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are increasingly common in the workplace, thus there is a need to understand the 

dynamics of ambidextrous teams.  

This thesis has examined the role of top management in team ambidexterity. This 

research has observed team dynamics and the ambidextrous tendencies in the 

organization with the intention to broaden the field of Organizational Ambidexterity. 

A case company providing financial services within the Finnish market was studied, in 

which three interviews with top management and nine interviews with team members 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

After almost three decades of academic research, the most important asset of a modern 

organization still remains as an underdeveloped business potential. Controversially, this is 

essentially the most significant asset in many organizations as it is continuously used by 

individuals and businesses alike - yet we still struggle to utilize it properly. 

This irreplaceable asset, that a company needs to exist, is knowledge. Knowledge can be very 

complex; it can be the knowledge of how to code NASA’s next multi-billion dollar space flight 

or it can be something rather simple such as knowing how to tie shoelaces. For most simple 

tasks, we generally do not need to document or supervise the task to have the knowledge 

how to perform the same task in the future. But as businesses become more and more 

complex, so does the knowledge within it.  

Knowledge in its rudimentary forms are the experiences, thoughts and skills of individuals 

(Hawryszkiewycz 2010:72; Tseng & Fan 2011:325) and it is necessary for every person, as 

without knowledge we cannot function as a society nor as individuals (Welbourne 2001:1–

2). Businesses have long struggled and sometimes succeeded to capitalize the knowledge 

within the company, and many strategies with the intention of managing this knowledge 

have been introduced. The perhaps most well-known corporate solution to administer larger 

and intricate structures of information as well as enhance learning capabilities - is 

Knowledge Management.  

Knowledge management (KM) as a strategic practice is something that emerged as a 

counterweight to the physical assets-oriented, heavily industrialized businesses (North & 

Kumta 2014:xxi; Tseng & Fan 2011:325). Additionally, improved internet accessibility also 

enabled faster and more flexible information sharing, thus establishing a need for managing 

the ever increasing amount of information. Currently, the importance of KM in modern 

companies has been recognized, as ignoring or failing to assess knowledge in a company can 

jeopardize its existence (Merat & Bo 2013; Millar, Lockett & Mahon 2016:845). With such a 

critical issue at stake, KM has become widely used and implemented by numerous 

companies.  

KM as a theory is not a new area of research, as much research has focused on either 

Information Technologies (IT) or the technological aspects of KM and more recently on 

HRM features of managing knowledge. The most recent studies have emphasized the 

organization and practical implementation of KM and refining practices.  The attention of 

KM scholars has thus shifted to the optimization processes of knowledge, and thus recent 
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studies within KM have re-introduced Organizational Ambidexterity as a business-

enhancing model (Filippini, Güttel & Nosella 2012).  

Organizational Ambidexterity is the next step for a company that either uses existing 

internal and external knowledge or is a full-out innovative entrepreneurial organization. 

Ambidexterity in business is the use of long-term exploration and short-term exploitation of 

knowledge through tasks or processes within the company and sometimes outside the 

company (Liu & Leitner 2012; Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014). The term itself has been used 

in organizational settings since the 1970’s (See Duncan 1976). However, when March (1991) 

explored the idea further he piqued the interest of other scholars, leading to a substantial 

amount of new studies of ambidextrous organizations in the last decade. Ambidexterity as a 

research area may help organizations respond more quickly to the ever-changing business 

environment, and aid with maintaining the appropriate balance in a specific situation. 

One prominent research area within Organizational Ambidexterity is ambidexterity in 

traditional teams and also within top management teams (see Heavey & Simsek 2017; 

Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016; Li 2013; Lubatkin, Simsek, Ling & Veiga 2006; Rodriguez & 

Hechanova 2014; Schippers, West & Dawson 2015; Venugopal, Srinivas, Kumar & Krishnan 

2017 et cetera). Top management affects teams through strategic work (Lubatkin et al. 2006) 

and actions (Li, Lin & Tien 2015), this seemingly central role of top managers in team 

ambidexterity is however yet to be established. 

Modern organizations tend to involve more team and group collaborations than ever before, 

yet teamwork is still not used to its full potential (Kozlowski & Ilgen 2006; Sjøvold & 

Anderson 2008:10; Svedberg 2012:182). Teamwork that involves autonomy is frequently 

still met with resistance from management (Maynard, Gilson & Mathieu 2012), although 

research shows that empowering a group relates to better group effectiveness (Campion & 

Higgs 1993) and enables independent teamwork (Henrikson 2017:212). Perhaps it is time to 

think about how to provide teams with the appropriate tools while simultaneously providing 

management with support and objects for increasing team ambidexterity. 

1.1 Problematization 

Many studies within ambidexterity have focused on the explorative and exploitative tasks in 

larger organizations (Jansen, George, Van Den Bosh & Volberda 2008; Kao & Chen 2016; 

Lubatkin et al. 2006; Oehmichen, Heyden, Georgakakis & Volberda 2017) and some on 

small to medium-sized organizations with the purpose of finding more appropriate solutions 

to fit the organizational size (Ajayi, Odusanya & Morton 2017; Clercq, Thongpapanl & Dimov 
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2014). Other studies have sought to explain integration of ambidextrous activities with the 

help of structural, contextual and sequential ambidexterity (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004). 

However, many of the studies conducted on small to medium-sized companies are yet 

abstract and difficult to implement (Turner, Swart & Maylor 2013).  

Structural ambidexterity is evidently dominating within larger organizations - especially 

since larger companies intend to have the R&D department manage all ambidextrous 

activities (Birkinshaw & Gibson 2004). One reason for this may be that contextual 

ambidexterity can more easily be managed in smaller companies as there are less 

hierarchical levels. Larger companies may assign specific teams or units for explorative and 

exploitative activities, which proposes an interesting question whether a small to medium-

sized company might be implementing only one ambidexterity type or a combination of 

structural and contextual ambidexterity. 

A significant part of earlier research within Organizational Ambidexterity has focused on 

either the general aspects of ambidextrous business activates, or the unit or people-specific 

features. However, it seems like there is little prior research on ambidextrous teams that are 

not top management teams (See research of Heavey & Simsek 2017; Lubatkin et al. 2006). 

This is possibly since in many companies, especially small to medium-sized companies, 

ambidexterity is created as a strategic decision within the top management team (Kortmann 

2015). The top management team thus integrates the strategy into the company. 

Nonetheless the issue remains that close to no studies have focused on the dynamics 

between teams and top management and what the role of top management is in team 

ambidexterity. The reason for this might be that many teams have an assigned team leader 

or supervisor that supports the team instead (Havermans, Den Hartog, Keegan & Uhl-Bien 

2015). 

Top management affects the team through their behavior (Li, Lin & Tien 2015) and guide 

teams with the help of a company strategy (Kortmann 2015). Nonetheless, ambidextrous 

teams are also created by the dynamics within the team, so the team structure (Jørgensen & 

Becker 2017) and collaboration are vital for ambidextrous activities (Chermack, Bodwell & 

Glick 2010:139). 

Ambidexterity in traditional teams is however as common as ambidexterity in top 

management teams (Liu & Leitner 2012; Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014:22) and should 

therefore be studied to get a better understanding of team dynamics and ambidexterity. 

Parker (2014) mentions that team autonomy might make a difference for what kind of 
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ambidextrous activities are supported; to improve exploration more autonomy is needed 

within the team and vice versa. Nevertheless, top management, managers and supervisors 

impact team ambidexterity through their interactions and leadership styles (Havermans et 

al. 2015). 

1.2 Aim of the study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the role of top management in team ambidexterity. 

This purpose is to be achieved by examining explorative and exploitative tasks and practices 

within the team and examining the dynamics between top management and teams. 

Additionally to the aim of the study, the research questions are the following: 

RQ1: What is the classification of the teams and what are the team dynamics of the studied 

teams? 

RQ2: What is the evidence of organizational and team ambidexterity in the case company? 

Since teams are the main focus of this thesis - different types of teams, team empowerment 

as well as teamwork is studied to better understand team ambidexterity. By examining tasks, 

practices and processes, this study aims to identify and find evidence of organizational and 

team ambidexterity.  

The empirical data collection thus involves interviewing top managers and team members in 

a case company. This is to identify possible ambidextrous tendencies in the teams and get a 

better understanding of the dynamics between team ambidexterity and top management. 

First, there is a need to better understand Organizational Ambidexterity as well as what the 

activities, processes and values of teams and top management are.  

What makes this issue relevant is that team ambidexterity seemingly lacks more concrete 

evidence of how ambidexterity is created and implemented, as many studies forego the 

practicalities of team ambidexterity. The author of this thesis intends to map out what the 

ambidextrous activities are in the case company by examining how the relationship between 

top management and teams. It is necessary to study how this relation might encourage 

explorative and exploitative behavior and how it relates to team ambidexterity. By 

conducting a practical research and examining the evidence of this study, the author is 

confident that the results provide a better understanding of how to manage and improve 

team ambidexterity. 



 5 

Organizational Ambidexterity is to some extent a new area of research, and there are some 

issues with the concept and definition of ambidexterity in a business context. There may be 

several underlying factors that affect ambidexterity, especially when discussing the role of 

top management, and dynamics between top management and teams. A deeper 

understanding may allow some leverage to improve Organizational Ambidexterity, thus also 

perhaps improving the understanding of a specific part of the organization. 

1.3 Limitations 

Citing the purpose of this study, “to examine the role of top management in team 

ambidexterity” through the dynamics between top management and teams, this empirical 

part of this study is conducted with the help of a case study. The case study provides a better 

insight to the situation of this specific company. 

As most service-based firms are characterized by their dependency on knowledge, it is 

relevant that the empirical part of this study focuses on a service company, rather than on a 

manufacturing business. Thus, the case company chosen for the empirical study is a small to 

medium-sized Finnish company operating within the private business sector. The company 

provides both Business to Consumer (B2C) and Business to Business (B2B) financial 

services.  This service company is hereafter called Innova as the case company has requested 

the company name to be omitted.  

This thesis focuses on a specified amount of members of top management, as well as on 

members from three different teams. As this thesis discusses dynamics of teams and top 

management, the focus thus is on tasks and processes of people, rather than on programs or 

technology.   

The general word team is henceforth used to describe teams throughout the thesis, although 

the teams in this study might be classified as traditional work groups. The difference 

between these is discussed in chapter 3.0. However, so as to stay consistent the word team is 

used when discussing the participated teams. Second, as mentioned, the teams within this 

study are called teams within the organization as well, and prior to the literature review of 

this paper, it is not clear whether the teams should be called teams or work groups. 

Additionally, the interview guide is based on the word team as to make the questions more 

understandable for participants.  
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1.4 Definitions 

Organizational Ambidexterity: Finding and upholding the appropriate balance between 

exploration and exploitation (March 1991; Liu & Leitner 2012; Rodriguez & Hechanova 

2014; Venugopal et al. 2017). 

Contextual ambidexterity: A type of ambidexterity where decision-making is decentralized, 

thus the front-line employees are in charge of ambidextrous activities. (Birkinshaw & Gibson 

2004) 

Exploration: Explorative behavior is characterized by activities such as creativity, adventure, 

and risk-taking (Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014:22), thus exploration is characterized by 

long-term behavior (Oehmichen et al. 2017). 

Exploitation: Exploitative behavior is characterized by behaviors such as results orientation, 

systemization, and efficiency (Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014:22) and fine-polishing available 

data (Wolf, Cantner, Graf & Rothgang 2017). It is a short-term perspective (Oehmichen et al. 

2017). 

Knowledge Management (KM): Providing personnel with relevant data and empowering 

them to use the information to understand the situation better (Brelade & Harman 2003:5) 

to enable continuous organizational learning (Dalkir 2011:4). 

Structural ambidexterity: Structural ambidexterity separates different types of activities in a 

company, thus the organization usually has a dedicated R&D department. Common in larger 

organizations. (Birkinshaw & Gibson 2004) 

Team: Traditional teams and work groups at the workplace. Teams are more self-managed 

and the members have specific roles or skills (Leroy 2001, as cited in Zoltan & Vancea 

2015:96). Work groups have common goals that are the goals of the whole organization 

(Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:11) and where the team members work individually toward this 

goal (Svedberg  2012:171).  

1.5 Structure 

This chapter has introduced the concept of knowledge within the organization through KM 

and Organizational Ambidexterity. The problematizations, aim of the study, the limitation as 

well as the empirical method have been discussed.  
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Chapter two further presents the key concept of this thesis. A literature review of core 

concepts, such as Knowledge Management and Organizational Ambidexterity is presented. 

This chapter defines key concepts and provides a general understanding of practical 

implications of a knowledge-based organization and an introduction to explorative and 

exploitative processes and activities. Additionally, the chapter provides an insight of 

previous studies within ambidexterity of both teams and top management. A critical look at 

both KM and ambidexterity is also be presented. Chapter three is likewise a part of the 

literature review; here the focus lies on teams, as this paper’s purpose is to examine team 

ambidexterity. Team empowerment and teamwork is discussed in this chapter, as to provide 

a better understanding of team dynamics that might affect team ambidexterity. In this 

chapter team and work group is defined in order to understand the difference between 

exploration and exploitation. The chapter ends with a summary of chapter two and three.   

In chapter four, the methodology and data collection is presented. The chapter begins with 

presenting the research design and the approach for this study and later the method and 

data collection for a more in-depth discussion of implemented qualitative. The ethical 

implication of the study is also discussed in more detail. In addition, this chapter describes 

how the collected data is analyzed and presented in the analysis.  

The analysis of collected data from interviews is presented in chapter five. The chapter is 

divided into four different categories that have been identified from the collected data. The 

empirical evidence is presented by quotations from the twelve interviewees in this study.  

Conclusions of the study are presented in chapter six. The chapter discusses the connection 

between the evidence and prior research, as well as the practical implications of this thesis. 

Thoughts for further research are presented. Chapter seven summarizes this study in 

Swedish. 
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2 KNOWLEDGE IN BUSINESS 

This chapter discusses theories and earlier research related to Knowledge Management 

(KM), the practice of KM in modern companies as well as ambidexterity.  First, this section 

of the thesis discusses the core definitions of KM; how it is defined, why it is regarded as a 

characteristic of a successful company and how KM works in practice. The second major 

topic of this paper is Organizational Ambidexterity. This part discusses research and 

evidence of ambidexterity in business and the two main parts of ambidexterity - exploration 

and exploitation. Lastly, this chapter describes earlier research of ambidexterity within top 

management and in teams. 

2.1 Defining Knowledge Management  

As with many theoretical concepts and ideas, there are numerous different ways of 

describing Knowledge Management as a theory. For better understanding what KM is, 

defining what knowledge is to people helps understand the many layers of KM.  

Knowledge is a necessary part of people and it is something most of us have or can obtain, 

whether intentional or not. Knowledge is valuable to us, not only so that we can function as a 

society, but for our personal growth and survival as well (Welbourne 2001:1–2). Humans are 

naturally curious and need knowledge to survive, thus trying to answer why something is a 

certain way leads to obtaining knowledge (Ortega y Gasset & García-Gómez 2002:2; 

Welbourne 2001:94).  

Knowledge is, however, different than information and data, even though they are often used 

as synonyms. Data is the already transcribed evidence of knowledge and information is the 

channel that delivers the data while knowledge is experience-based (Leonard-Barton 

2011:xiv). This is further supported by Hawryszkiewycz (2010:72) and Tseng and Fan 

(2011:325), as they define knowledge as something that an individual possesses due to their 

ideas, thoughts, expertise and skills. Lambe (2007:3) describes knowledge as intangible, but 

can become physical if we choose to use or store it with the help of tools. 

KM is a product of the increased digitalization in the 1990’s as well as a counterweight to the 

strategic focus of physical assets (North & Kumta 2014:xxi; Tseng & Fan 2011:325). KM is 

undoubtedly a crucial asset for any modern company (Merat & Bo 2013; Millar, Lockett & 

Mahon 2016:845) as knowledge assets provide a competitive advantage (Del Giudice & 

Maggioni 2014; Machado & Davim 2014:81). Competitive advantage is thus linked to KM 

and knowledge sharing, and a company must have the ability to exploit this in order to 
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survive long-term (Ajayi, Odusanya and Morton 2017; Machado & Davim 2014:82). Simply, 

as Castrogiovanni, Ribeiro-Soriano, Mas-Tur and Roig-Tierno (2016:1812) put it: 

“Knowledge management plays a fundamental role in the success of an organization's 

activities and strategies. Conversely, if organizations fail to consider knowledge 

management, they may miss business opportunities” (Castrogiovanni et al. 2016:1812). 

There are numerous different ways to look at and experience KM practices, so it is no 

surprise that researchers in the field disagree on a mutual definition. Some define KM as 

“doing what is needed to get the most out of knowledge resources” (Becerra-Fernandez & 

Sabherwal 2015:4), while another simplified definition is the ability to collect and manage 

information and data (Lambe 2007:2). Another more systematic view of KM is giving 

employees access to relevant data and giving them the right tools to use that knowledge 

(Brelade & Harman 2003:5). There is seemingly no easy way to explain what KM is, as 

Dalkir (2011) mentions, the description would have to capture the whole process of finding, 

storing and using knowledge. The definition Dalkir gives thus attempts to capture all of this 

at once: 

Knowledge management is the deliberate and systematic coordination of an organization’s people, 
technology, process, and organizational structure in order to add value through reuse and innovation. 
This is achieved through the promotion of creating, sharing and applying knowledge as well as through 
the feeding of valuable lessons learned and best practices into corporate memory in order to foster 
continued organizational learning. (Dalkir 2011:4) 

Although the definitions of KM vary, the two aspects they have in common is the presence of 

data and people. KM can thus be seen as the connection and interaction between these two 

(Brelade & Harman 2003:5).  

A common way to explain how data and people cooperate and interact is by looking at what 

the two major types of knowledge are; tacit and explicit knowledge. Tacit and explicit 

knowledge is a broadly researched area within KM, as management and processing of tacit 

knowledge work differently from explicit knowledge and vice versa. Tacit knowledge is 

something that cannot easily be put into words, as it is the expertise an individual that comes 

with time. Explicit knowledge conversely is easier to document since it can easily be 

understood by others that might not have the know-how of the subject at hand. 

(Hawryszkiewycz 2010:73)  

Tacit knowledge is the building blocks for the final product; this type of knowledge is used as 

know-how of how to make or process something, and the final outcome is then presented as 

explicit knowledge (Dalkir 2011:10). Tacit knowledge always exists in an organization; in the 

most rudimentary business units and organizational layers, tacit knowledge has a constant 
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presence, even centralization dos not affect tacit knowledge (Merat & Bo 2013). North and 

Kumta (2014:50) propose an interesting view on tacit and explicit knowledge; there can be 

an uneven distribution of knowledge that is either caused by structural or individual factors, 

which might result in conflicts and hiding of knowledge (North & Kumta 2014:50).  

2.1.1 Knowledge Management in practice 

As mentioned earlier, the core of KM is people and knowledge (Brelade & Harman 2003:5), 

but there are more layers to consider when implementing KM. Many different theories 

hypothesize on how KM is structured, and what the key elements and parts are. 

For example, Becerra-Fernandez and Sabherwal (2015:5) describe some of the key 

components in KM to be human capital, knowledge, skills, organizational culture, databases, 

processes and structures. On the other hand, North and Kumta (2014:xviii) explain that 

there are five central aspects of KM; acquiring, creating, sharing, using knowledge, and 

learning knowledge. Millar, Lockett and Mahon (2016) have deduced this number to three: 

how knowledge is attained, stored and accessed. 

According to Levy (2011:598), knowledge continuity has three stages; prioritizing 

knowledge, transferring knowledge and integrating this knowledge. This is further explained 

by North and Kumta (2014) as a process where information needs to continuously be 

transferred and integrated into the company; the knowledge and expertise of experts and 

senior employees build up an information system that the rest of the organization can 

access. This is especially vital for the longevity of the organization, as new employees need to 

be able to access explicit knowledge (North & Kumta 2014). 

KM practices need to be strengthened by the organization’s staff, thus providing employees 

with training and mentoring enables familiarization and subsequently increased the chance 

of implementing KM successfully (Akhavan, Ramezan & Moghaddam 2013). 

Not only is KM needed to exploit the knowledge within a company, but KM as a practice also 

works as a mediator of knowledge. KM enables knowledge sharing and collection amongst 

people not only individually and in teams but also in the people networks within and outside 

of the company. (Hawryszkiewycz 2010:10)  

2.2 Knowledge-intensive companies 

A knowledge-intensive firm is an organization that learns and converts knowledge to create 

success (Baskerville & Dulipovici 2015:63; North & Kumta 2014:18). However, since that 
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would classify every company ever to exist as a knowledge-intensive company Ichijō and 

Nonaka argue that it is “inappropriate to consider all companies knowledge-intensive” 

(Ichijō & Nonaka 2007:206). According to the scholars, a knowledge-intensive firm should 

be labeled such if knowledge is crucial for the survival of the organization (Ichijō & Nonaka 

2007:206–207). A knowledge-intensive company not only learns from the successes and 

failures of their business but also has the ability to learn from the mistakes of other 

companies (Millar, Lockett & Mahon 2016; Rivkin 2001).  

However, using external sources of experience may not always be a good way to achieve 

success. Innovative, external information might not allow for a greater amount of knowledge 

intake at once, thus overwhelming departments in charge of innovative activities (Hoang & 

Rothaermel 2010). The solution to this challenge is perhaps to use the information that 

already exists in competitors and using that information to improve innovative activities 

(Hoang & Rothaermel 2010). Another way to facilitate external knowledge in knowledge-

intensive companies is by creating shared knowledge fields where information is stored and 

managed by facilitators together with managers (Lavikka, Smeds & Jaatinen 2015). These 

types of knowledge collections are often supported by technologies to maximize efficiency 

(Becerra-Fernandez & Sabherwal 2015:93). 

Online knowledge sharing has become an increasingly popular way of supporting knowledge 

sharing. Transferring knowledge between employees is perceived to be an effective way to 

obtain knowledge, while the level of contributions from different users might differ 

(Hawryszkiewycz 2010:111; Pee & Min 2017:438). Hawryszkiewycz (2010:111) notes that 

even though technology has made sharing knowledge easier and faster, these systems might 

unintentionally become a social platform where relevant issues of the company are not 

shared or discussed as to maintain lighter conversations.  

Holsapple (2004:6–7) also mentions that many technological systems still hinder the 

potential of employees rather than encourages them to improve. It cannot, however, be 

denied that IT systems that emerged from progress in technology have helped KM practices. 

