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Ambidexterity Through the Lens of Conventions?
A Qualitative Study on Personal Virtual Assistants
Olivia Hornung1, Katharina Ebner1, Karolin Kappler1, and Stefan Smolnik1
1

FernUniversität in Hagen, Chair of Business Information Systems, Hagen, Germany
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Abstract. Personal virtual assistants (PVAs) are demanded to effectively fulfil
and support employees’ tasks in organizations. Today, PVAs are mainly trusted
to take over simple administrative tasks, thus, limiting their potential long-term
impact on employees and entire organizations. To overcome this shortcoming,
we introduce the pragmatic perspective of the Economics of Conventions (EC)
to analyze and understand employees’ plural motives and behaviors that may
explain sustained or fragmented potential PVA use in organizations, especially
taking the organizational challenge of ambidexterity into account. In doing so,
we provide a deepened understanding of PVAs’ capabilities and give
propositions for their organizational implementation and use. We also offer new
avenues for future research by calling for a more holistic theoretical foundation
of organizational artificial intelligence solutions that represent organizations and
their employees in their complexity, respectively their plural orders of worth.
Keywords: Organizational ambidexterity, Economics of Conventions,
qualitative study, interviews, propositions.

1

Introduction

One of the major challenges organizations are currently facing amidst the race for
digitization is organizational ambidexterity [1], which is the ability to both utilize and
exploit technologies efficiently and productively while also exploring and innovating
with their help [2]. Organizations want and need to embrace ambidexterity amidst
digital transformation to remain competitive and strengthen their position in the market
[3]. In order to implement and utilize new technologies in an ambidextrous manner,
organizational visions, strategies, organizational structures, business processes, and
organizational culture have to be reevaluated, if not reinvented [4]. Thus, successful
organizations do not only have to efficiently handle daily business, but also push for
innovation in order to survive and thrive [5]. Managerial meetings are scheduled in an
efficient manner, avoiding long breaks and minimizing travel distances for everyone –
while innovation capacity is proven to benefit from creative breaks and motion in an
inspiring atmosphere to gain new impulses [6]. Product development benefits from
gathering, arranging, and analyzing data as well as creative ideas and innovative
problem-solving [7]. The question of how organizations can align both experts who
work efficiently and exploit well with innovators who prefer exploring in an inspired
environment remains.
17th International Conference on Wirtschaftsinformatik,
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Time is one of the most important organizational resources [5] for digital change
management along with organizational culture [8]. To improve and manage both vital
resources along with encouraging ambidexterity, organizations could implement
personal virtual assistants (PVAs). PVAs are intelligent assistants that can
communicate with the users and execute several functions of human assistants. Thus,
they are multi-purpose and either digitally used in the form of software, applications,
websites, or in the form of independent devices [9]. PVAs can not only offer guidance
for improvement as well as even conducting standardized tasks efficiently [10, 11], but
also potentially structure and support innovation efforts and processes [12, 13]. They
could find the optimal degree of efficiency and inspiration for meeting organization as
well as moderating organizational culture and offering advice on strategic guidelines –
especially regarding co-creation [14] in product development. Consequently, PVAs are
potentially well-equipped for both exploitation and exploration, and, thus, can aid to
manage organizational ambidexterity as a whole.
With PVAs potentially offering a solution to many organizational challenges,
including managing ambidexterity, the employees as future users of such PVAs also
have to be accounted for. We argue that PVA solutions intended to support
organizational ambidexterity require effective use, i.e., it “helps attain the goals for
using the system” [15]. Accordingly, we need to understand how and under which
circumstances the interactions between user and PVA contribute to balancing
exploitation and exploration. Given the sheer endless theoretical support options
induced by PVA solutions, we also hold that we need to frame the interactions
specifically towards the different activities related to organizational ambidexterity.
Since PVAs are a type of anthropomorphic information systems [16], understanding
interactions with such a system requires understanding communication with the system
and valuation of its responses – the main focus of our research. However, a plurality of
different registers of worth, i.e., interpretative frameworks developed and managed by
actors to evaluate and coordinate action situations [17], impacts how employees come
to their conclusions of viability, and, thus, form these interactions intended to contribute
to organizational ambidexterity. Thus, we ask the following research questions:
1) How do employees perceive an organizational PVA’s role in its contribution
to the goals of ambidexterity?
2) How do employees justify their interactions with an organizational PVA?
In the following, we propose the pragmatic framework of the Economics of
Convention (EC) developed by the sociologists Boltanski and Thevénot [18] to identify
different registers of worth. Each of the registers draws upon different
conceptualizations of the common good, understood as the benefit or interest of all, and
the corresponding values. The EC offers a theoretically and empirically proven concept
to classify and understand employees’ moral motivations and behavioral justifications.
In line with our research goals, the EC sheds light both on potential conflicts between
different registers of worth and possibilities of cooperation and coordination. Based on
several extensive focus-group discussions and an in-depth interview study, we find
ambidexterity by identifying different registers of worth and potential conflicts among
regarding organizational PVA use. Our aim is to find new approaches to enhance and

