
 



 



Su
bm

iss
io

n 
#1

45
73

 ac
ce

pt
ed

 fo
r t

he
 2

01
5 

A
ca

de
m

y 
of

 M
an

ag
em

en
t A

nn
ua

l M
ee

tin
g.Team Ambidexterity: Investigating Its Antecedent And 

Consequence Of Innovation Success

Authors

Gabriel Henry Jacob, National U. of Singapore, bizhvj@nus.edu.sg
Xingye Liang, National U. of Singapore, alyssalxy@gmail.com
Michael Marcus Gielnik, Leuphana U. Lüneburg, michael.gielnik@leuphana.de
Ameek Kaur, National U. of Singapore, engak@nus.edu.sg
Tony Antonio, U. Ciputra, tonyantonio@ciputra.ac.id
Danardana Murwani, U. Ciputra, f_danardana_m@yahoo.co.id
Hendrasmoro Hendrasmoro, U. Ciputra, hendrasmoro@ciputra.ac.id
Johan Hasan, U. Ciputra, johan.hasan@ciputra.ac.id
Gamaliel Waney, U. Ciputra, gamaliel.waney@ciputra.ac.id
Natalia Christiani, U. Ciputra, natalia.christiani@ciputra.ac.id
Swee-Sum Lam, National U. of Singapore, bizlamss@nus.edu.sg
David Jeremiah Seah, U. of South Australia, davidjseah@gmail.com



14573 
1 

 
 

TEAM AMBIDEXTERITY: INVESTIGATING ITS ANTECEDENT AND 
CONSEQUENCE ON INNOVATION SUCCESS 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

Ambidexterity theory proposes that systems pursuing innovation at the individual, team or, 

organization level must be capable of performing both exploratory and exploitative activities 

to successfully deal with the conflicting demands of innovation. Empirical support has been 

found for this theory at the individual level, but not at the team level. To address this gap, we 

conceptualized ambidexterity at the team level, and investigated its antecedent, as well as 

whether and when it leads to innovation success. Results using 395 members from 89 

business venture teams developing innovative product or service indicated a team’s 

aggregated personal initiative is positively related to team ambidexterity. Further, error 

management climate moderated the relationship between team ambidexterity and innovation 

success: this relationship was only positive when error management climate was high.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Innovation is critical for organization as it determines profit growth, survival and 

success in today’s dynamic and competitive business (Anderson, Potocnik, & Zhou, 2014; 

Gielnik, Krämer, Kappel, & Frese, 2014; Rosenbusch, Brinckmann, & Bausch, 2011). 

Although innovation is desirable, it is a challenge to achieve innovation success because the 

conflicing demands and activities involved in the innovation processes cause tensions within 

organizations (Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2009; Benner & Tushman, 2003; Bledow, Frese, 

Anderson, Erez, & Farr, 2009; Lewis, Welsh, Dehler, & Green, 2002). To deal with these 

tensions, scholars suggested that organizations should separate exploration and exploitation 

either spatially or temporally (Gupta, Smith, & Shalley, 2006; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). 

Such a seperation strategy represents a dichotomous approach to deal with the tensions 

inherent in the innovation processes. However, a strict separation of conflicting activities to 

suborganizations is not an optimal strategy and will lead to disadvatanges (Bledow et al., 

2009). Applying a dialectic perspective, Bledow et al. (2009) advanced the ambidexterity 

theory from a dichotomous perspective and proposed that systems pursuing innovation must 

blend and integratively perform both, exploratory and exploitative activities to meet the 

conflicting demands of innovation. 

On the basis of Bledow et al.’s proposition (2009), Rosing, Frese and Bausch (2011) 

proposed the ambidexterity theory of leadership and later provided empirical support that 

ambidextrous leadership is useful for innovation (Zacher, Robinson, & Rosing, 2014; Zacher 

& Rosing, 2014; Zacher & Wilden, 2014). Although research has examined how 

ambidexterity relates to innovation success at the individuals level, we know little about how 

ambidexterity works in innovation teams. Because the mechanisms of ambidexterity at the 

individual level may differ from the team level, and innovation is usually pursued in teams in 
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organizations (Hulsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009), this paper aims to address this gap by 

examining empirically the antecedent and usefulness of ambidexterity at the team level. 

Team ambidexterity can be achieved by composing a team of members with the 

requisite variety of characteristics to perform exploratory and exploitative activities (Bledow 

et al., 2009). Prior research on team composition and ambidexterity has mainly focused on 

surface-level variables such as team size, work experience or organizational tenure (Beckman, 

2006; Taylor & Greve, 2006), and thus little is known on how deep-level composition 

variables such as personality can influence team ambidexterity. Given that deep-level 

composition variables are often used by practitioners as basis for selection and placement to 

manipulate team composition for enhancing performance (Bell, 2007), it is important for 

research to close this gap. In regard to predicting team ambidexterity, we focus on team’s 

member personal initiative, a behavioral tendency to be self-starting, proactive and persistent 

(Frese & Fay, 2001). We focus on personal initiative as it has been linked at the individual 

level to various activities related to ambidexterity (e.g. Deichman & van den Ende, 2013; 

Frese & Fay, 2001). Thus, we extend the concept of personal initiative to the team level to 

understand how deep-level composition variables can predict team ambidexterity. 

In addition to the antecedents of team ambidexterity, we also seek to investigate 

boundary conditions under which team ambidexterity has or does not have a positive effect 

on innovation. One potential consequence of applying ambidexterity for innovation is that 

teams will be exposed to more errors. Errors refer to “unintended deviations from goals, 

standards, a code of behavior, the truth, or some true value” (van Dyck, Frese, Baer, & 

Sonnentag, 2005). Being ambidextrous means innovation teams are capable of engaging in 

both exploratory and exploitative activities, and findings from both experimental and field 

studies concur that each of these activities can lead to frequent errors (Austin, Devin, & 

Sullivan, 2012; Blair & Mumford, 2007; Dailey & Mumford, 2006; Edmondson, Bohmer, & 
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Pisano, 2001; Hammond & Farr, 2009; Licuanan, Dailey, & Mumford, 2007; Robledo et al., 

2012). Thus, teams combining exploration and exploitation should be particularly prone to 

making more errors than teams that only explore or exploit. It is not surprising that 

innovation activities are wrought with errors as any innovation implies actions in new, and 

therefore unknown environment (Frese & Keith, 2015). For instance, experimentation - an 

explorative activity (March, 1991) - increases chances for errors as experimentation implies 

doing something new that has not been done previously (Dougherty & Tolboom, 2008; Sitkin, 

1992). Likewise, exploitative activities such as idea evaluation and idea selection can lead to 

errors due to factors such as cognitive errors and lack of shared information (Blair & 

Mumford, 2007; Licuanan, Dailey, & Mumford, 2007; Mumford, Blair, Dailey, Leritz, & 

Osburn, 2006). Errors can either make or break an innovation project (Austin et al., 2012; 

Edmondson et al., 2001). For this reason, it is important for teams to manage errors 

appropriately. The way errors are handled is influenced by the climate of the team, which 

determines people’s mindset and approach towards errors (Bell & Kozlowski, 2011; 

Edmondson, 1996). As such, we suggest that error management climate – the shared norms 

and common practices in teams in how to manage errors (van Dyck et al., 2005) – moderate 

the relationship between team ambidexterity and innovation success. 

