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Although organizational ambidexterity has gained momentum in recent innovation research, previous literature still
offers a confusing and partial picture about how to leverage ambidexterity for new product development because of two
limitations. First, previous research mainly focuses on static resource endowment and thus offers little insight about
how firms should dynamically reconfigure resource portfolios to leverage organizational ambidexterity. Second,
conceptual confusion on the notion of the balance dimension of organization ambidexterity still exists.

This study seeks to explore how firms should dynamically reconfigure resource portfolios to leverage organizational
ambidexterity for new product development and to bring greater conceptual clarity to the notion of balance. By
extending the static resource assumption, which is central to the extant debate in organizational ambidexterity
literature, this research unpacks ambidexterity into a relative exploratory dimension and an interactive dimension. We
further investigated the moderating effect of resource flexibility and coordination flexibility on the impacts of the two
dimensions on new product development performance.

Based on the dynamic resource management view and organizational learning theory, we proposed six hypotheses
and collected data from 213 firms through a survey to examine the hypotheses. Our results indicate that relative
exploratory dimension and interactive dimension have different effects on new product development. Specifically, the
relative exploratory dimension has an inverse U-shaped effect on new product development while the interactive
dimension has a positive effect. Furthermore, we find that resource flexibility and coordination flexibility have positive
moderating effects on the relationships between the two dimensions of ambidexterity and new product development
performance. Our study contributes to the ambidexterity research in three ways. First, from a dynamic resource
management view, this study extends previous ambidexterity research from a static view to a dynamic view by exploring
the moderating effects of resource flexibility and coordination flexibility. Second, we extend the understanding on
ambidexterity by bringing greater conceptual clarity to the notion of balance. Third, this research provides new
evidence on the effects of ambidextrous learning on new product development performance in transition economy such
as China, where ambidextrous learning is crucial for firms to adapt to a dynamic environment.

Introduction

S ince the seminal work of March (1991), organi-
zational ambidexterity has gained momentum in
innovation research, which suggests that the

superior innovation performance is expected by simulta-
neously performing both exploitative and explorative
learning (Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2008; Cao,
Gedajlovic, and Zhang, 2009; Gibson and Birkinshaw,
2004; He and Wong, 2004; March, 1991; Tushman and

O’Reilly, 1996; Yalcinkaya, Calantone, and Griffith,
2007). Especially in a transition economy, where the
product life cycle is shortening fast and the environment
is highly turbulent (Hoskisson, Eden, Lau, and Wright,
2000; Li, Su, and Liu, 2010; Sheng, Zhou, and Li, 2011;
Wright, Igor, Hoskisson, and Peng, 2005), the ambidex-
terity rather than punctuated equilibrium or temporal
cycling between long periods of exploitation and short
bursts of exploration is a more viable option (Gupta,
Smith, and Shalley, 2006; Jansen, Van den Bosch, and
Volberda, 2006; Simsek, Heavey, and Veiga, 2009; Wang
and Li, 2008).

Albeit the consensus, two perspectives conflict with
each other directly on the incompatible or complemen-
tary logic of exploration and exploitation and also how
to integrate them for innovation. One stream of litera-
ture mainly focuses on the difficulties in achieving
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ambidexterity and argues that exploratory learning and
exploitative learning are fundamentally incompatible
because they compete for scarce organizational resources
(Auh and Menguc, 2005; Sidhu, Commandeur, and
Volberda, 2007; Smith and Tushman, 2005; Uotila,
Maula, and Keil, 2009). Therefore, this stream of litera-
ture views exploration and exploitation as two ends of
one continuum and argues that firms should find the
optimal relative exploratory point along the continuum.
Alternatively, the other stream of literature mainly
focuses on their potential complementary effects and
argues that firms should perform higher combined levels
of both exploration and exploitation to leverage their
complementarities (Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2008;
Birkinshaw and Gibson, 2004; Katila and Ahuja, 2002;
Simsek et al., 2009; Yalcinkaya et al., 2007). New
advances in ambidexterity research unpacks it into
balance and combined dimensions to resolve this paradox
and suggests that the balance dimension is more benefi-
cial to resource-constrained firms, whereas the combined
dimension is more beneficial to firms having greater
access to internal and/or external resources (Cao et al.,
2009; He and Wong, 2004).

Despite the above insightful contributions, the previ-
ous research still offers a confusing and partial picture
about how to leverage ambidexterity for new product
development because of two limitations. First, previous
research offers little insight about how firms should
dynamically reconfigure resource portfolios to leverage
organizational ambidexterity. The incompatible view

only focuses on static resource endowment with the
assumption of resource scarcity. However, this assump-
tion is not always true when considering dynamic
resources management. The dynamic resources manage-
ment view suggests that resource portfolios can be
extended by accumulating multifunctional resources and
reconfiguring resource bundles (Sanchez, 1995; Sirmon,
Hitt, and Ireland, 2007; Sirmon, Hitt, Ireland, and
Gilbert, 2011). Therefore, the validity of the incompatible
view may be contingent on the firms’ resource dynamic
management capabilities. Furthermore, the complemen-
tary view is mainly silent on the resource management
issues while resource aligning capabilities are crucial to
achieve the complementary effects (Jansen, Tempelaar,
and Van den Bosch, 2009; Sirmon et al., 2007).

Second, the conceptual confusion on the notion of the
balance dimension still exists. Although some literature
argues that the notion of balance means the extent to
which the exploitation and exploration are equal (Cao
et al., 2009; He and Wong, 2004), other literature con-
tends that the notion of balance means high (low) exploi-
tation needs to be coupled with low (high) exploration
(Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2007; Benner and
Tushman, 2003; Nerkar, 2003). However, the dynamic
resources management view suggests that the optimal
relative level of exploration and exploitation may be con-
tingent on the resource management capabilities (Sirmon
et al., 2011), which has attracted little research attention.

This study seeks to explore how firms should dynami-
cally reconfigure resource portfolios to leverage learning
ambidexterity for new product development and to bring
greater conceptual clarity to the notion of balance. Spe-
cifically, this article unpacks ambidexterity into a relative
exploratory dimension and an interactive dimension and
explores the moderating effects of resource flexibility and
coordination flexibility on the impacts of two dimensions
on new product development performance.

