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Abstract

Ambidexterity, the ability to simultaneously explore
and exploit, has become a success factor to benefit from
digitalization. Yet, especially for market incumbents, it
is still challenging to develop needed capabilities for
mastering ambidexterity. Existing work on ambidexter-
ity lacks approaches for a holistic and combined per-
spective on the organization and the individual. There-
fore, we develop an Individual and Organizational Am-
bidexterity Maturity Model (IOAMM) that provides ho-
listic guidance for practitioners in approaching ambi-
dexterity. Based on a literature review, our model con-
sists of two dimensions for individual and organiza-
tional capabilities and is structured along five maturity
stages. A preliminary evaluation with industry experts
provides first feedback regarding comprehensiveness,
consistency, and problem adequacy. Our IOAMM con-
tributes to research by integrating two previously sepa-
rate perspectives and extending both perspectives by a
digital capability. For practitioners, it provides practi-
cal guidance for assessing and developing needed capa-
bilities.

1. Introduction

In response to increasing global market pressure, es-
pecially through new players in established markets,
companies must find new ways to stay competitive. Be-
sides, digitalization disrupts entire industries. At the
same time, digital technologies provide ample opportu-
nities to leverage existing strengths and resources. On
the one hand, companies need to become steadily more
efficient to defend their market position. On the other
hand, to defend their market position, companies should
explore new impulses and embrace new digital trends to
drive innovation [4, 35, 43]. Market incumbents, in par-
ticular, strive to develop capabilities that enable them to
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leverage their strengths (e.g., market position, product
know-how, etc.) and simultaneously explore the possi-
bilities of digital technologies for innovation [27, 55].
In this context, innovation can be understood as
managing incremental (exploitation) and revolutionary
(exploration) change at the same time. To overcome the
tensions between exploration and exploitation, ambi-
dexterity is essential and can be defined as the ability to
manage both [22, 51]. To master ambidexterity in an or-
ganizational context, however, it is necessary that the
individuals who form the organization also possess spe-
cific capabilities that facilitate ambidexterity. Until
now, in literature, capabilities for Organizational Ambi-
dexterity (OA) and Individual Ambidexterity (IA) are
discussed and developed in two separate streams [17,
18]. Over the last decades, OA and recently also [A have
received considerable attention and have become inten-
sively discussed topics [1, 21, 38]. Despite the advances
in research, ambidexterity remains a significant chal-
lenge [51]. Research has already focused on paradoxes,
antecedents, and effects of ambidexterity [1, 12, 25].
Yet, to master ambidexterity, an integrated considera-
tion of more than one perspective is needed [12, 14]. Ex-
isting work demonstrates the benefits of integrating dif-
ferent perspectives to facilitate ambidexterity, e.g., the
application of OA in the context of Business Process
Management (BPM) [52]. Hafkesbrink et al. [17] al-
ready elaborated on organizational antecedents and in-
dividual aspects of ambidexterity in their seminal work.
Nevertheless, an overarching structure that defines indi-
vidual and organizational capabilities necessary to think
and work ambidextrous still represents a missing link
for guiding practitioners. Furthermore, existing litera-
ture addresses the interplay of ambidexterity and digi-
talization only to a limited extent [6, 16]. To the best of
our knowledge, there is no holistic maturity model
(MM) that combines both perspectives and thus pro-
vides practical guidance for practitioners. As MMs are
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suitable and well-established artifacts for guiding trans-
formations [19, 52], we develop a MM with the needed
individual and organizational capabilities for ambidex-
terity. The developed IOAMM contributes by support-
ing managers in assessing organizational units and indi-
viduals regarding needed capabilities for ambidexterity.
Based on the assessment, targeted measures can be iden-
tified to enhance ambidextrous maturity. Thereby, the
IOAMM provides the needed structure, which can be
supplemented with other strategy development ap-
proaches and capability development methods, tailored
to each industry and organization's specific require-
ments.

