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Abstract Modern organizations are confronted with the dilemma of ensuring effectiveness and efficiency in management of current operations while at the same time adapting to the dynamics of business environment for future viability. Achieving a balance in this paradigm requires organizations to be ambidextrous. Research on ambidexterity is inconclusive with studies giving divergent and even contradictory results particularly on the configuration and conceptualization of the dimensions of ambidextrous learning and their effect on organizational performance. This paper, therefore, makes a critical review of literature on the linkage between ambidextrous learning and organizational performance and proposes a conceptual framework and research methodology for future research.       
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1. Introduction To survive and thrive in a dynamic business context, organizations need to be effective by being flexible and innovative. To achieve this level of effectiveness, there is an ever increasing demand for organizations to be ambidextrous, that is, exploit current capabilities and explore new opportunities (Cao, Gedajlovic & Zhang, 2009; Li, Wei, Zhao, Zhang & Liu, 2013; Mei, 2014; Ajayi, Odusanya & Morton, 2017). Ambidexterity suggests an alignment and efficiency in management of current operations while at the same time adapting to the dynamics of business environment (March, 1991). This makes ambidexterity an organizational learning component.   Research on organizational ambidexterity studies that focus on its linkage with human resource management (HRM) dimensions is scarce (Junni et al, 2015). Empirical studies have not filled the void on how HRM soft and hard dimensions support ambidexterity for firm performance (Ketkar & Puri, 2017).  Despite the prominence of research on ambidextrous organizational learning and organizational performance, extant literature is inconclusive on the influence of exploratory learning and exploitative learning on firm performance, with arguments revolving around the compatibility of the concepts and their seemingly contradictory nature (Katila & Ahuja, 2002; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Li, et al., 2010; Li, et al., 2013). Some scholars argue that the effects of exploratory learning and exploitative learning on firm performance differs (Katila & Ahuja, 2002; Auh & Menguc, 2005; Atuahene-Gima & Murray, 2007; Li, et al., 2010). Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) have invited discussions on how both can be achieved simultaneously.  We respond to this call through a comprehensive review and critique of literature on ambidextrous learning and performance, paying a close attention to employee ambidexterity. Employee ambidexterity as an orientation that is behavioural (Mom, et al. 2009). Patel, et al. (2013) advances the concept by postulating that employee ambidexterity is contextual and that high performance work systems promote behavioural climate that nurtures ambidexterity at employee-level. Increasingly, there are calls for research that explores ambidexterity at the employee level (Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013). Ambidextrous activities of a firm should be studied and understood within the micro and macro contexts they operate in (Baker & Sinkula, 2007; Jiang & Li, 2008; Li, et al. 2013. Therefore, we seek to examine how different contexts impact the relationship between exploratory learning and exploitative learning and organizational performance. Similarly, the antecedents and moderators of the relationship between ambidextrous learning and organizational performance has not fully been exhausted since only environmental exigencies, resource flexibility and management ties remain the factors studied in ambidexterity literature (Lee & Huang, 2012; Mei, 2014; Gomes & Wojahn, 2016).  This study, therefore, establishes the contextual and conceptual gaps in determining the ambidextrous learning and performance architecture and framework and recommend a conceptual framework. The paper is organized as follows: the next section presents literature review, research gaps, recommendations for future research and conclusion.   
2. Literature Review 
2.1 Theoretical Review of Ambidextrous Learning Ambidextrous learning owes its theoretical underpinnings to the seminal work of March (1991) in which he categorized ambidextrous learning into exploratory learning and exploitative learning and further advanced that 
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they were key determinants of innovative performance. March’s (1991, 1996) view that firms should pursue both exploratory and exploitative learning simultaneously has been echoed by studies of Katila and Ahuja (2002) and Raisch and Birkinshaw, (2008). This view is contrary to earlier works by Hannan & Freeman (1977) and Miller and Friesen (1986) which viewed the two concepts of exploratory and exploitative learning as contradictory and hence could not be practiced simultaneously in the organization. In the development of the concepts of exploratory learning and exploitative learning, March (1991) advanced the dichotomy of ambidexterity to the current acceptable view: exploration to include elements of search, variation, experimentation, and discovery; and exploitation to include elements of refinement, efficiency, selection, and implementation. This dichotomy, therefore, demands an organizational adjustment (alignment and adaptation) in terms of structure, strategy and context (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008). Advancing similar observation, Katila and Ahuja (2002), assert that exploratory learning activities entail the application of new knowledge while exploitative learning activities involve reusing the existing knowledge. This viewpoint suggests that exploratory learning and exploitative learning are fundamentally different in terms of knowledge acquisition and utilization. This view is reaffirmed by McGrath (2001) who argues that exploratory learning is geared towards activities that are not reliant on existing knowledge but on new knowledge that may only exist externally.  However, as much as there is consensus on the configuration of the concept of ambidextrous learning, existing literature suggests divergent views on the effect of exploratory learning and exploitative learning on firm performance (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Li, et al. 2013). Some studies argue that exploratory learning and exploitative learning compete for the scarce organizational resource which ultimately make them inherently incompatible while other scholars hold the view that  postulating a combination and / or balance between exploitation and exploration is achievable and beneficial (March, 1991; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Li, et al., 2013). Extending the debate, some scholars (e.g. Auh & Menguc, 2005; Atuahene-Gima & Murray, 2007) argue that exploratory learning and exploitative learning may have different effects on performance (Li et al., 2013).  