This research bears three contributions to the literature
on ambidexterity. First, based on the dynamic resource
management view, this article extends previous ambidex-
terity research from a static view to a dynamic view by
exploring the moderating effects of resource flexibility
and coordination flexibility. This article suggests that
dynamic resource management capabilities should be
built to leverage the organizational ambidexterity for new
product development. The results indicate that the
optimal way to structure exploitation and exploration and
also their complementary effects are contingent on the
level of resource flexibility and coordination flexibility.
Second, this article extends our understanding on ambi-
dexterity by bringing greater conceptual clarity to the
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notion of balance. This article argues that the optimal
balance point along the continuum from exploitation to
exploration is contingent on the level of resource flexibil-
ity and coordination flexibility. Third, this research pro-
vides new evidence on the effects of ambidextrous
learning on new product development performance in a
transition economy, where ambidextrous learning is
crucial for firms to adapt to a dynamic environment.

Theoretical Background

According to organizational learning theory, both exploit-
ative and exploratory learning are crucial for new product
development (Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2007).
Exploitative learning refers to the learning activities in
the neighborhood of a firm’s current product-market
knowledge base for the refinement and extension of exist-
ing competences, technologies, and paradigms, whereas
exploratory learning refers to the learning activities
beyond current product-market knowledge base for
experimentation with new alternatives (Atuahene-Gima
and Murray, 2007; Katila and Ahuja, 2002; March,
1991).

Firms may employ exploitation and exploration
to achieve persistent success through ambidexterity
(Benner and Tushman, 2003) or punctuated equilibrium
(Burgelman, 2002; Gupta et al., 2006). Through ambi-
dexterity, firms simultaneously perform exploration and
exploitation while punctuated equilibrium refers to the
temporal cycling between long periods of exploitation
and short bursts of exploration (Gupta et al., 2006). Pre-
vious literature suggests the appropriateness of each
mechanism may be a function of environmental and orga-
nizational context (Gupta et al., 2006). As environment
dynamism increases and the pace of change accelerates,
the firms need to renew their knowledge base by exploit-
ative learning and simultaneously exploring new knowl-
edge bases through explorative learning (Floyd and Lane,
2000; Gibson and Birkinshaw, 2004; He and Wong, 2004;
Jansen et al., 2006). In a dynamic environment, a punc-
tuated equilibrium mechanism may delay the adapting
speed and miss the opportunities to explore new knowl-
edge in time. In a transition economy such as China, firms
are facing a dynamic environment, and the new knowl-
edge updating is fast (Hoskisson et al., 2000; Li, Wei, and
Liu, 2010; Sheng et al., 2011; Wright et al., 2005). In
order to master both adaptability and alignment, firms
should conduct exploitative learning to exploit existing
knowledge and simultaneously perform exploratory
learning to explore new knowledge.

Organizational Ambidexterity: Exploitation versus
Exploration Paradox

The exploitation and exploration form a paradox that
inspires great research debate. The paradox refers to con-
tradictory yet interrelated elements that exist simultane-
ously and persist over time (Smith and Lewis, 2011).
First, from the perspective of resource scarcity, March
(1991, 1996, 2006) clearly argues that exploration and
exploitation are fundamentally incompatible because
they compete for scarce organizational resources. There-
fore, firms should dynamically balance the relative level
of exploration to exploitation in order to optimally dis-
tribute the scare resources. Second, from the perspective
of absorptive capacity, other researchers debate that
exploration and exploitation may complement with each
other by forming a dynamic learning cycle (Katila and
Ahuja, 2002). Therefore, firms should engage in high
levels of both activities simultaneously to leverage their
complementarities (Birkinshaw and Gibson, 2004; Gupta
et al., 2006; Simsek et al., 2009).

Although two debating views dominate the ambidex-
terity research, neither offers the whole picture of the
reality. From the paradox perspective, exploration and
exploitation are contradictory yet interrelated. The
incompatible view mainly describes their organizational
tension, whereas the complementary view mainly
describes their complementary aspects. Research on yin-
yang also suggests that a firm’s sustainable development
relies on a holistic problem-solving approach that
embraces two lines of efforts for sustainable profitability
(Chen, 2002; Smith and Lewis, 2011). First, firms should
appropriately and dynamically balance the relative level
of exploration and exploitation to find the optimal struc-
ture. Second, firms should align exploitation and explo-
ration to achieve complementary effects (Chen, 2002;
Smith and Lewis, 2011). Therefore, this article unpacks
organizational learning ambidexterity into a relative
exploratory dimension and an interactive dimension. The
relative exploratory dimension pertains to the efforts to
balance the relative magnitude of exploration and exploi-
tation, whereas the interactive dimension pertains to the
efforts to increase their complementary effects. The rela-
tive exploratory dimension contributes to innovation by
the structured control of both obsolescence risks of over-
exploitation and the risk of failing to appropriate returns
from its costly exportation (Cao et al., 2009; March,
1991). The interactive dimension enhances innovation
through generation of a greater pool of complementary
resources and forming a dynamic path of absorptive
capacity (Cao et al., 2009; Katila and Ahuja, 2002).
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Dynamic Resource Management View and
Strategic Flexibility

Until now, previous research offered little insight about
how firms should dynamically reconfigure resource port-
folios to leverage organizational ambidexterity. March
(1991, 1996, 2006) only built the incompatible view on
resource scarcity assumption, and the complementary
view is mainly silent on the resource management issue
while resource aligning capabilities are crucial to achieve
complementary effects. Cao et al. (2009) only focused on
the resource accessibility by investigating the moderating
effects of firm size and environment munificence.
However, Alvarez and Barney (2007) suggest that what is
important is how firms create heterogeneous resources
rather than the resource endowment. More research atten-
tion should be paid to explore how to dynamically struc-
ture, bundle, and leverage scare resources to create value
(Sirmon, Cove, and Hitt, 2008; Sirmon et al., 2007,
2011).

From the dynamic resource management perspective
rather than static resource endowment view, the resource
scarcity assumption that is central to the incompatible
view may be relaxed. According to the dynamic resource
management view, firms create value by structuring, bun-
dling, and leveraging resource portfolios. Therefore, the
resource portfolio may be extended by acquiring new
resources, accumulating or developing resources inter-
nally, and creating new resource bundles. If so, the effects
of balancing efforts may be contingent on the firms’
capabilities to extend the resource portfolio. More impor-
tantly, the optimal point may change along with the
dynamic capabilities to extend the resource portfolio and
not necessary is the point where exploration is equal to
exploitation. Furthermore, the dynamic resource manage-
ment view also brings new insight on the complementary
view. Firms should bundle resources to achieve the
complementary effects of exploratory learning and
exploitative learning because of their own distinguishing
features. Therefore, dynamic resource management capa-
bilities should also moderate effects of the interactive
dimension of organizational learning ambidexterity.