 This article seeks to contribute to the innovation literature in several ways. First, to 

our knowledge, we are the first to examine how deep-level composition variables such as 

team members’ personal initiative can influence the likelihood of teams to engage in 

ambidextrous activities. Second, we are one of the first to empirically examine the 

relationship between ambidexterity at the teams level and innovation success. Despite a call 

for research on ambidexterity at the team level (Bledow et al., 2009), little progress has been 

made in this area. This paper aims to address this gap. Third, by examining the moderating 

effects of error management climate on the relationship between team ambidexterity and 
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innovation success, we offer a better understanding on the conditions that can enhance the 

effectiveness of team ambidexterity. With this, our research contributes new boundary 

conditions for the relationship between team processes and innovation performance, which is 

an important area for team innovation research (Hulsheger et al., 2009; West, 2002). The 

remainder of this article is structured as follows. In the next section, we discuss the 

ambidexterity theory in greater detail. We then explicate the ambidexterity theory at the team 

level. Following that, we develop our hypothesis. Finally, we present and discuss the methods 

and results of our empirical study.  

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESIS 

Ambidexterity Theory  

Innovation is defined as “the intentional introduction and application within a job, 

work team or organization of ideas, processes, products or procedures which are new to that 

job, work team or organizations and which are designed to benefit the job, the work team or 

the organization” (West & Farr, 1990). Consistent with this definition, team innovation is 

typically characterized by two processes – creativity (or idea generation) and idea 

implementation (West, 2002). Creativity is related to the generation of novel and useful ideas, 

whereas implementation refers to putting the ideas into practice (Anderson, De Dreu, & 

Nijstad, 2004; Anderson et al., 2014; West, 2002). On a very general level, the differentiation 

of creativity and implementation as the stage of innovation process have received empirical 

support (Baer, 2012; Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall, & Zhao, 2011; Miron, Erez, & Naveh, 

2004; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013).  

To achieve innovation, the ambidexterity theory proposed by Bledow et al. (2009) 

suggests that ambidexterity is required for innovation success at the individual, team and 

organization level. The central idea of this theory is systems pursuing innovation need to be 
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capable of engaging in both exploratory and exploitative activities to achieve innovation 

success. Notably, this conceptualization of ambidexterity is different from two common 

mechanisms of ambidexterity identified by Gupta et al. (2006), where exploratory and 

exploitative activities are separated by either structural means or temporal means. The 

structural means imply that organizations establish different units within the same 

organization to pursue exploratory and exploitative activities (Gupta et al., 2006). The 

temporal means imply that organizations cycle through periods of exploratory and 

exploitative activities (Gupta et al., 2006). However, Bledow et al. (2009) disagrees with the 

notion of temporal and spatial separation of the exploratory and exploitation activities. 

Particularly, they argue that since the characteristics of the innovation processes require both 

exploratory and exploitative activities across the different phases, and planning of these 

activities are difficult, integration of both exploration and exploitation within the same unit 

pursuing innovation is essential (Bledow et al., 2009). This assertion follows the dialectical 

reasoning that exploration and exploitation can be perceived as thesis and antithesis that can 

be integrated into higher order synthesis that combines both aspects (Bledow et al., 2009). 

Additionally, integration of exploration and exploitation is a more reasonable strategy for 

lower levels of organization such as individuals or teams or for small start-up teams, since 

they have less resource to separate these activities (Rosing, Rosenbusch, & Frese, 2010). In 

the following section, we elaborate in greater details the two characteristics of innovation 

process that support why innovation performance requires integration of both exploratory and 

exploitative activities within the same system (Bledow et al., 2009; Rosing et al., 2011). 

First, the creativity and implementation phases within the innovation process have 

very different and yet complementary requirements (Rosing et al., 2011). On one hand, 

creativity requires exploratory activities, such as generating new ideas, venturing into new 

and unconventional directions, and divergent thinking (Farr, Sin, & Tesluk, 2003). On the 
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other hand, to implement creative ideas, teams need to engage in exploitative activities, such 

as evaluating and selecting idea, creating standard procedure to realize the idea, and 

convergent thinking (Farr et al., 2003). Besides this, the nature of innovation is that creativity 

and implementation are fundamentally interdependent – contradictory but also mutually 

enabling (Farjoun, 2010). In other words, idea generation also requires exploitative activities 

and idea implementation calls for exploratory activities. Not only do innovation teams need 

to generate novel ideas, but also they need to exploit existing knowledge to ensure that the 

generated ideas are of practical use (Cropley, 2006).  Likewise, idea generation can benefit 

from exploitative activities, such as searching for new strategies to improve the 

implementation process (Rosing et al., 2011). We can take a software production team as an 

example. To come up with creative ideas for new functions, the production team needs to 

exploit existing knowledge so that the new functions are of use (Goh, Goodman, & Weingart, 

2013). To implement the ideas, the team needs to explore different ways to operationalize the 

new functions, especially when the new functions are so radical that there is no precedent for 

reference (Goh et al., 2013). Taken together, although creativity is more associated with 

exploration and idea implementation is more related to exploitation, creativity and 

implementation phases require both exploration and exploitation (Rosing et al., 2011). The 

importance of both exploration and exploitation across the innovation process supports the 

argument that achieving innovation outcome requires ambidexterity. 

The second characteristic of innovation process that necessitates ambidexterity is its 

complex and nonlinear nature (Anderson et al., 2004; Cheng & Van de Ven, 1996; King, 

1992). Although innovation processes can be conceptually demarcated into the creativity and 

implementation phase, in reality these phases cannot be easily separated. Cheng and Van de 

Ven (1996) find that the innovation processes follow a complex pattern, and the different 

phases unfold in sequences that are often unpredictable. This nonlinear nature of innovation 
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implies that the pursuit of exploratory and exploitative activities cannot be easily separated. 

Because of this, the strategy to separate exploratory and exploitative activities across 

different units or time may not work optimally as planning for the changing requirements is 

difficult (Bledow et al., 2009). Thus, to meet the demand of innovation, Bledow et al. (2009) 

proposes that the system pursuing innovation needs to be ambidextrous. That is, exploratory 

and exploitation activity have to be kept within the same unit pursuing innovation in order to 

meet the demand from the complex and nonlinear changing of situations within the 

innovation process that are difficult to predict (Rosing et al., 2011). 

Team Ambidexterity 

Upon establishing the importance of ambidexterity for innovation, next, we apply this 

concept at the team level. The central idea of ambidexterity is systems pursuing innovation 

should be capable of engaging in fundamentally different activities to manage and meet the 

conflicting demands of innovation (Bledow et al., 2009). Consistent with this, we define team 

ambidexterity as the capability of a team to integratively perform both exploratory and 

exploitative activities while pursuing innovation. Based on this definition, an ambidextrous 

team consists of two key activities: team exploratory activities and team exploitative 

activities. To operationalize these activities, we review and integrate insights from the 

dynamic model of work group innovation theory (Farr et al., 2003). We consider Farr et al.’s 

(2003) model for two reasons. First, the model is one of the most comprehensive and 

parsimonious models of the innovation process (Hammond et al., 2011; Rosing, 2011). 