guide the engagement of employees with PVAs in an ambidextrous world. We provide
several propositions for organizational PVA implementation and use.

2

Theoretical Background

2.1

Ambidexterity

Organizational ambidexterity can be defined as the “ability of an organization to both
explore and exploit – to compete in mature technologies and markets where efficiency,
control, and incremental improvement are prized and to also compete in new
technologies and markets where flexibility, autonomy, and experimentation are
needed” [2]. Organizational ambidexterity is positively associated with sales growth
[19], innovation [20], and firm survival [21], and has become a popular research subject
over the last years. There are several ways for an organization to achieve ambidexterity
[2], such as sequentially (e.g. starting with exploration, then adapting to exploitation or
vice versa) or simultaneously through structural ambidexterity (e.g. separate subunits
for exploitation as well as exploration). The third way is contextual ambidexterity
which requires a supportive organizational context and culture as it encourages
employees to make own judgements on how they want to approach tasks between the
conflicting demands [22]. From hereon we mean contextual ambidexterity whenever
we refer to organizational ambidexterity. To solve the ongoing employee challenge of
managing ambidexterity, PVAs as AI-based systems offer vast potential to not only
support exploitative tasks such as invoice processing and calendar management [10]
but also exploration by supporting creative processes such as design [13] or text
composition [12].
2.2

Personal Virtual Assistants

AI-based systems are capable of analyzing their environment and adapting to new
circumstances by applying machine learning techniques [23]. Intelligent agents as a
subcategory of AI are attributed decision-making capabilities though machine learning
and natural language processing (NLP) [24, 25]. Smart personal assistants, as a
subcategory of intelligent agents, are especially trained to help fulfilling tasks,
especially in the workplace [26]. They can also be seen as cognitive assistants [27] or
companion systems [28], as they can provide decision support for users as well as
executing cognitive tasks. They aim to imitate human communication and often support
the interaction of human service agents and customers [29–31]. To achieve this aim
they rely on speech recognition, natural language interpretation and NLP as well natural
language generation. Furthermore, they try to depict knowledge that they acquire
through machine learning and mimic conversations [32].
For our purpose, we define personal virtual assistants (PVAs), often also called
enterprise assistants or virtual personal assistants, as intelligent assistants that can
communicate with the users and execute several functions of human assistants (multipurpose). These systems are either digitally used in the form of software, applications,

websites, or in the form of independent devices. They can also be integrated into other
systems and learn over time. According to the user’s preferences as well as
organizational guidelines, they can also track the user’s behavior and merge data from
different sources, create models for relationships between people, content, and contexts,
predict users’ needs and preferences, and autonomously act by order of the user. This
definition is generally supported in line with practical examples of PVAs [33].
We have already argued that PVAs can be used ambidextrously and potentially offer
valuable support for ambidextrous work environments. But to fully grasp employee
perceptions of PVAs for ambidextrous use scenarios, we need to apply a theoretical
lens that offers not only the potential to differentiate between exploitation and
exploration, but also offers additional avenues for explaining interactive and
communicative structures between users and PVAs. Hence, we introduce the EC.
2.3

