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Abstract 

Organizations across the world continue to face increasing volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity. These systemic 

forces expose firms to disruptions that make it difficult to generate and sustain competitive advantage. Consequently, 

organizations are required to develop strategic capabilities that enable them to sense and seize emerging opportunities and threats, 

as well as reconfigure resources to maximize value and strengthen strategic positioning. Strategic resilience has emerged as a 

critical capability that enables organizations to detect environmental turbulence and risks, absorb shocks arising from disruptions, 

adapt to changing conditions, and sustain long-term performance. Although scholarly interest in strategic resilience within the 

strategic management literature has grown, findings on its relationship with firm performance remain fragmented and 

inconsistent. This reflects underlying conceptual ambiguity and theoretical tension between static resource-based explanations 

and dynamic capability perspectives. This study adopts a literature review approach to examine conceptual, theoretical, and 

empirical evidence on the relationship between strategic resilience and firm performance, with the aim of identifying research 

gaps and developing a conceptual framework to guide future studies. The review focuses on studies published between 2000 and 

2025 and draws from major academic databases to ensure methodological rigor and comprehensiveness. Strategic resilience is 

conceptualized as a composite construct comprising anticipatory capability, adaptive capacity, absorptive capacity, and strategic 

renewal, while firm performance is viewed as a multidimensional outcome encompassing both financial and non-financial 

indicators. The Dynamic Capabilities Theory and the Resource-Based View provide the theoretical foundation for explaining 

how strategic resilience influences firm performance. Accordingly, the study proposes a synthesized conceptual model linking 

strategic resilience and firm performance. The model uniquely integrates composite resilience capabilities with multidimensional 

performance metrics, which serves as a foundation for future empirical research aimed at enhancing understanding of how 

organizations can build and sustain competitive advantage in fast-changing and unpredictable environments. 
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1. Introduction 

Scholarly evidence consistently indicates that the primary 

objective of organizations is to achieve strong and sustainable 

performance [6, 75]. Within the strategic management literature, 

firms draw on established theoretical foundations to create 
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value, build competitive advantage, and sustain superior perfor-

mance through the alignment of resources and capabilities with 

environmental trends and forces. In contemporary business en-

vironments characterized by volatility, uncertainty, complexity, 

and ambiguity (VUCA), organizations are increasingly exposed 

to disruptive pressures that threaten continuity and competitive-

ness. Recent developments such as rapid digital transformation, 

global supply chain disruptions, changing tax laws, and geopo-

litical instability have intensified environmental turbulence, 

laying bare the flaws of conventional strategic frameworks that 

rely on stable and predictable conditions [25, 54]. To survive 

and thrive under such conditions, firms must go beyond opera-

tional efficiency and develop innovative, adaptive, and well-in-

tegrated strategic architectures. 

Firm performance is widely recognized as a key outcome 

variable in strategic management because it reflects the extent 

to which organizational strategies are translated into desired 

results. It is a multidimensional construct comprising both fi-

nancial and non-financial indicators, including profitability, 

customer satisfaction, service responsiveness, and employee 

capabilities [44, 89]. However, a performance paradox is evi-

dent, where resource-rich firms may underperform during dis-

ruptions while more adaptive firms outperform them, high-

lighting the limits of resource possession alone [88, 91]. Fi-

nancial measures capture the realized outcomes of strategic 

decisions, while non-financial measures reflect forward-look-

ing capabilities that underpin long-term competitiveness. Ac-

cordingly, firm performance extends beyond an accounting 

perspective to encompass how effectively organizations ac-

quire, transform, and renew resources in response to evolving 

environmental demands. 

In recent decades, strategic resilience has gained increasing 

prominence in strategic management due to rising environ-

mental turbulence and frequent external shocks affecting or-

ganizations globally [25, 54]. Strategic resilience extends be-

yond operational continuity and crisis management to repre-

sent a higher-order capability that enables firms to anticipate 

disruptions, absorb shocks, adapt to environmental shifts, and 

renew strategic direction while maintaining long-term coher-

ence. In this regard, embedding strategic resilience within or-

ganizational strategic architecture is essential for sustaining 

adaptability and aligning internal capabilities with external 

demands, thereby enhancing firm performance. 

From the Resource-Based View (RBV) and Dynamic Ca-

pabilities perspective, superior performance is not determined 

solely by the possession of valuable resources, but by the abil-

ity to integrate, reconfigure, and redeploy those resources in 

response to change [88, 91]. This reflects a shift from static 

strategic fit to dynamic fit, where performance depends on the 

speed and effectiveness of adaptation. Firms must therefore 

develop capabilities that enable them to sense opportunities 

and threats, seize emerging prospects, and transform existing 

competencies to maintain strategic fit. Strategic resilience em-

bodies this adaptive orientation by institutionalizing processes 

of anticipation, absorption, adaptation, and renewal. 

However, the presence of strategic resilience alone does not 

guarantee improved firm performance. Converting adaptive 

capacity into tangible performance outcomes requires effec-

tive managerial mechanisms that translate flexibility into 

value creation. Organizational leaders play a critical role in 

making timely strategic decisions, reconfiguring resources, 

and fostering innovation in response to environmental shifts 

[21, 38]. Through these mechanisms, firms develop dynamic 

capabilities that enable them not only to respond to change but 

also to proactively shape their strategic trajectories [83]. 

2. Statement of the Problem 

Organizations continue to operate in volatile, uncertain, 

complex, and ambiguous (VUCA) environments character-

ized by persistent disruptions that threaten sustainability and 

long-term competitiveness. To navigate such turbulence, 

firms are increasingly required to develop strategic resilience 

and institutionalize its core dimensions within their strategic 

architectures. However, empirical evidence on the relation-

ship between strategic resilience and firm performance re-

mains inconclusive, with studies reporting mixed and some-

times contradictory findings. In addition, key constructs are 

not always clearly defined or consistently operationalized, 

limiting clarity on how strategic resilience translates into firm 

performance outcomes [25, 54]. Strategic resilience is concep-

tualized as a trait, a process, and a capability, resulting in 

measurement incongruities that contribute to discordant per-

formance findings [25, 54-55]. This inconsistency in findings 

undermines the practical applicability of existing knowledge 

for managerial decision-making. Consequently, there is lim-

ited consensus on how strategic resilience influences firm per-

formance [37]. 