This paper is organized as follows: First, we summa-
rize the theoretical background of ambidexterity, along
with a brief overview of OA, IA, MMs, and digitaliza-
tion (section 2). Second, we outline our research design,
which is based on Becker et al. [3] (section 3). Third, we
present our IOAMM and relevant design decisions (sec-
tion 4). Lastly, we make a preliminary evaluation of our
model and its added value. We discuss the insights of
our first interviews with four industry experts, which are
of particular interest for practitioners (section 5). We
conclude by stating the contribution of our results.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. Individual and Organizational Ambidexter-
ity

O’Reilly IIT and Tushman [43] define ambidexterity
as the ability to assess whenever evolutionary (exploita-
tion) or revolutionary (exploration) change is necessary
and thus to master both innovation approaches at the
same time. Exploration is understood as continuous in-
novation that symbolizes radical change and innovation
of new products, services, and processes to achieve
adaptability and growth [38, 41]. In contrast, exploita-
tion focuses on the current business through incremental
improvements on the existing customer value (e.g., re-
finement of products and services) and operational exe-
cution [41].

Both innovation approaches compete for scarce re-
sources. Too much resource allocation to either explo-
ration or exploitation causes performance risks and neg-
ative impacts on the overall outcome. For example, if
exploitation drives over exploration, the organization
might miss new technical developments and risks obso-
lescence. If exploration drives over exploitation, the or-
ganization might take high risks while neglecting its
core business [41].

As the mastery of exploitation and exploration, am-
bidexterity can be applied to both individuals and entire
organizations. Existing research mainly focuses on the
organizational side [18]. In general, three different

modes of OA can be distinguished: structural [26, 41],
sequential [53], and contextual [12]. Structural ambi-
dexterity divides the organization into separate and
mostly independent business units (e.g., digital labs/fac-
tories) for exploration and exploitation [41]. Sequential
ambidextrous business units change between explora-
tion and exploitation in sequences [34]. Contextual am-
bidexterity is executed when employees individually
and the organization as a whole balance exploration and
exploitation simultaneously [7, 12]. However, research
shows that the sole consideration of the organizational
aspects does not cover the full applicational range of
ambidexterity [13, 39]. To achieve ambidexterity on a
holistic organizational level, individuals need to balance
exploitation and exploration in their work. IA, therefore,
refers to the cognitive ability of an individual to adapt
flexibly within dynamic environments by appropriately
switching between exploration and exploitation [13].
For example, in the automotive sector, the same individ-
ual could be involved in innovation projects optimizing
combustion engines (exploitation) while simultaneously
being involved in other project settings searching for
radical innovations such as alternative, renewable pro-
pulsion systems (exploration) [58].

2.2. Maturity Models for Capabilities

MMs have proven to be a suitable approach to show
how capabilities evolve and map them onto their matu-
ration stages regarding capability development. Because
of their clearness and easy practicability for capability
as-is assessment and step-wise development, MMs have
become popular among researchers and especially
among practitioners [5]. For example, in the BPM do-
main, MMs represent a popular and well-established
tool to combine descriptive and prescriptive aspects
[52].In this paper, we base our definitions on the multi-
level cognitive model of Eggers and Kaplan [10] and use
their hierarchy of concepts to clarify the subject matter.
At the core, an ability can be described as the physical
or mental power to do something [15]. Over time, abili-
ties together form capabilities, which emerge from ex-
perience. Therefore, capabilities are less context-related
[15] and enable to accomplish set goals [46]. A simple
example of these concepts can be a sprinter: A sprinter
has the general ability to sprint 100 m. With growing
experience and other abilities, the sprinter has the capa-
bility to accomplish set goals (e.g., optimizing on time
or technique) while sprinting.

