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 Abstract 
Many literatures have demonstrated it is essential for incumbent organization to recognize the need to balance their exploitation of existing knowledge and exploration of new opportunities activities within a structured ambidextrous organization in order to achieve superior performance. Building a right ambidextrous organization structure in a dynamic way is difficult, yet finding a right person with right competencies and mindsets who can effectively lead ambidextrous organization is even more difficult. The ambidextrous leaders are flexible, adaptive and yet disciplined and efficient with open mind at the same time when resolving the tension between exiting and new world on competing limited resources. This research aims to identify the relative key characteristics and competencies of CEO and senior management team in their daily practice that give rise to a successful performing ambidextrous organization through intensive interviews with senior management team and survey with middle managers under their leadership. Furthermore, the impact of organization culture and structure under different degree of organization ambidexterity on company performance is investigated.  

Background 
What does the term of “ambidexterity” mean? 
Imagine you had to do your work using both hands, sometimes the left, sometimes the right and other times both of them simultaneously. Being able to use both of your hands at the same time is called ambidexterity (Tushman, 2015).  
The word “ambidextrous” is derived from the Latin roots “ambi” – meaning “both” – and “dexter” – meaning “right” or “favorable”. Thus, “ambidextrous” is literally “both right” or “both favorable” (Ohr, 2013).
In addition, it has a similar meaning of Chinese philosophy “yin-yang”, where sets of two opposing and complementing principles that coexist. The nature of yin-yang lies in the interchange and interplay of the two components. 
What is ambidextrous organization? 
Ambidextrous organization was defined as an organization’s ability to maximize efficiency of current business processes to meet current market demands as well as simultaneously being adaptive and flexible enough to discover future market needs before others do. This term of organizational ambidexterity was first used by the academic Robert Duncan in 1976 and has since entered various streams of research. This concept was further elaborated and developed with greater interest especially in the late 20th and early 21st century. The key typical researchers in this area are Charles O’Reilly and Michael Tushman. O’Reilly and Tushman (2004) described ambidextrous organization in their 2004 Harvard Business Review as a way to capture the challenge inherent in businesses being able to make steady improvements to an existing business whilst still developing breakthrough innovations. This was akin to the challenge of “constantly look backwards, attending to the products and processes of the past, while also gazing forward, preparing for the innovations that will define the future” (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2004). 
Ambidexterity in an organization is achieved by balancing exploration and exploitation, which allows the organization to be creative and adaptable, while also continuing to reply on more traditional and proven business model. The company that engage only in exploration strategy would face the threat of wasting resources on thoughts that may not prove beneficial or never be executed. On the other hand, companies that focus only on exploitation strategy would be complacent on status quo performance that fails to explore new market opportunities. 
Organization ambidexterity is rooted in contradiction culture with two pieces of busines units which are internally inconsistent yet consistent with each other in a bigger business context. The tension can only be resolved through a strong ambidextrous senior management team that could appreciate and live into contradiction in nature overarching identity and a few core values. 