Second, the model refers to the team level, consistent with our level of conceptualization.   

Team exploratory activities refer to a set of activities that helps to achieve creative 

outcomes during the innovation process (Rosing et al., 2011). Based on Farr et al. (2003), this 

set of activities includes identification of the problem or opportunity and generation of 

creative ideas and potential solutions pertaining to the problem or opportunity. Problem or 
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opportunity identification is often the first step toward creative idea generation as it identifies 

the potential venue for innovation (Hammond & Farr, 2009). Teams need to identify and 

develop a better understanding of the problem or opportunity they face, before developing 

solutions. Identification of a problem or opportunity can be facilitated by active information 

search or contextual scanning (Frese, 2009; Gielnik et al., 2014). Subsequently, teams 

generate multiple ideas on how to address the problem or opportunity, through activities such 

as brainstorming (Girotra, Terwiesch, & Ulrich, 2010) and conceptual combination (Ward, 

2004). In turn, the generation of a large quantity of ideas increases the likelihood of 

identifying a creative idea that can be translated into a successful innovation (Girotra et al., 

2010; Simonton, 2003). Thus, through exploratory activities, teams enhance the success of 

creativity phase of the innovation process.   

Team exploitative activities refer to a set of activities that facilitates the 

implementation of ideas during the innovation process (Rosing et al., 2011). Based on Farr et 

al. (2003), this set of activities include evaluation of ideas identified in the creative phase, 

selection of ideas to be implemented and application of the ideas or solutions to the problems 

or opportunity identified. Following the generation of ideas, teams need to evaluate, select 

and modify these ideas before putting them into action. Evaluation of the different ideas leads 

to the selection of the best idea given the context of the problem, need for innovation, and 

resource constraints (Hammond & Farr, 2009). After the idea is selected, the teams develop 

the idea for implementation. Idea implementation may involve testing the idea for market 

feedback and developing a strategy to produce and commercialize the idea (Hammond & Farr, 

2009). Thus, through exploitative activities, teams can enhance success in the implementation 

phase of the innovation process. 

While the different activities above are described in a linear phase, in reality, the 

innovation process is dynamic, cyclical and more chaotic (Anderson et al., 2004; Cheng & 
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Van de Ven, 1996; King, 1992). Thus, both exploratory and exploitative activities can occur 

throughout the whole innovation process and do not unfold in a linear phase. Consistent with 

this, in a study of 113 innovation project teams, Rosing (2011) find that teams indeed 

perform both types of activities throughout the whole innovation project. In teams, 

performance of exploratory and exploratory activities can be accomplished in several ways 

(Kostopoulos & Bozionelos, 2011), including individual team members engaging in 

paradoxical thinking (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) or switching between exploratory and 

exploitative activities (Rosing et al., 2011), and team members dividing their time to engage 

in both activities or being assigned different roles to focus either on exploration or 

exploitation (Raisch, Birkinshaw, Probst, & Tushman, 2009). Previous research has 

demonstrated that exploratory and exploitative activities can co-occur within a team (Gilson, 

Mathieu, Shalley, & Ruddy, 2005; Kostopoulos & Bozionelos, 2011). In the following 

sections, we propose the antecedent and consequence of team ambidexterity.  

Team Personal Initiative and Team Ambidexterity 

 Team ambidexterity can be achieved by designing a team composed of members that 

bring the different qualities needed (Bledow et al., 2009). Team composition refers to the 

configuration of member attributes in a team (Levine & Moreland, 1990). Team composition 

affects team processes and performance because it influences the knowledge, skills and effort 

that team members apply to their task as well as the way members interact  (Kozlowski & 

Bell, 2003). In this study, we propose that teams composed of members with high personal 

initiative are more likely to engage in team ambidexterity. At the individual level, personal 

initiative has been linked to various activities related to ambidexterity, such as gathering 

information and resources (Binnewies, Ohly, & Sonnentag, 2007), generating new ideas 

(Deichmann & van den Ende, 2013), making suggestions (Frese et al., 1999), evaluating 

ideas (Binnewies et al., 2007), and implementing innovation (Daniels, Wimalasiri, Cheyne, & 
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Story, 2011). Thus, we extend the concept of personal initiative to the team level to 

understand how team composition can predict team ambidexterity. Personal initiative is 

characterized by three facets: self-starting nature, proactive approach, and persistent in 

overcoming difficulties while pursuing goals (Frese & Fay, 2001). Self-starting members 

pursue self-set goals and acts without getting an explicit instruction. Proactivity means that 

members have a long-term focus and do not only act when the demand requires them to do so. 

Persistence in overcoming barriers means members show persistence and determination to 

overcome resistance, setbacks and failures. As discussed next, these facets are important 

predictors for members engaging in various activities related to the innovation process. 

Exploratory activities involve identification of problems or opportunities and 

generation of creative ideas for potential solutions (Farr et al., 2003). Personal initiative 

involves actively scanning the environment for information (Frese & Fay, 2001) and 

availability of information in turn facilitates the identification of problems or opportunities 

(Cowan, 1986; Gielnik, Frese, Graf, & Kampschulte, 2012). Further, proactivity implies 

having a long-term focus, which can facilitate members to identify future opportunities 

(Daniels et al., 2011; Frese, 2009). At the same time, personal initiative should enhance the 

idea generation process. Self-starting members are more likely to generate creative ideas 

because they go beyond and do not mimic existing or other ideas (Frese, 2009). With more 

information from proactive scanning, members are better able to connect and combine 

different information to develop more creative ideas (Ward, 2004). In addition, members with 

higher personal initiative are more actively involved in the project, and thus they are also 

more likely to propose more ideas (Frese, Teng, & Wijnen, 1999). Finally, interaction among 

team members with high personal initiative is also likely to stimulate team discussion 

resulting in teams identifying more problems and generating more ideas (Williams, Parker, & 
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Turner, 2010). Taken together, teams with high personal initiative members are more likely 

to engage in exploratory activities.  

Exploitative activities include evaluation and selection of the proposed ideas before 

putting them into action (Farr et al., 2003). Evaluation and selection of ideas are facilitated by 

personal initiative as proactive members consider more problems and opportunities, which 

help to develop mental representations of what may or may not work (Binnewies et al., 2007). 

Additionally, proactive searching for potential problems enables teams to develop alternative 

routes for problems that may appear during implementation (Frese & Fay, 2001). Finally, 

putting ideas into action is likely to encounter significant roadblocks and obstacles, and hence 

the persistence aspect of personal initiative is essential (Farr et al., 2003). Taken together, 

teams with high personal initiative members are more likely to engage in exploitative 

activities.  

Since team ambidexterity refers to teams that engage in both exploratory and 

exploitative activities, and team member’s personal initiative may influence both these 

activities, we hypothesize that team’s aggregated personal initiative predicts team 

ambidexterity.  

