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Improving the Nadler-Tushman
Congruence Model: For Organizational

Ambidexterity

Fumie Ando*

Abstract: FEAEICBAL CE<mbni=FHARET M, T RT
—=XyvavrDEEMEET /L (Nadler-Tushman congruence
model) 723% % (Nadler & Tushman, 1989; 1997), L2>L. 304
PLEBRNCEB SN2, FEOREORLE, 72 & 21E, Wifl
TOMEEFEBL S D L) A E LRI S EHITITE S L
LRV MEEHRICH IS TE TWRWRER D H, K
FECHER LIZ8ERITRD 2 TH5 : (HFRNICTEET ST
BT, LXK T r Yy 708 a Yy 7 ICBIRT DR T A
TFUT AT ADTHXI AL FEFHHATE T, QAL ED
FHUIMEREEGVEICREL 2 2 E TCORKNRTmRRANRT F
IRy I AREETHDH, T T, ARTIEIZED 2 SEUEL
BT T IV DEBLE - R a R AT,

Keywords: The Nadler-Tushman Congruence Model, multiple
logics, organizational ambidexterity, organizational identity, triad
relationship




Introduction

FfZS 4 (Orgzanizational Change) OEIUTIE, BEIKHY 72 NAMEAME
DFEREN R 2 (Yamaoka, 2015), ik /M EREREE & 3% L < Fepf L
TWD &, MRRIISNTREED B OFER (demands) TSR bV T Hig ) %
RKoTLE D, MERONEHEREIZK E RAES N HIVL, SRR E A
BOZ N EWYNHAETHZENTET, RODEEE RN,

ZD XD RNIESHEDOHROBLENHIRB I NI, MEEDTZDD
EFNLIC, [FRT—=F v a~vrDELEMEET /L (The Nadler-
Tushman Congruence Model) | (LL'F, N-T Model W9) 3dH 25, N
HNEGEDORNZI R LT 2 Z I K > THIEEENRLEIC R DX A4 I
7R SR ERET BT & 725, 1980 {4 KIZ Nadler and Tushman
DIRE L7727 VIR, BIETH RIS #1297 5 BF78 THEZICIE A
SN TW% (Kim, 2022; Reed, Tushman, & Kapadia, 2018; Russo &
Harrison, 2005; Yamaoka, 2015),

7272 L, BUEDD 30 U LB ANCIRB INTZET L TH DD, Kl
DA D REE RIS LE N T RN & W) BER R S T
W5, £IT, THOEORBAIHLL 5 #7272 N-T Model Z &% « &
R DT EMARROHENTSH D,

The Nadler-Tushman Congruence Model

Nadler and Tushman (1989; 1997)i%, Figure 1. THi< X 912, B®EX
FIHATRE 2 G IREE, SR L W e UIROHFTT U 7'y N &A1
RYAT HE LTz IR A TV D,

ZOFETIINTIE, 2OOFEEREENDH S, 1 DITHIE (strategy) Th
%, W ORI & & HITHBLT 2MNMEREE I T oS0 OB ERED
WY =T, BVHRZ D &, BT 2AMIREICES (fit) 2K 5%
g2 72 CH 2 LT SAMNEBEAEDOMRPLENZ 2 D,
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9 1 2l%, Mk (organization) TH D, strategy 47V F 7 v MZ
TR D A B =X N EFHH S5, Organization 14, work, people, formal
structures and processes (formal organnization) . informal structures
and processes(informal organization) & VX9 4 DD 2 7 ) B AL S i}’bé
INb 4 SOa7ORIUTEHL TE, BRZEAENRD Z & ITHB
LB EDLSTED | ENENOEENANE D720 5728 N =—
arynb5l, LrL, WTROBIZHLTH, E6IF—EBLT, Zhbd
4 a7 A (congruence) BNHEWIIHRIZNTNDZ L, T2 bLNM
BEMNHDLZENEBETH DL LHT 5,

FRRZS N LELZ 72 D DIX, T B NAMESTEICTRA e iRt (gap) 034
CTWND & ETHD, WHNESHEZRIRFICIRD Z & T, Mgk T Rk
RO END, bolt b, HEVICHLNESENEL 25 & RO/
& & B ITEMED R < ) X | SARERSEN KT < 0 | kR H
FHZEIFEELL 2D, —FH. 4 o0 aTEoOESERKbITYH, [AED
FEREZH L, 22T, MikoOREREIL, ko & ZITHAURET TV D DD
ZIEL L RO, iz sl & Z L TWADIRAHRE (root causes) (Zi# Y]
L E TS 2 & T, TR B EHRE T D ZENEENLDTH D,

