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ABSTRACT 

 
Objective – This paper aims to build a new theoretical framework related to organizational effectiveness. 

Unfortunately, there is no research which builds a theoretical framework of organizational effectiveness influenced by 

knowledge infrastructure capability, organizational environment, absorptive capacity and innovative ambidexterity. 

Methodology/Technique – The theoretical framework is built from the past research of the organizational effectiveness 

antecedents using literature review method. The theoretical framework in this conceptual paper consists of nine 

propositions with three novelties: the direct relationship among knowledge infrastructure capability; absorptive 

capacity; and organizational environment to innovative ambidexterity. 

Findings – This conceptual paper only applies structural contingency theory, knowledge-based theory and absorptive 

capacity theory in constructing relationships among concepts. 

Novelty - This theoretical framework can be applied as a basis for the next future empirical research. 
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_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Introduction  

 “An organization is a social entity that coordinated, and which continually works to fulfill shared goals” 

(Robbins, 1990) (Pangarso, 2014) (Pangarso, 2016). Fulfillment of organizational goals is closely related to 

organizational effectiveness. Organizational effectiveness is the part of organizational theory in the context 

of profit oriented and non-profit organizations (J. Bess and Dee, 2008). Organizational effectiveness is at the 

core of the theory of organization (Cameron, 2014). Management of organizational effectiveness plays an 

important role to be studied (Sayilar, 2016). The definition of organizational effectiveness is a construction 

based on the values and preferences of evaluators which are limited in order to be measured (Cameron, 

2014). 
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According to several studies (Buller, 2012: Hatch, M. J., & Cunliffe, 2013), it is stated that the 

effectiveness and organizational structure are two vital components in modern organizational theory. 

Organizational effectiveness is influenced by its contingency (Donaldson, 2001; Miles, 2012; Hatch, M. J, & 

Cunliffe, 2013). 

Effectiveness comes from the word effective having the meaning of "success" to achieve the goal. 

Specifically, it means the effectiveness of the organization which presents the success of the organization in 

achieving goals. The process of achieving these goals becomes a factor which is influential among the other 

factors such as knowledge of infrastructure capability, organizational environment, absorptive capacity and 

innovative ambidexterity. 

Organizational effectiveness is directly influenced by the concept of knowledge infrastructure capability 

(Gold, Malhotra and Segars, 2001) and structural contingency theory (Miles, 2012; Hatch, MJ, & Cunliffe, 

2013) as knowledge infrastructure capability is a synthesis of three contingencies of organizational structure, 

organizational culture and technology. Knowledge infrastructure capability means the organizational ability 

to manage knowledge related to organizational structure, organizational culture and technology in order to 

actualize the organizational effectiveness. There is a research gap which does not support the concept of 

knowledge infrastructure capability in relation to organizational effectiveness, which is still insignificant in 

bridging between knowledge infrastructure capability and organizational effectiveness. Thus, it is essential to 

conduct empirical research which tests the relationship between knowledge infrastructure capability and 

organizational effectiveness (Chiu and Chen, 2016). 

Organizational effectiveness is directly influenced by the organizational environment, in accordance with 

structural contingency theory (Donaldson, 2001; Miles, 2012; Hatch, M. J, & Cunliffe, 2013). Organizational 

environment is a contingency organization affecting the effectiveness of the organization. There is an 

existing gap research which is inconsistent with the organizational environment and organizational 

effectiveness as it is proven by the research (García-Sánchez, García-Morales and Martín-Rojas, 2017) 

pointing out that the organizational environment negatively affects organizational effectiveness.  

Organizational effectiveness is directly affecting the initial concept of absorptive capacity (Cohen and 

Levinthal, 1990; Miles, 2012). Absorptive capacity means that the organizational ability to obtain and 

interpret the knowledge is gained out of organizational environment to be further sorted out which is suitable 

to be further modified with existing knowledge and which is applied into the organization to be effective. 

There is a research gap which is inconsistent with the concept of the effect of absorptive capacity on 

organizational effectiveness. It is known that absorptive capacity has no positive and significant effect on 

organizational effectiveness (Ali, Seny Kan and Sarstedt, 2016). 

Organizational effectiveness is directly influenced by innovative ambidexterity, in accordance with the 

concept of innovative ambidexterity leading to the concept of organizational ambidexterity (Tushman and 

O'Reilly, 1996) which states that organizational ambidexterity affects organizational effectiveness. 

