteristics may affect an individual’s ambidextrous
behavior by elaborating on temporal diversity and job crafting.
2.5.1 Temporal Diversity
This research aims to examine the relationship between individual characteristics and
individual ambidexterity. Raisch et al. (2009) argue that an individual’s ambidextrous
behavior is influenced by his/her individual characteristics. Building upon this, this research
examines how the influence of diversity in temporal individual differences – variation in
individuals’ polychronicity, time urgency, future focus, and pacing style – might influence an
individual’s ability to be(come) ambidextrous. The four different types of temporal diversity
are discussed below.
2.5.1.1 Polychronicity
The first temporal individual difference that will be discussed is polychronicity.
Polychronicity, first coined by Hall (1959), captures patterns of simultaneity in how an
individual performs his/her activities. There are two kinds of approaches of how an individual
performs a set of activities: the monochronic approach and the polychronic approach
(Bluedorn, Kaufman, & Lane, 1992). The monochronic approach refers to an individual
focusing entirely and solely on one task and doing one thing at a time. Such a person
perceives an unexpected event as an interruption of the task he/she is performing, as he/she
just wants to focus on that one task. On the other hand, the polychronic approach instead
refers to an individual being actively involved in and performing two or more activities
simultaneously or at once. Such a person perceives an unscheduled event as part of the
normal activities, rather than an interruption, as he/she is able to perform two or more
activities simultaneously. Bluedorn et al. (1992) argue that there are degrees of
polychronicity, ranging from individuals who tend to be more monochronic to individuals
who tend to be more polychronic. An individual who is more monochronic is more likely to
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be engaged in one activity during a given time period, while an individual who is more
polychronic is more likely to be engaged in two or more activities during a given time period.

Furthermore, Bluedorn et al. (1992) argue in their article that individuals with a monochronic
orientation are task-oriented and stick to their plans, while individuals with a polychronic
orientation are more relationship-oriented and tend to change plans frequently. Furthermore,
research shows that polychronic individuals exhibit superior performance (Madjar &
Oldham, 2006). It can be concluded from above that polychronicity is related to concepts
such as flexibility and variety, which in the end leads to superior performance.

Capturing the work of Bluedorn et al. (1992), polychronicity is defined in this research as the
preference for doing several tasks simultaneously rather than sequentially (Mohammed &
Nadkarni, 2014).

The concept of polychronicity has two distinct forms: (1) multitasking, and (2) task-switching
(Bluedorn, Kalliath, Strube, & Martin, 1999). Multitasking refers to performing several
activities at the same time, whereas task-switching refers to moving back and forth between
tasks in a given time period. The difference between multitasking and task-switching is that
with multitasking an individual performs two activities literally at the same time, for example
walking outside and having a conversation, whereas task-switching allows an individual to
shift the attention from one task to another task during a given time period, for example work
within one day on project A and B, where a person starts in the morning with working on
project A, then stops with working on project A and starts working on project B, and then
stops working on project B and switches back to working on project A again.
2.5.1.2 Time urgency
The second temporal individual difference that will be discussed is time urgency. Time
urgency is a temporal individual difference that is related to perceptions of deadline, time
awareness, and the rate at which an individual thinks tasks must be performed (Landy,
Rastegary, Thayer, & Colvin, 1991). Time urgent individuals are aware of the passage of
time, and feel often rushed (Conte, Landy, & Mathieu, 1995). Conte et al. (1995) argue that
degrees of time urgency exist, where individuals differ from each other in the degree to which
they are aware of the passage of time and deadlines. Individuals who are high in urgency
view time as their enemy and are preoccupied with deadlines (Mohammed & Nadkarni,
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2011). Research showed that time-urgent individuals not only impose their strict schedules on
themselves, but also on their team members (Waller, Giambatista, & Zellmer-Bruhn, 1999).
Hence, time-urgent individuals push their team members to focus solely on one task at a time
in order to make sure that the deadline is met. Besides, they constantly issue warnings about
the time remaining to complete tasks. Individuals who are low in urgency, on the other hand,
often underestimate the passage of time and are consequently less stressed and worried about
time and deadlines (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011). To conclude, it can be argued that timeurgent individuals constantly feel time pressures, although often self-imposed, to meet
deadlines whereas non-time-urgent individuals do not.

Several scholars researched the effects of time pressure on work performance, or more
specific on explorative behavior. Results of these studies suggest that time pressure is both
positively and negatively related to an individual’s explorative behavior (Kelly & Karau,
1993; Simonton, 1999; Amabile et al., 2002; Hsiao, Wang, & Chen, 2017). For example,
Kelly and Karau (1993) found in their research that high time pressure leads to an overall
increase in creativity. Hsiao et al. (2017) support the positive effects, as they found in their
research that time pressure can stimulate creativity, and thus explorative behavior and work
performance. Hsiao et al. (2017) even suggest that individuals should apply appropriate time
pressures on themselves in order to increase their work performance. On the other hand,
Simonton (1999) and Amabile et al. (2002) show in their research that time pressure can also
hinder work performance. In the research of Simonton (1999) and Amabile et al. (2002) it is
shown that time pressures create a setting in which creative thinking is inhibited, as the
process of creative thinking receives insufficient attention due to an individual being too
much focused on meeting deadlines and therefore not having enough time to allocate it to
exploration. To conclude, time pressure and thus time urgency is an important variable to
examine as it directly affects work performance, and especially an individual’s explorative
behavior. However, research on the effects of time urgency on explorative behavior remain
ambiguous. Furthermore, no study to date examined the effects of time urgency on individual
ambidexterity.
2.5.1.3 Future focus
The third temporal individual difference that will be discussed is future focus. The concept of
future focus refers to the relative importance of past, present, and future time frames for an
individual (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). Future focus is defined in this research in line with
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Bluedorn (2002) who defines it as the extent to which people characteristically devote their
attention to perceptions of the past, present, and future. Most of the research on future focus
pays attention to the present and future perspectives when studied in the context of work
(Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999), as most research shows little empirical attention to past
orientation (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011). Therefore, in this research it is focused on
present and future orientation.

An individual who has a present-time perspective focuses on immediate pleasure, takes more
risks, and makes his/her plan with shorter frames. On the other hand, an individual who has a
future-time perspective makes longer-term plans, are more likely to consider future
consequences and are highly goal-oriented (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011). However, future
focus is conceptualized as an orthogonal construct in which the dimensions of present and
future focus are not mutually exclusive. Therefore, an individual can relate to different
timeframes over time (Shipp, Edwards, & Lambert, 2009).

Being focused on the past, present, or future has both positive and negative consequences
(Shipp et al., 2009). For example, an individual who focuses on the past can learn from
previous actions, but it can also diminish an individual’s well-being when thoughts of the
past mostly consist of mistakes or regrets. On the other hand, having a future focus promotes
goal setting, motivation, and achievement strivings, but a possible downside might be that it
hinders well-being when striving for achievements leads to time-pressure. Hence,
2.5.1.4 Pacing style
The last temporal individual difference that will be discussed is pacing style. The concept of
pacing style captures how an individual distributes his/her effort over time in working toward
deadlines. In this research, pacing style is defined in line with Gevers, Rutte, and van Eerde
(2006) who define pacing style as: “behavior tendencies regarding the distribution of effort
over time in working toward deadlines” (p.502).

Each individual has his/her own preference of allocating time in a task execution under
deadline conditions. Gevers et al. (2006) argue that three modal pacing styles exist: early
action, deadline action, and steady action. Early action refers to a pacing style where an
individual starts a task immediately and finishes the work long before the deadline. Deadline
action refers to a pacing style where an individual finishes the work in a relatively short
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period of time just before the deadline. Last, steady action refers to a pacing style where an
individual engages in a constant work pace and spreads out the activities that need to be
performed evenly over time. Besides these three described pacing styles, Claessens (2004)
added one more pacing style that gained empirical evidence: U-shaped pacing style, which
refers to a pacing style where an individual aims to do most of the work at the beginning and
at the end with a break in between.
2.5.2 Job Crafting
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) were the first to coin the concept of job crafting. They
define job crafting as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or
relational boundaries of their work” (p.179). An individual can craft a job by shaping the task
boundaries of the job (physically or cognitively), the relational boundaries of the job, or by
changing both boundaries (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). An individual can change the
physical task boundaries by changing the way or the amount of activities an individual
performs, whereas making changes in the cognitive task boundaries refer to changing how an
individual perceives the job (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Furthermore, an individual can
change the relational boundaries which involves making changes in the relationships they
have at work, such as changing the intensity of contact an individual has with co-workers
while doing the job (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Looking at another definition of job
crafting proposed by Demerouti (2014), it becomes clear that job crafting is seen as “a
specific form of proactive behavior in which an individual initiates changes in the level of job
demands and job resources in order to make his or her job more meaningful, engaging, and
satisfying” (p.237).

Summarizing the definitions of Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2011) and Demerouti (2014), job
crafting is a term that refers to the actions that individuals take to shape and refine their jobs.
Individuals do so by crafting their job physically, cognitively, and relationally, by changing a
job’s task boundaries, the way individuals think about their jobs, and the relationships
individuals have with others at work.

It is important to note that job crafters create different jobs for themselves, but they do this
within the context of their defined job. This means that job crafters are only able to craft
certain aspects of their job rather than completely redesigning their job as a whole
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). As such, an example of job crafting is that an overworked
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employee tries to make changes in the physical task boundaries by lowering the total amount
of activities he performs to prevent a burn-out. Furthermore, job crafting is done by
employees on their own initiative (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Therefore, this research
argues that the concept of job crafting is a specific form of proactive behavior as job crafting
is self-initiated and focuses on how individuals perceive their work environment, and
accordingly act upon it by altering their job (Tims et al., 2012).

In this research, the conceptualization proposed by Tims et al. (2012) is used to conceptualize
job crafting, who frame the definition of job crafting in the job demands-resources (JD-R)
model. Tims et al. (2012) define job crafting as “the changes that employees may make to
balance their job demands and job resources with their personal abilities and needs” (p.174).

According to the JD-R model, all job characteristics can be classified into two general
categories: job demands and job resources. Tims et al. (2012) argue that “job demands refer
to all aspects of the job that requires a physical and/or a psychological effort or skill” (p.174),
such as high work pressures. In the long run, job demands might possibly become job
stressors when meeting the job demands requires a huge effort from an individual. In turn,
job resources refer to the “aspects of a job that are functional in achieving work goals, reduce
job demands, and stimulate personal growth, learning and development” (Tims et al., 2012,
p.174), such as autonomy and performance feedback. Tims et al. (2012) propose that job
crafting, based on the JD-R model, consists of three different dimensions: (1) increasing
(challenging) job demands, (2) increasing job resources, and (3) decreasing hindering job
demands. As this study focuses on the link between job crafting and individual ambidexterity,
it is decided to focus on (1) and (2).

3. Conceptual Model & Hypotheses
3.1 Conceptual Model
In the literature study several concepts were discussed that may influence an individual’s
ambidextrous behavior, such as team climate, leadership empowerment, temporal diversity,
and job crafting. This chapter elaborates on the hypotheses and supporting arguments, but
first presents the conceptual model that is put central in this research in Figure 1. The
conceptual model shows the hypothesized direct effects between team climate and individual
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ambidexterity, and all individual characteristic variables and individual ambidexterity.
Besides, the figure shows a hypothesized moderating role for leadership empowerment
regarding the relationship between both team climate and job crafting with individual
ambidexterity. In the next section it is elaborated on these hypotheses.

Figure 1 Conceptual Model

3.2 Team Climate & Individual Ambidexterity
3.2.1 Climate for Trust
In order to let individuals in teams perform to their full potential, it is important that the team
members in those teams have a sense of trust among each other. Bock et al. (2005) argue that
individuals who have a sense of trust among each other are more willing to act in such a way
that benefits the other person, which results in a higher likelihood of sharing knowledge.
Barczak, Lassk and Mulki (2010) build upon this by arguing that individuals in a trustworthy
environment do not feel hostility from other individuals, and therefore, are more willing to
discuss collectively which stimulates the development of new ideas. Hence, it is argued that
individuals, who operate in a core team climate that is perceived as more trustworthy, are
more likely to share knowledge and ideas with team members. Team members share
knowledge and ideas regarding the improvement of current work routines, but also share
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knowledge regarding new work methods and routines (Von Krogh, Ichijo & Nonaka, 2000;
Van Grinsven & Visser, 2011). By applying this shared knowledge, individuals are first of all
able to exploit by using the newly acquired knowledge to improve efficiency in existing work
routines. Second, individuals are able to explore by using new work routines to create new
products/services thereby increasing effectiveness of work. Hence, it is argued that a
supportive and trusting core team climate helps individuals to cope with exploitative and
explorative demands.