Firm performance has been extensively examined in strate-

gic management literature. Early studies conceptualized it as 

a multidimensional construct comprising both financial and 

non-financial indicators such as profitability, market share, in-

novation, and customer satisfaction [44, 75, 89]. However, 

subsequent research has often relied on narrower operational-

izations, focusing predominantly on either innovation out-

comes or selected non-financial indicators [13, 76]. Addition-

ally, overdependence on financial performance metrics exhib-

its a constraint, as such measures are intrinsically lagging met-

rics that fail to capture forward-looking capabilities such as 

adaptability, learning, and resilience [44, 88]. This con-

strained measurement approach limits a holistic understanding 

of firm performance and creates an evidence gap arising from 

overreliance on non-financial measures. It also reveals a con-

ceptual gap due to insufficient integration of both financial 

and non-financial dimensions in performance measurement 

frameworks. 

Strategic resilience and its related constructs have also at-

tracted considerable scholarly attention. Studies have high-

lighted its role in enabling organizations to respond effectively 

to environmental changes and sustain performance [25, 35, 46, 
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57, 93]. However, many of these studies incorporate alterna-

tive constructs such as leadership styles and talent manage-

ment as explanatory variables, rather than examining strategic 

resilience directly as a predictor of firm performance, thereby 

revealing a theoretical gap. Furthermore, the dimensions of 

strategic resilience, namely anticipatory capability, adaptive 

capacity, absorptive capacity, and strategic renewal, are not 

consistently integrated across studies, resulting in conceptual 

inconsistencies in how the construct is operationalized. This 

limitation is amplified by the heavy reliance on RBV, which 

explains firm performance based on the possession of valua-

ble, rare, inimitable and organized (VRIO) resources but pre-

sents insufficient insight into how firms adapt and reconfigure 

these resources under continuous environmental change, 

thereby necessitating integration with Dynamic Capabilities 

Theory [88, 91]. 

Given these gaps and the persistent challenges posed by 

VUCA environments, there is a need to further clarify how 

strategic resilience influences firm performance [25, 37, 88]. 

Without such clarity, organizations risk investing in resili-

ence-building initiatives without a full understanding of how 

these capabilities translate into performance outcomes. Ac-

cordingly, this study seeks to review and synthesize concep-

tual, theoretical, and empirical literature to clarify the relation-

ship between strategic resilience and firm performance and to 

propose a coherent conceptual framework that can guide fu-

ture empirical research in dynamic and emerging market con-

texts [54, 57, 63]. 

3. Conceptual Literature 

A review of existing conceptual literature was conducted to 

identify key insights into the constructs of strategic resilience 

and firm performance, as well as their interrelationships 

within the strategic management domain. 

3.1. Concept of Firm Performance 

Firm performance reflects a firm’s ability to translate strat-

egies into desired outcomes that sustain competitive ad-

vantage [75, 89]. While often associated with financial suc-

cess, it also captures broader aspects such as market position, 

organizational adaptability, and operational effectiveness [6, 

38]. Accordingly, firm performance is a multidimensional 

construct encompassing both financial and non-financial indi-

cators of organizational success [44]. It is commonly concep-

tualized in terms of business performance, organizational ef-

fectiveness, and financial performance, highlighting its com-

plexity and sensitivity to both internal capabilities and exter-

nal environmental conditions [59, 89]. 

Empirical literature further operationalizes firm perfor-

mance using indicators such as market-based outcomes, 

growth, and profitability [20]. Performance outcomes emerge 

from the interaction between managerial decisions and strate-

gic resources, which jointly shape competitive positioning 

[67]. From an RBV perspective, firm performance is not only 

a function of resource efficiency but also of differentiation and 

strategic fit within the market [6, 49, 51]. In addition, contem-

porary studies increasingly incorporate sustainability-related 

indicators, including governance quality, environmental stew-

ardship, and corporate social responsibility, as integral com-

ponents of firm performance [26]. 

Firm performance depends on a firm’s ability to sense and 

seize opportunities and threats in the environment and to re-

configure its resources accordingly [83]. Firms with strong 

sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring capabilities are therefore 

more likely to achieve superior performance outcomes. From 

this perspective, firm performance is not merely an end state 

of strategic action but an ongoing process of aligning capabil-

ities, goals, and resources within a dynamic environment [27, 

38, 75, 89, 92]. Overall, literature coalesces on firm perfor-

mance as a multidimensional construct amalgamating stake-

holder value, adaptive capabilities, and financial outcomes [44, 

75, 89]. 

3.1.1. Perspectives of Firm Performance 

Firm performance has been conceptualized and examined 

across multiple disciplines, including organizational theory, 

finance, and strategic management. [75, 89] describe organi-

zational success as a complex idea that includes both financial 

and non-financial factors. Market share, customer satisfaction, 

capacity for innovation, and staff engagement are all examples 

of non-financial performance criteria for businesses. The Bal-

anced Scorecard improved our understanding of how well an 

organization is doing by combining views on customers, 

learning and growth, internal business processes, and financial 

performance [43]. 

Financial performance viewpoint assesses the effectiveness 

with which businesses use their resources to generate profits, 

utilizing standard indicators such as return on equity, earnings 

per share, and return on assets [30]. In today's VUCA world, 

it's crucial to include forward-looking measures that show 

how well an organization can learn, come up with new ideas, 

and deal with changes in the environment [6, 88]. From a stra-

tegic performance perspective, firm performance is perceived 

through the lens of competitive advantage and strategic fit. 

Strong firm performance emanates from attaining either dif-

ferentiation or cost leadership, having VRIO resources and de-

veloping sensing, seizing and reconfiguration capabilities [6, 

27, 68, 71, 83]. 