Katila and Ahuja (2002) argue that exploratory and exploitative learning have different knowledge-processing capabilities. Further, extending the debate, Raisch, et al, (2009) in agreement with March (1991, 1996) calls for firms to maintain a balanced combination or integration of exploratory learning and exploitative learning activities by leveraging the existing knowledge and searching new knowledge domains. Similar sentiments were shared by Tushman and O’Reilly (1996) in the argument that a well-balanced combination and simultaneous integration of exploration and exploitation activities was critical for the survival, stability and growth of any organization in a dynamic business environment. However, the lingering question remains: how can this balance and trade-off be achieved?  To emphasis on the need for a balanced implementation of ambidextrous learning, Levinthal and March (1993) argue that any unbalanced orientation on either exploration or exploitation may lead to dire consequences on the organization. For instance, a leaning towards exploratory learning exhausts financial resources which may lead to liquidity problems as the benefits may take time to be realized. In resonance, Auh and Menguc (2005) argue that firms risk the short-term profitability if they singularly focus on exploratory learning at the expense of exploitative learning. This may threaten the stability of the firm. On the flipside, overemphasizing exploitative learning places constrains and chokes exploratory learning which is fundamental in innovation. This also may risks the ability of the organization to respond to changes in the environment (March, 1991; Levinthal & March, 1993; Auh and Menguc, 2005). To overcome this trap, Levinthal and March (1993) opine that firms should engage only on sufficient exploitation for a firm’s current sustainability and sufficient exploration for a firm’s future sustainability. This study is underpinned by the organizational learning ambidexterity theory. The theory aptly explains the concepts of exploratory and exploitative learning and their application. The theory also forms a foundation upon which the framework for building the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance.  The knowledge-based perspective views knowledge as the most important resource instrumental in organizational competitiveness and innovative capabilities and leadership owing to the rarity and inimitable nature of knowledge (Drucker, 1986, Grant, 1996). Modern organizations have become learning organizations, knowledge has become the foremost sough after resources for differentiation and competitiveness (Kohtama¨ki, 
et al., 2010; Rhee, et al., 2010). Empirical evidence points to the positive influence of knowledge stock on ambidextrous learning and on organizational outcomes (Ahn & Chang, 2004; Lee & Huang, 2012). Knowledge stock or knowledge capital is an antecedent of ambidextrous learning (Lee & Huang, 2012). Katila and Ahuja (2002) acknowledging the significance of knowledge in ambidexterity, argues that exploratory learning and exploitative learning ensue from different knowledge processing paths.  Furthering Grants (1996) argument of the significance of knowledge in organizational outcomes, it can be said that a firm’s knowledge capacity transcends an organization’s system; that is, its operations, technology, human resources and all facets of the organization. This perspective, therefore, claims that knowledge is at the centre of learning in every organization as scholars have postulated over the years (Teece et al., 1997; Katila & Ahuja, 2002; Lee & Huang, 2012). In advancing this theoretical posturing Lin, et al. (2006) opines that new 
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knowledge acquisition is facilitated by the existing knowledge. Wadhwa and Kotha (2006) shares the same sentiments in the assertion that prior knowledge is precursor of continuous learning. These arguments support the possibility of creating a balance of combination between exploratory and exploitative learning. This is because exploitative learning relies on existing knowledge while exploratory learning relies on new knowledge as supported by earlier postulations of Cohen and Levinthal (1990) and later by Lee and Huang (2012) that existing knowledge is the bedrock of new knowledge as it guides the way new information and knowledge is manipulated.  From the preceding argument it can be deduced that new knowledge, after acquisition, sharing and utilization in line with the learning assimilation theory, becomes part of the knowledge stock or capital. In addition, the existing knowledge influences the type of knowledge to be pursued for innovation and guides engagement between the exploratory and exploitative learning (Katila & Ahuja, 2002; Smith et al. 2005; Lee & Huang, 2012). Clarifying on the role of knowledge in ambidexterity, Lee and Huang (2012) argues that knowledge stock provides the elements that cements the impact of ambidextrous learning on firm performance.  Based on the knowledge-based view (KBV), innovative work behaviour originates from a firm’s learning capability and knowledge stock, learning assimilation capacity are indicators of innovative capabilities in the organization (Cohen & Levinthal (1990). Building on this premise, Nonaka (1994) avers that knowledge streams and learning are mainstay of innovation processes. Leonard-Barton (1995) contends that knowledge and firm’s learning capabilities are the cornerstones of a sustainable innovation practices in organizations. However, Grant (1996) advances that learning and knowledge integration differs from firm to firm in terms of efficiency, scope, and flexibility. According to Kohtama¨ki et al. (2010), learning and innovative behaviours are influenced by firm’s characteristics such as size, age among others. The theory helps explain the relationship between ambidextrous learning and innovative behaviour and innovative behaviour and performance. Scholars across a span of three decades have affirmed the critical role of knowledge in innovation in products, building learning capabilities, innovative processes and culture, and general organizational performance (March, 1991; Nonaka, 1994; Katila & Ahuja, 2002; Kohtama¨ki et al., 2010). Therefore, the study proposes knowledge-based perspective as one of the key theories that builds the theoretical framework on the link between ambidextrous learning, innovative work behaviour and performance. That is, the theory explains the relationship between variables: the independent variables (exploitative and exploratory learning), mediating variable (innovative work behaviour), and dependent variable (organizational performance). Assimilation learning theory propounded by Nevis, DiBella, and Goulds’ (1995) advances three stages in the learning process: the first stage is called the knowledge acquisition which comprise the development of skills, insights and relationships; the second stage is the knowledge sharing which is involve dissemination of the learning in terms of knowledge and skills; and the third stage which is knowledge utilization and constitutes the integration of learning in the organizational processes. In addition, Nevis, et al (1995) proposes seven learning orientations that describe the methods and personal characteristics which determine the learning process. These orientations are: knowledge source which describes whether knowledge is created internally or acquired externally; product-process focus, focusing on organization’s products and processes of production and product development; documentation mode which focuses on knowledge stock repository at individual and organizational levels; dissemination mode which comprise knowledge sharing methods including formal and informal methods; learning focus which entails the objective of learning either incremental or transformative; value-chain focus constitutes decisions on whether to invest in designing and developing or marketing and delivering; and skill development of employees.  