Innovative ambidexterity is a more specific part of organizational ambidexterity from an innovation 

standpoint (Kortmann, 2011). Innovative ambidexterity also includes structural contingency theory and 

knowledge-based theory. Innovative ambidexterity means the company's ability to manage harmoniously 

between exploitation and exploration of knowledge in order to realize short-term efficiency and long-term 

innovation. There is a research gap which is inconsistent with the effect of innovative ambidexterity on 

organizational effectiveness. Research conducted by Ngo et al., (2017) states that innovative ambidexterity 

has no effect on organizational effectiveness.  

It is hoped that this newly constructed theoretical framework can enrich the theory of modern organization 

as stated by Miles (2012) and by Hatch, MJ, & Cunliffe (2013) which can develop structural contingency 

theory (Donaldson, 1996) (Donaldson, 2001) through the concept of organizational effectiveness (Kim S. 

Cameron, 1981). It is also influenced by knowledge of infrastructure capability (Gold, Malhotra and Segars, 

2001), organizational environment (Donaldson, 2001), absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990) and 
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organizational ambidexterity (Tushman and O'Reilly, 1996) (Kortmann, 2011). This research studies the 

business organization section in general. 

2. Literature Review   

2.1 Organizational effectiveness 

The definition of effectiveness according to Daft is the degree to which an organization realizes its goals 

(J. L. Bess and Dee, 2008). From the various dimensions of organizational effectiveness of various 

researchers (Budhiraja and Malhotra, 2013) it can be assumed that the word effectiveness can be equated 

from performance, productivity, financial gain. In addition, effectiveness has the same meaning with 

performance in a narrower scope (Volberda et al., 2012). 

Organizational effectiveness is an outcome of structural contingency theory. Structural contingency theory 

states that in order for an organization to be effective it is influenced by the suitability between organizational 

design / organizational structure and its contingency (J. Bess and Dee, 2008; Miles, 2012; Gay and Vikkelsø, 

2017). Contingency has something in common with the situation or context (Donaldson, 1996). The key 

word in this theory is the fitness or suitability (McEvily, Soda and Tortoriello, 2014) which means that the 

more the structure of the organization can adapt to its contingencies, the more effective the organization will 

be (Fenton and Pettigrew, 2000). 

According to various contingency researchers, the organization consists several aspects of: external 

environment, structure, culture, capability, resources, organizational goals (Kim S. Cameron, 1981) (Ruchi 

Srivastava & Vinayshil Gautam, 2009); technology, the external environment of culture, technology and 

organizational structure (Donaldson, 2008); environment, technology and strategy (Oliveira, 2012); 

technology, structure and culture (Volberda et al., 2012); strategy, size, technology; environment (Pfeffer, 

1997) (Sayilar, 2016); environment, technology, size (Clegg, Kornberger and Pitsis, 2016). 

Contingency theory is a theory which is widely used in research related to organizational science, which 

can provide solutions to problems related to organizational design (Meilich, 2006); as well as an important 

part of organizational scholarship (Farazmand, 2002) (Trautmann, 2008). For applications related to 

organizational problem solutions, contingency theory plays a role specifically for internal organizational 

coordination issues (Donaldson, 2008). Contingency theory is a middle-range theory which discusses the 

identification and adjustment of context in relation to organizational governance (Volberda et al., 2012). 

Contingency theory is an organizational effort to adapt to its environment (Burton, 1998). 

The organizational theorist from Australia Lex Donaldson in 1996 on the theory of structural contingency 

states that: “There are several contingency factors (multi contingencies) such as: strategy, size, task 

uncertainty and technology. These are characteristics of the organization. However, these organizational 

characteristics reflect the influence of the environment in which the organization is located. Thus, in order to 

be effective, the organization needs to fit its structure to the contingency factors of the organization and the 

environment. Hence, the organization is seen as adapting to its environment.” 

The mention of structural contingency theory was expressed by Pfeffer in 1982 (Donaldson, 2001). The 

theory of structural contingency according to the positivist paradigm is an established theory of position in 

organizational scholarship (Donaldson, 1996). Structural contingency theory has the basic assumption that 

there is not only one way of organizing an organization, but the way in organizing organizations has also 

different effects (Pfeffer, 1997) (Peh and Low, 2013) (Koskinen, 2013). Environmental change conditions 

will tend to have a specific design on their respective organizational structures which further result in 

increased effectiveness (Bøllingtoft et al., 2009; Kortmann, 2011). 