MMs are usually structured as matrices, contain a set
of maturity stages, and a description of each stage’s
characteristics [47]. They assist in identifying organiza-
tional weak spots, assessing the as-is situation, and sup-
porting the organization in developing the desired mat-
uration of the defined target state [3, 5]. MMs can be
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divided into three different types - staged, continuous,
and focus area MMs [57]. While staged MMs assign
practices to exactly one maturity stage, continuous MMs
assign practices to all stages for developing different
characteristics throughout the maturation path. Focus
area MMs start with the practices and then develop the
appropriate maturity stages [57]. Besides the three
model types, every type then varies regarding their ap-
plicational purpose. Poppelbufl and Roglinger [47] dis-
tinguish three application-specific purposes of use: de-
scriptive, prescriptive, and comparative. Descriptive
MMs analyze the organizations’ as-is situation. MMs
with prescriptive purpose support identifying maturity
stages and give precise definitions of each stage. Fur-
ther, a comparative purpose facilitates internal and ex-
ternal benchmarking based on data from a large number
of evaluations [47].

2.3 Digitalization and Ambidexterity

Under digitalization, we understand the many socio-
technical phenomena and processes of adopting and us-
ing digital technologies in broader individual, organiza-
tional and social contexts [29]. To meet the demands
and changes arising from digitalization, new capabilities
must be developed at the individual and organizational
level [44]. Therefore, a "digital capability" enables the
organization to use digital technologies in such a way
that they are aligned to business strategy for managing
both existing business and new opportunities [46]. As a
part of this capability, organizations need a more flexi-
ble Information Technology (IT) function capable of
providing solutions that ease working ambidextrous
(e.g., different tasks and teams) or developing innova-
tive solutions upon digital technologies [16]. Simultane-
ously, individuals need to be open to digital technolo-
gies, the resulting changes, and learn, work, and inno-
vate with digital alterations [49].

In Information Systems (IS) research, ambidexterity
regarding the IT department earned great attention over
the last years in the context of bimodal IT. Bimodal IT
can be understood as managing two separate, coherent
modes of IT - one aiming for stability, the other for agil-
ity [2, 16]. Agility and stability can thereby be associ-
ated with exploration and exploitation. However, the ef-
fective implementation of these structures and the asso-
ciated benefits can only be achieved with strong support
from the organization, including the employees [16].

Thus, in the digital world, there is a reciprocal rela-
tionship between ambidexterity and digital capabilities.
On the one hand, organizations need digital capabilities
to explore and use digital technologies. On the other
hand, ambidexterity enhances these digital capabilities.

3. Research Design: Maturity Model devel-
opment

To develop the IOAMM, we follow the widely used
8-step procedure model of Becker et al. [3], as shown in
Figure 1. In this paper, we address Phases 1 to 4 (high-
lighted in grey), including a first pre-evaluation in the
form of interviews with industry experts. Phases 5 to 8
are subject of further research.
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!
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Figure 1. Procedure model based on Roglinger
et al. [52]

Phase 1: The MM's problem needs to be defined,
which was already outlined in the Introduction. Our MM
addresses the difficulty of implementing ambidexterity
out of an individual and organizational perspective (Sec-
tion 4).

Phase 2: Existing MMs need to be identified and
compared [3]. Based on the literature review and to the
best of our knowledge, there are no MMs regarding am-
bidexterity's integrated application considering individ-
ual and organizational capabilities. Roglinger et al. [52]
and Hafkesbrink et al. [17] consider both sides sepa-
rately and build our model's basis.

Phase 3: Decisions regarding strategy and architec-
ture are made at this point [3]. We decided to design a
prescriptive and continuous MM as we develop the ca-
pabilities throughout the maturation process and provide
guidance on their improvement. The MM is structured
as a matrix with maturity stages on the horizontal and
capability dimensions on the vertical axis.

Phase 4: Tterative MM development refers to the de-
sign and development process of the MM. To identify
the dimensions for our two focus areas of the vertical
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axis, we conducted a literature review in Google Scholar
and the databases ScienceDirect, EbscoHost, AISeL,
and [EEE Xplore. For ambidexterity capabilities, we
searched for organizational and individual capabilities
that foster ambidextrous working. Further, we decided
to divide both the individual and the organizational ca-
pabilities into five dimensions, which are mainly ex-
tracted from Hafkesbrink et al. [17] for individual capa-
bilities, James and Jones [24], as well as Kortmann [28]
for organizational capabilities.