These IT tools have enabled the gathering of massive amounts of knowledge into one, 

accessible place, instead of individuals storing the same information on paper or in their 

head, thus minimizing the loss and increasing the utility of this knowledge (Spender 

2004:61). Something as simple as a company intranet could be seen as KM technology 

initiative (Ruggles 1998:82).  
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Due to the increasingly easy access to knowledge and information, employees are expected 

to constantly collect knowledge to perform tasks as efficiently as possible (Kozlov, 

Engelmann, Buder & Hesse 2015:15). However, organizations need their knowledge assets to 

be competitive, and these types of assets are not easily replaced since replicating them is 

resource intensive (Machado & Davim 2014:81). KM practices should nonetheless be 

implemented gradually and it is vital to make sure that the implemented parts work as 

intended before implementing new ones (Filippini, Güttel & Nosella 2012). 

2.3 Defining Organizational Ambidexterity 

Organizational Ambidexterity is not a new theory, but it has prevailed as a research area as 

enhancing knowledge in business is a popular new paradigm of research. The intention with 

Organizational Ambidexterity is to assist in the continuity of business by looking at both 

short-term and long-term activities (O’Reilly & Tushman 2013). There are still some 

misconception concerning the term Organizational Ambidexterity, and as O’Reilly and 

Tushman (2013) describe it: “ the generic use of Organizational Ambidexterity is vague and 

simply refers to the ability of a firm to do two things simultaneously” (O’Reilly & Tushman 

2013:330) and like many other theoretical concepts, this does not provide a sufficient 

description for the theory. However, a widely accepted definition of Organizational 

Ambidexterity is finding and upholding the appropriate balance between exploration and 

exploitation (Liu & Leitner 2012; March 1991; Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014; Venugopal et 

al. 2017).  

Markides (2008:101) provides more tangible examples for what type of sources can be used 

to obtain Organizational Ambidexterity, such as using the brand, capital resources as well as 

the occupational skills of the workforce. In business practice, this usually involves an 

intricate combination of leadership, empowerment and diversity of tasks, processes and 

people (Ajayi, Odusanya & Morton 2017:663). 

Since exploration and exploitation are observed to be on the far ends of the spectrum, the 

increase of one most likely leads to a decrease of the other (Guisado-González, González-

Blanco & Coca-Pérez 2017).  Finding this balance is crucial - if too much weight is put on one 

side of the spectrum, the company might find itself in a low profitability zone or an invention 

stagnation- both that are bad for business (Nieto-Rodriguez 2014). Luo, Zhang, Xu and Ling 

(2015) point out that long-term exploitation without exploration will lead to stagnation of 

new discoveries, thus ultimately leading to business failure. Similarly, exploration without 

exploitation is not good for business as it creates an environment where experimentation 
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and innovation is not documented or learned from, thus no information nor profit is gained 

(Luo et al. 2015).  However, some researchers argue that exploration and exploitation can 

complement each other, instead of competing for resources (Chen & Katila 2008:208, as 

cited in O’Reilly & Tushman 2013).  

Rodriguez and Hechanova (2014) explain the core concepts of exploration and exploitation 

as following: 

Explorative behavior is characterized by creativity, adventure, and risk taking. A person in an 
explorative mode produces a myriad of divergent ideas and as many as possible alternatives to 
problem- solving or opportunity seeking. On the other hand, exploitative behavior is characterized by 
results orientation, systemization, and efficiency. (Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014:22) 

One of the earliest descriptions by March (1991) defined exploration as ‘‘experimentation 

with new alternatives that have returns that are uncertain, distant, and often negative’’ 

(March 1991:85), and exploitation as predictable, as exploitation does not involve many 

risks. Thus, explorative tasks are commonly seen as risky, long-term behavior while 

exploitative processes are short-term (Oehmichen et al. 2017) and mostly lean toward fine-

polishing available information (Oehmichen et al. 2017; Wolf et al. 2017). 

The long-term focus of exploration enables companies to direct their attention to the search 

for knowledge to use for innovative purposes (Wolf et al. 2017:3). However, the risk of 

explorative behavior is difficult to foresee long-term, thus exploitation needs to strengthen 

the explorative behavior to minimize risks (Oehmichen et al. 2017). This is supported further 

by Luo et al. (2015), as their study suggests that exploitation is perceived as a safe activity, as 

it produces reliable and standard solutions. Naturally, this makes explorative activities more 

fluctuating and outcomes often vary greatly, leading to a lower expectation of results (Luo et 

al. 2015). 

Aspects of explorative tasks such as creativity are difficult to balance against productivity, as 

organizations interpret balance differently and operate under different types of 

circumstances. Thus, organizations must react to the environment in an appropriate way to 

maximize the exploration to efficiency ratio. (Chae, Seo & Lee 2015:83) 

Since exploration and exploitation are perceived to be the opposite of one another, 

Organizational Ambidexterity might therefore require a specific organizational structure and 

strategies (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Another study indicates that work processes, 

specifically designed by the Human Resource (HR) department or by a management team, 

can help improve the competence of every organizational component, consequently 

improving organizational performance (Patel, Messersmith & Lepak 2013). Explorative 
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behavior seems to be achieved faster by constructing projects in a manner that clearly states 

goals (Filippini, Güttel & Nosella 2012). Filippini, Güttel and Nosella (2012) also argue that a 

well-established process structure also improves long-term activities by enabling knowledge 

exchange of short-range solutions. Another explorative task is finding innovative solutions 

for relevant issues (Filippini, Güttel & Nosella 2012).  

Luo et al. (2015) mention that exploration later typically transitions to exploitation, as 

knowledge from a new solution found through explorative activities are transcribed and used 

as a reference in similar activities. 

Lubatkin et al. (2006) deliberate that since the focus of Organizational Ambidexterity is on 

large organizations rather than small companies, ambidexterity is often implemented by the 

wrong organizational standards. Limited research on small to medium-sized companies has 

been conducted, to which Turner, Swart and Maylor (2013) argue that earlier research about 

small companies are not tangible and cannot be implemented as they are now. 

Ambidextrous activity within a company is resource intensive (Caniëls, Neghina & 

Schaetsaert 2017:1100; Simsek, Heavey, Veiga & Souder 2009), but is also significant, if not 

necessary for the long-term survival of the company (Oehmichen et al. 2017; Rabeh, 

Jiménez-Jiménez & Martinéz-Costa 2013:196; Turner, Swart & Maylor 2013). Still, an 

organization needs to implement and manage ambidexterity correctly, if it is to succeed to 

maintain business in the future (Chen 2017; Jansen et al. 2008:982). Even though 

ambidextrous activities are common in large organizations (Birkinshaw & Gibson 2004; 

O’Reilly and Tushman 2013), Organizational Ambidexterity in small to medium-sized 

companies can be stimulated by resource shortage as it may stimulate creativity (Chang & 

Hughes 2011).   

Wolf et al. (2017) also propose that the type of industry affects both exploration and 

exploitation. A flat organization may also affect ambidexterity in teams, perhaps even in a 

positive way (Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016). Ambidexterity in a business setting can also be 

influenced by an organization’s CEO or a similarly influential role, especially exploitative and 

innovative behavior, as they might take risks easier (Sariol & Abebe 2017). Still, the research 

of Turner, Maylor and Swart (2015) showed that ambidexterity might not be the outcome of 

a measured strategy, but can be achieved without knowing. Additionally, Chae, Seo and Lee 

(2015) propose that KM strategies depend on task difficulty. According to their research, 

difficult tasks need a more explorative approach, while exploitative behavior is more relevant 

for tasks of low difficulty. 
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2.3.1 Structural, Contextual  and Sequential Ambidexterity 

One of the most common ways to explain the different types of ambidexterity originates 

from Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) where the authors divide explorative and exploitative 

behaviors into structural ambidexterity and contextual ambidexterity (see Table 1). 

According to this model, structural ambidexterity separates different types of activities in a 

company, motivated by the fact that completely different activities are done best in 

specialized units or teams. As to balance out the gap between units, a contextual approach to 

ambidexterity empowers the individual to act autonomously to create a more reactive and 

dynamic type of ambidexterity. Structural ambidexterity denotes for centralized decision-

making from top management where specific skills and defined responsibilities are involved. 

Contextual ambidexterity on the contrary is characterized by decentralized decision-making, 

flexible roles and the general use of employees’ knowledge. (Birkinshaw & Gibson 2004)  

Additionally, Greenberg (2011:29) explains that switching between innovations created from 

new data and analytical approaches from already available data characterizes contextual 

ambidexterity. Concrete evidence of this method of fluctuation and its effectiveness can be 

found in the study of Laureiro‐Martínez, Zollo, Canessa and Brusoni (2015). These authors’ 

research of different parts of the brain proved that exploration and exploitation stimulate 

different parts of the brain, and switching between these two tasks thus means exploiting 

this capacity as much as possible (Laureiro‐Martínez et al. 2015). Another study by Ajayi, 

Odusanya and Morton (2017) correlates a positive link between decentralization and 

employee participation in ambidexterity, which further supports the model of Birkinshaw 

and Gibson. However, changing from explorative tasks to exploitative activities and vice 

versa can be harmful to the company if done without a thorough investigation and 

Table 1 Structural Ambidexterity vs. Contextual Ambidexterity (Birkinshaw & Gibson 
2004:50) 
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motivation (Swift 2016). To counteract this issue, companies aiming for active exploration 

and exploitation can implement different types of ambidexterity in different business units 

(Chen 2017). According to Chen (2017), structural ambidexterity should be implemented on 

a general level of doing business, and contextual ambidexterity in units and teams.  

Structural ambidexterity is capital-consuming, thus smaller companies are unable at times 

to implement this type of ambidexterity. Therefore, choosing to integrate ambidextrous 

activities instead of creating a specific team or unit for explorative and exploitative processes 

may be the affordable choice. (Patel, Messersmith & Lepak 2013) 

However, structural ambidexterity might not be necessary for introducing ambidextrous 

activities into the company (Markides 2008:99). From the study of Markides and Charitou 

(2004), the authors concluded that success can be achieved through the strategic integration 

of ambidextrous activities into the current organizational structure. Thus, Markides 

(2008:101) proposes that the success of structural ambidexterity depends on not limiting the 

newly formed unit’s ability to properly exploit existing skills and strengths. A success factor 

for contextual ambidexterity may be to focus on explorative tasks and trying to minimize the 

risk of interference by the parent unit or company (Markides 2008:101). 

The main differences are that contextual ambidexterity, as seen in the model of Birkinshaw 

and Gibson, focuses on individuals whereas structural ambidexterity centers on units 

(O’Reilly & Tushman 2013). Contextual ambidexterity can be implemented when the right 

type of mindset is shared by employees, however according to O’Reilly and Tushman (2013), 

not much else information is available on how contextual ambidexterity is defined and 

practiced. Nonetheless, McCarthy and Gordon clarify contextual ambidexterity to some 

extent, as it “involves creating an organizational context [...] that will allow exploitation and 

exploration behaviors to transpire in the same organizational unit” (McCarthy & Gordon 

2011:241). The authors also mention that belief systems such as HR related processes and 

workforce training are a major part of contextual ambidexterity, as the focus needs to be on 

the individual level (McCarthy & Gordon 2011:241).  

Chen (2017) also mentions a third type of Organizational Ambidexterity - sequential 

ambidexterity (also called temporal ambidexterity) - which allegedly is the best choice in a 

project setting. Sequential ambidexterity is a flexible system where the focus is on reacting to 

the environment and thereafter taking the best course of action, either exploration or 

exploitation (O’Reilly & Tushman 2013). O’Reilly and Tushman (2013) describe that the 

research of this type of ambidexterity mostly focus long-term that involves a larger amount 



 17 

of data, thus larger companies are encouraged to implement sequential ambidexterity rather 

than smaller firms (Chen & Katila 2008, as cited in O’Reilly & Tushman 2013). Chen and 

Katila (2008, as cited in O’Reilly & Tushman 2013) also mention that entrepreneurial and 

smaller firms that constantly need to change their business for survival-purposes are 

unlikely to succeed implementing sequential ambidexterity. 

2.3.2 Ambidextrous teams 

The increasing amount of studies on knowledge and KM has brought attention to individual 

and collaborative knowledge.  The benefits of combining this knowledge to create knowledge 

entities provide an opportunity for better utilization (Hawryszkiewycz 2010:10). 

Ambidexterity is not only limited to top management or to the ambidexterity of an 

organization, but is also displayed on an individual level as well as within teams (Liu & 

Leitner 2012; Rodriguez 2014:22). Erhardt (2011) concludes that teamwork requires 

knowledge sharing of more complex processes in opposed to individual knowledge input, 

especially when explorative behavior is at hand. In the research of Clercq, Thongpapanl and 

Dimov (2014), the results indicate that if a team displays a high degree of competitive 

behavior, the amount of shared knowledge decreases, and thus ambidextrous activities 

deteriorate.  

The level of top manager risk-taking evidently affects teams, for if a team perceives the 

manager to take risks, the team is more likely to do so as well, thus simultaneously 

enhancing explorative behavior (Li, Lin & Tien 2015). Additionally, the personality of 

managers and team leaders affect the team, not only the level of risk-taking but also the 

courage of the leader (Amos & Klimoski 2014). 

One of the prerequisites of knowledge sharing is trust. Especially in teams and work groups, 

a trusting environment is key, as it enables members to willingly share knowledge. The 

knowledge shared not only affects the team itself, but the knowledge also moves to many 

different parts of the organization. (Navimpour & Charband 2016) 

One study shows that work groups or teams are most effective when continuously discussing 

issues and when a reward system for teamwork is established (Barrick, Bradley, Kristof- 

Brown & Colbert 2007). Barrick et al. (2007) also mention that teams that only trust the 

mechanics of the team, and not the people, are inclined to fail as a team. Additionally, 

debates concerning the autonomy of a work group, unit or team are often relevant to 

Organizational Ambidexterity. As Parker (2014) mentions, exploitation may need a certain 
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type of autonomy, but exploration units might need a wider range of independence for more 

effective explorative activities. Parker also mentions that feedback is vital for both 

spectrums; however, issues like creating connections with the end user of a product or 

service might be more crucial for explorative groups or units (Parker 2014).   

Teams need to be compromised of different types of people with differentiated skills to 

achieve ambidexterity (Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016). The research of Kao and Chen (2016) 

shows that there is a correlation between the efficiency of individual ambidexterity and an 

employee’s intrinsic motivation, thus a manager needs to know these motivators on a more 

personal level to achieve a higher level of ambidexterity. Teams should thus be able to move 

fluently between exploration and exploitation with or without coordination only with the 

help and support of a manager (Jørgensen & Becker 2017). Nonetheless, if a team is to 

achieve ambidexterity, there must be a process of collaborative knowledge and experience-

sharing, and the team must use this combined knowledge in order to achieve the goals set for 

them (Chermack, Bodwell & Glick 2010:139). 

Parker (2014) argues that exploitative tasks are expected to require a more bureaucratic 

environment while explorative activities within a unit or group should be more stimulating 

to create more explorative activities such as innovation. 

As mentioned, top management plays a major role in creating strategy, and this also is the 

case in ambidexterity within a company; top management formulates the strategic and on 

what levels in the organization (Kortmann 2015).  Team ambidexterity is thus a product of 

the strategic work from top management (Kortmann 2015). Not only should top 

management support team ambidexterity (Li 2013) but as Jørgensen and Becker (2017) 

conclude, team structure plays a vital role in enabling ambidexterity. Another research by 

Jansen, Papalexandris, Michalache & Kostopoulos (2016) shows that team ambidexterity is 

affected by socio-psychological factors (team cohesion and team efficacy) and that the level 

of effective ambidexterity of teams additionally is affected by leadership.  

Leadership is an essential support function for team ambidexterity. Results show that simply 

the interaction between teams and team leaders or managers can lead to contextual 

ambidexterity if the leadership style is dynamic enough (Havermans et al. 2015). Luo et al. 

(2015) propose that ambidexterity needs to be balanced continuously, and thus managers 

should function as a support and inspire individuals or groups to manage their time 

efficiently between explorative and exploitative activities. 



 19 

The findings of Zacher, Robinson and Rosing (2016) of employee’s self-reported innovative 

performance indicate that when employees have high levels of explorative and exploitative 

activities experience their innovative capabilities are supposedly higher as well. Additionally, 

the researchers suggest that there is a connection between the innovation of employees and 

leadership; the overall openness and attitude towards innovative behavior of employees is 

affected by leadership. (Zacher, Robinson & Rosing 2016) 

2.3.3 Top management and leadership 

Lubatkin et al. (2006) debate that ambidexterity in smaller sized companies is heavily 

influenced by top management teams since top management is in responsible for making 

comprehensive organizational and strategical choices due to less hierarchical levels. On a 

more general level, according to Heavey and Simsek (2017), managers are the key to 

attaining Organizational Ambidexterity as their leadership style has a major impact on lower 

hierarchical levels.  

The leadership style best suited for team ambidexterity is much debated. As mentioned in 

Mom, Van Den Bosch and Volberda (2007), top management leadership affects 

ambidextrous activities to some extent, and Parker (2014) adds that issues such as work 

design and job rotations for a specific unit or group might balance certain types of 

leadership. Nonetheless transformational and transactional leadership fit the purpose of 

exploration and exploitation well (Aga, Noorderhaven & Vallejo 2016; Vera & Crossan 

2004). This is further supported by Aga, Noorderhaven and Vallejo (2016) as their study 

emphasize that a transformational leadership style endorses motivational aspects and leads 

to the overall success of teams. However, managers and team members value long-term and 

short-term plans differently, possibly creating concerns in the future of the organization’s 

survival, thus success is subjective (Gevers, Driedonks, Jelniek & van Weele 2015). 

Top managers with a more conservative and performance-oriented way of leadership, brings 

forth exploitative behavior in employees since the focus is on making the most use of the 

assets a company already has. This transactional leadership style has an opposite; 

transformational leadership seeks to explore and engage in adventurous activities. Thus, 

transformational leadership is more exploration oriented and is recommended for 

companies that wish to innovate. (Vera & Crossan 2004)  

Whatever the leadership style might be, Sun and Anderson (2011) emphasize that the 

leadership must enhance the individual’s abilities by supporting and encouraging problem-

solving, questioning established believes and being creative. 
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The findings of Kauppila and Tempelaar (2016) point that ambidexterity is facilitated 

through a leadership model that supports the team by applying high but reachable goals. 

Additionally, mentoring the individual in acknowledging their own skills and personal 

motivators enhance the ability to exploit the knowledge an individual already possesses (Sun 

& Anderson 2011). Thus, top management might have to be more informal if the intention is 

to create a more ambidextrous environment, especially in an explorative environment (Li 

2013). Leadership may need an indirect role as well, thus leaders might work as mediators of 

knowledge; allocating and coordinating information for the team members to use (Simsek et 

al. 2009). This is further emphasized by Havermans et al. (2015) as a leader should support 

the daily processes and practices of a team.   

Information sharing within a team is crucial and observant team members recognize when 

information exchange with other team members is needed (Randall, Resick & Dechurch 

2011). With this, a team may unintentionally implement a strategic way of thinking that 

enables knowledge sharing (Randall, Resick & Dechurch 2011). Nevertheless, as quoted by 

Schippers, West and Dawson: “Managers should be cautious about encouraging teams in 

low-work-demand situations to be reflexive” (2015:783), thus not only team members need 

to show attentiveness to their surroundings.  Top managers also need to pay close attention 

to the different talents of the team members, as ambidextrous members are more likely to 

succeed with skills that enhance their learning capabilities and be motivated to perform their 

best (Kauppila & Tempelaar 2016).  

The reverse flow of knowledge is as essential as the flow of top-down knowledge (Kumar 

2013). In ambidexterity, the reverse flow of information improves exploration and the top-

down information flow nurtures exploitative activities, especially in top management 

activities (Mom, Van Den Bosch & Volberda 2007). 

It is commonly accepted that trust within a group or team is necessary for efficiency, 

however, Li (2013) proposes that ambidextrous activities within top management also 

requires building a shared vision. The connectedness within top management might 

indirectly affect ambidexterity, as it aids top management members to ensure information 

flows among members (Li 2013). Heavey and Simsek (2017) propose that to achieve an 

ambidextrous alignment, top managers must implement a way of storing knowledge that is 

collectively managed within the management group. These transactive memory systems 

help the management team to easily find and use the information available to develop 

patterns and routines for explorative and exploitative tasks (Heavey & Simsek 2017). 



 21 

Stretching these memory mechanisms across units to share the knowledge of top 

management is a strategic move towards ambidexterity (Venugopal et al. 2017).  

2.4 Criticism against KM and ambidexterity 

Ethics in business has long been a relevant topic as the business practices of modern 

organizations increasingly integrate into daily activities. In the research of Akhavan, 

Ramezan and Moghaddam (2013), the authors mention that ethics are something that 

companies must take into consideration when commencing in business ventures.  

As mentioned earlier, there are some inconsistencies with the definition KM and additionally 

there is much debate on how knowledge can be measured (Mohamed & Amr 2013). Some 

researchers argue that the lack of key elements in KM research is an issue for companies that 

intend to further develop their KM (Mohamed & Amr 2013). KM initiatives are yet 

susceptible to failure, and focusing on creating successful KM projects and implementations 

is vital not only for the organization but also from an ethical point of view (Akhavan, 

Ramezan & Moghaddam 2013). McAdam and McCreedy (2000:162) explain an issue in the 

term KM; seeing knowledge as something that can be managed and administered further 

distances the company from the actual source of knowledge - people.  

Rechberg and Syed (2013) explain that the issue is not only between an individual and the 

company but among the employees as well. Thus, questions such as who may own the results 

of knowledge within the company (Rechberg & Syed 2013). In the research of Tseng and Fan 

(2011) the authors discuss that KM practices should always involve implementing ethical 

standards. Another concern is when sharing knowledge becomes illegal; in many situations 

employees are not allowed to share certain information if it may damage the company or 

stakeholders (Gayton 2008).  

