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Abstract

Ambidexterity, defined as the corporate's capability in supporting both 
explorations as well as exploitation, is recognized as anessentialmeans 
to be innovative. While in the beginning,it was considered a corporate 
empathetic capability, but the accomplishment of an ambidextrous 
corporate is initially and also primarily a leadership challenge. 
Advocating the concept of ambidextrous leadership as a perceptual 
tool to be innovative, Rosing et al., (2011) developed a plan to explain 
how an ambidextrous leader can flexibly shift between the open and 
also closing behaviours based on the requirement of a specific task to 
perform innovatively. The core purpose of this research was to 
advocate the aspects that trigger a corporate leader shifting 
successfully between both opposing behaviours of leadership as well 
as contributing indicators to measure those results generated due to 
shifting between contrasting leadership behaviours. 
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 Introduction

The impact of corporate leadership on innovation is a matter of 
increasing importance in the academic literature. Some researchers 
argue that organizational leadership is one of the key determinants of 
innovation (Mumfort et al., 2002), but major developments are 
currently considered one of the greatest challenges in the process of 
innovation (Oke, Munshi &Walumkbwa, 2009).

Ambidexterity and Innovation

Innovationcan be specified as, a task of individual or group; or 
concept, process, element or treatment; a completely new proposal and 
application, developed and deliberate to benefit the individual, group, 
corporate or larger society in a consistent adoption system (As shown 
in West & Far, 1990 Rosing, Frese& Bausch, 2011). Research scholars 
agree that the effective recognition of innovation adds to corporate 
changes to obtain a competitive advantage (Keupp, Palmie&Gassman, 
2012; Wagner, 2012) and differentiation (Cui & Loch, 2011). Besides, 
it was found to be essential for corporates' growth and existence 
(Gnyawali and Srivastava, 2013).
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To ensure success and thus survival, corporates are 
constantly struggling with the barrier to improving the 
current environment and positioning strategies on the one 
hand to improve performance and appearance.  Stable for 
range and on the other hand increase flexibility. These 
activities are called exploration (flexibility) and 
exploitation (positioning) in the literature. Gibson and 
Birkin Shaw (2004) presented the principle of 
ambidexterity with corporate context so that the ability to 
simultaneously positioning and flexibility could be devised 
as a way to strengthen these two antagonistic activities. 
Since both exploration and exploitation are considered 
basic functions of innovation, that ambidexterity is an 
important function of innovation (Rosing et al., 2011).

Corporate Leadership Challenge and Ambidexterity

Birkinshaw and Gupta (2013) and Junni et al., (2013) 
observed that ambidexterity was originally considered as 
the corporate ability, but later, various researchers started 
emphasizing ambidexterity as a multi-stage phenomenon. 
Since this balance of different forms of corporate 
leadership is important not only for corporates, but also for 
managers of brilliant groups and individuals (Rosing et al., 
2011), and to attain that, there is a need to pay attention to 
and deal with stress at all hierarchical levels besides 
inconsistencies between the activity of exploration and 
exploitation (Probst, Reish &Tushman, 2011). In this 
regard, the tactical role of middle and lower management to 
influence the actions of subordinates is emphasized, since 
supervisors do not directly influence the behaviour of first-
line members (Jansen, George, Van den Bosch & Volberda, 
2008). Ambidexterity, hence, is primarily seen as a 
challenge for corporate leadership (Bledow, Frese, 
Anderson, Erez & Farr, 2009).

Connecting Corporate Leadershipwith Ambidexterity 

Numerous researchers have begun to observe the effects of 
ambidextrous leadership on innovation by linking the 
ambidexter strategic principle for corporate leadership to 
develop ambidextrous leadership (Probst et al., 2011; 
K e l l e r  &  We i b l e r ,  2 0 1 4 ) .  T h e  i s s u e  o f  
ambidextrousleadership finally becomes particularly 
relevant because it has been established that existing 
leadership models, such as transformative and 
transactional leadership models (Bass, 1999) passively 
capture the complexity and pace of innovation. To name 
just a few factors, this is because leadership research is 
generally considered inaccessible and very complete, 
especially in the context of promoting innovation (Rosing, 
et al., 2011). Besides, researchers say that innovation 
cannot be promoted effectively through corporate 
governance. To this end, previous studies have 
demonstrated the need to develop an alternative method for 

effective innovation management (Bledow, Frese& 
Mueller, 2011).

As a result, Rosing et al., (2011) developed a completely 
new theory of ambidextrous leadership that specifies that 
corporate leadership is capable of openbehaviours 
(exploration) and closed behaviours (exploitation). The 
openness of leadership behaviours resides in this respectful 
behaviour which further enhances the difference in 
subordinates' behaviours. In this regard, the corporate, for 
example, provides room for independent thought and 
action, encourages secondary executives to challenge the 
status quo and stimulates experimentation with the open 
environment by developing a culture that supports errors 
and omissions. On the other hand, a corporate 
leadershipfocusing on minimizing the extent of secondary 
behaviours (diminishing variations) to promote a business 
will carefully exploit tomanage and achieve the objective; 
pre-structures jobs and specifies work goals, as well as 
continually looking for work and taking remedial action.

Since there is no methodological concept that anticipates 
the moment when exploration and exploitation take place 
during the entire innovation process, company managers 
should switch flexibly between both open behaviour and 
closing behaviours according to the situational 
requirements of innovation task.All hierarchical level 
design of corporate, Rosing et al., (2011) is related to the 
fact that it is identified in the team level context and aims to 
explain the relationship between task performance and 
group development.

Innovation

Innovation is specified in different ways. Among the 
leaders who emphasized its value was Joseph Schumpeter 
(described in 1934 and 42; mentioned by Aghion & Howitt, 
1990 and O'Sullivan, 2008) who described innovation as 
"creative destruction." To this end, he says, innovation 
represents a brand-new mix of features and methods. The 
second view of innovation is focused on qualitatively 
different outcomes. Understanding innovation as a 
mechanism is verified by the meaning provided by Rikers 
(1985), who comprehends innovation as a mechanism of 
action. For more information, he describes innovation as a 
mechanism to make system problems (requirements) brand 
new and to match those requirements. Sources of 
innovation are internal to the corporate or market, for 
instance, unexpected events, procedural requirements or 
market changes, completely new understandings, or 
corrections in client understanding (Drucker, 2002). 

In this context, researchers also agree for innovation apart 
from the idea of imagination. Imagination is considered an 
important basis for innovation (O'Sullivan, 2008) which 
relates to a psychological process that leads to the ideation 
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of initial, appropriate and beneficial concepts (West, 2002). 
Beyond the simple production of originals, innovation is 
associated with the treatment of exit from the imagination 
process that can occur like promotion, execution, and 
business transmission (Roberts, 1988). Simply put, 
innovation is understood as a mixture of invention and 
exploitation.

Exploration and Exploitation

Initially, both exploration and exploitation weredefined as 
two types of corporate learning by March (1991). 
Subsequent research on exploration and exploitation are 
diverse, and different scholarsexplain the elements to 
compare these two activities.
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