Operational performance perspective focuses on productiv-

ity, process optimization, and efficiency. It is precipitated by 

speed, quality, cost efficiency, flexibility and dependability 

[78]. These five performance goals are important for judging 

how well things are progressing and figuring out how much 

value internal procedures offer to larger strategic goals. Inno-

vation and learning perspective rides on the principle that firm 

performance is pegged to a firm’s ability to generate and use 

knowledge to create new processes, services, and products. 

Knowledge creation is the background of firm performance 
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and competitiveness in dynamic environments [82]. 

Stakeholder performance perspective views performance 

beyond the stockholders to incorporate the interests and de-

mands of stakeholders including customers, employees, com-

munities and suppliers [26, 29]. Integrative perspective of per-

formance plays an important role in ensuring better perfor-

mance in all facets of the organization. The perspective cham-

pions for a holistic review of firm performance by evaluating 

operational, strategic, stakeholder and financial indicators of 

performance. Performance Prism supports integrative per-

spective of firm performance by combining organizational 

processes, stakeholder satisfaction, firm capabilities, strategy 

and firm contributions into one model [64]. 

3.1.2. Measurement of Firm Performance 

With increasing emphasis on firm performance, organiza-

tions have developed systematic approaches to measure it for 

strategic planning, monitoring, and control purposes. Firm 

performance indicators provide executives with essential in-

formation for assessing operational effectiveness, setting stra-

tegic priorities, and aligning internal capabilities with external 

environmental demands [75]. Accordingly, firm performance 

is best evaluated from both financial and non-financial per-

spectives to capture the drivers of long-term sustainability [39, 

43-44, 85]. Performance measurement enables firms to bench-

mark their current position against competitors, thereby sup-

porting strategic planning and decision-making [10]. It also 

facilitates the identification of market opportunities by reveal-

ing patterns in innovation, profitability, and efficiency. In ad-

dition, performance systems help organizations diagnose 

strengths, weaknesses, and capability gaps, while also as-

sessing the likely success of new initiatives and strategic in-

terventions [13, 43-45, 76]. 

Financial performance perspectives use indicators such as 

profitability, return on assets, return on investment, sales 

growth, and revenue growth to assess economic outcomes and 

strategic effectiveness [13, 75]. Strategic performance focuses 

on competitive positioning, sustained competitive advantage, 

and market share, reflecting how effectively firms deploy re-

sources and capabilities [6, 30, 48, 50, 61-62]. Operational 

performance emphasizes productivity, service quality, effi-

ciency, flexibility, and responsiveness [10, 78]. Innovation 

and learning performance captures outcomes such as new 

product development, process innovation, and commercializa-

tion of ideas, reflecting how knowledge is transformed into 

organizational value [25, 37, 76]. Stakeholder performance fo-

cuses on employee development, customer satisfaction, and 

retention, highlighting value creation for key stakeholders [26, 

29, 38], while integrative approaches combine multiple di-

mensions to provide a holistic assessment of firm performance 

[64]. 

Firm performance is critical across industries as organiza-

tions seek financial success, operational efficiency, and sus-

tainable competitive positioning while minimizing long-term 

vulnerabilities. [89] emphasize that firms continuously exam-

ine the determinants of performance to remain competitive. 

However, performance outcomes are also shaped by behav-

ioral and cognitive factors, as managerial judgment, percep-

tions, and emotions influence interpretation and decision-

making processes. Optimistic managers tend to interpret out-

comes more favorably, while negative emotional states may 

lead to distorted or overly cautious evaluations [98]. Success 

may reinforce overconfidence, while failure may trigger de-

fensive reasoning and cognitive bias in strategic decisions [41]. 

Attribution processes further shape how performance is in-

terpreted, particularly in terms of causality and controllability. 

While managers often recognize external environmental 

forces, their judgments about responsibility influence strategic 

responses. Poor performance may be attributed to external 

shocks rather than internal inefficiencies, thereby affecting 

corrective actions [28]. Additionally, perceptions of fairness 

and transparency in performance systems influence employee 

motivation and organizational commitment. Employees eval-

uate whether performance expectations are reasonable, 

whether evaluation processes are fair, and whether rewards 

are equitably distributed [19]. 

High levels of firm performance are associated with sus-

tained competitive advantage. Performance above industry 

averages enhances organizational reputation, strengthens stra-

tegic credibility, and fosters stakeholder loyalty [6]. However, 

achieving superior performance alone is insufficient; firms 

must sustain it over time to build resilience and maintain com-

petitiveness. Sustained performance requires customer re-

sponsiveness, operational discipline, and strategic alignment. 

Although no single approach guarantees superior performance, 

organizations must prioritize customer orientation, strengthen 

stakeholder relationships, anticipate market changes, develop 

strong value propositions, and continuously enhance opera-

tional and strategic efficiency [30, 65, 72]. 

3.2. Concept of Strategic Resilience 

Strategic resilience is a dynamic capability that enables 

firms to anticipate, absorb, and adapt to environmental disrup-

tions while sustaining long-term performance and strategic di-

rection. The concept has gained prominence in strategic man-

agement largely due to the increasing volatility, uncertainty, 

complexity, and ambiguity (VUCA) characterizing the global 

business environment [25, 55]. Beyond managing short-term 

crises and ensuring operational continuity, strategic resilience 

reflects an organization’s ability to continuously realign its 

processes, structures, and strategies to remain competitive un-

der changing conditions [31, 36, 94]. However, excessive em-

phasis on strategic resilience may result in inefficiencies and 

escalate operational costs, pointing to competing priorities be-

tween strategic resilience and efficiency [25, 54, 70, 93-94]. 

The evolution of strategic thinking provides the theoretical 

foundation for this concept. Early works by Chandler and An-

soff emphasized the deliberate alignment of strategy and 
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structure with environmental opportunities and threats [4, 15]. 

This view was extended by Andrews, who conceptualized cor-

porate strategy as a mechanism for matching internal strengths 

with external conditions to achieve sustainability, while Porter 

further advanced the discussion through competitive position-

ing and industry structure, arguing that superior performance 

depends on effective responses to competitive forces [3, 71]. 