Next, we developed a precise definition of every de-
velopment stage for every dimension. According to the
development process's iterative character, we conducted
interviews with four industry experts as a pre-evaluation
of the model’s consistency, comprehensiveness, and
problem adequacy[3].

Phase 5 to 8: After developing the model, it needs to
be tested in a real-world context and evaluated for rele-
vance and rigor, including validity and reliability [5].
Also, for guaranteeing broad applicability, the model
has to be made available in a more general way to inves-
tigate its generalizability [3] (phase 5). Next, further
evaluations and improvements on wider acceptance
should be conducted (Phase 6, 7), and finally, a decision
on the acceptance or the rejection of the model is going
to be made (Phase 8). As mentioned before, those steps
are not the object of this paper and subject to further re-
search.

4. Individual and Organizational Ambidex-
terity Maturity Model

In the following, we present our IOAMM with its
overarching structure as the core part of this paper. In
doing so, we describe pathbreaking design decisions and
define the capability dimensions and maturity stages. Fi-
nally, we present the complete model.

Similar to the work of Réglinger et al. [52], dealing
with the practical implications of OA in the BPM con-
text, our model enables organizations to implement am-
bidexterity. Yet, as the importance of the individual for
transforming into an ambidextrous organization re-
ceived considerable attention in literature lately [14, 51],
we cover both capability areas: organizational ambidex-
terity (OA) and individual ambidexterity (IA). Thereby,
we understand an organization as a complex social sys-
tem structured through independent subsystems [28].
These subsystems cover all subunits that have an exter-
nal influence on the individual, implying the smallest
organizational unit is at the team level, which can be
used for the capability assessment. The maturity stages
structure the developed IOAMM on the horizontal and
the capability dimensions on the vertical axis. The latter
is divided into two major parts: OA and IA capabilities.
Both areas are then distinguished into sub-dimensions,

which we elaborate on in the following and are defined
in Tables 1 & 2. On the horizontal axis, we use five ma-
turity stages ranging from novice to expert (i.e., Table
3) [9]. Throughout the maturation of each capability, we
worked out specific characteristic features for each de-
gree of maturity.

4.1 Individual Capabilities

In this work, we understand individual capabilities
as capabilities that enable the individual to work ambi-
dextrously. The individual capabilities mainly build on
the work of Hafkesbrink et al. [17] as well as on Haf-
kesbrink and Schroll [18]. Both structure ambidexterity
into organizational antecedents (i.e., work environment)
and a perspective on the individual side. They define
four categories of individual capabilities: professional,
methodic, social, and personal. Despite the profound
work of Hafkesbrink and Schroll [18], which in our per-
ception is highly applicable and useful, the model leaves
out the phenomenon of digitalization and how it impli-
cates and fosters ambidextrous working. For this reason,
we have added a digital capability dimension, building
upon prior work addressing digital capabilities [44, 49].
Table 1 gives a brief definition of every capability di-
mension.

Table 1. Individual capabilities

The ability of an individual to self-
Personal . .
Capabilities organize, to learn, and to combine

knowledge [17].

The individual’s openness for and
Digital ability to learn and work with digi-
Capabilities tal technologies and applications

[49].

. The application of business-rele-
Professional . .
Capabilities vant and industry-specific expert

knowledge [20].
Structured procedures to apply
Methodic knowledge, including the o
Capabilities knowl.edge about and appllf:atlon
of various methods and their com-
bination [18].
Social Interactions in a business context
Capabilities and the ability to interact with em-
P pathy [12, 36].

4.2 Organizational Capabilities

For structuring organizational capabilities, we build
upon the work of Kortmann [26] and James and Jones
[24]. James and Jones [24] published a review on theo-
ries of organizational structures and defined five organ-
izational dimensions: centralization, configuration, for-
malization, specialization, and standardization. Similar
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dimensions are used by Kortmann [28]. In an OA's con-
text, centralization and configuration can be represented
by a joint dimension (i.e., structural capabilities) since
both areas must be considered simultaneously.