Therefore, it is stated that if employees perceive the team climate as trustworthy, they are
more inclined to share their knowledge, which in turn positively affects the employee’s
ambidextrous behavior. Hence, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1A: Team climate for trust is positively associated with individual ambidexterity
3.2.2 Climate for Excellence
Team climates that are characterized by high levels of excellence consist of individuals who
work hard to meet accomplishing challenging tasks and goals due to their shared perception
regarding achieving excellence. Eisenbeiss et al. (2008) argues that a climate for excellence
leads to more high-quality ideas as individuals are highly committed to high quality
standards. Hence, it is argued in this research that he shared norms about task excellence
result in a higher degree of intrinsic motivation that stimulate individuals to strive to reach
the highest quality standard possible and hence challenging tasks. Jansen et al. (2016) argue
that individuals that show a high degree of motivation are more likely to recognize and act
upon opportunities for attaining contradictory learning goals and challenging tasks.
Therefore, this research argues that individuals operating in a team characterized by a climate
for excellence are more likely to attain opposing learning goals and to cope with the
challenges associated with pursuing exploitative and exploratory learning efforts. In this
research it is argued that it is expected from individuals operating in a core team to develop
and search for new knowledge in order to deliver customer value in new ways, and to refine
their existing knowledge to implement improvements to satisfy existing customer needs.
When relating this back to the climate for excellence, it is argued that a climate for excellence
steers individuals to perform both exploitative and explorative activities. First of all, it leads
to the performance of exploitative activities as individuals strive to improve and modify
proposed new ideas, or create improvements in existing products or services in order to meet
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the high-quality standards. Second, it leads to the performance of explorative activities as
individuals are deeply concerned with discovering and generating novel and useful ideas
which lead to the generation of new products and/or services. Hence, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1B: Team climate for excellence is positively associated with individual
ambidexterity
3.2.3 Climate for Affiliation
Team climates that are characterized by high levels of affiliation consist of individuals who
perceive they belong and feel attracted to the same team. Jansen et al. (2016) argue that
perceptions of belongingness are crucial for facilitating ambidexterity, as a sense of
belongingness “provides the necessary flexibility and support to reflect on multiple issues,
ask questions, and engage in creative problem-solving (p. 943)”. Besides, an affiliated team
provides a collaborative work environment that facilitates learning possibilities which helps
individuals to learn from their team members. Therefore, this research argues that individuals
operating in a team that is characterized by a high extent of affiliation are more likely to
collaborate and achieve challenging goals due to increased commitment as they feel part of
one team (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; Jansen et al., 2016). Hence, individuals
operating in an affiliated team should be better able to draw from learning efforts of their
team members (Gully, Devine, & Whitney, 1995) which helps them to pursue radically new
knowledge and skills while also refining their existing knowledge (Jansen et al., 2016). Taken
the context of core teams into consideration, it is argued that individuals who belong to the
same core team feel affiliated with the other team members as all individuals within the same
core team provide the same type of work. Hence, this research argues that a climate for
affiliation within a core team enables individuals to better engage in opposing learning
demands since individuals are more willing to help. Hence, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1C: Team climate for affiliation is positively associated with individual
ambidexterity
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3.3 Temporal Diversity & Individual Ambidexterity
3.3.1 Polychronicity
In this research, polychronicity is defined as an individual’s preference for doing several
tasks simultaneously rather than sequentially (Bluedorn et al., 1992; Mohammed & Nadkarni,
2014). This is in line with the research of Chen (2020) who argues that a polychronic
individual is able to engage in multiple projects simultaneously instead of one at a time,
which allows an individual to switch his/her attention over time among several projects or
activities. This study follows the reasoning of Bluedorn (2002), who argues that an important
aspect of polychronicity is an individual’s ability to manage contradictory activities, i.e.,
exploration and exploration. It is argued that polychronicity helps individuals to think in an
innovative way and change their working behaviors (Yousaf, Majid, & Yasir, 2019). This
reasoning is underlined by the research of Hecht and Allen (2005), who argue that
polychronistic individuals experience the struggle of performing many tasks at once, and
therefore have to be more creative in order to deal with this challenge by seeking new ways
to perform their tasks. Hence, it is argued that polychronicity provides a platform to generate
new ideas in performing several activities which enables individuals to engage in exploratory
activities. However, these new ways of performing tasks also help an individual to refine
their current activities. This proposition adds to a previous study performed by Mullins,
Agnihotri and Hall (2020) who researched polychronicity in the context of salespeople, and
found a positive significant relationship between polychronicity and ambidextrous behavior.
Hence, this study proposes that a polychronic individual is better able to switch between
explorative and exploitative activities. Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 2A: Polychronicity is positively associated with individual ambidexterity
3.3.2 Time Urgency
As both exploration and exploitation are equally important for maintaining organizational
survival and success and represent two ends of a continuum (March, 1991) it is argued that
ambidextrous individuals aim to balance both type of activities if no time pressures are
experienced, leaving enough time left to engage in both explorative and exploitative
activities. From the literature study it became clear that individuals who are high in time
urgency view time as their enemy and are preoccupied with deadlines (Mohammed &
Nadkarni, 2011). Hence, individuals who experience high time urgency are more likely to
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focus on one task at a time in order to make sure to meet the deadline (Conte et al., 1995).
Since there is no previous study that links time urgency to individual ambidexterity, it is
therefore argued in thus study that when an individual is high in urgency, and thus
continuously experiences time pressures, he/she will focus more on exploitative activities in
order to meet the deadline than engaging as well in explorative activities. This changes the
initial balance between exploration and exploitation, which leads to a lower level of
individual ambidexterity (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). Based on this assumption, it is less
likely that an individual who is high in urgency shows ambidextrous behavior.

On the other hand, individuals who are low in time urgency are less hurried and worried
about time resources (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011). Therefore, this research argues that
individuals who are low in time urgency are better able to maintain the balance between
exploration and exploitation as they have more time to spend on both activities, and are thus
more likely to show ambidextrous behavior. This assumption is in line with the work of Beck
and Schmidt (2013) who argue that individuals will only invest time in explorative activities
if they do not perceive high time pressures. Based on above, the following hypothesis is
proposed:

Hypothesis 2B: Low time urgency is positively associated with individual ambidexterity
3.3.3 Future Focus
Mohammed and Nadkarni (2011) argue that an individual who has a present-time perspective
focuses on immediate pleasure, takes more risks, and makes his/her plan with shorter frames.
Shipp et al. (2009) build upon this by stating that an individual with a present-time
perspective focuses merely on current activities. On the other hand, an individual who has a
future-time perspective makes longer-term plans, are more likely to consider future
consequences, are highly goal-oriented and have a future planning for their activities (Shipp
et al., 2009; Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011). Building upon this, this study argues that
individuals who have a present-time perspective are more focused on conducting their current
tasks, i.e., exploitation, whereas an individual who has a future-time perspective is more
focused on thinking about and exploring future tasks. As individuals can both have a futuretime perspective and a present-time perspective, it is argued that future focus positively
contributes to individual ambidexterity. Hence, it is hypothesized:
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Hypothesis 2C: Future focus is positively associated with individual ambidexterity
3.3.4 Pacing Style
This research sees pacing style as individual behavior tendencies regarding the distribution of
effort over time in working toward deadlines (Gevers et al., 2006). Although very limited
previous research exists on the direct relationship between pacing style and individual
ambidexterity, this study aims to draw on related research. Following the line of reasoning of
McKay and Gutworth (2019) it is argued that individuals that pursue an early action pacing
style are likely to follow initially generated ideas. Following research on creative process
research (Redmond, Mumford and Teach, 1993), initially generated ideas are mostly labeled
as less creative as not much time is spent on the process of coming up with innovative
solutions. Based on this reasoning and given the fact that individuals start a task immediately
and finish the work long before the deadline, this research argues that they do not spend
much time on exploring new ideas as the total workload is conducted within a short time
frame, and hence not engage in explorative activities. The same reasoning holds for a
deadline action pacing style as the majority of the work is completed in a small time frame
(Gevers, Mohammed, & Baytalskaya, 2015). McKay and Gutworth (2019) argue that both
deadline action pacing style and early pacing style ask for large exertions of energy within a
short period of time. Hence, they argue that individuals limit the time they can spend on
explorative activities. On top of that, Gevers et al. (2015) showed that working under time
pressure caused by an upcoming deadline leads an individual with a deadline action style to
focus solely on the task at hand in order to meet the deadline. This provides an extra
argument that a deadline in combination with experienced time pressure inhibits explorative
behavior. This is in line with the research of Amabile, Hadley, and Kramer (2002) and Baer
and Oldham (2006) who both found in their research that time pressure inhibits creativity as
it reduces individuals’ exploratory thinking and instead leads individuals to rely solely on
exploitative behavior. Hence, it is argued that both early action pacing style and deadline
action pacing style inhibit explorative behavior, and thus an individual’s ambidextrous
behavior. Contrary, individuals who adopt a U-shaped action or a steady action pacing style
divide their effort and energy across larger time horizons thereby giving themselves more
time to explore ideas and thus engage in exploratory activities (McKay & Gutworth, 2019).
Besides, the U-shaped action or steady action pacing style allows individuals to overthink the
work performed one more time and see if improvements can be made. Hence, the following
four hypotheses are proposed:
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Hypothesis 2D: Early action pacing style is negatively associated with individual
ambidexterity
Hypothesis 2E: Deadline action style is negatively associated with individual ambidexterity
Hypothesis 2F: U-shaped action pacing style is positively associated with individual
ambidexterity
Hypothesis 2G: Steady action pacing style is positively associated with individual
ambidexterity

3.4 Job Crafting & Individual Ambidexterity
Bindl, Unsworth, Gibson, and Stride (2019) argue that individuals who craft their jobs create
a scope for themselves to be more innovative at work. Individuals can do so by making
changes in their job resources by asking for feedback and support from colleagues or the
manager or by getting access to information that is necessary to perform tasks. Demerouti,
Bakker and Gevers (2015) argue that the availability of job resources may enhances an
individual’s motivation and commitment to create new ideas through current job resources.
This argument is underlined by the research of (Hernández, Salanova, & Peiró, 2007) who
empirically showed that individual innovation emerges in situations characterized by high
resources. Building upon this logic, this study proposes that individuals who engage in job
crafting and thus have access to sufficient resources will engage in exploratory activities by
generating and implementing new ideas by using these resources. Focusing on increasing job
demands, this research argues that the effects of increasing job demands are twofold: first,
increased job demands directly contributes to exploitative activities by increasing the scope
of work as this leads to an enhanced understanding of how individuals can do their job more
efficiently (Asif, 2017). Second, increased job demands create opportunities for exploration
as individuals create freedom and time, and develop knowledge and necessary skills to break
away from their current activities to engage and achieve complex new activities and tasks
thereby developing a broader organizational perspective (Tims et al., 2012; Asif, 2017). Such
individuals enrich their job by incorporating new tasks that prompt innovative thoughts or
focus on skills that can be applied to discover new products and processes. This view is
underlined by Swart and Kinnie (2010) who argue that individuals who possess multiple
skills are able to deal with conflicting demands of a job leading to greater opportunities for
ambidextrous behavior.
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Taken together, this research argues in line with Morgeson, Delaney-Klinger, and
Hemingway (2005) that individuals who engage in job crafting are able to take on broader
works, i.e., they take on both exploitative and explorative activities. Hence, it is
hypothesized:

Hypothesis 3: Job crafting is positively associated with individual ambidexterity

3.5 Leadership Empowerment
3.5.1 Leadership Empowerment & Team Climate
It is argued that empowering leadership may affect an individual’s functioning in a team and
associated ambidextrous behavior (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). Empowering team leaders
exert their influence by broadening individuals’ goals and by enabling individuals to perform
challenging goals (Jansen et al., 2008). Furthermore, empowering team leaders can help
individuals to overcome the paradoxical demands associated with ambidexterity by
encouraging individual initiatives, clarifying responsibilities and encouraging feedback
exchange (Jansen et al., 2016). Therefore, it is argued that leadership empowerment
moderates the relationship between team climate and individual ambidexterity (Jansen et al.,
2008).
3.5.1.1 Leadership Empowerment & Climate for Trust
Empowering team leaders are able to create a team climate in which open communicated is
facilitated. Open communication increases the likelihood that individuals are willing to share
knowledge without feelings of threat or challenge (Jehn, 1997). In such a team climate,
empowering should demonstrate trust in their subordinates and encourage them to express
their existing knowledge as well as novel insights (Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weingart, 2001).
Furthermore, empowering team leaders can establish a sense of trust by providing feedback
how individuals can better combine exploratory and exploitative learning efforts (Jansen et
al., 2016). Next, leadership empowerment also stimulates the perceived trustworthiness in a
team by helping individuals in a team to reflect on each other’s ideas, understand them, and
reach consensus across differing exploratory and exploitative goals (Jansen et al., 2016).
Stimulating individuals in a team to reflect on each other’s ideas can be achieved by creating
a trusting culture (Anderson & West, 1998), which makes individuals more aware of their
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ambidextrous behavior. Last, empowering team leaders can act as a role model which fosters
a perception of trust among team members.

Therefore, the effect of climate for trust on individual ambidexterity can be enhanced by
having team leaders who empower their subordinates by providing them with trust, which
empowers individuals to further share their ideas and knowledge. Hence, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4A: Leadership empowerment acts as a moderator in the relationship between
team climate for trust and individual ambidexterity
3.5.1.2 Leadership Empowerment & Climate for Excellence
Research shows that empowered individuals actively create and shape their working
environments (Parker & Collins, 2010). By doing this, empowered individuals have an open
attitude towards errors, are more proactive, and are continuously looking for opportunities to
improve current work processes or innovative solutions for complex work problems
(Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). Empowerment leads to higher job performance and productivity,
as it is associated with improving the quality of work by initiating changes in the way
activities are conducted (Van Assen, 2019). Besides, empowering team leaders encourage
individuals to adopt an explorative thinking style which enables them to critically review
existing assumptions which in turn enhances their innovation power. Furthermore,
empowering team leaders can encourage individuals to express diverging viewpoints and
opinions without being criticized and encourage them to contribute to the exchange of
existing knowledge as well as of novel insights, in order to build upon previously expressed
ideas and foster continuous improvement (Lovelace et al., 2001).