However, increasing environmental turbulence revealed the 

limitations of static strategic fit. The RBV addressed internal 

sources of advantage by emphasizing valuable, rare, inimita-

ble, and non-substitutable resources [6, 91], but it remained 

limited in explaining how firms sustain advantage under con-

tinuous change. This limitation led to the development of the 

Dynamic Capabilities Theory, which explains how firms 

sense opportunities and threats, seize them, and reconfigure 

resources to maintain competitiveness in dynamic environ-

ments [83]. 

Within this evolution, strategic resilience emerged as a nat-

ural extension of dynamic capability thinking, representing an 

organization’s capacity to adapt, renew, and sustain perfor-

mance in the face of environmental turbulence. It integrates 

ideas of strategic fit, adaptation, and renewal into a unified 

framework that explains how firms not only survive but also 

improve performance in changing contexts [4, 15, 25, 54, 90]. 

Accordingly, strategic resilience is widely viewed as a pro-

cess-based capability that enhances adaptive and innovative 

capacity, thereby supporting sustained competitive advantage 

[25]. 

Strategic resilience is conceptualized as a process compris-

ing three interrelated phases: anticipation, coping, and adapta-

tion [25]. The anticipation phase involves environmental scan-

ning and risk identification to prepare for potential disruptions. 

The coping phase focuses on managing and responding effec-

tively to crises as they occur. The adaptation phase empha-

sizes learning and capability development to strengthen future 

responsiveness. Through these interconnected phases, strate-

gic resilience evolves as an organizational learning capability 

that strengthens over time as firms accumulate experience and 

knowledge in dealing with uncertainty. 

3.2.1. Perspectives of Strategic Resilience 

Strategic resilience can be explained through multiple com-

plementary perspectives that examine how organizations an-

ticipate, respond to, and recover from environmental disrup-

tions. These perspectives include the adaptive capacity per-

spective, transformational renewal perspective, collaborative 

systems perspective, cognitive and learning perspective, stra-

tegic foresight perspective, and absorptive capacity perspec-

tive [25, 54]. Collectively, they explain the mechanisms 

through which organizations develop resilience and sustain 

performance in volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous 

(VUCA) environments. 

The adaptive capacity perspective conceptualizes strategic 

resilience as the ability of an organization to reconfigure re-

sources and operations in response to environmental change. 

It emphasizes flexibility, learning, and responsiveness as es-

sential conditions for sustaining performance under turbulent 

conditions [55, 83, 88]. In contrast, the transformational re-

newal perspective views strategic resilience as the ability to 

undergo deep strategic realignment following disruption. It fo-

cuses on how firms redefine priorities, rebuild capabilities, 

and renew core competencies to match evolving environmen-

tal conditions [37, 55, 57]. Rather than returning to a prior 

state, resilience in this view reflects organizational evolution 

toward more robust and adaptive configurations, achieved 

through strategic renewal, restructuring, and resource reallo-

cation [24, 31, 83]. 

The collaborative systems perspective frames strategic re-

silience as an emergent capability developed through coordi-

nation among firms and external actors within networks and 

ecosystems. It emphasizes that resilience extends beyond or-

ganizational boundaries and is co-created through shared 

learning, trust, and coordinated adaptation [24, 54, 96]. Simi-

larly, the cognitive and learning perspective highlights the role 

of interpretation, sensemaking, and knowledge acquisition in 

building resilience. It stresses mindfulness, feedback loops, 

and reflection as mechanisms that enable firms to detect weak 

environmental signals and enhance adaptive learning over 

time [25, 32, 79, 81, 90]. 

The strategic foresight perspective defines resilience as the 

capacity to anticipate disruptions through proactive environ-

mental scanning, scenario planning, and early warning sys-

tems. This anticipatory capability enables organizations to 

prepare for uncertainty before crises materialize, thereby 

strengthening preparedness and responsiveness [12, 25]. An-

ticipatory capacity is demonstrated through processes such as 

early warning systems, environmental scanning, strategic 

foresight and scenario planning that enable firms to sense risks 

and opportunities before they get out of hand. It relies on pro-

active preparedness and ensuring foresight practices are insti-

tutionalized in the organization to ensure readiness for uncer-

tainty. 

The absorptive capacity perspective conceptualizes strate-

gic resilience as a mechanism through which firms transform 

external knowledge and organizational learning into strategic 

action. These interrelated processes enable firms to convert 

insights gained from environmental scanning and learning ac-

tivities into strategic responses that strengthen both resilience 

and firm performance [25, 90]. The absorptive capacity per-

spective explains resilience as the ability to acquire, assimilate, 

transform, and exploit external knowledge to inform strategic 

responses. Through these processes, firms convert environ-

mental information into actionable strategies that enhance 

both resilience and performance outcomes [25, 90]. 

3.2.2. Dimensions of Strategic Resilience 

Strategic resilience is a multifaceted concept that reflects an 

organization’s ability to anticipate, respond to, and adapt to 

environmental changes while maintaining its competitive ad-

vantage and strategic objectives [25, 57]. It integrates a range 
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of capabilities, including operational, structural, technological, 

and cognitive competencies, which enable firms to continu-

ously adjust within volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambigu-

ous (VUCA) environments. In addition, a firm’s resource base, 

organizational norms, and values collectively shape how it in-

terprets environmental changes and responds to disruptions, 

thereby influencing its ability to survive and thrive during pe-

riods of turbulence [17, 54, 90]. Organizations should contin-

uously strengthen strategic resilience and embed its dimen-

sions across all functional areas to enhance adaptability and 

long-term sustainability [96]. 