The Economics of Convention

The EC, as a general social science theory developed by Boltanski and Thévenot [18],
proposes consistent pragmatic concepts for the sociological analysis of behavioral
coordination. It relies on the justifications observed during ordinary disputes. This
framework of justification is conceived as a theoretical research lens to study empirical
conflicts. In conflict situations, actors mobilize arguments to defend their perspective.
Based on field surveys and Western political philosophy, Boltanski and Thévenot [18]
developed a taxonomy of the various conventions, or registers, of the “common good”
mobilized by the actors. The common good – or the benefit or interests of all – directly
refers to specific perceptions of justice and fairness [18]. Hence, when a conception of
the common good based on one principle of justification is criticized according to
criteria based on another, (potential) conflicts arise. This theoretical approach has been
already used in many fields outside of IS research, while there are only few studies on
the EC within IS. Choi et al. use the EC to reveal how social conventions legitimize
value and provide identification in the global open source software community [34],
while Hurni et al. explore how conventions dictate mergers of unequal coordination
approaches in platform-based multi-sourcing [35], and Sharon uses the EC to identify
how the civic convention can be incorporated the googlization of health research [36].
While the EC was found to be useful by these authors for describing how their chosen
phenomena unfold, the highlighted studies are related to very distinct and
compartmentalized phenomena. Our aim is to use the EC to show what is at stake in
emerging conflicts and can therefore serve as the basis for exploring the potential
interactions between users and organizational PVAs – beyond a purely descriptive or
narrowly focused approach.
Boltanski and Thévenot [18] identified six justification registers, each based on
different common goods and conceptions of values: civic, industrial, commercial,
domestic, inspired, and renowned. It was expanded with two more registers, the
‘project’ and the ‘ecological’ [37, 38]. For our study, we chose to focus on the registers
that best represent ambidexterity: industrial and inspired. The industrial register relies
in planning and standardization to achieve efficiency and productivity while the
inspired register values nonconformity and creativity aiming for originality and

innovative capacity [39]. Thus, they represent the two sides of ambidexterity: Industrial
for exploitation and inspired for exploration. Additionally, we will introduce the
domestic as well as the project registers as they provide additional explanations on how
and why PVAs can influence organizational ambidexterity. The domestic register relies
on tradition with trust and exemplary focus; the project register relies on activity and
self-management to achieve successful projects [39]. Table 1 provides an overview of
each of these relevant registers with their principles of justification:
Table 1. Relevant registers of worth

Register
Industrial
Inspired
Domestic
Project

Common good
Increased efficiency
Inspiration
Tradition
Innovation and the
network

Principles of justification
Functionality, expertise, optimization
Spontaneity, deliberation, emotion
Hierarchy, trust
Activity, experimentation, connection

Following Table 1, there is a plurality of possible conventions or registers. The term
‘convention’ or ‘register’ in the EC does not simply mean a habit or custom [18, 40].
Rather, the concept of convention in the EC is more complex. Conventions and registers
can be understood as interpretative frameworks developed and managed by actors to
evaluate and coordinate action situations [41]. This does not imply that each individual
is part of a particular register, nor that individuals consciously act according to the
precepts of any of these mentioned [42]. On the contrary, actors, depending on
interactions with others, can easily pass ‘from one register to another’ [42], e.g. attribute
several registers to a single tasks assisted by the PVA. Similarly, the justifications given
to each of these activities are implicit; individuals will only explain them in a conflict.
Coordination requires agreement on a common principle or on the realization of an
understanding, which can emerge between different registers of worth. There is no
register more rational than any other to the extent that they all refer to a legitimate and
immeasurable conception of the collective. The decision is not just a matter of
calculation but a choice between several possible commons [39]. Each register acts as
a logical, harmonious order of statements, objects, and people. Hence, Boltanski and
Thévenot’s [18] typology offers an applicable framework for identifying the registers,
which guide employee behavior towards organizational PVAs and their ambidextrous
use.

3

Method

We conducted a focus-group and interview study to better understand the emotions the
potential use of an AI-based PVA would evoke in the workplace [43, 44]. We applied
a voluntary response sampling strategy [45] to arrive at a sample of 15 participants (P
01-15) between the ages of 19 and 40 years old. All participants had university degrees
in business or business information systems. They were employed at the time of the
data collection and were asked to refer to their current or last workplace when giving

statements regarding potential PVA use. The participants’ identifier (ID) along with
their age, job title/role, and place of employment can be found in Table 2. Here, we can
see that the sample includes various job titles/roles (of which most are office jobs), is
diverse in seniority and includes organizations from major sectors. Using a PVA in the
workplace is not common yet, but the participants’ previous involvement with digital
technologies as part of their university studies as well as their desire to voluntarily
participate enabled them to imagine and think ahead to the future, where using PVAs
in the workplace could be part of their daily routine. Our voluntary response sampling
strategy was non-exclusive - all participants wanting to partake were invited to do so.
Table 2. Participants’ demographic data