The same applies to standardization, which we sub-
sume under formalization capabilities. Important to add,
as ambidexterity matures, the more formalization re-
flects precise and efficient structures, roles, and work
processes. At the same time, it also leaves room for cre-
ative deviation and innovation. However, there can also
be too much formalization. As the theory of Mintzberg
[37] states - in the form of adhocracy, the organization
needs to minimize the disadvantages of over formalized
(i.e., bureaucratic) structures of standardization [45].

Specialization symbolizes an essential role within
the innovation process of an organization. It is under-
stood as labor division, meaning individuals are as-
signed to tasks and projects according to their capabili-
ties. By establishing a transactive memory system, the
collective encoding, storing, and retrieving of
knowledge, the organization can more effectively com-
bine and complement individuals' capabilities and as-
sign them to the right tasks and projects [59].
Complementing the individual's digital capabilities, the
organization also requires digital capabilities to foster
ambidextrous thinking and working by providing suita-
ble digital solutions, the needed access to digital tech-
nologies [2, 16, 44], or the ability to align business and
IT. Table 2 lists all organizational capability dimensions
and their definitions.

Table 2. Organizational capabilities

The applied structure within the or-
ganization, including the decision on
(de-) centralization. It is embodied

Structural by the number of hierarchical levels

Capabilities | and roles' configuration, meaning
the vertical or horizontal span of
control and thus the range of author-
ity [48, 50].

. The degree of written role defini-
Formaliza- . - .
tion tions and rol.e structures, including

- the standardization of procedures
Capabilities [50]
Specializa- The division of labor regarding tech-
tion nical d.epth or geperal width and .the
Capabilitics gollectwe allocation and recombina-
tion of knowledge [24].
The organization’s attitude toward
Digital using Qigital tf:c.hnologies, meaning
Capabilities recognizing §11g1ta1 needs and
providing suitable solutions [2, 16,
44].
Cultural The organization's collective values,
Capabilities | beliefs, and behaviors that foster

specific behavior, e.g., knowledge-
sharing, uncertainty tolerance, open-
ness to challenge, and trust [30, 42].

4.3 Maturity Stages

For the IOAMM, we build upon the maturity stages
on the vertical axis of Dreyfus and Dreyfus [9]. Their
directed skill acquisition model is based on five stages
describing individuals' development stages to acquire
capabilities [9]. As the model aims at guiding the indi-
viduals' skill acquisition process, it is perfectly applica-
ble to our individual side. Yet, for the organizational ca-
pabilities, we had to transfer the Dreyfus model to the
organizational level. Thereby, we followed Roglinger et
al. [52], who adapted Dreyfus on their organizational
MM for ambidexterity. Our defined stages are now
aligned according to OA and IA and based on the Drey-
fus model. Table 3 shows a brief definition of each
stage.

Table 3. Maturity stages
Aware of ambidexterity, yet, has lim-
ited knowledge about it. To develop a
capability, first, the awareness of the
current state is needed.
With experience, recurrent patterns
can be identified, defined, and guide-
lines can be used to link them. New
strategies and changes in routines are
implemented to accomplish explora-
tional and exploitational objectives
simultaneously.
Gaining experience by learning how
to react to new situations. These expe-
riences are stored for similar situa-
tions in the future and evaluated to ad-
just routines if needed.
The climax of the step-wise learning
is reached. The organization or the in-
dividual is able to react in an ambi-
dextrous manner intuitively.
The step from imitation to intuition
and fully mastering the capability and
being able to teach it to others.

Novice

Advanced
Beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

4.4 IOAMM
In the following, we present our complete IOAMM

with the defined maturity levels for the aforementioned
capability dimensions in Table 4.
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Table 4. IOAMM

1es

dual Capabiliti

ivi

Ind,

Novice

Advanced Beginner

Competent

Proficient

Expert

Per-
sonal

Abilities such as rational and creative
thinking are available but not used to
accomplish explorative or exploitation
tasks [11].

The individual’s self-organization and learn-
ing abilities are analyzed, trained, and
aligned for ambidextrous working [31].

The individual internalizes new routines and
working habits to become better at performing
ambidextrous tasks.

The individual organizes intuitively in an
ambidextrous manner, and skillfully com-
bines his/her knowledge over different ar-
eas [8].