Another major focus of KM critique is the increasing emphasis on technology. This, 

according to some researchers, leads to a large emphasis on IT and technology and its 

presumed mobility (McAdam & McCreedy 1999; McAdam & McCreedy 2000:162). Ironically 

the focus on individual knowledge of KM has therefore begun to lean towards the technology 

systems instead of the individuals behind the knowledge. Wilson (2002) describes issues 

with using IT - even though scientists argue that people focus is more significant in KM, the 

fact that over half of KM research focuses on technology says otherwise. Ruggles (1998) 

mentions large storage areas solely for the purpose of collecting information and data, also 

known as data warehouses, sometimes requiring a large amount of interpretation effort for 

simply making the information usable.  
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One criticism not only against KM but also ambidexterity is that constantly trying to improve 

the individual to fit the company’s needs puts unnecessary pressure on employees 

(Chatterjee & Sarker 2013; Costea, Amiridis & Crump 2015). Costea, Amiridis and Crump 

(2015) also mention that this may lead to burnouts since the limits are sometimes ignored or 

not noticed. Additionally, individuals that feel pressed to perform ambidextrous activities by 

themselves are easily left to their own devices and may thus be stuck on either far end of 

exploration or exploitation (Holmqvist & Spicer 2013). 

Much research on ambidexterity has been conducted in large organizations, and thus criteria 

for small to medium-sized companies differ from those of bigger companies (Ajayi, 

Odusanya & Morton 2017; Chang & Hughes 2011). Although exploration and exploitation are 

core concepts for modern companies, Turner, Swart and Maylor (2013) argue that the 

inconsistency and superficiality of much research on ambidexterity do not account for the 

complexity of organizations. Additionally, ambidexterity is time-consuming and can be seen 

as a “bad investment”, as success is not guaranteed and might not be seen until later (Chen 

2017). Kumar (2013:704) mentions that top management often leans toward sources that 

have previously proven to be good sources of information, thus becoming biased and not 

fully using all the knowledge available.  
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3 TEAMS AND WORK GROUPS 

This chapter discusses the dissimilarities of traditional teams and work groups and the 

characteristic of each team type. After the presentation of these specific team dynamics, 

team autonomy and empowerment is discussed. As teamwork is vital for teams within the 

workplace, examples of good teamwork is also presented. Lastly, a summary of chapter two 

and three is presented.  

3.1 Dynamics of teams and groups 

Teams, work groups and project groups have recently become a more common 

organizational standard as teamwork improves success of organizations (Sjøvold & 

Anderson 2008:10; Svedberg 2012:182). Yet teamwork is still somewhat estranged from the 

workplace in some parts of the economy. Kozlowski and Ilgen (2006) describe the 

phenomena as a result of decades on solely individual emphasis on jobs; organizations have 

slowly been pushed towards worldwide collaboration and restructure of the organization 

around teams. This has allowed organizations to be more dynamic and responsive to 

external and internal changes (Kozlowski & Ilgen 2006). 

Zoltan and Vancea (2015) mention that the differences between workplace teams and groups 

are often overlooked by managers, and thus there is a mismatch between goals and 

expectations. By looking at psychology, behavior and socio-technical perspective, Leroy 

(2001, as cited in Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96) the fundamental differences between work 

group and work teams are distinguishable: 

Teams are notoriously more self-managed, as leadership and responsibilities are distributed 

among members. Team members share the responsibility for outcomes, as they have a 

common goal that is usually discussed and chosen by the team members. Teams attain their 

goals through shared, linked or individual activities, and when the goals are met, collective 

success is celebrated amongst the whole team. Team members assume roles that fit the 

occasion and can simultaneously assume multiple roles and meet at a certain place to solve 

issues and to work together without the pressure of time. (Leroy 2001, as cited in Zoltan & 

Vancea 2015:96) 

According to Alderfer 1977, Argote & McGrath 1993, Hackman 1992 et al., as cited by 

Kozlowski and Ilgen (2006:79), the definition of a team is the following: 

A team can be defined as (a) two or more individuals who (b) socially interact (face-to-face or, 
increasingly, virtually); (c) possess one or more common goals; (d) are brought together to perform 
organizationally relevant tasks; (e) exhibit interdependencies with respect to workflow, goals, and 
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outcomes; (f) have different roles and responsibilities; and (g) are together embedded in an 
encompassing organizational system, with boundaries and linkages to the broader system context and 
task environment (Alderfer 1977, Argote & McGrath 1993, Hackman 1992 et al., as cited by Kozlowski & 
Ilgen 2006:79) 

These common descriptions for a team are further supported by the general term provided 

by Business Dictionary (n.d.): teams are built up by individuals that have complimenting 

skills for a specific project or job, and these individuals are together responsible of the 

overall success of the group. The team works interdependently and is responsible for the 

collective effort and thus shares rewards when the mutual goal is reached (Business 

Dictionary n.d.). A team is often described as a specialized smaller group (Levi 2011:4–5; 

Svedberg 2012:170) with a common purpose (Svedberg 2012:170). Teams are often expected 

to be able to innovate, as they are increasingly more autonomous and thus take more risks 

(Shalley 2002). Each member has their own skills and tasks, and to obtain the general goals 

of the group the members use their knowledge to contribute to the overall progress 

(Svedberg 2012:171). 

Work groups conversely have an appointed leader, and usually have a goal that is the goal of 

the organization itself where individual members are responsible for their own work. The 

group reaches the goal through coordinated individual work and when the goal is achieved 

individual rewards are bestowed and individual efforts are recognized. Roles are usually 

flexible since the skills of group members are generalized and meeting are short and directed 

by the leader. (Leroy 2001, as cited in Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96) 

A common work group is a group of people that regularly work together to achieve a 

common goal (Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:11; Wheelan & Andersson 2010:15). Work groups 

consist of three or more people (Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:11) that tend to solve difficulties 

and work towards the goal independently (Svedberg  2012:171). According to Wheelan and 

Andersson (2010:15), there is no limit to the number of members in a work group. However, 

contradictory to Leroy 2001 (as cited in Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96), a work group might 

determine its structural capabilities and goals together and not strictly through formal 

leadership (Wheelan & Andersson 2010:15). Groups are bound together by some common 

factor - be it purpose or interest - and interact with each other on a regular basis for 

decision-making purposes or in order to strengthen the group (Levi 2001:4). Parker (2014) 

argues that work groups should exist if there is a higher interdependence of tasks (Parker 

2014:667). 

There is a significant difference between the work in a team and the work in a group, and 

some of the difference has to do with motivation. Working in a team is more motivating than 
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working in a group as team members feel more engaged, involved and appreciated. 

According to Wheelan and Andersson (2010:15), a work group becomes a team when it 

establishes how it reaches a set goal and when the most efficient way to reach the goal is 

determined. (Wheelan & Andersson 2010:15–16) 

3.1.1 Empowered and autonomous teams 

Empowerment, and sometimes the autonomy of teams and groups are often met with 

resistance from management, hence why some corporations still struggle with this concept 

(Maynard, Gilson & Mathieu 2012). However, empowerment of individuals in a group is 

shown to be positively related to group effectiveness (Campion & Higgs 1993) and autonomy 

creates independent teams (Henrikson 2017:212).  There is also a correlation between 

motivation and the self-managed group (Campion & Higgs 1993).  

In self- directed group work, the group itself makes the decision on how to reach goals set by 

management (Kauffield 2006:2). The level of self-direction in a work group depends on the 

professional, methodological, social and self-competences of the team members (Kauffield 

2006). Providing teams with enough space to make their own decision is the key for a team 

to become efficient (Henrikson 2017:208). 

In the research of Kauffield (2006), the study shows that independent teamwork does not 

affect the level of professional competence, but that it is affected by how such teams use 

knowledge. According to the evidence of this 20 medium-sized enterprise study, self-

directed teams focus on goals and will thus use knowledge in a dedicated manner toward the 

goals. This, according to Kauffield means that independent work might not lead to an 

exchange of knowledge with the team or group. Another indication in this study is that self-

directed work groups are not automatically more engaged in taking part of personal 

responsibility more than traditional work groups, even if they usually are involved in activity 

planning. (Kauffield 2006) 

Empowering employees, teams and groups is only effective when combined with the right 

type of motivational individuals as well as a well-suited work environment. This is not so 

much of criteria as a fact anymore, as according to Maynard, Gilson and Mathieu (2012), the 

increasingly knowledge-based economy puts certain conditions on individuals.  
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According to Levi (2001), there are three general ways to classify teams; the traditional work 

group, the traditional team and the self-managing team. In Table 2, the traditional work 

group is integrated into the hierarchy of the organization, as is mostly controlled by a 

manager or supervisor. This type of team responds to the leader and the team members 

work independently. The traditional team usually has an appointed leader as well, but the 

manager or supervisor uses the team as a consultative support function during decision-

making. The team members have more autonomy than the traditional work group; however, 

they are also linked to the organization’s hierarchy. Thus the team works more as a separate 

unit co-controlled by the leader and management. The third group is the self-managing team 

with the most autonomy and empowerment to make decisions and thus the team members 

choose their own leader. Decision-making is done through voting and taking into account all 

team members. Self-managing teams work co-dependently on their projects. (Levi 2001:8–

9) 

Traditional Work 

Group

Traditional 

Team

Self-Managing 

Team

Power Part of organization’s 

hierarchy ; 

management 

controlled

Linked to 

organization’s 

hierarchy ; some shift 

of power to team

Linked to 

organization’s 

hierarchy ; increased 

power and 

independence

Leadership Manager or 

superv isor controls

Leader has limited 

managerial power; 

selected by  

organization

Leader is the team’s 

facilitator; selected 

by  the team

Decision making Authoritarian or 

consultative

Consultative, 

democratic or 

consensus

Democratic or 

consensus

Activ ities or tasks Independent Interdependent; 

coordinated by  

leader

Interdependent; 

coordinated by  team 

members

Organization of T eam s

Table 2 Organization of Teams (Levi 2001:9) 
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3.1.2 Teamwork  

“Teams are everywhere. You will find them in homes, businesses and stadiums. They exist to 

serve a purpose, and they either fail or succeed together. Just showing up and punching time 

clock does not make someone a part of a team”. (Viscuso 2015:5) 

This citation by Viscuso suggests that a group of people cannot be called a team simply based 

on the fact that members might do the same kind of work. Nowadays, it is more crucial to 

create a strong sense of teamwork and team spirit (Guchait, Lei & Tews 2016). Managers, as 

well as team leaders, need in some way implemented teamwork (Guchait, Lei & Tews 2016). 

However, this might be challenging since many see working in teams as tedious (Guchait, 

Lei & Tews 2016).  

Teamwork requires the tendency of daring to take risks and making decisions (Amos & 

Klimoski 2014). Another essential rule for teamwork to work is that every team member 

understands that teamwork requires the ability to compromise (Priola, Smith & Armstrong 

2004). The first step for achieving this is to understand that team every member is different 

and thus they reason in different ways (Priola, Smith & Armstrong 2004). Therefore, the 

personality of team members also makes a difference, for example more analytical people 

like a more logical and standardized structure (Priola, Smith & Armstrong 2004).  

Svedberg mentions that resolving and discussing issues within the work group is especially 

vital for a new group, as it sets a common standard for the group to find an equilibrium 

where the team can act ordinarily as it would without interference (Svedberg 2012:174). 

Team objectives need to be synced for effectiveness, as that makes team members believe in 

their work (Viscuso 2015:38). 

It is necessary to understand that each work group and team operates under a set of rules 

depending on external and internal factors (Zoltan & Vancea 2015). These factors naturally 

affect the way the group functions, and how the group affects the organization (Zoltan & 

Vancea 2015). As with many work groups and teams, there is no one best way to plan the 

structure and activities of the group (Tenda, Nagai & Shingu 1985). Work processes might be 

less controlled by management than for example job design, as it is the individual that makes 

the final call (Campion & Higgs 1993).  

There is an inconsistency in methods concerning work groups and desired efficiency. Many 

methods and theories about efficiency have been used without questioning if the applied 

strategy ultimately is the reason for an effective group (Wheelan & Andersson 2010:17). To 
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eliminate unnecessary group exercises and involvement of consultancy strategies, a simple 

but effective way to improve work group efficiency seems to be a combination of 

appropriately formulating a goal and providing enough feedback that concentrates on the 

development of the group (Wheelan & Andersson 2010:31). In general, teams are studied in 

terms of their effectiveness, whereas they are formed for a specific purpose and measurable 

objectives (Zoltan 2015:154). Work groups are commonly analyzed mainly in wider contexts, 

according to certain criteria and with different aims (Zoltan 2015:154). 

Training is necessary not only for basic knowledge about a certain assignment but is a way to 

make sure that a group of people function as a team (Shalley 2002). Naturally, organizations 

need staff to perform work and it is expected that organizations pay attention to the work 

groups and provide them with enough training and improving the group’s processes 

(Ephross & Vassil 2005:9). Still, many work groups may not get enough formal training 

(Ephross & Vassil 2005:9).  

3.2 Summary of literature review 

The use of knowledge assets in a business is essential for an organization’s long-term 

survival (Ajayi, Odusanya & Morton 2017; Castrogiovanni et al. 2016:1812; Machado & 

Davim 2014:82). With the ever-increasing pressure on utilizing the knowledge of employees 

a new wave of strategic research focusing on KM has been in focus for the past 30 years 

(North & Kumta 2014:xxi; Tseng & Fan 2011:325). KM is often linked to competitive 

advantage (Ajayi, Odusanya and Morton 2017; Machado & Davim 2014:82), however, the 

term KM is highly debated as many researchers have had different approaches to the matter.  

KM in practice depends on the organization in question. Some argue that people, skills, 

organizational culture, databases et cetera are the most significant factors (Becerra-

Fernandez & Sabherwal 2015:5), while others have reduced the dimension to only actions; 

how knowledge is obtained, stored and accessed (Millar, Lockett & Mahon 2016). It is vital 

to also make sure that the knowledge gained is continuous (Levy 2011:598); senior 

employees and experts need to make sure that the information they have reaches new 

employees as well (North & Kumta 2014). 

Knowledge-intensive organizations are firms that are able to create value from knowledge to 

survive (Baskerville & Dulipovici 2015:63; Ichijō & Nonaka 2007; North & Kumta 2014:18), 

and not only learn from their own mistakes, but also from competitors’ mistakes and actions 

(Millar, Lockett & Mahon 2016; Rivkin 2001). Online tools have become a popular way to 

manage knowledge, however, such new technologies might overshadow the individuals 
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behind it, or be non-motivating (Hawryszkiewycz 2010:111; Holsapple 2004:6-7). Human 

input is necessary for knowledge-intensive organizations, especially since such assets are not 

easily replaced (Vera & Crossan 2016). 

Organizational Ambidexterity is an increasingly popular research area, especially team and 

individual ambidexterity (Liu & Leitner 2012; Rodriguez 2014:22). The main focus of 

individual and team exploration and exploitation is mostly directed to the motivation and 

skillset of the individual (Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016) and on the leadership style of top 

managers and leaders (Vera & Crossan 2004; Vallejo 2016). Top management, managers 

and team leaders tend to influence the whole organization with their actions and personality 

(Amos & Klimoski 2014) and may encourage more experimental behavior such as risk-taking 

within the firm (Li, Lin & Tien 2015).  

Team ambidexterity depends on the purpose of the team. However, team autonomy might be 

necessary to achieve ambidexterity (Parker 2014) as explorative behavior is supported by 

independence. For a traditional team, the different types of skills of team members within 

the groups must be used to achieve team ambidexterity (Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016). 

Motivation is also a significant factor in enabling team ambidexterity (Kao & Chen 2016), as 

is the independence of the team (Jørgensen & Becker 2017). Moreover, teams need to 

collaborate when sharing knowledge and must be able to use them to achieve certain goals 

set for the team (Chermack, Bodwell & Glick 2010:139). Kortmann (2015) however argues 

that team ambidexterity is an effect of the strategic activities of top management, and that 

the leader or manager has a big impact on the ambidexterity of teams (Havermans et al. 

2015; Li 2013) as they are essential to support for team activities (Luo et al. 2015). 

Ambidexterity can be integrated into the organization in several ways. The most common 

integration strategies are through structural or contextual ambidexterity. Birkinshaw and 

Gibson (2004), the pioneers of this model, describe structural ambidexterity as creating a 

new unit or team that is solely in charge of ambidextrous activities to improve exploration 

and exploitation. Contextual ambidexterity, on the other hand, is about integrating 

ambidexterity into people; exploration and exploitation would thus be actively carried out by 

employees, managers or supervisors (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004).  It is more common for 

small companies to integrate ambidextrous activities into the workforce, as they rarely can 

afford to implement structural ambidexterity (Patel, Messersmith & Lepak 2013).  

Teams have become more common within the organization not only because of the increased 

global cooperation but also because teamwork is proven to be successful (Sjøvold & 
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Anderson 2008:10; Svedberg 2012:182). There is nevertheless a mismatch between the 

terminology of teams and work groups. Teams are usually more self-managed where 

responsibilities are distributed among members and where the members have specific roles 

or skills (Leroy 2001, as cited in Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96). Work groups, in contrast to this, 

have an appointed leader where the goals are more commonly goals for the whole 

organization (Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:11) and where the team members do individual 

work toward this goal (Svedberg  2012:171).  

Empowering teams and giving them autonomy is sometimes resisted by top management 

(Maynard, Gilson & Mathieu 2012) though empowered groups are linked to effectiveness 

(Campion & Higgs 1993). The level of professional, methodological, social and self-

competence determine how self-directed a work group is (Kauffield 2006). Additionally, 

providing teams with enough space to make their own decisions makes the team lean toward 

self-initiated efficiency (Henrikson 2017:208). A good way to improve group efficiency is by 

appropriately formulating a goal and providing enough feedback that concentrates on the 

development of the group (Wheelan & Andersson 2010:31). Teamwork requires the tendency 

towards risk-taking and decision-making (Amos & Klimoski 2014), and team members need 

to understand the importance of compromising, otherwise teamwork is not successful 

(Priola, Smith & Armstrong 2004). 
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4 RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION 

This chapter discusses the research design, approach, research method and data collection. 

The chapter begins by discussing the most suitable research methodologies for the study and 

with the motivation to why a deductive case study was chosen. Additionally, reasons for 

choosing a qualitative study through interviews is presented - reflecting the need for a more 

comprehensive study within the field of research. The selection of the participants as well as 

technicalities is deliberated. Ethical aspects are discussed in-depth and the selection of the 

interviewees is motivated. Lastly, the process of analysis of the collected material is 

described. 

4.1 Research design and approach 

Referring to the purpose of this study, examining the role of top management on team 

ambidexterity necessitates a comprehensive understanding of cause and effect that actions 

and processes have on the organization. As this study aims to provide a deeper 

understanding of the chosen subject, a qualitative study is more appropriate than 

quantitative methods. Qualitative methods, such as interviews, provide more in-depth 

information that describes how and why the results are a certain way (Wallen 1996:73). As 

the purpose of this study is not to generalize the evidence, qualitative research methods are 

more suitable for this thesis. In addition, Wallen (1996:73) mentions that the purpose of 

qualitative interviews is to find characteristics in the data. Qualitative methods can also be 

used to investigate causal relationships between two events (Olsson & Sörensen 2007:67–

68).  

Another possible type of research design is mixed methods where both qualitative and 

quantitative data is used, to provide a complete understanding if necessary (Saunders, Lewis 

& Thornhill 2016:165). This study has the potential for conducting a mixed research method; 

however, given that quantitative data is suitable for generalizing outcomes (Wallén 1996:73), 

in this case, a role or relationship is difficult to measure in numeric terms. As respondents 

interpret and perceive relations differently thus such data might become unreliable.  Bryman 

and Bell (2005:85–86) also mention that quantitative data examines a larger group, and this 

case study is intended to be small-scale to fill in gaps in previous research.  

Previous studies within ambidexterity have examined larger organizations and through 

quantitative methods (Jansen et al. 2008; Kao & Chen 2016; Oehmichen et al. 2017). The 

focus of this paper is on one organization to get a more in-depth understanding of the role of 

top management in team ambidexterity. Thus, this paper focuses on a case study. As 
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Farquhar (2012:6) mentions: “case study research allows the researcher to look at the 

phenomenon in context. In business research, that means collecting evidence about that 

phenomenon where it is actually taking place, for the example in a company, in a country or 

even in a university” (Farquhar 2012:6). By conducting a case study, this paper answers the 

questions of how and why. To bring accuracy and reliability to ambidexterity as an academic 

subject, this study centers on an already existing organization. Focusing the research on real-

time and current events in the host organization contributes with a more practical approach 

with preferable managerial implications of the actual situation.   

Ambidexterity as a theory predates to 1976, as Duncan for the first time used the term 

“ambidextrous” to describe an organization. After the 1991 published study by March (1991) 

regarding exploration and exploitation, available studies of ambidexterity have amplified to 

a somewhat adequate level of data and research material. A deductive method can be used in 

qualitative research for the purpose of comparing data with the starting point being already 

existing literature and research (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016:168). As research of 

Organizational Ambidexterity has become increasingly available, the method used in this 

thesis is deductive. Deduction, according to Greenfield and Greener (2016:10) is especially 

suited for purposes where the author is interested in learning more of a particular subject. 

Creativity also plays a fundamental role in a research area, since the theoretical framework 

needs to be built upon assumptions and expectations (Greenfield & Greener 2016:10).  

4.2 Method and data collection 

The qualitative method chosen for this paper is semi-structured interviews. Semi-structured 

interviews are non-standardized and include key questions with the possibility of 

supplementary questions (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016:391), which allows flexibility 

and the option for follow-up question in response to specific discussions with respondents.  

Follow-up questions are relevant as it allows the interviewer to flexibly gather relevant data. 

Additionally, a semi-structured approach for the interview situations can lead to a more 

relaxed atmosphere where the situation feels more as an informal conversation. 

Trost (2010:43) mentions that focused interviews address a specific theme and that the 

acquired answers must be handled as personal information, thus asserting the importance of 

managing the material with discretion. The data acquired in this study is attained through 

one-on-one interviews, and all interviews follow a specific themed structure, thus the 

method of qualitative data acquisition is a focused interview. Focused interviews provide 

sufficient coverage of a certain topic, and are usually conducted if respondents are involved 
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in a specific experience (Krishnaswamy & Satyaprasad 2010:105). While it is yet to be proved 

whether ambidexterity may be present within the teams of the case company, the interviews 

focus on the respondents’ experience of the topic in question – a trait for focused interviews 

(Krishnaswamy & Satyaprasad 2010:105). 

The interviews for this study are conducted through face-to-face meetings and video 

conferences. Face-to-face interviews are most common, however, phone and electronic 

interviews can be conducted depending on geographical distance and time constraints 

(Bryman & Bell 2005:140; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016:426). Some respondents are 

situated in other office localities of the organization; therefore some of the interviews are 

conducted through virtual conversations.  

The interviews are also audio recorded. This is to ease the transliteration of data at a later 

date and to ensure the interviewer focuses on listening and responding to the participants’ 

answers. Audio recordings, as Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2016:413) reason, reduces 

bias and incorrect recalling of data as the author can revisit the audio log at any given time 

after the interview.  