ID
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
P9
P10
P11
P12
P13
P14
P15

Age
32
19
24
28
27
33
27
33
27
25
30
40
28
31
27

Job title/role
New business developer
Management trainee
IT support
Business administrator
Recruiter
Software developer
Project controller
CEO
IT consultant
Process manager
Organizational developer
IT consultant
Corporate auditor
Human resources consultant
Flight attendant & influencer

Organization
Consumer goods manufacturer
Automotive supplier
State university
Energy company
Software development
Automotive supplier
National bank
IT service provider
Insurance
Medical technologies
Transport and logistics
Consulting
Pharmaceutics
Aviation
Aviation & self-employed

We structured the data collection, which took place between October 2019 and
January 2020, into two parts. First, we conducted 90-120-minute-long focus-group
discussions with three groups of 4-6 participants each, who gathered and discussed
tasks for which they could use a PVA in the workplace. The sessions were all moderated
by one author, while another author was observing the group and taking notes on group
dynamics, especially focusing on peculiarities during the group discussion. Second, we
conducted 45-60-minute-long individual one-on-one interviews via telephone or video
conference to follow up on the focus-group discussions. With the participants’ consent,
all group discussions and interviews were recorded with an audio device and
transcribed shortly thereafter. The data collection took place in different cities across
Germany, and focus-groups as well as the interviews were held in the participants’
native language (German).
In agreement with our paper’s in-depth approach and to generate rich data, we
mainly asked open questions [44, 46], such as ‘Which tasks would you have a PVA
conduct? Which not?’ or ‘Why would you see this task as easy/hard for a PVA to do?’
We conducted both the focus-group discussion as well as the interviews in a semistructured manner. During the focus-group discussions, we ensured participants stayed

with the given topic of potential organizational PVA use, and we encouraged them to
interact with each other as well as trying to reach agreement on whether the identified
tasks (such as organizing meetings, taking minutes, (pre-)selecting job applicants, or
planning corporate events) would be easy or hard to take over for the PVA.

▪ Standardization
▪ Functionality
▪ Optimization

▪ Hierarchy
▪ Tradition
▪ Line organization

▪ Project portfolio
▪ Networking
▪ Project
organization

▪ Inspiration
▪ Innovation
▪ Passion

Figure 1. Exemplary interview tiles
To obtain results reflecting the different registers of worth in the individual
interviews, we presented the participants with an overview of eight tiles, each
representing one register. Figure 1 shows the tiles for the registers industrial, domestic,
inspired, and project. During the interviews, the participants were asked to give their
rank the importance of the different registers – initially, regarding the organization they
work for, then regarding themselves in the workplace, and finally also with regard to
using an organizational PVA at their workplace. We also encouraged them to explain
their choices and wrote down their rankings visibly, giving participants a chance to
reorganize their choices and reflect on them.
After we gathered our data, we transcribed the audio recordings and coded them
using the registers as codes. For our analysis, we used the qualitative data analysis
software Atlas.ti to analyze the full transcripts of the group discussions as well as the
individual interviews. In the coding process, we included the notes on group dynamics
and particularities taken during each group discussion to ensure we assigned the correct
codes to each quote. Our full research process is depicted in Figure 2.
Step 1: Empirical Inquiry
Focus-group
discussions:
three groups
of 4-6
participants

Step 2: Data Analysis
•

Individual
interviews:
15
participants

•
•

Transcription of the
discussions and interviews
Coding the transcripts
according to register codes
Code co-occurrence
analysis

Figure 2. Research process

Step 3: Interpretation of Results
•
•

174 codes across the four
registers
Evaluation and discussion
of register conflicts and
impact on ambidextrous
PVA use

4

Results

Our coding processes resulted in 174 codes regarding organizational PVA use across
the four different registers of worth. A majority of quotes (63%) only have one register
assigned to them, while the rest has two or more registers – some of which pose
conflicts while others reveal complementarity. In rare cases, we found three or four
registers assigned to one single quote, showing the plurality of registers and orders of
worth assigned to one single matter.
19