FHFR DB N R E < HHEMER S 0D & 2R L RiET 2 0L <722
D, EZ0b, b LR, WOMBARICEF T XERoNMERLICC R
Do REENEO LD IRPUCER L7z & &, ZOF T /VATE Tk
I ZANCED 2TFITR2 D LRENT-DTH D,

Improvement Points in the Model

FEBE, Tushman HE A, ZNE TOHLOHIERREOFTYH IHFRbHA v
X7 MR H Y EEMEHE (my most impactful, practical work) | &k
~% X912 (Amis, 2017, p.5,1.16), N-T Model |ZHFEICED £ T, {1F

1 72 & 21X, O'Reilly and Tushman (2016)Cix. Work 7% KSF (Key Success
Factor) IZ&b o729 2, 4 DO a7 Ot L BOBLEN LT/ > TWD, £,
Bl L€ D FEE TH, work % task, informal organization % culture 72 £'®
£, 4 a7 DAHEEE L THWTWDIIE S H D,
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% (at work) T ¥ v —IBIZEEMITTEH SN TWD, £72, i
ZHZDETINEAL DT L— AT — 7 ITRA R PERLEIND,
FAR R E LT, TAV IO LY bu=7 A THEEZHFEMR L LT
Russo and Harrison (2005) 1%, N-T Model ® 4 =27 ® 95 H 3 >, work
& formal organization, informal organization O OFEA M, kD
EEOIFMEE LTI T L~ v FHWE OPEHEIIZ S 7208 - 7=
ZEEBHOMNILEE, £, Kim (2022) X, 4 27 D95 H work I
procedure |2, people |% reward (ZFHEAE R 5272 &, N-T Model # H .
WIMEIE L2 9 2T, BISERN 4 a7ICEOFEE 5 2| T FRRK
RELTOA /) RX=2a VORIMICH EOREL 5252 L2 R LTS,
Z D& 912 N-T Model (ZIF—EDHEBD GO HAL LA, 30 FLL LB AT
WCIRBESNTZET NV TH DD, RIEOMIA I 2 2 MEER IS +5 %
LENTWRWEELH D, THTH IOET VIR, INFEREORSCE L
WA DET, &S Ry 7 X0 RICEHER (planned) 7> D#E A% O M E
BUZF CREZ RIT TR 2K (the entire organization) DFHLARZS % 5K
HDH. LWV IEH (reactive) OFENGHIEL TWD, DFEDH, XA T
Rv T 7r—F2 AR Loob, £IEERYL (static) ZRERNRNE
TIIHEE > TS, ZORIZOWTIE, Tushman BHE %2, ZOET
NE [Fx o RZ7—pr Y v 7 (the Chandlerianlogic) ] H L<IiX [Z7 &
— A R-m ¥y 7 (aclosed logic) | Th o7z, LEIFEL TS (Amis, 2017),
AFETIE, ZORISES BfRT 5 & & bic, MAICKAS S . BIEDOMR
IR B 7272 N-T Model DRIERZ 2 HZEF 720, —Dld, MkWNICAK
FEL, ¥4 FIXLRT v a v (tensions) ZAEA TR & 72> T
L% Hk7m Y 7 (multiple logics) SAlE#L, 7 0T A 77 47
+ (organizational identity) D~ 3TV AL h&, ZOEFETADOEZICHE
BCETWRWHRTH D, AR L72L DT, TOETFTATIED E S & fHfk
B FEHTE D X OMEMEREZOEMNICRAD Z L2 ANE LTS,
Z D1, FHFERNEROEPREL S % D < DFWVRRBURRI 248, fiRk & LT
FEREN T OB DAL &V 5 X 7 m B AAERSOMHERN DX F Ky

2 AN E DEFN—a CRTEIZELATHI LN, TOEMBE LTREINT
W5,
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J AP~ A bk (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999; Salancik & Pfeffer,
1977; Smith & Lewis, 2011) %, T /VIZEVIAATWRWD YK T
IH 5,