The assimilation learning theory is strongly linked to the KBV perspective as it explains the process in which knowledge is acquired, shared and integrated, and utilized in the organization. The study proposes this theory to explain the study variables exploratory and exploitative learning and innovative work behaviour in the model of the link between ambidextrous learning and performance.  The dynamic resource management view responds to March (2006) who decried the deficiency in past studies in providing direction on how firms should flexibly reconfigure resource portfolios for organizational ambidexterity. In his earlier studies March (1991, 1996) and contemporaries focused only on the scarcity of resources to sustain exploitative learning and exploratory learning and completely ignored the possibilities of resource management and portfolio management for complementary efforts of ambidexterity.  Cao, et al. (2009) only focused on the resource accessibility and ignored resource dynamism (Wei, et al. 2013). In a rejoinder to March (2006), Alvarez and Barney (2007) postulates that resource endowment should not constrain organizations pursuit of ambidextrous learning because firms can escape this resource trap by creating heterogeneous resources. According to Zhou and Wu (2010), the dynamic resource management view holds that firms gain value through bundling and leveraging resource portfolios (Wei, et al. 2013). Resource portfolio is achieved by a firm investing in new resources, enhancing the capacity of internal resources by developing them, and creating new bundles of resources (He & Wong, 2004; Wei, et al. 2013). In 
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addition, the dynamic resource management perspective illuminates the understanding of the complementary view. The complementary view proposes that firms should take advantage of the unique features of exploratory learning and exploitative learning by bundling resources to realize the complementary effects of ambidexterity (He & Wong, 2004; Cao et al., 2009; Wei, et al. 2013). This view or perspective explains the moderating effect of dynamic resource management capabilities in the ambidextrous learning and performance relationship. Advancing this view is Zhou and Wu (2010) suggest the need for coordination flexibility in the management of scarce resources in order to create synergistic impact necessary for ambidextrous learning. The dynamic resource management perspective holds that resource flexibility has a moderating effect on the relationship between learning ambidexterity and performance (Cao et al., 2009; Zhou & Wu, 2010). From this theoretical dilemma, Sirmon et al. (2011) calls for more research to focus on how firms can dynamically structure, bundle, and leverage scarce organizational resources to benefit from ambidextrous learning. The dynamic resource management theory forms part of the theoretical framework of this study as it explains the effect of resource flexibility in the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance. Ability, Motivation and Opportunity (AMO) theory advanced by Appelbaum, Bailey, Berg and Kalleberg (2000) has become a fundamental theory in recent HRM literature. The AMO theory proposes that the firm’s performance is a product of employee outcomes highlighted by employee attitudes to perform, employee motivation to perform and employees’ opportunity to contribute to organizational goals (Appelbaum et al., 2000; Macky and Boxall, 2007; Zhang, et al. 2014). The theory postulates that it is the employee’s attitudes and resultant behaviour that directly influence how organizations systems impacts firm performance. This view holds that employee outcomes are critical to a firm performance (Zhang, et al. 2014). AMO theory postulates that organization’s culture and climate as characterized by HR strategies, policies, systems and practices should focus on enhancing employee outcomes through developing employees’ ability to perform, improving employees’ motivation to perform and creating opportunities for employees to make contributions to organizational goals. Enhanced employee outcomes (in terms of skills, attitude, motivation and behaviour) leads to enhanced organizational outcomes (Appelbaum, et al., 2000; Boselie, et al., 2005; Macky and Boxall, 2007; Katou & Budhwar 2010; Zhang, et al. 2014).  Macky and Boxall (2007) argue that within the AMO framework, employee’s ability determines the extent of performance, motivation of employees influences the extent to which the employee exert themselves within their abilities, and opportunity involves the chances the ability of the motivated employees to immerse themselves to perform as per the requirements of their roles and standards of performance set. This theory promotes an organizational climate that is performance-oriented with support and autonomy at the core. These are key elements in an ambidextrous environment (Zhou and Wu, 2010). Therefore, the study advances the adoption of this theory to explain employee behavioural outcomes which mediates the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance. The innovative work behavior (IWB) perspective views innovation at an individual level with particular focus on personality characteristics, personal outputs, and behaviour.  Hurt, Joseph, and Cook (1977), for instance, focused on employees’ readiness as integral to individual innovation goal.  On the other hand, West's (1987) focused on employees output in terms of innovative attempts registered and initiatives undertaken by current jobholder in comparison to the previous holder. In similar design Axtell, et al. (2000) assessed individual innovative effort in terms of the innovations realized. However, (Scott & Bruce (1994) had a different conceptualization of employee innovation as constituting intentional and discretionary behaviours of individual employee, which points to personality attributes of the employee in relation to innovative efforts. Innovative work behaviour is critical to a firm’s sustained performance and competitiveness. Fostering innovative culture is hinged on effective organizational learning, particularly exploratory learning (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Mei, 2014). However, the intriguing question is to establish the determinants of firms learning and innovation capabilities (Mei, 2014).  Advancing the IWB perspective Janssen (2000) and Jong and Hartog (2008) argue that employees at individual level have to be willing and have capacity to innovate for there to be sustainable and continuous flow of innovative streams. In line with this, this study focuses on building a link between learning, innovation work behaviour and performance. Innovative work behaviour is acknowledged as a mediator between ambidextrous learning and organizational performance. Therefore, this study adopts the innovative work behaviour view to advance the indicators and measures of IWB and explain the mediating role of innovative work behaviour on the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance.  
