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Abstract 

In the rapidly changing business environment, organizations are pressured to continually 
exploit their existing operations while exploring innovative processes to avoid disruption. 
Research on organizations and management refers to the ability to pursue both exploitation 
and exploration as organizational ambidexterity. Yet, this intrinsic task can create tensions, 
resulting in a paradox. This study provides a new perspective on the paradoxical phenomena 
by applying a theoretical framework based on values and valuation practices, a previously 
overlooked perspective in the previous studies on organizational ambidexterity. To capture 
how this tension is managed in practice, a qualitative case study was conducted by 
interviewing employees from various departments of an automotive company. Revealed by 
the interviews, there is an ongoing trade-off between what is considered valuable closer to the 
company's core and for the explorative departments. The findings showed that the company's 
core operations use metrics and quantification for value assessment. In contrast, the 
company's innovative departments perceive value as multiple and co-created with other 
actors, hence not limited to the boundaries of metrics. This study presents a framework for 
identifying and exploring opportunities that incorporate both measurable and non-measurable 
value. It provides a practice-based perspective to enhance organizational ambidexterity, 
enabling organizations to overcome their current boundaries and realize more value from 
opportunities. 
 
Keywords: Exploitation, Exploration, Organizational Ambidexterity, Value, Valuation 
Practices, Commensurability, Incommensurability, Opportunities 
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Introduction 
The business environment of the automotive industry is undergoing rapid change (Kessler & 
Stephan, 2013). Automotive organizations are facing challenges of unpredictability, global 
competition, and technological developments (Gärtner, Dorth, & Reinhart, 2022). To avoid 
disruption, actors adapt to the continuously changing business context (Birkinshaw & 
Lancefield, 2023). Hence, this pressure forces organizations to renew their existing 
competencies (Jansen, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2006) while preparing for the emerging, 
unpredictable events ahead (Lord, Dinh, & Hoffman, 2015). Nevertheless, incumbent 
organizations can sustain their position by reframing their current operations to create value 
(De Jong & Van Dijk, 2015). The leveraging of a firm's current operations can enable 
short-term profits yet hinder their long-term growth, making them vulnerable to technological 
and market changes (Atuahene-Gima, 2005). For a firm to ensure its long-term survival, 
organizations can incrementally renew themselves (Agarwal & Helfat, 2009) and introduce 
alternative future paths to hinder the self-reinforcing mechanism of path dependency (Sydow, 
Schreyögg, & Koch, 2009).  

The importance of actors managing a volatile and complex environment simultaneously 
with innovative actions of exploiting and exploring has been increasingly recognized (March, 
1991). Yet, the conflicting demands, characteristics, and tensions of exploring and exploiting 
can be argued to create an organizational paradox (Poole & Van de Veen, 1989). The 
paradoxical interplay raises multiple innovation tensions, such as conflict between the 
planned-emergent, new-old, and outside-inside (Clegg, Hardy, & Nord, 2006). Consequently, 
large firms tend to stick with the status quo, continuing their old path of exploiting their 
currently successful ways of operating (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2016). Balancing the tensions 
between exploration and exploitation has been referred to as organizational ambidexterity 
(Duncan, 1976). It can enable firms to enhance their competitiveness and agility, ensuring 
their long-term survival  (Cao, Gedajlovic, & Zhan, 2009). Exploitation refers to actions 
aimed at refining a company's current operations (Holmqvist, 2004), encompassing the search 
for new approaches to the business (McGrath, 2001). Ambidextrous business units have been 
shown to achieve superior performance by implementing both incremental and radical 
innovations (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2004). Organizations can explore new opportunities by 
developing effective innovative routes (March, 1991). Yet, these opportunities can come at 
the expense of today's operations (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).  

As an organization explores new opportunities, the increased uncertainty can threaten 
its existing operations (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2007). In these situations, organizations face the 
dilemma of staying on their known path towards the potential value of the new (Clegg et al., 
2006). One way is weighted more heavily than the other, making it subject to the comparison 
of value (Dewey, 1939). As this occurs, the organizations continuously constitute values to 
make sense of their operations. Yet, value is often associated with what is measurable and can 
be translated into economic terms (Kornberger, 2017). This view has been disputed, as value 
can be seen as a multifaceted phenomenon (Kjellberg & Mallard, 2013) and co-created 
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through interaction, making it challenging to translate it into a metric (Ramírez & Mannervik, 
2016).  

The purpose of this research is to reveal whether the tension of exploration and 
exploitation makes different departments within the same company perceive value in various 
ways. This has been achieved through a qualitative case study of a multinational automotive 
company that balances innovating close to its core with challenging standard procedures by 
introducing new approaches and methods to its operations. This study explores whether the 
perspective of value and valuation practice can serve as a means to leverage organizational 
ambidexterity, thereby enabling an organization to derive greater value from opportunities. 
The research will shed light on the valuation practices of phenomena that are hard to 
measure, which are often overshadowed by organizations' monetary-driven focus. It is 
achieved by contributing a new framework for opportunity identification, an organizational 
process that invests meaning in intangible aspects, guiding an organization in overcoming 
organizational inertia. Although it is limited in its application to a single case and industry, it 
has both practical and theoretical implications for organizations seeking to become 
ambidextrous. Therefore, the following research question is used to study the tensions of 
values that arise within a company that aims to both exploit and explore. 

How is value perceived in different organizational activities? 

The remainder of the thesis is structured to research the above question further. First, 
previous research on organizational ambidexterity and its paradoxical tensions is presented. 
Second, the theoretical framework introduces concepts of value and valuation practices that 
will be discussed in relation to the results. Third, the methodology for collecting and 
analyzing data is disclosed. As implications arise from studying one case company from the 
inside, the limitations and ethical reflections will be acknowledged. The empirical findings 
from the inductive and qualitative process are then displayed with the methodology used. 
Lastly, a discussion of the most prominent results from the findings regarding exploitation 
and exploration from the perspective of value and valuation practices will be elaborated to 
provide an answer to the research question in the conclusion.  

Previous research 
This section showcases previous literature on organizational ambidexterity. Initially, the 
concept and its two main processes, exploration and exploitation, will be explained. The 
tensions that arise from this will be touched upon, and how they can create an organizational 
paradox. Additionally, the three most established approaches to ambidexterity will be 
portrayed. As a concluding remark, previous studies on resolving the organizational paradox 
of balancing exploitation and exploration will tie together the section.  

Explorative and exploitative processes of an ambidextrous organization 

Robert Duncan (1976) first used the term ambidextrous in the context of organizations to 
argue that firms need to shift their structures to initiate and execute innovations. Tushman and 
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O'Reilly (1996) later defined organizational ambidexterity as “the ability to simultaneously 
pursue both incremental and discontinuous innovation and change results from hosting 
multiple contradictory structures, processes, and cultures within the same firm”(p.24).  

Organizational ambidexterity is built around the dynamic interplay of two innovative 
processes: exploration and exploitation. Exploitation refers to how organizations refine their 
capabilities and knowledge to focus on the current activities in existing operations 
(Holmqvist, 2004). Organizations continually pursue incremental innovations to their existing 
products and operations to deliver more value and increase efficiency (O'Reilly & Tushman, 
2004). Exploration implies the activities characterized by experimentation, flexibility, 
risk-taking, and innovation. These activities involve searching for new organizational 
routines and discovering innovative approaches to its processes, products, and businesses 
(McGrath, 2001). The innovations from exploration are assumed to be of a radical nature, 
addressing the demands of emerging customers and new markets (Benner & Tushman, 2003). 
March (1991) argued that exploratory and exploitative innovations are two distinct yet 
interdependent processes that should be viewed as two ends of a single continuum. 
Organizations continuously make trade-offs between them, and over time, knowledge is 
stored in norms and procedures, creating mutual learning. The learnings are argued to create 
convergence between organizational and individual beliefs.  

On the other hand, Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) emphasize the importance of 
combining the two processes, despite their contradictory characteristics, which can facilitate 
tensions. These tensions, arising from the efforts and trade-offs in balancing exploitation and 
exploration, create an organizational paradox (Poole & Van de Veen, 1989). The 
organization's hardly rooted structures, metrics, and norms induce organizational inertia, 
inhibiting the ability to change (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2016). Therefore, overemphasizing the 
refinement of previously successful operations can become the company's downfall (Miller, 
1992).  

Structural, contextual, and sequential ambidexterity 

According to O'Reilly and Tushman (2016), an organization's ability to be ambidextrous is 
the path to long-term success. By striking a balance between exploitation and exploration, the 
organization can overcome inertia and avoid disruption. Since the emergence of the concept, 
three main approaches to ambidexterity have been established: sequential, structural, and 
contextual (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2013).  

Tushman and O'Reilly (1996) argue for the structural separation of exploitation and 
exploration to reach organizational ambidexterity. In turn, this enables the simultaneous 
pursuit of both processes. It is accomplished by creating separate subunits that focus on 
exploitation or exploration within the company. This also includes separating systems, 
processes, and cultures between units (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2008). It enables the exploratory 
unit to break free from the inertia associated with old organizational structures. The unit 
continues to leverage the capabilities of the larger organization, but the decoupling allows it 
to develop its own distinct identity and culture (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2016). It also allows 
the independent units to innovate without disturbing the exploitative operations (Miller, 
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1992). Yet, these units are united by a common strategic intent and an overarching set of 
values that enable them to pursue exploitation and exploration effectively (O'Reilly & 
Tushman, 2008).  

Instead of attempting to resolve the tensions between exploration and exploitation 
through structural means, Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) shifted the perspective to the 
individual level by introducing the concept of contextual ambidexterity. From their 
perspective, ambidexterity can be achieved by creating a supportive organizational context 
that encourages individuals to balance their judgment between emphasizing exploitation and 
exploration. Individuals can adopt ambidextrous behavior when they reach consensus on 
achieving alignment and adaptability. It is then up to the individual to effectively focus on 
exploitation or exploration.  