Based on above, it is argued in this research that empowerment helps individuals to think out
of the box and continuously look for opportunities to improve or find innovative ways of
performing exploitation and exploration activities. Leadership empowerment thus stimulates
individuals to strive to generating novel and useful ideas. Hence, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4B: Leadership empowerment acts as a moderator in the relationship between
team climate for excellence and individual ambidexterity
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3.5.1.3 Leadership Empowerment & Climate for Affiliation
Research shows that empowering leaders who value the contribution of individuals and care
about their well-being, increase the level of participation and involvement of individuals
(Gupta, MacMillan, & Surie, 2004). Building upon this, Jansen et al. (2016) argue that
leadership empowerment provides an extra impulse to individuals operating in a climate with
high levels affiliation to take specific actions, and thereby enhancing the ability to share and
combine exploitation and exploration activities. Empowering team leaders can achieve this
by emphasizing harmonious relationships which stimulates a sense of togetherness and
belonginess and helps individuals to share learning experiences. Next, leadership
empowerment diminishes the risk of relational tensions and conflicts, and allows individuals
to find compromises (Krebs, Hobman, & Bordia, 2006), which stimulates the establishment
of a collaborate working context, and thus, collaboration between individuals. In turn, a sense
of togetherness and belonginess acts as a motivator for individuals to help each other.
Therefore, it can be argued that leadership empowerment fosters a sense of togetherness and
belonginess by emphasizing harmonious relationships. Hence, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4C: Leadership empowerment acts as a moderator in the relationship between
team climate for affiliation and individual ambidexterity
3.5.2 Leadership Empowerment & Job Crafting
In this research, it is proposed that job crafting can be facilitated by leadership empowerment.
Empowering team leaders give their subordinates the time and latitude to decide for
themselves how to perform tasks and how to design their own work (Zhang & Bartol, 2010).
Gagné and Deci (2005) argue that providing autonomy is crucial for the development of
intrinsic motivation of individuals, which in turn encourages proactive and self-directed
activities. The autonomy resulting from empowering leadership should thus affect
employees’ job crafting, as it is a form of proactive behavior. Hence, it can be argued that
leadership empowerment provides individuals with a higher sense of autonomy and
competence, which in turn enhances intrinsic motivation and can result in more proactive
behavior, including job crafting.
Furthermore, other research shows that an individual’s decision to craft his/her job is
dependent on the perceived opportunity by his/her supervisor to do so (Lyons, 2008).
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Empowering team leaders can trigger an individual’s exploration motivation, which
encourages him/her to think independently, and look for new approaches and methods
(Rosing, Frese, & Bausch, 2011). By doing this, individuals feel that they have the
opportunity and possibility to adapt work tasks or other elements to their own needs.
Besides, empowering team leaders can encourage and facilitate job crafting by creating a
climate that is characterized by learning, as such a climate fosters personal initiative and job
adaptation.

Taken together, the characteristics of leadership empowerment that focuses on autonomy and
personal development lead to the fact that individuals both feel and perceive a sense of
autonomy and flexibility and are thus more likely to use job crafting (Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). Hence, empowering team leaders can encourage proactive behavior of its
subordinates by providing autonomy. Therefore, it is argued that:

Hypothesis 4D: Leadership empowerment acts as a moderator in the relationship between
job crafting and individual ambidexterity

4. Methodology
In this chapter the sample and the data collection method for this study is discussed.
Furthermore, this section discusses the measurements of the variables put central in the
conceptual model. Last, it elaborates on the way the data has been analyzed.

4.1 Sample
As this study aims to research possible relationships between team level antecedents and
individual ambidexterity, the main criterion was to identify individuals that work in teams.
First of all, it is important to collect a large sample of individuals in order to get reliable
results. Second, it is important to collect individuals that work within matrix organizations in
a core team in order to examine how an individual’s perception of the core team climate
affects its ability to be ambidextrous. Furthermore, it is an important criterion to include only
respondents who have a core team leader / manager, in order to assess an individual’s
perception about their leader’s empowering attitude. Last, it is of high importance to only
include respondents who perform tasks that include both exploration and exploitation related
activities. Therefore, matrix organizations were needed that are focused on both exploration
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and exploitation, and consequently also ask from their employees to engage in both activities.
Organizations that focus on both exploration and exploitation are often highly knowledgeintensive organizations (Jansen et al., 2016). Therefore, in this research it is aimed to collect
highly knowledge-intensive matrix organizations. Knowledge-intensive organizations rely on
a substantial body of complex knowledge, create value in unique ways, and operate in an
environment where changes in customer demands, technologies, and competition take
continuously place (Sheehan & Stabell, 2007). Within these knowledge-intensive matrix
organizations, core teams were identified that consist of professional level employees,
typically general office workers and managers who perform both explorative and exploitative
activities (Caniëls et al., 2017). To conclude, the sample put central in this research consists
of professional level employees working in a core team within highly knowledge-intensive
matrix organizations.

4.2 Data collection
Data for this study was collected using an online questionnaire, which can be found in
Appendix A. In cooperation with PricewaterhouseCoopers, knowledge-intensive
organizations were identified, such as consulting organizations, investment banking
organizations, software development organizations, and pharmaceutical research units.
Consequently, professional level employees were identified in those highly knowledgeintensive organizations and were asked to fill in the questionnaire. A follow-up email was
sent after the initial invitation to increase the response rate.

Prior to the distribution of the questionnaire, the questionnaire was pretested before roll out
with several participants in order to verify the clarity and readability of the questionnaire.
Based on the participants’ feedback, the content of the questionnaire was slightly adapted. As
described in section 4.1, the sample consists of professional level employees operating in
teams within a highly knowledge-intensive organization. Therefore, in the questionnaire
respondents were asked if 1) they operate in a team, and 2) to describe the main activity of
their team in a few words. The goal of the first question was to filter out respondents who did
not operate in a team, as those respondents did not belong to the sample. The second question
was used to get insight into the type of job the respondent fulfilled, in order to assess whether
or not this type of job can be seen as a knowledge-intensive job. The remaining questionnaire
was structured as follows: the first part is the specific part and covers all variables identified
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in the conceptual model. The second part is the general part and covers the control variables
and demographic variables.

In total, 149 responses were collected using an online survey among professional level
employees. In total, 2 respondents did not operate in a team and were hence removed of the
dataset as this research focuses on individuals operating in a team environment. Besides, 20
cases were removed as these respondents did not start filling out the core questionnaire,
leaving a total of 127 cases from different sectors ranging from consultancy to healthcare.
Respondents are predominantly male (63.3 percent) and have an age between 26 and 35 years
old (31.7 percent). Besides, most respondents have a tenure in their organization for over
three years (about 60 percent) indicating that the respondents are knowledgeable about their
firm. Last, most respondents work in an organization with over 51 employees (83 percent). A
full overview of the sample can be found in Appendix B.

4.3 Common Method Bias
In this research the problem of common method bias might arise as self-reported scales are
used to measure several variables (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010). Common method
bias is defined as the “systematic variance resulting from the method used to collect data”
(Simmering et al. 2015, p. 473). This shared variance comes from a respondent’s consistency
in answering self-reported questionnaire items, for example by giving socially acceptable
answers, or a respondent’s tendency to agree (or disagree) with every scale item regardless of
the content. Detrimental consequences of common method bias are that common method bias
biases estimates of construct reliability and validity, and the parameters estimates of the
relationship between two different constructs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012).
Podsakoff et al. (2012) propose several ways to control for different sources of method bias.
Podsakoff et al. (2012) advice to obtain measures of predictor and criterion variables from
different sources. Therefore, it is in this research tried as much as possible to obtain the
predictor measures from one source and the criterion measures from another source. Second,
it is tried to formulate the scale items in the questionnaire as clear as possible, by not
including indeterminate words such as “many” and “sometimes”. Ambiguous items cause
respondents to be uncertain about how to respond, which increases their likelihood to give
systematic responses (e.g., always “agree” or “completely agree”). Therefore, Podsakoff et al.
(2012) argue that it is best to keep questions simple, specific and concise. Third, in this
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research it is made use of both positively and negatively worded scale items. Research shows
that respondents who have a response style tend to disproportionately use the positive side or
negative side of the scale, which is problematic as the estimates of the reliability of measures
may be inflated this way. Podsakoff et al. (2012) argue that a procedural way to mitigate the
risk of response style tendencies is to make use of positively worded and negatively worded
measures of each construct. This is applied in this research as a way to control for biases.
Besides the three above-mentioned procedural remedies for common method bias this
research also made use of a statistical remedy. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff
(2003) argue that the most widely used technique to address the issue of common method
bias is the Harman’s one-factor test. Harman’s one-factor test is a technique where all
variables of interest are loaded into an exploratory factor analysis after which the unrotated
factor solution is examined. The assumption of the Harman’s one-factor test is that if a
substantial amount of common method variance is present, either one single factor emerges
from the factor analysis or one general factor accounts for the majority of the variance
explained. Performing the unrotated exploratory factor analysis reveals that 21 factors emerge
with an eigenvalue greater than 1, which indicates that no one single factor emerges from the
factor analysis. Besides, the factor that explains most variance has a variance of 15.7%,
which shows that not the majority of the variance is explained by just one single factor.
Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no common method bias in this research.

4.4 Statistical analysis
All data analyses were performed using the statistical package IBM SPSS Statistics. Before
performing any analysis outcome variables, predictor variables, and control variables were
examined for missing values. Missing value analysis showed that in total 8 cases contained
missing values on one or more items. The missing value analysis showed that Little’s
Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test was not significant, χ2 180.70, DF = 219, p
= .97, indicating that the missing data is totally random and no bias to the observed data. In
this case, the missingness can be ignored. Therefore, available case analysis was performed
using pairwise deletion which involves not including a case when it is missing data regarding
a variable required for a particular analysis, but including that particular case in analyses
when there is no missing data regarding a variable required for a particular analysis.
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Prior to conducting the hypotheses tests, factor analysis and reliability analysis were carried
out to analyze the convergent validity of the constructs. First, a factor analysis was performed
to assess whether the items used in the questionnaire really measure the variables as intended
to ensure the validity of the research (Field, 2013). In this research a principal component
analysis (PCA) is used as the concepts used in the questionnaire are derived from literature,
and PCA is used to confirm whether the items that together make the concept indeed
contribute to the concept (Field, 2013). Last, the factor analysis is used to compute factor
scores per respondent which serves as the basis for the multiple regression analysis. Field
(2013) argues that when using factor analysis to validate a questionnaire, it is useful to check
the reliability of the scales used in the questionnaire. A reliability analysis is based on the
idea that individual items should produce results consistent with the overall questionnaire
(Field, 2013). In this research reliability analyses are performed in order to check whether the
questionnaire consistently reflects the variable that it measures. The most common measure
of scale reliability is the Cronbach’s α (alpha) (Field, 2013). The literature shows that a
Cronbach’s α with a value of .70 to .80 is an acceptable value, and that a Cronbach’s α with a
value of .60 or lower is an unacceptable value (Field, 2013).

In order to conduct the hypotheses tests, two types of regression analysis were carried out:
hierarchical regression analysis and moderation analysis. A regression analysis is an
appropriate way of analysis to predict values of an outcome variable from one or more
predictor variables (Field, 2013). First, a hierarchical regression analyses was performed in
order to assess whether the team level and individual level antecedents may significantly
predict individual ambidexterity. Second, a moderation analysis was performed. Moderation
occurs when the relationship between two variables change when a third variable is added
(Field, 2013). Hence, a moderation analysis was performed to assess whether leadership
empowerment moderates the relationship between team level and individual level antecedents
and individual ambidexterity. Moderation analysis was conducted by first centering and
standardizing the independent variables to minimize concerns for multicollinearity.
Thereafter, the interactions terms were created and added to the hierarchical regression
representing a new statistical model (Field, 2013). In case a significant moderation effect is
found, a follow up analysis is conducted with simple slope analysis (Field, 2013). A simple
slope analysis looks at the relationship between the predictor and the outcome at low,
moderate, and high levels of the moderator.
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4.5 Measures and validation of Constructs
In this section the measurements and validation of the main variables are described. In this
research it is relied on scales validated in previous research to measure variables put central
in this research. A complete overview of the items and scales can be found in Appendix C.
The validation of each scale can be found in Appendix D. In Table 1 below, a summary of the
scales and measurement properties is provided. In the upcoming sections, each variable will
be discussed more in depth. For conceptual reasons, it is chosen in this research to opt for a
cutoff point of 0.45 for factor loadings in the factor analysis. By having a cutoff point of 0.45,
the measurement of constructs is better guaranteed as less items needed to be dropped.

Construct
Individual Ambidexterity
Team Climate

Leadership Empowerment
Temporal Diversity

Job Crafting

Variable
Exploitation
Exploration
Climate for Trust
Climate for
Excellence
Climate for
Affiliation
Leadership
Empowerment
Polychronicity
Time Urgency
Future Focus
Pacing style

Increasing
Structural Job
Resources
Increasing Social
Job Resources
Increasing
Challenging Job
Demands

Source
Mom et al. (2007)
Mom et al. (2007)
Costa and Anderson
(2011)
Anderson and West
(1998)
Bock et al. (2005)

Scale
5-point Likert scale
5-point Likert scale
5-point Likert scale

Cronbach’s α
0.72
0.80
0.64

5-point Likert scale

0.81

5-point Likert scale

0.77

Van Dierendonck &
Nuijten (2011)
Bluedorn et al. (1999)
Landy et al. (1991)
Strathman et al. (1994)
Gevers et al. (2015)

5-point Likert scale

0.89
0.85
0.73
0.70
NA

Tims et al. (2012)

5-point Likert scale
5-point Likert scale
5-point Likert scale
Four graphs
representing four
different pacing
styles
5-point Likert scale

Tims et al. (2012)

5-point Likert scale

0.79

Tims et al. (2012)

5-point Likert scale

0.71

0.80

Table 1 Summary scales and measurement properties

4.5.1 Individual Ambidexterity
Following prior studies on ambidexterity (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Mom et al., 2009;
Jansen, Tempelaar, Van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2009), a two-step approach is adopted in
order to measure individual ambidexterity. As a first step, it is captured the extent to which
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individuals engage in exploitation and exploration activities. As a second step, the
exploration and exploitation measures were multiplied thereby following the research of
Mom et al. (2007; 2009) who originally developed the scales for measuring ambidextrous at
an individual level.