The individual can instruct others in
acquiring and using abilities for ambi-
dextrous working.

Digital

The individual disposes general
knowledge of digital technologies and
solutions, but the use is limited to spe-
cific tasks and cannot be applied to
other areas [56].

The individual is incentivized to learn, un-
derstand, and use digital technologies to fos-
ter ambidextrous thinking and working.

Through practice and experience, the newly
learned digital solutions, features, and rules be-
come routines [4]. The individual increasingly
uses digital technologies to improve his/her rou-
tines and innovate new solutions.

Openness towards new enhancements and
the ability to use various digital technolo-
gies in different fields are established
[56]. The individual increasingly looks for
new digital technologies and how to bene-
fit from them in his/her field of work.

Individuals can teach and instruct oth-
ers in using digital technologies for
ambidexterity and are capable of re-
combining different digital technolo-
gies and features.

Profes-
sional

Professional expertise exists, but there
is few internal or external exchange.
The individual does not know when
evolutionary and revolutionary change
is necessary [43].

The individual learns to be open-minded,
connects knowledge sources [31], and begins
to use his/her expert knowledge for exploita-
tive and explorative tasks mindfully.

The individual can choose evolutionary and rev-
olutionary change when appropriate. Collabora-
tions with different teams and fields of expertise
are tested, assessed, and the results are stored
for future reference [12].

The individual makes use of newly
achieved and combined knowledge [40].
The recognition of evolutionary or revolu-
tionary tasks becomes more and more in-
tuitive.

The individual masters evolutionary
and revolutionary routines and tasks ef-
ficiently and can promote his/her ex-
pertise for diverse tasks and projects.

Me-
thodic

Methodological knowledge exists but
is not focused on or used for TA.

Newly acquired and existing methods are
evaluated and adjusted to ambidextrous
needs [54].

Experiences from different situations are stored
for future reference and support the implemen-
tation of methods for ambidextrous working
[12]. The individual can identify missing meth-
odological knowledge for mastering ambidex-
terity in his/her tasks and routines.

Newly acquired methods are mastered and
used intuitively when needed [54]. The in-
dividual is now able to combine different
methods over various areas [39].

The individual is capable of teaching
methods for improving ambidextrous
working and continuously recombines
methods for domain-specific problems.

Social

According to the explorative or exploi-
tative task, the individual is very lim-
ited in adapting his/her social skills
[26]. E.g., when working in several
cross-functional teams by not switch-
ing the role according to the task and
situation.

The individual becomes aware that social
norms and strategies are required for ambi-
dextrous working [34]. Learnings are gained
by new routines, working in cross-functional
teams [33], or being part of different teams.

The individual forms social strategies to im-
prove social interaction and continuously re-
flects his/her social norms. Switching the be-
havior and way of interacting with others ac-
cording to the task and team becomes intui-
tively.

Individuals internalize social norms and
strategies for effective collaboration [33].
Consideration and a reflective attitude are
valued and intuitively integrated into
working processes.

An ambidextrous social strategy is
commonly supported, taught internally,
and communicated externally.

Organizational Capabilities

Struc-
tural

The organizational structure is not tai-
lored to foster ambidexterity. For ex-
ample, complex decision processes hin-
der exploration.

Based on appropriate models, strategies, and
deliberations on structural forms to foster
ambidexterity are made, i.e., the number of
hierarchical levels and the range of authority
[28, 48, 53].

Fundamental decisions on the vertical or hori-
zontal structure and the range of authority are
made and implemented [48]. Employees adapt
to new structures and work modes.

Experience forms new structural pro-
cesses into intuitive routines and aspects,
such as decision processes, fully adapt to
the new structures [50].

The organization can explain its im-
provement based on structural changes
to others and continually challenges its
organizational structure.

Formal-
ization

Role definitions and understanding
align with the dedicated needs of single
tasks but do not address the objective
of enhancing ambidexterity.

Established role definitions and their under-
standing become challenged and adapted un-
der the aspect of ambidexterity [50].