Technological and operational dimensions of strategic re-

silience emphasize how organizations survive and adapt 

within continuously evolving environments. They highlight 

the importance of leveraging technology, flexibility, and 

adaptive systems to enhance organizational agility. In this 

context, strategic resilience supports the development of sens-

ing, seizing, and transforming capabilities that enable firms to 

respond effectively to environmental change. Technological 

resilience requires firms to detect shifts, seize emerging op-

portunities, and reconfigure resources accordingly, allowing 

rapid adjustment of resource configurations to align with en-

vironmental demands [83]. Similarly, operational strategic re-

silience focuses on maintaining critical organizational func-

tions amid disruption by enhancing flexibility, efficiency, and 

redundancy within the value chain, thereby ensuring continu-

ity and stability during environmental turbulence [9]. 

Operational strategic resilience integrates environmental 

scanning, supply chain adaptability, and real-time decision-

making systems to ensure organizational continuity in volatile, 

uncertain, complex, and ambiguous (VUCA) environments 

[57]. Recent empirical evidence shows that firms investing in 

process automation and digital transformation develop 

stronger recovery and learning capabilities following environ-

mental disruptions [40, 93]. In addition, technologically 

driven strategic resilience enables organizations to anticipate 

potential crises by leveraging predictive analytics and incor-

porating both reactive and proactive feedback mechanisms 

into strategic planning [37]. 

The technological and operational dimensions of strategic 

resilience are anchored on the premise that operations and 

technology constitute the structural backbone of resilience. 

Within this dimension, process flexibility and information vis-

ibility serve as critical enablers that enhance an organization’s 

ability to respond effectively to disruptions. The primary out-

comes of this dimension are sustained productivity and strate-

gic continuity, particularly in environments characterized by 

cyber threats, geopolitical shocks, and pandemics. Technolog-

ical and operational strategic resilience not only supports or-

ganizational survival but also enables firms to capitalize on 

emerging opportunities through continuous innovation and 

the development of new business models [87]. 

The cognitive and behavioral dimension of strategic resili-

ence reflects the collective mindset that enables organizations 

to anticipate, interpret, and respond effectively to adversity 

[31, 54, 81]. It is both adaptive and anticipatory, grounded in 

organizational mindfulness, leadership cognition, knowledge 

integration, and continuous learning. It emphasizes how firms 

interpret environmental cues, share information across hierar-

chical levels, and transform challenges into opportunities 

through reflective learning and open communication [36, 55]. 

The primary outcome of this dimension is adaptive strategic 

renewal, as organizations with strong cognitive and behavioral 

resilience are better able to reconfigure their understanding of 

threats and convert them into strategic opportunities. It is 

shaped by shared cognitive schemas that influence how lead-

ers and employees perceive opportunities and threats, thereby 

guiding decision-making under uncertainty [90]. Behaviorally 

resilient firms are typically characterized by optimism, coor-

dinated improvisation, and strong commitment, while cogni-

tively resilient organizations demonstrate sensemaking agility, 

creative problem-solving, and a strong learning orientation 

[14, 25, 78]. 

In contrast, the structural dimension of strategic resilience 

focuses on redundancy, resource configuration, and design 

flexibility that enable firms to realign their structures without 

losing strategic intent [94]. Such buffers function as strategic 

reserves that enhance organizational functioning during peri-

ods of turbulence while enabling the recombination of capa-

bilities [54]. Empirical evidence further shows that organiza-

tions increasingly integrate contingency planning into strate-

gic management processes to strengthen preparedness and re-

sponsiveness [35]. It is closely linked to strategic agility, par-

ticularly the ability to reorganize resources, accelerate deci-

sion-making, and renew strategic direction in response to en-

vironmental shifts [24]. Through structural flexibility, organ-

izations maintain alignment between strategy and structure 

even under changing conditions, thereby sustaining resilience 

and performance over time [42]. 

To prevent systemic collapse, structurally resilient firms 

rely on modularity and decentralization to manage specific 

units effectively, while maintaining central integration to en-

sure coherence in decision-making [9]. This duality of inte-

gration and differentiation enables organizations to detect en-

vironmental disruptions while preserving overall strategic di-

rection. As a result, the structural dimension forms the archi-

tectural foundation of strategic resilience by enabling flexibil-

ity, coordination, and resource reconfiguration. Its primary 

outcomes are sustained competitiveness and long-term strate-

gic continuity. 

In contemporary strategy literature, ambidexterity is closely 

associated with strategic resilience. Organizations must bal-

ance exploration of new opportunities with exploitation of ex-

isting resources [66, 68]. Firms that develop ambidextrous 

structures institutionalize both innovation and efficiency, en-

abling them to pivot strategically without undermining opera-

tional stability. In this sense, ambidexterity strengthens long-

term viability by supporting continuous strategic renewal. 

The relational and social capital dimension of strategic re-

silience emphasizes a firm’s ability to leverage partnerships, 
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stakeholder relationships, and networks to absorb shocks and 

recover from disruptions. Strategic resilience is therefore em-

bedded not only within firms but also within their relational 

systems, which provide access to information, legitimacy, and 

collaborative support [55]. These interorganizational relation-

ships facilitate resource sharing and collective sensemaking, 

enhancing adaptive capacity across networks [96]. Trust and 

reciprocity are central to this dimension, as they create strate-

gic reserves that enable coordinated responses under uncer-

tainty [93]. Empirical evidence further shows that dense, co-

operative networks improve recovery speed and innovation 

following disruptions [18], particularly in supply chains where 

collaboration enhances visibility, coordination, and risk miti-

gation [11, 69]. At the interorganizational level, transparent 

communication and aligned incentives further strengthen re-

silience by enabling joint problem-solving and reducing op-

portunistic behavior [12]. In this dimension, network embed-

dedness provides the foundation, information exchange and 

trust act as enabling mechanisms, and cooperative adaptability 

represents the key outcome. 

Overall, strategic resilience dimensions are highly interde-

pendent in practice, although they can be analytically distin-

guished. Duchek’s 2020 three-stage model that encompasses 

anticipation, coping, and adaptation, highlights the dynamic 

interaction among these capabilities rather than their isolation. 