The interviews are to an extent based on the previous, well-known study of Birkinshaw and 

Gibson (2004:53), as the interview questions were adapted from this study. Interview 

question can be standardized for all interviewees; this way the study is more consistent 

(Trost 2010:39). The interview questions used for this thesis are somewhat similar for every 

respondent; however as the study focuses on interviews with both top management as well 

as team and group members, the questions are adjusted to fit both parties. The author of this 

paper has chosen to use the word team instead of group in the interview guide for both team 

members and members of top management - even though some of the teams may be 

classified as work groups. Team is used since it’s easier for the respondents to comprehend 

the word in a certain context, and it provides consistency of the interview questions. 

Interview questions have not been sent to the participants on beforehand since the author of 

this paper intends to have a more conversational and spontaneous session with the 

interviewees. Furthermore, this does not limit the answers of the interviewee as it would 

when questions are sent on beforehand and the participant has time to decide a precise 

frame for their answer.  

4.2.1 Selection and implementation 

Contemporary studies within Organizational Ambidexterity, as earlier mentioned, have 

focused on ambidexterity within both small and medium-sized companies, as well as on 
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larger organizations with many hierarchical layers. One of the largest research areas has 

been the role of top management in Organizational Ambidexterity; what the role of top 

management is in explorative and exploitative behaviors, and how this can be seen in the top 

management team itself and in lower levels of the organizational structure. What is most 

interesting for the author of this thesis is how and why ambidexterity is present within a 

small-sized company with a flat organizational structure, specifically if and how top 

management affects or can affect teams or work groups within a flat hierarchy.  

As specified in the introduction section 1.3., Innova is the alias designated for the case 

company, as the organization wishes to stay anonymous. Innova has been chosen for this 

study for a number of reasons. First, the company’s profile is in line with the definition of a 

knowledge-intensive company. Innova provides services for consumers and private 

commissioners as well as B2B on a larger scale. The main product is service-based, so a big 

part of what the organization is selling is – put in simplified terms - knowledge. As the 

industry of Innova is greatly influenced by national legislation and regulations, being aware 

of what competitors are doing is crucial for not only finding new solutions but avoiding 

mistakes as well. Second, the organizational structure of Innova is relatively flat for being a 

small to medium-sized organization. Additionally, the company has many work groups and 

teams that also fit the purpose of this thesis. There is great potential for research of 

Organizational Ambidexterity in low hierarchical levels. The author of this thesis has prior 

connections and relations to the organization. This provides the research with additional 

insights as more detailed information about the operations.  

Given the purpose of this study, twelve (12) one-on-one interviews are conducted: three with 

members of top management, and nine interviews with members from three different teams 

and work groups. As such, there are three interviews within each team and group. The 

participants have been assigned codenames, where top managers have a codenames M1, M2 

and M3, and teams have been assigned a codename A, B or C depending on their respective 

team. The number of interviews is based on what is sufficient for achieving the purpose of 

this thesis. 
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The participants from top management have been chosen according to their area of expertise 

and what their relation to the chosen teams and work groups are. Top manager M1 has a 

direct supervisory affiliation with Team C (Figure 1), manager M2 is in charge of the two 

other teams, with a few mediators in between. The third top manager, M3, has a more 

overall relation to the chosen teams and groups through their actions, but is not in charge of 

any of the three teams in this study. The teams have been chosen according to the purpose of 

the study, and the wishes of top management have been taken into account.  Team A and B 

are service based teams, and Team C is in charge of sales and marketing. 

The participants within the teams have been chosen by random, however, years worked 

within Innova have been taken into consideration in order to further validate this study. The 

teams and work groups consist of five to approximately eight team members, thus with some 

participation declines by team members,  the author of this thesis might have less final 

control over participants in this study.  

All of the interviewees have been contacted by e-mail on beforehand about participation in 

the research. The participants have been informed about the aim of the research, anonymity, 

practical details such as place and time and in what timeframe the interviews are conducted. 

The participants have also been informed about their rights as a respondent to the final 

transcription of their interview session.  

Figure 1 Innova hierarchy 
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Additionally, the interviews are in either Finnish or Swedish, according to the participants’ 

wishes. Interview sessions have been conducted within one month either through face-to-

face meetings or through video conferences; see interview details in table 3.  

Table 3 Participants 

 

Top managers of this study are aware of which members of top management are involved in 

the study, but are not informed about who the interviewees from the teams and groups are. 

This decision has been made in agreement with top management since anonymity is 

essential for receiving honest response from team and group members. Additionally, this 

helps team members to speak more freely about their personal opinions. Top managers are 

aware of what teams are studied, and interviewed team members are aware that their own 

team is participating.  

4.3 Ethics 

Consent in this thesis is of utmost importance, not only for the participants but also for the 

case company. The studied organization has asked the author to keep the organization’s 

name and information anonymous and to respect said wishes, the name of the organization 

is altered and no details or other sensitive information is publicized in this study. The 

organization has access to the data analysis for inspection before the study is officially 

submitted for review.  

Respondent Team Interview type Date of interview Minutes 

M1 Top Management Video Conference 7.2.2018 55:42 

M2 Top Management Face-to-face 7.2.2018 55:30 

M3 Top Management Face-to-face 21.2.2018 54:13 

A1 Team A Face-to-face 15.2.2018 45:39 

A2 Team A Face-to-face 20.2.2018 50:21 

A3 Team A Face-to-face 22.2.2018 44:49 

B1 Team B Face-to-face 16.2.2018 43:40 

B2 Team B Face-to-face 16.2.2018 49:59 

B3 Team B Face-to-face 23.2.2018 1:12:42 

C1 Team C Video Conference 21.2.2018 53:50 

C2 Team C Face-to-face 23.2.2018 44:42 

C3 Team C Video Conference 28.2.2018 46:46 
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The respondents - top managers as well as team and group members have been informed 

about anonymity and confidentiality before accepting or declining the interview opportunity. 

Participants have thus been contacted formally on advance, as it is good research practice 

(Farquhar 2012:58). As cited by Farquhar: “Research staff and participants must normally 

be informed fully about the purpose, methods and intended possible uses of the research, 

what their participation in the research entails and what risks, if any, are involved” 

(Farquhar 2012:56). The interviewees have been informed about their rights to refuse the 

interview, and that if a person declines the interview, their name or information is not 

revealed.  

The participants have been notified that the author audio records the interview. The author 

has made sure that participants know that the audio recording is for the author’s own use 

only and that it is not externally distributed. The author has sent the transcription of an 

interview to the interviewee in question as promised, and the author has informed the 

participants that unwanted portions of the transcription is removed on request. These are all 

steps to ensure that the research has not caused any participant or the organization any 

harm (Farquhar 2012:55). The thesis is also sent to top management for approval before the 

final version is submitted for review.  

Bell (2006:57) mentions that the interviewees should in no way be at risk of identification 

throughout the study if participants have been promised total anonymity. Thus, the 

participants in this study are assigned a letter and number (for example A1, B3) where the 

participant’s team, but not the individual, can be identified. The author of this paper takes 

into consideration the anonymity of both participants and the organization, and therefore 

neither name nor workplace of the interviewees is mentioned. Furthermore, the names of 

the organization and the participants have little significance to the study and do not affect 

the result of the study.  

4.4 Analysis of the empirical study 

To properly analyze data from the interviews, the author has initially transcribed all of the 

interviews into one document in English and later separated the responses of the 

interviewees into 12 different files. The separated files have been sent to the corresponding 

participant and a deadline for notifying errors from the interviewees’ side has also been 

specified. The deadline provided was four days, during the participants could recite and 

commentate on the transcription. The author of this thesis has decided to integrate 

specifications given by the participants after they have read through the transcriptions.  
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The author has identified different themes during and after the interview process. The 

interview questions are presented in four categories; team dynamics, explorative and 

exploitative tasks, and cultural aspects. Referring to the aim of the study, the author intends 

to identify possible ambidextrous tendencies in the teams and get a better understanding of 

the dynamics of team ambidexterity and the relation between top management to team 

ambidexterity. Thus, the analysis includes citations of both top management and the team 

members alike. Analysis of top management’s answers is first discussed, and then the team-

specific answers.  

To properly read and interpret the presentation of the analysis, some of the core concepts 

are the following: Innova has a specific intranet that is accessible for the whole organization 

- the name of this tool has been altered to intranet as it best describes the function of this 

specific online tool. This tool acts as a discussion board and as a forum for the staff, as well 

as for top management. Another virtual tool that employees use is the Suggestion Scheme 

(name altered), which is an initiative board for teams and staff to post ideas, issues that they 

encounter and suggestions for solving these issues. This tool is available online for the whole 

organization, and employees can anonymously post their comments and ideas on the 

platform.  

As discussed, the organization’s name has also been altered, as well as the industry-specific 

answers by participants – this is marked with square brackets [ ]. Information within these 

square brackets have been generalized or rewritten to protect the anonymity of the 

organization as well as the teams and team members.  Brackets ( ) are used to clarify 

information given by the respondent. Using only parts of a sentence and non-sequential text 

is marked with square brackets and punctuation marks […]. Additionally, the word team is 

used throughout the analysis as to stay consistent with the rest of the paper.  
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5 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

The analysis of the data is presented in this chapter. The analysis is divided into four 

different themes identified by the author; the team dynamics, explorative tasks, exploitative 

tasks and organizational culture. First, team dynamics of the teams are presented, and 

thereafter the tasks and work assignments of each team as to understand the team dynamics. 

In the second subheading, analysis concerning explorative tasks, such as goals, and problem-

solving, is discussed. Third, exploitative tendencies such as training opportunities and 

information sharing are presented, and the last subheading analyses cultural implications of 

team’s answers. The analysis within these four subheadings will first be presented based on 

the answers of top management, and then on teams as a whole - if no difference between the 

teams’ answers exists. 

5.1 Team dynamics 

Outside of the official work description, the members of top management mention that being 

a part of top management might include responsibilities that may not directly be related to 

their area of expertise. These tasks can concern the whole organization and can be quite 

broad. Moreover, as a person’s experience grows, one is more inclined to be involved in areas 

that are not officially part of the work description.  

I don’t do anything that is not a part of my work description. Of course, when working as a member of 
top management, my job description is expanded to tasks that concern the whole organization. (M1) 

[...] as your expertise grows, it automatically means that you will be involved in tasks or sections that do 
not directly belong to you. (M3) 

That being said, top managers might be involved in voluntary activities, which involve the 

organization in some other way.  

One thing that I do, that is not a part of my official work description, is that I actively try to convey our 
message to the public through social media. That way I try to raise awareness of our business and of the 
industry. (M2) 

On a general level, team A and Team B are in charge of B2C and B2B customers, where the 

main assignment area is to provide financial services by customer services. This involves 

team members negotiating with customers, and reaching mutual agreements. The difference 

between team A and team B is subtle, team B focuses more on B2B customers and has 

somewhat similar work assignments as team A.   

[...] the teams are mostly in charge of [customer service for B2C as well as B2B] some of which are 
important customers. (M1) 
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Two of teams belong to my area of responsibility, and these teams are the ones that do the actual 
[industry-specific financial services] and these teams handle customer service, involving negotiations 
and establishing agreements with customers. (M2) 

[Team A] handles [customer service and assignments related to financial services] where service 
supervisors manage customer contacts so that we can offer them the best quality of service.[...] The 
same goes for [Team B], where they focus a bit more on [B2B customers] and [agent services]. (M3) 

Team C is in charge of procurement as well as pricing and managing sales with B2B contacts. 

[Team C] is in charge of customer contact with [B2B contacts], handling customer contacts, pricing and 
contract composing. (M2) 

The tasks that are a part of official work assignments are more individually inclined, as some 

team members - especially senior employees - might help or guide other team members. In 

contrast, other members may only do work assignments that are a part of their official work 

description.  

[...] I have trained others and taught them how to do specific tasks, also making instructions for these 
tasks. (A2) 

Well one thing that we all do is initiation of other employees along with normal work. (B1) 

Perhaps if you count helping new employees, since there are a lot of them and a lot of work needs to be 
put into helping and showing them how things are done. (B3) 

There may be a tendency for egoistic altruism for team members who wish to slowly exclude 

their old work assignments that they had in a previous position. 

[…] it’s not that I specifically want to do it, but the problem is that the exact kind of competence is hard 
to find elsewhere. [...] I actually write a lot of instructions for others because I want to make sure that 
people understand as well as the fact that I want the things I mentioned to change over to somebody 
else to whose responsibility it actually is. (C2) 

Rather than the whole the team working together on a daily basis, team A is split into 

smaller groups or pairs that team members work more closely with. These smaller groups 

are in charge of specific tasks, and these tasks are delegated within the team, and shared as a 

responsibility to complete. These tasks mostly involve B2C related tasks as well as reporting 

tasks. 

Our group is split into smaller pieces, we work in pairs within the team than perhaps as a team as a 
whole. This pair work means we are divided into smaller chunks according to a specific set of work. I 
work more closely with this other person, sometimes even with other teams. (A1) 

[...] inside of the team we are split into small groups. So we do more work with this group, hardly 
anything with the rest of the whole team. [...] Within the smaller group [...] we have split work tasks, 
like [different types of B2C agent-related tasks as well as both internal and external reporting tasks]. 
(A2) 

However, the team comes together during meetings where relevant issues are discussed 

together with the supervisor. Additionally, the team might have something resembling 
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training opportunities at some meetings, where team members are introduced to new 

processes, customers, et cetera. Yet, in general, the team is more individually driven when it 

comes to daily work assignments.  

We have common meetings and get-togethers with the team where we go through specific things, and 
we also have training at some meetings. (A1) 

[...] we discuss changes that are going to transpire and variations, but we don’t sit down and do stuff 
together in that sense. (A3)  

Team B works in a similar way, the team is split into smaller groups where work assignments 

are delegated between members. These groups are mostly confined to the office booths in 

which team members are working. The tasks rotate on a weekly basis, and the tasks are 

further split into smaller pieces within the group, where the members of the smaller work 

group take care of their piece of the tasks. The work is divided equally within the smaller 

group, thus making sure that not one member is responsible for most or all tasks. 

Every week these tasks rotate, when some other teams rotate work assignments on a daily basis. We 
decide on the tasks by discussing them in the office booth. [...] we split bigger tasks into smaller pieces 
and then we agree and take care of them together. (B1) 

In my team, we got our own work assignments that need to be completed, and we have a rotating 
system for these. Every week we change the assignments, one week you do a specific thing and the next 
week something completely different. (B2) 

Our work tasks consist of a list of task that rotate on a weekly basis, and we divide these tasks equally 
within our office booths. (B3) 

Team B also has similar team meetings as team A, where relevant topics or problems are 

discussed, and agreements are reached. Sometimes team B is combined with another 

customer-serviced based team since the work assignments are almost identical. However, 

the differences between these teams are work practices as well as some smaller differences in 

work assignments.  

If we have a meeting for only our team, then we usually discuss things in more detail, and sometimes 
we agree upon something at the meeting (B1) 

[...] we have combined meetings with [another team], since we often do quite similar work – we are 
different teams, but we have the same outline – like chat, e-mail et cetera. But within the group we 
manage things a bit differently, our assignments have small differences. (B2) 

Team C on the other hand, as their assignments vary from the two other teams, are more 

prone to participate in some projects or collaborations with not only their own team 

members, but also with another units. However, much of the work is individually 

emphasized. 
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My daily tasks are individually oriented, but for example, when we get new customers I have to be in 
contact with the IT department, the research and development department et cetera, so at some point I 
always have to work together with others. (C1) 

At the joint meetings, the team members participate in discussions, and the making of some 

decisions. Though the team participates in projects, these are few in between. The 

collaborations are mostly directed to customers and sales, where the team might work 

together with another division. 

We do have meetings where we discuss issues, and we do have joint projects that can sometimes 
involve our sales systems or the like, but very little in general. (C2) 

We work together at times. We usually sit down for example with the head account manager, where we 
plan and decide on [what kind of deal] we should do with a customer. (C3) 

 Teamwork within team C is mainly a support function for all members, where best course of 

action is discussed and where team members can get input by other members. 

But I would describe the teamwork as a support function where we brainstorm and exchange ideas 
during working hours. (C2)  

So in that sense we work together as a bigger team, so that we get as much input from colleagues as 
possible since it’s important to look at former deals when deciding on new ones. (C3) 

Additionally, teams are generally involved in team building activities as well as events or 

meetings that involve the whole organization.  

We also have workplace related events and meetings a few times a year that every employee gets to visit 
and where they can contribute. (A1) 

We do have team building exercises where we are divided into smaller group, but I would not call that 
external training as such [...] We have these team building days, but they are not training for work or 
work-related assignments. (B2) 

5.2 Exploration 

There are three different layers of goals in the organization; the general goals, team-specific 

goals as well as the personal goals. The goals for the whole organization are comprehensive, 

focusing on performance and efficiency, but also on generally improving the company 

environment and culture. Following good practice in the industry is imperative, as the 

business relies on precise standards. Thus, a customer focus is also integrated into the goals, 

as the organization strives to keep key customers for continued business. One way to 

motivate the staff has been through bonus programs, which are placed as not mandatory 

objectives, but rather to motivate the staff to keep improving. Top managers are more 

involved in deciding the general goals of the organization.  

When thinking about the whole organization and its goals, we would not be in business if we did not 
follow a good practice of making business or if our services were not up to standard. [...] The most 
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concrete goal of the teams is the well-being of our employees – it’s important to have a good attitude 
and mood as well as a good way of working. (M1) 

Our general goals, like the bonus system concerns the whole organization [...] The bonus system is 
established in overall efficiency, what our turnover and costs are. [...] Another key goal for us is to keep 
our key customers, since all of the organization is working towards keeping our customers happy in 
order to keep them buying services from us. (M2) 

We have a bonus system that applies to everyone, we’ve experienced that this is a good motivator. (M3) 

Within the teams, the overall goals are quite well understood, seemingly consistent within 

every team; the focus is on daily or long-term business practices, processes and customers.  

…more of the sort (a general goal) that we are going to be the best company within our industry, that 
involves everybody. (A3) 

Of course we have goals linked to customer service by phone, like how fast we are able to answer, but 
these are goals [...] that involve the whole organization. (B1) 

Well, we work together with the service supervisors, so we need to identify and keep our key customers 
- but that’s maybe a goal for the whole organization. (C2) 

The general goals are to some extent decided by top management, while team goals are 

created from discussions between team members and their supervisor. Team goals are also 

discussed with the middle manager – the supervisor of team supervisors - and then 

presented to top management. Top management then discusses the team goals and decides 

whether they are in line with the overall goals and strategy of the organization.  

When team-specific goals are made, the supervisors and the [middle manager] discuss goals with the 
team in question. After this, all supervisors will meet up and discuss the goals that they have decided on 
with [the middle manager] to make sure that the goals are fair and somewhat consistent. After this 
discussion the information reaches me and after that top management. (M2) 

In the teams, team goals are perceived as structures set by the supervisor or agreements 

made between the supervisor and the team itself, rather than through direct contact to top 

management. This is since top management is not directly involved in the daily assignments 

of the team. 

Since the organization is getting quite large, there really is little to no contact directly from top 
management, rather through the supervisor. (A1) 

Obviously these (team goals) have been drafted by the supervisors and probably approved by top 
management. (B2) 

I’d say that goals hardly come from top management, if at all. I’d say through our supervisor, since they 
work as a link between top management and us. (C3) 

Members of top management mention that this is the way it should be as they do not have 

sufficient information to create team-specific goals. Team goals need to be created with 

collaboration with team members, as a part of the team. Moreover, the goals of each team 
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are affected by their assigned customer base. However, it is ultimately up to top 

management to discuss whether the team’s goals are feasible or realistic.  

I think many people see goals as something that top management should be a part of, and of course the 
supervisor as well – which they should because that is the responsibility of the supervisor – but this is 
also something for the staff to think about. (M1) 

[...] our service-based teams and other teams have their own goals as a team… the goal itself is very 
much affected by what types of customers that the teams are taking care of. (M2) 

[...] that’s how it supposed to be, teams need to decide the goals. Because if goals are provided from 
above, ‘management’s blindness’ will become prevalent. (M3) 

Team members, as they are in contact with their supervisors on a daily basis, confirm that 

the role of top management is rarely present when discussing team goals. Top management 

remains in the background and is not involved in individual or team goals.  

[...] we all have the goals directed to all the teams, but not any personal goals for us from top 
management. (A2) 

Every team has probably also different types of goals, but I really would not say that top management 
has that much to do with team goals. (B2) 

I don’t feel like there are any goals that come directly through top management, maybe other than 
‘don’t lose our customers’. (C2)  

Yet members of team A and team B mention that they are not sure of any team-specific goals 

at the time, nor if there are any.  

I don’t think that we have a team goal other than the overall goals of the organization. (A1) 

No, I don’t think we have any (team goals). [...]I can’t think of some specific goals for the team. (B1) 

This might be since many of the teams and work groups within the company have quite 

similar tasks as the other teams that focus on agency services and customer service. Thus a 

team goal is or would be the same or similar for all teams within a specific unit.  

No, I can’t think of something specific to this (team goals), which would be any different from other 
teams. (B2) 

There does not seem to be any specific bonus goals for the teams [...]. (B3) 

Lastly, personal goals are created from experience and sometimes supported or discussed 

with the supervisor. These individual goals can be supported by the overall goals or bonus 

goals; however team members perceive that top management does not participate in these 

types of goals. 

My own goals, which I decide for myself or the supervisor puts for me at a development discussion. 
Those goals are bound to a specific timeframe, but [...] don’t come from management. (A2) 
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I would not say that top management has given me - personally - any goals. That comes from the 
supervisor. (A3) 

I don’t think there are any goals directly to me as an individual (by top management)… (B2) 

This type of thing (individual goals) comes directly from the supervisor. And even if top management 
decides on some specific goals, I still sit down with my supervisor and discuss things. (C3) 

When members of top management were asked how they or top management usually 

encourage experimentation, the answers were varying. Encouragement is received through 

communication and interactions with middle managers, supervisors and teams. However, 

communicating these issues is not easy and top management is not entirely certain how well 

this is done, or how well encouragement is perceived by staff or within the teams. The level 

of experimentation depends on the group as some units are more bound to agency contracts 

with customers while others can more easily find new solutions to improve their work. 

Nevertheless, the intention is to encourage experimentation, as the culture is built to enable 

unprompted experimentation within all units.   