Sequential ambidexterity enables a firm to separate exploration and exploitation, 
pursuing them sequentially (Volberda, 1999). Duncan (1976) believed that developing dual 
organizational structures qualifies a temporal separation of exploring and exploiting. He 
argued that temporary fluctuations resulted in a better fit between the environmental demands 
and the organizational structure. While organizations adapt to the environment by 
incrementally changing their services and products, this exploitation phase can be punctuated 
by discontinuous change. The transition to exploration in response to a demanding 
environment requires radical rather than incremental innovations (Tushman & Anderson, 
1986). Yet, sequential ambidexterity can make an organization more prone to inertia and less 
agile in a rapidly changing environment (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2013).  

Managing the organizational paradox of exploration and exploitation 

To be effective in balancing exploration and exploitation simultaneously, organizations must 
accept the conflicting demands and attributes of the different processes, thereby coping with 
the paradox of exploration and exploitation (Cameron, 1986). Poole and Van de Ven (1989) 
and Volberda (1996) argued that a firm facing a paradox of this character may be solved by 
introducing new concepts or perspectives. The ability of business units to balance seemingly 
contradictory tensions within complex organizational environments enables firms to pursue 
both exploration and exploitation simultaneously (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). These units 
are argued to combine both activities and organic features (Adler & Borys, 1996) or to 
develop a collective organizational context within which to act (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). 
Yet, organizations are required to integrate complementary and reinforcing organizational 
characteristics (Sheremata, 2000) and support individuals in engaging with both ends of the 
ambidextrous spectrum (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). 

According to Poole and Van de Ven (1989), organizations can resolve paradoxes by 
considering the role of time. Time is recognized as a crucial factor in understanding 
organizational processes (Ancona, Goodman, Lawrence, & Tushman, 2001). In high-velocity 
markets where competitive advantage is unpredictable, time is a central component of 
strategy (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). Although time can be measured objectively, as in 
regular clock time (Kunisch, Bartunke, Mueller, & Huy, 2017), the intuitive and subjective 
aspects of time are often the most critical in understanding its relationship to organizational 
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processes (Lord et al., 2015). Subjective time is believed to be central as a sensemaking 
device, allowing individuals to connect or separate the distant past to the present and create 
anticipated trajectories towards the future (Maitlis & Herne, 2011). Lord et al. (2015) argue 
that the most critical issue is how organizations devise ways to control their futures. Actors 
should change their perception of time, viewing it as flowing from the future to the present. 
From their perspective, there is a conceptualized future consisting of potentialities that 
become enacted, or not, in the present. Therefore, the arrow of time is changed where the 
time flows from the future into the present and the past, recognizing the potentialities 
available to interacting organizational units. This view reduced the uncertainty of emerging 
and unpredictable events, allowing for multiple future outcomes and a less static view of 
time. 

Theoretical framework 
To assess how the valuation of an organization's core operations differs from the valuation of 
more innovative actions, the theoretical framework will contain relevant concepts and 
theories related to the research topic (Punch, 2014). It will shed light on an overlooked 
segment within the studies of organizational ambidexterity, namely value and valuation 
practices. Since balancing exploration and exploitation involves a trade-off (O'Reilly & 
Tushman, 2013), the theoretical framework will serve as a bridge to reveal the trade-offs 
between values within these. Therefore, the following will present the notion of value and 
how valuation practices are used to make sense of the world.  

The notion of value 

When tracing back the origins of value, it became associated with being measurable during 
the 13th century in terms of exchange value (Ramírez & Mannervik, 2016). Still today, 
notions of value are assumed to be measurable and often explained in terms of profit or utility 
(Kornberger, 2017). Research frequently relates value to financial profit or consumers' 
subjective preferences (Prahaland & Ramaswamy, 2004; Maurer, Bansal, & Crossan, 2011; 
Porter & Kramer, 2011). Additionally, value is commonly used by practitioners when 
translating their business objectives into value propositions (Sorescu, 2017). Thus, innovation 
is argued to be the single most important driver of economic value creation (Chiaroni, Chiesa, 
& Frattini, 2009). Nevertheless, these views of value still revolve around functions of profit 
or utility, where the former is assumed to occur within the firm and the latter is assumed to be 
exogenous to it (Kornberger, 2017). Porter and Kramer (2011) state that the legitimacy of 
business has declined due to a narrow approach to value creation, which prioritizes short-term 
financial performance over long-term value. Value is assumed to be added, measured in price, 
and attached to a product (Ramírez & Mannervik, 2016). On the other hand, value can be 
viewed as shared to create economic value simultaneously with societal value, addressing 
societal needs and challenges, rather than solely focusing on profit (Kornberger, 2017). 
Kjellberg and Mallard (2013) raise concerns about the dominance of economic value. In 
particular, they emphasize the limitations of translating and aligning different values into a 
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single one. Instead, there is a need to conceptualize the existence of multiple values. 
Additionally, there is more work to be done to explore aspects of value that cannot be 
translated into price. Likewise, Ramírez and Mannervik (2016) argue that value should be 
viewed as a plural phenomenon, where value is seen as co-created and established 
interactively among actors. The interactive patterns are part of value-creating systems in 
broader business ecosystems, where customers are assumed to be both creators and 
co-creators of value. In this view, they are relieved from the label of end customers, where 
value continues to be created even after the transaction. Co-created values cannot be 
translated into a single metric, where some values cannot be measured or monetised. In 
accordance with the co-creation approach to value, Grönroos and Voima (2013) argue that 
real value can only be created in the joint sphere of firms and customers. In their view, the 
company is assumed to be a producer of potential value. To truly become real value, it must 
be perceived and validated as valuable by the customer.  

Valuation practices 

To make sense of the world, actors construct measures for elusive qualities for values that 
simplify decision-making (Espeland & Stevens, 1998). Yet, the notion of value as an 
ambiguous phenomenon of multiple meanings makes it hard to assess. Dewey (1939) 
suggests that value can be understood through valuation practices, which involve the 
activities of rating and comparing values. Within this, there is an ongoing process of 
weighing between the value attached to one good against another. As argued by Kjellberg and 
Mallard (2013), valuation can be used to bring order to differences. It aims to signify the 
world we live in, rather than account for it. However, the concept of valuation is closely tied 
to the process of assigning economic value to an object. Nevertheless, the concept can adopt 
a broader form to account for non-monetary phenomena. In this view, it is seen as a process 
of investing various elements with meanings.   

There are different views on what valuation entails. Vatin (2013) argues that there is a 
clear distinction between processes of assessment and production. The assessment of value is 
conceptualized as evaluation, the static judgement of the value of a thing, a person, or a good. 
On the other hand, the production of value is conceptualised as valorizing, the dynamic 
process of adding or increasing value. Kjellberg and Mallard (2013) even argue for a 
distinction between valuation and evaluation. Valuation is seen as the process of giving 
worth, where evaluation is the process of assessing. 

Kornberger (2017) believes that conceptualizing value on a deeper level enables it to be 
effectively translated into the valuation practices of organizations. In this view, value is not 
defined as a subjective preference or tied to an object. Instead, it is constituted through 
valuation practices including reviews, rankings, ratings, awards, and other valuation 
mechanisms. Following Orlikowski and Scott (2014) and Kornberger (2017), valuation can 
be seen as produced by ongoing practices that constitute and correlate values. This 
practice-based perspective focuses on everyday activities (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014) rather 
than viewing valuation as pre-determined by regimes, logics, or abstract norms (Friedland, 
Sahlin, Walgenbach, Meyer, & Ventresca, 2009). Additionally, Kjellberg and Mallard (2013) 
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suggest that the concept of valuation should shift away from relating units of value to a 
process-oriented perspective of world-making and sense-making practices.  

Commensuration as a valuation practice 

Valuation practices are not viewed as neutral means of representation, but rather as 
mechanisms of commensuration (Kornberger, 2017). Commensuration entails “the 
transformation of different qualities into a common metric” (Espeland & Stevens, 1998, 
p.314). It is fundamentally relative and creates comparable aspects. By flattening their 
differences, qualities are united in a standard dimension to make the incomparable 
comparable. Commensuration is everywhere, transforming the world by creating new social 
categories backed by powerful institutions (Espeland & Stevens, 2008). It is so naturally 
institutionalized in everyday life that its power becomes overlooked (Espeland, 2001). 
Commensuration is a form of quantification, making phenomena subject to economic 
valuation, where reality becomes coextensive with what is measurable (Espeland & Stevens, 
2008). It surrounds the actions of highlighting and hiding, where assumptions are made about 
what should be included and what should be excluded (Espeland & Lom, 2015). 
Commensurated value emerges from the trade-offs of how one thing is needed to compensate 
for another (Espeland & Stevens, 1998). Once commensuration is realized, categorization is 
used to sort the metrics (Bowker & Star, 2000). More commonly, rankings are used to 
compare elements with one another. It enables the establishment of new qualities that create a 
space to relate or differentiate certain aspects from others (Espeland, 2001) by being 
quantified and assessed through ratios (Kornberger, 2017). The failure to commensurate a 
quantity can make it invisible and viewed as irrelevant (Espeland, 2001). Yet, the heavy focus 
on using price as a measure of value leads actors to simulate markets out of intangible 
phenomena using quantified terms (Espeland & Stevens, 2008). As ripples on the water, 
markets that do not exist are invented by attaching numbers to them, making them 
measurable (Espeland & Stevens, 1998).  