Research on strategic flexibility suggests that firms
may dynamically manage resources to adapt to a dynamic
environment by building resource flexibility and coordi-
nation flexibility (Gerwin, 1993; Sanchez, 1995; Zhou
and Wu, 2010). Resource flexibility refers to the capabili-
ties to accumulate flexible resources with multiple uses,
whereas coordination flexibility refers to the capabilities
to create new resource combinations through an internal
coordination process (Sanchez, 1995). Strategic flexibil-

ity is one of the important approaches to adapt to a
dynamic environment in emerging countries such as
China, where the external resource munificence is low
(Liu, Li, and Wei, 2009). Resource flexibility broadens
the choice scope of scarce resources, and coordination
flexibility can leverage scarce resources to create a syn-
ergistic effect and/or create new resource combinations to
match ambidextrous learning (Eisenhardt and Martin,
2000; Helfat et al., 2007; Teece, Pisano, and Shuen, 1997;
Zhou and Wu, 2010). Therefore, as dynamic resource
management capabilities, resource flexibility and coordi-
nation flexibility may moderate the effects of learning
ambidexterity on new product development performance.
Based on the above discussion, this research develops a
framework as shown in Figure 1.

Hypothesis Development

The Relative Exploratory Dimension and New
Product Development

The relative exploratory dimension indicates the efforts
to avoid overemphasis on exploitation at the expense of
exploration. Exploitation can improve firm efficiency
by building on and replicating prior technological,
product market knowledge, and manufacturing experi-
ence (Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2007; Kim and
Atuahene-Gima, 2010; March, 1991). However, self-
reinforcing exploitation often leads to a “success trap” in
single-loop learning, local search, or evolutionary learn-
ing (Katila and Ahuja, 2002; Levinthal and March, 1993;
March, 1991). Therefore, overemphasis on exploitation
may foster inertia, reduce adaptability to new opportuni-
ties, and reduce new product development (Cao et al.,
2009; Gibson and Birkinshaw, 2004; Hannan and
Freeman, 1984). When exploitation is much higher than
exploration, firms may enjoy short-term success while
being reluctant to upgrade product design in the face of
significant technological and market change. Therefore,
the overemphasis on exploitation may impede new
product development (Christensen, 1997).

On the contrary, exploratory learning internalizes
more new knowledge such as potential customer demand,
new technology, or new market information, which
enables firms to develop new products (Atuahene-Gima
and Murray, 2007; Katila and Ahuja, 2002; Kim and
Atuahene-Gima, 2010; March, 1991). Exploratory learn-
ing may deepen the understanding of future trends of
technology, market competition, and also the potential
demand (Cao et al., 2009; Katila and Ahuja, 2002).
However, when exploration is too high, its positive
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effects can be decreased because of the increasing diffi-
culties to integrate too much new knowledge during the
new product development process (Katila and Ahuja,
2002; Levinthal and March, 1993). First, too much new
knowledge costs more to integrate. The great amount of
new ideas is too complicated to coordinate, which hurts
new product development efficiency (Katila and Ahuja,
2002; Laursen and Salter, 2006). Second, too high a level
of exploration may lead to the development of brand-new
product features that are incompatible with customers’
needs (Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2007). Therefore,
when exploratory learning is much higher than exploit-
ative learning, its marginal benefits may decline because
of the increasing marginal cost and risk. Therefore, only
the moderate level of relative exploratory dimension may
help firms acquire new knowledge and also reduce the
risk of instability and high cost in the new product devel-
opment process. Therefore, it is hypothesized:

H1: Relative exploratory dimension has an inverse
U-shaped effect on new product development
performance.

Interactive Dimension of Ambidexterity and New
Product Development

Central to the interactive dimension is the mutual benefi-
cial effects of exploitation and exploration (Cao
et al., 2009). Gupta et al. (2006) point out that explora-
tion and exploitation may take place in complementary
domains. The research deriving from organization

research also reasons that through structural differentia-
tion, top management integration, fostering appropriate
context, or sequential shifting, exploitation and explora-
tion can have positive interactions on innovation (Cao
et al., 2009; Gibson and Birkinshaw, 2004; Jansen et al.,
2009; Simsek et al., 2009; Tushman and O’Reilly, 1996).

The mechanism underling this positive interaction is
the absorptive capacity logic. A high degree of exploit-
ative effort can act as absorptive capacity and thus
improve a firm’s effectiveness in exploring new knowl-
edge that supports new product development. According
to absorptive capacity, a firm’s knowledge base underpins
how well it can identify, assimilate, and leverage new
knowledge for new product development (Bierly,
Damanpour, and Santoro, 2009; Cohen and Levinthal,
1990; Lane, Koka, and Pathak, 2006). The repeated use
of existing knowledge and resources can deepen the
understanding of their functionality (Cao et al., 2009).
The deeper understanding enables firms to recognize and
assimilate new external knowledge and thus facilitate
knowledge exploration during the process of new product
development (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra and
George, 2002). Furthermore, firms with a high level of
exploitative learning may provide more complementary
resources such as marketing capabilities, capabilities to
link firms with customers, and sale channels for firms to
transform new explored knowledge to new products.
Therefore, it is hypothesized:

H2: The interactive dimension is positively related to
new product development performance.