I think our ideology conveys that we want people to try new things [...] We know that failure is a part of 
everyday life, but as a top manager we do not directly manage the teams and thus how we succeed in 
communicating this through the supervisors, is varying. (M1) 

We’d of course like to create a state of natural experimentation and idea encouragement within the 
organization. [...] Some teams that take care of [agent services] might not be able to do this since the 
processes are more strictly bound to the contract with the customer… I think we could mediate this 
(experimentation) better, especially since we want people to experiment and think of new solutions. 
(M2) 

[...] the corporate culture has always supported experimentation, now with the new organizational 
model we have some framework that we can work within. (M3) 

The experimentation is supported by different tools that are available for the teams. A 

Suggestion Scheme is used that is available for the whole organization that enables 

anonymous idea discussions. The Suggestions Scheme “can be used by anyone, and everyone 

can come with their own ideas of almost anything… And on top of that, [the Suggestion 

Scheme] is anonymous” (B1).  The purpose of this scheme is to create a portal to natural 

experimentation, however the system still needs some tweaking as described by respondent 

M2: “the issue there is about how the system is built up, perhaps it would be better to create 

a more structured forum that actively encourages experimentation”.  

This platform for experimentation, according to team members, works well. Team members 

have a neutral to positive attitude towards the Suggestion Scheme, and the interviewees 

mention that the scheme motivates people to share their ideas. Team members feel that the 

portal helps reward ideas and gives them credit for their work.  
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At least I think [the Suggestion Scheme] is a very good idea, to spur ideas and them (top management) 
not taking the idea for themselves but giving a reward if someone has done well. We have a lot of 
opportunities to influence and to give ideas so I find that is good. (A3) 

I don’t feel like there is any fear associated with posting anything on [the Suggestion Scheme]. (B1) 

There are a lot of tools we can use, for example the [the Suggestion Scheme] [...]. (B2) 

A corporate culture that enables and encourages encouragement is mentioned to be one of 

the most visible aspects of innovation and creativity in Innova. Some participants feel that 

experimentation is more directed to the teams, and some feel it is individually directed. 

Encouragement for experimentation may be also directed to the whole organization rather 

than to an individual. 

Rather than individual encouragement I think the encouragement is more directed to the teams. (B2) 

We (the team) often share information between us about work practices that might work better. ... 
When you have more time on your hands – especially if there is something new – I try to think about 
how it (work assignments) could be done better. (C2) 

I would say it (encouragement) is on a general level. (C3) 

Nonetheless, encouragement towards experimentation is culture-based, either coming from 

team members, top management or the supervisor. Thus, team members feel that they are 

allowed to experiment without much bureaucratic processes or control from top 

management.  

[...] it has always been welcome to share new ideas. (A1) 

I do feel that I or someone in the team can try something new on our own. (A3) 

I think that they definitely want people to experiment and develop. (B2) 

Clearly we are encouraged to do this. We will quickly fall behind if we don’t experiment or find new 
solutions. We need to constantly find and improve our techniques [...] I feel that I have free hands to 
solve problems on my own, there’s really no strict control, so I’d say we work very independently. (C3) 

Consistent with all teams, the supervisors play a key role to the teams as they are the closest 

available connection to higher hierarchical levels. Supervisors encourage and support the 

team members if or when they try out new ideas, thus the step towards experimentation is 

perceived to be small. 

Encouraging of course comes to some extent from the supervisor… (A1) 

Personally I think that the supervisor distributes – I don’t know if this is really how it is – tasks, and 
these might have been influenced by top management somehow. (B3) 

In our organization, I think that the threshold for experimentation is small. (C1) 

I feel that we are trusted to do the best decisions and I think we are encouraged to try new things. 
Mostly from our supervisor, we don’t have much contact with top management. (C2) 
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Participants in Team A and Team B however do not feel that experimentation is sufficiently 

encouraged by top management, either the communication is inadequate or they simply 

cannot pinpoint where the source of encouragement comes from. Some of these team 

members mention the general lack of top management involvement in teams.  

I haven’t seen much of this encouragement target the teams. I think contact from top management in 
this area is completely missing. (A1) 

[...] before this (during specific events), I haven’t heard anything from top management relating to 
trying out new things. (A2) 

If we put it this way, sure, it might be the work of top management, but it might also be a product of 
new technologies. (B1) 

It mostly does not matter what we do if we just get the job done... (B3) 

When asking top management how problem-solving is encouraged, the results were similar 

to encouragement towards experimentation. Top management wishes for self-initiated 

problem-solving, as they seemingly trust that team members want to find ways to improve 

their daily work practices.  

I’d like to think that people want to bring up problems within the organization [...] We want teams to 
think for themselves and try to find new solutions. (M1) 

[...] though the main problem here is how to develop our whole culture to focus on active problem-
solving. (M2) 

When people feel that their idea is worthy - this is basically where problem-solving has its roots - and 
that in some way their idea has been taken into account, whether implemented or not, is the key for 
development and problem-solving. (M3) 

Members of top management are not completely certain how support for problem-solving is 

received at lower hierarchical levels, other than through instances of observation.  

Yet again, it might be that top management does not encourage problem-solving enough either [...] 
Though occasionally I notice that we have not been as clear as we wanted to encourage problem-
solving, when there are cases where team members believe that they cannot make some kind of [...] 
basic decision by themselves. (M1)  

Problem-solving is encouraged through organizational culture and by using tools as a 

support. Innova’s intranet and the Suggestion Scheme are also used as portals where 

problems can be reported and suggestions how to solve the issue can be presented and 

discussed.  

I feel that we, as top management, don’t actually convey that encouragement, but through tools for the 
most part such as [the Suggestion Scheme]. In [the Suggestion Scheme] we have tried to encourage 
people to join conversations and to form an opinion about something. We also have [our intranet], 
which is an interactive platform where people can discuss and solve problems. (M2) 
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[...] there has been no problem at least so far for people to share new ideas and try to solve existing 
issues. If the organizational culture would be something among the lines of ‘I know this is a problem 
but I don’t dare to say something about it’ - that is where innovativeness dies. (M3) 

Team members consider that a problem-solving culture exists in the organization. Ideas can 

be shared through the available tools, where team members feel that the ideas are taken into 

consideration.  

When talking about a problem-solving culture, I do think we have it. If somebody has an idea for 
development or if they notice something that could be improved, then it has usually been brought up 
for discussion […] We have a good team spirit; together we take care of and fix possible problems. (A1) 

[…]we use [the Suggestion Scheme] for this (problem-solving) [...] Everyone’s opinion and ideas are 
listened to, so I feel like everyone’s included. (B1)  

[...] I think that through [the Suggestion Scheme] we have had a lot of new ideas that can be 
implemented and I think it improves the overall feel of the organization. (B3) 

We all are very self-directed, and we support each other if there is a problem that is difficult to solve. 
And I feel that problem-solving is also a big part of our organizational culture. (C2) 

The culture of Innova is intended to act as encouragement and support for teams to innovate 

and solve problems. This is to create an organization where the staff is partly responsible for 

improving their own work schemes. 

…the company is designed so that the employees are in a way in charge of development. I think you can 
see this is the whole organization on every level. I think problem-solving works well, and I think it 
shows. (C1) 

Rather than direct top management involvement, team members mainly use their supervisor 

or the team as sources of encouragement. Team members feel more comfortable interacting 

with the supervisor rather than with members of top management.  

[...] I think you cannot see this type of encouragement from top management [...] I don’t know if I 
would dare go directly to top management, so it’s a custom to first go to the supervisor. (A2) 

I would say colleagues are a good source of encouragement, and a good support for solving the problem 
itself when needed. (B1) 

Mostly I ask colleagues that sit nearby, or the supervisor. (B2) 

This comes via the supervisor. I can ask the supervisor directly if I can do a task in a specific way, I 
experience this as something only between me and the supervisor. I don’t feel this comes from top 
management. (B3) 

Additionally, the level of self-initiated problem-solving depends on the team and the work 

assignments of the team members.  Problem-solving also “depends a lot on the person in 

question; how much experience you have, how well you think you know the area and thus 

how competent you feel about fixing the problem” (M3), thus individual skills and 

experiences influence problem-solving.   
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Team A and team B have similar work assignments; therefore similarities in problem-solving 

practices stretch to the role of the supervisor - for example when asking for authorization. At 

times, team members feel like they do not have enough information available to solve a 

problem, or it is unsolvable at an individual level if the concern involves another unit. 

We get some encouragement from the supervisor, but I feel like it depends on the person quite a lot. 
(A2) 

[...] of course you can try to solve problems on your own or ask a colleague, but I do feel that I at times 
don’t have enough information to do so. (A3) 

[...] if there is a problem that needs support from supervisors or different departments then I might not 
be able to solve the problem. (B1) 

Sometimes there might be problems that I have a solution to but I don’t know if I actually can do the 
things I want to do, and then I usually double check with the supervisor. (B3) 

As discussed earlier, the work assignments of the teams impact how well team members are 

able to independently solve problems. Thus, in team C, where the work assignments are less 

bound to specific agency contracts, the team members can choose more freely how they solve 

problems. To some extent, the work assignments require the team members to be able to 

solve them unprompted. Additionally, some team members are authenticated to make 

decisions up to a certain point, thereafter possible problems must be discussed with 

management.  

[...] I have been put in the situation where I have to make decision on my own, and if there are any 
problems then I have to try to fix them. (C1) 

There is nothing else than support for this (encouragement). We are very self-directed, and I believe we 
have to be, since practically all I do at work is solving different types of problems. Of course we get the 
support needed if we are stuck, but our work involves unprompted problem-solving. (C2) 

I am authenticated [to make deals up to a certain point]. [If a deal surpasses my validation], then it’s up 
to top management to make the final decision. (C3) 

5.3 Exploitation 

All teams have access to either internal or external training possibilities or both. 

Comprehensive, routinized internal training is also available for new employees, where work 

processes and the basics of the job are introduced.  

…we have a specific routinized training program for new employees, where the basics of the job and 
workplace are introduced and the basics are familiarized. (M1) 

We have both internal and external training possibilities. We have a complete educational program 
especially designed for new employees. (M2) 

We do also have internal training for new employees where we introduce them to ways of working and 
to the organization. (M3)  
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Supervisors are responsible for further training arrangements, and for making them 

available for employees who need a specific education. The supervisor should arrange 

training opportunities together with the Human Resource department, specifically 

concerning training after the initial training phase for new employees. 

After this (initial training) it’s the supervisor’s responsibility to be aware of what team members need 
or would like to have training about and to then communicate this with the HR department. (M2) 

 Team members have the possibility to inform supervisor about their wishes for specific 

training, and team members feel free to attend training that corresponds with their own 

ambitions. Thus the training is more individually inclined.  

[...] if there is something that I feel is interesting I could see myself asking the supervisor if I could 
participate. (A2) 

Training is mostly related to my own wishes, rather than the supervisor telling me which training to go 
to. (B1) 

[...] we may tell [our supervisor] directly if there is a training possibility that would suit us. (C3) 

Nonetheless, though team members are allowed to attend whichever training they would 

like, the perceived amount of training offered to teams or individuals varies for every team. 

Some team members feel like there is enough training, while others are dissatisfied with the 

amount of training possibilities.  

There are some training opportunities, and they are arranged all the time and you can demand specific 
training. [...] but I have to say that there is enough training. (B2) 

We don’t have that much training possibility. (A1) 

I think that there aren’t that many training opportunities. (B3) 

Training opportunities are more individual than team-based. This also enables team 

members to choose what kind of education is most interesting or helpful for them.   

We don’t have training for the whole team, it’s more individual. (A2)  

I don’t think we need trainings that are specifically for the whole team. (B3) 

I’d rather choose something that seems interesting or helpful rather than participate in training just for 
the sake of it. So choosing what types of training you want to attend to is important. (C3) 

However, training opportunities are different with each team, as some teams need more 

external and specialized training, as the education offered depends on the job description of 

a person. Specific teams might have shared training opportunities rather than individual 

training. 
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I believe that we also have more profound training for people within specific teams, and I assume that 
some teams have shared training – in the sense that the whole team is coached at the same time rather 
than one individual. (M1) 

And of course the external training possibilities depend on the job position of people. Mostly people 
from development, IT, finances and HR units are provided with external educations since the job itself 
is of the nature. (M2) 

In this regard, team C relies more on external training as the team members mainly do not 

benefit from internal training as much as the other teams. This may be since members of 

team C are senior employees that have refined their assignments and expertise during their 

often extensive employment in the organization, thus there is less to learn from processes 

within the company. 

I don’t feel like we need to have internal training since everybody in the team has been working here for 
a long time and thus we know our assignments well. (C2) 

Therefore, members of team C are more likely to ask for external training than for internal. 

External training helps support the increasing amount of work assignments. Currently, the 

team members feel an acute need to broaden their knowledge and skills, as their 

assignments involve many experimental tasks. 

[...] there could be more (external) training involved since many of us have more assignments than 
ever. Even though all of my colleagues are very competent, training is always needed. (C1) 

What I would like would be some kind of external training for sales situations, and perhaps a focus on 
the psychology of a sales situation would be really good for the team. […]I haven’t felt that we have had 
that much training. (C2)  

Nonetheless, external training occasions require more resources, thus external training 

opportunities have been much more limited, consequently limiting opportunities. 

When speaking of team training and education, there have been a quite small amount of training 
possibilities. (C1)  

I know that some of the (external) training possibilities that are available are quite expensive. (C2) 

Additionally, the work assignments of team C are not as homogenous as the assignments 

within team A and team B, thus external training that fits one member of the team might not 

fit another as well. 

Since the work we do is individual where everyone has their own area of expertise, I don’t think that 
every training possibility is beneficial for everybody. If there is something that would benefit me 
greatly, it might not benefit others at all. (C3) 

In this regard, training for team A and team B is more focused on internal training.  

[...] we have our own training programs within the organization. (A3) 

I would say internal, I haven’t heard of external training possibilities (B2) 
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Internal training suits the needs for these two teams, as their area is customer service and 

agency services, there is enough knowledge within the organization for information sharing 

between group members. Since customer service mostly involves practical work, the best 

way how to do the exact type of assignments is already available within the organization. 

But I don’t think we need that much external training related specifically to the work we do, since we 
can just ask colleagues if there are problems. (B3) 

The trainings that are internal are more for customer service and those who do practical work or if they 
need training in using a specific program. (C2) 

Recent training has focused on supervisor training, as supervisors play a central role within 

the organization. 

There has been a supervisor focus on training possibilities, which is of course good since they are 
always needed. (M3) 

Lately there has been a bit more focus on supervisor training [...]. (C1) 

However, the focus on supervisor training as well as on training for new employees might 

build an imbalance between training opportunities. Thus, senior employees consequently 

feel that educational activities are not directed to them and there is a wish for an extensive 

training program for long-term employees.  

There have not been similar options for long-term employees. [...] I feel like there could be some 
general training for senior or long-term employees. I feel like training efforts have mostly been placed 
on new employees. (A1) 

There should be more training for people that have been working for a longer time. Being a senior 
employee does not mean that you don’t want to improve yourself further or learn something new. (A2) 

I think there is a lot of training possibilities for new employees. (B3) 

Top management is supportive of training activities, and wishes for all parties involved to get 

the training they wish or need. Still, when dealing with training and education, the 

effectiveness of training must be taken into account. Educational instances might lead to 

information that does not benefit the team or its members. It’s a challenge to find the right 

amount of training to fulfill both the needs of the organization as well as the teams and 

individuals. 

I think training possibilities should be arranged and available also for people in the customer service, 
but the training needs to correspond to their needs and support them in the long run. I know that some 
people want coaching and educative possibilities and some don’t, sometimes leading to unnecessary 
training that does not stick. (M3) 

The type of communication culture that top managers intend to create is open and 

transparent, and to do that members of top management communicate openly as well. By 
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creating an open culture as well as open support system for communicating, the risk of 

creating too many layers on top of one another is reduced.  

As a member of top management, I want us to be open and communicate openly so that every person 
within the company. [...] However, the starting point is to be as open and transparent as possible. (M1) 

[...] there is a risk of creating information layers on top of each other, and that will hinder transparency 
and the flow of information. (M2) 

Although top management plans to include complete transparency, this is rarely possible 

since specific information must sometimes be omitted, as well as restructured. 

Obviously, we cannot always unveil every decision straight away; sometimes the information needs to 
be prepared [...] (M1) 

[...] there is always the issue of what kind of information we can or are allowed to share. But otherwise, 
I think we should communicate everything that we can. (M3) 

Top management does not have a direct communication channel to the groups, other than so 

called morning meetings; informative meetings arranged for the staff twice a month. 

Additionally, top management uses the organization’s intranet for communication purposes, 

where some of the topics discussed during meetings are posted. Information sharing from 

top management needs to be constant, as according to the interviewed top managers, it is 

crucial for good communication. 

We communicate often through [the intranet], where we post information about decisions, sometimes 
this is unfortunately lacking, but there is information available. (M1) 

Top management does not have much of direct communication channels to the groups; we have our 
own meetings through which we communicate. [...] So much of communication is done through 
morning meetings with all employees attending. (M2) 

We discuss bigger issues at the morning meetings that are for the whole organization [...] We have the 
practice of posting information about top management meetings to [the intranet][...] we need to make 
sure to communicate constantly; this continuity is key for good communication. (M3) 

The intranet is also used to post minutes of top management meetings, so members of top 

management perceive this tool as useful. The intranet is preferred by top management for a 

few reasons; the intranet is a quick tool to use that can be used by everyone within the 

organization. Additionally, having a discussion board not geographically limited provides 

improved accessibility.  

We also post the minutes of meetings from the top management meetings, and those we upload to [the 
intranet]. (M1) 

I think to [the intranet] is in the most important position here - it’s easy to use, it’s fast, you can easily 
start conversations and it’s easily accessible for everyone. (M3) 
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Top management is not directly involved in the everyday work of teams, but communication 

tools helps with the information flow from both top-down and from teams to top 

management. The tools also help reverse the communication; top management is able to 

communicate and discuss topics that are relevant within the teams.  

I think top management is aware that we are far from praxis; we might not even have enough 
information to make decisions without our staff. [...] This should work as an echo also in the other 
direction, where - for example - service advisors, supervisors… the information should reach us (top 
management). (M1) 

These channels are well known by the teams and team members.  

Information about decisions is shared through ‘morning meetings’ for the whole organization and 
through [the intranet]. (A2) 

We have ‘morning meetings’ […] and there I feel that we get a lot of information about what is going on. 
(A3) 

We get the information through [the intranet] [...]. (B1) 

They (top management) use [the intranet] [...]. (C1) 

Not that many other channels are used for communicating, occasionally informing 

employees at some events or through e-mail. Information is readily available on the intranet, 

though more communication can always be improved.  

Information usually comes via [the intranet] and during different types of events and meetings, but 
rarely contact through e-mails or the like. Mostly through [the intranet] and during ‘morning meetings’ 
we receive information about bigger things and decisions. (B2) 

I think there could be more contact from top management. But otherwise I think the information about 
decisions is available, we have meetings and [the intranet] that the information travels through. (B3) 

In general, team members are content with these communication tools, and are content with 

this type of information channel. Team members are satisfied with the use of the tools, as 

they feel well informed. Though information is often kept on a general level, the supervisor 

of a team might brief the team or clarify the information to the team members.  

I think rather than sharing information through something like emails, [the intranet] works very well 
and I prefer that since it’s a good communication channel for these types of things. (A1) 

I feel this (amount of information) is enough, information through [the intranet] works very well. (A3)  

[The intranet] works well and I get more detailed information from my supervisor, and I feel this is 
fine. (C3) 

Most team members mentioned that the information shared by top management is 

sufficient, since information is posted and shared regularly on the intranet. Thus, 

accessibility is provided for the whole organization. Sometimes teams may receive the same 

type of information many times. 
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I feel like with [the intranet] there has been more information sharing, and thus it feels like we have 
much more information than before. So I would say it is sufficient. (A1) 

Yes, I think so, so I don’t feel the need for more, because often we receive double of the same 
information; first at a meeting and then at the morning meetings and [the intranet]. (B2) 

The shared amount of information is seen as sufficient, yet team members feel that 

communicating about a specific matter several times would help in keeping teams informed 

about the progression of crucial issues. Also, significant topics might be better to iterate or 

highlight more often than other types of information, so that the information is not obscured 

by the amount of other communication. 

The amount of information is fine, but I feel like more important things should be highlighted and 
featured. (A2) 

I don’t experience that we need more information, but more like what’s going on in the organization. 
(A3) 

Well, I think things are communicated quite well here, of course there’s always too little information, 
but I don’t feel like I have the need to know more. (B1) 

In contrast, team C is more reliant on the information shared by the supervisor. The 

supervisor of team C is, as mentioned, a member of top management, and thus the 

supervisor may share information to the team from top management. The supervisor 

reshapes the information they receive fr0m top management to fit the needs of the team. 

The fact that the supervisor is seen as the communication link between top management and 

the team is appreciated, as the communication is more customized to fit the team’s needs.  

My supervisor keeps me usually very informed and on the map about things going on in the 
organization, but especially of things that concern my assigned area. (C1) 

Most information comes via our supervisor. I think our supervisor filters some of the information that 
comes directly from top management as to fit the needs of our team. (C2) 

We use [the intranet] a lot, but the best channel for me is through [my supervisor]. My supervisor 
might draft their own summary of the information, but mainly the information comes from there. (C3) 

Of course, team A and Team B also receive information from their supervisors; however, the 

main channel seems to be the intranet and the morning meetings. 

[...] the supervisor tells us during meetings. (B1) 

Often these things come via the supervisor.  (B2)  

5.4 Culture 

When top managers were asked how top management show support for the teams, the 

common answer was not through direct contact, but through organizational culture. The 

culture of the company acts as a support for open communication. Top managers are open to 
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receive direct contact, as to create a culture where the higher hierarchical levels are not 

perceived as too broad or unreachable. The way to enable such culture is for top managers to 

also have a low threshold to contact members of the team. Top management is perceived as 

being closer to the teams than in many other organizations, and that is a widely accepted 

cultural element in Innova.  

[...] I do think that is the best way for support, when - well, hopefully- people feel like they can ask me 
anything and let me know if there are issues or areas that could be developed. (M1) 

The idea is to have an open culture where the threshold of asking a member of top management for 
help should be as low as possible. We want a culture where people don’t hesitate to contact us, and we 
try to contact teams as well. (M2) 

I do think our organizational structure is very low and that top management is quite close to the teams. 
We have tried to communicate openly so that people feel comfortable to contact us directly if needed, 
and I don’t think that has been as issue before. (M3) 

Still, team members are not in contact with top management on a daily basis, thus leading to 

a greater rift between the hierarchical levels. Additionally, a larger organization seemingly 

leads to a bigger gap in between the teams and top management.  