Incommensurability - When qualities are not translated into a standard metric 

There are instances where the comparability of values fails and becomes incomparable. Raz 
(1985) argues that “the most important source of incomparability is incomplete definition of 
the contribution of criteria to a value” (p.122). This incommensurability of value sets off a 
failure of transitivity, where neither option is superior to the other, and there could be other 
options that are better than one but not the other. Espeland and Stevens (1998) build on this 
view and emphasize that claims of values as incommensurable are not uncommon. They 
occur at the borderline between institutions, where different valuation practices overlap and 
conflict. Incommensurability can also become realized by the denial of comparability (Raz, 
1985). The creation of incommensurables is a means of resisting attempts at commensuration 
(Rainelli Weiss & Huault, 2016). This denial and creation of incommensurables can be 
leveraged as an advantage to compete in a contested area and establish control. Entrepreneurs 
with a certain valuation mode can make claims of incommensurables to move into novel 
markets (Espeland & Stevens, 1998). It can also be viewed as a strategy for incumbent firms 
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to defend their market position against threats (Rainelli Weiss & Huault, 2016). Yet, certain 
phenomena are inherently complex to assess or measure. These are called intangibles, and 
translating them to a monetary price tag or combining them with measurements is a 
complicated task (Espeland, 2001). Huang and Pearce (2015) show how the intangible aspect 
of gut feeling can be used to overcome the unknowable. In largely uncertain business 
contexts with little available data, it can become a way to steer decisions in novel terrain.  

With the presented concepts, the theoretical framework will largely follow Kjellberg 
and Mallard's (2013) and Ramírez and Mannervik's (2016) views of value as a multiple and 
co-created phenomenon. This lens can allow one to step beyond the limitations of viewing 
value only in monetary terms. Additionally, in alignment with Kornberger's (2017) beliefs, a 
deeper conceptualization of value as a practice will expand the perception of value, further 
revealing how value is created through ongoing organizational activities. The action of 
uniting separate values with metrics will be further elaborated upon through the concepts of 
commensuration and incommensurability, following the reasoning presented by Espeland and 
Stevens (1998). This research acknowledges that there is still value that can be subject to 
comparison. Yet, the desire to measure and quantify everything is not ideal for an 
organization that wants to pursue explorative activities. The theoretical framework will later 
be applied in the discussion to reveal the findings from the empirical setting of the case 
company. In particular, it will be utilized to explore what is considered valuable in 
exploitation and exploration, and whether the perspective can be a way to leverage 
organizational ambidexterity.  

Empirical setting 
This research was carried on in the form of a single qualitative case study (Siggelkow, 2007). 
It follows the various departments of a large, incumbent multinational company within the 
automotive industry. The case company engages in the exploitation of current business and 
the exploration of new territories. Its departments are responsible for delivering products and 
certain services within the automotive sector. As an incumbent actor with a long history and 
reputation within the industry, this pressure forces the organization to both remain close to its 
core values and legacy products while simultaneously exploring new ways of innovating. 
Additionally, the rapidly changing automotive industry requires the company to continuously 
explore new opportunities and exploit its current operations to remain competitive (Gärtner et 
al, 2022). However, the company remains closely tied to its core operations and products, 
serving as the backbone of the organization. They also operate adjacent to the core, mainly in 
the transformation from a product to a service. On the far end of the company, there are 
departments that belong to the new and uncertain areas of the company. Yet, these 
departments are far from the core and are currently not considered true sources of stability or 
value for the company. Therefore, the research design of the case study is based on the 
operations surrounding an innovative process of a large actor in the automotive industry that 
values both innovations and their current operations in ongoing practices. 
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Methodology 
The empirical setting enabled an inductive, qualitative approach to describing, interpreting, 
and making sense of an organization (Yin, 2009). Yet, the complexity of studying the 
intangible concept of value necessitates an inductive qualitative research approach (Corbin & 
Strauss, 2008). As proposed by Silverman (2022), qualitative research is well-suited for 
understanding complex processes, issues, and interactions. It will enable one to describe, 
interpret, and make sense of the studied phenomenon, discovering its occurrence in an 
organizational context (Yin, 2009). The section will present how the data was collected and 
analysed. Additionally, the ethical considerations and limitations of the study will be 
elaborated on.  

Data collection 

To gain various perspectives on the organization's context, semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with employees from different departments of the case company (Silverman, 
2022). With access to the company's facilities and intranet, potential interviewees were 
contacted via Teams and email. The interviewees work in different departments of the 
company, providing various perspectives on the research topic. The interviews were 
conducted both in person and online, in English, and lasted approximately 45 minutes.  
 

No. Department Position 

1 Project Execution Project Coordination 

2 Project Execution Coordinating Project Manager 

3 Project Execution Director  

4 Innovative Initiatives Product Development 

5 Innovative Initiatives Strategic Commercial Lead 

6 Innovative Initiatives Innovation Portfolio Manager 

7 Product Coordination Product Specialist 

8 Product Coordination Product Development Lead 

9 Product Coordination Senior Product Developer 

10 Startup Development Head of Innovation & Collaboration 

11 Corporate Strategy Initiatives Coordinator 

12 Intellectual Property Manager of Portfolio Strategy 

13 Startup Development R&D Manager 

14 Startup Development Partner Manager 

15 Startup Development Head of Startup Development  
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16 Startup Funding Head of Startup Funding 

17 Innovation Orientation Project Experienced Innovation Manager 

18 Innovation Orientation Project Innovation Consultant 

19 Innovation Orientation Project Orientation Consultant 

20 Corporate Strategy Head of Strategic Implementation 

21 Product Coordination Director of Industry Strategy 

22 Product Coordination Head of Product Coordination 

Table 1. Conducted interviews at the multinational automotive company (fictitious 
department names and positions) 
 
The interviews were structured around open-ended questions that were not presented to the 
interviewees in advance. However, they were briefed on the research topic when they were 
contacted to schedule an interview. The semi-structured character followed a two-stage 
process. Initially, all the interviewees were introduced to the research topic and asked to 
present their current role and activities related to their line of work. Then, the interviews 
transitioned into a speculative phase to elicit answers beyond the more automatic ones. The 
structure allowed for additional questions to be asked, where the majority of questions were 
asked in response to their answers and therefore not prepared beforehand. Therefore, the 
interviews yielded various outcomes that covered a range of perceptions related to the 
research area within the organizational context of the automotive company. Adopting a 
flexible approach enabled responses that go beyond predetermined ones to shed light on 
thoughts, behaviors, and practices related to interviewees’ experiences (Kvale, 2006). They 
also allowed for a snowball sample (Silverman, 2022), where the interviews steered us to 
potential interviewees from the social network that could be of interest for the research.  

Data analysis 
Grounded theory was applied to analyze the collected data, which is one of the most widely 
used frameworks for analyzing qualitative data (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019). It is built on 
an iterative process where data collection and analysis are interconnected. Hence, the data 
collection, analysis, and theory have a clear relationship and build on each other (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998). The grounded approach enables the identification of patterns and findings that 
are appropriately related to the research topic (Magnani & Gioia, 2023). One of the most 
central processes in grounded theory is the coding, where the data are labeled into parts of 
potential theoretical significance (Bell et al., 2019). Coding is viewed as the building blocks 
of theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), enabling the study of discrete phenomena within the data 
(Bell et al., 2019). The coding follows the Gioia methodology (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 
2013), a qualitative approach to developing grounded theory from data. It builds on the 
organization of raw data into first-order concepts, which are then categorized into 
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second-order themes, and ultimately united in aggregate dimensions that provide theoretical 
grounding for the analysis.  

 
Table 2. The coding processes, following Gioia et al. (2013) 
 
In this study, the interviews were initially reviewed, discussed, and coded in a continuous 
process as follows. Firstly, the most salient parts of the raw data were attached to a first-order 
concept. Secondly, the concepts were grouped into second-order themes to cluster the 
first-order themes that shared similar patterns. Lastly, the following aggregate dimensions 
were developed to identify the most recurring data patterns: Reinforcing the Core, 
Servitization, Entering New Markets, The Business Ecosystem, and Value Construction. With 
the inductive approach, the coding process clarified the most salient findings for the empirical 
section. It enabled the identification of concepts and theories that could serve as a theoretical 
framework for the discussion. Additionally, it allowed for delineating between contrasting 
and comparative aspects between the departments and employees, showcasing various 
perceptions of value and the practices surrounding the core and more explorative sections of 
the company.  
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Ethical considerations and limitations of the study 
By following the ethical research guidelines provided by Silverman (2022), three main 
aspects of ethics have been thoroughly considered. The first ethical issue is access. During 
the research, the right level of access within the studied company was ensured to reach the 
relevant employees and conduct interviews. An additional issue within the umbrella of access 
is the exposure to sensitive and confidential materials in the studied organization. With access 
to the organization’s facilities, considerations of keeping confidential materials or 
conversations in the office out of the thesis have been made. Although those might not be 
part of the research, one cannot make the mistake of disclosing them or including them in the 
research without prior consent. Following that, another ethical issue arises: the issue of 
confidentiality. When performing interviews to inform the research, the interviewees' names 
are not disclosed to ensure that the details that could identify or compromise the interviewees' 
anonymity. Thus, guaranteeing the full consent of the interviewees and ensuring their 
anonymity was essential. Before the interviews, a consent form was distributed to the 
participants, containing information about the study and the data that would be collected. 
Additionally, the department names and positions listed in Table 1 are fictional, ensuring 
anonymity. Furthermore, by having access to the case company's facilities, a significant 
amount of information and documents about the company were made available. Yet, careful 
negotiations with the company about what information can be disclosed and what cannot 
have been carried out. This has been particularly relevant, as an excessive amount of 
confidentiality could have compromised the results of the work. Another issue that was taken 
into consideration is that the research focuses on a setting that can produce innovations with 
potential future value. Therefore, when facing information and documents that represent or 
could represent a significant competitive advantage for the company, it was essential to 
handle sensitive information ethically and legally. 