Relative exploratory
dimension of

ambidexterity (RD) 

Interactive dimension
of ambidexterity (ID) 

Coordination flexibility 

New product
development 

Resource flexibility 

H2  

H1 

H3a 

H3b 

H4b 

H4a 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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The Moderating Effects of Resource Flexibility

The relative exploratory dimension promotes new product
development by escaping from exploitative traps to
explore new knowledge for new product development.
The higher the level of relative exploration to exploitation,
the more resource is needed to utilize the new knowledge
to develop new products. When resource flexibility is low,
the resource specificity is high. In this case, the current
resources are intensely bounded to specified targets, and it
is difficult for firms to employ them for other courses of
actions (Liu et al., 2009; Sanchez, 1995). Therefore, the
explorative learning and exploitative learning may fuel
competition for scarce resources (Cao et al., 2009; March,
1991, 1996, 2006). When resource flexibility is low, it is
costly to find complementary resources for new knowl-
edge during the new product development process
(Gerwin, 1993; Koste, Malhotra, and Sharma, 2004).
Thus, the resource accessibility constrains the effects of
relative exploration on new product development. On the
contrary, when firms have accumulated many flexible
resources or resource flexibility is high, the existing flex-
ible resources can be used more easily for new purposes.
In this case, the time and cost spent on seeking new
resources and switching from one use to another
decreases (Liu et al., 2009; Matthyssens, Pauwels, and
Vandenbempt, 2005; Sanchez, 1995). Therefore, resource
flexibility facilitates availability of new resources for
exploration and sets less demand for totally new
resources. Thus, resource flexibility should enhance the
positive effects of the relative exploratory dimension on
new product development performance. In this case, the
extended resource pool may enable firms to conduct a
higher level of relative explorative learning without
resource competition. In particular, when the relative
exploratory dimension is high, internal flexible resources
may weaken the negative effects caused by the difficulty
to integrate new knowledge. High resource flexibility
reduces the risk and cost to find complementary resources
for new knowledge or new technologies (Combs,
Ketchen, Ireland, and Webb, 2011; Zhou and Wu, 2010).

The central logic to the positive interaction is a
dynamic learning mechanism implied by absorptive
capacity theory (Cao et al., 2009; Katila and Ahuja,
2002). The interactive dimension indicates the efforts to
leverage their complementary effects by conducting a
high level of exploration and exploitation (Cao et al.,
2009). However, research on complementary assets
(Teece, 1986) suggests that behind this complementary
effect is the resource sharing, resource integration, and
resource orchestration between exploitation and explora-

tion (Sirmon et al., 2011). When they share resources
such as production facilities, managerial resources, and
marketing channel, exploration may complement with
exploitation to promote new product development
(Christensen, 1997). Kraatz and Zajac (2001) provided
strong evidence for the “resources as commitments” per-
spective. This view suggests that the resource portfolios
are often bounded with current products and strategies
and thus often become barriers for exploratory learning.
When resource flexibility is low, the resource specifica-
tion is high. In this case, the exploration, which is depart-
ing from the resource base for exploitation, may create
difficulties sharing and employing the existing resource
base. When resource flexibility increases, more resources
are multifunctional and thus can be shared with explora-
tion. Therefore, when resource flexibility increases, the
complementary effects of exploration and exploitation
may be strengthened to promote new product develop-
ment. Therefore, it is hypothesized:

H3a: When the relative exploratory dimension is low,
resource flexibility strengthens the positive effect of the
relative exploratory dimension on new product develop-
ment performance; when the relative exploratory dimen-
sion is high, resource flexibility weakens the negative
effect of the relative exploratory dimension on new
product development performance.

H3b: Resource flexibility strengthens the positive effect
of the interactive dimension on new product development
performance.

The Moderating Effects of Coordination Flexibility

In addition to accumulating more flexible resources, firms
may extend their resource base through internal resource
reconfiguration. Resource reconfiguration undermines
the organization ambidexterity. When exploratory learn-
ing is relatively higher than exploitative learning, brand-
new bundles of resources are required to utilize new
knowledge for new product development (Combs et al.,
2011). Firms should be able to integrate and reconfigure
the resources across the units for new explorative learn-
ing. Coordination flexibility represents efforts to synthe-
size subdivided functions and reconfigure internal and
external resource portfolio (Sanchez, 1995, 1997). In this
case, the coordination flexibility relaxes routine inertia
and helps firms to explore new bundles of resources
(Gilbert, 2005; Zhou and Wu, 2010). Thus, coordination
flexibility can help firms to efficiently integrate and
recombine internal and external resources for the new
market opportunities. The firms with high coordination
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flexibility may help firms to quickly achieve the conjunc-
tion between the innovation and complementary asset
and to further gain profit from the innovation (Li, Liu, and
Duan, 2008; Li, Su, and Liu, 2010). In dynamic product
markets, firms with a high level of coordination flexibility
may adjust in product creation quickly by creating a new
reconfiguration of resources and redeploying them effec-
tively (Sanchez, 1995, 1997). Therefore, as one type of
dynamic capability, coordination flexibility may help
firms to break the structural inertia caused by resource
dependency (Hannan and Freeman, 1984) and thus
enhance the positive effect of the relative exploratory
dimension on new product development. Furthermore,
when the relative exploratory dimension is very high,
coordination flexibility can enable firms to integrate new
knowledge with the current resource portfolio and thus
reduce the integrating cost and risk.

The coordination of exploratory and exploitative
efforts across organizational units is a necessary step in
achieving ambidexterity (Jansen et al., 2009; Smith and
Tushman, 2005; Tushman and O’Reilly, 1996). The
implementation or deployment of such combinations and
the achievement of ambidexterity require new organizing
logics and collective patterns of interaction (Helfat and
Peteraf, 2003). Hence, to resolve these paradoxical
situations, the mobilization, integration, and deployment
of operational capabilities are crucial to achieve ambidex-
terity. The dynamic capabilities framework recognizes
this important aspect. It argues that dynamic capabilities,
which are embedded in the distinct ways that organiza-
tions flexibly integrate, build, and recombine com-
petences across boundaries, are fundamental to long-term
strategic advantage (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Helfat
et al., 2007; Henderson and Cockburn, 1994; Kogut and
Zander, 1992; Teece et al., 1997). Jansen et al. (2009)
reason that integration mechanisms are needed to
leverage the complementary effect of exploitative and
exploratory learning. Compared with resource flexibility,
coordination flexibility is one type of dynamic capability
that enables organizations to mobilize, coordinate, and
integrate dispersed exploratory and exploitative efforts to
achieve complementary effects (Zhou and Wu, 2010).
When coordination flexibility is high, firms can recom-
bine current resources to break resource dependency and
remove the change resistance. Furthermore, coordination
flexibility can also enhance the positive effect of explo-
ration on exploitation. Zhou and Wu (2010) find that,
coupled with coordination flexibility, firms tend to lever-
age the pool of accumulated technological capability
to promote new product development. Therefore, it is
hypothesized:

H4a: When the relative exploratory dimension is low,
coordination flexibility strengthens the positive effect of
the relative exploratory dimension on new product devel-
opment performance; when the relative exploratory
dimension is high, coordination flexibility weakens the
negative effect of the relative exploratory dimension on
new product development performance.