2.2 Empirical Review 
2.2.1 Ambidextrous Learning and Performance A review of empirical literature on ambidextrous learning and organizational performance reveals a mixed basket of results. There has been a multiplicity of research approaches, conceptualizations and theoretical leanings adopted by various scholars to study the concepts of organizational ambidexterity, ambidextrous 
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learning and organizational performance. As attested by Patel, et al. (2013), consensus has only been built around the significance of ambidexterity on performance, with divergence emanating from theoretical posturing, conceptualization of the model and methodological approaches. There has also been a growing departure on theoretical standpoint of earlier studies to recent studies; with earlier studies leaning towards the incongruence and incompatibility of exploratory learning and exploitative learning and recent studies advocating for complementarity and balance of the two concepts (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008). Therefore, this study broadens and deepens the discussion on ambidextrous learning and performance by reviewing and critiquing empirical literature to shed more light on this contentious topic. This study is illumined by assertions of March (1991) and Patel, et al. (2013) that organizational learning facilitates ambidexterity, which results in better firm performance and Gibson and Birkinshaw’s (2004) declaration that organizational performance can be enhanced by building behavioural and contextual ambidexterity that allow alignment and adaptability through exploratory and exploitative learning activities.  These views are emphasized by the study of Li, et al. (2013) on ambidextrous organizational learning and new product performance which found that exploratory learning has positive effect on performance while exploitative learning has an indirect relationship with new product development. However, a further empirical evidence reveal a mixed results on the effects of ambidextrous learning on performance; For instance, Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) found a positive relationship; Atuahene-Gima (2005) found a negative association; Lin, Yang, and Demirkan (2007) found contingent effect; and Venkatraman, Lee, and Iyer (2007 found no relationship between the study variables. This divergence of findings begs the question: What explains the difference?   This study responds to the above hypothetical question by reviewing and critiquing conceptual models (study variables and their operationalization) and methodological approaches (research designs, sampling strategies and data analysis methods) adopted in similar studies to explain the differences, draw conclusions and identify gaps in the empirical literature.  It is evident in empirical literature that the conceptual framework for studying the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance is not direct. Several studies have used intervening variables (e.g. Lee, et al, 2004; Lee & Huang, 2012; Li, et al., 2013; Lee, et al. 2013; Wei, et al, 2013). A few studies that have ignored the moderating or mediating influences have found varying results (e.g. Gomes & Wojahn, 2016; Sutanto, 2016).  Using a conceptual framework with multiple moderators, Li, et al. (2013) investigated the way in which environmental factors and managerial ties moderated the linkage between exploratory learning and exploitative learning on new product performance. The results show that environmental munificence strengthens the effect of exploratory learning on new product performance while it weakens that of exploitative learning. Management ties had influence on both forms of learning. Similar conceptualization of variables was used by Lee, et al, (2004) where environmental dynamism moderated the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance found to have significant influence.  Exploring the moderating effect of firm size on the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance, there is consensus in empirical literature to support the argument that large firms than smaller firms achieve higher performance related to exploratory learning and exploitative learning (Lee, et al, 2004; Lee & Huang, 2012). Lee, et al. (2004) aver that large firms with ambidextrous learning perform better than small ambidextrous firms. In concurrence, Lee and Huang (2012) argue that larger firms are poised to gain more value from ambidextrous learning than smaller firms because they are able to achieve balance and simultaneity in engagement of exploration and exploitation. However, Gomes and Wojahn (2016) studies reveal that the organizational learning influences the innovation in SMEs. Ajayi, et al. (2017) study reveal that SMEs with the appropriate organisational contexts for employee ambidexterity and employee engagement will increase their potential for growth and survival.  From the foregoing, it is indicative that literature is inconclusive on the effect of firm size on ambidextrous learning and performance, therefore, there is urgent need for more studies to delve into studying the effect of firm size, in different contexts, on ambidextrous learning and performance. The study can be extended to include other firm characteristics such as age and research intensity. Continuing the debate on conceptual modeling of ambidextrous learning and performance framework, empirical studies have considered resource endowment and flexibility as a moderator. Wei, et al. (2013) avers that resource flexibility has positive moderating effects on the relationships between the two dimensions of ambidexterity and performance. Furthering the empirical debate on the influence of resources availability, the discussions flow into the argument about balance and complementarity of exploratory learning and exploitative learning due to scarcity of organizational resources (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008). This argument is founded on the assumption that the two dimensions of ambidextrous learning compete for same resources. March (1991) posits that firms should ensure an optimal mix or balance of exploratory learning and exploitative learning to harness the short term financial benefits and attain long term rewards of innovation and exploration. According to Zhou and Wu (2010), firms gain value through bundling and leveraging resource portfolios in the management of scarce resources in order to create synergistic impact necessary for ambidextrous learning and consequently enhanced organizational performance. It is evident from the above 
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discussion that the question of balance and optimal mix of exploratory learning and exploitative learning in face of scarce resources still lingers and the debate continues, which calls for more studies to help bridge the knowledge gap. Organizational climate poses a great empirical discussion because of its conceptual and contextual nature. Empirical findings reveal that a firm’s context, in terms of organizational climate, has an effect on knowledge acquisition, sharing and organizational ambidexterity activities. A positive organizational climate characterized by trust, cooperation, leadership support, information sharing, job autonomy, decision making, interaction, and team work will positively impact ambidextrous learning for improved organizational performance (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Collins & Smith, 2006). A climate of trusted interactions, autonomy, exchange of ideas and support is critical in inculcating innovative behaviour (Collins & Smith, 2006). Bowen and Stroff (2004) argue that organizational addresses the vulnerabilities confronting a firm. It is the positive climate alluded to earlier that creates a context for employees to freely share and exploit knowledge and pursue new knowledge. Such a climate forms an environment conducive for ambidextrous behaviour, with contradictory undertakings (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Studies by various scholars conclude that ambidextrous organizational learning should be supported with firm-level climate that is characterized by job and role autonomy, trust, collaboration, shared codes and values, managerial support, and communication flow so as to build an organizational context that is conducive for exploratory learning and exploitative learning either simultaneously or singularly, a context that supports creative ideas and innovative behaviours to flourish, and a context that creates room for knowledge assimilation (Howell, et al., 1996; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Collins & Smith, 2006). Organizational climate pervades all firm levels and its contextual impact is critical in fostering effectiveness of knowledge transfer and learning process (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Collins & Smith, 2006). Therefore, it is evident from empirical literature that organizational climate has effect on ambidextrous learning, knowledge assimilation, innovative behaviour and ultimately firm performance.  