Industrial

12

10

House
5

Inspired

Project
5

Figure 3. Frequency of registers’ co-occurrence
The industrial register can be seen as a focal point of our research since it represents
the exploitation-side of organizational ambidexterity. The industrial register occurred a
total of 82 times, of which 19 codes co-occurred with the domestic register, 12 with the
project register and 10 with the inspired register – also seen in Figure 3. The latter only
occurred 20 times in total, half of which was in co-occurrence with the industrial
register and five times each with the domestic and project register.
Generally, PVAs were seen as useful for standardized tasks that were deemed easy
for a system to take over, as P2 states: “Such a PVA could take over easy and not
complex tasks and therewith increase efficiency, which is very helpful. And this is
represented here – we can really see the easy things are not problematic.”
Among these standardized tasks could be “organizing meetings, booking rooms,
and other administrative tasks” (P5), where a system could “potentially be much more
efficient than any human once trained” (P6). Our participants see the value in increasing
efficiency for these tasks which they, in line with ambidexterity, would have conducted
in an exploitative manner. Thus, we propose:
Proposition 1: PVAs must first and foremost efficiently relieve employees of
repetitive standardized tasks.
When participants discuss more creative and innovative processes, their answers
become more ambiguous. Some participants believe the PVA could potentially take
over creative processes while others do not see the PVA as sufficiently capable or
competent. P1 believes that “in creative processes we can definitely use PVAs, because
you can receive impulses from just collecting information – whatever the context is.”
While this example views the supply of creative input information as a creative process,
P2 views a new combination of available information as equally creative as employees
are: “I think a PVA could really provide good results and supposedly be creative. […]
Theoretically, the PVA can randomly combine all data available to it and see if
something gives. […] I would say, this is no less creative than humans are.”

For other participants, a mere search or recombination of existing information is
not sufficient to believe the PVA can execute creative processes as “there is not enough
standardization. In the end, a PVA can learn but it cannot learn from nothing” (P1).
This indicates that some participants view creative and innovative processes are
difficult to teach to a system such as a PVA. P13 sums this up by stating: “When I talk
about innovation, I talk about, for example, having a new idea for a new product. This
is what I connect with innovation. And in this matter, I am not sure if a PVA can already
bring the skills to support this. Surely it can support smaller parts such as collecting
data and giving suggestions for a project name or setting up the project plan with
buffers. But really coming up with own innovations – suggesting something that did not
previously exist which offers a solution to a problem we struggled with in the past – is
still far off.” Overall, we can see that there is less consensus whether a PVA could
execute creative or innovative tasks, but there is potential they could assist the
employees conducting these tasks, especially when they have ambidextrous job roles:
“I think the PVA will indirectly also help me with inspiration. By taking over other
things I might have more time to care. I think this is the most useful thing about using
PVAs. If it takes over other things, I might have more time for this inspiration thing”
(P8). Hence, the PVA also enables employees to cope better with organizational
ambidexterity as they can be supported in exploring. Thus, we propose:
Proposition 2: PVAs should support creative and innovative tasks, but not overtake
or execute them.
Our results also reveal that participants are willing to help the PVA learn and train
towards optimally supporting their tasks as they believe it cannot deliver perfect results
without their input and feedback. P13 suggests that when categorizing and prioritizing
e-mails efficiently, a PVA could learn “by compiling a list with its suggestions twice a
day and then I can either confirm or reject the suggestion. This way, after a short while,
it will suggest the right category for at least 90 percent of my e-mails, […] helping me
save so much time.” P14 can also imagine that the PVA can learn to offer support for
innovation-motivated meetings as it will know best which “points of intersection are to
be included” as well as “which templates and previous finding we can build upon,”
whereas P1 is rather skeptical of training the PVA towards innovative use as “there has
to be basic data and basic processes have to be learned [by the PVA]. I find this rather
hard in a creative environment and cannot really picture it to work.”
Besides helping the PVA to learn necessary information and basic processes, our
participants also emphasize the requirement for PVA customization and how a lack
thereof jeopardizes employees’ willingness to use the PVA:“A PVA that is tailored
towards me as an employee: that is a big issue which I still see as a difficulty at the
moment and which is the reason why I often still do not use a PVA when it is offered to
me. Because it simply needs to know my preferences to better react to me. I need to
invest time in order to gain a bigger value later on” (P13).
It is important for employees to be involved in a PVA’s learning phase by
providing feedback and customizing it towards their preferences and needs. Therefore,
we propose:
Proposition 3: Employees should get the opportunity to take part in training and
customizing their organizational PVA towards ambidextrous tasks.