The study is not a comprehensive overview of the total research topic. Therefore, it 
faces certain limitations. One of them arises from focusing on a single case study within a 
particular industry. Thus, the findings might not be as applicable outside the automotive 
industry. Another limitation is the time constraint. Due to the limited research time, the 
results may lack generalizability, as the empirical setting and results are still limited to the 
scope of the thesis. Lastly, the results from the study surround future aspects, which should be 
taken into consideration as a limitation. Current activities surrounding opportunities will only 
become apparent in the future, where the actual outcomes can not be predicted with this 
work. Therefore, it does not provide a clear determined path for what should happen, but the 
thesis contributes with a framework for managing future aspects today.  

Empirical findings 
While conducting the research, various perspectives and opinions emerged from the data 
collection. Although the interviewees are united within the boundaries of the organization's 
structure, they hold contrasting perceptions of what is considered valuable. The following 
section will present the empirical findings from the collected data to display what was found 
in the process. As noted in the methodology section, the aggregate dimension that emerged 
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by using the Gioia methodology will serve as the foundation for the section. It will begin with 
the findings that relate to the company's core, proceed to the adjacent areas, and then move 
on to the empirical findings regarding the exploratory aspects of the case company. 
Additionally, the overarching dimensions of the business ecosystem and valuation will also 
be presented.  

Reinforcing the core - Refining the backbone of the company  

Within the company, considerable efforts are put into developing the core products. Its long 
history of manufacturing vehicles has created a clear path for the company's operations. The 
Initiatives Coordinator summarized the view of the company as follows: 
 

And as I said, more or less all business opportunities are around the core of what the 
company is. It is not like we are all of a sudden changing our offer. We are an 
automotive provider with some associated businesses that have resemblance with 
automotive. (Initiatives Coordinator) 

 
With the company's current position as a recognized actor that remains close to the core 
product, they rarely embark on deviations from the core. Even though new business 
opportunities are incorporated, they are always more or less related to the backbone of the 
company. Over extensive periods, the refinement of the methods and structures has made the 
operations very rigid. When executing a project, a structured methodology is required for the 
project team to follow, enabling them to proceed with development. In particular, the 
interviewees from the Project Execution departments expressed a clear trust in the 
methodology and questioned alternative ways of working. There have been attempts to 
incorporate more agile project methods, but they have been abandoned because they did not 
fulfill the intended targets as effectively. Yet, it was expressed that the customers truly 
appreciate that their rigid approach allows them to provide clear answers to where they are in 
the project.  
 
The strong core 
The resilient core operations are seen as the backbone of the company. Its structure and 
processes have evolved and set the standards to make the company as successful as it is. 
However, the interviews displayed that it comes with certain limitations. The following two 
quotations display how the company is following a rigid path, limiting its ability to move 
quickly. 
  

We are like a “tanker” so we do not steer that quickly, and what will happen in the 
coming four to five years is quite well settled so to say. We do not have that big 
flexibility in that. (Senior Product Manager) 
 
As long as we want to continue what we are doing, I think it is okay to be 
technology-driven. But if we are trying to do something different, then we completely 
need to think about how we are working. (Head of Strategic Implementation) 
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Moving in known terrain and following the company's established and well-tested procedures 
has enabled them to become a large and successful actor. As the Senior Product Manager 
explained, the company excels at understanding its current position and how to navigate 
within the established frameworks, but transitioning into novel areas becomes challenging 
due to its limited agility. To move, there is a significant commitment required, which takes 
time. The company's technology-driven structure allows it to continue on its same path. 
However, the Head of Strategic Implementation believes that moving into novel terrain 
would completely change the way the company operates. Currently, most business 
opportunities are centered around the core of the company. Things that fall outside the 
comfort zone of the core become intrinsic issues, where there are few proper mechanisms to 
introduce more innovation into the main operations.   

Within the company's rather innovative departments, it is noted that tensions arise from 
staying close to the core. Yet, a clear understanding of what value the core brings is 
acknowledged, but also how it limits the striving to innovate more in new ways. The Head of 
Startup Funding argues that there is a strong majority of employees who do not work with the 
exploration of innovations. It makes it hard to run with the innovative flag and succeed in 
industrializing an innovation. If the innovation fails, the strong exploitative majority can 
argue that it was because the company strayed from its core values.  
  

Normally, we do not have any success because you will be cooking something on the 
side, and then it will remain on the side. It is just the practicality of the organization. 
(Head of Startup Development) 

  
This view is shared by the Head of the Startup Development, who believes that their failures 
in introducing new innovations are due to their decoupling from the core. As innovative 
departments are viewed as separate entities, the disconnection from the actual backbone 
prevents them from working in an interconnected manner towards the same strategic intents.   

Servitization - Moving from the core to the adjacent  

Although a majority of the company's operations and procedures relate to its core 
development, there are departments in place to explore beyond this focus. Innovative 
Initiatives are using confined areas as innovative spaces for pilot projects. These projects are 
still related to the core product, but they are shifting the focus away from selling vehicles as a 
product to providing a service.  
 

And in our department today, the focus to 95% is product. So, the product is so 
overwhelming, and I think this is also an impact for you, because the product, we 
already have a market. So, we just evolve it and evolve it. With services, we need to 
catch a market. And even if it is one service that we are not having today, there is 
most likely already one out there offering it. (Product Development Lead) 
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As explained in the above statement, there is a clear focus on continuing to develop the 
product in the existing market. The transformation into vehicle-as-a-service requires new 
markets that are not yet incorporated into the core. However, a current successful project of 
Innovative Initiatives has become a great source of creating new patents. These patents then 
allow the company to claim possession of certain aspects of the industry. The company has a 
well-developed patent portfolio, allowing it to protect its current operations but also make 
claims about future development potentialities. The patent implementation rate is higher for 
the Innovative Initiatives than for other departments. It has the prerequisites for realizing 
patents in their products and services, expanding from the core to the adjacent.  

Shifting the company's focus towards servitization introduces new challenges for the 
company. As an automotive company, the product itself is closely tied to control and 
reliability, where expansion beyond is related to taking on additional risk. Revealed by the 
interviews,  there is a clear divergence between how certain departments are reluctant to take 
risks and let go of the safe, while others see risk as a precondition for successful innovation. 
One of the strategic targets of the company is to ensure safety, where significant efforts are 
being made to fulfill this by refining its core products. Words such as predictability, 
reliability, safety, and risk mitigation are frequently used to explain what the company should 
strive for. On the more innovative side of the company, interviewees see risk as a source of 
innovation. To explore something outside the core, they have to deal with degrees of 
uncertainty and risk. By moving away from the controllable, there is less predictability and 
data to ensure that innovations will be successful from a safety perspective. Hence, the 
trade-off between risk and safety creates a clear divergence between the core and innovative 
operations.  
 
Autonomous driving – The shift towards vehicles as a service and letting go of the safe 
As the company strives to stay close to its core while also moving beyond the vehicle as a 
product, autonomous driving has been a strong path to servitization. The core product 
remains, but the factor of having a human driver is taken out of the equation. However, it 
places a greater emphasis on the services surrounding it, ensuring it becomes safe and has the 
right systems to replicate what a human driver can do. 
  

I think having autonomous vehicles opens up for a completely new type of value 
creation and I think that is a better way of solving our customers’ needs long term. 
Because we are not only providing part of a transport solution, but we also actually 
provide a transport solution. (Head of Startup Funding) 

 
I think we will move away from the driver focus and start looking at other sorts of 
value streams instead. So the focus is to instead of delivering a tool, to deliver a 
service that is predictable. (Innovation Portfolio Manager) 

 
As stated above, transitioning from providing a part of a transport solution to a full transport 
solution enables new types of value creation. Autonomous vehicles can support companies in 
maintaining predictable flows; they do not need to rest and can be quickly replaced. 
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Customers reduce their costs by having human drivers, which allows them to work more 
efficiently. Yet, the company remains connected to the customer and continues to provide and 
maintain its services after the vehicle is sold. To develop autonomous vehicles, the Innovative 
Initiatives department drives pilot projects to explore its potential. Due to current legislation, 
these are restricted to confined areas for testing autonomous driving.  
  

The most important thing is regulation. Because when you build a new market, you 
need the solution, you need the customers, and you need the regulation to be in pace 
or together drive the development. And so I hope and I think that regulation will allow 
autonomous driving in certain areas and that number of areas will increase. (Head of 
Startup Funding) 

 
Autonomous vehicles are a rather new addition to the company's business horizon, where the 
regulations in place are a key defining aspect of how the market will develop. The current 
regulatory environment restricts the areas where autonomous vehicles are permitted to 
operate. Even though they are proven to be safe, there are still large resisting forces that 
inhibit their full geographical driving capacity. Therefore, they are used in confined and 
secure areas to reduce the risk of collisions between humans and autonomous vehicles.  
 

I think it will continue to be a problem when you have both autonomous vehicles and 
human driven vehicles out on the road at the same time. It will be a blame game, I 
think, who did actually cause the accident. Was it the human driver in the vehicle or  
was it the autonomous driver in their autonomous vehicle? And there have been 
accidents and often people's fears change and accidents are actually something very 
measurable and risky and scary. (Head of Startup Funding) 

 
The company's move into autonomous driving creates new challenges in convincing the 
masses that removing the driver is still considered safe. As the human driver possesses 
characteristics and knowledge of how to drive, the company needs to ensure that the 
autonomous vehicles can imitate and even surpass human decision-making. Obtaining 
societal approval for autonomous vehicles to drive in cities is seen as a major hurdle for their 
full rollout. There are marketing efforts aimed at normalizing non-human driving, 
demonstrating that it is safer than human-driven vehicles. Yet, getting people to accept the 
same or lower damage rate of autonomous driving is currently challenging. Additionally, the 
core of the company is rather reluctant to take on too much risk, where safety is a key pillar. 
The future of autonomous driving still depends on shifts in the regulatory environment, where 
ongoing debates center on whether it is safe.  