L2 LI CUE, A2 037 L b —Boa TidZe < L MERNICAE T 2 24K
TART RFRI AN Yy 785XV A ML 2 X HMMRMRIC
EoTHETHDZ EBMERM SN TS (Besharov & Smith, 2014),, [l
DM = (organizational ambidexterity) ] (O’Reilly & Tushman,
2016) DiEimb. TOHElIE W2 D, £lo, A7 Uy Fi#k (hybrid
organization) | EFEIIVD, SR AT — 7 RV F —DHFIEIZ LY —FLAHE
B DEE D w2y 7 3T DR T A # f#k (meta-organization) |

(Wikipedia 32 D—fl & S b) O X 5 7a, JEHSCEKIBME T 22
TR I OV T OBL bR E-TRY . ZORICHETLIET LOK
ENRLEENSTAH (Battilana, Sengul, Pache & Model, 2015; Gulati,
Puranam & Tushman, 2012),

ZOHIEX. N-T Model TIINEG 2R ELEGHER~LEBITT O &
Z@E U C MMEEOES L BT, ZOEKNRED HITT 7 v 7Ry
I Ao TNDR T D, BEOE Y a v EWMIZT S, ) —F—D%&#E
INEBZIR D R EDRREI DT DFEFRMe, AIEZ ZRT 5 ITITB4END
3 HFE D 7 EOWIE O FiE LIZ oW IR D I Gk 5Tk
% (Nadler & Tushman, 1989), LU, REGOBWN HHT-2HEAIC
BET 5 E TIZMW D RE BRI R AT v 7RONAL, BEOEKEICER
LMD/ TEY, FEALEEEIN TV (Ando, Asai, Ito,
Sugihara & Ura, 2017), ZD7=8, il ny vy 7 O3 XA M
G, T AR THZ LT, KVIEREHOIEN S, ¥4
YT IRETIICRY 5 DHEEZEZBND, TNEARICERDY EIF Tz 9,

Multiple Logics and Organizational Identity

EP. O RRBET Yy 7 OZHRME~OMIEE B A D ITHTo> T, D
BLEBL2DODRRDZO Ty T DYIRT AL NHRAIXIZ/R D, THF]E O
#%# (ambidextrous organization) | @k & L THWW S, HFl& ORE
Sl M ERRICBOL T, LIELIE L — A7 oBRICH D LML b
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B WA O EE S, [T (exploitation) | & [#E% (exploration) |

(March, 1991) 23WS2 L7z RHEE EFE SN D (O'Reilly & Tushman,
2016), IEHICX S SN DIEBE O HIZIE, M RIEH 720 T <L R L
AHND T EGARRIEN, PR OFEMBNTZOIEN & L THROIL TV D
HbDOHLH 5 (Ando &Ueno, 2013; Kuwashima, Inamizu & Takahashi,
2020), 7z, Ando (2021) IFEMT — X OHFERN S, WH IZED
BRbHoTeZ L ZHLMNILTWD, ZDD TEHEHERNP R L TR
— FATOBRICH L DMNTVELEmE HT D& ZAREN, HH LIRS
DSHSLT 28NSO m W EREZ S 22 O b OITHBRICHER I
T\% (Fang, Lee, Schilling, 2010; He & Wong, 2004),

INBIEH LR IX,. Fiol and Lyles (1985)D 3 EAENECHE 2 1IXE 2
A, AR FE (lower-level learning) & =ik 7# (higher-level learning)
EWV D LV DR DA EIC B S D, ARREE L ITBEF O MRk AT
fEer Yy 7IZESE, ZOHPMENTHE & EEREOTEELZ D 5 57 EIEE)
T, BEEREENZ TS T 2, —FH . @R &IIBEF O ES =
Dy ZIZEBMERT LI ENOMELFE T, RENRA /N a R
MR A ST Z Z IS4 T 5,

Tushman (%, WF|Z O E T N-T Model ®i#{Lhk(the comguence
model on steroids)7= £ i85 (Amis, 2017), LU, 2 fEHDMRTE
DEFE L, W EOFED X DT, —OOMME THH Z FRHIBRT D &
VARBIC E 1X R A S e oy 7 2G50 TR ZhEn i
7R MMM Y 7 B E T HEEZOND, TR RSB D
e tn Yy 7 EFTETMCED LD LT, ITHEERKRDOET L
T 552720 EEZXLND,