Hypothesis 1: Team members’ aggregated personal initiative has a positive 

relationship with team ambidexterity 

Team Ambidexterity and Innovation Success 

We hypothesize that teams with a high level of ambidexterity are more likely to 

achieve innovation success for the following reasons. First, as innovation success requires 

product or service with both novel and useful ideas as well as high quality, ambidextrous 

teams should be more capable to fulfil these requirements. Performing high exploratory 
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activities such as generating more ideas can increase the chance of finding novel and original 

ideas (Girotra et al., 2010) while performing high exploitative activities such as critical 

evaluation of the idea facilitates discernment of creative idea that can be translated into a 

reliable product or service (Miron-Spektor, Erez, & Naveh, 2011). In contrast, teams that 

only either explore or exploit are less likely to achieve innovation success. On one hand, 

teams that only engage in exploratory activities might be creative, but these novel ideas 

would not translate into quality product when there are only little exploitative activities. On 

the other hand, teams that engage solely in exploitative activities might have a product or 

service that is implemented, but the product or service might not be considered original, 

creative, or innovative because such teams focus on exploiting existing services or products 

without novel and useful ideas. Second, by performing both exploratory and exploitative 

activities, teams should benefit from their synergistic effects (i.e exploratory activities benefit 

from exploitative activities and vice versa). While high exploratory activities facilitate teams 

to produce original ideas, engaging in exploitative activities can also enhance the outcomes. 

For instance, teams could use feedback from prior products or services to further develop the 

idea. Likewise, while high exploitative activities lead to enhancement of product or service 

quality, engaging in exploratory activities could also boost the outcomes. For example, teams 

can experiment with new ways of production that can further enhance the quality of a product. 

In all, by being high in both exploratory and exploitative activities, ambidextrous teams 

should produce ideas that are more novel, useful idea with higher quality, leading to higher 

innovation success. Thus, we hypothesize:  

Hypothesis 2: High level of team ambidexterity is positively related with 

innovation success. 

The Moderating Role of Error Management Climate 
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Frese (1991) introduced error management as a strategy for organizations to deal with 

the consequences of errors. The tenet of error management is that errors can lead to both 

positive and negative consequences. On one hand, errors can cause financial losses or even 

casualties (e.g. NASA lost its $125 million Mars Climate Orbiter due to a measurement 

conversion error) (Sauser, Reilly, & Shenhar, 2009). On the other hands, errors can become a 

source of organizational learning and innovation (e.g. Wilson Greatbatch invented pacemaker 

when he accidentally grabbed the wrong transistor and installed it in an oscillator to record 

heart beat sounds in animals) (Greatbatch, 2000). An error management strategy enables 

organizations to handle errors by diminishing negative consequences and optimizing positive 

consequences (Frese & Keith, 2015). We suggest that error management can be applied to 

teams level by using the concept of climate (Anderson & West, 1998). Climate implies that 

there is a “shared perception of organizational policies, practices and procedures” (Reichers 

& Schneider, 1990). Error management climate encompasses a team’s shared practices and 

procedures to cope with errors (van Dyck et al., 2005). 

Hammond and Farr (2009) highlight that errors can potentially occur as teams engage 

in activities within the innovation process, including exploratory activities (e.g. 

problem/opportunity identification and idea generation) and exploitative activities (e.g. idea 

evaluation and implementation). The occurrence of errors while engaging in innovation 

activities has been found in both experimental (Blair & Mumford, 2007; Dailey & Mumford, 

2006; Licuanan et al., 2007; Robledo et al., 2012) and field studies (Austin et al., 2012; 

Edmondson et al., 2001). When teams engage in exploratory activities, errors may arise from 

shared mental models, production blocking, derailment, and evaluation apprehension (Diehl 

& Stroebe, 1987; George & Jones, 2001; Kerr & Tindale, 2004; Mumford et al., 2006). When 

teams engage in exploitative activities, errors may occur due to group polarization, over-

reliance on shared information, resistance to change, and escalation of commitment or non-
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commitment (Janssen, 2003; Kerr & Tindale, 2004; Moscovici & Zavalloni, 1969). As 

ambidextrous teams engage in both exploratory and exploitative activities during the 

innovation process, ambidextrous teams are more likely to make errors than teams that 

engage in either exploration or exploitation. If errors are not handled properly and timely, the 

achievement of innovation outcomes may be hindered (Hammond & Farr, 2009). For this 

reason, we propose that, to achieve innovation outcomes, it is important for ambidextrous 

teams to manage these errors (Frese & Keith, 2015; Keith & Frese, 2011; van Dyck et al., 

2005). We propose that, in teams with high level of error management climate, errors that 

occur from exploratory and exploitative activities can be actively managed and translated into 

higher innovation outcomes. For clarity, we are not proposing that error management climate 

has a direct effect on exploratory and exploitative activities, but instead suggest that it 

facilitates teams to manage consequences of errors, which in turn can lead to higher 

innovation success in terms of novelty, usefulness and quality. On one hand, teams with a 

high level of error management climate are able to reduce negative error consequences 

through faster error detection and damage control. Under a high level of error management 

climate, when errors occur, team members feel safe psychologically to communicate about 

errors instead of hiding them for the fear of being blamed or penalized (Baer & Frese, 2003; 

Edmondson & Lei, 2014; van Dyck et al., 2005). Open communication facilitates quick error 

detection (Helmreich & Merritt, 2000), develops a shared understanding of error situations 

(Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000), and makes it possible for 

others to offer help (van Dyck et al., 2005). This allows for a fast and well-coordinated error 

handling, reducing the potential negative consequences of error (Sitkin, 1992). As variability 

in performance is reduced when negative error consequences are reduced, this in turn 

improves the quality of the ideas, products or services. For example, when a software project 

team is able to quickly detect a bug in the coding of the program and remove the problem, the 
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performance of the software becomes more stable, and its quality is enhanced. In contrast, 

when team members do not feel safe to point out their error due to fear of negative attribution, 

the error will remain and therefore, negatively affects the software performance.  

On the other hand, teams with high level of error management climate are able to 

optimize the positive error consequences through learning from errors. Firstly, errors can 

become the starting point for another round of exploration to further understand the problems 

or opportunities (Dormann & Frese, 1994; Sitkin, 1992). Errors help members detect wrong 

assumptions and develop a deeper understanding of the problems or opportunities, which can 

facilitate the development of more useful ideas. Secondly, as in the example of the discovery 

of pacemaker, Penicillin, and other incidental innovations, errors can be an opportunity for 

the serendipitous discovery of creative ideas (Hammond & Farr, 2009). Serendipity refers to 

an unintended or unexpected discovery made by errors, mistakes or accidents (Foster & Ford, 

2003). As errors tend to be novel and unexpected events that fall beyond members’ 

anticipation (Bell & Kozlowski, 2011), they contain information beyond established logic 

(Austin et al., 2012). With new information, teams are able to re-configure the solution 

beyond established logic, thus resulting in more novel ideas (Austin et al., 2012; Foster & 

Ford, 2003). Undoubtedly, only the prepared mind can learn from errors and accidents and 

develop them into creative ideas (Frese & Keith, 2015). 