H4b: Coordination flexibility strengthens the positive
effect of the interactive dimension on new product devel-
opment performance.

Methodology

Sample and Data Collection

Data for this study were obtained through an interview
survey. The sample covers the firms from a broad scope
of industries and different districts of China, which may
reduce system error caused by difference of economy and
culture in different districts. The companies were ran-
domly selected out of the list of registered corporations
provided by the Economy Commerce Committee, which
is a special administrative institute to manage the firms
located in each province.

This questionnaire is originally designed in English
based on several previous studies on ambidexterity, stra-
tegic flexibility, and new product development. A back-
translation procedure was performed to ensure translation
accuracy (Brislin, 1970). Next, a pilot test was conducted
with 10 firms, and necessary modifications were made on
the questionnaire based on the feedback from this pre-
testing. To make sure the respondents were knowledge-
able, the top managers or department leaders were
contracted. The survey was undertaken on site at each
firm. A total of 650 firms were approached and 232 firms
participated. Due to missing data, our final sample
includes 213 firms, which represented a response rate of
32.77%. To check nonresponse bias, a t-test was per-
formed to compare the responding and nonresponding
firms along firm attributes such as firm size, ownership
status, sales, and age. All t-statistics were insignificant,
which indicates a low possibility of nonresponse bias.

Measures

All items were answered on a 5-point Likert scale
(Table 1), and the constructs were measured by the factor
scores obtained by running the factor analysis with Mplus
software (7.0; Muthen & Muthen, LosAngeles, CA, USA).

Organizational learning ambidexterity. Ambidex-
terity is an integrative construct of exploration and
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exploitation, and therefore the relative exploratory
dimension and the interactive dimension of ambidexterity
are measured based on the measures of explorative learn-
ing and exploitative learning (Cao et al., 2009). The
exploration and exploitation scale was adopted from
Atuahene-Gima and Murray’s (2007) items (Table 1,
Cronbach’s alpha = .713; .701).

The relative exploratory dimension of ambidexterity.
The relative exploratory dimension refers to the relative
magnitude of exploration and exploitation. He and Wong
(2004) and Cao et al. (2009) measure the balance
magnitude with an absolute difference subtracted by 5.
However, this method neglects the direction of the differ-
ence with an often untenable assumption that the direc-
tion of imbalance does not matter (Kim and Hsieh, 2003).
Furthermore, this essentially measures the extent to

which exploration is equal to exploitation. This study
argues that the point where exploration matches with
exploitation may not necessarily be the point where
exploration is equal to exploitation. Following Uotila
et al. (2009), Dayan and Di Benedetto (2010), and also
Dayan and Di Benedetto (2011), we measure relative
dimension by dividing exploratory learning by the sum of
exploratory and exploitative learning. The formula is as
follows:

Relative exploratory dimension

Exploratory Learning

Explora
=

ttory Learning Exploitative Learning+

The interactive dimension of ambidexterity. Follow-
ing previous treatments used by He and Wong (2004),
Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004), and Cao et al. (2009),

Table 1. Standard Estimates and Coefficient Alpha

Variables Items Loading Alpha

New product development
(Garcıa et al., 2008;
Griffin and Page, 1993;
Molina-Castillo and
Munuera-Aleman, 2009)

Compared with our major competitors, we are more successful in terms of: .842
New-product success rate is better .831
Time to market is shorter .900
Development cycle is shorter .796
Market potential of our new products .764

Exploitative learning
(Atuahene-Gima and
Murray, 2007)

Our aim was to search for information to refine common methods and ideas in solving
problems in the project.

.712 .713

Our aim was to search for ideas and information that we can implement well to ensure
productivity rather than those ideas that could lead to implementation mistakes in the
project and in the marketplace.

.668

We searched for the usual and generally proven methods and solutions to product
development problems.

.529

We used information acquisition methods (e.g., survey of current customers and competitors)
that helped us understand and update the firm’s current project and market experiences.

.744

We emphasized the use of knowledge related to our existing project experience. .759
Explorative learning

(Atuahene-Gima and
Murray, 2007)

In information search, we focused on acquiring knowledge of project strategies that involved
experimentation and high market risks.

.664 .701

We preferred to collect information with no identifiable strategic market needs to ensure
experimentation in the project.

.716

Our aim was to acquire knowledge to develop a project that led us into new areas of learning
such as new markets and technological areas.

.657

We collected novel information and ideas that went beyond our current market and
technological experiences.

.656

Our aim was to collect new information that forced us to learn new things in the product
development project.

.684

Resource flexibility
(Sanchez, 1995,1997;
Zhou and Wu, 2010)

There is a large range of alternative uses to which our major resources can be applied. .617 .848
The difficulty of switching from one use of our major resources to an alternative use is low. .819
The time required to switch to an alternative resource use is short. .910
The costs of switching from one use of our major resources to an alternative use are low. .888
The major resources can be allocated to develop, manufacture, and deliver a diverse line of

products.
.705

Coordination flexibility
(Sanchez, 1995,1997;
Zhou and Wu, 2010)

Internal units often collaborate with each other to find a new use for internal resources. .841 .850
The firm often finds new resources through communication between units. .839
The firm often finds new resources and/or new combinations of existing resources. .851
The firm often finds new resources and/or new combinations of external resources. .794
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exploration and exploitation were multiplied to measure
the interactive dimension. The formula is given by:

Interactive Dimension
Exploratory Learning Exploitative Le= ∗ aarning

New product development. Because archival sources
of data on the new product development performance
were unavailable, this study relied on key informants to
provide subjective valuation (Chandler and Hanks, 1993).
Informants rated the degree of a new product’s success
relative to success rates, time to market, development
cycle, and market potential of new product development
(Garcıa, Sanzo, and Trespalacios, 2008; Griffin and Page,
1993; Molina-Castillo and Munuera-Aleman, 2009)
(Table 1; Cronbach’s alpha = .842).

Strategic flexibility. Based on the work of Sanchez
(1995, 1997), the essence of resource flexibility can be
characterized by the range of uses and the cost and/or
time of switching from one use of a resource to an
alternative one. This study measured resource flexibility
with five items (Table 1; Cronbach’s alpha = .848) and
measured coordination flexibility with four items
(Table 1; Cronbach’s alpha = .851).