Introduction
Many literatures have demonstrated it is essential for incumbent organization to recognize the need to balance their exploitation and exploration-oriented strategies in order to achieve superior performance (Benner and Tushman, 2002 and 2003). March’s (1991) arguments illustrated organizations being overwhelmed with many exploration ideas to the extent of overspending on exploration projects with very little payback. On the contrary, organizations that overconcentrate on maximizing existing operation efficiency without pursuing to learn new skills or exploring new emerging market may possibly depress their long-term performance. March (1991) suggested that in scare resources environment, management team always faces a trade-off decision in balancing limited resources either to exploration or exploitation activities. A previous empirical research showed that “an inverted-U shaped relationship between organization’s relative exploration orientation and its financial performance” and the majority of organization are not able to obtain an optimal stage (Uotila, J. et al, 2008). In particular, Uotila’s et al (2008) research showed that the optimal balance between exploration and exploitation is even more important in maximizing organizational performance in the environment of moderate technological dynamism. 
Although there are empirical researches which have showed that ambidexterity would leads to higher organization performance, understanding the key characteristics of an ambidextrous organization is essential, however making it into a reality is another problem. The tensions between two distinct business units having different culture, processes and structure is a key challenge to senior management team. Yet, what are the key important factors for a successful ambidextrous organization? Prior researches have failed to identify the key characteristics of CEO and senior management team who have been making the decision behind an ambidextrous organization. This research will base on the findings of previous researches to further evaluate the underlying essential factors leading to company’s superior performance from various perspectives, such as the characteristics of CEO, senior management teams and middle managers, leadership styles, corporate culture and organization structure.  
Given the increasing importance of ambidexterity on organization’s performance and attaining sustainable growth in long term (Tushman and O’Reilly, 2004 and 2015), the structure flow of this paper is as follows. It starts to discuss current business organization problems focusing on a few business cases of some typical organizations at their different stage of ambidexterity transformation journey. Then, the purpose of this research study is presented, followed by some research questions and hypothesis addressing the questions. After that, a series of literatures on ambidexterity theory will be reviewed to understand what have been done before. The research method and data collection are then demonstrated. This is followed by the discussion of research results with a conclusion with new research findings. Finally, this paper closes with a discussion of limitations and any future research possible paths. 

Problem Description and Real Cases study 
The generally accepted definition of ambidextrous organization is a balance of exploration and exploitation which seems to be opposing yet complementing to each other provided senior management can manage well with an adequate organization structure. Organizations that focus on exploitation strategy is capable of exploiting their existing competencies to maximize process efficiency for profits whereas organization that engage in exploration strategy is seeking future new opportunities for quantum growth. When studying business cases in reality, it showed that organizations that focus only on one side would not only achieve superior performance but also may lead to declining performance (He and Wong, 2004). On the contrary, organizations that focus on exploitation efficiency neglecting the need of exploration are likely to find themselves falling into a success trap to repeat doing what they are good with faster and more efficient processes, but one day they may realize they are falling behind market in capturing new trends and changing customer needs. Figure 1 shows the classification of organization at different stage of ambidexterity transformation measured by different levels of exploration and exploitation. Three real business cases are quoted below to reveal the contributing factors leading to ambidexterity transformation. 


Figure 1 The classification of organization from conservator to ambidexterity 
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Case study 1 – USA Today (transforming from optimizer to integrator ambidextor)
USA Today was a prosperous business since its founding in 1982, but in the late 90s, newspaper readership was falling steadily particularly among young generation as new media such as television and internet popularity are emerging. In addition, the printing cost of newspaper were rising rapidly. Tom Curley, USA Today’s president and publisher, realized these threats and urged to look for disruptive innovations to open up a new media in view of changing technology and customer behavior. He initially built a new online news service unit called USAToday.com. This venture unit is organized differently with roles and incentives suiting to the purpose of the unit. Even though a good success at the beginning, Tom realized that the new unit was so isolated from the print operation that it cannot leverage on existing considerable resources as they view them as a competitor with the print business. Riding on his beliefs, Tom reinforced the new unit required greater integration with a “network strategy”, in which it would share resources across three platforms: the newspaper, USAToday.com and Gannett’s 21 local television stations (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2004). 
An ambidextrous organization is created that could sustain the print business yet also nurture innovations in broadcasting and online news channels. Two new units, USAToday.com and USAToday Direct, remained separate from the newspaper business, maintaining distinctive processes, structures and cultures, but Tom together with Karen Jurgenson, the heads of the online and television units, and his executive team of all three business units are “tightly integrated” in order to share ideas and identify any potential synergies. They found that cooperation of USA Today’s reporters would be crucial to the success of strategy, so they jointly trained up the print reporters to a network editor to help shape their stories for broadcast media. Tom has changed the incentive program for executives with a common bonus program tied to growth targets across all three media. In support of the ambidextrous structure, human resource policies were changed to promote staff transfers between different media units to increase greater integration in the organization. Also, a “Friends of the Network” recognition program was created to explicitly reward cross-unit sharing and accomplishments. With ambidextrous structure, staff profiling, knowledge and skill sets under three units are carefully maintained and developed according to the unit’s objectives. USA Today has continued to make profit and outperform market performance (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2004). 
Case Study 2 – Ericsson (transforming from revolutionary to ambidextrous organization) 
If organizations focus too much on exploration to the exclusion of exploitation will face the increased costs of R&D without capitalizing its benefits. Management of these companies have many developed new ideas but is unable to leverage existing resources and integrate into existing business model. A famous case of too much focus on exploration capacity is Ericsson, the telecom giant that led the advancement of global mobile communication systems in late 90s. Management team of Ericsson employed over 30,000 people for R&D units over 100 technology locations but with significant duplication of work. Inspire of its compelling efforts on exploration projects, the company went into a steep declining performance. Ericsson’s management had no choice but decided to lay off around 60,000 employees and closed down most of its R&D units to put back resources on exploitation process in order to bring its business back on profitability track (Rodriguez, 2014). 
Case Study 3 – Kodak 
Kodak is another well-known example that management is too emphasized on exploitation seeking incremental innovation for profit without realizing technology advancement is changing and is going to shape the future needs of customers. At that time, management was complacent on the success of film-based photography, so they ignored the invention of digital camera and refused to invest further on its development. Ironically, a few years later, the film-based photography business is completely replaced by digital camera (its own invented technology) and the company finally went bankrupt. 
Therefore, maintaining an appropriate balance between exploration and exploitation is a primary factor to create an ambidextrous organization which lead to long term superior performance. Nevertheless, from above case study examples, a crucial contributing factor to a successful ambidextrous organization is having an “competent ambidextrous senior teams and managers” who are able to understand business and be sensitive enough to make difficult trade-offs between exploration and exploitation business models. Without an effective ambidextrous senior team, the company “would have had little chance of success” (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2004). It leads to the purpose of this research as illustrated in the next session. 