 Taken together, we propose that error management climate positively moderates the 

relationship between team ambidexterity and innovation success. High level of error 

management climate enables teams to actively manage the consequences of error that arise 

from team ambidexterity. This in turn will contribute to the novelty, usefulness, and quality 

of ideas, and hence increasing innovation success. 
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Hypothesis 3: Error management climate moderates the positive relationship 

between team ambidexterity and innovation success, such that the relation is stronger 

when error management climate is high. 

METHOD 

Setting, Sample and Procedure 

 The sample for our study was recruited from business teams participating in an 

incubator program of a large university in Indonesia. In line with its vision to create world 

class entrepreneurs, this university runs a school wide incubator program to foster 

entrepreneurial activities among all its students. Our study was conducted in a 15-week 

business incubation program where participants work together in teams to develop a product 

or service for their new business venture. This course is suitable for our study as in the 

process of developing the product or service, the participants are involved in activities related 

to the innovation process, such as opportunity identification, idea generation, idea evaluation, 

idea selection, market testing, and development of implementation plan. Moreover, 

participants subsequently formalize their business ventures, invested their own financial 

capital, and hire employees. As such, the course was not only a business simulation. As part 

of the course, the participating teams would be mentored by business mentors, comprising 

faculty members with prior entrepreneurial experience and actual entrepreneurs. Each mentor 

handled 3 business venture teams on average.     

 To collect our data, we used a repeated measures design across the 15 weeks of the 

course. Methodologically, the use of repeated measures to assess the degree of team 

exploratory and exploitative activities across the course is consistent with our idea that both 

activities are needed throughout the whole innovation process. Furthermore, the repeated 

measures design allowed a cross-lagged design that mitigates the issue of reverse causality in 

our prediction model. In week 2, participants completed measures of demographics, creative 
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cognitive style and reported their prior entrepreneurial experience. We collected the data on 

member’s personal initiative in week 14. Following that, we collected data from participants 

on team exploratory activities, team exploitative activities and error management climate in 

week 5 (T1), week 8 (T2), week 11 (T3) and week 14 (T4). The dependent variable measure 

of innovation success was obtained from the mentors in week 5 (T1) week, 8 (T2), week 11 

(T3) and week 14 (T4).  

Altogether, our sample consisted of 89 business teams comprising 395 members. On 

average, the individual participants responded 3.75 times (response rate of 94%) and teams 

responded 3.87 times (response rate of 97%). Team size ranged from 3 to 5 members per 

team. The average age was 19.2 years and 54% of the sample members were male.   

Measures 

 The measures rated by the students were translated into Bahasa Indonesia using the 

translation back-translation procedure (Brislin, 1980). The outcome measures innovation 

success rated by the mentors were administered in English as mentors were proficient in both 

oral and written English.   

Innovation Success. Innovation success of each team was assessed by the mentors 

using the three-items scale developed by Rosing (2011). In each observation, mentors rated 

the novelty, usefulness, and quality of the product or service developed by the team. Each 

item begins with “At this point, relative to other business venture, this venture...”. The 

choices that operationalize novelty were: “(1) has a usual and conventional product or service, 

(2) has a product or service that features only a few novel elements, (3) has a product or 

service that features some novel elements, (4) has a product or service that features mostly 

novel elements, (5) has a completely novel product or service. The choices that operationalize 

usefulness were: “(1) has a useless product or service, (2) has a product or service that 
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features only a few useful components, (3) has a product or service that features some useful 

components, (4) has a product or service that features mostly useful components, (5) has a 

completely useful product or service. The choices that operationalize quality were: “(1) has in 

relation to quality an insufficient product or service, (2) has in relation to quality a below 

standard product or service, (3) has in relation to quality a standard product or service, (4) has 

in relation to quality a better than standard product or service, (5) has in relation to quality a 

much better than standard product or service. The internal consistencies of the scale 

(Cronbach’s α) were acceptable and ranged from .83 to .91. 

Team Exploratory Activities. Exploratory activities were assessed using a four-item 

scale adapted from Rosing (2011). The items were developed based on innovation activities 

performed during the creative phase as proposed by Farr et al. (2003). In each observation, 

participants were asked to rate to what extent their team was working on the different 

activities related to exploration. The items were “Recognizing and developing a better 

understanding of a customer need”, “Developing a better understanding of the problem we 

need to solve”, “Generating and collecting ideas to meet the customer need”, and 

“Combining and integrating different ideas”. The items were answered on 7-point scales 

ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (absolutely). For each observation, the scales were aggregated 

from the individual level to the team level. The levels of reliability and agreement yielded 

acceptable values: Mean rwg ranged from .91 to .94; ICC(1)s ranged from .13 to .27, all with 

significant F-statistics; ICC(2)s ranged from .39 to .62; and the internal consistency of the 

scale (Cronbach’s alpha) ranged from .87 to .90.  

Team Exploitative Activities. Exploitative activities were assessed using a four-item 

scale adapted from Rosing (2011). The items measured innovation activities performed 

during the implementation phase as proposed by Farr et al. (2003). In each observation, 

participants were asked to rate to what extent their team was working on the different 
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activities related to exploitation. The items were “Evaluating the proposed ideas from 

different perspectives (e.g., technical and financial)”, “Selecting suitable ideas that we can 

put into action”, “Executing ideas, i.e. testing the ideas for market acceptance”, and 

“Working on production, marketing and commercialization of the business idea”. The items 

were answered on 7-point scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (absolutely). For each 

observation, the scales were aggregated from the individual level to the team level. The levels 

of reliability and agreement yielded acceptable values: Mean rwg ranged from .85 to .93; 

ICC(1)s ranged from .14 to .23, all with significant F-statistics; ICC(2)s ranged from .41 

to .57; and the internal consistency of the scale (Cronbach’s α) ranged from .82 to .89. 

Team Ambidexterity. Ambidexterity at the team level was operationalized by the 

multiplication of team exploratory activities and team exploitative activities. Before this, we 

ran a series of confirmatory factor analysis to examine the discriminant validity of the team 

exploratory activities and team exploitative activities measures. The chi-square difference test 

(χ2
difference (1) ranged from 10.76 to 60.74, all significant at 1% level) suggests that the two 

model factor (team exploratory activities and team exploitative activities as separate factor) 

had a better fit to the data than the one factor model (i.e., team exploratory activity items and 

team exploitative activity items load on a single factor). The use of a multiplicative link 

between exploration and exploitation is consistent with earlier research on ambidexterity 

(Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; He & Wong, 2004). This operationalization implies that for a 

team to score high on ambidexterity, the team has to be high in both exploratory activities 

and exploitative activities.  

Error Management Climate. Error management climate at the team level was 

assessed using four items adapted from the scale developed by van Dyck et al. (2005). The 

original scale by van Dyck et al. (2005) includes 17 items. We reduced the number of items 

to reduce the burden of multiple and repeated measures for our participants. This is common 
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in studies with repeated measurements (e.g., Bakker & Bal, 2010; Foo, Uy, & Baron, 2009; 

Gielnik, Spitzmuller, Schmitt, Klemann, & Frese, 2014a). As the original scale measures 

error management climate at the organizational level, we adapted the items to the team level 

using the referent shift-consensus model (Chan, 1998). The error management climate refers 

to the practices and procedures team members share with regards to their approach in dealing 

with errors. The items for error management climate were “For our team, errors were very 

useful for improving the work process”, “If something went wrong, the team took time to 

think it through”, “After making a mistake, the team tried to analyze what caused it”, and 

“When team members made an error, they could ask others for advice on how to continue.” 