Cognitive capabilities support coping, structural elements en-

able adaptation, technological systems facilitate responsive-

ness, and relational capital sustains renewal. This multidimen-

sional view extends the RBV and Dynamic Capabilities The-

ory by embedding adaptation within cognitive, structural, and 

relational systems [87]. It also positions strategic resilience as 

a proactive strategic orientation that integrates operational re-

liability with long-term strategic renewal rather than merely 

serving as a defensive mechanism. These dimensions are in-

terrelated, with anticipation grounding absorption and adapta-

tion, although in fast-evolving environments, they may occur 

concurrently, with renewal as a resulting outcome [25, 83]. 

3.2.3. Adoption and Outcomes of Strategic 

Resilience in Strategic Management 

Strategic resilience has become a central element of con-

temporary strategic management because it enables organiza-

tions to withstand disruptions, maintain strategic direction, 

and exploit emerging opportunities in volatile environments 

[25, 54]. Grounded in the Dynamic Capabilities Theory, it 

supports firms in continuously reconfiguring resources to sus-

tain competitive advantage over time [88]. Strategic resilience 

reflects a proactive capability that aligns strategic objectives 

with flexible organizational processes, ensuring continuity be-

tween strategy and operations even under conditions of dis-

ruption [37]. 

The relationship between strategic resilience and firm per-

formance has been widely examined in strategic management 

literature. Firms with strong strategic resilience capabilities 

achieve superior financial and non-financial performance due 

to their ability to rapidly adjust strategies in response to envi-

ronmental change [37]. Resilient firms outperform less resili-

ent counterparts during periods of turbulence [96]. Strategic 

resilience is linked to dynamic capabilities of sensing, seizing, 

and reconfiguring, which collectively enhance sustained per-

formance outcomes [83]. 

Strategic resilience is further associated with organizational 

adaptability and strategic renewal. Resilient organizations are 

able to realign structures, processes, and strategies in response 

to environmental shifts, thereby strengthening competitive ad-

vantage [57]. Strategic resilience enhances strategic flexibility, 

enabling firms to continuously renew their positioning in dy-

namic markets [24]. This adaptability is reinforced through or-

ganizational learning systems that support innovation and 

problem-solving in response to environmental challenges [57, 

76]. Resilient organizations are more capable of mitigating 

supply chain risks and maintaining operational continuity [18, 

93]. 

Moreover, strategic resilience contributes to organizational 

learning and crisis recovery. Resilient firms develop mindful 

organizing practices that support learning from failures and 

improve recovery capacity [90]. Resilience is conceptualized 

as a process of anticipation, coping, and adaptation through 

which organizations learn from shocks and strengthen future 

responsiveness [25]. In this regard, flexibility, regeneration, 

and continuity remain central strategic goals for managers 

across industries [60, 93]. Human resource practices such as 

participatory leadership, knowledge sharing, and cross-func-

tional training strengthen adaptive capacity [55]. Mindful or-

ganizing is positioned as a mechanism for detecting weak sig-

nals and enhancing collective responsiveness [90]. These per-

spectives align with Teece’s (2007) Dynamic Capabilities 

Theory, which stresses the importance of sensing, seizing, and 

reconfiguring as core processes of resilience. 

Finally, various frameworks have been developed to 

conceptualize strategic resilience. Kantur and İşeri-Say 

propose behavioral, cognitive, process, and contextual di-

mensions, while Williams et al. integrate resilience with 

strategic renewal, crisis management, and organizational 

learning [42, 96]. Wieland and Wallenburg further empha-

size that communication and internal collaboration are crit-

ical enablers of resilience, reinforcing the importance of 

coordination and shared understanding in building resilient 

organizations [94]. 

4. Literature Review 

An in-depth review of relevant theoretical and empirical lit-

erature was conducted, guided by the key constructs of this 

study, namely strategic resilience and firm performance. 

4.1. Theoretical Review 

RBV and Dynamic Capabilities Theory were adopted to 
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provide a comprehensive lens for explaining how strategic re-

silience relates to firm performance. RBV and Dynamic Ca-

pabilities Theory are synergistic, with RBV expounding the 

strategic resources that sustain advantage, while Dynamic Ca-

pabilities expounds how these resources are reshaped by 

change [88, 91]. However, both theories face shortcomings in 

uncertain and fast-changing emerging market settings, where 

volatility and resource constraints may erode the efficacy of 

structured capabilities [25, 54]. 

4.1.1. Dynamic Capabilities Theory 

Teece and Pisano are widely credited with laying the 

groundwork for the development of the Dynamic Capabilities 

Theory, while Teece is also recognized for its early conceptual 

foundations through his examination of organizational adap-

tation and the limitations of traditional economic theory in ex-

plaining firm-level strategic change [82, 86]. The theory was 

later formally advanced by Teece, Pisano and Shuen who ex-

tended RBV by emphasizing a firm’s ability to sense, seize, 

and reconfigure internal and external competencies in re-

sponse to environmental turbulence [88]. In this context, dy-

namism refers to the organization’s capacity to renew compe-

tencies to maintain alignment with environmental change, 

while capabilities denote the routines, processes, and struc-

tures that enable adaptation and transformation. 

Dynamic Capabilities Theory distinguishes between ordi-

nary and higher-order capabilities. Ordinary capabilities refer 

to the routine resources and operational competencies such as 

human capital, financial resources, processes, and infrastruc-

ture that support day-to-day organizational functioning but do 

not necessarily generate sustained competitive advantage. In 

contrast, higher-order or strategic capabilities enable firms to 

integrate, recombine, and transform these ordinary resources 

in response to changing environmental conditions [83, 88]. 

The theory assumes that firms achieve sustained performance 

in dynamic environments by continuously sensing opportuni-

ties and threats, seizing valuable opportunities through effec-

tive resource mobilization, and reconfiguring resources to 

maintain strategic fit [83, 99]. 

Scholarly work has further refined the hierarchy of capabil-

ities. Danneels distinguishes first-order capabilities as those 

that support the modification of existing operational routines, 

while higher-order capabilities enable the development of new 

competencies [22]. Similarly, Winter categorizes dynamic ca-

pabilities as higher-level learning-based competencies, con-

trasted with ordinary operational capabilities that support rou-

tine production and service delivery [97]. 