When I started working here the organization was smaller and then it was easier to have direct contact. 
(A1) 

That (support from top management) has been almost like a void, it feels like that does not exist. It 
might exist, but I don’t notice it myself. (B3) 

Nonetheless, the wish for more contact is present even within the top management team.  

I hold a lot of sales meetings with my subordinates, and in the same way I feel like every member of top 
management need to have contact with the people that are working under them. (M1) 

Yet the amount of contact is bound to what kind of teams top management works with, thus 

affecting the amount of perceived support. Supervisors act once again as one of the main 

sources of support for the teams. 

If I may approach from my own point of view, in general, we work closer with some teams, more so 
than with others. [...] quite naturally the support comes from the supervisor. (M3) 

Consistent with this, supervisors are the main support for team A, since the supervisor might 

have more detailed information about current topics than top management. The team is not 

directly in contact with top management, this is however reasonable according to team 

members, a supervisors are more involved in their daily work.  

Mainly the support comes nowadays through the supervisor. [...] This is probably since the supervisor 
has more information anyhow about things than a top manager has. (A1) 

This comes from the supervisor. [...] I do feel that it’s ok if the support comes from within the team or 
from the supervisor [...]. (A2) 
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I have very little contact with top management. [...] I have more contact with the supervisor I would 
say, so the support mainly comes from there. (A3) 

This is further supported by team B; supervisors are the main source of support for team 

members, as they work closely with the team. 

…most the face-to-face contact is through the supervisor [...]. (B2) 

[...] the supervisor has been our team’s support. (B3) 

Supervisors evidently provide team members with enough space to do their work 

assignments without strict control. Support is that the supervisor provides with help when it 

is necessary. 

…we have a very supporting supervisor [...] not someone that breathes down your neck, but provides 
everything if needed. (B1) 

This also applies to team C; team members would rather contact the supervisor than top 

management directly.  

My daily work is supported by my supervisor [...]. (C1) 

This comes via the supervisor. [...]If I have a problem, I’d rather try talking to my supervisor and get 
the idea to top management in that way, rather than directly contacting them. (C2) 

Though, since the supervisor is a part of top management, team C is more indirectly and 

directly more supported by top management. Since the team might work with projects 

involving other teams or units, support from top management is crucial for the project, thus 

enhancing the presence of top management support. 

Everything what we do is somehow supported by top management since my area involves collaboration 
with many different units and teams. [...] The things that are decided within top management do not 
directly transfer to me. (C1) 

During many of our projects we might be working closely with top management, thus I think we get 
enough support during meetings and discussions. We receive aid and guidance on those occasions. (C3) 

When top management was asked about how feedback is given to the teams, the answer was 

partly culture-related. Top managers intend to be involved in giving feedback. The feedback 

is provided through tools, such as the intranet, as well as sometimes face-to-face during 

events or meetings. The general idea is to give feedback whenever possible, even though top 

management might not have enough information to give detailed feedback.  

[...]I don’t have any problem posting feedback on [the intranet], or sending e-mails, or just randomly 
popping by to say you did great work. (M1) 

I feel like we do give feedback on good performances. I think it works quite well, however there might 
be problems with giving feedback detailed and deep enough… Thanking people for the work they have 
done is however natural and should be existing at all times. (M3) 
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The intranet is used for feedback, not only by top management but also by team members - 

for example in cases when a team has received feedback from a customer. Thus one member 

of top management points to an issue with feedback concerning especially teams with daily 

customer contact - there is yet a feedback system that would provide the teams with direct 

customer feedback. 

Well at least people post feedback they have received from customers on [the intranet] [...] Another 
area that is lacking is direct feedback from our [B2B and B2C] customers that would involve a real-time 
checking of data and response. (M2) 

Even though the intranet acts as a support tool, the role of the supervisor must be considered 

as well. As mentioned, the supervisor has more knowledge and information to give more 

detailed feedback than top management.  

[...] I think [the intranet] is a good place for feedback since one can respond to it quickly… (M3) 

The supervisor cannot be omitted; no matter if the feedback is positive or negative, I feel the supervisor 
should be a part of the process. In some situations I might not have enough information that I could 
give them the feedback a team needs or deserves. In such cases the supervisor should be the one to 
provide feedback. (M1) 

Colleagues are also a source of feedback. 

A big part of support and feedback comes through not only the supervisor but also colleagues. (M3) 

Top management is not directly involved in face-to-face feedback for team A and team B; 

however top management is provides feedback through the company intranet. Supervisors 

have a central role in this, and so do the customers. 

The only link we have is our supervisor that provides us with either positive or negative feedback. We 
do also get feedback from the service supervisors as well as our customers. (A1) 

I would say feedback comes from the supervisor. Sometimes there is feedback in [the intranet], but not 
face-to-face. (A3) 

[...] again, the supervisor is the channel for feedback. (B3) 

Customers play a significant role in feedback for the teams, as the feedback they get is 

directly related to daily work assignments.  

We get feedback through the people mainly in charge of services, and they get the feedback from 
customers. In the end, the feedback always comes from customers [...]. (A1) 

I get a lot of feedback directly from customers, and that is enough for me. That is the best feedback you 
can get, because the customers know the work I do, top management does not. (B1) 

Likewise, team C receives feedback regularly from their supervisor. Similar to the other 

teams, feedback is preferred to come from the supervisor, rather than from top 

management.  
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[...] the supervisors have always provided feedback. For me, receiving feedback from our supervisor is 
enough, its fine if our supervisor is aware of something that the team has done well. (C2) 

[…] this is the role of my supervisor, from who I receive directly feedback on a regular basis. [...] I have 
experienced the fact that feedback comes through my supervisor as better than if it would be expressed 
by top management. (C3) 

On the other hand, the assignments of team C are different than from the other two teams, 

thus team C is more in contact with top managers and other teams. Feedback may therefore 

be provided by other units or during projects - and if top management is involved in a 

project - feedback might be delivered during assemblies. Since team C assignments include 

sales and procurement, the team may receive direct feedback from top management if a new 

customer contract has been acquired.  

Much of the feedback comes up during sales meetings, since at these meetings the CEO and the sales 
managers are present. (C1) 

Perhaps if [a colleague] has been able to get a new customer or deal, then top management has given 
feedback to some extent. This happens mostly through on [the intranet] or perhaps during sales and 
marketing meetings, since a few members of top management are present. (C2)  

Top management plans to keep the posted feedback on usually a general level, and thus 

usually provides feedback to the whole organization on the intranet or during meetings. This 

is to create equality - that all teams can take part of the good work done. The feedback might 

be directed to teams, rather than an individuals, however the common practice is to give 

feedback to the whole organization.  

We know that some might feel like they have been doing more work than others, but for the sake of 
equality, the recognition we give through [the intranet] is directed to the organization. (M1) 

Well the feedback is mostly directed to the team, but the way we see this is through [the intranet], 
where top management might post something about performing well that is directed to the whole 
organization. (B2) 

Especially in team A and team B, the effects of this general feedback are sometimes regarded 

as unjust. Team members think that the intranet is an appropriate tool for feedback; 

however, the teams would rather get the recognition specifically to the team if the team is 

responsible for the result. Yet, team members do not specifically wish for individual feedback 

through top management, and in some regards are happy with the feedback coming directly 

to the team. Still, recognition from top management is welcome. Albeit the feedback does 

not always have to be in the form of acknowledgement; simply feedback from top 

management concerning a specific team would convey what is done well and what could be 

improved. 

It would feel nice to get feedback from top management, not maybe personally but for the whole team, 
rather than getting a generally written post in [the intranet] where everyone in the organization is 
thanked. (A1) 
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[...]  it would be nice to get direct feedback for the team by either email or via the supervisor. Especially 
since some of the feedback from top management is put on [the intranet], thanking the whole 
organization but you know that it’s you or your team that actually is behind the good result. (A2) 

Well I feel like we already get good feedback during meetings by the supervisor, but it would be 
interesting to sometime hear what top management thinks since we don’t have much contact with 
them. (A3) 

[...]if there was something that we know that is a certain way precisely because of our team, I would like 
direct feedback to us.[...] There have been instances when this could have been practiced and a specific 
team could have gotten the feedback for it, but then the whole organization has been thanked for the 
effort. (B2) 
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6 DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study was to examine the role of top management in team ambidexterity. 

This aim is supported by identifying possible team ambidexterity; the explorative and 

exploitative tasks and practices within the team and the dynamics between the team and top 

management. Additionally, team features and dynamics are presented. In the chapters 

below, the results of the collected data are discussed in relation to the literature review.  

6.1 Team dynamics 

Examining the work assignments, dynamics and relations of the three studies teams, the 

official definition for team A and B is a traditional work group. According to the model of 

Levi (2001:9), team A and B can be classified as a traditional work groups with nuances of  

traditional teams. These teams are a part of the organization’s hierarchy, where a supervisor 

is assigned to the team by management (Levi 2001:9). The group members solve problems 

and work individually (Parker 2014:667; Svedberg  2012:171) towards the general goal of the 

organization through coordinated activities (Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:11; Wheelan & 

Andersson 2010:15). According to Wheelan and Andersson (2010:15–16), team A and B are 

considered groups as they have yet to as a team plan the most efficient way to reach the 

goals. Currently, team A and B work for the general goal in ways how they see fit.  

Additionally, these teams consist of individuals that have similar and mostly non-specialized 

skills for common work tasks (Levi 2011:4–5; Svedberg 2012:170) - thus further classifying 

team A and B since work groups as the members mostly have standardized skills and are 

therefore more flexible in their assignments. 

The team is acknowledged as a team rather than as individuals, thus indicating a deviation to 

the traditional work group by Leroy (2001, as cited in Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96). Team A 

and B have autonomous tendencies and are democratic and consultative when deciding on 

specific things involving the team. The supervisor is appointed the leader of the group by 

management; however, the supervisors are not exclusively authoritative figures. The 

supervisors take a rather leading and supporting role when needed, which is a trait of a 

traditional team (Levi 2001:9). Therefore the work group is to some extent self-managed 

since team members are allowed to solve problems on their own.  

Team C is a more even mix of a work group and the traditional team. The team has similarly 

an appointed supervisor but their decision-making is more autonomous (Levi 2001:9) and 

linked to the size of a customer deal or sales. Within these limits, a team member is allowed 
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to make their own decision on how customers and sales should be managed, thus making the 

team more self-managed (Leroy 2001, as cited in Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96). The team 

members have specialized roles and their own work areas, thus making rotation less flexible. 

This further directs team C towards a traditional team classification (Leroy 2001, as cited in 

Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96; Svedberg 2012:171). The team is expected to be able to innovate in 

how succeeding to make a contract or deal with customers (Shalley 2002).  

However, team C is also following more generalized goals, thus also suggesting an 

inclination towards a traditional work group (Levi 2001:9). Whether the activities are 

independent or interdependent is debatable, as during specific projects the overall success 

depends on input from all team members, but during other times the team members work 

independently toward a certain goal of their own - for example - a deal or sale. The overall 

collaboration is possibly more consultative and idea-exchanging in terms of mutual projects 

than in team A and team B. 

As mentioned, the teams are operating autonomously to some extent, thus providing them 

with the breadth to make their own decisions and improving their adeptness during daily 

activities (Campion & Higgs 1993; Henrikson 2017:208). Viscuso (2015:5) suggest that a 

group of people doing the same kind of work cannot simply be called a team – creating team 

spirit is of utmost importance (Guchait, Lei & Tews 2016). This team spirit manifests as 

teamwork within the teams although their work is mostly independent - the teams discuss 

and resolve issues during meetings (Svedberg 2012:174), team members guide each other 

and the teams work together to successfully complete assignments (Priola, Smith & 

Armstrong 2004:566). The teams are also involved in event days and teamwork events, thus 

having better capabilities to improve teamwork and strengthen shared aims. 

The organization has an established reward system for team members to further improve 

efficiency; however, this is more individually inclined rather than having a bonus program 

for the whole team. If a reward system for the whole team is established, the work group or 

team may experience improved teamwork (Barrick et al. 2007). As it is, individual rewards 

might lead to a more competitive behavior, thus decreasing the amount of shared knowledge 

(Clercq, Thongpapanl & Dimov 2014). Yet, it cannot be said for certain if these theories can 

be reinforced by the evidence in this particular case study. 

There are significant differences between the work in a traditional team and the work in a 

group, and some of the differences are in the level of motivation. The members of team C are 

more inclined and willing to work and brainstorm together to succeed (Wheelan & 
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Andersson 2010:15) since the team is more specialized and thus are inevitably more involved 

and tied to their daily work assignment than the other teams. Members of team C are 

required to work together; they carry individually a larger responsibility for the success of 

the organization since their assignments are more specialized. The motivational impact 

within team C is further supported by the research of Campion and Higgs (1993), as a more 

self-managed group is usually more motivated. 

Proposing that team A and B are not motivated to do their work assignments would however 

be false. Nevertheless, work groups are commonly bound together by some common purpose 

or interest (Levi 2001:4) and work together since they are expected to. This indicates that 

motivation for working as a group or entity may be a result of expectations either of the 

organization or the supervisor. In team A and B this can be seen as working in pairs as well 

as in a smaller group bound to the work booths. As suggested by the participants in team A 

and B, the supervisors are main motivators, as they are in charge of the intrinsic motivation 

through training, encourage and support (Kao & Chen 2016). 

Additionally, even though these two teams may be more autonomous and involved in 

decision-making than other traditional work groups, some team members do not feel the 

need to be more engaged than they are the moment. This supports the research of Kauffield 

(2006) that active planning and participation in more self-managed groups does not 

automatically mean more engaged group members. 

6.2 Evidence of organizational and team ambidexterity 

Before this study, Innova has been unaware of Organizational Ambidexterity as a research 

area, yet there is evidence of explorative and exploitative behavior that support the studied 

teams in appropriate ways. Turner, Maylor and Swart (2015) mention that ambidexterity 

might not be a deliberate strategy and can be achieved without intention, which also is 

accurate for Innova. The size of the company, as well as a flat organizational structure, might 

have facilitated ambidexterity to an extent (Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016), enabling 

decentralized decision-making and autonomy within the team and thus more freedom 

especially for explorative behavior. 

Innova operates under legislative boundaries; this limits some ambidextrous activities that 

may exist in other similar-sized companies (Chae, Seo & Lee 2015:83). The business itself 

depends on the knowledge within the organization and outside of the company – thus 

labeling Innova as a knowledge-intensive organization (Ichijō & Nonaka 2007:206–207).  
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A common way to describe Organizational Ambidexterity is finding and upholding the 

appropriate balance between explorative and exploitative activities and behavior (Liu & 

Leitner 2012; March 1991; Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014; Venugopal et al. 2017). With that 

definition in mind, and since the purpose of this thesis was not to measure this balance, the 

ambidextrous evidence of both Innova and the teams have been studied and identified 

instead.  

The type of ambidexterity in Innova closely resembles a contextual structure. Innova 

provides financial services for both B2B and B2C customers, and a considerable amount of 

the daily business is related to some type of customer service. Teams and work groups in 

Innova are thus in a central position, as this type of structure allows ambidextrous activities 

to be performed on an individual or team level. Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004:50) describe 

that explorative and explorative behavior of employees – such as salespeople, supervisors or 

office workers - is prominent for contextual ambidexterity. Employees’ roles are mostly 

flexible as many of the teams are linked to similar work, thus also the skills of these teams 

are more generalized.   

However, the organization has a designated unit that specializes in Research and 

Development (R&D) activities, which is unusual according to Patel, Messersmith and Lepak 

(2013), since smaller companies are not likely to implement a separate unit for R&D due to 

costs. Though, teams and work groups are encouraged to innovate and solve problems on 

their own, thus the developmental activates are a shared responsibility of the teams and the 

specified development unit – further pointing towards structural ambidexterity (Birkinshaw 

& Gibson 2004:50). This points to the evidence of Chen (2017) that structural ambidexterity 

is implemented on a general level and contextual ambidexterity in teams. 

Top management in Innova is less authoritative towards the lower hierarchical levels, as 

much of the decision-making has been decentralized to supervisors and to the teams. The 

role of top management has been so far to strategize and to support the activities of the 

teams, further pointing towards a contextual model (Birkinshaw & Gibson 2004:50). The 

fact that top management intends for innovative and problem-solving to be created within 

the teams, is according to Markides (2008:101) a significant factor for creating a natural 

state of ambidexterity where a parent unit – or in this case top management – does not 

interfere in the daily activities.  

The activities of team A and B are in general more short-term focused than the sales and 

marketing-related tasks of team C. The reason for this is that a sales and marketing unit is 
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expected to be more on the explorative scale; taking risks, solving issues and finding new 

ways to attain customers (Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014:22) are some of the daily 

assignments of team C. Team A and B administer to some extent long-term contracts and 

agreements, and members may be flexible to find better solutions in problematic situations. 

This is supported by the research of Chae, Seo and Lee (2015), that demonstrates that 

difficult or challenging tasks might need a more explorative approach. Still, the daily 

assignments of team A and B mostly include a short-term focus on customer contact and 

refining and updating information (Oehmichen et al. 2017).  

All of the studied teams have a general goal that is linked to the organization’s goals. The 

members of these teams have diverse opinions about team-specific goals, thus it is debatable 

whether such a goal exists or not. The effect of having a specific goal might effectuate 

ambidexterity if the goals are high enough but reachable for the team (Kauppila & 

Tempelaar 2016). Having this kind of goal may improve the overall effectiveness of the 

teams by removing possibly unnecessary group exercises. Nonetheless, members of the 

teams share their experiences at meetings and through information sharing tools, thus 

combining knowledge within the team - a criteria for enabling ambidexterity (Chermack, 

Bodwell & Glick 2010:139).  

Training opportunities at Innova is available for all team members and for new employees. 

Thus, team members have a chance for increasing their knowledge not only professionally 

but also personally as members can request a specific kind of training if needed (Welbourne 

2001:1–2). The supervisor of each team is responsible for training opportunities, and thus 

the manager needs to recognize the needs of each team member (Keo & Chen 2016). 

Arranging training opportunities is crucial for successfully including new employees into the 

processes of the organization (Akhavan, Ramezan & Moghaddam 2013) and as mentioned by 

team members, there has been a lot of focus on training for new employees. Mentoring is 

also imperative (Akhavan, Ramezan & Moghaddam 2013) and has evidentially been 

provided by senior team members to new employees, however no specific mentor has been 

appointed to the team members. 

The tasks of team A and B focus on short-term activities, thus many of the training 

opportunities are internal and focus on practical and relevant topics. Hence, internal 

training arrangements are sufficient for team A and B, as their tasks include mostly refining 

the knowledge they already have (Wolf et al. 2017). Opposed to the short-term focus of team 

A and B, the most distinctive tasks of team C should be explorative, and thus external 
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training is better for team C (Ephross & Vassil 2005:9). Team C’s inclination towards more 

explorative work assignments needs an input from other sources, as internal training 

inevitably contributes to fine-polishing activities within the organization. This is further 

emphasized by the team members in team C; external training ought to be available. 

The teams are relatively autonomous without much authoritarian control from the 

supervisor, thus supervisors act as general support as well as a link for feedback if needed. 

This allows team members to independently choose when to switch between long-term and 

short-term behavior (Jørgensen & Becker 2017). Yet, as the activities of team A and B are 

tied to a schedule either on a daily or weekly basis, team members can only manage these 

tasks within a certain frame. Team C is not typically bound to a specific agenda and is thus 

more flexible to switch between exploration and exploitation.  

Parker (2014) mentions that there needs to be a link between the customer and the service 

provider and that it might be more essential to enable this for an explorative group rather 

than an exploitative group. However, as the tasks of team A and B involve constant contact 

with customers, the feedback link for exploitative groups is just as crucial. A feedback link 

between the customers does not only provide new ideas and processes but also help with 

improving existing practices – thus supporting exploitative activities.  

As opposed to team A with daily or sporadic assignment rotations, team B rotates specific 

assignments on a weekly basis, and these assignments are divided amongst themselves in a 

specific work booth. Parker (2014) suggests that job rotation might balance the group, and 

perhaps improve motivation. Job rotation might help teams to be more ambidextrous if 

these assignments involve both explorative and exploitative tasks.  

6.3 Top Management  

Top management in Innova influences the teams indirectly through administrative, strategic 

and operational activities (Kortmann 2015). Even though top management might not be 

involved in the teams’ assignments on a daily basis, the effects of strategic work at top 

management level are recognized by team members. Lubatkin et al. (2006) propose that top 

management affects lower hierarchical levels more since the organization is smaller. In a 

smaller organization like Innova, top management must make more comprehensive choices 

(Lubatkin et al. 2006), since their work area is broader. 

However, the actions and activities of top managers or the supervisors seemingly have no 

direct effect on the team’s motivation towards explorative or exploitive behavior. Li, Lin and 
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Tien (2015) discuss that the probability of team members taking more risk is higher if the 

leader is more prone to risk-taking. In Innova, the personality of team members, 

motivational level, assignments and general encouragement have been the driving factors for 

explorative tasks. Team A and B experience a different level of exploration not because the 

supervisor acts as a role model - but as a source of support. Thus, the evidence does not 

support earlier theories that a supervisor acts as a role model for employees. 

Yet, the personality of a team leader affects how team members relate to or think about 

certain tasks (Amos & Klimoski 2014) - although the team members do not actively seek out 

these specific tasks, they may be more perceptive toward explorative assignments. There 

have been instances where a person in an influential role has through their actions created 

respect within the teams (Sariol & Abebe 2017). Still, it cannot be concluded whether this 

has affected the teams in explorative nor exploitative ways. 

The strategic choices and the leadership style affects the team in different ways. Teams like A 

and B may value more short-term solutions over long-term while teams with more 

explorative tendencies are accustomed to a long-term focus on work (Gevers et al. 2015). The 

leadership style in Innova is mostly experienced in the team through the supervisor, as top 

management is not a part of daily activities although the organizational structure is rather 

flat. A top manager that is a supervisor, providing support for a team in their daily activities, 

is therefore regarded as a team leader or supervisor rather than a member of top 

management.  

The supervisors are in charge of considering team members’ abilities and act as a source of 

support and feedback (Sun & Anderson 2011). The supervisor’s role is to create trust within 

their managed team and thus builds a base for innovation encouragement (Sun & Anderson 

2011). This is necessary for ambidextrous activities, as the supervisors act as main support so 

that team members can switch between explorative and exploitative activities when needed 

(Luo et al. 2015). The role of the supervisor is to support and motivate team members in 

their daily work assignments (Havermans et al. 2015; Simsek et al. 2009).  