The items were answered on 7-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree). For each observation, the scales were aggregated from the individual level to the team 

level. The levels of reliability and agreement yielded acceptable values: Mean rwg ranged 

from .89 to .94; ICC(1)s ranged from .18 to .24, all with significant F-statistics; ICC(2)s 

ranged from .48 to .58; and the internal consistency of the scale (Cronbach’s α) ranged 

from .78 to .83. 

Team Personal Initiative. Personal initiative was assessed using the seven-item scale 

developed by (Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997). The items were answered on 7-

point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A sample item was “I 

actively attack problems”. The internal consistency of the scale was good (Cronbach’s α 

= .92). To operationalize the aggregate personal initiative at the team level, we obtained the 

team personal initiative score by aggregating individual team personal initiative scores.  

Control Variables. Team size was included as control variable since prior studies 

find it to be positively related to team innovation (Hulsheger et al., 2009). The proportion of 

team members who have prior entrepreneurial experience was also included to control for the 
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influence of prior experience on the innovativeness of the business venture (Ucbasaran, 

Westhead, & Wright, 2009). Finally, we also included the team’s creative cognitive style 

composition to control for its potential influence on team innovation (Miron-Spektor, Erez, & 

Naveh, 2011; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013). Creative cognitive style was assessed using 

the four-item scale used in (Miron-Spektor et al., 2011), with an example item being “I have 

a lot of creative ideas”. The scale was found to be reliable (Cronbach’s α = .71).  

Method of Analysis 

 To test our hypothesis, we used a cross-lagged design with multiple observations from 

participating teams. Because the data comprised multiple observations of teams over time, we 

used hierarchical linear modeling to account for the dependency in the data (Raudenbush & 

Bryk, 2002). We conducted analyses to account for potential autocorrelation and 

heteroscedasticity in the data (Schonfeld & Rindskopf, 2007). We found that the within-team 

errors were correlated, which suggest autocorrelation may unduly influence the standard 

errors (Bliese & Ployhart, 2002). As such, we accounted for autocorrelation in our model. 

Nonetheless, we did not find that innovation success variability increased over time, and thus 

we assumed that heteroscedasticity should not influence the standard errors.    

To test the factor structure of the four repeated variables of innovation success, team 

exploratory activity, team exploitative activity and error management climate, we conducted 

a series of confirmatory factor analyses at the team level to examine their discriminant 

validity across the time periods. We ran a series of four-factor versus alternative models in 

nested pairs in each of the diary wave and conducted chi-square difference tests to compare 

which model better fit the data. In every wave, we found that a four-factor model has a 

significantly better fit than the alternative models. The chi-square difference, χ2
difference (3), 

between the four-factor model and three-factor model (team exploratory activities and team 
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exploitative activities load as one factor) ranged from 15.23 to 58.81, all significant at the 1% 

level. The chi-square difference, χ2
difference (5), between the four-factor model and two-factor 

model (team exploratory activities, team exploitative activities and error management climate 

as one factor) ranged from 135.18 to 171.37, all significant at the 1% level. The chi-square 

difference, χ2
difference (6), between the four-factor model and one-factor model (all variables as 

a common factor) ranged from 253.19 to 323.19, all significant at the 1% level. Taken 

together, this result shows the discriminant validity of innovation success, team exploratory 

activities, team exploitative activities and error management climate.  

RESULTS 

Insert Table 1 about here 

 Table 1 summarizes means, standard deviations and correlations among the study 

variables. There was a strong positive correlation between team exploratory and team 

exploitative activities, indicating that teams engage in both activities during the innovation 

processes. The strong positive correlation between the two activities is consistent with those 

found in other ambidexterity study (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Zacher & Rosing, 2014).  

Insert Table 2 about here 

Hypothesis 1 proposes that team member’s aggregate personal initiative is positively 

related to team ambidexterity. Using hierarchical linear model, we used values of team’s 

aggregated personal initiative to predict team ambidexterity across the four periods (Model 1), 

as well as to predict team ambidexterity (T+1), controlling for prior period team 

ambidexterity (T) (Model 2). According to the results presented in Table 2, we found robust 

support for our hypothesis that team’s personal initiative predicted team ambidexterity.   

Insert Table 3 about here 
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 Hypothesis 2 states that high level of team ambidexterity is positively related to 

innovation success in such a way that, teams performing high exploratory and exploitative 

activities will have higher innovation success. Using hierarchical linear model, we used 

values of team ambidexterity from one time period (T) to predict innovation success in the 

next time period (T+1), controlling for prior period innovation success (T). The results are 

presented in Model 3 of Table 3. Contrary to our Hypothesis 2, we found that team 

ambidexterity did not predict innovation success (b = -.02, SE = .10, p > 0.05). 

 Hypothesis 3 states that error management climate positively moderates the 

relationship between team ambidexterity and innovation success. That is, the relation 

between team ambidexterity and innovation success is stronger when teams have high rather 

than low error management climate. The results are presented in Model 4 of Table 3. 

Supporting our Hypothesis 3, the result shows that the interaction of error management 

climate and team ambidexterity is significantly positive (b = .52, SE = .18, p < 0.05). This 

finding suggests that team ambidexterity positively predicts innovation success when error 

management climate is high. There is a negative slope of ambidexterity with innovation 

success when error management climate is low. 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Simple slope analysis was utilized to examine whether the significant interaction 

effect was consistent with our moderation hypothesis (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). 

To conduct the simple slope test, we followed the procedure recommended by Preacher, 

Curran, and Bauer (2006). Based on their suggestion, we used the variance and covariance 

matrix of regression coefficients (gammas) to run the simple slope tests for the interaction 

between two level 1 predictors. Figure 1 presents the pattern of the significant moderating 

effect of error management climate on the relationship between team ambidexterity and 
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innovation success. When error management climate was high (1 SD above the mean), the 

relationship between team ambidexterity and innovation success was positive with statistical 

significance (ϒ = .26, SE = .12, p < .05). However, when error management climate was low 

(1 SD below the mean), the relationship between team ambidexterity and innovation success 

was negative but statistically non-significant (ϒ = -.29, SE = .18, p = .11). The findings 

indicate that team ambidexterity alone does not lead to innovation success, but it does have 

positive relationship with innovation success when error management climate is high.  

DISCUSSION 

 This research sets out to examine the antecedent of team ambidexterity as well as 

whether and when team ambidexterity leads to innovation success. Accordingly, we test the 

team composition antecedent of team ambidexterity, the direct effect of team ambidexterity 

on innovation success and investigate the moderating effect of error management climate on 

this relationship. To achieve this, we followed 89 new business venture teams in a university-

based incubator program over a period of 15 weeks. This unique setting allows us to observe 

teams engaging in various activities within the innovation process. The following summarizes 

our contribution.  