Study Purpose and Significance 
The main purpose of this research aims to find out what are the key factors influencing the performance of an ambidextrous organization. In order for ambidexterity to work, the company need to take advantage of synergies across two worlds. However, the biggest issue companies is usually facing is developing senior management teams who can handle “paradox” in two different worlds, that means they are required to live in two world simultaneously, the world of the past and the world of future, in which they can share resources and co-create at the same time (Tushman, 2015). Therefore, this study aims to find out the key characteristics that ambidextrous leaders should have in order for them to live and perform well in both worlds. Hopefully, it would help CEO to identify the right management team for an ambidextrous organization and minimize the risk of hiring a wrong person at the position since it could be costly no matter in terms of money and time. In addition, this research will study the key roles of an ambidextrous CEO who is the spirit and most essential part of a team-centric ambidextrous structure. Last but not least, this research study will include middle managers to evaluate the effect of staff engagement, integration and reward system within ambidextrous organization on company performance. 

Review of Literature 
What is ambidextrous organization and how is it structured? 
Ambidextrous organization is proven by many management scholas to be a successful organization structure and culture that can nurture both incremental and discontinuous innovation that are essential to give rise to a sustainable long-term growth. O’Reilly and Tushman (2004) believe ambidextrous organizations “provide a practical and proven model for forward-looking executives seeking to pioneer radical or disruptive innovative while pursuing incremental gains”. The organizations succeeding in both incremental and disruptive innovation share important characteristics. In particular, they separate the explorative and exploitative organization units and constantly balance contradicting business requirements through a tightly integrated senior management team (O’Reilly and Tushman, 1996, 2004, 2008). Balancing contrasting objectives of exploration and exploitation is an art not a science. There are a number of dimensions in which exploration and exploitation are different in definition. These dimensions are organizational culture, strategic management, operation and innovation management as shown in table 1 (He and Wong (2004), Benner and Tushman (2002), March (1991), Gupta et al. (2006), Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004), O’Reilly and Tushman (2004)).
  