Entering new markets - Facing the unknown and introducing disruptive innovations 

As part of the more speculative part of the interviews, the topic of exploring new markets was 
the main pillar of interest. There was a clear divide between the interviewees working closely 
to the core and those exploring disruptive opportunities. In particular, the interviewees who 
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were closest to the core remained hesitant about entering a new market. Even though the 
discussion was about the new, they could not go beyond the core in their answers. 
 

In a company like this, you do not introduce completely new technology. So we are a 
bit more down to earth. For us it is quite big to think into fuel cells or hydrogen 
power, that is a big step. Otherwise we are just adopting diesel. (Project Coordinator) 

 
As stated by the Project Coordinator, there is a clear resistance and a lack of understanding 
towards introducing something new. Additionally, the adjacent innovations in energy sources 
are explained to be a significant step for core operations. However, the more explorative 
departments remained rather enthusiastic towards the questions of how to assess a new 
market. Yet, there are no clear methods in place to actually do it. A general pattern from 
interviewing employees of the Project Execution and Product Coordination departments is 
their perception of risk as something that needs to be mitigated. They have functions within 
their departments that work with risk management, where their structured processes also 
incorporate risk mitigation.  
 
Spotting the opportunity, understanding the need for it, and assessing its strategic fit 
There are plenty of innovations out there, but very few have sprung out of the blue. For the 
case company, it is about identifying opportunities that can be introduced into the company.  
 

At least it is my experience that many things are not, you know, a totally new 
invention or innovation. It is often something that has already been developed, but 
you tweak it a little bit. You take something and then you squeeze it a little bit, then it 
becomes good. (Product Development Lead) 

 
As the interviewees revealed, there is a general understanding about how to proceed in 
moving into the new. The process involves identifying opportunities, determining whether 
there is a clear need for them, and then evaluating their strategic fit.  
  

We are making decisions on things that do not have good actual business cases now, 
but they are strategic bets, so to say. But then there is an awareness, taking those 
decisions without being profitable, so to say, in today's value or investment. (Senior 
Product Manager) 

  
The company takes strategic bets to seize value from opportunities that might not be 
profitable today but have the potential to become valuable. These bets expand the business's 
horizon, where they may or may not be realized. Yet, these opportunities should be based on 
a “clear future need to then take steps back to see how to bring it to reality” (Head of 
Innovation & Collaboration). This need serves as a foundation for the hypothesis of 
development in new markets, where the Initiatives Coordinator expressed that indicators 
should be used to determine if the hypothesis is heading in the right direction. The company's 
technology roadmaps are built around these business needs and are often communicated by 
the customers.  
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Say, is this a market? Is there any value for us to invest in it? Then you need to have a 
strategic fit from a company perspective. Does it fit where we say we want to go?  
(Product Development Lead) 

  
After the clear need is determined, the move into a business opportunity must still align with 
the company's strategic intent. There is a clear belief that moving into completely novel 
terrain sets the company at risk of not succeeding in supporting the opportunity. The idea of a 
new market can be fascinating and tickle innovative nerves, yet it needs to be feasible from a 
company perspective. As the company continues to strive for profitability, there must be a 
genuine conviction that it makes sense from an investment perspective. Additionally, there 
must be customers who fit the proposed opportunity. There is an ongoing matching process 
that fulfills customers’ needs and provides solutions with a strategic fit. This pull-and-push 
process drives the company's moves into new markets, where it innovates according to what 
its customers need.  
  

Then you start exploring. And when you explore with the customer, you get an 
interaction. You can see, are we right? Are we wrong? Or do we need another angle or 
more time or whatever it might be. So, then you start engaging in that area. And for 
me, that is exploring a new market, a market that we are not present in. (Product 
Development Lead) 

  
If there is a great fit between what the customer needs and the solutions that the company can 
provide, they then move forward to explore the opportunity. The interaction with customers 
steers the company in the direction of fulfilling customer needs and maintaining a strategic 
fit. It then becomes important to understand whether the company can provide the new 
product or service, and whether customers will demand it. Customers serve as a means to 
validate estimations when assessing business opportunities, enabling the company to 
determine whether it is feasible. Also, the entities within the company must be aligned 
towards the move into new markets. Without a full commitment from the involved parties, 
the procedure for moving into something new is often inhibited.  

The business ecosystem - Realizing value through partners and collaboration 

One aspect that was frequently mentioned during the interviews was the importance of 
collaboration and interaction. According to several interviewees, these collaborations are 
conducted with various stakeholders, including customers, public entities, suppliers, and 
startups. However, the perceived value of each type of partnership is strongly dependent on 
the department to which the interviewee belongs: employees working within the core 
highlighted the importance of working closely with suppliers, whereas those working in more 
adjacent and transformational-driven departments focused more on the value of customers 
and startups.  
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I think the foundation throughout the project has been really the connection with and 
between the people. So at an early stage about, let's say, visionary people on both 
sides that wanted to take a step to do this together. (Strategic Commercial Lead) 

 
As stated by the Strategic Commercial Lead, a key factor in a recent successful project has 
been the connection between people. Although the project itself has been complex, there has 
been a shared drive from both the company and its customers to tackle the issue together. The 
transparent sharing of the current problems they encounter engages the customer to provide 
input on the project, where they work together to drive the project forward and overcome the 
hurdles. However, the importance of having a clear setup of responsibilities and effective 
communication is emphasized. 
 

Understanding deeply what the different industries need to be the most efficient in the 
global value chain. It can bring some good opportunities, and it can bring some good 
ideas to be developed, to be further developed. This is naturally considered by 
suppliers. (Product Specialist) 

 
Although the organization holds divergent views on realizing value through partners and 
interaction, the Product Coordination department currently has an investigation in place 
aimed at broadening the company’s industry knowledge beyond its core offering. This is 
achieved by exploring industry verticals, meaning that vertical research on a given industry is 
performed instead of a segment-based approach. This tool enables the Product Coordination 
department to have a more comprehensive view of the customers’ needs and the environment 
in which they operate. It allows the formulation of new business offerings, which may well 
extend beyond the core offering as it currently stands.  The shift into industry verticals has 
allowed the company to broaden its scope and to assess its current business ecosystem. It is 
done by mapping up the verticals, understanding the company’s current position, and then 
exploring new collaborations. In particular, the collaboration with suppliers has been 
described as a way to either avoid reinventing what they have already done or to identify new 
trends in the market. 
 

We need to change, including ourselves. We are part of the problem, but we are also 
part of the solution. So that is really, and I mean,  partnership is the new leadership, so 
partnership is the only way forward to cope with this. (Partners Manager)  

 
In response to the rapidly changing business environment, the company collaborates with 
external actors to maintain a competitive pace. The Partners Manager expressed concerns 
regarding the planet’s ability to cope with the impact from their industry. The Startup 
Development departments, therefore, see significant value in partnerships with first movers 
that support the company's transformation into a more sustainable entity. Additionally, recent 
geopolitical changes have increased public funding for innovations, with activities that have a 
much higher maturity rate supporting the long-term transformation of the industry being 
premiered.   
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The value of collaborating with customers and startups  
Further away from the core, there is an increased emphasis on realizing value with other 
actors and expanding the company's business ecosystem. It can be achieved by collaborating 
with both customers and bringing startups into the ecosystem to develop innovations that 
extend beyond the company's current technological capabilities.  
 

I think the ecosystem is key. Understanding the ecosystem and the players. That is 
also what I call the playgrounds. (Product Development Lead) 

 
Within this playground, there is a continuous effort to understand the views of the various 
actors and work together towards the same targets. The Product Development Lead believes 
that it comes down to aligning the entities towards the same north star and convincing them 
to become a united force.  
 

I would say that it is important to explore and always try to understand our customers, 
and I think that within this company, most people never ever meet the customer or 
have that in mind or talk to the ones that are meeting the customers. It is very difficult 
to innovate if you do not know your customer. (Head of Startup Funding) 

 
The utilization of customers to be innovative has been emphasized more in the new and 
transformational departments. In a technologically driven culture, customers' perspectives 
might be neglected in favor of focusing more on product development than on who will 
ultimately use it. The Startup Development department brings customers into specific 
programs to innovate together with them. Sometimes, this collaboration may result in the 
creation of a new product or service. According to the Head of Innovation & Collaboration, 
the key is to remain close to the customer yet stay at the intersection of the brand and 
commercial entities. The company's large customers may even have innovation teams and 
toolboxes, allowing them to match their resources and create new solutions.  
 

So the idea with our department is really to enhance our own organization to find 
good partners in the ecosystem and work with external integration systems. And also 
to find solutions that we can integrate into our offers and create value towards our 
customers in our offers. (Head of Innovation & Collaboration) 

 
The ecosystem view is highly present in the Startup Development department. The primary 
objective of the department is to create a collaborative toolbox that enables startups to operate 
efficiently within the larger company. In addition to the above, it was clarified how the 
department provides security for operating in pilot projects with startups within their 
structures over a specified period. These short-term partnerships enable the company to 
determine if other companies have already developed or will develop products that they do 
not manufacture in-house. Startups are assessed using a framework that evaluates their ability 
to provide value at three levels: money, time, and learning. The reasoning often comes down 
to how much it is worth to the company. Will the startup provide business value, can it 
develop a solution more quickly, and what type of problem can it solve? If one startup does 

21 



 
 
not transition from the pilot phase to industrialization, the learnings from its failure are still 
retained within the organization as a valuable asset for future attempts. Circling back to the 
company's north star, the startups also strive to find and catch a market. The company itself 
fosters innovation through its startup network and can help them with financial and 
technological support.  
 