The human relations model has formed the basis for measurement of organizational climate since the 1970s as attested by Lawler and Weick (1970) dimensions of organizational climate which include employee autonomy, control level, rewards, employee involvement and consideration, and support. Other scholars over the decades influenced by the human relations model have considered the following measures: employee welfare, job and employee autonomy, employee participation, communication, decision making, trust and cooperation, and leadership support (e.g. Guest, 1998; Huselid, 1998; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Sun, et al., 2007; Becker & Huselid, 2011; Patel, et al., 2013). This study examines organizational climate as a moderator of the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance and adapts the human relations model as the basis for identification of the measures of organizational climate. Empirical literature has advanced innovative work behaviour and innovative capabilities as mediators of the link between ambidextrous learning and performance. Innovative work behaviour is critical to organizational sustained performance, future survival, and competitive advantage in the present (Janssen 2000).  According to Keskin (2006), innovation has a positive effect on the organizational performance. It is argued by (March 1991) that organizational learning has a positive influence on innovative activities. A firm’s innovative capability, which resides in its people, is driven by organizational learning. Ambidextrous learning shapes the extent of a firm’s innovative activities (He & Wong, 2004; Cao, et al., 2009; Mei, 2014). According to Caniëls and veld (2016), innovative behaviour is influenced by a balance of ambidextrous activities. Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) extends the debate by asserting that innovative work behaviour is higher among employees who engage in exploratory and exploitative learning. Individual employees who engage in ambidextrous activities achieve optimum performance derived from innovative work behaviour (Rosing, et al, 2011).  However, achieving a high level of innovation depends on the organizational climate, individual employee willingness, learning introduced in the organization and resources dedicated to innovation agenda (Janssen, 2000; Jong & Hartog, 2008). This explains to some extent the reasons why some firms are better at learning and innovation than others. To understand individual innovation, there is need to conceptualize innovation at employee level as a discretionary employee behaviour which is influenced by personality attributes rather than a general organizational attribute (Scott & Bruce, 1994). Therefore, the role of the firm is to build a climate that is supportive of innovation (Janssen, 2000). The main indicators of IWB as advanced by Scott and Bruce (1994) and promoted by Janssen (2000) include opportunity exploration, idea generation, championing and application behaviors. IWB encompasses activities such as generation of new and creative ideas, application of new knowledge, creating support for the new ideas, and implementation of the new ideas (Scott & Bruce, 1998; Jansen, 2000). The operationalization of the innovative work behaviour in extant literature is premised on the indicators promoted by Scott and Bruce (1994, 1998) and Janssen (2000). This study focuses on building a link between ambidextrous learning, innovative work behaviour and performance. Innovative work behaviour, therefore, play a mediating role between ambidextrous learning and organizational performance linkage. Owing to widespread adoption and relevance, the measures used by Janssen 
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(2000), that is, opportunity exploration, idea generation, championing (of the novel ideas and innovations) and application behaviors (implementation of the innovation in the firm) are recommended for adoption in this study. Ambidextrous learning influences performance in dynamic environment.  Organizations operate in dynamic environments characterized by technological changes, market competition, supplier market, market share pressures, government policy, globalization, fiscal policies and politics (Dess & Beard, 1984; Lee et al. 2011). Therefore, environmental dynamism impacts corporate strategy and ultimately performance. Organizational ambidexterity is contextual. It is dependent on micro and macro contexts of the firm. Volatile environments have greater impact on ambidextrous learning (Levinthal & March, 1993; Liao & Hu, 2007). Firms have to engage in exploratory learning in order to respond effectively to environmental changes and at the same time remain optimal, efficient and stable by engaging in exploitative learning (Levinthal & March, 1993; Lewin et al, 1999; Liao & Hu, 2007). Jansen, et al (2006) posits that environmental dynamism has positive and negative influence on exploratory learning and exploitative learning effects on performance respectively. Pressure from environmental changes necessitate a simultaneous deployment of both exploratory and exploitative learning in order to remain stable and leverage on the opportunities derived from aligning with business environment (Levinthal & March, 1993; Lewin et al, 1999; Liao & Hu, 2007). Ambidextrous organizations are more flexible to respond to environmental volatility (Ireland & Webb, 2007).  Studies on ambidexterity have been largely done at organizational level, however, scholars have called for focus to be shifted to employee level as human resource is the core base for organizational ambidextrous learning (e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Kang & Snell, 2009; Raisch, et al, 2009;  Li, et al, 2013; Wei, et al, 2013; Caniëls & Veld, 2016; Ajayi, et al, 2017). Studies by Ajayi, et al. (2017) revealed that firms that have developed appropriate contexts for ambidexterity characterized by effective employee engagement and support enhanced their growth and survival rate. Ajayi, et al. (2017) viewed employee ambidexterity in the same way as did Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) who categorized ambidextrous learning into exploitative learning that involved application of new knowledge for short term objectives and exploratory learning to involving search for new knowledge and skills for innovative goals with long term objectives.  According to Raisch et al. (2009), ambidextrous learning is influenced by employees’ ambidextrous capabilities.  Raisch et al. (2009) found positive correlation employee-level ambidexterity and organizational level ambidexterity. Adopting the propositions of Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004), Perez and Pastor (2013) describe employee ambidexterity in terms of employee’s creative ability and integrative ability which mirrors exploration and exploitation respectively. Therefore, to effectively study ambidextrous learning, it is imperative to not only focus on organizational level but also on employee-level because as indicated earlier innovation, knowledge assimilation, and organizational contexts are subjects of employee attitudes, perceptions and behaviour. Mom, et al. (2009) views employee ambidexterity as an orientation that is behavioural. Patel, et al. (2013) advances the concept by postulating that employee ambidexterity is contextual and that high performance work systems promote behavioural climate that nurtures ambidexterity at employee-level. Scholars have identified the indicators of employee ambidexterity as employee alignment and employee adaptability (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; He & Wong, 2004; Junni, et al., 2013; Patel et al., 2013). Employee alignment is determined by an organizational context that is characterized by discipline and stretch and employee adaptability is determined by a climate of support and trust (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). Contextually, this climate is one that features HPWS characterised by practices such as strategic job designs, selective recruitment, performance-based compensation, and intensive training (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Patel et al., 2013). Increasingly, there are calls for research that explores ambidexterity at the employee level (Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013). Reviewing the contextual and methodological approaches in empirical literature to explain inconsistences in the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance, reveal a glut of empirical literature in the contexts of developed economies in the West and a scarcity of research in developing economies. Most studies have adopted descriptive research designs and inferential statistical methods for data analysis (e.g. Tsai, 2001; Lee, et al, 2004;  Cao, et al, 2009; Junni, et al., 2012;  Li, et al., 2013; Wei, et al, 2013; Gomes & Wojahn, 2016; Sutanto, 2016; Ajayi, et al. 2017). For instance, Lee, et al. (2004) study focused on the manufacturing industry in United States, United Kingdom, Germany, and Japan. Using a longitudinal survey (four years; 1999 – 2003) with a sample of 1,740 firms, the study revealed a positive relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance.  A study by Lee and Huang (2012) examined the relationships among knowledge stock, ambidextrous learning, and firm performance. Using a survey with a sample of 312 firms of high-tech in China, the study found positive correlation between aspects of ambidextrous learning, knowledge stock and organizational performance. The study used regression analysis to test hypothesis. Wei, Yi, and Guo, 2013 explored 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. Data collected data from 213 firms in China through a survey. The study revealed that relative exploratory dimension has an inverse U-shaped effect on new product development while the interactive dimension has a positive effect on new product development.  