In this research, the scales of Mom et al. (2007) are adopted for measuring exploitation and
exploration. First, individuals provide information on the level of exploratory innovation. To
measure this, a five-item scale that measures individuals’ exploration activities is adopted.
This scale captures the extent to which individuals depart from existing knowledge and
engage in exploratory activities. The reliability for this scale based on the Cronbach’s alpha is
α = .80 indicating a high reliability. Second, individuals provide information on the level of
exploitative innovation. To measure this, a six-item scale that measures individuals’
exploitation activities is adopted. This scale captures the extent to which individuals build on
existing knowledge. The reliability for this scale, after deletion of one item, based on the
Cronbach’s alpha is α = .72 indicating an acceptable reliability. Both scales were measured
by a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1= To a very small extent” to “5= To a very large
extent”.
In order to assess the construct validity of the variable ‘individual ambidexterity’, a principal
axis factor analysis was conducted. The scree plot showed inflexions that justifies retaining
two factors, which is in line with the literature as the two factors represent exploitation and
exploration. After deletion of three items of the exploitation dimension, all items showed a
factor loading of at least |.45|. Appendix D1 shows the factor loadings after rotation.
4.5.2 Team Climate
In this research, the variable team climate consists of three variables: climate for trust,
climate for excellence, and climate for affiliation.
4.5.2.1 Climate for Trust
As argued in the literature review, this research refers to the climate for trust as the team
members’ perception of how trusting the climate is. So, to measure the variable climate for
trust it is looked on perceived trustworthiness. Costa and Anderson (2011) noticed that most
scales to measure trust in organizations are focused at an individual level, and that an
appropriate scale to measure trust in organizational teams is lacking. Therefore, Costa and
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Anderson (2011) developed a scale that measures climate for trust in organizational teams.
Climate for trust is assessed using a six-item scale developed by Costa and Anderson (2011)
The scale of Costa and Anderson (2011) measures an individual’s perception of other
individual’s trustworthiness. The reliability for this scale based on the Cronbach’s alpha is α
= .64 indicating a high reliability. All items are measured using a five-point Likert scale
ranging from “1= Strongly Disagree” to “5= Strongly Agree”.
4.5.2.2 Climate for excellence
In line with the research of Eisenbeiss et al. (2008), climate for excellence is assessed using a
seven-item scale from Anderson and West’s (1998). The scale refers to the extent to which
team members interact with each other in order to promote excellence in the team’s work.
The reliability for this scale based on the Cronbach’s alpha is α = .81 indicating a high
reliability. All items are measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1= Strongly
Disagree” to “5= Strongly Agree”.
4.5.2.3 Climate for affiliation
In line with the research of Bock et al. (2005), climate for affiliation is assessed using a fouritem scale developed by Bock et al. (2005). The scale refers to the perception of togetherness
among team members. The reliability for this scale based on the Cronbach’s alpha is α = .77
indicating a high reliability. All items are measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging
from “1= Strongly Disagree” to “5= Strongly Agree”.
In order to assess the construct validity of the variable ‘team climate’, a principal axis factor
analysis was conducted. The scree plot showed inflexions that justifies retaining three factors,
which is in line with the literature as the three factors represent the three subscales of team
climate. However, four items had relatively high cross loadings: three items of the climate for
trust subscale and one item of the climate for excellence subscale. After deletion of these
items the factor analysis yielded better results. However, two items still had a factor loading
below the cutoff point. After dropping these items, all factor loadings showed loadings higher
than |.45|. Appendix D2 shows the factor loadings after rotation.
4.5.3 Temporal Diversity
In this research, four temporal diversity variables are put central: polychronicity, time
urgency, future focus, and pacing style.
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4.5.3.1 Polychronicity
Polychronicity was assessed using a seven-item scale developed by Bluedorn et al. (1999).
The scale captures patterns of simultaneity in how an individual performs his/her activities.
The reliability for this scale based on the Cronbach’s alpha is α = .85 indicating a high
reliability. All items are measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1= Strongly
Disagree” to “5= Strongly Agree”.
In order to assess the construct validity of the variable ‘polychronicity’, a principal axis factor
analysis was conducted. The scree plot showed 1 factor as well, which is in line with the
research. Appendix D3 shows the factor loadings after rotation.
4.5.3.2 Time urgency
In line with the research of Mohammed and Nadkarni (2011), time urgency is assessed using
a six-item scale developed and validated by Landy et al. (1991) which captures the degree to
which an individual feel chronically hurried and rush in carrying out their work. The
reliability for this scale based on the Cronbach’s alpha is α = .73 indicating an acceptable
reliability. All items are measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1= Strongly
Disagree” to “5= Strongly Agree”.
In order to assess the construct validity of the variable ‘time urgency’, a principal axis factor
analysis was conducted. The scree plot showed 1 factor as well, which is in line with the
research. However, two items had a factor loading below the cutoff point. After dropping
these items, all factor loadings showed loadings higher than |.45|. Appendix D4 shows the
factor loadings after rotation.
4.5.3.3 Future focus
Future focus was assessed using a six-item scale, the Consideration of Future Consequences
scale (CFC), which is developed by Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, and Edwards (1994). The
CFC scale measures the extent to which an individual considers distant outcomes versus
immediate benefits in choosing behaviors. The original CFC scale consists of twelve items,
however, this research reduced the total amount of twelve items to an amount of six items in
order to keep the CFC scale concise. Reducing the total amount of items is based on the
factor loadings as the six items with the highest factor loadings are included in the scale. The
reliability for this scale based on the Cronbach’s alpha is α = .70 indicating an acceptable
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reliability. All items are measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1= Extremely
uncharacteristic (not at all like you)” to “5= Extremely characteristic (very much like you)”.
In order to assess the construct validity of the variable ‘future focus’, a principal axis factor
analysis was conducted. The scree plot showed 1 factor as well, which is in line with the
research. However, three items had a factor loading below the cutoff point. After dropping
these items, all factor loadings showed loadings higher than |.45|. Appendix D5 shows the
factor loadings after rotation.
4.5.3.4 Pacing style
The concept of pacing style was measured with four graphs representing four different styles
of time allocation on a continuous scale. The pacing style scale is developed and validated by
Gevers et al. (2015). Respondents were asked to select the graph that best captured the way
they pace their work when performing a project or task. Since this variable consists of only
one question, it was not possible to conduct reliability analysis and factor analysis.
4.5.4 Job Crafting
The concept of job crafting was assessed with the job crafting scale developed by Tims et al.
(2012). Tims et al. (2012) developed a scale to measure job crafting that originally includes
four independent job crafting subdimensions: increasing structural job resources, increasing
social job resources, increasing (challenging) job demands, and decreasing hindering job
demands. However, the measurement scale will slightly be adapted
as it is in this research solely focused on increasing job demands and resources. Therefore, in
this research the following three subdimensions will be used of the job crafting scale:
‘increasing structural job resources’, ‘increasing social job resources’, and ‘increasing job
demands’. Each of the three subdimensions included five items. The reliability for the
‘increasing structural job resources scale’ based on the Cronbach’s alpha, after deletion of
one item, is α = .80 indicating a high reliability. The ‘increasing social job resources scale’
had a Cronbach’s α = .79, indicating a high reliability. Last, the ‘increasing job demands
scale’ had a Cronbach’s α = .72, indicating an acceptable reliability. All items are measured
using a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1= Never” to “5= Always”. In this research, the
job crafting scale is seen as a second order construct that consists of the three subscales. The
second order construct is constructed by taking the three subdimensions together and
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calculating an average score per respondent. This implies that the weights of the
subdimensions are seen as equal.
In order to assess the construct validity of the variable ‘job crafting’, a principal axis factor
analysis was conducted. The scree plot showed inflexions that justifies retaining three factors,
which is in line with the literature as the three factors represent the three subscales of job
crafting and thus the intended factors. Two items showed a factor loading below the cutoff
point. After dropping these items, all factor loadings showed loadings higher than |.45|.
Appendix D6 shows the factor loadings after rotation.
4.5.5 Leadership empowerment
In this research a scale developed by Van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) is used in accord
with the research of Van Assen (2019). Van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) developed a
valid and reliable scale that measures leadership empowerment, as there was to date no
concise scale representing the essential characteristics of leadership empowerment. The
leadership empowerment scale of Van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) measures leadership
empowerment from the perspective of the follower, i.e. the perceived empowerment an
individual/employee gets from his/her team leader. Reliability analysis was conducted for the
leadership empowerment scale, Cronbach’s α = .90, indicating a very high reliability.
All items are measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1= Strongly Disagree”
to “5= Strongly Agree”.
In order to assess the construct validity of the variable ‘leadership empowerment’, a principal
axis factor analysis was conducted. The scree plot showed 1 factor as well, which is in line
with the research. Appendix D7 shows the factor loadings after rotation.
4.5.6 Control variables
In this research relevant control variables are included to provide a stronger test of the
hypotheses. The relevant control variables used are commonly used in research on
ambidexterity (e.g., Jansen et al., 2009; Caniëls et al., 2017; Schnellbächer et al., 2019). The
control variables put central in this research are focused on two levels: on an individual level
and on an organizational level. The control variables that were added on an individual level
are: (1) age, (2), education, (3) tenure in current function, (4) tenure in organization, and (5)
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job type. The control variables that is added on an organizational level is: (6) team size. The
next section elaborates on the control variables.
In this research it is controlled for age and education, as “age and educational level are
associated with increasing cognitive capabilities” to switch between exploration and
exploitation (Mom et al., 2015, p. 70). Research shows that older people are more rooted in
past practices and therefore focus more on efficiency and exploitation instead of exploration
(Kelly & Amburgey, 1991; Nystrom, Ramamurthy, & Wilson, 2002). On the other hand,
research shows that younger people are more likely to adopt new innovations as younger
people are more explorative (Kelly & Amburgey, 1991; Nystrom et al., 2002). Therefore, age
is included as a control variable. Second, it is controlled for education
as research shows that increasing levels of education are positively associated to individual’s
ambidexterity (Mom et al., 2009).
Third, it is controlled for an individual’s tenure in his/her current function. More experience
in the current function, i.e. a high tenure, is associated with increasing levels of
specialization, which in turn can cause a higher focus on either exploration or exploitation.
Therefore, it is expected that a high tenure negatively relates to an individual’s ambidextrous
behavior (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Mom et al., 2009).
Fourth, it is also controlled for an individual’s tenure in the organization. The same argument
stated above holds here, i.e., the higher tenure an individual has in the organization, the more
specialized he/she will become, and therefore may show less ambidextrous behavior (Gibson
& Birkinshaw, 2004; Mom et al., 2009).

Fifth, it is controlled for job type, referring to whether or not an individual has a leadership
role in their team (Caniëls et al., 2017). It is controlled for this variable as previous research
shows that higher level employees are expected to be more ambidextrous than lower level
employees (Floyd & Lane, 2000). Hence, the hierarchical level of an employee is considered
in this research.

Last, it is controlled for team size as this study focuses on the team climate. Simsek, Veiga,
Lubatkin, and Dino (2005) argue that large teams are more susceptible to problems of social
integration, such as conflict. Due to a higher chance of conflict in large teams, it is more
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difficult for individuals to collaborate in such a team. Furthermore, as the size of teams grow,
opportunities for interaction with team members decrease, and thus the quality and quantity
of communication decrease (Simsek et al., 2005). Hence, it can be argued that large teams are
less likely to create a team climate that is perceived as trustworthy. Therefore, individuals in
such a team climate are also less likely to share their knowledge, which in turn negatively
affects the individual ambidexterity.
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5. Analysis and Results
In this section the results of the multiple regression analysis and moderation analysis are
presented. Before conducting the hypotheses tests, the correlation table and robustness of the
multiple regression model is assessed.

5.1 Overview correlations and reliability/validity test
In this section the descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables put central in this
research are presented. An overview can be found in Table 2. The correlation table shows
low correlation between constructs, indicating that common method bias indeed does not play
a role in this research. Furthermore, discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the
construct correlations with the square root of the Average Variance Explained (AVE)
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). A value above 0.50 for the AVE is considered as acceptable,
whereas the acceptable value of CR is 0.70 and above. Table 2 shows that almost all variables
score below the threshold value of AVE, indicating the possible problem that the variables do
not measure the underlying construct well. A possible explanation for this may be that several
items had to be dropped in the factor analysis. Therefore, this research used a cutoff point of
0.45 for factor loadings in the factor analysis to still guarantee a reasonable measurement of
constructs. Furthermore, to check if multicollinearity is an issue in the dataset, the variance
inflation factor (VIF) was calculated. After calculation, no correlations between the
predictors showed correlations higher than |.90|. On top of that, all VIF values were below 10
which indicates that the measures do not suffer from multicollinearity (Field, 2013). Hence, it
is assumed that multicollinearity is not in place in this research.
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Table 2 Overview Correlations
Notes.
N = 127. na, not applicable. * P < 0.05 (2-tailed). ** P < 0.01 (2-tailed).
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5.2 Robustness of Model
First, the robustness of the multiple regression model was assessed. As explained in the
previous section, the VIF values indicate that the measures do not suffer from
multicollinearity (Field, 2013). Second, independency was assessed based on the DurbinWatson statistic. The analysis shows that all values for all measures were bigger than 1 and
smaller than 3, indicating that the assumption of independency is met (Field, 2013). Third, it
is looked at the plot of standardized residuals against standardized predicted values to assess
the assumption of linearity and homoscedasticity. The array of dots looks randomly dispersed
for all measures, and hence the assumption of linearity and homoscedasticity have been met.
Last, the histogram and normal probability plot shows that all histograms for all measures are
approximately bell-shaped, and that all P-P plots show that the dots lie almost along the
diagonal, indicating that the assumption of normality has been met. To conclude, all
assumptions of multiple regression are met.