I think what we see over time is for a given area, we see an evolution of the solution. 
Even though the startup fails, they kind of take one step and then the startup that 
comes after them is able to sort of just, you know, stand on the shoulders of giants or 
something. So they are able to incrementally improve. (Head of Startup Development) 

 
Even though one startup may not survive, it will still bring value to the evolution of the 
solution. The value from the ideas and development of one startup serves as a stepping stone 
for the next startup that builds upon it. Yet, working with startups can be a hit or miss. Many 
of them fail, but as the department values learning, its contribution remains in the ecosystem. 
If they allowed a new patent to be created, the company could acquire it, potentially 
generating revenue from the process. Nevertheless, the department increases its chances of 
survival by providing it with the necessary infrastructure and systems to foster innovation and 
drive continuous improvements.  

Value Construction - The monetary versus the non-monetary approach to value 

A recurring theme regarding the core is the importance of viewing value as profit, 
particularly for the core products. The small adjustments to the products are there to keep 
them profitable. With the company's current position and reputation, customers' expectations 
and demands often center on acquiring the core product, and rarely extend to anything else. 
Therefore, continuous work on adjusting and adapting the core in the existing market is 
necessary. This market is validated as a significant source of revenue. Additionally, with a 
long-term history of being positioned in the industry, substantial amounts of data are 
available for continuous assessment. The data in place is also used to simulate the numerical 
benefits of product development.  
 
On the other hand, interviewees who belong to the company's relatively innovative operations 
tended to extend beyond the perception of profit as their main target. In their expressed view, 
value is not limited to monetary value, acknowledging both strategic value and learning 
value. When working in the adjacent rather than the core, there is therefore a leap from 
focusing on the profit to even the value of learning. However, it was also noted that 
measuring learning value is an inherently challenging task, and there is a lack of a clear 
metric for it. 
 
The desire to quantify and the implications of putting numbers on everything 
As one overarching similarity revealed by the interviews, the language used within the 
company revolves around numbers. To get an innovation approved, there is constant pressure 
to provide measurements and facts that clarify the necessity of realizing it.  
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I think it is a sense of control. I think it is also that we are an engineering company, 
and I mean numbers, that is how we control everything. So I think that is also 
something that we bring with us. We work with requirements and numbers, and then 
we know if we are doing the right things. (Innovation Portfolio Manager) 
 

By the use of numbers, the company's operations are controlled. As it is technology-driven by 
nature, it provides clear targets and requirements of what needs to be done to reach certain 
objectives. For the Project Execution department, numbers are used to establish requirements 
for specific milestones within the project. If they do not fulfill the required numbers, they 
cannot pass. As they execute other departments’ ideas and innovations, the quantification of 
metrics begins before they are connected in the process.  
 

We are good at putting numbers in some areas and we are weak in other areas. So, I 
mean, basically what we do when we are working on stuff, we quantify, I mean, the 
business size in form of volumes. What is the potential volume with a certain thing? 
(Senior Product Manager) 
 

As commonly mentioned in the interviews, the standard procedure within the company is to 
quantify. Although, as shown above, the company is not as effective at quantifying certain 
aspects, there is a desire to provide metrics and measurements. When faced with something 
new and less tangible, there are still attempts to create a business case with numbers.  
 

It is income, I mean, what can we charge for this update and what are the customers 
willing to pay for it and what does it cost for us to do anything? It is accounting pretty 
much. (Coordinating Project Manager) 

 
While discussing how to value an innovation, the Coordinating Project Manager's statement 
highlighted the reliance on numbers and profits obtained from end-customers. At the end of 
the day, the company needs to deliver revenue to the shareholders, and that can be easiest 
done with numbers. Moving closer to the core, the emphasis on delivering according to 
numbers has been more present. If the value of an innovation is hard to measure and cannot 
be translated into numbers, the risk of being neglected increases. Instead, parameters and 
models are in place to calculate the price and volume of products, thereby determining their 
profitability. At the company's strategic level, there is continuous work assessing where to 
allocate resources to create the most value. According to the Head of Strategic 
Implementation, it involves a trade-off between investing in the core technologies and new 
and emerging innovations. In particular, the innovation should add value to customers, whose 
perceptions steer its development and the amount of investment. The commercial value can 
be measured when the innovation hits the market. However, the company has a harder time 
estimating customer value for something that does not yet exist. Ultimately, customers will 
determine the value of a product or service based on how it makes them more or less 
profitable. Furthermore, estimating the efforts required to develop a new service and 
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industrialize it is more challenging. The company struggles to foresee emerging issues, and it 
often becomes more expensive than initially anticipated.  
 

So then in terms of like representation, patents per se do not represent like monetary 
value, but rather an option. So we have steered away from the monetary value because 
we think that is very difficult to assess. (Manager of Portfolio Strategy) 

 
In other parts of the company, it is hard to assess their operations in monetary terms. Instead, 
they value opportunities, strategic bets, and learnings. These aspects are not easily translated 
into a clear numerical measurement, but rather a more holistic representation of what the 
company could be. Within the company, the more innovative departments utilize proof of 
value to expand beyond a purely monetary approach. It builds on the commonly used proof of 
concept, but rather relates to what value something can bring. Therefore, an innovation or a 
startup gets evaluated on its business potential, as it can enhance time efficiency, customer 
success, revenues, or even learning. When moving into the novel terrain of new markets, the 
reliance on measurements and numbers gets tougher. The interviewees mentioned aspects 
such as timing, gut feeling, and perceived value as key considerations. In particular, the 
customer's perception of entering something new is crucial. To capture the customer's view, 
the company uses surveys where they rank certain aspects from zero to five to understand 
how much value an innovation will bring. Additionally, validation and verification tests are 
also used to test reliability, durability, and comfort. 

Yet, entering new markets is seen as a complicated process due to the size and structure 
of the company. However, the concept of “the cost of doing nothing” (Innovation Consultant) 
has been used to illustrate what happens when a company does not attempt to seize a business 
opportunity. Instead of valuing what could be obtained, the reversed perspective shows what 
the company can miss out on by not moving. One main factor behind the inertia in regards to 
moving into new markets is the struggle with scalability. Even though an innovation or 
service can be considered highly valuable, it must be scalable to be feasible. The 
transformational departments are then pressured to provide measurements on their potential 
to scale, where the intangible features of something new can make it hard to prove this 
aspect. 

 
We are willing to live with some fuzziness there because the issue in putting a lot of 
hard metrics from day one is you basically kill innovation. Because honestly, if you 
knew everything enough to actually put metrics from day one, then it would not be 
innovation. (Head of Startup Development) 

 
There is a clear advantage to not measuring everything with hard metrics. By allowing some 
aspects to remain in a fuzzy limbo state, where they cannot be measured, this approach is 
seen as a source of innovation. After all, the measurements are rarely emphasized to describe 
the reality of the company, but they can show the company's willingness to work in a certain 
area. 
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You try to quantify that to death, you try to analyze, and you're never going to find an 
answer. And then you just get paralyzed. So the worst thing that you can do is try to 
quantify intangibles, because there's simply no data. (Head of Product Coordination) 

 
Striving to quantify everything can become a trap. If there is no data out there to measure 
intangible aspects, one may end up in a “paralysis by analysis” (Head of Product 
Coordination). Quantification and measurability can be achieved on the core product, as a 
significant amount of data is available. However, it was emphasised that intangibles should 
still be identified. Yet, if no data is available, they should not be quantified. Instead, there 
should be a transfer of value instead of assets. The customers then derive value from a service 
instead of acquiring a specific object that is associated with a monetary value. When moving 
into new markets, gut feeling has been emphasised as a driving factor. It cannot be subject to 
quantification, but should be genuinely considered. Instead, the intuitive sense that something 
will become realized can overcome the boundaries of focusing on what is already in place.  

Discussion 
As the research aims to investigate tensions of value, the following discussion will shed new 
light on the balancing act of exploitation and exploration by emphasizing the ongoing 
valuation practices within an organization. By incorporating the empirical findings, this 
perspective will be linked to the revealed actions surrounding the emphasis on the core or 
transformational aspects in the case company. First, their contrasting views will be presented 
to illustrate the divergent perspectives on what is considered valuable in various 
organizational activities. Second, the findings are summarized in a visualization to capture 
the essence of the studied phenomenon. At last, a framework for opportunity exploration will 
be showcased to bridge the tension, enabling an organization to unite in the pursuit of 
realizing the value from an opportunity. The purpose is to answer the research question of 
how value is perceived in different organizational activities in order to conclude the paper.  

Exploitative valuation - Value as added, measured, and quantified  
The closer to the company's core, the more heavily the interviewees focused on assessing 
value in numerical terms. There is a tendency to perceive value as something that is added to 
the product and measured in how much profit it will bring. This finding was not surprising, 
but instead validated Kjellberg and Mallard's (2013) concerns about the dominance of 
economic value. As a large company with a technological nature, numbers and measurements 
allow for comparisons and trade-offs between what is considered valuable and what is not. 
The empirical findings reveal a heavy reliance on and trust in the value derived from core 
operations. By continuously refining the existing products and services, supporting O'Reilly 
and Tushman's (2004) view, the company remains efficient and relevant to its customers. 
With the amount of data in place for the core products, its development becomes both easily 
measurable and quantifiable. In alignment with Espeland and Stevens' (1998) ideas of 
commensuration, the company utilizes it to create comparability in its operations. On the 
other hand, what can not be commensurated is seen as less valuable than what can be 
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measured. Following Espeland and Stevens' (2008) reasoning, there are indicators that the 
case company's organizational reality is primarily connected to what is measurable.  