—HT, ZOETANDE EH EEKI L 7-BFH D —>, Lawrence and
Lorsch (1967)Di#Emmic b 5 L 212, 7B - 25k (differentiation) 9
LZOThHIVUE, ke L TREMICLT ZN S Z#4A (integration) 75
ZEMRAIKR T D, B b Ou Yy 7 EHRAET HH O, i, Ak
DEIE L LTOMBMT AT o T 474 LBEZBND,

T AT T 47 4 LiX, Albert and Whetten (1985) DEFRIC L
X, FlE (centrality) . M EME (distinctive) . Ffitt (enduring) @ 3
OOEEEE-T TENT-HL LI IZOWTOMBO A CE#OZ L Th
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Do Vo T ATER S LIV, £ O B CRBICE S T 2 MR ES e v 7 2
BIRE AL, T2 IR U7 TE OIS 3 TE R S D, Z OFERRNE D
TRV E WD TN D 6 D & RSN O IC K D4Rk A — & v ) T4t
RHELD)INHENETNEEEZT, Thb & XA F Iy 7 ITHAFEHZ
DI L7 6, B iRk Z TR HEFE - 2R &1 T < (Dutton & Dukerich,
1991; Hatch & Schultz, 2002; Sato, 2014), DB, $ikT A 72
T 4T 4 OIS ZERER A E N0 MRS L TR 0RIET 25T
ANBED-ST20 9508, BEE L TOESELL LSRN EHET SR,
BT AT T AT A FMRELET WD ERAIDIENTED

(Yamashiro, 2015),

FEENIC— AMRBEN 2V O Y v 7 BFEEL, EZITHERFLAWV, &
FWZEDHILD 1 DN RIF U b -mYyreLTMORr Yy 7 ZEIC
BNRLo72E LTYH (Besharov & Smith, 2014), Zhb@EEony v
O TH BT AT o T 4 T A DD R TRRARRrEY vy 7 B2 TE
WETTHL, IEAOBRICHER SN2y 7130 ) FThan L, BR%
Higd Yy s b, mE2BHEOTY Y 7 bITRN L7 AR
TEVERRER ® D K HICRZ T, AFNREMST A 77 17 o I L
TWHUE, 2or Yy ZIZES IEENTHMRIC B T 2 ERES S LT, &
SR ENTLE > & E X BNDE1HTHD (Crossan et al., 1999),

Ihe 2 ROWEREZEELX, ZNETOLI R 2 kTR, 3 &L
THEZ #7272 N-T Model 554 %, 4L Figure 2. ThH %,

Paradox Management and Transition

WIZ, 2 ORICBT T mE 2O RMEERA D, SWVHANE, EDX
ICHIBDEFLEEH LS LWV 2OV TThD, b b EDET L
T, ED XD ITHIEGIEE L 2O R ERBRE Th o 7203, A0 72
REFNORE FHORSR D, L EIAT RRIHARBY y ) LT
ATUTATANEITRXT AL P LIEDLRWDN, 207 0k A%
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T 22 b EbETREILRD, LEXMBET AT 0T 47 4 LD
WCEBERDRlOoa Yy 7 TRRIEEF ZIT-> T\ LThH, EKMiciz=a7
FHEEBOLETHAREGFORIF U v Yy 7 EOMTLAL DI,
T, EVOIFINZ L2 V=3 A T U, mifl & offfk e LT
OEFEEFMHECTCER2WNSTHD (OReilly & Tushman, 2016),

#%E 2B L Tix, Raisch and Tushman (2016) OHIZEREEITR 5,
RAEFICB O CTIERIEENIC L 0 #EAE L2 LOEED KBAICEHELT
LHETICHREEZZRT 27 mEA% 6 2OFEHZH>Tim LT\ d, 6 DD
I BLERE LTz 4 FHITIE, B oEANA RN, £7. 91 (initial)
DEWHFEDO 7 = — XL LT, ERLhbrEEa=y FTIEH LVEED 2 ES
TR a7 HRER A2y FETRRDZAT ALY PR LRNG,
MEBOTAT T AT 4 &KL, ZiltzEDT-, £0—FT, ot
(corporate parent) &IIFIFEHITEBELRFBREMEE L, BARMIZIZAEDS
OISBYMlifE D 5 H D LBF S DL, THESIOTFMEEZ R LIZVAD
BLZESS VLT 50 E, BiichT AT 4T DiedA =T F 7%
ED L BEH DR R SEE RSO D X 9D,