Table 1  A comparison of exploitation and exploration definition 
	
	Past (Exploitation)
	Future (Exploration)

	Organizational culture 
	Discipline (follow the well planned execution)
	Experimentation (willingness to take risk via try and fail)

	Strategic management 
	Exploitative strategy being alignment and exploiting existing capacities for profit
	Explorative strategy being adaptability and exploring new opportunities for growth 

	Operation management 
	Efficiency - seeking for improved process
	Flexibility - seeking for breakthrough and disruption innovation

	Innovation management 
	Steady incremental gains through evolution change 
	Quantum discontinuous gains through revolution change 



There was a research on the performance effects of organizational ambidexterity which indicated that higher company performance is positively correlated to the co-existence level of exploration and exploitation (He and Wong, 2004). Uotila et al. (2009) show that for many industries there is an optimal balance between exploration and exploitation and the research shows that the optimal balance is a function of industry’s R&D intensity – i.e. the higher the industry’s technology dynamics, the higher the payoff of a firm’s exploration orientation.

What is the effective design of ambidextrous organization? 
O’Reilly and Tushman (2004) did an empirical research to address the issue of what organizational design are most effective for optimizing the benefits of ambidexterity. They gathered research data from 35 attempts to launch breakthrough innovations undertaken by 15 business units from 9 different industries. The breakthrough innovation projects were structured in one of the following four basic ways (see Figure 2), namely functional designs (7), cross-functional teams (9), unsupported team (4) and ambidextrous organizations (15). Out of four basic structure, only ambidextrous organization independently structure breakthrough innovation unit with its own processes, structures and cultures but integrated into the existing senior management hierarchy. The research results showed that ambidextrous organizations were considerably more successful than other three structures, more than 90% of ambidextrous organization achieved their business goals. O’Reilly and Tushman (2004) explain that the structure of ambidextrous organizations “allow cross-fertilization among units while preventing cross-contamination” due to distinctive processes, structures and cultures. 

Figure 2 Different organization structures for innovation unit  
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The theory of ambidextrous organization structure suggests to physically separating exploration unit (new business unit) from exploitation unit (existing business unit) with totally different structure, processes and culture. Yet, the two units are simultaneously managed through a strong integrated senior management team.  



How to create an ambidextrous organization?
The structure ambidextrous organization is keeping the past separate from the future with three crucial characteristics as “high differentiation, targeted integration where there’s leverage, and really strong senior team integration” (Tushman, 2015). 
Nevertheless, Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) have a different perspective of defining ambidexterity capability as “the behavioural capacity to simultaneously demonstrate alignment and adaptability across an entire business unit”. Alignment is defined as “a clear sense of how value is being created in the short term and how activities should be coordinated and streamlined to deliver that value”. Adaptability is defined as “the ability to move quickly toward new opportunities, to adjust to volatile markets and to avoid complacency”. For an organization to success over the long term, management needs to master both adaptability and alignment all at once. “Contextual ambidexterity” defined by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2014) as a multi-level capacity that infuses ambidextrous mindsets into all functions and levels within a unit, rather than as a dual structure in which the two units are physically kept distinct. Each individual employee will need to make choices between alignment-oriented and adaptation-oriented activities in the context of their day to day work. To nurture this sort of ambidexterity mindset on individual employee level, a much greater level of attention is needed to the human side of the organization to be a supportive organization (Birkinshaw and Gibson, 2014). Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) defines a supportive organization with two essential characteristics, namely “performance management” and “social support” which are positively correlated to ambidexterity in the research. The performance management consist of a combination of stretch and discipline to ensure employee deliver high-quality results whereas the social support is a combination of sense of support and trust with enough autonomy they need to deliver target goal. Performance management and social support are equally significant and in fact complementing each other in shaping individual and collective behaviors that over time leading to a superior performance ambidextrous organization. Above provides a framework for business to become ambidextrous organization.  
Prior literatures have identified various approaches to define organizational ambidexterity which is the ability to effectively deal with tensions under ambidextrous organization. Cantarello et al. (2012) classify the definitions of ambidexterity capability suggested by scholars under three main aspects: structural, contextual and leadership-based solution. First, the structural ambidexterity is achieved by separating exploitative and explorative activities in the business organization managed by a strong integrated senior management team (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2004). Second, Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) define contextual ambidexterity as “building a set of processes or systems that enable and encourage individuals to make their own judgements about how to divide their time between conflicting demands for alignment and adaptability”. Third, recent works have shifted the direction from the operational to the managerial level by stressing the importance of senior management’s role in deciding exploration and exploitation opportunities, yet balancing tensions between these two activities and pursuing the integration at the same time (Cantarello et al., 2012). Further research demonstrates that ambidexterity is not merely rooted in only one of these aspects mentioned above, but it shows that “architectural and contextual issues, as well as managerial responsibilities, co-exist and are deeply linked in developing and sustaining ambidexterity” (Cantarello et al., 2012).
As enlightened by previous researches, this paper aims to further investigate the key important characteristic and competencies of three level of employees in business organization (from CEO, senior management team to middle managers) that contributing to the success of organizational ambidexterity. 