Dynamic Capabilities Theory has been widely applied in 

empirical research to explain the relationship between organ-

izational capabilities and performance. Eisenhardt and Martin 

demonstrate that dynamic capabilities enable firms to recom-

bine and redeploy resources effectively, thereby enhancing 

performance in rapidly changing environments [27]. Teece 

further showed that firms with strong sensing, seizing, and re-

configuring capabilities are better positioned to achieve sus-

tained competitive advantage under conditions of environ-

mental dynamism [83]. 

Empirical studies also link dynamic capabilities to strategic 

resilience and firm performance. Duchek conceptualizes or-

ganizational resilience within dynamic capabilities theory, 

emphasizing anticipation, coping, and adaptation as key pro-

cesses that enhance learning and long-term performance [25]. 

Similarly, Hillmann and Guenther find that dynamic capabil-

ities underpin strategic resilience and enable firms to sustain 

performance under high environmental volatility [37]. Wilden, 

Devinney and Dowling further showed that dynamic capabil-

ities enhance firms’ ability to withstand market shocks, with 

sensing and reconfiguring capabilities being particularly crit-

ical for superior performance outcomes [95]. Lengnick-Hall, 

Beck and Lengnick-Hall also demonstrate that dynamic capa-

bilities foster organizational resilience by strengthening sens-

ing and transformation capacities, thereby improving recovery 

from disruptions [55]. In digital contexts, Lin and Wu find that 

dynamic capabilities significantly enhance strategic resilience 

in technology-driven firms, improving crisis responsiveness 

and adaptation [56]. 

Despite its widespread application, Dynamic Capabilities 

Theory has been criticized for conceptual ambiguity and chal-

lenges in measurement, as dynamic capabilities are often em-

bedded in organizational routines and difficult to isolate em-

pirically [1]. It has also been argued that the concept is overly 

broad and at times overlaps with ordinary operational flexibil-

ity. Nonetheless, the theory remains highly influential in ex-

plaining how strategic resilience contributes to organizational 

effectiveness, reinforcing the view that sustained competitive-

ness depends on continuous capability renewal in dynamic en-

vironments. 

4.1.2. Resource-Based View 

RBV traces its origins to Edith Penrose’s 1959 seminal 

work, The Theory of the Growth of the Firm, which concep-

tualized firms as bundles of productive resources [67]. This 

perspective was later formalized by Wernerfelt in his influen-

tial article, “A Resource-Based View of the Firm,” which 

shifted attention to internal firm resources as the primary 

source of competitive advantage [91]. Building on this foun-

dation, Barney introduced the Valuable, Rare, Inimitable and 

Non-Substitutable (VRIN) framework, arguing that valuable, 

rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources enable firms 

to achieve sustained competitive advantage [6]. 

Early RBV literature emphasized that sustained firm per-

formance depends on the possession of VRIN resources [6]. 

However, this perspective was later refined to incorporate the 

role of organizational processes and structures in effectively 

deploying these resources. Barney, Ketchen and Wright ex-

tended the framework to VRIO, adding the dimension of or-

ganization to highlight that value creation depends not only on 

possessing strategic resources but also on the firm’s ability to 
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organize and exploit them effectively [8]. This refinement un-

derscored that resource possession alone is insufficient unless 

supported by appropriate organizational mechanisms. 

RBV explains performance differences among firms based 

on heterogeneity in internal resources rather than industry 

structure [47, 68]. Capabilities and competencies reflect a 

firm’s ability to allocate and utilize resources effectively [7]. 

Firm-specific competencies, including knowledge, skills, and 

experience, are essential for sustained performance [2, 58]. In-

tangible resources such as organizational culture, brand equity, 

and internal processes are particularly critical for generating 

sustained competitive advantage [53]. In addition, flexible 

processes, decentralized decision-making systems, and adap-

tive routines function as strategic resources that enhance firm 

performance [34], while knowledge, creativity, and techno-

logical capabilities further strengthen organizational out-

comes [5, 16, 33]. 

Further developments in the RBV highlight the importance 

of dynamic and evolving resource configurations. Helfat and 

Peteraf argue that such configurations represent evolutionary 

assets that enable firms to adapt over time and sustain perfor-

mance under uncertainty [34]. Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson ex-

tend the theory by emphasizing managerial orchestration of re-

sources as central to strategic resilience and renewal [87]. Sim-

ilarly, effective knowledge management is recognized as a key 

strategic resource that enhances firm performance [23], while 

intellectual capital, particularly human and social capital, sup-

ports both exploratory and exploitative innovation [8, 80]. 

RBV has been widely applied in empirical research to ex-

plain firm performance outcomes. Crook, Combs and Shook 

demonstrate that firms possessing VRIN resources tend to out-

perform competitors [20]. Saunila found that strategic resilience 

positively influences innovation performance [76], while 

Camisón and Villar-López showed that organizational learning 

capability enhances innovation and overall firm performance 

[13]. Sirmon et al. further established that effective resource 

management practices such as structuring, bundling, and lever-

aging resources significantly improve firm value creation [77]. 

Despite its strong influence, RBV has faced criticism for 

assuming resource stability and for overstating the direct link 

between resource endowments and firm performance [51-52, 

74]. Critics also argue that it underemphasizes external envi-

ronmental forces such as industry dynamics, technological 

change, and institutional constraints, which are critical in 

shaping competitive advantage [21, 73]. Furthermore, chal-

lenges in operationalizing key constructs have raised concerns 

regarding tautology and empirical testability, leading to calls 

for integration with dynamic and contingency-based perspec-

tives to better account for environmental uncertainty [84]. 

4.2. Empirical Literature Review 

Lengnick-Hall, Beck and Lengnick-Hall conducted an em-

pirical study on strategic resilience as a firm-level capability 

by examining how organizations develop the capacity to re-

spond to environmental change and sustain performance [55]. 