Control variables. A variety of organizational and
environmental factors are controlled. Firm age and firm
size likely affect new product development because the
longer a firm exists and the larger it is, the more resources
it has. Firm age is measured by calculating the natural
logarithm of the number of years since a firm was founded,
and firm size is measured by calculating the natural loga-
rithm of total asset (Rothaermel and Deeds, 2004). The
study also controlled industry type, which could determine
the companies’ technological opportunities and the fre-
quency of radically new products (Ali, Kalwani, and
Kovenock, 1993; Klevornick, Levin, Nelson, and Winter,
1995). Following the approach of Zahra and Nielsen
(2002), this study controlled industry type by calculating
an industry’s index. First, the average scores of new
product development (NPD) for each type of industry are
calculated and then are subtracted from a firm’s score.
Second, the difference between a firm’s NPD score and
average score for the industry is then divided by each
industry’s average score (Zahra and Covin, 1993; Zahra
and Nielsen, 2002). As life cycle has been shown to
influence new product introduction (Filsom, 2002; Liu
et al., 2009; MacMillan and Day, 1987), this study mea-
sured the stage of an industry’s life cycle in terms of the
stage of the most key product in its life cycle and 1 = Intro-

duction stage, 2 = Growth stage, 3 = Maturity stage, and
4 = Decline stage. The competition intensity, whose sig-
nificant role has been proven (Auh and Menguc, 2005;
Jansen et al., 2009), was also controlled. This study mea-
sured competition intensity on a 1–5 Likert scale item: In
our market, the competition is severely intense. Demand
information collection and internal sharing benefit new
product development (Narver, Slater, and MacLachlan,
2004; Wei and Morgan, 2004). This study measured with
two 1–5 Likert scale items: (1) We often collect informa-
tion on customer demand and customers’ preferences; (2)
We freely communicate information about our successful
and unsuccessful customer experiences across internal
functions. The effects of exploitative learning, exploratory
learning, resource flexibility, and also coordination flex-
ibility on new product development were also controlled.

Reliability and Validity

First, this study conducted an exploratory factor analysis
on the scale items by the principal component method
rotated with Varimax, which extracted five components:
explorative learning, exploitative leaning, resource flex-
ibility, coordination flexibility, and new product develop-
ment. Most of the factor loadings are above .7, indicating
high convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981;
Gefen, Straub, and Boudreau, 2000). Furthermore, the
reliability analyses show that the Cronbach’s alpha
values, ranging from .701 to .850, are all greater than the
.7 cutoff, which indicaties adequate reliability.

Second, this study checked the discriminant validity
using the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) method and
also the average variance extracted (AVE) method. First,
this study compared a restricted model (correlation fixed
to 1) with a freely estimated model (correlated estimated
freely) for each pair of constructs. The chi-square differ-
ence test showed that in each case a two-factor model had
a better fit than a single-factor model, which indicates
good discriminant validity (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).
Second, this study calculated the square roots of the AVE
and compared them with correlations. As Table 2 shows,
the diagonal elements representing the square roots of the
AVE for each construct are significantly greater than the
off-diagonal elements. This satisfies Fornell and Larcker’s
(1981) criterion for discriminant validity.

Assessing Common Method Bias

This study undertook several procedures recommended
by Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) to
examine the severity of common method bias. First, we
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conducted Harman’s one-factor test on all items. Five
factors were drawn out, and the largest factor explains
28.9%, which indicates little threat of common method
variance. Second, this study further used a CFA approach
to test common method variance (Menon, Bharadwaj, and
Howell, 1996; Sabherwal and Becerra-Fernandez, 2005).
A model positing that a single factor underlies all the
variables was assessed by linking all items of the depen-
dent and independent factors to a single factor. This model
does not fit the data well and is not acceptable (chi-square/
degrees of freedom [df] = 6.023, root mean square error
of approximation [RMSEA] = .154, comparative fit index
[CFI] = .77, non-normed fit index [NNFI] = .74, incre-
mental fit index [IFI] = .77, and goodness-of-fit index
[GFI] = .63). When all items were assigned to their theo-
retical factors, the model fits the data well (chi-square/
df = 2.143, RMSEA = .073, CFI = .94, NNFI = .93,
IFI = .94, and GFI = .83). Therefore, the CFA test shows
that no serious threat of common method bias exists
(Sabherwal and Becerra-Fernandez, 2005). Third, this
study also examined the correlation between subjective
and objective measurements of new product development
performance. Common method variance is often caused
by a subjective measurement of dependent variables
(Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). This study obtained the
number of new product data from a subsample of 26 of the
213 firms. Our subjective and objective new product
development performance measures are significantly cor-
related (r = .529, p < .01), which also supports the results
of the above tests for common method variance. Fourth,
this study tested common method bias with the latent
variable approach suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003)
and examined the significance of the structural parameters
both with and without the latent common method variance
factor in the model. All significant relationships held after
controlling for the latent common method variance factor,
which indicates that common method variance is not an
issue in this study (Li, Bingham, and Umphress, 2007;
Zhang and Li, 2010). Overall, these results suggested little
threat of common method bias.

Analysis and Results

Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations
of the variables. No interfactor correlations are above
the .65 threshold, suggesting that our estimations are
not likely to be biased by multicollinearity problems
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996).

Multivariate regression analysis and the moderated
method (Baron and Kenny, 1986) were employed to test
the hypotheses. Table 3 presents the steps performed toTa
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test the hypotheses. Before the analysis, all the variables
included in interaction terms were mean-centered to
minimize the threat of multicollinearity (Aiken and West,
1991). Furthermore, the variance inflation factors in all
models are below 3, which are well below the cutoff of 10
(Neter, Wasserman, and Kutner, 1990).

Model 1 just included the control variables that
explained a significant share of the variance in new
product development (model 1:R2= .313, p < .001). In
model 2, this study added the relative exploratory dimen-
sion and the square of the relative exploratory dimension.
The results show that the coefficient of the relative explor-
atory dimension is insignificant, whereas the square of the
relative exploratory dimension is significantly negative.
This finding indicates that the relative exploratory dimen-
sion has an inverse U-shaped effect on new product devel-
opment performance. Thus, H1 is supported. In model 3,
this study added the interactive dimension and found that
the interactive dimension has a significantly positive
effect on new product development. Therefore, H2 is also
supported. In model 4, this study added the relative
exploratory dimension, the square of the relative explor-
atory dimension, and also the interactive dimension; the
findings also confirm the prediction of H1 and H2.