The move in any direction from the core becomes subject to the trade-off against the 
core, valuing it in relation to the predetermined regimes of what the company should do or 
should not do. Reinforcing the core has become the normalized operating method, where 
deviations from it are not considered to bring value to the company's strategic intent. 
Therefore, in the case of the company, exploiting the core dominates the ongoing valuation, 
weighing one practice against another. The emphasis on the dominant core can inflate 
organizational inertia, which, according to Miller (1992), can ultimately become its downfall. 
The operations largely remain around what they have always done best, and many want to 
keep it that way.  

Additionally, moving beyond the main path of operations comes with more uncertainty. 
As argued by O'Reilly and Tushman (2007), this exposes the company to more risk that can 
come as the cost of the existing operations. Why should the company focus on exploring the 
new when focusing on what has worked so far is still successful? As noted in the findings, the 
company's resemblance to a “tanker” (Senior Product Manager) that steers slowly implies its 
relatively limited ability to adapt to a changing business environment. The tanker protects 
core operations, making it less agile to move into new areas. Currently, the measurable 
procedures of the core have created strong assumptions about what actions are considered 
valuable. In alignment with Espeland and Lom (2015), commensuration is revealed to back 
up the core operations and excludes the new to a certain extent. The continuous refinement of 
the product is limited to existing markets where the company is a well-established actor. Yet, 
the move into services has seemingly shifted what is considered valuable within the company. 
This ongoing transformation has gradually enabled the company to leave its safe turf and 
capture a new market. However, to remain faithful to the company's core values and strategy, 
further development is needed to gain societal approval and ultimately increase profits from 
it. 

Explorative valuation - Value as co-created and hard to measure  
In the search for new approaches, business opportunities, and markets, the empirical findings 
reveal a rather opportunistic-driven approach by the interviewees who engage in exploration. 
Instead of viewing the core product as the primary source of value, various departments go 
further beyond to explore both their business ecosystem and novel terrain. Value is not only 
considered in monetary terms, but also encompasses strategic value and value from learning 
that can be obtained. This approach resembles Kjellberg and Mallard's (2013) and Ramírez 
and Mannervik's (2016) conceptualisation of value as multiple and co-created with other 
actors. This co-created value within the company is challenging to measure, but valuation is 
used to assign it an actual worth. One example of co-creation of value in the studied setting is 
the collaboration between different business units to develop new pilot projects, such as those 
between the Product Coordination and Startup Development departments, enabling the 
company to optimize its resources to serve both current and future business opportunities. 
Additionally, the assessment of startups from a money, time, and learning perspective 
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expands the singular view of value in economic terms to show how they bring value on 
multiple levels. 

The findings underscore the importance of validating new business opportunities with 
customers when entering uncharted territory. The case company uses assumptions and 
validations to approach new business opportunities. This is often something the company has 
not explored yet, where typically little knowledge about it inside the organization. Thus, there 
is a need to create a set of assumptions based on the available knowledge and then validate 
them with a set of loyal and trustworthy customers. This process enables the company to 
align its knowledge with customer needs in a specific market or segment, creating an 
opportunity for value to be co-created. As per this research, the process shares many 
similarities with what Grönroos and Voima (2013) describe as real value, co-created in a joint 
sphere between the customer and the provider. It aligns with the explorative business units 
that seek new value streams by working with its business ecosystem and expanding it. 
Following Ramírez and Mannervik (2016), value becomes co-created with other actors and 
not merely added to a product in monetary terms. Additionally, it resembles Kjellberg and 
Mallard's (2013) reasoning on how exploratory business units continuously engage in a 
valuation process of assigning value to what they do. As they move beyond what can be 
easily measured with numbers, value has been attached to learning and engaging in 
opportunities with no proven value today. When uncertainty is extreme and data is scarce, the 
findings display similar arguments of the importance of gut feeling as those by Huang and 
Pearce (2015). Despite its incommensurability, gut feeling is used as a valuation practice to 
overcome the unknowable. It cannot easily be measured, but that does not mean they should 
not be ignored; instead, they should be emphasised when moving in novel terrain. 

A possibility and constraint that emerged from the findings shares similarities with 
Tushman and O'Reilly's (1996) endorsed structural ambidexterity. Its innovative business 
units are often working separately from the core departments. The structural separation has 
enabled them to develop their culture, procedures, and even their perception of value. Yet, 
what they do “remains on the side” (Head of Startup Development). The value of exploring 
new opportunities appears not to be fully integrated with the company's core values and 
strategy. However, the move into services became a common ground for both the exploitative 
and explorative departments. The services still reside around the core product, yet expand 
beyond its tangible object.  

The paradoxical tension of value between exploitation and exploration 
The study of the case company shows that balancing exploitation and exploration is not a 
seamless process. In particular, there is much resemblance to the paradoxical interplay 
described by Clegg et al. (2006) that creates innovation tensions. Within the company, an 
ongoing valuation exists between the new and the old, where the value of focusing on the old 
is overwhelming. In particular, there is a continuing trade-off between investing in the core 
technologies and emerging innovations at the company's strategic level. This balancing act 
requires careful consideration, as focusing too much on the backbone operations can expose a 
company to inflated organizational inertia, making it vulnerable in the long run. However, 
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seeking and engaging in seizing opportunities opens the way to realizing value in the future. 
The dilemma boils down to how much one should relinquish their sense of control in order to 
face the uncertainty of exploring the new and unmeasurable.  

 
Figure 1. Visualization of the findings from the case company (compiled by the authors) 
 
Delineating between the core and the new, a tension was found between what is considered 
valuable and what is not. When practicing exploitation, the case company views value as 
something that can be quantified in numbers. How much more value can the refinement of 
the core products make? The customers are already there, there are procedures to develop 
what already brings more profit, and the processes to validate with previous data make it easy 
to continue on the path taken. On the other hand, exploration requires new perspectives on 
what is considered valuable. Moving into new markets, the support from old procedures and 
history is less present than when exploiting them. Following the reasoning by Kjellberg and 
Mallard (2013), the ongoing practice of valuation becomes a way to make sense of the world 
rather than to attach economic value to it. Revealed in the findings, continuous striving to 
quantify can become detrimental in this aspect, where no contested data can verify the value 
of something that has not been realized yet.  

So, what is the outcome of the paradoxical tensions between exploitation and 
exploration? The findings reveal that the constant valuation between the processes creates a 
conflict over which operations bring more value. What is perceived as valuable often lacks 
consensus, thereby inhibiting the opportunity to realize value from a new opportunity. In a 
company that relies heavily on its exploitative operations, its explorative business units will 
struggle to prove the value of their efforts. This paradoxical tension resonates with Espeland 
and Loms' (2015) reasoning that commensuration is a practice of both including and 
excluding. Within the case company, what can be measured is included and acknowledged as 
valuable, whereas things that cannot be measured are excluded to a larger extent. Working 
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with a future opportunity is not entirely measurable, and as a result, it becomes neglected and 
is not seen as valuable as focusing on current operations.  

Shifting the balance  - Realizing value from both exploitation and exploration  

Problematized in the findings, there are contrasting views on how much emphasis should be 
placed on the core or the new. In alignment with Dewey's (1939) view, the company is 
engaging in ongoing valuation practices that weigh exploiting the core against exploring the 
new. Yet, there are clear boundaries of how to steer the tanker into new markets. What was 
found as the fundamental limitation is the present desire to quantify and measure to perceive 
something as valuable. Yet, “if you knew everything enough to put metrics from day one, 
then it would not be innovation” (Head of Startup Development). This reasoning will be 
applied in the following, highlighting the importance of resisting the temptation to measure 
what cannot be easily measured.  

As argued by Poole and Van de Ven (1989) and Volberda (1996), the organizational 
paradox of balancing exploitation and exploration can be resolved by introducing a new 
perspective. Therefore, the following reasoning will introduce a new framework for 
approaching an opportunity, possibly revealing organizational tensions between exploitation 
and exploration. The purpose is to shift the balance towards exploration to realize more value 
from opportunities, while still leveraging the value from actions related to exploitation. It 
builds on the acknowledgement that there is value in what can be measured and what can not 
be easily measured. Sharing the reasoning of Kornberger (2017), value can be conceptualized 
on a deeper level and not tied to an object through valuation practices. With this view, the 
realization of a new business opportunity involves the active creation of value, which can not 
be subject to relating it only to units of value in monetary terms. 

 

 
Figure 2. The Opportunity Exploration framework (compiled by the authors) 
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Since an emerging or future business opportunity may not yet be possible to quantify, 
non-monetary methods must be used to assess its value. Therefore, the process should begin 
with identifying the opportunity. As argued by Poole and Van de Ven (1989), an organization 
may resolve a paradox by considering the role of time. Revealed in the findings, the case 
company makes strategic bets and opens up opportunities for the future. This view can be 
leveraged as the initial move in realizing value from what the future holds. To truly utilize 
these, the opportunity identification aligns with Lord et al.'s (2015) approach to time and 
change. The opportunities can be seen as multiple potentialities, yet have to be enacted to be 
realized. Even though they do not bear any measurable business value today, co-creating 
value by enacting the opportunities can create value in learning, expand the business 
ecosystem, and overall organizational knowledge. As argued by Ramírez and Mannervik 
(2016), the customers fulfil the role of both receiving and creating value in this co-creating 
perspective. In the end of the day, they will be the ones utilizing the outcome of the 
opportunity. It should therefore be based on a clear customer need to be considered valuable 
in the long run. Yet, it also needs to align with the organization's strategic intent, creating 
internal support that is necessary to obtain approval for the activities. Since opportunities 
have a certain degree of unknowability to be considered new, focus should be on searching 
for what one cannot measure. Therefore, a valuable opportunity possesses three elements: 
alignment with customer needs, a strategic fit to the organization's intent, and intangibles that 
one does not yet know how to measure. 