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Others studies used similar methodologies and contextual backgrounds. For example, Gomes and Wojahn (2016) mixed research design that utilized quantitative approaches, descriptive research design and causal design that applied cross-sectional survey methods. The study context was textile industry. Data was analyzed using structural equation modeling. The findings showed that learning positively impacts innovation but has insignificant effect on performance. Caniëls and veld, 2016 examined the extent to which exploration and exploitation at employee level influenced innovative work behaviour. The study used online survey among employees working in an organisational support unit of the Dutch Defense organisation. Polynomial regression with response surface analysis to test the effect of independent variables on innovative work behaviour. The results showed that a balance of ambidextrous activities influence innovative behaviour. The moderating effect of HPWS was not supported by data.  Recent studies have agreed with earlier studies. Sutanto, 2016 examined the influence of organizational learning capability and organizational creativity on organizational innovation. This research used purposive random sampling method which involved 179 lecturers from all universities in East Java Province of Indonesia. Data was Analyzed using inferential statistics. The results indicated that organizational learning capability and organizational creativity influenced organizational innovation, partially and simultaneously. Ajayi, et al., 2017 examined the linkages between the organisational context, employee ambidexterity and employee engagement. Using Cross sectional design, a sample of 200 SMEs were selected from across Nigeria. The study adopted mixed methods research methodology. The findings show that SMEs with the appropriate organisational contexts for employee ambidexterity and employee engagement will increase their potential for growth and survival.  Earlier works which support ambidexterity impact on performance albeit with new dimensions include Levinthal and March (1993), Tushman and O’Reilly (1996), Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004), Lubatkin, et al. (2006), Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008), Cao, et al., (2009) and Zhang (2009).  Studies by Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) showed a positive association between ambidextrous learning and firm performance in a survey of 41 firms at business-level unit. Similarly, Lubatkin, et al. (2006) established a strong positive relationship between learning ambidexterity and organizational performance using a survey of 139 firms in the SMEs sector in England. Cao, et al. (2009) findings were similar as they showed a linear relationship on performance of firms in China.  However, scholars differ on the achievement of ambidexterity balance. Tushman and O’Reilly (1996) and Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) hold the view that firms that engage in combination or balance of the exploratory and exploitative learning activities are poised for greater performance than firms which engage in exclusively one dimension of ambidexterity.  On the contrary, other scholars such as Smith and Tushman (2005) argue that overemphasis on either dimension at the expense of the other will result in unfavorable outcomes. For instance a focus on exploitative activities may lead to inertia making the organization inflexible and unresponsive to environmental changes, while over focusing on exploration may lead to financial crisis and under exploitation of resources. Junni, et al., (2012) calls for trade-offs between the ambidextrous learning dimensions. In foresight, March (1991) advocates for optimal blend of exploratory learning and exploitative learning to leverage both short and long term benefits of ambidexterity.  The measures used for ambidextrous learning in empirical literature have largely been informed by March (1991) seminal work. The operationalization of the concepts of exploration and exploitation in research  transcending the last two decades has been understood and studied using the prism built by March (1991), albeit with slight adjustments to suit research objectives (e.g. Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996; Katila & Ahuja, 2002; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Atuahene-Gima, 2005; Auh & Menguc, 2005; Atuahene-Gima & Murray, 2007; Cao, et al., 2009;  Li, et al., 2010;  Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Li, et al., 2013; O’Reilly & Tushman;  2013; Wei, et al. 2013; Sutanto, 2016; Ajayi, et al., 2017). The measures of ambidextrous learning as advanced by March (1991) are two dimensional: exploration whose indicators are referenced by constructs of search, variation, risk taking, experimentation, play, flexibility, discovery and innovation; and exploitation whose indicators have constructs such as refinement, choice, production, efficiency, selection, implementation and execution.  For instance, Li, et al. (2013) built on existing research and adopted Atuahene-Gima (2005) measures of competence exploration which entailed acquisition of new technological skills, new product and process development skills, new managerial and organizational skills for innovation, acquisition of new innovation skills; and competence exploitation measured in terms of search for knowledge that refines existing processes and technologies and solutions, information and ideas that enhance productivity and avoid mistakes, search for existing technologies and methods and problem solving techniques in product development, information to improve current projects and markets and use of knowledge relevant to ongoing project experiences.  Slightly different approach was adopted by Lee and Huang (2012) who aligned their measures with what had been advanced earlier (e.g. Katila & Ahuja , 2002;  He & Wong, 2004) in which they measured exploratory learning in terms of accumulation of new knowledge and skills exploitative learning in terms of accumulation of 
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learning experiences.  On the other hand, Wei, et al. (2013) adapted the scale of measures developed by Atuahene-Gima and Murray (2007) which challenges He and Wong (2004) and Lee and Huang (2012) measures for lack of dimensional measures in the continuum of ambidexterity and for its narrow perspective of the concept. The measures adapted by Wei, et al. (2013) focused on exploitative component measured in terms of search for information that refines common methods and ideas in solving problems, information and ideas that can be implemented to ensure productivity and avoid mistakes, search for proven methods and solutions to product development problems, information to improve current projects and markets and use of knowledge related to existing project experiences. The exploratory component was measured in terms of acquisition of new knowledge involving experimentation and risk taking, new knowledge of markets, technologies and product development beyond current experiences and scope.  The study proposes the adaptation of the measures used by Li, et al. (2013) and Wei, et al. (2013). Measurement of organizational performance in empirical studies reveal a multi-dimensional approach. Scholars have adopted different models informed by the objectives and scope of their studies. For instance, Li, et 
al. (2013) building on studies by Atuahene-Gima (2005) used financial indicators, ratio of new product sales to total sales, to measure new product performance. Lee and Huang (2012) measured firm performance in terms of returns on assets (ROA). Gomes and Wojahn (2016) measured performance in terms of customer loyalty, sales growth, profitability and return on investment. A more precise scale of measure of organizational performance relevant in the HRM domain was developed by Delaney and Huselid (1996). The scale has gained widespread adoption in HRM literature (e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Guest, et al. 2004; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2009; Katou & Budhwar, 2010; Patel et al. 2013). According to the Sink and Tuttle Model (1989), organizational performance indicators include effectiveness, efficiency, quality of product/ service, productivity level, quality of employee relations, innovativeness, and profitability. The scale contains performance indicator items which include quality of product; new product development; attraction of talent; talent retention; customer satisfaction; and employee relations. We propose the adaptation of Delaney and Huselid (1996) scale of non-financial measures, the Sink and Tuttle Model (1989), Deming’s Model (1982) and Kaplan and Norton’s balanced scorecard (1992, 1996).    