To test the moderate effect of resource flexibility and
coordination flexibility, all the relevant interactions were

entered to run model 5. Model 5 shows that the interac-
tion of resource flexibility and the square of the relative
exploratory dimension is significantly positive (model 5:
β = .210*, p < .05) and that of resource flexibility and the
interactive dimension is significantly positive (model 5:
β = .304***, p < .001). Model 5 also shows that the inter-
action of coordination flexibility and the square of the
relative exploratory dimension is significantly positive
(model 5:β = .348**, p < .05) and that of coordination
flexibility and the interactive dimension is significantly
positive (model 5:β = .343***, p < .001).

Following Schoonhoven’s (1981) recommendation, to
gain further insight into these interaction effects and
evaluate the moderating effects of resource flexibility and
coordination flexibility, this study plots the relationships
employing the steps of Aiken and West (1991) in
Figure 2a and b and Figure 3a and b. As Figure 2a and b
shows, at the low level of the relative exploratory dimen-
sion, the effect of the relative exploratory dimension on
new product development increases more rapidly when
the level of resource flexibility or coordination flexibility
shifts from low to high (the slope increases), whereas the
negative effect decreases when the relative exploratory
dimension passes the reflection point if the level of
resource flexibility or coordination flexibility shifts
from low to high (the slope decreases). This indicates

Table 3. The Results of Regression Analyses (n = 213)

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

1. Firm age .049 .051 .076 .072 .060
2. Firm size .136* .133* .134* .125* .102+
3. Industry type −.085 −.017 −.035 −.028 .103
4. Stage of industry life cycle −.042 −.038 −.054 −.051 −.026
5. Competition intensity −.098 −.075 −.035 −.042 −.041
6. Demand information collection .148* .171** .205*** .196*** .208***
7. Demand information sharing −.128+ −0.144+ −.121+ −.136+ −.147*
8. Exploratory learning (Exr) .137* .165* .120 + .117 + .109
9. Exploitative learning (Exi) .087 .090 .010 .024 .022

10. Resource flexibility .402*** .404*** .327*** .349*** .211**
11. Coordination flexibility .229*** .222*** .182*** .193*** .057
12. Relative exploratory dimension .079 .085 .184*
13. Squared relative exploratory dimension −0.145* −.124+ −.524***
14. Interative dimension (Exr * Exi) .259*** .231*** .090
15. Resource flexibility * Relative exploratory dimension .090
16. Resource flexibility * Squared relative exploratory dimension .210*
17. Coordination flexibility * Relative exploratory dimension .063
18. Coordination flexibility * Squared relative exploratory dimension .348**
19. Resource flexibility * Interactive dimension .304***
20. Coordination flexibility * Interactive dimension .343***
R2 .313 .339 .337 .347 .451
Adjusted R2 .218 .240 .249 .252 .333
F-value 3.306*** 3.723*** 3.861*** 3.671*** 3.828***

+, *, **, and *** indicate that correlation is significant at the .1, .05, .01, .001 level (two tailed).
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that resource flexibility and coordination flexibility
strengthen the positive effect of the relative exploratory
dimension when the relative exploratory dimension is
low and weakens the negative effects caused by a too high
relative exploratory dimension. Therefore, H3a and H4a
are both supported. As Figure 3a and b show, the effect of
the interactive dimension increases more rapidly when
the level of resource flexibility or coordination flexibility
shifts from low to high (the slope increases). This indi-
cates that the resource flexibility or coordination flexibil-
ity strengthens the effects of the interactive dimension.
Therefore, H3b and H4b are both strongly supported.

Discussion

This research seeks to extend our understanding on how
firms dynamically reconfigure a resource portfolio to
leverage organization learning ambidexterity for new
product development. By extending the static resource
assumption that is central to the extant debate in organi-
zational ambidexterity literature, this research unpacks

ambidexterity into the relative exploratory dimension and
the interactive dimension and further investigates the
moderating effect of resource flexibility and coordination
flexibility on the effects of the two dimensions on new
product development performance. This research contrib-
utes to the ambidexterity literature by extending our
understanding of how to dynamically leverage scarce
resources to structure exploitation and exploration for
new product development.

First, this study finds that the relative exploratory
dimension and the interactive dimension have different
effects on new product development. The results indicate
that the relative exploratory dimension has an inverse
U-shaped effect on new product development, whereas
the interactive dimension has a positive effect. Our results
indicate that the moderate level of relative explorative
learning to exploitative learning benefits new product
development. Furthermore, exploratory learning and
exploitative learning have synergic effects on new
product development. This finding indicates that the
effort to appropriately balance and the effort to create

a b

Figure 2. a) The Moderating Effect of Resource Flexibility on the Effect of the Relative Exploratory Dimension on NPD. b) The
Moderating Effect of Coordination Flexibility on the Effect of the Relative Exploratory Dimension on NPD

a b

Figure 3. a) The Moderating Effect of Resource Flexibility on the Effect of the Interactive Dimension on NPD. b) The Moderating
Effect of Coordination Flexibility on the Effect of the Interactive Dimension on NPD
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synergic effects of explorative learning and exploitative
learning are both crucial for new product development
(Cao et al., 2009). This suggests that explorative learning
and exploitative learning form a paradox. They are simul-
taneously completive and interrelated (Smith and Lewis,
2011). This finding supports the prediction of the paradox
view, which suggests that exploratory learning and
exploitative learning are both compatible and comple-
mentary (Smith and Lewis, 2011). These findings also
shed light to resolve ongoing debate. According to our
findings, the incompatible view and the complementary
view just describe the completive or complementary
aspect of the whole picture of organization ambidexterity.
Our findings suggest that new product development
relies on a holistic problem-solving approach that
embraces both exploration and exploitation (Chen, 2002;
Smith and Lewis, 2011). Firms should appropriately and
dynamically balance the relative level of exploration to
exploitation to find the optimal structure and simultane-
ously firms should align exploitation and exploration to
achieve their complementary effects (Chen, 2002; Smith
and Lewis, 2011). This research also extends extant lit-
erature by bringing new insights from paradox views and
more clarified conceptual dimensions of organizational
ambidexterity.