Once these three elements are identified, an organization can focus on the intangibles. 
Per this research, intangibles are believed to be either managed or leveraged. As argued by 
Kjellberg and Mallard (2013), valuation can be seen as a process of investing various 
elements with meaning. Intangibles, even though they are hard to measure, should therefore 
not be neglected but given meaning in the process of exploring an opportunity. If the decision 
is to try to measure an intangible, that effort will result in new knowledge and data for the 
organization, which can be labeled as learning. These learnings will play a key role in the 
following process. However, if the choice is to leverage an intangible instead, it can become 
an advantage not to commensurate it. As noted in the findings, gut feeling can become a 
leveraged intangible that steers the process of opportunity exploration, creating a strategic 
direction for what actions still resonate with the elements of a valuable opportunity. This 
choice is relevant because it sets a funnel for the opportunity, defining what should or should 
not be done. When an intangible is labeled as incommensurable, assessing its value 
monetarily becomes challenging, meaning that no price trade-off can convince you to 
abandon it. Following Rainelli Weiss and Huault's (2016) and Espeland and Stevens's (1998) 
arguments, the incommensurables can create control in their current market and leverage to 
enter new markets. 

By establishing what is commensurable and what is not, one can proceed to assess what 
should be quantified and measured, following Espeland and Stevens' (1998) view on 
commensuration. As displayed in the findings, there is an apparent demand within the case 
company to standardize and make things comparable to enhance understanding within the 
company. What is acknowledged is that an organization can easily establish 
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commensurability with numbers tied to its exploitative operations. However, approaching 
new business opportunities requires a trade-off where certain things cannot be measured. The 
aspects that cannot easily be subjected to translation into numbers or metrics, such as gut 
feeling, should then not be focused on in the quantification process. This valuation of what is 
commensurable can allow an organization to avoid paralysis by analysis, acknowledging that 
there is value in things that can be measured and those that cannot. This sets off a valuation 
cycle of continuous assessment, measuring, analyzing, and learning, and a trade-off between 
investing efforts in developing measurements and resisting commensuration by 
incommensurables. 

By balancing what is perceived as valuable from exploitation with exploration, 
consensus can be reached regarding the acknowledgement of value from both ends. Hence, it 
can become the bridge into realizing the opportunity, where value is not only related to what 
is measurable. This process can enable an organization to reap the benefits of both 
exploitation and exploration, thereby creating a solid case for a new business opportunity. To 
overcome inertia, the framework can guide an organization in avoiding the cost of doing 
nothing and instead realizing opportunities. Over time, following the view of Kjellberg and 
Mallard (2013) on valuation practices, the ongoing process of investing both measurable and 
unmeasurable aspects with meaning can move one beyond merely relating its operations to 
economic value. As the empirical findings indicate, viewing value as learning enables it to be 
enacted over time and continues to build on past experiences. Even though not all 
opportunities are realized, the learnings from exploring the new will stay within the company 
and potentially lay the foundation for future developments. Adopting March's (1991) 
reasoning that these mutual learnings, stored in the trade-off between procedures of an 
organization, can become a way to converge different beliefs. The choice to let go of further 
engagement in one opportunity is therefore not seen as the end, but rather as an opening to 
another where the learnings will continue. The trade-off between exploitation and exploration 
might bring more risk, yet it can become valuable in terms of learning. 

A similar process has been implemented within the case company to realize an 
opportunity. With the shift toward servitization, autonomous driving was previously a 
strategic bet that has become a reality. It still leveraged the value of having a vehicle in place, 
but explored the opportunity to transform it into a service by removing the driver. The aspects 
of the vehicle were still measurable, but the company faced new challenges in the unknown 
of autonomous driving. It enabled new ways of creating value, especially for customers in the 
long run. As emphasized in the findings, the shift from a product to a service enabled closer 
customer collaboration. It can illustrate the shift from viewing value as added to the product 
to Ramírez and Mannervik's (2016) perspective of viewing value as co-created. To verify that 
an opportunity meets customers' needs, as argued by Grönroos and Voima (2013), the 
customer can then determine how the perceived value becomes real value. As the case 
company continues to provide products and services, its moves into novel terrain can be seen 
as valuable if the customer perceives them as such. The ongoing discussion around the 
intangible feeling of safety has created a leveraged intangible that steers the strategic 
direction of the opportunity. Regulations and societal perception still hinder its full rollout. 
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Still, continued work to make it considered safe can help normalize autonomous driving as a 
way of operating. 

Nevertheless, when exploring new opportunities, this paper argues that viewing value 
as co-created with customers and valuation as an ongoing practice is fundamental to 
overcoming the boundaries of exploiting the core. Using servitization as a common 
playground, an organization can open up for creating and validating customer value and 
expand its business ecosystem. Additionally, bringing in startups under the company's wing is 
an opportunity in itself. They can expand the company's innovative toolbox, provide 
shortcuts to development, and improve the overall efficiency of the operations. Even though 
they tend to fail, the learnings within the organization will remain, revealing new ways to 
seek value through exploration.  

Conclusion  
Balancing the tensions of exploitation and exploration is an intrinsic dilemma. The study has 
followed the operations of a large-scale vehicle manufacturer that needs to find new ways to 
adapt to the changing business context, while remaining close to its successful core. As there 
is a human tendency to make sense of reality through numbers and measurements, intangible 
aspects that are difficult to measure are often overlooked. The same tendency has been 
spotted in the case company, where what cannot be measured has frequently been subject to 
neglect. Consequently, exploration of new opportunities can become inhibited by the lack of 
attention and acknowledgement of what cannot be measured. Although an opportunity may 
not seem valuable in terms of numbers today, its potential is not being realized.  

The purpose of this study has been to explore these tensions and provide a new 
perspective on how they can be mitigated. By introducing perspectives of value as co-created 
(Ramírez & Mannervik, 2016) and valuation as an ongoing practice (Kornberger, 2017), this 
paper seeks to make the unmeasurable more visible. In agreement with Espeland and Stevens 
(1998), commensurated value emerges in the trade-offs that involve one thing being needed 
to compensate for another. A new perspective on value might allow for a more nuanced 
understanding of the intangible aspects of exploration, perceiving them as more valuable than 
before, thereby enhancing its chances of compensating for exploitation. This resonates with 
O'Reilly and Tushman's (2016) approach to resolving the organizational paradox that arises 
from the tensions between exploring and exploiting, which involves becoming ambidextrous. 
Yet, studies of value and valuation practices have been an overlooked aspect in the studies of 
organizational ambidexterity. This study provides a deeper understanding of the value 
revealed in the trade-offs between exploitation and exploration, aiming to leverage 
ambidexterity by recognizing the value of both processes.  

First, the findings supported the notion that the balancing act of valuing either 
exploitation of the core or exploration of the new creates organizational turbulence. Yet, as 
Tuhman and O'Reilly (1996) stated, it can be reduced with a structural separation of the 
exploratory business units. In the case of the company in this study, its exploratory units have 
been separated, allowing them to create their own identities and values. However, uniting 
them towards the same north star is seen as a complicated task. They remain on the side, 
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showcasing that if the organization wants to fulfill its pursuit of becoming ambidextrous, it 
needs to put effort into aligning all entities towards a strategic intent. Second, this paper also 
found that the paradox of balancing exploitation and exploration can inhibit an organization's 
ability to realize value from a new opportunity. Within the company, there is no consensus on 
why it should relinquish more of its current operations in favor of placing greater emphasis 
on expanding its business horizon into the unknown, which may yield value in the long run. 
Yet, the shift from a product to a service has altered this perception, indicating that the 
company is transitioning to a collaborative and co-creating way of operating with other 
actors, in particular customers. A final finding, providing an answer to the research question, 
is that value was perceived differently across various business activities. The exploitative 
side, whose work is closely tied to the organization's core offering, often perceives value as 
monetary, whereas the explorative side is capable of perceiving value as non-monetary. 
Without a translation mechanism between these views, it becomes increasingly complex for 
an organization to innovate. The tensions arising from the striving to measure everything 
neglect intangible phenomena and perceive them as less valuable, inhibiting the ability to 
seek new ways to operate outside an organization's current boundaries.  

To overcome this paradoxical tension, the paper's main contribution is the opportunity 
exploration framework. This process seeks to unite the values from exploiting what is 
measurable with the value of intangibles from exploring the new. It was crafted to offer a new 
approach for organizations to realize value from a business opportunity in practice. In the 
ongoing valuation of the measurable and non-measurable, an organization can unite in 
believing that a future opportunity is created by simultaneously exploiting and exploring. The 
framework can function as a bridge between identifying and realizing an opportunity, 
acknowledging that there is work to be done to determine what intangibles can be measured 
or leveraged to capture more value from opportunities. It expands the theoretical horizons in 
studying organizational ambidexterity, showcasing the value revealed in the trade-off 
between exploration and exploitation. Perceiving value as multiple phenomena constituted by 
organizational practices to invest meanings can become a way to overcome the limitation of 
overemphasizing the measurable aspects, often related to exploitation. Hence, it can 
challenge the notion of value in monetary terms, showing that it can also take the form of 
learning. The perspective can serve as a managerial guideline to reduce organizational inertia, 
offering a new perspective to expand the repertoire of what opportunities can be considered 
feasible within a company.  Although the framework can be a way to leverage ambidexterity, 
further research on its practical implications could be conducted. The findings from the case 
study are limited to a single company in a single industry, yet similar tensions can be present 
in other organizational contexts. A decision to realize an opportunity is related to risk and the 
potential financial benefits to an organization. Therefore,  how various perceptions of value 
and valuation between exploitative and exploratory departments receive approval from an 
organization's managerial level to realize opportunities or not could be studied. Nevertheless, 
the framework still applies to organizations outside the automotive industry in their pursuit of 
becoming ambidextrous, resolving the paradox of balancing exploitation and exploration 
through ongoing valuation practices.  
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