Research Questions and Hypothesis 
Definition of problems
In view of current fast moving competitive and dynamic market, management is always facing a challenging issue on how to keep organization abreast of innovation development to meet the changing market needs and maintain competitive edges. Across industries a common pattern is observed that success often precedes failure. While enjoying stability, management could be easily trapped by existing success and being complacent. What went wrong? Can management avoid the mistake and lead the organization to grow continuously? 
Research Objectives and Hypothesis
Some literatures discovered that some organizations have actually been quite successful at delivering superior consistent performance over times. When these organizations are deeply examined, they share some important characteristics of both exploiting the present capacity and exploring the future innovations at the same time. There is a controversial thought or arguable theory that it is not feasible to maintain an “ambidextrous organization” as exploration and exploitation represents two basically different approaches to organizational strategy, culture or mindset. Nevertheless, more literatures have positively indicated the need for organization to achieve a balance among the two in order to excel market. This research aims to exanimate how the level of organization ambidexterity can influence its financial performance indicators such as profit and growth. In addition, efficiency and innovation need not be strategic tradeoffs, but they are in fact complementing each other to contribute a superior financial performance of organization. 
Hypothesis 1: The higher the ability of exploiting existing capacities, the higher level of organization profit
Hypothesis 2: The higher the ability of exploring new opportunities, the higher level of organization growth 
Hypothesis 3: An ambidextrous organization (achieving high mark on both explorative and exploitative ability) results in sustainable superior financial performance, relative to other companies’ average performance and organizations that specialize in seeking either explorative or exploitative strategies only
Secondly, a crucial contributing factor to a successful ambidextrous organization is having an ambidextrous CEO, senior teams and managers who are able to understand business and be sensitive enough to make difficult trade-offs between exploration and exploitation business models. Without an effective ambidextrous senior team, the company “would have had little chance of success” (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2004). One of the biggest issue companies is usually facing is developing senior management teams who can handle “paradox” in two different worlds, that means they are required to live in two world simultaneously, the world of the past and the world of future, in which they can share resources and co-create at the same time (Tushman, 2015). Therefore, this study aims to find out the key competencies and characteristics that ambidextrous leaders from CEO to senior teams and middle managers should have in order for them to live and perform well in ambidextrous organization (Figure 3). 
Middle manager level
Hypothesis 4: The higher staff engagement and integration from middle to high management, the higher level of ambidexterity 
Hypothesis 5: The Ambidextrous organization is characterized by a combination of performance management and social support. The higher a combination of performance management and social support, the higher level of ambidexterity. 
Hypothesis 6: There will be an association of common bonus program tied to growth targets across both exploration and exploitation units with the level of ambidexterity. 
Top management level
Hypothesis 7: There will be no difference in the responses on role agreement and time spent in the role categories between top management team from ambidextrous organization and non-ambidextrous organization.
Hypothesis 8: The higher integration of top management team in the organization, the higher level of ambidextrous organization  
CEO level 
Hypothesis 9: There will be no difference in the responses on role agreement and time spent in the role categories between CEOs from ambidextrous organization and non-ambidextrous organization. 
Hypothesis 10: There will be an association between ambidextrous CEOs with each role category. (a) Ambidextrous CEOs will report they spend more time on interpersonal roles than normal CEOs. 
Hypothesis 11: The higher ambidextrous CEOs spend more time in interpersonal roles, the higher level of ambidextrous organization.