Role definitions and understanding are adapted
to improve ambidextrous working. Their adjust-
ment is communicated within the organization
[50].

New roles become standard [28], and a
continuous search for the best level of for-
malization is becoming a routine [45].

Roles are both internalized and still
adaptable. The organization can teach
its formalization enhancements to oth-
ers.

Special-
ization

The division of labor and allocation of
knowledge does not, or only to a lim-

ited extent, support the mindful use of
expertise regarding ambidexterity [23].

Establishing a transactive memory system
enables linking individual know-how at an
organizational level to support the mindful
use of expertise for either exploitative or ex-
plorative tasks [59].

First evaluations, corrections, and reallocations
of the transactive memory systems are made.
The mapping of know-how and task require-
ments improves.

The practical and mindful division of la-
bor and reallocation of knowledge fosters
ambidextrous working [23].

The organization continually improves
its mapping of know-how to tasks and
can forward this knowledge to others.

Digital

Digital solutions are planned and exe-
cuted without addressing ambidextrous
requirements [56].

Requirements for ambidextrous working are
assessed and integrated into the IT strategy.

The organization repeatedly changes and adjusts
digital solutions, such as collaboration plat-
forms, to serve agility and reliability simultane-
ously [2, 4].

Continuous improvement of solutions to
foster ambidexterity becomes routine [32].
New digital technologies are identified
and assessed for ambidextrous needs.

The organization suitable digital solu-
tions to efficiently work in different
teams and switch between explorative
and exploitative tasks [2, 32]. The or-
ganization can teach these learnings or
provide digital solutions to others.

Cultural

A culture for ambidextrous working
does not exist. Essential values for am-
bidexterity are not integrated into the
organization’s ways of working.

Along with changes in structure, formaliza-

tion, and specialization, a basis of values for
ambidextrous thinking and working is estab-
lished [30].

A culture with values of knowledge-sharing,
tolerance, and trust enables changes thinking,
collaborating, and deciding ambidextrously.

The organization follows a strong culture
for ambidextrous thinking and working;
corresponding values are respected and
continuously challenged [30].

The organizational culture is indicative
of the success in thinking and working
ambidextrous and stimulates others to
adopt.




5. Pre-Evaluation

To capture initial feedback from practitioners and
critically review the structure, applicability, and added
value of the model, we conducted a pre-evaluation [3].
As the model aims at providing practitioners with
guidance and structure when assessing and developing
ambidexterity within their company, we conducted
four semi-structured interviews with industry experts.
We pre-evaluated our MM in a naturalistic setting ac-
cording to the proposed evaluation criteria of Becker
et al. [3]: comprehensiveness, problem adequacy, and
consistency.

When selecting the interview partners, we paid at-
tention to the requirements of holding a senior man-
agement position within their company, having vast
experience in innovation management, and a strong
focus on IT and digital transformation projects. At
least two authors supervised all interviews, the evalu-
ation criteria were explicitly addressed, and the inter-
views were digitally recorded. Interview partner 1 is
the CFO of a Swiss insurance organization, partner 2
is an innovation manager in a German corporate and
investment bank, partner 3 is the head of IT at a lead-
ing German manufacturer for medical products, and
interview partner 4 is a team leader in an internation-
ally acting engineering supplier in Germany.

Regarding comprehensiveness, all interview part-
ners considered the MM's general design as suitable
and appreciated the integration of an organizational
and individual perspective as both are relevant in a
real-world context. The chosen dimensions were ap-
proved as well-defined and practically useful. Yet, for
the dimensions, interviewee 1 missed organizational
culture as an essential aspect of becoming an ambidex-
trous organization. Interviewee 3 confirmed that or-
ganizational culture is vital in establishing ambidex-
terity. Nevertheless, culture is also shaped by develop-
ing the organizational structure and the formalization
of roles. Based on the interviewees’ feedback, the au-
thor team decided to add it as a dimension after inten-
sively discussing and challenging it with fellow schol-
ars' findings and publications [30, 42].