6.3.1 Culture as a tool 

Innova uses specific tools for sharing information, such as a company intranet and a 

Suggestion Scheme (Hawryszkiewycz 2010:111; Pee & Min 2017:438) that are available for 

the whole organization (Krylova, Vera & Crossan 2016). The organization uses these tools for 

sharing knowledge and building up a network where new employees can directly access 

explicit knowledge shared by senior employees (North & Kumta 2014).  
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Ruggles (1998:82) explains that an intranet can be seen as evidence of KM technology with 

the purpose of improving knowledge sharing. Team members and top managers alike use 

these tools on a daily basis. By using these virtual tools the teams have access to more 

tangible knowledge (Lambe 2007:3). This top-down and reverse information flow is a 

support, or perhaps even a substitute for the lack of direct contact with top management 

teams. The teams provide top management with insights and ideas, while top management 

provides the teams with information, thus providing a channel that supports exploration and 

exploitation (Mom, Van Den Bosch & Volberda 2007). 

Yet, even though the contributions of top management reach all units, according to the 

teams there is a disproportion in the iteration of issues from top management down to lower 

levels (Hawryszkiewycz 2010:111). An uneven distribution of information could lead to 

knowledge hiding (North & Kumta 2014:50); however, this is seemingly no big issue in 

Innova, as teams perceive the amount of distributed issues as sufficient.  

An apparently bigger concern is the distribution of feedback in the form of recognition. Top 

management occasionally posts general feedback and appreciation that is directed towards 

the whole company. Thus, even though top management is not actively providing the teams 

with feedback, as that is the role of supervisors, some team members in team A and B find 

the lack of team-specific recognition unjust. Team C appears not to have this issue, this 

might be a consequence of the absence of intermediaries between manager M1 and team C, 

thus manager M1 acts as a direct link for top management recognition. 

Top managers in Innova are keen on creating a culture that supports and encourages teams 

to be more ambidextrous and courageous to explore new ideas. The plan is to lower the 

threshold and blur the lines between higher and lower hierarchical levels as to keep the 

organization more informal and flat. This type of behavior is according to Li (2013) suitable 

for building a base for a more naturally ambidextrous work environment. The research of 

Zacher, Robinson and Rosing (2016) shows that an open work environment and leadership 

style impacts the whole organization’s attitude towards innovative behavior.  

Top management may have to influence ambidexterity through culture rather than actions 

since teams do not frequently meet with top management so that team members could be 

directly influenced by the actions of management. Ambidexterity in teams is mainly 

facilitated by not only the supervisor but also other team members and colleagues. This 

further points to the impact of organizational culture. As a key component in Knowledge 
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Management is culture (Becerra-Fernandez & Sabherwal 2015:5), perhaps it is not so 

unlikely that culture also can support ambidextrous behavior.  

6.4 Managerial implications 

The implications of this study are not generalizable in terms of direct practical 

implementation in other organizations. The case company in this paper is a small to 

medium-sized financial services organization with operations in the Finnish market. The 

industry is influenced by legislation and thus Innova operates under specific conditions that 

might not transfer to other companies. However, there are implications that top managers 

need to take into consideration when dealing with team ambidexterity - regardless of 

industry. The findings of this study imply that top management’s tools for facilitating 

ambidexterity are organizational culture and KM technologies.  

Top managers that are not in involved in the daily activities of teams are likely to affect 

teams indirectly through strategic work. Therefore, top managers execute tasks in the 

background, and as such, actions and traits of top management do not directly affect teams 

and team members. This implies that ambidextrous activities are in such cases directly 

facilitated by a manager or - in the case of Innova - a supervisor that acts as the connection 

between daily activities and the organization’s goals and values. 

One intermediary can lead to a bigger gap between the team and top management, thus 

managers need to consider how teams and work groups are structured and the personality of 

the supervisor. Having a team leader or supervisor puts more distance between top 

management and the team; therefore the supervisor has a central role in supporting, 

encouraging and managing the team in its daily assignments. The active role of 

ambidexterity in such cases are transferred to the supervisor, while top management 

supports the whole process by enabling communication flow and creating a suitable 

environment for team ambidexterity.  

Goals act as guidelines for the company and aids organizational culture, therefore having 

team-specific goals might help the team to focus towards a specific direction. Top 

management needs perhaps not be directly involved in this but supervisors should be 

strengthening the goals and make sure that team members are aware of the objectives. Goals 

can help teams to focus long-term on aims, thus possibly integrating long-term thinking into 

the daily tasks of team members. However, as discussed, top management and teams may 

not focus on goals in the same way, as short-term goals are more relevant and achievable for 
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some teams while top management has generally a long-term focus. Thus a mix between 

short-term and long-term goals might improve either exploration or exploitation or both. 

Communication and information are supportive processes that top management may also 

use as tools. The main concern of managers is whether the information reaches its targeted 

destination, how often the issue is iterated and how the teams interpret the news. The 

perceived amount of information may not be affected by how close a team is to top 

management - if there is an already established communication channel available for all 

employees. Thus, the type of tool for communication must cover the needs of the teams, as 

failing to do so may create an information imbalance. 

The tasks and daily assignments of the teams are significant for what kind of ambidextrous 

activities are supported. Long-term explorative behaviors need to be supported by long-term 

activities and short-term activities need appropriate exploitative support. However, 

managers cannot overlook the fact that even though short-term teams are in need of less 

explorative support, the need for support, encouragement and motivational factors are still 

present. These can directly affect how ambidextrous teams can be, and for the survival of the 

organization, managers need to also support the right amount of long-term thinking and 

activities even in mostly exploitative teams. 

6.5 Delimitations and further research  

As this study focuses on a case study of a small-sized company within the Finnish market, 

the implications of this study are limited. This study is conducted with a focus on a specific 

case company; therefore the outcome of this research is presented with viewpoints of the 

company rather than a general view of the issue. This focus, combined with a qualitative 

research method, leaves much open for further studies. 

The findings in this study should be compared to similar studies for further reliability. This 

would aid with either endorsing or rejecting statements and case-specific evidence that 

generalize the dynamics between top management and team ambidexterity in flat 

organizations. As the findings suggest that tools for top management in ambidextrous 

behavior is KM tools - such as an intranet - and the organizational culture, the direct effect 

and implications needs to further be researched. Culture, in particular, is a challenging topic, 

and this research has only revealed theoretical implications about its properties. Thus, 

further studies should focus on the practical implications on organizational culture as a 

possible tool or method for ambidexterity in teams. In earlier studies, the possibility of 

culture as an intermediator for ambidexterity has not been properly utilized; more profound 
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studies for this is necessary to confirm whether culture may support long-term 

ambidexterity.  

Furthermore, this research suggests subtle differences between team and work group 

ambidexterity, however further studies may define the difference in a more systematic way. 

The supervisor has a significant role for the team; therefore further research should also 

focus on the role of a manager or supervisor that works closely with the team.  

6.6 Quality of study 

The validity of qualitative research is measured differently than validity in quantitative 

studies. Validity in general means the accuracy of the data presented - if the researcher has 

measured what they intended to measure. However, in qualitative research validity means 

the level of methodical data collection and analysis. (Hair, Wolfinbarger, Money, Samouel & 

Page 2015:238, 289) 

Considering systematic data collection, the interviews in this study have been semi-

structured and the questions were similar for top management and team members alike. 

Semi-structured interviews have enabled a more flexible approach for understanding team 

dynamics and the role of top management in team ambidexterity. Therefore, the interviews 

have a consistent approach to each interviewee. The purpose of similar question for two 

different parties is to ease comparison of the data between groups and teams in connection 

with top management. This way the study has provided a systematic view of all participated 

teams. 

The interview questions are based on the theoretical model of Birkinshaw and Gibson 

(2004:53) as well as on the literature review of earlier studies within ambidexterity. After 

concluding this research, the author of this thesis perceives the interview questions as 

sufficient for the purpose of the study. However, instead of inquiring top management what 

tasks the teams of this study were in charge of, the author later concluded that this question 

had been better to ask about top management’s activities as a group.  

The validity of this study is also debatable when considering theory triangulation (Hair et al. 

2015:289). The literature used in this study is mostly literature from the US, and some other 

sources. There are not many studies of ambidexterity in the Nordic countries that could help 

identify culture or country-specific aspects of Innova. Ambidexterity as an academic subject 

is a new phenomenon that requires extensive research to create consistent ways of 

measurement. The literature review of this study is based on ambidexterity, especially within 
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teams and top management. The author considers the amount of literature found to be an 

appropriate amount considering that there a limited amount of research within the field. The 

literature review of KM and team dynamics are available to a greater extent, thus the 

quantity of theories found for these are perceived as sufficient. 

Reliability in research is traditionally linked to the replication of the study - if the test can be 

repeated with the same or similar results. Yet, in qualitative research this is measured 

differently; “in qualitative research, reliability is the degree of consistency in the assignment 

of similar words, phrases, or other kinds of data to the same pattern or theme by different 

researchers” (Hair et al. 2015:288). In this study, the interpretation of the results and data 

may be different between researchers. This is since ambidexterity lacks a proper way of 

measuring and evaluating the data due to its more complex and case-specific nature. Many 

studies have attempted to create a measurement scale while others have focused on 

explaining the dynamics of ambidexterity. Thus, researchers have different ways of 

interpreting the data of this type of study. Additionally, the case company Innova is 

constantly changing and developing their business practices, thus the exact same results 

cannot be replicated at a later time within the company. However, as ambidexterity has a few 

characteristics of exploration and exploitation, researchers can identify tendencies for 

ambidexterity within other companies and groups when using the same type of questions as 

in this study. If this research was to be replicated, the researcher may be able to categorize 

the data into the four types identified in the data analysis, either confirming or debunking 

the findings of this research. 

Bell and Bryman (2007) mention that many management students or researchers might be 

more likely to be biased as they often do not state possible interest conflicts. As earlier 

mentioned, as the author of this paper has prior relation to the case company, the study may 

be interpreted possibly as biased. In regards to the organization’s as well as the interviewees’ 

wishes of anonymity, this relation is not mentioned. Nonetheless, this thesis has not been 

commissioned by the case company, nor has it been requested to contain only a certain type 

of data. This thesis is based on a mutual understanding between top management and the 

author, where the main purposes are to broaden the field of ambidexterity while 

simultaneously providing the case company with a better understanding of their internal 

processes.  

The trustworthiness of this research is debatable, as possible biases may exist. Collecting the 

data in the most ethical manner was of great importance for the author, thus the author has 

made sure to consider advantages and issues as well as general sources for improvement in 
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the research. This is to ensure that there is as little bias as possible and to provide the case 

company with an opportunity for improvement. Additionally, the literature review may bring 

some unintentional biases, as a large portion of earlier theories are in English and from the 

US. This, however, is not a conscious decision by the author. Nonetheless, it must be noted 

that the author’s way of perceiving ambidexterity may be influenced by earlier research. The 

author has attempted to decrease this kind of bias by involving as many views and 

approaches of ambidexterity as possible. 

6.7 Conclusions 

This thesis has examined the role of top management in team ambidexterity in the company 

Innova - a small to medium-sized financial services company operating within Finland. With 

regards to the aim and purpose of this study, the dynamics within teams and the role of top 

management in team ambidexterity has been studied through twelve interviews.  

Innova has a flat organizational structure and consists of several teams with assignments 

mainly linked to customer service both for B2B and B2C clients. The company has a separate 

R&D department, yet the team members are incorporated in the organization’s long-term 

innovation strategy. Innova has a contextual ambidexterity structure since the salespeople 

and team members are front-line employees in direct contact with customers. These front-

line employees may to an extent exercise explorative and exploitative behavior.  

Teams need different types of support functions and encouragement practices depending on 

the assignments and team dynamics. Team A and B have similar tasks related to customer-

service and can be described as a work group rather than a traditional work team. Thus, 

support should be provided as exploitation is more common within these groups. Team C is 

in charge of sales and is a mix of a traditional team and work group, as the assignments of 

team members are mostly exploration-related.  

According to earlier studies, teams with more explorative tendencies such as sales ought to 

concentrate on more explorative business. The team dynamics and assignments in team C 

appear to support this, as the team members mention the importance of long-term focus. In 

team A and B, a short-term focus is essential to refine the daily work assignments and 

improving the level of motivation. Additionally, job rotation may enable teams to participate 

in both explorative and exploitative behavior. 

Top management is not directly involved in the activities of team A and B, while team C has 

a direct link to top management considering that their supervisor is a member of top 
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management. One or more intermediary between top management and teams may lead to 

other ways for top management to influence ambidexterity. The long-term and exploratory 

tendencies of Innova and within the teams appear to be tied to the perceived support and 

encouragement of a supervisor, team leader or colleague. 

The main contribution of this study is that ambidexterity within teams and work groups can 

be influenced by top management indirectly; tools such as an intranet and other support 

systems, but also more significantly - through corporate culture. Previous studies of 

ambidexterity have not considered the possibility of culture as an intermediary between top 

management and teams. However, according to evidence culture may have an encouraging - 

or discouraging effect on ambidexterity in teams.  

  



 75 

7 SVENSK SAMMANFATTNING 

Kunskap inom företagsvärlden är ännu efter flera årtionden av vetenskaplig forskning en 

underutvecklad affärsmöjlighet. Kontroversiellt nog är det nödvändigt för ett nutida företag 

att ta vara på denna kunskap, för att inte gå miste om affärsmöjligheter. I kunskapsintensiva 

företag är detta synnerligen viktigt då misslyckande i bedömningen kan äventyra hela 

företagets existens (Merat & Bo 2013; Millar, Lockett & Mahon 2016:845).  

Ett alltmer vanligt sätt att hantera kunskap inom företag är genom Knowledge Management 

(KM). Det finns flera definitionen för KM då forskningsområdet är brett med många 

perspektiv, men ett mer systematiskt sätt att beskriva KM är att förse personal med relevant 

data samt ge dem möjlighet att använda sig av informationen (Brelade & Harman 2003:5). 

Detta möjliggör kontinuerligt organisatoriskt lärande (Dalkir 2011:4) för både individer och 

företaget.  

Då nutida företag konstant bör ta hänsyn till teknologiska utvecklingar och nya teknologiska 

trender, så måste företag vara alltmer flexibla. Det betyder att även kunskapen inom företag 

bör vara flexibel och lättillgänglig. Nästa steg från företag med redan implementerade KM-

processer är ambidextra organisationer - ett relativt nytt fenomen som strävar efter att 

klarlägga sambandet mellan innovativ och finslipande verksamhet. Ambidexteritet i 

företagsmiljö är således användningen av explorativa och exploativ kunskap genom 

processer och aktiviteter (Liu & Leitner 2012; Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014). 

Arbetsgrupper har även blivit mer allmänna inom företag, vilket tyder på att grupparbete är 

oundvikligt (Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:10; Svedberg 2012:182). Ambidexteritet inom 

företagsmiljö har således oundvikligen fokuserats på team, speciellt på företagsledning 

(Heavey & Simsek 2017; Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016; Lubatkin m.fl. 2006; Navimipour & 

Charband 2016; Venugopal m.fl. 2017 etc.). Ledningsgruppen har en strategisk betydelse för 

ambidexteritet i team och för hela företaget (Kortmann 2015). Således är det relevant att 

undersöka dynamiken mellan ledningen och team från ett ambidextriöst perspektiv.  

Problemområde 

De flesta undersökningar inom ambidexteritet har riktats mot explorativa och exploativa 

aktiviteter i större företag (bl.a. Jansen m.fl. 2008; Kao & Chen 2016; Lubatkin m.fl. 2006; 

Oehmichen, m.fl. 2017), därmed är resultaten av dessa forskningar svåra att tillämpa på 

mindre företag (Turner, Swart &  Maylor 2013).  
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Signifikant forskning inom ambidextra organisationer har även formats med utgångspunkt i 

ledningsgrupper och deras dynamik (bl.a. Heavey & Simsek 2017; Lubatkin, m.fl. 2006), 

således har det varit tämligen liten fokus på andra enheter. Enligt Chen och Katila (citerad i 

O’Reilly & Tushman 2013) beror detta möjligtvis på företagsstrukturen då större företag ofta 

har bättre möjlighet att skapa en skild avdelning för de som hanterar ambidexteritet, således 

har forskning av vanliga team inte varit lika centralt. Dock är ambidexteritet inom vanliga 

grupper och team lika vanligt som i ledningsgrupper (Liu & Leitner 2012; Rodriguez & 

Hechanova 2014:22) och därmed bör fler undersökningar inom ambidextra team utföras. 

Eftersom ledningen har en viktig strategisk betydelse för ambidexteritet inom team, så är det 

viktigt att även undersöka ledningens roll. 

Syfte 

Syftet med denna studie är att undersöka vilken roll ledningen har för ambidexteritet inom 

team. Detta kommer att ske via identifiering av explorativa och exploaterande aktiviteter och 

praxis inom grupper genom att titta på dynamiken mellan ledningsgruppen och team. 

Forskningsfrågorna är således följande: 

Forskningsfråga 1: Hur klassificeras teamen och hur ser gruppdynamiken inom teamen ut? 

Forskningsfråga 2: Vilka bevis finns det för ambidexteritet inom företaget respektive 

teamen? 

Eftersom både team och ledningsgruppen undersöks i denna avhandling, så innefattar den 

empiriska studien intervjuer med både medlemmar av ledningsgruppen samt arbetsteam. 

Detta hjälper till att identifiera möjliga tendenser för ambidexteritet inom teamen. Till att 

börja med definieras KM och ambidexteritet och sedan undersöks gruppdynamik. 

Kunskap i en företagsmiljö 

Hur kunskapstillgångar används i ett företag har stor betydelse för verksamhetens 

långsiktiga överlevnad (Ajayi, Odusanya & Morton 2017; Castrogiovanni m.fl. 2016:1812; 

Machado & Davim 2014:82). Den allt större pressen på att utnyttja den kunskap som finns i 

företaget har lett till en allt större våg av ny forskning inom KM (North & Kumta 2014:xxi; 

Tseng & Fan 2011:325). KM kopplas ofta till konkurrensfördelar (Ajayi, Odusanya & Morton 

2017; Machado & Davim 2014:82), dock är forskare inte ense om hur KM bör definieras. 

Definitionen av KM beror närmare bestämt på företagsspecifika aspekter och olika synsätt; 

Becerra-Fernandez och Sabherwal (2015:5) beskriver att de viktigaste komponenterna inom 



 77 

KM är människor, talang, organisationskultur och databaser. Det är även viktigt att se till att 

informationen från de med längre anställningsförhållanden når de nya anställda (North & 

Kumta 2014) så att kunskapen hålls vid liv och kan användas kontinuerligt (Levy 2011:598).  

Kunskapsintensiva organisationer skapar värde genom att använda kunskap inom företaget, 

då denna kunskap är central för verksamhetens överlevnad (Baskerville & Dulipovici 

2015:63; Ichijō & Nonaka 2007; North & Kumta 2014:18). Onlineverktyg har blivit ett 

populärt sätt att hantera kunskap, dock kan ny teknik lätt dölja individerna bakom 

kunskapen eller vara omotiverande att använda (Hawryszkiewycz 2010:111; Holsapple 2004: 

6–7). Fördenskull är mänskliga insatser väsentliga för kunskapsintensiva företag, särskilt då 

sådana tillgångar inte går lätt att byta ut (Vera & Crossan 2016). 

Ambidextra organisationer är ett alltmer populärt forskningsområde, särskilt individuell och 

gruppambidexteritet (Rodriguez 2014:22; Liu & Leitner 2012). Ambidexteritet, såsom KM, 

är ett forskningsområde med flera definitioner, varav den allmänt accepterade 

beskrivningen är att hitta en lämplig balans mellan explorativa och exploativa aktiviteter 

(Liu & Leitner 2012; March 1991; Rodriguez & Hechanova 2014; Venugopal m.fl. 2017). 

Explorativa aktiviteter anses ha ett långtidsperspektiv och är kopplade till innovation, även 

risktagande är vanligt (Oehmichen, m.fl. 2017). Exploaterande aktiviteter innebär 

finslipning av talanger, samt nyttjande av den kunskap man redan besitter (Oehmichen, 

m.fl. 2017; Wolf et al. 2017). 

De flesta av dessa undersökningar fokuserar i huvudsak på individens eller gruppens 

kompetens och motivation (Karhu, Ritala & Viola 2016) och på ledarskapsstilar inom 

ledarskapspositioner (Aga, Noorderhaven och Vallejo 2016; Vera & Crossan 2004). 

Företagsledningen och gruppledare har tendensen att påverka individer och verksamheten 

genom sina handlingar och personlighet (Amos & Klimoski 2014) och är därmed i central 

roll att uppmuntra utforskande beteende (Li, Lin & Tien 2015).  

Ambidexteritet i team påverkar olika team på olika sätt, beroende bl.a. på av gruppens syfte, 

men autonomi inom en grupp är möjligtvis ett kriterium för att över huvud taget uppnå 

ambidexteritet (Parker 2014) då utforskande beteende styrs av självständighet. Motivation 

är även en viktig faktor som möjliggör en bra grund för ambidexteritet (Kao & Chen 2016). 

Dessutom måste team samarbeta för att dela med sig av sin kunskap och att kunna använda 

denna kunskap för att uppnå vissa mål som fastställs för teamet (Chermack, Bodwell & Glick 

2010:139). Kortmann (2015) hävdar emellertid att teamets ambidexteritet är en effekt av 

ledningsgruppens strategiska val, och att gruppledare eller chefer har stor inverkan på 
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teamens ambidexteritet (Havermans et al. 2015; Li 2013) eftersom de är en central del av 

gruppaktiviteter (Luo m.fl. 2015). 

Ambidexteritet kan integreras i en verksamhet på flera sätt. De vanligaste integrations-

strategierna är integration genom strukturell eller kontextuell ambidexteritet. Birkinshaw 

och Gibson (2004) beskriver att strukturell ambidexteritet är skapandet av en ny enhet eller 

ett nytt team som är ansvarig för hela företagets ambidexteritet (ex. FoU-enhet). Kontextuell 

ambidexteritet handlar däremot om att integrera ambidexteritet i individens 

arbetsuppgifter; ambidexteritet skulle således aktivt genomföras av anställda, chefer eller 

gruppledare (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004). Det är vanligt för små företag att använda sig av 

kontextuell ambidexteritet, eftersom små företag sällan har kapital att implementera en 

strukturell modell (Patel, Messersmith & Lepak 2013). 