5.3 Correlation Analysis
Based on the correlation analysis with individual ambidexterity as dependent variable, a
significant positive effect is found between the three team climate variables and individual
ambidexterity: climate for trust r. = .27, p < 0.01, climate for excellence r. = .23, p < 0.01,
and climate for affiliation r. = .30, p < 0.01, indicating support for hypothesis 1A, 1B, and
1C. Furthermore, the correlation table shows that there is a significant negative correlation
between future focus and individual ambidexterity, r. = -0.22, p < 0.01. Surprisingly, this
significant finding does not support hypothesis 2C as a positive relation between future focus
and individual ambidexterity was hypothesized. Confirming hypothesis 2E and 2F, a deadline
action pacing style is negatively related with individual ambidexterity r. = -0.15, p < 0.05,
whereas a U-shaped action pacing style is positively related with individual ambidexterity r.
= 0.20, p < 0.05. Last, hypothesis 3 is confirmed as job crafting has a significant positive
relationship with individual ambidexterity, r. = 0.17, p < 0.05. The other variables regarding
individual characteristics were not significant, as no significant effects were found between
polychronicity r. = .12, p > 0.05, time urgency r. = -.07, p > 0.05, pacing style early action r.
= -.01, p > 0.05, pacing style steady action r. = -0.04, p > 0.05, and individual ambidexterity,
indicating no support for hypothesis 2A, 2B, 2D and 2G.
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5.4 Hierarchical Regression Analysis
Based on the significant correlations found in the correlation analysis, a hierarchical
regression analysis is performed to assess the unique variance of a specific variable (Field,
2013). As this research put a wide variety of control variables central, it was assessed which
control variables are significantly related to the dependent variable ‘individual
ambidexterity’. It is chosen to only include the significantly related control variables in the
hierarchical regression, in order to prevent losing degrees of freedom due to the small sample
size and many control variables. The correlation table showed that control variable 5 (job
type) and 7 (team size) were significantly related, and hence included in the hierarchical
regression.

Table 3 presents the results of the hierarchical regression regarding the hypothesized main
direct effects on individual ambidexterity, referring to Hypotheses 1-3. Model 1 includes only
the control variables, Model 2 includes the control variables and team climate antecedents,
Model 3 includes the control variables and temporal diversity antecedents, and Model 4
includes the control variables and the job crafting variable. Model 2 shows that there is no
significant effect between climate for trust and individual ambidexterity, β = .15, p > 0.05,
indicating no unique variance of climate for trust. Also, no significant effect was found
between climate for excellence and individual ambidexterity, β = .06, p > 0.05, indicating no
unique variance of climate for excellence. Last, no significant positive effect was found
between climate for affiliation and individual ambidexterity, β = .17, p > 0.05, thus climate
for excellence also does not have any unique variance. In addition to the direct effects of
team climate factors on individual ambidexterity, the direct effects of temporal diversity on
individual ambidexterity were assessed. Model 3 shows that no significant effect was found
between polychronicity and individual ambidexterity, β = .10, p > 0.05. Also, no significant
relationship was found between time urgency and individual ambidexterity, β = -.02, p >
0.05. Furthermore, Model 3 does not show a significant effect between future focus and
individual ambidexterity, β = -.18, p > 0.05. Last, there were also no significant relationships
found between the three dummy variables of pacing style and individual ambidexterity. This
indicates that none of the four temporal diversity variables explain some unique variance. The
third direct effect that was assessed was the relationship between job crafting and individual
ambidexterity. Unfortunately, Model 4 shows that no significant effect was found between
job crafting and individual ambidexterity, β = .17, p > 0.05, indicating no unique variance of
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job crafting. Overall, the regression analysis shows that the three team climate variables are
the strongest predictors of individual ambidexterity.

Individual Ambidexterity
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

β

t

β

t

β

t

β

t

Supervisor: At times

-0.12

-1.15

-0.08

-0.85

-0.12

-1.13

-0.14

-1.40

Supervisor: Yes

0.05

0.48

0.02

0.15

0.05

0.08

0.03

0.30

Team Size

0.19

2.06*

0.17

1.87

0.19

1.79

0.18

1.97

Climate for Trust

0.15

1.44

Climate for Excellence

0.06

0.52

Climate for Affiliation

0.17

1.46

Polychronicity

0.10

1.05

Time Urgency

-0.02

-0.20

Future Focus

-0.18

-1.88

Pacing Style_Steady Action

-0.01

-0.12

Pacing Style_U-Shaped

0.04

0.39

Pacing Style_Deadline

0.17

1.67
0.17

1.86

Control Variables

Main direct effects

Job Crafting
Table 3 Hierarchical regression analysis

Notes.
N = 127. * p < 0.05 (2-tailed).

5.5 Test of Interaction Effects
In addition to the direct effects of team climate, temporal diversity, and job crafting on
individual ambidexterity, it is argued in this research that leadership empowerment may act
as a moderator. Table 4 below presents the results of the interaction effects in Model 5 and
Model 6, referring to Hypotheses 4A-4D. Two different models were run in order to calculate
the moderation effects. It is chosen to run two different models in order to prevent the model
from being too complex. Model 5 shows no support for hypothesis 4A, as the interaction term
between leadership empowerment and climate for trust is not significant (β = 0.14, p > 0.05).
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Also, no significant interaction term is found between leadership empowerment and climate
for affiliation (β = -0.29, p > 0.05), indicating no support for hypothesis 4C. The interaction
effect between leadership empowerment and job crafting in Model 6 (β = -0.09, p > 0.05) is
also not significant, and hence hypothesis 4D is not supported. However, a significant
interaction term was found in Model 5 between leadership empowerment and climate for
excellence (β = 0.30, p < 0.05), indicating support for hypothesis 4B. Following up this
significant interaction term, simple slope analysis shows the following: when leadership
empowerment is low, there is a non-significant positive relationship between climate for
excellence and individual ambidexterity, β = 1.86, 95% CI [-0.97, 4.70], t = 1.30, p = .20.
When leadership empowerment is moderate, there is a significant positive relationship
between climate for excellence and individual ambidexterity, β = 3.68, 95% CI [0.86, 6.49], t
= 2.59, p = .01. When leadership empowerment is high, there is a significant positive
relationship between climate for excellence and individual ambidexterity, β = 5.17, 95% CI
[0.01, 8.92], t = 2.74, p = .01. The results show that the relationship between climate for
excellence and individual ambidexterity only emerges when team leaders show average or
greater levels of empowering behavior. The graph of the simple slope analysis is shown in
Figure 2. A full overview of all the models is shown in Appendix E.
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Individual Ambidexterity
Model 5

Model 6

β

t

β

t

Supervisor: At times

-0.10

-1.05

-0.15

-1.50

Supervisor: Yes

0.01

0.14

0.02

0.14

Team Size

0.20

2.24*

0.17

1.87

Climate for Trust

0.17

1.61

Climate for Excellence

0.20

1.57

Climate for Affiliation

0.14

1.25

Leadership Empowerment

-0.11

-0.97

0.02

0.21

0.16

1.59

Control Variables

Main direct effects

Job Crafting

Interaction Effects
Leadership Empowerment

0.14

1.09

0.30

2.48*

-0.29

-1.95

* Climate for Trust
Leadership Empowerment
* Climate for Excellence
Leadership Empowerment
* Climate for Affiliation

Leadership Empowerment

-0.09

-0.99

* Job Crafting
Table 4 Moderation analysis

Notes. N = 127. * p < 0.05 (2-tailed).
Predictors are centered and standardized.
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Figure 2 Simple slope equations of the regression of climate for excellence on individual ambidexterity at three levels of
leadership empowerment

5.6 Post-hoc testing
In the previous section it became clear that no significant effect was found between team
climate and an individual’s ambidextrous behavior. Besides, only one moderation effect of
leadership empowerment was found. Since this study takes place in the context of core teams,
it is decided to zoom more into the role of team climate and leadership empowerment
regarding individual ambidexterity by running additional tests to assess whether significant
relationships could be discovered that were not hypothesized.

Reason for digging further into this, is that the correlation table revealed that leadership
empowerment has a positive direct effect on team climate, as it has a significant positive
effect on climate for trust (β = .40, p < 0.001), climate for excellence (β = .52, p < 0.001), and
climate for affiliation (β = .42, p < 0.001). Second reason for digging further into this is that
research so far shows contradictory evidence regarding the role of leadership in achieving
ambidexterity. For example, in the studies of Jansen et al. (2008; 2016) evidence was showed
of moderating effects whereas in the study of Gil et al. (2005) more direct effects of
leadership empowerment on team climate were shown. Hence, it can also be argued that an
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empowering team leader directly influences and contributes to the team climate for trust,
excellence, and affiliation.

Given the fact that leadership empowerment has a direct on team climate, the question arises
whether team climate may act as a mediator in the relationship between leadership
empowerment and individual ambidexterity. This suggests that the relationship between
leadership empowerment and individual ambidexterity is not a direct effect but rather
operates through team climate. Therefore, a mediation analysis was conducted with the three
team climate variables as possible mediators. Following Field (2013), there is a mediation
effect when the bootstrapped confidence interval is above zero. The results of the mediation
analysis are displayed in Figure 3.

The mediation analysis shows that team climate indeed mediates the relationship between
leadership empowerment and individual ambidexterity as there is a significant indirect effect
of leadership empowerment on individual ambidexterity through climate for trust, β = 0.65,
BCa CI [0.14, 1.20], climate for excellence, β = 0.76, BCa CI [0.14, 1.67], and climate for
affiliation, β = 0.82, BCa CI [0.29, 1.48]. Hence, it is concluded that team climate acts as a
mediator.

Figure 3 Model of leadership empowerment as a predictor of individual ambidexterity, mediated by climate for trust,
excellence, and affiliation. * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001
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6. Discussion
The main emphasis of this study was to gain insight into how contextual and individual
antecedents enable individuals that operate in a core team to engage in individual
ambidexterity. This research found that empowering team leaders are able to create a climate
for trust, excellence, and affiliation which in turn positively influence an individual’s ability
to become ambidextrous. Overall, this study proposes a new understanding of how
organizations may nurture individual ambidexterity.

The main emphasis of this study was to gain insight into how the contextual antecedents of a
core team enables individuals to engage in individual ambidexterity. This study shows that
the core team’s context acts as an enabler of ambidextrous behavior at the individual level.
Findings indicate that a desirable team climate, i.e., a team climate characterized by high
levels of trust, excellence, and affiliation influences the ability of individuals to engage in
explorative and exploitative activities. This finding corresponds with existing theory on team
climate which argues that a supportive team climate creates learning possibilities by
facilitating and encouraging knowledge sharing among team members (Bock et al., 2005).
These learning possibilities allow individuals to improve their existing knowledge and
activities, and to put new knowledge in new contexts thereby creating new innovative ways
to accomplish tasks. Furthermore, this finding supports previous studies such as the ones of
Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004), Bock et al. (2005), Jansen et al. (2016), and Caniëls et al.
(2017) who argue that a supportive team climate provides a comfortable context that
stimulates individuals to share knowledge and collaborate which each other due to increased
commitment, which helps them to improve their current work methods and develop
innovative ideas. Therefore, this research adds to the existing stream of literature on team
climate by showing that a desirable team climate provides a social context in which
individuals are able to engage in contrasting learning demands.

Zooming more into the role of leadership empowerment, this study argued that empowering
team leaders within a core team may affect an individual’s functioning in a team and
associated ambidextrous behavior. Empowering team leaders provide individuals with
autonomy and confidence in performing their challenging goals. They do so by encouraging
individual initiatives and by enabling them to share their experience and knowledge (Jansen
et al., 2008; Jansen et al., 2016). Interestingly though, this study found limited support for the
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idea that leadership empowerment acts as a moderator in the relationship between team
climate and individual ambidexterity, as only one significant moderation effect was found:
leadership empowerment acts as a moderator in the relationship between climate for
excellence and individual ambidexterity. A possible explanation for the fact that not many
interaction effects of leadership empowerment were found may be that studies on leadership
and ambidexterity present contradictory empirical results regarding the role of leadership, as
both direct and indirect effects of leadership empowerment on individual ambidexterity and
team climate are presented (Jansen et al., 2008; Jansen et al., 2016; Gil et al., 2005; Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004). A possible explanation for this non-significance may be that leadership
empowerment rather has a direct effect on team climate and individual ambidexterity,
suggesting a mediation path of team climate. Additional testing showed that leadership
empowerment indeed directly influences team climate, and that all three indirect effects of
climate for trust, excellence and affiliation were significant. Therefore, it is concluded that
team climate partially mediates the relationship between leadership empowerment and
individual ambidexterity. This result is in line with previous research on contextual
antecedents, as empowering team leaders help to create a supportive team context,
characterized by trust, excellence, and affiliation, which helps and stimulates individuals to
engage in both explorative and exploitative activities (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Tushman
& O’Reilly, 1996). Therefore, this study adds to the existing literature on individual
ambidexterity by showing a direct relationship between leadership empowerment and team
climate and an indirect relationship between leadership empowerment and individual
ambidexterity. Next to that, based on the hierarchical regression analysis, this study shows
that team climate and leadership empowerment are the strongest predictors of individual
ambidexterity, which implies that having a team climate and an empowering leader are more
important than certain personal characteristics of individuals operating in a core team.