2.2 Organizational environment 

The organizational environment is part of the structural contingency theory. The first British organization 

experts Tom Burns and George M. Stalker in 1961 stated that the organizational structure is influenced by the 
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environmental characteristics of the organization. Organizational environment is a concept affecting the 

design (structure) and organizational effectiveness. From the framework of the organizational environment, it 

can be seen that the organizational structure is the antecedent and the effectiveness is an outcome (Meinhardt, 

Junge, & Weiss, 2018). 

The relationship between organizational environmental contingencies to organizational effectiveness in 

structural contingency theory is included in functional aspects (Donaldson, 1996). Environmental uncertainty 

(environmental dynamics) becomes the most widely researched concepts of contingency theory (Meilich, 

2006). The research (Volberda et al., 2012) related to structural contingency theory covers the concept of 

organizational environment, environmental turbulence consisting of hyper competition, market dynamism 

and speed of industry movement. The organizational environmental dimension under this study is the 

environmental dynamics (Meinhardt, Junge and Weiss, 2018). 

2.3 Knowledge infrastructure capability 

The concept of knowledge infrastructure capability begins with the concept of organizational capability 

which later decreases to knowledge management capability (Pandey et al., 2016) and knowledge 

management capability comprises of knowledge infrastructure and knowledge process capability (Pandey 

and Dutta, 2013). The reason of discussing the knowledge of infrastructure capability in this study is driven 

by a synthesis of existing concepts in structural contingency theory consisting of structure, culture and 

technology (Keshavarz, Esmaili Givi and Shekari, 2018). 

Knowledge infrastructure capability is an organizational ability to manage the structure, culture and 

technology related to knowledge affecting the effectiveness of the organization. This concept was first stated 

by Gold, Malhotra and Segars (2001). This concept begins with the idea that in order to survive, the 

organization must be able to manage the important resource which is the knowledge. Therefore, the 

knowledge of capability awareness also relates to a knowledge-based theory proposed by Grant (1996) and 

Zack (1999) emphasizing that organizations need coordination and integration to be learned by members of 

the organization (Miles, 2012). This theory suggests that knowledge management (search, use, storage, 

development, capacity and capability) contributes to the survival, growth and success of an organization. 

Knowledge itself is classified into four things such as: declarative ("what"); procedural ("how); 

determination ("when") and wisdom ("why"). Several things which are discussed in this theory include tacit 

knowledge (knowledge which exists within a person) and explicit knowledge (general knowledge). As stated 

by Dalkir (2011), an organization is said to be effective if the organization succeeds in discovering, absorbing 

and exploiting knowledge both within the organization and from the external environment. 

This theory assumes that each heterogeneous organization in the use of knowledge in generating outcomes 

plays as an important resource. The research related to knowledge-based theory discusses the exploitation of 

organizational capability; the creation of new knowledge, capabilities; the knowledge exchange process and 

intellectual capital (structure, human, and relations). 

2.4 Absorptive capacity 

Absorptive capacity is the theory proposed by several researchers (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Miles, 

2012; Mariano and Walter, 2015) and is defined as "the firm's ability to recognize value, incorporate and 

exploit new exogenous ideas" (Nowak, 2017) or the ability of an organization to recognize the value of new 

information from outside, which mixes it up and is applied to important things directly related to innovation. 

This theory states the importance of absorbing knowledge from the outside organization in order to be 

flexible and innovative to improve performance (Miles, 2012). Therefore, it is apparent that the importance 

of organizational ability to absorb external knowledge to create innovation is essential (Child, 2015), where 

innovation is related to effectiveness and competitiveness. Knowledge-based organizations have the ability to 

absorb knowledge. 
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There are four dimensions of absorptive capacity: acquisition and assimilation (called as PACAP: potential 

absorptive capacity); transformation and exploitation (called as RACAP: realized absorptive capacity). 

PACAP is concerned with how organizations acquire and learn new knowledge gained from the outside 

organization, whereas RACAP is linked to the introduction of new knowledge from PACAP to further 

incorporated funds modified with existing knowledge in the organization for subsequent implementation 

(Miles, 2012). 

Based on research conducted by Apriliyanti and Alon (2017), it is stated that the topic of absorptive 

capacity research becomes a very interesting topic to be studied which can be seen from the increasing trend 

from 1990 to 2015 reaching nearly 3500 numbers of publications related to this topic. In addition, current 

topics related to absorptive capacity become the top ten research topics in 2015 (Mariano and Walter, 2015). 