2.2.2 Research Gaps  Research agrees on the fact that individuals may act as important agents of ambidextrous learning and on the fact that people management play a pivotal role in facilitating organizational learning (Ketkar & Puri, 2017). Perez and Pastor (2013) aver that there is scarcity of research that point to the role of human resource management (HRM) on ambidextrous learning. Ketkar and Puri (2017) decries the urgent need for research on ambidextrous Human Resource practices impact on performance at an individual level. In spite of the acknowledgement in literature that employee are at the heart of ambidexterity, including organizational learning, innovation and performance, there is limited literature on the mediating effect of employee ambidexterity on the relationship between its antecedent, organizational learning, and performance (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; He & Wong, 2004; Lubatkin, et al. 2006; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Patel, et al., 2013). Research on ambidexterity at the individual employee level of analysis is limited (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013; Caniëls & Veld, 2016). The call for empirical studies at an individual employee level of analysis (Ketkar & Puri, 2017) has been responded recently by a few scholars including O’Reilly and Tushman (2011), Ajayi, et al. (2017), and Ketkar and Puri, (2017). Empirically, there is very little information about the impact of employee explorative and exploitative activities on innovative work behaviour and firm performance (Zacher et al., 2014). Research on ambidextrous learning and performance in the developing world context is limited (Ajayi, et al. (2017). Empirical studies on the concepts of ambidextrous learning and performance have to a large extent been based in Western contexts, including USA, UK, Germany, Japan, China, Turkey, and Taiwan (March, 1991; Tsai, 2001; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Cao et al., 2009; Li, et al., 2012; Lee & Huang, 2012; Patel, et al., 2013; Mei, 2014). This points to a contextual gap in extant literature in the study of ambidextrous learning and performance as Ajayi, et al. (2017) posit that evidence drawn in Western context may not be replicated in other contexts. Baker and Sinkula (2007) and Jiang and Li (2008) aver that ambidextrous activities of a firm should be studied and understood within the micro and macro contexts they operate in. Lee and Huang (2012) recommended the need for future research to take into account the contingency effect of industrial diversity. Li, et al., (2013) calls for further research and focusing on contextual differences in emerging economies. Wei, et al (2013) avers that research has focused mainly on general sampling hence its findings are not industry-specific. This posturing by Wei, et al (2013) points to the earlier assertions that ambidextrous learning configuration should be industry-specific for greater impact on organizational performance (e.g. March, 1991; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; He & Wong, 2004). Therefore, there is a need for more industry-specific research on ambidextrous learning and performance with varying configurational models.   Despite numerous studies on the relationship between ambidextrous organizational learning and performance (e.g. March, 1991; Tushman et al., 2004; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; He & Wong, 2004; Yalcinkaya et al., 2007; Cao et al., 2009; Li, et al., 2013; Lee & Huang, 2012; Patel, et al., 
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2013; and Mei, 2014), extant literature is not conclusive. Some studies argue that ambidexterity dimensions of exploratory learning and exploitative learning are not compatible because they compete for scarce organizational resources and others postulating a combination or balance between exploitation and exploration activities (March, 1991; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Li, et al., 2013). Other scholars argue that the two dimensions may have conflicting impact on organizational performance (e.g. Auh & Menguc, 2005; Atuahene-Gima & Murray, 2007; Li et al., 2010).  Katila and Ahuja (2002) argue that exploratory and exploitative learning originate from contradictory knowledge-processing capabilities. Some scholars have invited discussions on how both can be achieved at the same time (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Jalonen & Lo¨nnqvist, 2009).  A review of extant literature reveals a conceptual gap. In spite of the increasing efforts to determine the antecedents (e.g. organizational structure, context, leadership) and moderating factors (e.g., environmental dynamism, market competitiveness) of organizational ambidexterity, there are still several gaps on the ambidexterity research (Lackner et al., 2011; Raisch and Birkinshaw, 2008; Raisch et al., 2009; Perez & Pastor, 2013). Scholars (e.g. March, 1991; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Li et al., 2010) argue that the ambidextrous infrastructure for performance is conceptual. The antecedents and moderating influences of ambidextrous learning on organizational performance has not fully been exhausted (Li, et al., 2013). Environmental exigencies, resource flexibility and management ties remain the major influencing factors studied in ambidexterity literature (Mei, 2014). There has been a persistent call for empirical studies utilizing different conceptual models in order to enhance the insights into the ambidextrous learning and performance architecture and framework (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Li et al., 2010; Gomes & Wojahn, 2016).In addition, Caniëls and veld (2016) decries a limitation of extant research on the effects of ambidextrous learning on innovation. Empirical literature does not provide much guidance on how firms can achieve innovative performance through ambidextrous learning. Despite the acceptance that ambidextrous learning is best employed at individual level there is limited literature to support the argument that innovative work behaviour mediates the relationship between ambidextrous learning and performance.  