Even though the added value in ambidextrous use is appreciated, there is
uncertainty for employees as to which consequences they face, may it be their position
being entirely filled by the PVA or the PVA being used as a tool to demonstrate status
and superiority. This can also be seen in the following statement by P11: “Especially
where tradition is still important and a meeting culture prevails, implementing a PVA
could be very efficient. The only conflict is that it takes over assistance, also personnelwise. […] What does an assistant for upper management do in the future or will this
position not be filled anymore? Will everyone have a PVA device? Or will a PVA only
be attainable for central management positions? I see lots of potential for conflict to
use the PVA representing hierarchical power for those who have it.” Other participants
were also worried how organizational culture might be influenced if the PVA is
implemented as a way to give more hierarchical power to supervisors: “So when I
imagine efficiency tracking, the system will definitely monitor employees. Like total
surveillance. And I believe this will definitely influence organizational culture.
Especially when you think about being monitored at all times. This could really
influence culture negatively. And I personally think that is difficult” (P2).
Apart from these statements which use the domestic register as reasoning, the
project register also shows how deeply organizational culture matters for ambidextrous
PVA use. P5 and P8 argue whether letting the PVA take over the onboarding process
for new employees could be possible. While P5 sees that resources could be managed
more efficiently and onboarding further exploited as “the entire onboarding topic is
really needing improvement. […] Someone has to make time to sit beside them. This
person will then be busy for two weeks just explaining all the systems. […] And most
times, it is the exact same process. I mean, the complete onboarding,” P8 believes that
getting to know new employees is vital and would rather do this explorative task
themselves. P8 uses the notion of teamwork and meetings – typical for the project
register – to justify why organizational culture dictates not letting the PVA execute the
task of onboarding. Thus, we suggest as follows:
Proposition 4: Introducing PVAs for ambidextrous use needs to collude with and
help communicate organizational culture and should not be used to demonstrate power.
Participants also showed a strong awareness for the challenges they face regarding
ambidexterity and expressed these through the industrial or the inspired register.
However, they agree for both exploration and exploitation that they would rather not
let the PVA “make decisions relevant for business” (P1) or “things that I really want to
do myself” (P9). Thus, the issue of managing (contextual) ambidexterity remains, even
if implementing a PVA. Nonetheless, participants preferred to be left with this
challenge or choice as they would rather actively influence the task or at least the result
rather than having to face the consequences of the PVAs autonomous decision-making:
“And it always depends to what degree the systems take away decisions from me. So,
when it comes to leaving the final decision up to the system, I believe that we [me and
the system] will often be in conflict. […] If the final decision were always up to me and
I could say “I like this… or I don’t” or “please suggest something else” then we would
be in less conflict than if I just say, “book a room for me.” And then I obtain a result
and have to just live with it” (P6). This notion also results from being unsure about the
registers of worth being the same for the employee and the PVA – which is

representative for the organization’s registers of worth as P6 expresses: “There would
definitely be a difference between how my employer would design a PVA and how I
would design it. I would design it in a way that leaves the final choice up to the
employee.” Hence, we propose a certain degree of ambidexterity to remain with the
employee and letting them have the final choice, but also the responsibility for the tasks:
Proposition 5: In line with contextual ambidexterity, PVAs should leave the final
choice on tasks and decision-making up to the employee.
These five propositions provide guidelines for ambidextrous PVA use. The results
show how the identified registers of worth can uncover conflicts and potentially reveal
opposing requirements for PVA implementation and use in an ambidextrous manner.