2.5 Innovative ambidexterity 

The innovative ambidexterity concept is part of the organizational ambidexterity concept. Organizational 

ambidexterity is still not found to be a consistent theoretical framework (Simsek, 2009). Furthermore, 

another study supporting the previous statement is that the concept of organizational ambidexterity which is 

theoretically still not consistently formed; thus, opening the gap for further research (Kortmann, 2011). If the 

organizational ambidexterity of a larger scope of innovative ambidexterity is still not consistent with the 

theoretical framework, then this is also the case for innovative ambidexterity. Innovative ambidexterity 

means the ability to simultaneously pursue both incremental and discontinuous (exploratory) innovation. 

Innovative ambidexterity occurs in situations where paradoxical activity occurs simultaneously within an 

organization. 

Organizational ambidexterity affects organizational effectiveness (Kortmann, 2011) and business 

performance (Mashahadi, Ahmad and Mohamad, 2016). Organizational ambidexterity is influenced by the 

environment and organizational structure (Simsek, 2009) (Asif, 2017). Then the concept of organizational 

ambidexterity and innovative ambidexterity is also related to the theory of structural contingency. 

2.6 Theoretical relationship to the concepts of research 

The concept of organizational effectiveness is part of the structural contingency theory; that the 

organization's effectiveness becomes the output of the structural contingency theory. The concept of 

knowledge infrastructure capability includes structural contingency theory and knowledge-based theory. The 

organizational structure, organizational culture and technology, which are considered as parts of knowledge 

infrastructure capability are also a contingency within the structural contingency theory. Knowledge 

infrastructure capability also includes knowledge-based theory because it has an understanding to manage 

organizational structure, organizational culture and specific technology related to knowledge. Hence, 

knowledge in an organization plays an important role for the effectiveness of an organization in order to be 

managed properly. 

The concept of an organizational environment is a structural contingency theory. The concept of 

absorptive capacity is also a theory which states that in order to excel effectively an organization must have 

the ability to identify and to absorb knowledge from outside to further be adjusted, modified and applied. 

The concept of innovative ambidexterity includes structural contingency theory because it affects 

organizational effectiveness, which becomes the output of the structural contingency theory. The concept of 

innovative ambidexterity also includes knowledge-based theory due to its short-term efficiency and long-

term innovation being necessary to manage the exploitation of existing knowledge within the organization 

and the exploration of knowledge gained from the outside environment harmoniously. 

2.7 The framework of research proposition 

The research proposition framework in this study is a combination of various relationships between 

research concepts. The dependent concept of this research is the concept of organizational effectiveness, 
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which is based on previous studies such as knowledge infrastructure capability, organizational environment, 

absorptive capacity and innovative ambidexterity. From the previous studies, it can be seen that there is a 

relationship among the five concepts. 

The impact of knowledge infrastructure capability on organizational effectiveness is based on previous 

studies (Cho and Korte, 2014; Bagheri, Hamidizadeh and Sabbagh, 2015; Bharadwaj, Chauhan and Raman 

2015; Chiu and Chen, 2016 and Shih and Tsai, 2016). The influence of knowledge infrastructure capability 

on absorptive capacity is based on research conducted by Cohen and Levinthal (1990). The influence of 

organizational environment on organizational effectiveness is based on previous studies conducted by Jantz 

(2015); Bustinza et al., (2016); Prajogo (2016); Majid (2016); García-Sánchez, García-Morales and Martín-

Rojas (2017); and by Akgün, Keskin and Kırçovalı (2017). The influence of organizational environment with 

absorptive capacity is based on a study conducted by Roberts (2015). The effect of absorptive capacity for 

organizational effectiveness is based on previous studies (Ali, Seny Kan and Sarstedt, 2016; Mardi et al., 

2016; Kesk and Ayar, 2017; García-Sánchez, García-Morales and Martín-Rojas, 2017; and Rangus and 

Slavec, 2017). The influence of innovative ambidexterity on organizational effectiveness is based on former 

studies (Lin et al., 2013; Jantz, 2015; Mardi et al., 2016; Dunlap et al., 2016; Ngo et al., 2017; Lee and 

Garrett, 2017; Zang and Li, 2017; and Vrontis et al., 2016). 

Based on the future research of previous studies (Bagheri, Hamidizadeh and Sabbagh, 2015; Duchek, 

2015; Roberts, 2015; Rangus and Slavec, 2017), it points out that there is the need for empirical research to 

examine the effect of knowledge infrastructure capability on absorptive capacity because there is still a 

relationship of inconsistent influence of knowledge infrastructure capability with absorptive capacity. 