Nevertheless, this research shows that individual ambidexterity is as well influenced by
individual characteristics, thereby underlining the research of Raisch et al. (2009). So far,
research on individual ambidexterity focused on individual characteristics such as intrinsic
motivation (Kao & Chen, 2016; Mom, Chang, Cholakova, & Jansen, 2019), self-efficacy
(Mom et al., 2019; Kauppila & Tempelaar, 2016), or handling work stress (Zhang, Wei, &
Van Horne, 2019). However, to date there is limited research performed that links time-based
individual characteristics to ambidexterity. Nevertheless, time-based characteristics are one
of the most task-relevant attributes in today’s business world, and empirical evidence has
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shown that time-based characteristics are an important enabler of performance (Mohammed
& Nadkarni, 2014) making it interesting to investigate. This study investigated four temporal
diversity variables in relation with individual ambidexterity.

First, to date, there is no research that links future focus explicitly with ambidexterity.
Nevertheless, limited previous research exists that links future focus with solely explorative
activities rather than explorative and exploitative activities, such as the study of McKay and
Gutworth (2019) who found no evidence that a future-time perspective is related to
explorative activities. Therefore, this research is the first that empirically links and shows that
future focus is significantly associated with individual ambidexterity. However, surprisingly,
this study found a significant negative relationship whereas a positive relationship was
hypothesized. In this research it was argued that an individual who has a future-time
perspective is more focused on thinking about and exploring future tasks. A possible
explanation for the fact that future-time focus is negatively related to engaging in individual
ambidexterity may be that individuals who have a future-time perspective reflect less on their
own and others’ work (McKay and Gutworth, 2019). Hence, individuals with a future-time
perspective stay relatively more in the idea generation phase rather than moving beyond that
phase and moving through the whole creative process. Therefore, it may be plausible that
individuals who have a future-time perspective do not adopt a present-time perspective at a
later stage thereby not exploiting the newly generated ideas, and hence not engage in
individual ambidexterity.

Second, pacing style will be discussed. There is no previous research that links pacing style
explicitly with individual ambidexterity. Although, the study of McKay and Gutworth (2019)
looked at the relationship between pacing style and engaging in creative activities. In their
study, they did not find evidence that pacing style was related to creative activity. This study
extends on McKay and Gutworth’s (2019) finding by showing that two types of pacing style
are significantly related to individual ambidexterity: deadline action pacing style and Ushaped action pacing style. This study shows that individuals who have a deadline action
pacing style are less inclined to show ambidextrous behavior, as a deadline action pacing
style inhibits explorative behavior due to the fact that working under time pressure leads an
individual to focus solely on the task at hand thereby not paying attention to explorative
activities. Contrary, this study shows that individuals who have a U-shaped action pacing
style divide their effort across larger time horizons and thereby have more time available to
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explore ideas and make improvements if necessary, thereby having more time to engage in
explorative and exploitative activities.

Third, this study was one of the first to examine the relationship between polychronicity and
individual ambidexterity, and the results of this research showed no significant relationship
between polychronicity and individual ambidexterity. Most research on the effects of
polychronicity focuses on innovative work behavior, thereby focusing only on the explorative
part of ambidexterity (Yousaf et al., 2019). Other research links polychronicity with
performance such as Mohammed and Nadkarni (2014) who found empirical evidence that
polychronicity diversity is a disruptive force for performance, or McKay and Gutworth
(2019) who found a positive relationship between multitasking and performance. However, to
date, only one study linked polychronicity with ambidextrous behavior. Mullins et al. (2020)
found in their study a positive significant relationship between polychronicity and a
salesperson’s ambidextrous behavior. Contradictory to their results, this study did not find a
significant relationship. A possible explanation for the non-significance could be that
polychronicity is not directly related with ambidextrous behavior, but rather has an indirect
effect. For example, Anser et al. (2020) argue that polychronicity helps to improve an
individual’s level of resilience, which refers to an individual’s ability to regularly adapt and
broad their work. In turn, Anser et al. (2020) argue that individual resilience is related with
individual creativity. In their study they found evidence that polychronicity originates
individual resilience which develops abilities and helps an individual to engage in explorative
activities by conducting several tasks at the same time. This implies that individuals who
have a polychronic attitude have the ability to balance their work better, and are therefore
better able to engage in explorative activities. In other words, it may be that polychronicity
leads to individual resilience which in turn helps an individual to balance his/her activities
better thereby being better able to engage in opposing learning demands.
Focusing on the last temporal diversity variable time urgency, the study’s results show no
significant relationship between low time urgency and individual ambidexterity. This study
argued that individuals who are low in time urgency are better able to maintain the balance
between exploration and exploitation as they have more time to spend on both activities, and
are thus more likely to show ambidextrous behavior. However, it may be argued that
individuals require some level of time pressures that motivate them to generate and come up
with innovative ideas, i.e., to engage in explorative activities (McKay & Gutworth, 2019).
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Individuals with a low time urgency however do not experience this pressure, and therefore
may be less inclined to engage in explorative activities. On the other hand, too much pressure
would obviously also lead to inhibited levels of creative thinking as there is neither room nor
time for creativity. Hence, it may be argued that there is rather an inverted U-shaped
relationship between time urgency and individual ambidexterity, implying that both low and
high levels of time urgency inhibit ambidextrous behavior. Given this, individuals should
experience some time pressure in order to generate creative ideas, but not too much as this
would inhibit the creative process. Besides, medium levels of time pressure still allow space
to focus on explorative activities without bringing the time spent on exploitative activities
under pressure.

Focusing on the last individual characteristic: job crafting, findings indicated a positive
significant relationship between job crafting and individual ambidexterity. To the knowledge
of the researcher, this is the first study that empirically links job crafting to individual
ambidexterity. Although previous studies did not explicitly link job crafting to individual
ambidexterity, some studies did cover some aspects of job crafting in relation to
ambidexterity. For example, the study of Bindl et al. (2019) shows that job crafters create a
scope for themselves to be more innovative at work. Hernández et al. (2007) build upon this
by showing that individual innovation emerges in situations characterized by high resources.
However, not only increasing job resources lead to the performance of explorative activities,
so does increased job demands. Asif (2017) and Tims et al. (2012) showed that by increasing
one’s job demands an individual creates opportunities for exploration by enriching their jobs
with new tasks that prompt innovation. Building further on these researches, this study is the
first to empirically show that job crafters are better able to engage in ambidextrous behavior,
thereby providing new evidence that individuals who engage in job crafting are able to take
on broader work roles, i.e., to engage in exploitative and explorative activities (Morgeson et
al., 2005).

7. Implications
7.1 Theoretical implications
From a theoretical perspective, this research contributes to existing research in two major
ways. First, by extending insights about the importance of contextual variables within core
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teams influencing ambidexterity at the individual level by elaborating on the effects that team
climate and leadership empowerment have on an individual’s ambidextrous behavior. In
doing so, this study answers to the calls for more research on ambidexterity at the individual
level regarding the contextual approach (Jansen et al., 2008; Tuncdogan et al, 2015;
Schnellbächer et al., 2019), and to the calls for more research that spans multiple levels of
analysis (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Raisch et al., 2009; Turner et al., 2013). For an
organization, individual ambidexterity is key to achieving organizational ambidexterity as
exploration and exploitation activities must be balanced and coordinated among employees.
Drawing on research on team socio-psychological states, this research shows that a team
climate that is characterized by trust, excellence, and affiliation positively shapes the ability
of individuals to pursue opposing learning activities. Beyond demonstrating the effects of
team-psychological states on individual ambidexterity, this research shows that ambidextrous
behavior is influenced by leadership empowerment. Again, previous research focused mainly
on the relationship between leadership styles and organizational ambidexterity leaving the
relationship of leadership empowerment and individual ambidexterity not well understood.
The results show that team climate acts as a mediator in the relationship between leadership
empowerment and individual ambidexterity. This is an interesting result in the light of the
literature on leadership empowerment as there are contradictory empirical results presented
regarding effects of leadership empowerment on individual ambidexterity and team climate
(Jansen et al., 2016; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). This study
contributes to the literature by showing that leadership empowerment directly influences
team climate, and indirectly influences individual ambidexterity through team climate.

Second, this study contributes to literature by providing empirical evidence how individual
characteristics, i.e., how future focus, pacing style, and job crafting contribute to individual
ambidexterity. Findings show that job crafting and a U-shaped action pacing style are
positively related to individual ambidexterity, whereas having a future focus and a deadline
action pacing style are negatively related to individual ambidexterity. Hence, this study
further incorporates individual characteristics into the literature on ambidexterity. Although
future focus, pacing style, and job crafting are just one of the many individual characteristics
that play a role in explaining how an individual’s personality helps to engage in opposing
learning demands, the results do show that individual characteristics play an important role.
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7.2 Managerial implications
From a managerial perspective, this research also has important implications for practitioners
aiming to establish a team context that allows individuals to be(come) ambidextrous.

First, this study shows that managers should become aware of the role that sociopsychological attributes play in supporting individual ambidexterity. The results of this
research indicate that team climate is the strongest predictor of individual ambidexterity.
Therefore, with respect to the team context, managers are able to promote individual
ambidexterity by building a team climate that is characterized by trust, excellence, and
affiliation. Managers play a big role in creating an environment in which employees have the
feeling that they can trust each other and have a sense of togetherness. Managers can create
such a climate by paying more attention to the social aspect of a team. Think of organizing
social events or introductory programs where team members get to know each other better,
thereby creating a sense of togetherness. As a matter of fact, people who know each other
better are more likely to trust each other. On top of that, managers play also a direct role in
creating trust among employees. Manager should act as an example and show trust in their
employees and hence create a climate where people trust each other. It is a lot easier for an
employee to trust other people if he/she perceives that he/she is being trusted by others.
Besides, managers should avoid failing to fulfil expected obligations such as promises. Not
living up to the agreement might result in broken trust, which reduces the performance.

Next to creating a climate for trust and affiliation, managers play a vital role in creating a
climate for excellence. Managers are able to create such a context by giving a sense of
appreciation and gratitude to employees when difficult challenges are successfully achieved.
A sense of appreciation motivates employees to achieve even better results following the
reward and motivation theory. Besides, managers should clearly discuss how the team
contributes to the organizational goals and provide feedback on their work. Knowing what is
expected from employees and where to improve themselves hugely contributes to their
motivation, which at the end determines whether or not an employee is willing to strive to
reach those high-quality standards.

Second, managers should become more aware of the role that a specific style of leadership
plays in creating a social context which allows individuals to be(come) ambidextrous. This
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research shows that managers should opt for an empowering leadership style where they
provide autonomy, freedom, and decision-making authority to their employees. Besides,
managers should show confidence in the skills and abilities of their subordinates. Having the
right empowering leadership style will not only improve the individual’s performance and
development but will also affect how the team relates to each other and collaborate.

Adopting a more individual level perspective, this research shows that individual
characteristics as well influence an individual’s ability to be(come) ambidextrous, such as job
crafting and having a U-shaped action pacing style. Managers should learn to recognize
whether an employee possesses one of these characteristics, in order to stimulate and help
developing these characteristics. Managers can do this for example by placing employees
who prefer to craft their own job in a workplace where employees are stimulated to take on
broader work roles, or providing them with freedom to let them craft their own job. Giving
freedom is essential but managers should also provide enough resources to cope with these
broader work roles such as providing trainings to inspire employees and provide them with
the right knowledge and skills.

Last, it is also extremely important for management and recruitment in general to select those
potential candidates that already showed ambidextrous behavior in previous jobs, but also
have high standards regarding excellence and learning capabilities. It is likely that those
candidates are better able to engage in ambidextrous tasks and consequently have a positive
contribution and impact on the team.

8. Limitations and Future Research
Like any research, this study is subject to limitations that give room for future research. The
first limitation concerns the fact that a cross-sectional study was performed, which elicits
caution in interpreting the causal findings. Future longitudinal research is needed as studies
that have a dynamic perspective are still scarce in the field of ambidexterity (Caniëls et al.,
2017). Longitudinal research may contribute to the understanding of how individual
ambidexterity develops over time, and how team climate, leadership empowerment, and
individual characteristics are causally related to individual ambidexterity.
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A second limitation relates to the way how it was assessed whether respondents operate in a
core team. In the questionnaire it was asked whether the respondents work in a team
environment, and if applicable in multiple teams. In future research, it should be asked more
explicit by a separate question if respondents who work in multiple teams also belong to a
core team.

A third limitation regards the total size of the final sample which includes in total 127
observations. The sample size is not extensive enough to represent the overall population and
thereby the generalization of the results of this study is limited. Hence, the statistical power
might not have been strong enough to discover more significant relationships. Besides,
respondents were collected from a variety of industries ranging from healthcare to
consultancy. Hence, the disadvantage is that antecedents might be perceived different for
each organization which may influence the way individual ambidexterity among respondents
is assessed. Although incorporating a variety of industries in the research increases the
likelihood of generalizing the results, it is still hard to draw conclusions per industry due to
the relative low presence of similar organizations within a specific industry. Therefore, future
research should get a deeper understanding of how team climate, leadership empowerment,
and individual characteristics influence individual ambidexterity within a specific industry by
collecting more respondents per industry.

A fourth limitation, as well related to the final sample, is related to the way respondents were
collected. The survey was distributed within the network of PwC and within the network of
the researcher. Hence, the sample can be characterized as a convenience sample (Field, 2013)
which limits the generalizability of the results. Therefore, it is suggested for future research to
collect respondents in a more random way to improve the generalization.