Z L CIEB OfE THHEEOEBKIMEL RE2 L HIckhd L, BHOD
FEMPAZAMIC L THO b OIFENR L THEF =y NOBBITITA
LRNWZ L, LA =y N OMTER R EE LM R -5 2 &
EaRlLlc, £, a7 R L —va COEE LA U RN M SHEE 241
RT2ZET ARTEHOERELZHSL L, BT bORIGHEEZ BRSNS
SFHZ LRI LT,

BB 7R ARSI e FETENT IIE A O 7 = — X Tk, FEBM A KX
KT =y P EBFEILFEEITV, O L OHERSLD LV EZET
THEAMRT AT T 47 « (collective identity) Z#EEK L T\ o7z, 2
NITB AN B (722 (graduation) | 7o® A THH Y, Blattic=a
ML EOEAIE A  CE D L2 RTE VI RBEZEBL T, BINOE
JICnz, BEfFa = b & AEOBEREDHEROBEEIZ LI LT,

Z Ok f#% Raisch and Tushman (2016) & Figure 3.0 K 9 IZ&RELL
TW5, BREOT7 = —ATlE, WREHZHBIATA L LD, BEfFf2=> b
CITPEEEA BB (loose) BMRICAR D — T, BEtIIFoE#44
M ZEET 5 LW e (tight) BfRICH 7=, LivL., FEMITK

10



DLEFFTHERNO 7 == X270 % & AEIE BifF2 =y b L EHERH
BRETERT 5 —77, Blath LI BERA~ EBIRIENZ(E L To7z &
IDTH D,

SOFY BREoOuYy I EIEROu Yy 27X BT AT T 4T 1 Bk
ACEIHBR (triad relationship) ([2&H 25 &5 2 HiL, ISRV ERZ A
(negative) , #1272 Bf% % IE (positive) & A7 3 & "D S EHT 72
FERDFRY =IO 5L E L RDBMREERT 52 LT, NT R¥I 0
NWIRBMRICH L TR T U RE Lo TWDH I EN[MAD, 29 LEEBEZ T
Festinger (1957) OFRIHIA GG (cognitive dissonance theory)
ik & S5, Figure 2.0 LWET L0 R34, Figure 3.2/ 7 2

DL &L Z LT WY 58T (transition) #R7cE5 L%
AHNHDTH D,

—Ji. BILWET LD L3I Hizd, bEHEDETLD 4 a7 D%
G BLOR Yy 7 EHKaT OSSN TS, AEOZ 2 H LA T
XLHOTIHRONEARETIEEBEZ D, 4 2a7WEHSHIT 6 K Fa27 L
0y 7 L ORfREEDILEH 10 KH %53, Nadler and Tushman (1997)
DB ZFHE L, T ORE HANTEEATED SHAVTERR, BN 22T L

SRTCTRBIT D, MiEZIE, BEZALEX LA B3 2T 20 H
Lt EEMTTEDL AR TIE, I L/ 5 E2ET RN %Y —

WOFFHELHFELL D ERET D, 2712 L, &2 =AO—LIXRFIHIO
“ARO—-ATHLH D, TORELE LT, HIBFTORERZEA IETE
BIIEREAMOEED =AIRIC G IR D, £ 2T, £ 5 LICHAEERIC
ML OEE Z EANFEE &2 L7223 b3 N TOMMRIRHESIREIC R 2 2
EEAFEEE BRI RSHREEL LB TE DL EXTINES ),

Conclusion

ARG TlX. N-T Model DHNEIZEEB Looh, MiflE OREC/NA T
Uy RHEROBIE R Y 20T, LK T Y v 728 ) <3P
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VML OABEEDOEBRZ XD RE e ) B2 ER L E
TR L TN D RDBELRE, HT-RET NVDOBR R EIT o7,
T, MR DR SN TV A E L CoBA MR E ToBAER
RTRERIONTH, ATHRNLELNMAICESE Fil-hET v
DIERFIECB T D & il Tz,

Hobd, ARTIEINE CICEE SN B E RTINS BRI
ETNOYELERAINZT RN, 20D, 5%, TT /VOAEIZET
HIEFEEMAERN TV LERH D EE XD,
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Figure 1. The Nadler-Tushman Congruence Model

Source: Nadler and Tushman (1989)
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Source: Sample source. Raisch and Tushman (2016) Figure 2
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