Second, this study finds that resource flexibility and
coordination flexibility have positive moderating effects
on the relationships between relative exploratory dimen-
sions and the interactive dimension and new product
development performance. This finding supports the
prediction of dynamic resource management views and
suggests that when firms accumulate dysfunctional
resources or excel in internally reconfiguring resources to
create new resource bundles, the role of organizational
ambidexterity may be more leveraged for new product
development (Sirmon et al., 2007, 2008, 2011). Firms
with a higher level of resource flexibility or coordination
flexibility can conduct a higher level of relative explor-
atory learning to exploitative learning.

This research extends the resource scarcity assump-
tion by moving our research focus from a static resource
endowment view to a dynamic management view. The
resource perspective has been central to the debate in the
organization ambidexterity literature. The incompatible
view focuses on static resource endowment and the
key assumption behind the internal resource scarcity.
However, this assumption is not always true when con-
sidering the dynamic resources management view. The
dynamic resources management view suggests that
resource portfolios can be extended by accumulating
multifunctional resources and reconfiguring resource

bundles (Sanchez, 1995; Sirmon et al., 2007, 2011). Fur-
thermore, the complementary view is mainly silent on
these resource management issues, whereas resource
aligning capabilities are crucial to achieve complemen-
tary effects of exploration and exploitation (Jansen et al.,
2009; Sirmon et al., 2007). This research finds that, as
dynamic resource management capabilities, resource
flexibility and coordination flexibility can enable firms to
create a higher level of synergic effects of exploratory
learning and exploitative learning.

This finding also extends our understanding on the
notion of balance. Although some literature argues that
the balance means the equal level of exploitation and
exploration (Cao et al., 2009; He and Wong, 2004), other
literature contends that the balance means high (low)
exploitation needs to be coupled with low (high) explo-
ration (Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2007; Benner and
Tushman, 2003; Nerkar, 2003). However, our findings
suggest that the optimal relative level of exploration to
exploitation is contingent on the level of resource flex-
ibility or coordination flexibility. The points where
exploitation and exploration are equal just represent one
special case of relative exploratory dimension. When the
level of resource flexibility or coordination flexibility is
higher, the level at which the reflection point of the
inverse U-shaped effects emerges increases. Therefore,
firms with a lower level of resource flexibility or coordi-
nation flexibility should reduce the relative level of
exploratory learning to exploitative learning, whereas
firms with a higher level of resource flexibility or coor-
dination flexibility should increase the relative level of
exploratory learning to exploitative learning.

Managerial Implications

Our findings also provide important managerial implica-
tions. First, regarding the significant effects of both the
relative exploratory dimension and the interactive dimen-
sion of organizational learning ambidexterity, firms
should rely on two different efforts to promote new
product development. On one hand, firms should appro-
priately balance exploratory and exploitative learning.
Firms should avoid too much higher level of relative
exploratory learning to exploitative learning, because the
positive effect of the relative exploratory dimension on
new product development declines when the relative
exploratory dimension is too high. On the other hand,
firms should realize that exploitative and exploratory
learning can be arranged properly to achieve comple-
mentarities because they can form a dynamic learning
cycle. More importantly, firms should simultaneously
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make the above two efforts to leverage the benefits of
organization ambidexterity. Furthermore, firms should
balance the relative level of exploratory learning to
exploitative learning according to the level of resource
flexibility or coordination flexibility rather than just try to
keep exploratory learning equal to exploitative learning.
Firms with a higher level of resource flexibility or coordi-
nation flexibility can conduct a higher level of the relative
exploratory learning to improve new product develop-
ment. Second, firms should build resource flexibility and
coordination flexibility to enhance their opportunities to
achieve the benefits of the two dimensions. According to
our findings, firms should develop dysfunctional flexible
resources or develop resource reconfiguring capabilities to
create new resource options to reduce the resource com-
petition between explorative learning and exploitative
learning and to create their synergistic effects.

Limitations and Future Research

Despite its contributions, this study also has limitations
that should be addressed in future research. First, our
sample is from China, which is a transitional economy.
The Chinese firms may be somewhat resource deficient
relative to similar firms located in developed countries.
Thus, although our sample of Chinese firms provides an
excellent basis for the identification and examination of
the effect of organizational ambidexterity and also the
moderating effect of strategic flexibility, future research
should be conducted with samples from developed coun-
tries to test the generalizability of our findings. Second,
although recent advances in the resource-based view
suggest that firms can structure, bundle, and leverage
resources by interfirm dynamic processes, this research
mainly focuses on internal resource management capa-
bilities. Further research should be done to investigate
resource management processes across firms, such as
external resource acquisition, resource divesting, and
also interfirm collaboration. Third, although structural
equation modeling is an accurate method to capture the
whole domain of multi-item scale interaction, this study
employs regression analysis to test our hypotheses
because of the limitation of the sample size.

Conclusion

Previous literature on organizational learning ambidex-
terity mainly focuses on static resource endowment and
offers little insight about how firms should dynamically
reconfigure resource portfolios to leverage organizational
ambidexterity for new product development. Further-

more, the conceptual confusion on the notion of the
balance dimension of ambidexterity still exists. By
extending the static resource assumption that is central to
the extant debate in organizational ambidexterity litera-
ture, this research unpacks ambidexterity into a relative
exploratory dimension and an interactive dimension, and
further investigates the moderating effect of resource
flexibility and coordination flexibility on the effects of the
two dimensions on new product development perfor-
mance. Based on organizational learning theory, the
paradox perspective, and the dynamic resource manage-
ment view, this study finds that the relative exploratory
dimension has an inverse U-shaped effect on new product
development, whereas the interactive dimension has a
positive effect. Furthermore, this study finds that resource
flexibility and coordination flexibility have positive mod-
erating effects on the relationships between the relative
exploratory dimension and the interactive dimension and
new product development performance.

Our research extends ambidexterity research from a
static view to a dynamic view by exploring the moderat-
ing effects of resource flexibility and coordination flex-
ibility. This study also brings greater conceptual clarity
to the notion of the balance dimension of ambidexterity
and provides new evidence on the effects of ambidextrous
learning on new product development performance in
transition economies such as China. According to our
findings, firms can promote new product development by
appropriately balancing the relative level of exploratory
learning to exploitative learning and creating their inter-
active complementarities. Furthermore, firms should
balance the relative level of exploratory and exploitative
learning according to the level of resource flexibility or
coordination flexibility rather than just try to keep them
equal. Firms should build resource flexibility and coordi-
nation flexibility to enhance the effects of the two dimen-
sions on new product development performance.
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