A fifth limitation concerns the way that the hypotheses were tested based on the correlation
analysis, and that most hypotheses do not hold in a multivariate context indicating weak
measures. It may be that this limitation stands together with the limited sample size put
central in this research, and that therefore the statistical power was not strong enough which
led to the fact that the hypotheses did not hold in a multivariate context. Hence, future
research should ensure a bigger sample size and check if the hypotheses as well hold in a
multivariate context.
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Apart from the opportunities for future research that result from the limitations, the results of
this study also point towards another interesting suggestion for future research. First, this
study extends the understanding of contextual ambidexterity by emphasizing how
organizations may shape individual ambidextrous behavior through team climate, individual
characteristics, and leadership empowerment. In this research, a team-level and individuallevel perspective was taken regarding individual ambidexterity. However, it is likely that
individual ambidexterity may also be enhanced or stimulated by a set of organizational-level
conditions, such as organizational structure and culture (Caniëls et al., 2017; Schnellbächer et
al., 2019). Therefore, it would be interesting to enrich the literature on individual
ambidexterity by investigating more antecedents on an organizational level.

Second, in addition to researching the antecedents of individual ambidexterity, future
research should also focus on the assumed positive performance impact of individual
ambidexterity. Recent research on organizational ambidexterity empirically showed that
organizational ambidexterity results in superior performance (e.g., Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004). Although, there is some evidence that indicates that individual ambidexterity increases
individual performance, the performance effects of individual ambidexterity are still rather
unexplored (Schnellbächer et al., 2019). Previous empirical research on the effects of
individual ambidexterity focused mainly on more aggregated performance levels, such as the
department or firm level. There are some studies that focus on a more individual level, but
rather at the managerial level. An example is the study of Mom et al. (2015) that shows that
managers who performed both explorative and exploitative activities show superior personal
performance if compared to managers who only focused on one type of activity. Therefore,
research on the effects of individual ambidexterity at an employee level is still lacking, and
hence a deeper understanding of the potential effects of individual ambidexterity on
individual performance is needed (Raisch et al., 2009). It would be interesting to take a
balanced matter in researching effects of individual ambidexterity by measuring the effects of
ambidextrous individuals regarding their exploitative and explorative performance.
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10. Appendix
10.1 Appendix A – Questionnaire
Dear respondent,
Your opinion counts!
Jobs are getting more and more team based and increasingly complex. Due to automation,
digitalization and elimination of support tasks, employees have to perform a mix of tasks
rather than a single task. At PwC we want to better understand how people deal with this
challenge in their work, in order to help organizations organizing things better. I am Stan
Verhoeven, a graduate student Innovation Management at the University of Technology
Eindhoven, and will study this for my master thesis that I write with PwC.
Thank you for your participation in this survey to help us collect data on how people organize
their work. As a token of appreciation for your cooperation, I would be happy to contribute
€1 on your behalf toward a charity of your choice. Please choose from the following list.
Please contribute €1 on my behalf to:
0
KWF Kankerbestrijden
0
CliniClowns
0
Make-A-Wish Nederland
Anonymous: Your responses are anonymous and will be held in strict confidence with the
university. Only summary data will be reported in the findings, no individual responses.
No right or wrong: In answering the questions please note that there is no right or wrong
answer. The best answer is the one that is closest to your experience.
10 minutes: The survey will take approximately 10 minutes and consists of five parts.
Questions? If you have any questions or comments regarding the survey or research, please
feel free to contact me via email at stan.verhoeven@pwc.com.
Thank you one more time for participating in this survey!
Stan Verhoeven
University of Technology Eindhoven
PwC
Part 1/5 This part covers questions that concern work related activities that you performed in
the past year. You are asked how often you engaged in work related activities that are related
to performing existing tasks, and activities that are related to developing new products,
services, or ways of working.
Before answering those questions you are asked if you work in a team environment.
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1. Do you work in a team environment?
0
Yes
0
No
If ‘No, respondent is skipped to the end of the questionnaire (Question 28). If ‘Yes’,
respondent should answer next question.
2. Do you work in multiple teams?
0
Yes
0
No
If ‘No, respondent can directly answer next question. If ‘Yes’, respondent gets following
notification before answering next question: ‘Please think of the team you work most with.
Please respond to the following questions while keeping that team in mind’.
3. What is the size of the team you are working in?
0
Less than 6 employees
0
Between 7 and 12 employees
0
Between 13 and 18 employees
0
More than 18 employees
4. Could you describe in a few words what the work of your team entails (e.g., ICT or
product/service development?
The main activity of my team is,
________________
5. To what extend did you, in the past year, engage in work related activities that can be
characterized as follows:
1. Activities of which a lot of experience has been accumulated by yourself
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

0

To a very great extent

2. Activities which you carry out as if it were routine
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

3. Activities which serve existing customers with existing products/services
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

4. Activities of which it is clear to you how to conduct them
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

5. Activities primarily focused on achieving short-term goals
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent
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6. Activities which you can properly conduct by using your present knowledge
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

6. To what extent did you, in the past year, engage in work related activities that can be
characterized as follows.
1. Searching for new possibilities with respect to products/services, processes, or
markets
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

2. Evaluating diverse options with respect to products/services, processes or markets
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

3. Focusing on strong renewal of products/services or processes
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

0

To a very great extent

4. Activities requiring quite some adaptability of you
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

5. Activities requiring you to learn new skills or knowledge
To a very small extent

0

0

0

0

0

To a very great extent

Part 2/5 This part covers questions related to organizational support. Please remember that
there are no right or wrong answers.
7. The following questions concern organizational support. Please indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. In my team people can rely on each other
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

2. In my team people have complete confidence in each other’s ability to perform tasks
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

0

Strongly agree

0

Strongly agree

3. In my team people will keep their word
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

4. There are some hidden agendas in my team
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0
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5. Some people in my team often try to get out of previous commitments
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

6. In my team people look for each other’s interests honestly
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

8. The following questions concern organizational support. Please indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. Team members provide useful ideas and practical help to enable me to do my job to
the best of my ability
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

2. Me and my colleagues monitor each other so as to maintain a higher standard of work
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

3. Team members are prepared to question the basis of what the team is doing
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

4. My team critically assesses potential weaknesses in the activities that the team
performs in order to achieve the best possible outcome
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

5. Team members build on each other’s ideas in order to achieve the best possible
outcome
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

6. There is a real focus among team members that the team should achieve the highest
standards of performance
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

7. My team has clear criteria which members try to meet in order to achieve excellence
as a team
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

9. The following questions concern organizational support. Please indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. Team members in my department keep close ties with each other
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree
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2. Team members in my department consider other members’ standpoint highly
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

3. Team members in my department have a strong feeling of ‘one team’
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

4. Team members in my department collaborate well with each other
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

10. The following questions concern organizational support. Please indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. My manager gives me the information I need to do my work well
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

2. My manager encourages me to use my talents
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

3. My manager helps me to further develop myself
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

4. My manager encourages me to come up with new ideas
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

5. My manager gives me the authority to take decisions which makes work easier for me
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

6. My manager enables me to solve problems myself instead of just telling me what to
do
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

7. My manager offers me abundant opportunities to learn new skills
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

Part 3/5 This part covers questions related to your own work behavior. Please remember that
there are no right or wrong answers.
11. In my job, I often:
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1. Search out new working methods, techniques, or instruments
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

2. Introduce innovative ideas in a systematic way
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

3. Transform innovative ideas into useful applications
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

0

0

Strongly agree

0

0

Strongly agree

4. Generate original solutions to problems
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

5. Create new ideas for improvements
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

12. Please indicate how often you engage in the following behavior:
1. I try to develop my capabilities
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

2. I try to develop myself professionally
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

3. I try to learn new things at work
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

4. I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

5. I decide on my own how I do things
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

13. Please indicate how often you engage in the following behavior:
1. I ask my supervisor to coach me
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

2. I ask whether my supervisor is satisfied with my work
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Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

3. I look to my supervisor for inspiration
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

4. I ask others for feedback on my job performance
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

0

Always

5. I ask colleagues for advice
Never 0

0

0

0

14. Please indicate how often you engage in the following behavior:
1. When an interesting project comes along, I offer myself proactively as project coworker
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

2. If there are new developments, I am one of the first to learn about them and try them
out
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

3. When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start new projects
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

4. I regularly take on extra tasks even though I do not receive extra salary for them
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

5. I try to make my work more challenging by examining the underlying relationships
between aspects of my job
Never 0

0

0

0

0

Always

Part 4/5 This part covers questions related to your personal characteristics regarding your
work behavior. Please remember that there are no right or wrong answers.
15. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. I like to juggle several activities at the same time
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

2. I would rather complete an entire project every day than complete parts of several
projects
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Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

3. I believe people should try to do many things at once
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

4. When I work by myself, I usually work on one task/project at a time
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

0

0

Strongly agree

5. I prefer to do one thing at a time
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

6. I believe people do their work best when they have many tasks to do
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

7. I believe it is best to complete one task before beginning another
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

16. Which of the graphs below represents most strongly how you generally distribute your
activities over time when working towards a deadline? Please choose one.

deadline
activity

time

A)

I start right away and finish the work long before the deadline.

deadline
activity

time

B)
I do most of the work at the beginning and at the end, so that I can
slow down in between.

deadline
activity
C)

time

I work steadily on the task, spreading it out evenly over time.
92

deadline
activity
D)

time

I do most of the work in a relatively short time before the deadline.

17. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. I find myself hurrying to get places even when there is plenty of time
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

0

0

Strongly agree

2. I often work slowly and leisurely
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

3. People who know me well agree that I tend to do most things in a hurry
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

0

0

Strongly agree

0

0

Strongly agree

4. I tend to be quick and energetic at work
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

5. I often feel very pressed for time
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

6. My spouse or a close friend would rate mas definitely relaxed and easy going
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

18. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring the future will take care of itself
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

2. My behavior is only influenced by the immediate (i.e., a matter of days or weeks)
outcomes of my actions
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

3. My convenience is a big factor in the decisions I make or the actions I take
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree
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4. I am willing to sacrifice my immediate happiness or well-being in order to achieve
future outcomes
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

5. I think it is more important to perform a behavior with important distant consequences
than a behavior with less-important immediate consequences
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

6. I generally ignore warnings about possible future problems because I think the
problems will be resolved before they reach crisis level
Strongly disagree

0

0

0

0

0

Strongly agree

Part 5/5 This part covers questions that concern general and background information.
19. For how many years have you been working in your current organization?
0
Less than 1 year
0
1 – 2 years
0
3 – 6 years
0
7 – 9 years
0
10 years or more
20. For how many years have you been working in your current function?
0
Less than 1 year
0
1 – 2 years
0
3 – 6 years
0
7 – 9 years
0
10 years or more
21. Do you have a supervisory role?
0
Yes
0
At times, e.g. in projects
0
No
22. What is the size of the firm you are working for?
0
Less than 50 employees
0
Between 51 and 250 employees
0
More than 251 employees
23. In which industry do you currently work?
0
Aerospace
0
Business, consultancy, or management
0
Energy
0
Government & Public Services
0
Hospitality & Leisure
0
Technology
0
Other, …

0
0
0
0
0
0

Automotive
Consumer markets
Financial Services
Healthcare
Industrial Products
Transportation & Logistics
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24. What is your gender?
0
Male
0
Female
0
Other, …
0
Prefer not to answer
25. What is your age?
0
< 16 years old
0
16 – 25 years old
0
26 – 35 years old
0
36 – 45 years old
0
46 – 55 years old
0
56 – 65 years old
0
> 66 years old
0
Prefer not to answer
26. What is the highest degree or level of education you have completed?
0
None
0
Elementary school
0
Pre-vocational secondary education (VMBO)
0
Senior general secondary education (HAVO)
0
Pre-university education (VWO)
0
Secondary vocational education (MBO)
0
Higher professional education (HBO)
0
University education (WO)
0
Other, …
0
Prefer not to answer
27. End of survey.
This is the end of the survey. Thank you very much for your time and participation! I will
contribute €1 toward the charity that you chose.
If you are interested in the results of the research, please leave your email address below and
I will keep you updated on the results!
If you are excited about the research, you can help me by spreading the survey within your
team or organization to help me get more reliable data!
0
I am interested in the research results, my email address is;
______________________
28. End of survey (if respondent did not work in a team environment).
This is the end of the survey. Thank you very much for your time!
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Unfortunately, this survey focuses on individuals that work in a team environment.
Nevertheless, if you are interested in the results of the research, please leave your email
address below and I will keep you updated on the results!
If you are excited about the research, you can help me by spreading the survey within your
team or organization to help me get more reliable data!
0
I am interested in the research results, my email address is;
______________________
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10.2 Appendix B – Demographic Data Questionnaire
Demographic Data
Variable
Gender

Age

Highest level of education completed

Data
-

Male: 63.3%
Female: 34.2%
Prefer not to answer: 2.5%
16 – 25 years old: 22.5%
26 – 35 years old: 31.7%
36 – 45 years old: 17.5%
46 – 55 years old: 19.2%
56 – 65 years old: 7.5%
Prefer not to answer: 1.7%
Senior general secondary education:
0.8%
Pre-university education: 1.7%
Secondary vocational education: 4.2%
Higher professional education: 34.2%
University education: 57.5%
Other: 0.8%
Prefer not to answer: 0.8%