5

Discussion and Outlook

Our results reveal that while participants were able to fully imagine and embrace PVAs
to not only support but fully execute standardized tasks efficiently, they are reluctant to
let PVAs do the same for creative and innovative tasks. PVAs are mostly seen as a
replacement for administrative jobs which merely require optimization – which is in
line with the current state-of-the-art of PVAs [11]. Thus, PVAs are only deemed to be
a fully competent and capable team member for one side of ambidexterity – and that is
exploitation. For exploration, the more creative and innovative processes and tasks, the
PVA is merely seen as a small aid or second-tier support. Incorporating PVAs as full
team member shows a dilemma in current research on PVAs. Our results show that
PVAs are neither seen as competent enough to constitute full team members, nor would
it be appreciated by the employees if sophisticated and challenging tasks would be done
by a PVA. But current research suggests organizations are heading towards co-creation
with PVAs [14] and the aim to develop a PVA into a real companion [28]. To facilitate
this path from PVA rejection for innovative tasks, we can use the project register
representing activity and teamwork. Our results show that interconnectedness is
especially appreciated by participants in conjunction with inspiration and innovation to
aid with the creative processes. Hence, the project register of worth can potentially
moderate the effect of PVA use on managing ambidexterity, elevating the PVA’s tasks
from merely exploiting to also exploring – and ultimately leading to success in
ambidextrous use of digital technologies [4].
Our findings regarding the willingness to help the PVA learn tasks, processes and
preferences – not unlike training a new employee on the job – are complementary
towards what Korteling et al. [47] found. They argue that PVAs are merely seen as
systems rather than AI-partners with human-level intelligence. Thus it is surprising that
our results show a tolerance for PVA errors by our participants.
Furthermore, the domestic in junction with the industrial register of worth could
lead to higher trust in the PVA as well as in those with a higher position within the
organizational hierarchy. Participants see potential added value a PVA could achieve
through increasing trust for a fairer organizational culture [48] if it serves as a
watchman of the employee-created knowledge and content. This way, a PVA can
mitigate or prevent intentional misrepresentation of individual employee contributions.

Seering et al. [49] confirm this potential in their research and suggest to implement a
less dyadic PVA design, not focusing on one-on-one support but rather expanding their
social role to fully unleash a PVA’s potential for social interaction, making PVAs
worthy community members. They believe that PVAs could support richer social
interactions and possibly maintain and moderate culture. This puts the domestic as well
as the project register of worth between the exploitative and the explorative side of
organizational ambidexterity and confirms our results.
Furthermore, the results also show that we ought to rethink our initial assumption
of contextual ambidexterity [22] being the main type of ambidexterity addressed by
PVA use as P6 states: “This is why I prefer to diversify a little bit and not always work
on the same tasks. […] So, there would be a pool of generalists and a pool of
specialists, and the tasks will be distributed among both.” What P6 describes here is
structural ambidexterity, where separate subunits or departments with a focus on either
exploitation or exploration constitute the organization [2]. Furthermore, P2 even
suggest sequential ambidexterity for the implementation process of organizational
PVAs: “So I believe it would be easier to start with standardizing processes and then
implement the PVA there instead of implementing the PVA for all processes as they
currently are. […] I mean, this could be a chance for the PVA to take over further
standardization in the next step.” Such sequential ambidexterity assumes that
organizations focus on one side of ambidexterity first before adapting over time and
adjusting towards the other side [2], mostly starting with exploitation and later changing
towards exploration. This could be another way of adjusting the PVAs role – from
exploitation to exploration as the organization itself changes. This diversity in our
results shows that there is vast potential to achieve ambidexterity through
organizational PVA use.
Altogether, we hold that our research has the potential to make an important and
unique contribution to research and practice. First, by basing our research in a setting
that allows for ambidexterity, we overcome shortcomings of past research [28, 29] that
focused on what is currently possible from a technological standpoint, namely efficient
exploitation, but was less concerned with the explorative side of ambidexterity. By
using a hypothetical research setting, we not only identify future use scenarios, but can
also see whether employees are willing to use the PVA in for different tasks. Second,
by introducing the EC into the IS field to explore and explain beyond purely describing
phenomena or narrowly focusing on a single register, we open new avenues for future
research which better account for ambidexterity regarding PVA use, understanding
underlying user decisions and behavior. Future research could further investigate the
co-occurrence of specific registers in depth through qualitative studies as well as using
the EC as a lens to investigate the use or non-use of specific categories of IS, such as
they occur smart cities or digital health management. Furthermore, our results are
subject to limitations which can encourage further research endeavors in this promising
research stream. We suggest expanding the sample to uncover further conflicts as well
as confirming the conflicts we identified. Further, we have found some promising cooccurrences of registers of worth which could be tested empirically through quantitative
research.
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