P1: Knowledge infrastructure capability has a positive effect on absorptive capacity 

The relationship between knowledge infrastructure capability and innovative ambidexterity has not yet 

been found between the two concepts. This is also reinforced by the assumption that if the organization has 

good knowledge of infrastructure capability, then the ability of the organization is proven to be more 

innovative through increasing exploitation and exploration. 

P2: Knowledge of infrastructure capability has a positive effect on innovative ambidexterity 

Research conducted by Chiu and Chen (2016) states that the knowledge infrastructure capability has no 

significant effect on organizational effectiveness. This is not in line with structural contingency theory which 

states that organizational structure, organizational culture and technology affect organizational effectiveness. 

If the ability of an organization to manage properly and sustainable is higher, so the organizational structure, 

organizational culture and knowledge-related technology can be more effective for the organization. This is 

supported by several studies (Bharadwaj, Chauhan and Raman, 2015 and Cho and Korte, 2014) which prove 

that there is a direct and significant relationship of knowledge infrastructure capability to organizational 

effectiveness. The second research conducted by Shih and Tsai (2016) states that the knowledge 

infrastructure capability has a positive and indirectly significant effect on organizational effectiveness. Other 

research (Bagheri, Hamidizadeh and Sabbagh, 2015) states that the knowledge of indirect infrastructure 

capability (the concept of mediator such as knowledge process capability and creative learner organization) 

has an effect on company performance. 

P3: knowledge of infrastructure capability has a positive effect on organizational effectiveness 

Research (Roberts, 2015) (Ali et al., 2017) suggests for future studies that there is the need for empirical 

research on organizational environmental relationships to absorptive capacity. A logical explanation for the 

relationship is because the organization absorbs knowledge from the external environment, then the 

environmental conditions of the organization will affect the knowledge absorbed by the organization. 

P4: The organizational environment has a positive effect on absorptive capacity 

There is no research which examines the direct relationship between organizational environments to 

innovative ambidexterity. This influence relationship is also influenced by the logical assumption that in 

order to balance exploitation and exploration related to organizational innovation, environmental conditions 

also have an effect as the innovation is also influenced by environmental conditions. Organizations will be 
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increasingly good at innovating if the organization can manage the response to its organizational 

environment. 

P5: The organizational environment has a positive effect on innovative ambidexterity 

The study about the relationship between organizational environments and organizational effectiveness has 

been conducted. Research conducted by Jantz (2015) states that the organizational environment has no 

significant effect on organizational effectiveness. Research conducted by García-Sánchez, García-Morales 

and Martín-Rojas (2017) state that the organizational environment indirectly has a positive and significant 

effect on organizational effectiveness. Another study by Prajogo (2016) suggests that the organizational 

environment does not fully influence moderating relationships between innovation and organizational 

effectiveness. Research (Kamasak, Yavuz and Altavas, 2016) explains that part of the organizational 

environment partially moderates the relationship between knowledge management capability and 

organizational effectiveness. However, the relationship between the concepts of this study still provides gaps 

in research related to the significant relationship either directly or indirectly between the organizational 

environment and organizational effectiveness. 

P6: The organizational environment has a positive effect organizational effectiveness 

Research conducted by Mardi et al. (2016) and Pangarso et.al. (2020a; 2020b) states that there is a positive 

and significant influence of absorptive capacity on organizational ambidexterity. However, research on the 

effect of absorptive capacity on innovative ambidexterity has not been conducted empirical. This opens up an 

important research gap to be studied as a novelty. The better the organization's ability to absorb, assimilate, 

transform and apply knowledge from the environment, the cleverer the organization can be to exploit and 

explore innovation. 

P7: Absorptive capacity has a positive effect on innovative ambidexterity 

A previous study, which discussed the relationship between absorptive capacity and organizational 

performance through the mediation of product innovation concepts, as conducted by Kesk and Ayar (2017) 

finds a positive and significant relationship. This finding is also in accordance with another study conducted 

by Rangus and Slavec (2017). Several other studies conducted by Ali, Seny Kan and Sarstedt (2016) state 

that there is a partially positive indirect effect to absorptive capacity on organizational effectiveness. There 

are inconsistencies in the results of the three studies. 

P8: Absorptive capacity has a positive effect organizational effectiveness 

Previous research conducted by Popadic, Pucko and Cerne (2016) states that innovative ambidexterity has 

an effect on company performance. Another study (Suzuki, 2015) also states that there are two dimensions 

between exploitative ambidexterity and explorative ambidexterity which have balanced and combined 

relationship. These two mechanisms are proven to have a positive effect on the performance of the company. 