Work-related Data
Variable
Tenure in organization

Tenure in current function

Supervisory role

Size team

Size firm

Industry

Data
-

Less than 1 year: 14.2%
1-2 years: 25.8%
3-6 years: 25.8%
7-9 years: 10.8%
10 years or more: 23.3%
Less than 1 year: 27.5%
1-2 years: 30.0%
3-6 years: 19.2%
7-9 years: 8.3%
10 years or more: 15%
Yes: 25%
At times, e.g. in projects: 36.7%
No: 38.3%
Less than 6 employees: 45.7%
Between 7 and 12 employees: 28.7%
Between 13 and 18 employees: 10.1%
More than 18 employees: 15.5%
Less than 50 employees: 16.7%
Between 51 and 250 employees: 26.7%
More than 251 employees: 56.7%
Automotive: 0.8%
Business, consultancy, or management:
32.5%
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-

Consumer markets: 7.5%
Energy: 1.7%
Financial services: 8.3%
Government & Public Services: 3.3%
Healthcare: 10.8%
Hospitality & Leisure: 1.7%
Industrial Products: 0.8%
Technology: 16.7%
Transportation & Logistics: 2.5%
Other: 13.3%

98

10.3 Appendix C - Items & Scales Questionnaire
Individual Ambidexterity
Five-point Likert scale was used ranging from “1 = To a very small extent” to “5 = To a very
large extent”. Scale adopted from Mom et al. (2007).
To what extent did you, last year, engage in work related activities that can be characterized
as follows:
An individual’s exploitation activities (Cronbach’s α = 0.72):
● Activities of which a lot of experience has been accumulated by yourself
● Activities which you carry out as if it were routine
● Activities which serve existing customers with existing products/services
● Activities of which it is clear to you how to conduct them
● Activities primarily focused on achieving short-term goals
● Activities which you can properly conduct by using your present knowledge
An individual’s exploration activities (Cronbach’s α = 0.80):
● Searching for new possibilities with respect to products/services, processes, or
markets
● Evaluating diverse options with respect to products/services, processes, or markets
● Focusing on strong renewal of products/services or processes
● Activities requiring quite some adaptability of you
● Activities requiring you to learn new skills or knowledge
Team Climate
Climate for trust
Five-point Likert scale was used ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly
Agree”. Scale adopted from Costa and Anderson (2011), Cronbach’s α = 0.64.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
●
●
●
●
●
●

In this team people can rely on each other
We have complete confidence in each other’s ability to perform tasks
In this team people will keep their word
There are some hidden agendas in this team
Some people in this team often try to get out of previous commitments
In this team people look for each other’s interests honestly

Climate for excellence
Five-point Likert scale was used ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly
Agree”. Scale adopted from Anderson and West (1998), Cronbach’s α = 0.81.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
● Team colleagues provide useful ideas and practical help to enable me to do my job to
the best of my ability
● Me and my colleagues monitor each other so as to maintain a higher standard of work
● Team members are prepared to question the basis of what the team is doing
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● The team critically appraises potential weaknesses in what it is doing in order to
achieve the best possible outcome
● Team members build on each other’s ideas in order to achieve the best possible
outcome
● There is a real concern among team members that the team should achieve the highest
standards of performance
● The team has clear criteria which members try to meet in order to achieve excellence
as a team
Climate for affiliation
Five-point Likert scale was used ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly
Agree”. Scale adopted from Bock et al. (2005), Cronbach’s α = 0.77.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
●
●
●
●

Members in my department keep close ties with each other
Members in my department consider other members’ standpoint highly
Members in my department have a strong feeling of ‘one team’
Members in my department cooperate well with each other

Leadership empowerment
Five-point Likert scale was used ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly
Agree”. Scale adopted from Van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011), Cronbach’s α = 0.89.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
●
●
●
●
●
●

My manager gives me the information I need to do my work well
My manager encourages me to use my talents
My manager helps me to further develop myself
My manager encourages me to come up with new ideas
My manager gives me the authority to take decisions which makes work easier for me
My manager enables me to solve problems myself instead of just telling me what to
do
● My manager offers me abundant opportunities to learn new skills
Polychronicity
Five-point Likert Scale was used ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly
Agree”. Scale adopted from Bluedorn et al. (1999), Cronbach’s α = 0.85.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I like to juggle several activities at the same time
I would rather complete an entire project every day than complete parts of several
projects
I believe people should try to do many things at once
When I work by myself, I usually work on one task/project at a time
I prefer to do one thing at a time
I believe people do their best work when they have many tasks to do
I believe it is best to complete one task before beginning another
100

Time urgency
Five-point Likert Scale was used ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly
Agree”. Scale adopted from Landy et al. (1991), Cronbach’s α = 0.73.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
•
•
•
•
•
•

I find myself hurrying to get places even when there is plenty of time
I often work slowly and leisurely
People that know me well agree that I tend to do most things in a hurry
I tend to be quick and energetic at work
I often feel very pressed for time
My spouse or a close friend would rate me as definitely relaxed and easy going

Future focus
Five-point Likert Scale was used ranging from “1 = Extremely uncharacteristic (not at all like
you)” to “5 = Extremely characteristic (very much like you)”. Scale adopted from Strathman
et al. (1994), Cronbach’s α = 0.70.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
•
•
•
•
•
•

I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring the future will take care of itself
My behavior is only influenced by the immediate (i.e., a matter of days or weeks)
outcomes of my actions
My convenience is a big factor in the decisions I make or the actions I take
I am willing to sacrifice my immediate happiness or well-being in order to achieve
future outcomes
I think it is more important to perform a behavior with important distant consequences
than a behavior with less-important immediate consequences
I generally ignore warnings about possible future problems because I think the
problems will be resolved before they reach crisis level

Pacing style
Graphs were used to represent four different styles of time allocation on a continuous scale.
Scale adopted from Gevers et al. (2015).
Which of the graphs below represents most strongly how you generally distribute your
activities over time when working towards a deadline? Please choose one.

deadline
activity

time

I start right away and finish the work long before the deadline.
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deadline
activity

time

I do most of the work at the beginning and at the end, so that I can slow

down in between.

deadline
activity

time

I work steadily on the task, spreading it out evenly over time.

deadline
activity

time

I do most of the work in a relatively short time before the deadline.

Job Crafting
Five-point Likert Scale was used ranging from “1 = Never” to “5 = Always”. Scale adopted
from Tims et al. (2012).
Please indicate how often you engage in the following behavior:
Increasing structural job resources (Cronbach’s α = 0.80):
• I try to develop my capabilities
• I try to develop myself professionally
• I try to learn new things at work
• I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest
• I decide on my own how I do things
Increasing social job resources (Cronbach’s α = 0.79):
• I ask my supervisor to coach me
• I ask whether my supervisor is satisfied with my work
• I look to my supervisor for inspiration
• I ask others for feedback on my job performance
• I ask colleagues for advice
Increasing challenging job demands (Cronbach’s α = 0.71):
• When an interesting project comes along, I offer myself proactively as project coworker
• If there are new developments, I am one of the first to learn about them and try them
out
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•
•
•

When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start new projects
I regularly take on extra tasks even though I do not receive extra salary for them
I try to make my work more challenging by examining the underlying relationships
between aspects of my job
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10.4 Appendix D – Validation of Constructs
Appendix D1 - Individual Ambidexterity
KMO & Bartlett’s Test
Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Data
.68
<.001

Factor Loadings after Rotation
Rotated Factor Loadings
Item
Exploration
Evaluating diverse options with respect to
.76
products/services, processes, or markets
Focusing on strong renewal of products/services or
.74
processes
Searching for new possibilities with respect to
.70
products/services, processes or markets
Activities requiring some adaptability of you
.61
Activities requiring you to learn new skills or
.53
knowledge
Activities of which it is clear to you how to conduct
them
Activities which you can properly conduct by using
your present knowledge
Activities which you carry out as if it were routine
Eigenvalues
2.85
% of variance
35.64%
α
.80

Exploitation

.77
.62
.62
1.98
24.72%
.72
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Appendix D2 - Team Climate
KMO & Bartlett’s Test
Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Data
.85
<.001

Factor Loadings after Rotation

Item

Rotated Factor Loadings
Climate for Climate for
Excellence
Trust
.80

My team critically assesses potential
weaknesses in the activities that the
team performs in order to achieve the
best possible outcome
Team members build on each other’s
ideas in order to achieve the best
possible outcome
There is a real focus among team
members that the team should achieve
the highest standards of performance
Team members are prepared to question
the basis of what the team is doing
Me and my colleagues monitor each
other so as to maintain a higher
standard of work
There are some hidden agendas in my
team
Some people in my team try to get out
of previous commitments
Team members in my department have
a strong feeling of ‘one team’
Team members in my department
collaborate well with each other
Team members in my department
consider other members’ standpoint
highly
Team members in my department keep
close ties with each other
Eigenvalues
% of variance
α

Climate for
Affiliation

.62

.60

.58
.54

.83
.50
-.76
-.62
-.58

-.45
4.65
42.30%
.81

1.14
10.35%
.64

1.05
9.57%
.77
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Appendix D3 - Polychronicity
KMO & Bartlett’s Test
Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Data
.86
<.001

Factor Loadings after Rotation
Rotated Factor Loadings
Item
Polychronicity
I prefer to do one thing at a time
.76
I would rather complete an entire project
.70
every day than complete parts of several
projects
I believe people should try to do many
.70
things at once
I believe it is best to complete one task
.65
before beginning another
I like to juggle several activities at the same .64
time
I believe people do their best work when
.62
they have many tasks to do
When I work by myself, I usually work on
.61
one task/project at a time
Eigenvalue
3.69
% of variance
52.70%
α
.85

106

Appendix D4 – Time Urgency
KMO & Bartlett’s Test
Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Data
.64
<.001

Factor Loadings after Rotation
Rotated Factor Loadings
Item
Time Urgency
I find myself hurrying to get places even
.86
when there is plenty of time
People who know me well agree that I tend .64
to do most things in a hurry
I often feel very pressed for time
.59
My spouse or a close friend would rate me
.47
as definitely relaxed and easy going
Eigenvalue
2.23
% of variance
55.65%
α
.73
Appendix D5 – Future Focus
KMO & Bartlett’s Test
Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Data
.61
<.001

Factor Loadings after Rotation
Rotated Factor Loadings
Item
Future Focus
I only act to satisfy immediate concerns,
.92
figuring the future will take care of itself
My behavior is only influenced by the
.65
immediate (i.e., a matter of days or weeks)
outcomes of my actions
I generally ignore warnings about possible
.47
future problems because I think the
problems will be resolved before they reach
crisis level
Eigenvalue
1.90
% of variance
63.24
α
.70
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Appendix D6 - Job Crafting
KMO & Bartlett’s Test
Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Data
.78
<.001

Factor Loadings after Rotation
Rotated Factor Loadings
Item
Increasing
Increasing
Challenging Job
Social Job
Demands
Resources
When there is not much to do at
.71
work, I see it as a chance to start
new projects
I try to make my work more
.65
challenging by examining the
underlying relationships between
aspects of my job
I regularly take on extra tasks
.54
even though I do not receive extra
salary for them
When an interesting project
.49
comes along, I offer myself
proactively as project co-worker
I ask whether my supervisor is
-.86
satisfied with my work
I ask my supervisor to coach me
-.71
I look to my supervisor for
-.59
inspiration
I ask colleagues for advice
-.53
I ask others for feedback on my
.36
-.52
job performance
I try to develop myself
professionally
I try to develop my capabilities
I try to learn new things at work
I make sure that I use my
capacities to the fullest
Eigenvalues
4.32
1.82
% of variance
33.20%
13.98%
α
.71
.79

Increasing
Structural Job
Resources

-.85
-.69
-.68
-.46
1.51
11.65%
.80
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Appendix D7 - Leadership Empowerment
KMO & Bartlett’s Test
Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Data
.89
<.001

Factor Loadings after Rotation
Rotated Factor Loadings
Item
Leadership Empowerment
My manager encourages me to use my
.83
talents
My manager helps me to further develop
.81
myself
My manager offers me abundant
.76
opportunities to learn new skills
My manager encourages me to come up
.74
with new ideas
My manager gives me the information I
.72
need to do my work well
My manager gives me the authority to take
.71
decisions which makes work easier for me
My manager enables me to solve problems
.59
myself instead of just telling me what to do
Eigenvalue
4.28
% of variance
61.07%
α
.89
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10.5 Appendix E – Hierarchical regression analysis with interaction effects
Individual Ambidexterity
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

β

t

β

t

β

t

β

t

β

t

β

t

Supervisor: At times

-0.12

-1.15

-0.08

-0.85

-0.12

-1.13

-0.14

-1.40

-0.10

-1.05

-0.15

-1.50

Supervisor: Yes

0.05

0.48

0.02

0.15

0.05

0.08

0.03

0.30

0.01

0.14

0.02

0.14

Team Size

0.19

2.06*

0.17

1.87

0.19

1.79

0.18

1.97

0.20

2.24*

0.17

1.87

Climate for Trust

0.15

1.44

0.17

1.61

Climate for Excellence

0.06

0.52

0.20

1.57

Climate for Affiliation

0.17

1.46

0.14

1.25

0.16

1.59

0.02

0.21

-0.09

-0.99

Control Variables

Main direct effects

Polychronicity

0.10

1.05

Time Urgency

-0.02

-0.20

Future Focus

-0.18

-1.88

Pacing Style_Steady Action

-0.01

-0.12

Pacing Style_U-Shaped

0.04

0.39

Pacing Style_Deadline

0.17

1.67

Job Crafting
Leadership Empowerment

0.17

1.86
-0.11

-0.97

0.14

1.09

0.30

2.48*

-0.29

-1.95

Interaction effects
Leadership Empowerment *
Climate for Trust
Leadership Empowerment *
Climate for Excellence
Leadership Empowerment *
Climate for Affiliation
Leadership Empowerment *
Job Crafting
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