 Our research answers the call for examining the effectiveness of ambidexterity at the 

team level in promoting innovation success, which until now is rarely studied (Bledow et al., 

2009). However, contrary to our Hypothesis 2, we did not find any statistically significant 

relationship between team ambidexterity - the interaction effect of team exploratory activities 

and team exploitative activities - on innovation success. This non-significant finding at the 

team level is inconsistent with findings from earlier study of ambidexterity and innovative 

outcomes conducted at individual level (Zacher, Robinson, & Rosing, 2014; Zacher & 

Rosing, 2014; Zacher & Wilden, 2014). Nonetheless, the previous findings should be 
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considered in light of their limitations in using cross-sectional design or self-report outcome. 

Further, the lack in interaction effect of exploration and exploitation in the context of teams 

has also been observed in another study of ambidexterity (Kostopoulos & Bozionelos, 2011). 

The authors found that the interaction of exploration and exploitation learning do not 

simultaneously contribute to team performance in innovation projects (Kostopoulos & 

Bozionelos, 2011). Considering our finding and theirs, the preliminary evidences to date 

seem to suggest that ambidexterity at the team level do not necessarily lead to innovative 

performance. Notably, studies that demonstrated the team ambidexterity-performance link 

were not conducted in the context of innovation performance, but for performance of small-

medium enterprise (Lubatkin, Simsek, Ling, & Veiga, 2006) or for team strategic and 

operational effectiveness (Haas, 2010). This seems to suggest that the nature of innovation 

performance may differ from other types of performance, and cause the team ambidexterity-

innovation performance linkage not as straightforward as expected. While we could only 

speculate the possible reasons for the ineffectiveness of team ambidexterity on determining 

innovation success, we infer from the finding from Hypothesis 2 that errors could be a 

potential reason that inhibits the effectiveness of team ambidexterity. Our study shows that 

error management climate plays an important role in enabling teams that engage in 

ambidextrous activities to achieve innovation success. The present study attempts to 

understand the conditions where ambidextrous teams can benefit from the synergistic effect 

of team exploratory and team exploitative activities on achieving innovation success. We 

reason that since activities undertaken by teams in the creativity and implementation phase of 

the innovation process are wrought with errors (Hammond & Farr, 2009), engaging in high 

exploratory and exploitative activities should lead to the occurrence of more errors. Since 

errors may hinder successful innovation outcomes (Hammond & Farr, 2009), we contend that 

error management climate is needed to actively manage these errors by minimizing their 
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negative consequences and promoting their positive effects (Frese & Keith, 2015; Rosing, 

Rosenbusch, Bledow, & Frese, 2014; van Dyck et al., 2005). Specifically, because of quick 

damage control and learning from errors, teams with high error management climate are 

better able to manage the consequences of error arising from team ambidextrous activities, 

which in turn should enhance innovation success. Consistent with our Hypothesis 3, we 

found that error management climate indeed positively moderates the relationship between 

team ambidexterity and innovation success. Specifically, innovation success is the highest 

when both team ambidexterity and error management climate are high.  

Our study is the first to examine whether team member’s personal initiative relates to 

team ambidexterity. To date, we already know that exploratory and exploitative activities 

could be influenced by firm founding team’s prior company affiliations (Beckman, 2006) and 

team members’ experience (Taylor & Greve, 2006). Adding to this literature, our finding 

demonstrates that the higher the team member’s personal initiative, the greater its team 

ambidextrous activities. Our finding shows that the link between personal initiative and 

various innovation activities that have been found previously at the individual level is also 

applicable at the team level.  

 Overall, our study makes contribution to the literature of ambidexterity theory of 

innovation (Bledow et al., 2009) and error management (Frese & Keith, 2015). Foremost, 

responding to the call for researchers to examine the ambidexterity theory at the team level 

(Bledow et al., 2009), we surprisingly did not find any significant relationship between team 

ambidexterity and innovation outcome. Instead, we found that team ambidexterity only leads 

to innovation success when team’s error management climate is high. This finding suggests 

that although complex system may be necessary to manage and meet the conflicting demands 

of innovation (Bledow et al., 2009), it is also imperative to consider the unintended 

consequence that may arise from engaging in complex activity such as team ambidexterity. In 
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our case, we reason that engaging in high exploration and exploitation activities may induce 

more errors, and this error needs to be managed in order to achieve innovation success. 

Furthermore, our study contributes more evidence on the benefits of error management 

practice on performance. Previous studies find that error management culture is positively 

related to firm’s performance (van Dyck et al., 2005) and innovation outcomes (Frese & 

Keith, 2015), and that the relationship between error management culture and firm 

performance is mediated by organizational ambidexterity (Rosing et al., 2014). Being the first 

study to apply the error management concept at the team level, our study demonstrated the 

moderating role of error management climate on the relationship between team ambidexterity 

and innovation success. Finally, our empirical contribution is strengthened by our cross-

lagged design and the use of variables that were collected from multiple sources. This allows 

us to exclude the possibility of reverse causality and minimize common method bias, which 

is not common in team innovation research (Hulsheger et al., 2009). 

Limitations and Future Studies 

 The contributions of our studies are made in light of the following limitations. First, 

our sample consists of undergraduate students, which may limit the generalizability of our 

findings to innovative teams in organizations. However, these participants operated in real 

teams over the course, performed actual innovation tasks, and were committed to the project. 

Thus, these aspects of the context and task should strengthen the external validity of our 

results. Second, this study did not include any measurement of the frequency of errors that 

occurred as teams engaged in exploratory and exploitative activities. Although engaging in 

these activities should lead to errors (Hammond & Farr, 2009; Mumford et al., 2006), we did 

not explicitly measure them. Despite this, the difficulty to detect interaction effects (Evans, 

1985) bolsters confidence in the robustness of our findings on the moderating role of error 

management climate. Third, our innovation success measures were perceptual and might be 
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subject to rater biases. Although we minimize common method bias by obtaining 

independent mentor rating on innovation success, it is possible that they may give favorable 

ratings to the teams they mentored. Nonetheless, the 90% confidence interval of the 

innovation success measure ranges from 2.33 to 4.00 (out of 5.00), which suggest this bias 

should not be a major issue as the interval shows a good variation of low and high performing 

teams in our sample. Fourth, personal initiative was measured in week 14, and thus we could 

not exclude that team’s personal initiative could be an outcome of team ambidexterity rather 

than an antecedent. However, we think this is unlikely as personal initiative is conceptualized 

as a personality variable and should remain stable over the course (Frese & Fay, 2001).   

Future research on team ambidexterity could examine other type of deep variables 

composition that could facilitate team to effectively engage in high exploratory and 

exploitative activities. In this study, we show that member’s personal initiative can influence 

teams engaging in exploratory and exploitative studies. We suggest that future studies to 

consider other psychological variables such as the Big 5 Personality or cognitive styles that 

could be related to team ambidexterity (Bledow et al., 2009). Building this knowledge is 

important to inform employee’s selection and managers who wish to compose teams for 

ambidexterity. Another area for future research is to examine the mechanism of team 

ambidexterity at both individual member and team level. Team innovation research has 

demonstrated that the individual and team level antecedents of innovation outcome are 

distinct and both level should be considered to better explain team innovative performance 

(Chen, Farh, Campbell-Bush, Wu, & Wu, 2013). Given the lack of understanding in the 

micro-level drivers of ambidexterity (Turner, Swart, & Maylor, 2013), considering the multi-

level antecedents of the ambidextrous process in teams would be an important endeavor.  