Team har blivit allt vanligare inom företag, inte bara på grund av det ökade globala 

samarbetet utan även för att grupparbete har visat sig vara fördelaktigt (Sjøvold & Anderson 

2008:10; Svedberg 2012:18). Det finns emellertid en obalans mellan terminologin för ett 

traditionellt team och en arbetsgrupp. Team är vanligtvis mer självständiga och ansvaret 

fördelas mellan medlemmarna (Leroy 2001, citerad i Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96). 

Medlemmarna i ett team har mera specifika roller och talanger (Leroy 2001, citerad i Zoltan 

& Vancea 2015:96). Arbetsgrupper har i sin tur en utsedd ledare och målen är ofta generella 

och samma för hela organisationen (Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:11). Gruppmedlemmarna 

arbetar individuellt för det generella målet (Svedberg 2012:171). 

Teamets och gruppens handlingskraft är betydande för gruppens autonomi, men denna 

autonomi möter ibland motstånd från ledningsgrupper (Maynard, Gilson & Mathieu 2012) 

även om autonomi och ökad befogenhet är kopplade till effektivitet (Campion & Higgs 1993). 

Genom att ge teamen och grupperna tillräckligt med utrymme för eget beslutsfattande 

skapar man en grund för självinitierad effektivitet (Henrikson 2017:208). Ett bra sätt att 

effektivera gruppen är att formulera ett lämpligt mål för gruppen samt att ge tillräckligt med 

feedback i syfte att hjälpa gruppen att utvecklas (Wheelan & Andersson 2010:3). 

Grupparbete kräver att medlemmar vågar ta risker och fatta beslut (Amos & Klimoski 2014).  

Metod 

Avhandlingens syfte är att undersöka vilken roll ledningen har för ambidexteritet inom 

team. För att uppnå syftet krävs en djupgående undersökning i relationen mellan 

ledningsgruppen och team. Även som ett forskningsområde fordrar ambidexteritet en 
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grundlig förståelse av orsak och effekt av handlingar och processer. Med tanke på dessa 

motiveringar så är en kvalitativ studie mer lämplig än kvalitativa metoder för denna 

avhandling.  

Tidigare studier inom ambidexteritet har undersökt större företag (Jansen m.fl. 2008; 

Oehmichen m.fl. 2017). Denna avhandling fokuserar på en enskild organisation i syfte att få 

en djupare förståelse för ambidexteritet inom team och deras relation till ledningen, 

fördenskull används en fallstudie för denna forskning. Fallstudier används då forskaren vill 

undersöka ett fenomen (Farquhar 2012:6). Eftersom mer empiri om ambidexteritet har 

blivit tillgänglig, har denna undersökning använt sig av en deduktiv ansats (Saunders, Lewis 

& Thornhill 2016:168). 

Det kvalitativa, empiriska materialet för denna avhandling samlas in via semi-strukturerade 

intervjuer. Semi-strukturerade intervjuer är icke-standardiserade och innefattar 

nyckelfrågor med möjlighet till kompletterande följdfrågor (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 

2016:391). Följdfrågor är relevanta eftersom intervjuaren under intervjutillfället kan samla 

in mer relevant information genom att rikta in sig på mer specifika diskussioner med 

respondenterna. Dessutom kan en semi-strukturerad intervju att bidra till en mer 

avslappnad miljö för den intervjuade. 

Intervjuerna genomförs i fysiska möten med respondenterna samt via videokonferens. 

Enligt Bryman och Bell (2005:140) samt Saunders, Lewis och Thornhill (2016:426) kan 

videokonferenser användas då fysiska intervjuer inte kan ordnas på grund av geografiska 

skäl. Intervjuerna har ljudinspelats, och enligt Saunders, Lewis och Thornhill (2016:413) 

minskar detta möjlig partiskhet då forskaren kan återkomma till materialet när som helst. 

Det intervjuade har varit medvetna om ljudinspelningen på förhand. 

Företaget i denna undersökning har bett att namnet på företaget uteblir ur avhandlingen, 

därmed har företaget getts ett påhittat namn. Härefter kommer företaget att hänvisas med 

namnet Innova. Innova valdes för denna studie av flera orsaker. För det första är företagets 

profil i linje med definitionen av ett kunskapsintensivt företag, då Innova erbjuder 

finansiella tjänster för både konsumenter och företag inom den finska marknaden. 

Huvudprodukten är tjänstbaserad, därmed säljer företaget i praktiken kunskap. För det 

andra är organisationsstrukturen i Innova platt med få hierarkiska nivåer. Företaget passar 

in i beskrivningen för små till medelstora företag, och dessutom har Innova ett flertal 

grupper och team som även passar syftet med denna avhandling. En tredje orsak till valet av 
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företag är tillgänglighet till material, eftersom skribenten till denna avhandling har en 

relation till Innova redan sedan tidigare. 

Intervjuerna för denna undersökning är tolv (12) stycken till antal, varav tre intervjuer 

hållits med medlemmar av ledningsgruppen och nio med gruppmedlemmar från tre på 

förhand valda team. Därmed hålls tre intervjuer inom varje team. Deltagarna har getts 

kodnamn där ledningsgruppens medlemmar har kodnamnen M1, M2 och M3 och teamen 

har tilldelats ett kodnamn A, B eller C beroende på vilket team de intervjuade hör till. 

Ledningsgruppens medlemmar har valts utgående från deras kompetensområde och deras 

relation till grupperna. Ledningsgruppens medlem M1 är förman till grupp C, medan M2 är 

indirekt ansvarig för team A och B, med ett par mellanhänder (mellanchef och förman) 

mellan sig och teamen. Ledningsgruppens medlem M3 är ansvarig förman för sitt eget team, 

detta team är kopplat till de andra teamen men undersöks inte i denna avhandling. 

Medlemmarna i teamen har valts på ett mer slumpmässigt sätt, dock beaktades hur många 

år den intervjuade hade jobbat i Innova. Team A och B är ansvariga för kundservice och 

många företagstjänster medan team C har olika uppgifter inom försäljning och 

marknadsföring.  

Samtycke och anonymitet är viktiga inom denna undersökning, därmed har deltagarnas 

namn inte publicerats vare sig i undersökningen eller inom företaget. Respondenterna har 

fått en kopia av transkriberingen av intervjun efter intervjutillfället. Detta anses vara bra 

forskningspraxis (Farquhar 2012:58). Bell (2006:57) nämner att de intervjuade inte på 

något sätt ska identifieras under hela studien om deltagaren har blivit lovad total 

anonymitet. Därför har de intervjuade getts kodnamn, och intervjusvaren har transkriberats 

på ett sätt som generaliserar företagsspecifika eller personliga svar. 

Resultat och analys 

Empirin presenteras i fyra olika teman som identifierats under intervjuerna och 

transkriberingarna. Dessa teman är team- och gruppdynamik, utforskande aktiviteter, 

utnyttjande aktiviteter och företagskultur. Vid analysen av materialet minskades dessa fyra 

teman till tre: teamdynamik, ambidexteritet och kultur. 

Teamdynamik 

Efter att ha granskat teamens arbetsuppgifter och arbetssätt kan det konstateras att den 

officiella definitionen för team A och B är arbetsgrupp, även om gruppen har nyanser av 

traditionella team (Levi 2001:9). Gruppmedlemmarna löser möjliga svårigheter och arbetar 
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individuellt (Parker 2014:667; Svedberg 2012:171) för att nå gemensamma målen – i detta 

fall de övergripande de målen för organisationen (Sjøvold & Anderson 2008:11; Wheelan & 

Andersson 2010:15). Dessutom är arbetsuppgifterna för gruppmedlemmarna i team A och B 

icke-specialiserade, och därmed är rollerna flexibla (Levi 2011:4–5; Svedberg 2012:170). En 

del av beslutsfattandet är decentraliserat till teamet där förmännen stöder grupperna 

snarare än att ha en strikt auktoritär roll (Levi 2001:9).  

Team C är en jämnare blandning mellan ett traditionellt team och en arbetsgrupp, där 

teamet till en större grad är autonomt bl.a. på grund av arbetsuppgifternas karaktär. 

Medlemmarna kan inom vissa gränser fatta så gott som fritt egna beslut om hur 

arbetsuppgiften ska hanteras, vilket gör teamet mer självständigt (Leroy 2001, citerad i 

Zoltan & Vancea 2015:96). Teamets medlemmar har specialiserade roller med egna 

arbetsområden, vilket gör arbetsrotationen mindre flexibel. Detta tyder på att team C kan 

klassas som ett traditionellt team (Svedberg 2012:171). Team C följer emellertid även mer 

generaliserande mål, vilket tyder på en lutning mot klassificering som en arbetsgrupp (Levi 

2001:9). 

Resultaten tyder på att det finns en skillnad på motivation mellan team och grupperna. 

Eftersom team C är mer specialiserad är medlemmarna mer inblandade i sina dagliga 

arbetsuppgifter. Då medlemmarna i team C individuellt bär ett större ansvar för gemensam 

succé är gruppmedlemmarna mer inspirerade av att bolla idéer tillsammans för att lyckas 

(Wheelan & Andersson 2010:15). Att föreslå att team A och B inte är motiverade är obefogat, 

men eftersom dessa arbetsgrupper är automatiskt bundna av ett gemensamt syfte (Levi 

2001: 4) och arbetar tillsammans då de förväntas göra det – indikerar att grupparbete i team 

A och B är en följd av förväntan att arbeta tillsammans. 

Bevis på ambidexteritet 

Turner, Maylor och Swart (2015) nämner att ambidexteritet kanske inte är en avsiktlig 

strategi utan kan uppnås utan avsikt, vilket också är uppenbart i Innova, då ambidexteritet 

som ett forskningsområde före detta varit okänt för företaget. Innova betecknas av en 

kontextuell stuktur på ambidexteritet, då företaget erbjuder finansiella tjänster för både 

privata kunder och organisationer och en stor del av den dagliga verksamheten är relaterad 

till kundtjänst. Team och grupper i företaget är således i central roll då individer och förmän 

är de som utför ambidexteriteten i företaget (Birkinshaw & Gibson 2004:50). Innova har 

dock en designerad FoU-enhet, vilket enligt Patel, Messersmith och Lepak (2013) är ovanligt 

då mindre företag mer sannolikt integrerar forskning och utveckling in i företagets struktur. 
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Det måste dock noteras att teamen och grupperna i företaget är delaktiga i denna process då 

gruppmedlemmar har möjlighet att komma med sina egna idéer och förbättringsförslag. 

Detta sker genom företagets eget intranät samt genom ett forum för förslag och idéer, som 

alla anställda har tillgång till. 

Aktiviteterna inom team A och B är mer kortsiktiga än inom team C som har långsiktiga 

försäljnings- och marknadsföringsrelaterade uppgifter. Försäljningsavdelningar förväntas 

oftast vara mer explorativa för att kunna hitta nya kunder (Rodriguez & Hechanova 

2014:22).  Team A och B administrerar till viss del långsiktiga kontrakt och avtal och kan 

vara flexibla för att hitta bättre lösningar i problematiska situationer, men de flesta dagliga 

uppgifter innefattar ofta korttidsfokus på kundkontakt (Oehmichen, m.fl. 2017). Därför har 

team A och B bättre möjligheter till intern skolning, medan team C har större behov för 

extern skolning. Således är de interna skolningsmöjligheterna för team A och B tillräckliga 

eftersom deras arbetsuppgifter för det mesta är kortsiktiga. Däremot bör team C ha tillgång 

till mer externa skolningar då teamets arbetsuppgifter är långsiktiga (Chae, Seo & Lee 2015).  

Kultur och ledningsgruppen 

Ledningsgruppens roll i Innova påverkar teamen indirekt genom administrativa, strategiska 

och operativa aktiviteter (Kortmann 2015). Trots att ledningen inte är så involverad i 

teamens dagliga arbete, anser team- och gruppmedlemmarna att ledningsgruppens beslut 

syns indirekt i deras arbete. Li, Lin och Tien (2015) resonerar att sannolikheten att 

gruppmedlemmarna tar mer risk är högre om ledaren är mer benägen att ta risk. Några 

direkta kopplingar till detta har inte hittats. Bevisen tyder på att ambidexteritet påverkas av 

det upplevda stödet från förmannen och inte genom att teamet ser förmannen som en 

rollmodell. 

 Ändå påverkar en gruppledares personlighet hur teammedlemmar relaterar till vissa 

explorativa uppgifter (Amos & Klimoski 2014). Även om gruppmedlemmarna inte aktivt 

söker sig till utforskande aktiviteter så kan de vara mer observanta mot liknande slags 

uppgifter. 

Förmännen ansvarar för identifiering av medlemmarnas förmågor och fungerar samtidigt 

som källa för stöd och feedback (Sun & Anderson 2011).  Förmannen skapar förtroende inom 

sitt team och skapar därmed grunden för innovationsuppmuntran (Sun & Anderson 2011). 

Detta är viktigt för ambidexteritet, eftersom förmännen fungerar främst som stöd så att 
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gruppmedlemmar vid behov kan växla mellan explorativa och exploaterande aktiviteter (Luo 

m.fl. 2015).  

Ledningsgruppens medlemmar i Innova är ivriga med att skapa en typ av kultur som stöder 

och uppmuntrar team att vara mer ambidextra och modiga att prova nya idéer. Tanken är att 

sänka tröskeln mellan högre och lägre hierarkiska nivåer för att hålla organisationen mer 

informell och platt. Denna typ av beteende är enligt Li (2013) lämplig för att bygga en bas för 

en naturligt förekommande ambidexteritet.  

Eftersom företagsledningen inte har att göra med gruppernas dagliga arbete bör ledningen 

påverka gruppens ambidexteritet genom kultur snarare än via handlingar då team inte 

direkt påverkas as ledningens aktiviteter. Ambidexteritet i team främjas inte endast av 

förmannen, utan även av andra medlemmar och kollegor. Detta indikerar än igen att 

företagskulturen är ett verktyg för att främja ambidexteritet. En nyckelkomponent inom 

Knowledge Management är kultur (Becerra-Fernandez & Sabherwal 2015:5), men kanske 

kultur även stöder ambidexteritet inom företag – om den används på korrekt sätt. 

Sammanfattning 

Denna avhandling har undersökt vilken roll företagsledningen har för ambidexteritet i team. 

Det största bidraget från denna undersökning är att ambidexteritet inom team och grupper 

får sitt inflytande av ledningen genom indirekta verktyg såsom intranät och mer 

betydelsefullare – företagskulturen. Tidigare studier inom ambidexteritet har inte beaktat 

möjligheten för kultur som mellanhand mellan ledningsgruppen och team, men enligt denna 

undersöknings resultat kan företagskultur ha en främjande eller även en förödande effekt på 

ambidexteritet inom team. Speciellt de långsiktiga och explorativa tendenserna inom team 

verkar vara mer bundna till det upplevda stödet och uppmuntrande från en förman, 

gruppledare eller kollega. 

Eftersom denna studie fokuserat på en fallstudie av ett litet företag på den finska marknaden 

är följderna av denna studie begränsade. Fokus på ett enda företag kombinerat med en 

kvalitativ forskningsmetod lämnar mycket öppet för vidare studier.  

Resultaten i denna studie bör jämföras med liknande undersökningar för ytterligare 

tillförlitlighet, för att antingen godkänna eller avvisa förmodanden vilka gjorts i denna 

undersökning. Eftersom resultaten tyder på att ledningsgruppen kan använda sig av KM-

verktyg såsom intranät, samt organisationskultur, måste den direkta påverkan och följderna 

ytterligare undersökas. Organisationskultur är ett utmanande forskningsområde, och denna 
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studie har endast avslöjat teoretiska konsekvenser. Därmed bör fortsatta studier fokusera på 

de praktiska konsekvenserna av organisationskultur som ett potentiellt verktyg för 

ambidexteritet. 
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Interview questions for team members  

1. For how long have you been working at this organization? 

a. What are your work assignments?  

b. What kind of tasks do you do that are not a part of your official work description? 

2. What kind of activities do you do together as a team? 

3. Do top managers set goals for you, and if so, what are those goals? 

a.  What kind of goals does top management set for your team? 

4. How do top managers encourage individual experimentation? 

a. How do top managers encourage experimentation within your team? 

5. How do top managers encourage individual and team problem-solving?  

6. What type of training is offered for you as an individual? 

a. What training is offered for your team? 

7. How do top managers share information about decisions and is this sufficient?  

8. How do top managers show their support for you? 

a.   How do top managers show their support for the team? 

9. How do you receive feedback by the management group?  

a. How does your team receive feedback by the management group?  

10. What else do you think that top management can help you to be more efficient and 

creative?  

 

Interview questions for managers 

1. For how long have you been working at this organization? 

a. What are your work assignments? 

b. What kind of tasks do you do that are not a part of your official work description? 

2. What kind of activities do the teams a part of this study do?  

3. What are the goals that top management puts on the studied teams? 

4. How do top managers encourage experimentation for these teams? 

5. How do top managers encourage problem-solving within the teams? 

6. What type of training is offered for teams? 

7. How does top management share information about decisions and do you think it is 

enough?  

8. How do top managers support the teams? 

9. How does top management provide feedback for the teams? 

10. What else do you think that top management could do to enhance efficiency and creativity 

within the teams?  

  

Appendix 1 Interview Questions - English 
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Haastattelukysymykset tiimin jäsenille 

1. Kuinka kauan olet työskennellyt tässä yrityksessä? 

a. Mitä kuuluu työtehtäviisi?  

b. Teetkö muita tehtäviä, jotka eivät ole osa virallista työkuvaasi? 

2. Millaisia tehtäviä teette yhdessä työtiimin kanssa? 

3. Minkälaisia tavoitteita johtoryhmä asettaa sinulle? 

a. Mitä tavoitteita johtoryhmä asettaa tiimillesi? 

4. Miten johtoryhmä kannustaa sinua kokeilemaan uusia menetelmiä, esim. työprosesseissa? 

a. Miten johtoryhmä kannustaa tiimiäsi kokeilemaan uutta? 

5. Miten johtoryhmä kannustaa oma-aloitteiseen ongelmien ratkaisemiseen? 

6. Millaisia koulutusmahdollisuuksia sinulle tarjotaan yksittäisenä tiimin jäsenenä? 

a. Millaisia koulutusmahdollisuuksia on tarjolla tiimillesi? 

7. Kuinka johtoryhmä jakaa tietoa sekä tiedottaa päätöksistä ja onko se mielestäsi riittävää? 

8. Miten johtoryhmä tukee sinua yksilönä? 

a. Miten johtoryhmä tukee tiimiäsi? 

9. Miten johtoryhmä antaa palautetta sinulle suoraan tai epäsuoraan? 

a. Miten johtoryhmä antaa palautetta tiimillesi? 

10. Voiko johtoryhmä mielestäsi lisätä tai kannustaa sinun ja tiimien luovuutta sekä 

kekseliäisyyttä? 

 

 

Haastattelukysymykset johtoryhmän jäsenille 

1. Kuinka kauan olet työskennellyt tässä yrityksessä? 

a) Mitä kuuluu työtehtäviisi?  

b) Teetkö muita tehtäviä, jotka eivät ole osa virallista työkuvaasi? 

2. Mitkä ovat tähän tutkimukseen osallistuneiden tiimien työkuvaukset? 

3. Minkälaisia tavoitteita johtoryhmä asettaa tähän tutkimukseen osallistuville tiimeille? 

4. Miten johtoryhmä kannustaa tiimejä kokeilemaan uusia menetelmiä, esim. työprosesseissa? 

5. Miten johtoryhmä kannustaa oma-aloitteiseen ongelmien ratkaisemiseen? 

6. Millaisia koulutusmahdollisuuksia tarjotaan tiimeille? 

7. Kuinka johtoryhmä jakaa tietoa sekä tiedottaa tiimejä päätöksistä ja onko se mielestäsi 

riittävää? 

8. Miten johtoryhmä tukee tiimejä? 

9. Miten johtoryhmä antaa palautetta tiimeille suoraan tai epäsuoraan? 

10. Voiko johtoryhmä mielestäsi lisätä tai kannustaa tiimien luovuutta sekä kekseliäisyyttä? 

  

Appendix 2 Interview Questions - Finnish 
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Intervjufrågor till gruppmedlemmarna  
1. Hur länge har du jobbat inom detta företag?  

a. Vad hör till dina arbetsuppgifter? 

b. Vilka typs uppgifter har du som inte ingår I din officiella arbetsbeskrivning?  

2. Vilka slags aktiviteter gör du tillsammans med ditt team? 

3. Vilka mål har ledningsgruppen ställt för dig?  

a.  Vilka mål ställer ledningsgruppen er som ett team?  

4. Hur uppmuntrar ledningen dig till att experimentera på arbetstiden?   

a. Hur uppmuntrar ledningen ert team att experimentera på arbetstiden?  

5. Hur uppmuntrar ledningen dig att lösa problem på egen hand?  

a. Hur uppmuntrar ledningen ditt team att lösa problem på egen hand?  

6. Vilka skolningsmöjligheter erbjuds dig på arbetet? 

a. Vilka skolningsmöjligheter erbjuds ditt team?  

7. Hur delar ledningen med sig av information och beslut, och anser du att det är tilläckligt?  

8.  Hur visar ledningsgruppen stöd för dig? 

a.   Hur visar ledningsgruppen stöd för ert team? 

9. Hur får du feedback från ledningen? (direkt och indirekt) 

a. Hur får ert team feedback från ledningen?  

10. Hur tycker du att ledningsgruppen kan bidra till att teamen är mer effektiva och kreativa?  

 

Intervjufrågor till ledningsgruppens medlemmar 

1. Hur länge har du jobbat inom detta företag?  

a. Vad hör till dina arbetsuppgifter? 

b. Vilka typs uppgifter gör du som inte ingår I din officiella arbetsbeskrivning?  

2. Vilka slags aktiviteter gör teamen som undersöks i denna undersökning? 

3. Vilka mål ställer ledningsgruppen på teamen? 

4. Hur uppmuntrar ledningen experimentation i teamen? 

5. Hur uppmuntrar ledningen teamen att lösa problem på egen hand? 

6. Vilka skolningsmöjligheter erbjuder ni teamen? 

7. Hur delar ledningen med sig av information och beslut, och anser du att det är tillräckligt? 

8. Hur stöder ledningen teamen? 

9. Hur ger ledningen feedback åt teamen? 

10. Hur tycker du att ledningsgruppen kan bidra till att teamen är mer effektiva och kreativa? 
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