Figure 3 Ambidexterity hypotheses diagram 
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Research Design
To test the hypotheses, this research is conducted through 20 multinational companies over a five-year period on companies in Hong Kong and Singapore as both have similar environment and policies to encourage international companies setting up local offices and companies with different organization structure can easily be found in these two cities. This research adopted a systematic qualitative and quantitative approach consisting of (1) interviews with CEOs and top management team in 20 multinational companies; (2) development of a detailed survey for CEO, top management team and middle managers to measure organization ambidexterity, agreement of roles defined and time spent on each role category and organization contextual culture. 
For the survey around the roles defined for middles manager, top management team and CEO are referred to previous research as below. 
An ambidextrous organization enable employee in the organization to “exhibit initiatives, cooperation, brokering skills and multitasking abilities” (Birkinshaw and Gibson, 2004). Based on the findings of this research, the survey questions for middle managers and top management team are designed around these characters to measure the relationship with the level of ambidexterity. 
In addition, Glick (2011) quotes Mintzberg (1973)’s CEO managerial roles has six role categories consisting of informational, interpersonal, decisional, operational, strategic, and diplomacy roles. 
1. Informational roles – Monitor/Disseminator/Spokesperson/Commander
2. Interpersonal roles – Leader/Motivator/Director 
3. Decisional roles – Entrepreneur/Disturbance handler/Conflict handler/Resource allocator/Taskmaster/Staffer/Negotiator/Problem solver
4. Operational roles – Organizer/Analyzer/Controller/Operator/Technical expert/Consultant
5. Strategic roles – Coordinator/Innovator/Planner/Vision setter/Strategist/Transformer/Creator and maintainer of culture
6. Diplomacy roles – Statesperson/Figurehead/Liaison
The survey on CEO’s roles will be designed and categorized according to above six characteristics of the work of CEOs. 
To measure the ambidexterity capability of a CEO, survey questions are also designed based on “a CEO’s checklist for ambidexterity”, which is a list of actions leading to ambidextrous organization from the following four principles (Finzi et al., 2018). 
1. Mindset: articulate a strong vision that embraces competing tensions
2. Leadership: build a C- suite team that leads ambidextrously 
3. Organizational structure: embed ambidexterity in the organization’s design
4. Reward system: common-fate reward system at C-suite can help CEOs build a strong integrated management team to lead the exploitation and exploration units
In addition, a list of questions posted by Finzi et al. (2018) to determine if CEO is exploration or exploitation-oriented or both are used in designing a survey to CEO.


Definition of Variables
There are three dependent variables to be test in the hypotheses, namely organization growth, profits and the level of ambidexterity. 
Hypotheses 1 to 3 
Dependent Variable – organization’s growth and profits, which is measured by self-reported compounded average production growth rate in the past 5 years 
Independent Variable – the ability of exploitation and exploration innovative, measured through interviews with top management and survey with middle to top management 
Hypotheses 4 to 6
Dependent Variable – the level of ambidexterity is measured by the company’s alignment and adaptability as suggested by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004). Interviews with middle level manager, top management team and CEO will be conducted to ask them to rate a variety of factors. Then, the overall alignment rating is multiplied by the overall adaptability rating to arrive at a score representing the level of company’s ambidexterity. 
Independent Variable – the level of staff engagement and integration, measured through interviews and survey
Independent Variable – the level of organization’s performance management and social support, measured through interviews and survey
Independent Variable – the common bonus program, measured through interviews 
Hypotheses 7 to 11
Dependent Variable – the level of ambidexterity is measured by the company’s alignment and adaptability. Interviews with middle level manager, top management team and CEO will be conducted to ask them to rate a variety of factors. Then, the overall alignment rating is multiplied by the overall adaptability rating to arrive at a score representing the level of company’s ambidexterity. 
Independent Variable – the roles and time spent on the role categories, measured through interviews and survey
Independent Variable – the level of top management’s integration, measured through interviews and survey
Control Variable for all hypotheses are controlled for possible confounding effects, such as organization’s size, total assets under control and industry’s age.  
Research Method and Data collection 
It is divided into two parts: 
A. 30 mins in-depth interview with CEO and each top management team members 
B. 30 survey questionnaires are given to all middle managers of a team of at least 3 subordinates
A seven-point scale system is created in the management interview and middle manager survey questions. 
The empirical research will be conducted with 20 multinational companies in Hong Kong and Singapore focusing on financial industry (bank and insurance companies). The financial industry is under intensive competition and facing dynamic changes due to technology innovation. These changes have triggered financial services companies to pursue several exploratory and exploitative innovations.
Each middle manager (with at least 3 subordinates) of the research company will be given a survey of 30 questions assessing their unit’s exploratory innovation, exploitative innovation and the level of staff integration.  