Practical Implication 
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 One practical implication of our study is leaders who wish to achieve ambidexterity at 

the team level could do so by selecting team members who have high personal initiative. 

Another practical implication of our study is that it is important for managers who want to 

achieve innovation success to foster error management climate in addition to team 

ambidexterity. A recent study has also demonstrated the importance of error management for 

achieving ambidexterity at the firm level (Rosing et al., 2014). Together, our studies and 

theirs suggest that shared norms and practices on managing errors facilitate ambidextrous 

activity as well as boost the effectiveness of ambidexterity. Past research shows that leaders 

and managers play an important role in fostering this shared norms and practices  

(Edmondson et al., 2001). In particular, team leaders’ actions convey signaling function on 

how errors and mistakes ought to be discussed by members (Edmondson et al., 2001). To 

foster high error management climate, managers could develop shared vision on how errors 

should be dealt in the team, role model on dealing with errors, promote open communication 

about errors or integrate errors into the reward systems (Frese & Keith, 2015; Keith & Frese, 

2011). In summary, because errors in the innovation process are unavoidable, by developing 

high error management climate, leaders could facilitate teams to actively manage the errors 

by reducing their negative consequences and increasing their positive consequences, leading 

to greater innovation success. 

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, our study proposes and examines the antecedent and the effectiveness 

of team ambidexterity in achieving innovation success. Our findings show that team 

member’s personal initiative predicts team ambidexterity and that high level of team 

ambidexterity does lead to higher innovation success, but only when error management 

climate is high.  
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TABLE 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study Variables 

 
N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

1 Team size 89 4.44 0.74
2 Team entrepreneurial experience 89 0.32 0.25 .000
3 Team creativity 89 5.35 0.40 -.057 .175
4 Team personal initiative 87 5.49 0.49 .040 .285** .259*

5 Team exploratory activity T1 82 4.78 0.46 .172 .182 .317** .376**

6 Team exploratory activity T2 88 5.01 0.49 -.072 .057 .320** .298** .445**

7 Team exploratory activity T3 87 4.93 0.50 .035 .176 .348** .546** .452** .536**

8 Team exploratory activity T4 87 4.95 0.58 .216* .104 .065 .656** .414** .441** .656**

9 Team exploitative activity T1 82 4.71 0.52 .179 .165 .222* .463** .620** .303** .480** .428**

10 Team exploitative activity T2 88 4.91 0.48 -.073 .083 .145 .292** .286** .661** .497** .540** .199

11 Team exploitative activity T3 87 4.79 0.50 .042 .016 .237* .377** .314** .355** .681** .486** .317** .463**

12 Team exploitative activity T4 87 4.97 0.58 .219* .108 .119 .581** .276* .358** .609** .857** .321** .537** .456**

13 Error management climate T1 82 5.75 0.48 .080 .323** .194 .605** .400** .418** .451** .412** .327** .351** .344** .346**

14 Error management climate T2 88 5.77 0.49 -.131 .244* .117 .355** .104 .428** .476** .340** .167 .523** .397** .365** .523**

15 Error management climate T3 87 5.61 0.50 .084 .269* .146 .584** .254* .310** .487** .340** .280* .273* .444** .298** .549** .572**

16 Eror management climate T4 87 5.51 0.57 .054 .178 .096 .660** .227* .383** .628** .688** .326** .412** .450** .606** .474** .599** .646**

17 Team ambidexterity T1 82 22.67 4.35 .198 .195 .298** .446** .888** .389** .497** .442** .906** .233* .341** .301** .371** .132 .284** .286**

18 Team ambidexterity T2 88 24.78 4.59 -.092 .057 .266* .298** .396** .904** .549** .523** .233* .910** .448** .470** .403** .504** .302** .414** .314**

19 Team ambidexterity T3 87 23.75 4.56 .036 .096 .317** .506** .427** .491** .911** .616** .439** .526** .918** .574** .448** .478** .506** .590** .464** .548**

20 Team ambidexterity T4 87 24.88 5.47 .217* .096 .100 .647** .371** .409** .656** .958** .381** .557** .502** .960** .388** .360** .337** .663** .389** .514** .625**

21 Innovation outcome T1 85 2.82 0.73 -.101 .050 .247* -.083 -.066 .103 .065 -.150 -.037 .078 .163 -.008 -.031 .101 .095 -.093 -.057 .095 .136 -.087

22 Innovation outcome T2 86 3.03 0.73 .151 .041 .145 .015 .010 .142 .057 -.026 .078 .127 -.031 .067 .142 .098 .047 .002 .045 .139 .020 .003 .417**

23 Innovation outcome T3 86 3.16 0.65 -.042 .146 .235* -.011 .063 .151 .139 -.032 .017 .204 .078 .059 .166 .116 .042 -.054 .032 .195 .122 .004 .541** .482**

24 Innovation outcome T4 88 3.19 0.85 -.046 .259* .215* .140 .125 .137 .120 .113 .056 .169 .128 .123 .232* .147 .145 .052 .102 .167 .131 .119 .262* .267* .467**

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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TABLE 2 
Predictors of Team Ambidexterity  

 

 
 

  

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Intercept -3.42 (4.10) -7.98* (3.70)
Time 0.51** (0.19) 0.14 (0.30)

Controls (time-invariant)
Team Size 0.40 (0.44) 0.46 (0.29)
Team Prior Entrepreneurial Experience -0.65 (1.36) -1.02 (0.92)
Team Creative Composition 0.02 (0.58)

Controls (time-varying)
Prior Team Ambidexterity (T) 0.53** (0.06)

Main effect (time-invariant)
Team Personal Initiative 4.58** (0.69) 3.27** (0.51)

Model fit indexes
log-likelihood -955.11 -710.67
AIC 1930.22 1445.35
BIC 1968.42 1487.51

Variables

Model 2Model 1
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TABLE 3 
Predictors of Innovation Success (at T+1) 

 

  
 

   

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Intercept 0.73 (.59) 0.46 (.56)
Time -0.03 (.05) -0.04 (.05)

Controls (time-invariant)
Team Size -0.02 (.05) -0.02 (.05)
Team Prior Entrepreneurial Experience 0.29 (.16) 0.26 (.15)
Team Creative Composition 0.17 (.10) 0.21* (.10)

Main effect (time-varying)
Innovation Success (T) 0.51** (.06) 0.55** (.05)
Team exploratory activities (T) -0.10 (.11) -0.19 (.12)
Team exploitative activities (T) 0.17 (.10) 0.07 (.11)
Error management climate (T) -0.06 (.10)

Interactions effect (time-varying)
Team ambidexterity (T) -0.02 (.10) -0.01 (.12)
Team exploratory activities (T) x Error management climate (T) 0.15 (.23)
Team exploitative activities (T) x Error management climate (T) -0.38 (.21)
Team ambidexterity (T) x Error management climate (T) 0.52** (.18)

Model fit indexes
log-likelihood -242.27 -237.00
AIC 512.55 509.99
BIC 560.74 571.64
Change in variance explained 6.5%

Variables

Model 3 Model 4
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