Further, another research conducted by Mashahadi, Ahmad and Mohamad (2016) also finds the same effect 

between innovative ambidexterity on the performance of small and medium enterprises. Other research, 

conducted by Zang and Li, (2017) identifies a positive and significant result between innovative 

ambidexterity on organizational performance. The same result is stated by Jantz (2015) and Mardi et al., 

(2016) in which organizational ambidexterity positively and significantly influences organizational 

effectiveness. However, other research (Lee, Lee and Garrett, 2017) states that organizational ambidexterity 

(through innovation) has not positively and significantly affect the effectiveness of the organization. 

Similarly, Ngo et al. (2017) finds no significant influence between innovative ambidexterity on firm 

performance. 

P9: Innovative ambidexterity has a positive effect on organizational effectiveness 

3. Research Methodology 

This research is a conceptual study using the literature review method. The data needed by this research is 

secondary data in the form of scientific articles published in journals and academic books. The secondary 

data of this study were dominated by English documents. Secondary data were sought based on topics related 
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to antecedents of organizational effectiveness. Secondary data searches use the google search engine and 

various search engines specifically for scientific document databases such as Scopus, research gate, j-storing, 

using campus scientific document database facilities and others. After being collected, the secondary data is 

filtered in two stages, namely the first stage by checking the title and abstract, if there is something that does 

not match the antecedents of organizational effectiveness, the document is not included to be discussed in 

this study. The second stage after finding a suitable scientific document is to read each document carefully to 

examine in more detail the antecedents of organizational effectiveness. After the second stage is completed, 

scientific documents are collected as material for compiling the influence proposition between the 

antecedents of organizational effectiveness constructs to form a theoretical framework. 

4. Results and Discussion 

 Based on the combination of influence between the concepts of previous research above, a framework of 
research proposition is prepared by the researchers of this study. The ability of an organization to 
simultaneously exploit existing knowledge, for short-term efficiency and explore outside knowledge for 
long-term innovation is influenced by: (1) organizational ability to manage knowledge through 
organizational structure, organizational culture and technology; (2) the external environment of the 
organization; and (3) the organization's ability to identify and absorb external knowledge to be further 
adapted and applied into the organization. The research proposition framework is formed from a literature 
review that results in a research gap (Schwab, 2005). This research proposition framework has the meaning 
(ontology) which is able to meet organizational effectiveness where there is a sequence of process 
relationship between concepts as follows.  

 Organizational effectiveness can be achieved by ambidexterity to exploit and explore knowledge which is 
influenced by the organization's ability to absorb (recognize, blend and use) knowledge from the outside 
environment (dynamic organizational environment and there is competition within it) and organizational 
ability to manage knowledge infrastructure. The research proposition framework has six relations of 
influence and possible novelty which has not been studied such as: the relationship of influence between the 
knowledge infrastructure capability to innovative ambidexterity, organizational environment to innovative 
ambidexterity and absorptive capacity to innovative ambidexterity. The proposition of this study includes a 
directional proposition which predicts the proposition of the outcome (Newhart and Patten, 2018). This 
proposition is based on the premise of prior studies which are appropriate and supportive to the theory of 
structural contingency as the main theory. A theoretical framework with novelty is presented in the following 
figure 1. 
 
Black lines : The path which has been studied 
Yellow lines : Novelty path 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Theoretical Framework  
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6. Conclusion 

  The implications of this research are theoretical implications. This research has implications for 

completing the discussion of the theory of structural contingency, knowledge-based theory and absorptive 

capacity theory in a theoretical framework. These three theories are theories related to antecedents of 

organizational effectiveness. So far based on this literature review, there has never been a study that has 

compiled a theoretical framework for organizational effectiveness antecedents consisting of the constructs: 

knowledge infrastructure capability, organizational environment, absorptive capacity and innovative 

ambidexterity.  

This study produces a theoretical framework proposal related to antecedents of organizational effectiveness. 

This theoretical framework serves as a basis for quantitative empirical testing for future research related to 

antecedents of organizational effectiveness. The theoretical framework with the research proposition in this 

conceptual paper is only based solely on the theory of structural contingency, knowledge-based theory and 

absorptive capacity theory perspectives. It is possible to develop a theoretical framework linked to the future 

research agenda to supplement the fund or replace the underlying theories.  
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