Discussion and Conclusions
This session discusses the research hypotheses results in details. 
Organization level 
Hypothesis 1 
Result: The ability of exploiting existing capacities is found to positively influence the level of organization profit. 
Hypothesis 2
Result: The increased ability of exploring new opportunities is driving a higher level of organization growth 
Hypothesis 3
Result: The ambidextrous organizations result in sustainable superior financial performance above other companies’ average performance and organizations that specialize in seeking either explorative or exploitative strategies only

Middle manager level
Hypothesis 4
Result: A positive relationship between the level of staff engagement and integration among middle managers within an ambidextrous organization and the level of ambidexterity.
Hypothesis 5
Result: A positive relationship between the level of organization’s performance management and social support and the level of ambidexterity.
Hypothesis 6
Result: There is an obvious association of a common bonus program tied to growth targets of whole company to align staff’s common goal and the level of ambidexterity.
Top management level
Hypothesis 7
Result: There is an obvious difference on role agreement and time spent in the role between top management team from ambidextrous organization and non-ambidextrous organization.
Hypothesis 8  
[bookmark: _Hlk47377897]Result: A positive relationship between the level of integration among top management team within an ambidextrous organization and the level of ambidexterity.
CEO level 
Hypothesis 9 
Result: There is an obvious difference on role agreement and time spent in the role categories between CEO from ambidextrous organization and non-ambidextrous organization.
Hypothesis 10
Result: There is an obvious association among CEO roles for ambidextrous CEO. There is similarity on the focus of role categories among ambidextrous CEO. In particular, they tend to spend more time on interpersonal roles than normal CEO. 
Hypothesis 11
Result: There is no obvious relationship between CEO’s time spent in interpersonal roles and level of ambidexterity. 
Financial industry is facing a disruptive innovation change underlying technology advancement and intense competition. Being ambidextrous is very essential in the age of information and technology explosive years in order to be abreast of market competition and disruption innovation, and achieve sustainable superior performance above the peers’ performance.  
Ambidexterity allows company to both exploit existing capabilities while explore new spaces at the same time. The tension will be on senior management team and CEO in terms of resources and talent allocation among exploitation and exploration world. This can be resolved through a competent ambidextrous CEO, highly integrated senior management team and highly engaged middle managers under a proper performance management and social support framework to integrate two separate “inconsistent subculture” units through an “overarching purpose and set of core values and by an identity” that most importantly to let everything makes sense out of it at all (Tushman, 2015).

Limitation and Recommendations for Future Research
This research is subject to a few limitations. The seven-point scale system may not fully explain all dimensions of the exploration and exploitation. Further research needs to examine any additional measures of both.
Due to data limitation, we cannot investigate the impact of exploration and exploitation on a longer period of financial performance (eg. 10 years company profit and growth). Further research needs to collect a longer data period. 
The research is based on previous research to define the level of ambidexterity. Further research can use other dimensions where appropriate. In addition, this research proved that there is an obvious association among CEO roles for ambidextrous CEOs. There is similarity on the focus of role categories among ambidextrous CEOs. In particular, they tend to spend more time on interpersonal roles than normal CEO. Future research can examine what kind of roles that ambidextrous CEOs will usually focus on and what characteristics they would have. 
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