Further, interviewee 2 pointed out that empathy is
an essential driver for innovation. Especially in teams,
every individual needs to dispose of empathic social
capabilities to foster collective innovation. Under this
aspect, individual social capabilities were challenged
and complemented.

Problem adequacy, the agreement that the de-
signed model significantly supports in implementing
ambidexterity, was confirmed by all industry experts.
Thus, they emphasized that the IOAMM is of great
help when transforming the organization toward am-
bidexterity. Some interviewees have already had

experience using MMs for capability development,
e.g., using it for capability assessments for manager
promotions. Interviewee 1 and 3 also stressed that the
IAOMM is rather suitable for initiating the right
thoughts at the right time than for a 1:1 use and imple-
mentation in their organization. The model does not
have to be applied to the whole organization, which
was by all interviewees considered a reasonably com-
plex and challenging task, but rather to teams and de-
partments.

The consistency of the MM was generally agreed
on and led to no significant changes in the model.

6. Contribution and Limitations

Emerging digital technologies have significant ef-
fects on companies, their value proposition, and their
processes and routines. To distinguish themselves and
stay competitive, especially market incumbents must
find ways to build upon their strengths (e.g., product
know-how, human resources) and utilize emerging
digital technologies. Ambidexterity, the ability to sim-
ultaneously explore and exploit, is vital in staying in-
novative and competitive. Nevertheless, the structured
development of relevant capabilities and the accompa-
nied transformation process still poses a significant
challenge to most established companies.

With the developed IOAMM, we address the in-
creasing importance of understanding and implement-
ing ambidexterity to master digitalization. Following
the development process of Becker et al. [3], our MM
guides organizations in becoming ambidextrous at a
sustainable and long-term level. The presented
IOAMM consists of ten capability dimensions that
mature over five maturity levels. Thereby, the pre-
sented IOAMM creates an overarching structure that
incorporates both the individual and organizational
perspectives on relevant capabilities. As digitalization
plays an essential role for individuals and organiza-
tions, we added a digital capability on both sides.

The IOAMM contributes to practice by supporting
managers in assessing organizational units and indi-
viduals regarding needed capabilities for ambidexter-
ity. Based on the assessment, targeted measures can be
identified to enhance ambidextrous maturity. The con-
ducted pre-evaluation of our model with four very ex-
perienced industry experts confirmed the added value
of the model in practice and supported our approach's
problem adequacy. Nevertheless, the generality of the
IOAMM leaves room for adjustments to the particular
circumstances (e.g., industry) and the needs of every
organization and manager.

As for the theoretical contribution, our MM extents
the descriptive and prescriptive body of knowledge.
Combining the individual and organizational
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perspective into one model merges two separate liter-
ature streams and provides a holistic perspective. Nec-
essary to add and stressed by the interview experts, the
organizational side does not only cover the whole or-
ganization's perspective. It can also address sub-units
such as departments or teams, which broadens the
model’s applicability.

With the IOAMM, we created the first version of
this model, which is of interest for future research as it
suffers certain limitations. First, MMs are often criti-
cized by practitioners because of its generality and
lack of precision. Similar aspects were mentioned in
our interviews. The clear differentiation between the
five maturity stages is challenging as there are no clear
boundaries. Therefore, future work could conduct in-
depth structured literature research to specify further
and distinguish the capability stages. Real-world in-
stantiations could display a promising approach to test
and complement the IOAMM accompanied by exam-
ining the model in a real world-context, e.g., with a
comprehensive case study.

Second, as there is no real-word demonstration yet,
there is no proof of the model’s impact on firm perfor-
mance when working ambidextrous. With the expert
interviews, we can only prove the need and ac-
ceptance, but the implications on performance need to
be carefully investigated for broader application.

Third, the evaluation with four industry experts is
likewise not enough for substantial evaluation and
feedback on the model. A broader set of industry ex-
perts from different industries and organizational
functions would enrich the model development. In ad-
dition to interviews, MM-specific evaluation methods,
as card sorting, would help to further iteratively de-
velop the model. Yet, a MM always indicates a call for
action [3] as environmental and business circum-
stances regularly change and, therefore, the content re-
quires constant adjustment.
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