3. Conclusions and Recommendation 
3.1 Conclusions The study on ambidextrous learning and organizational performance is anchored on the theory of organizational learning ambidexterity. This is supported by knowledge based view (KBV), learning assimilation theory, dynamic resource management view, AMO, innovative work behaviour, and strategic human resource management perspectives. Exploitative learning ascertain organizations efficiency and stability while exploratory learning provide organizations innovative capability and flexibility necessary for growth. Ambidextrous learning impact on performance is hinged on effective HRM infrastructural support that is observable and managed at the employee level as the employees’ extent of exploratory and exploitative learning will influence the extent of innovative work behaviour. A firm will gain competitive advantage derived from innovative activities only to the extent to which it disseminates and exploits organizational knowledge internally. Innovative work behaviour is critical to organizational sustained performance, future survival, and competitive advantage in the present (Janssen 2000; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Tushman, et al., 2004; Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2008; Patel, et al., 2013). Therefore, Innovative work behaviour and innovative capabilities are mediators of the link between ambidextrous learning and performance.  Ambidextrous activities of a firm should be studied and understood within the micro and macro contexts they operate in. Further, contingency effects of industrial diversity influence the impact of ambidextrous learning on performance (Collins & Smith, 2006). Therefore, ambidextrous learning configuration should be industry-specific for greater impact on organizational performance (Wei, et al. 2013). Past research is replete with knowledge gaps. Finding from empirical studies are contradictory and inconclusive particularly on the impact of ambidextrous learning on different indicators of organizational performance. In addition, configuration and conceptual frameworks for studying the linkage between ambidextrous learning and performance is limited. Future research should be conducted in developing contexts which have largely been overlooked in past studies. 

  
3.2 Recommendation for Future Research 
3.2.1 Proposed Conceptual Model The link between the study variables (ambidextrous learning and performance) shall be moderated by environmental dynamism and mediated by innovative work behaviour as shown in the proposed conceptual framework Fig 1.    
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Figure 1: Proposed Conceptual Framework Drawing from the above conceptual framework, it is hypothesized that: H01: There is no relationship between exploitative learning and organizational performance H02: There is no relationship between exploratory learning and organizational performance H03: Environmental dynamism has no moderating effect on the relationship between ambidextrous learning and organizational performance H04: Innovative work behaviour has no mediating influence on the relationship between ambidextrous learning and organizational performance 

3.2.2 Proposed Measurement of Variables and Research Methodology  To measure ambidextrous learning, this study proposes the adaptation of the measures used by Li, et al. (2012) and Wei, et al. (2013) which builds on the scale of measures developed by Atuahene-Gima and Murray (2007). The measures include search for information that refines common methods and ideas in solving problems, information and ideas that can be implemented to ensure productivity and avoid mistakes, search for proven methods and solutions to product development problems, information to improve current projects and markets and use of knowledge related to current project experiences. The exploratory component will be measured in terms of acquisition of new knowledge involving experimentation and risk taking, new knowledge of markets, technologies and product development beyond current experiences and scope. The study proposes the adaptation of indicators and measures identified and advanced by other scholars (e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Mom, et 
al. 2009; Patel et al., 2013; Zacher et al., 2014; Marjolein & Monique, 2016). This study proposes the adaptation of integrated measures from Delaney and Huselid (1996) scale of non-financial measures, the Sink and Tuttle Model (1989), Deming’s Model (1982) and Kaplan and Norton’s 
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balanced scorecard (1992, 1996). The proposed scale contains performance indicators items which include market share, sales growth, innovation, customer satisfaction, efficiency, effectiveness, productivity, quality of products, and quality of work life.  Innovative work behaviour will be measured by adopting the nine-item measure from Janssen (2000), who based it on the scale for individual innovative behaviour in the workplace created by Scott and Bruce (1994). This indicators are opportunity exploration, idea generation, championing and application behaviors. In line with empirical literature, environmental dynamism measures shall be adapted from existing research (e.g. Dess & Beard, 1984; Lewin et al., 1999; Jansen, et al., 2006; Ireland & Webb, 2007; Liao & Hu, 2007; Lee et al. 2011; Li, et al. 2012). This study proposes for the control for firm size and employee characteristics. Control for firm size shall be measured by the number of employees in an organization in the past three years. In addition at employee level, this study proposes control for age (measured in years) and educational level (higher scores reflect higher educational levels) of employees, as both might have an influence on innovative work behaviour (Janssen, 2000). On research methodology, this study proposes the adoption of positivist research philosophy and descriptive and explanatory research design for the study of ambidextrous learning and performance. The design is more reliable and suitable in determining and producing the relationship models between study variables (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). Since the impact of exploratory learning takes time to be experienced, longitudinal survey method would be ideal. Podsakoff and Organ (1986) method of using two complementary questionnaires for top management in order to reduce common method variance bias in survey instrument should be adopted (Li, 
et al. (2013). Reliability and validity of data collection instrument should be assessed on two fronts: composite reliability shall be used to assess the inter-item consistencies indicated by Cronbach’s alpha (Nunnally, 1978) in which a reliability coefficient of 0.7 or higher should be considered adequate; convergent validity shall be used to estimate the extent to which the items on a variable measure the theoretical construct in which a loading of 0.7 or higher shall be considered adequate (Fornell & Larcker (1981). This approach builds on existing research (Wei, et al. (2012). Further, the study proposes the use of both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics in data analysis (Cooper & Schindler, 2006; Saunders et al., 2009).  
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