The study, based on multiple organizational cases in the 

United States operating in dynamic environments, adopted a 

conceptual-empirical approach. Findings revealed that firms 

with strong strategic resilience experience faster recovery 

from disruptions, improved adaptability, and enhanced long-

term performance. The study also showed that strategic resil-

ience enables organizations to anticipate threats and exploit 

emerging opportunities. However, the absence of rigorous 

quantitative testing weakens the statistical strength of the con-

clusions, creating an evidence gap in the relationship between 

strategic resilience and firm performance. 

Herbane examined strategic resilience within the context of 

business continuity management, focusing on how resilience 

is embedded in organizational strategy to sustain performance 

over time [35]. Conducted among organizations in developed 

economies using case-based and empirical observations, the 

study found that strategic resilience enhances preparedness, 

supports continuity, and stabilizes performance outcomes. 

However, the construct was not clearly operationalized into 

measurable dimensions such as anticipatory, absorptive, and 

adaptive capabilities. This limits empirical precision and cre-

ates a methodological gap in validating its relationship with 

firm performance. 

Vogus and Sutcliffe studied resilience as an organizational 

capability in high-reliability settings such as healthcare and 

aviation [90]. Their findings showed that resilience enhances 

organizations’ ability to anticipate disruptions, maintain oper-

ational continuity, and sustain performance under uncertainty. 

However, the study largely emphasizes operational reliability 

rather than explicitly linking strategic resilience to multidi-

mensional firm performance, creating a conceptual gap in the 

performance linkage. 

Burnard and Bhamra investigated the development of stra-

tegic resilience in organizations exposed to environmental 

shocks using qualitative case studies in the United Kingdom 

[12]. The findings indicated that proactive and adaptive strat-

egies enable firms to maintain stability, respond effectively to 

disruptions, and sustain performance. However, reliance on 

qualitative evidence limits generalizability and statistical val-

idation, resulting in a methodological gap in establishing the 

resilience–performance relationship. 

Kareem, Reddy and Kolloju examined anticipatory capabil-

ity and firm performance across 198 organizations in develop-

ing economies using a survey design and PLS-SEM analysis 

[46]. The findings revealed that anticipatory capability posi-

tively influences firm performance, particularly in service 

quality, responsiveness, and adaptability. However, perfor-

mance was measured using non-financial indicators only, lim-

iting comprehensiveness. In addition, anticipatory capability 

was not decomposed into structured mechanisms such as en-

vironmental scanning or scenario planning, creating a concep-

tual gap in construct operationalization. 
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Wheelen and Hunger analyzed adaptive capacity and sup-

ply chain performance using data from 297 European firms 

through structural equation modeling [93]. Results showed a 

significant positive relationship between adaptive capacity 

and performance, particularly in customer satisfaction and re-

sponsiveness. However, adaptive capacity was largely proxied 

through supply chain efficiency, narrowing its conceptual 

scope and limiting its application to broader firm-level perfor-

mance, thereby creating a conceptual gap. 

Duchek examined strategic resilience through a learning-

oriented perspective using a mixed-method approach [25]. 

Findings showed that firms capable of anticipating, coping, 

and adapting achieve superior performance due to their ability 

to acquire, assimilate, and apply knowledge. However, ab-

sorptive capacity was not independently operationalized, 

making it difficult to isolate its specific contribution to firm 

performance and creating a conceptual gap in measurement 

clarity. 

Linnenluecke conducted a systematic review of 339 studies 

on strategic renewal and resilience between 1977 and 2014 

[57]. The review found that firms that continuously adapt and 

renew their strategies demonstrate improved performance un-

der crisis conditions. However, the reliance on secondary lit-

erature rather than primary empirical testing means that the 

relationship between strategic renewal and firm performance 

is inferred rather than statistically validated, resulting in an 

evidence gap. 

Recent studies have expanded the application of strategic 

resilience and dynamic capabilities within emerging market 

contexts, emphasizing the role of institutional volatility and 

resource constraints in shaping performance outcomes [47-49]. 

4.3. Proposed Conceptual Model 

The relationship between strategic resilience and firm per-

formance may be mediated by factors such as organizational 

agility, innovation capability, and learning orientation, which 

translate strategic resilience into performance outcomes. It can 

also be moderated by contextual factors such as environmental 

dynamism, organizational culture, and market conditions, 

which influence the strength or direction of the relationship. 

This study adopts a conceptual model to explain the relation-

ships among the study variables. The model illustrates how 

strategic resilience influences firm performance through its 

various dimensions. Figure 1 presents a graphical representa-

tion of the proposed linkages. 

 
Source: Author (2026) 

Figure 1. Proposed Conceptual Model. 

Strategic resilience is the primary independent variable in 

this study, reflecting an organization’s ability to anticipate 

risks, respond effectively to disruptions, adapt to changing 

conditions, and recover while maintaining or adjusting its 
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long-term strategic direction. In VUCA environments, organ-

izations increasingly rely on resilience-oriented strategies to 

sustain operations and enhance long-term performance. By 

developing strategic resilience, firms are better positioned to 

prepare for environmental shifts and respond proactively ra-

ther than reactively after disruptions occur. 

Anticipatory capability enables firms to monitor their exter-

nal environment, interpret weak signals, and proactively ad-

dress potential challenges, thereby reducing performance vol-

atility. In volatile contexts, firms must remain agile to respond 

swiftly to changing environmental demands, ensuring finan-

cial sustainability and operational continuity. Adaptive capac-

ity further enables organizations to reconfigure strategies, 

structures, and processes in response to environmental change, 

allowing them to align offerings with evolving customer pref-

erences and market trends. 

Absorptive capacity enhances organizational performance 

by enabling firms to acquire, assimilate, transform, and apply 

knowledge effectively. This capability improves operational 

efficiency and supports informed decision-making, thereby 

strengthening overall firm performance. Strategic renewal 

contributes by continuously updating strategies, processes, 

products, and structures, fostering innovation and enabling 

firms to realign their business models with emerging environ-

mental demands. Collectively, these dimensions of strategic 

resilience strengthen organizational sustainability and com-

petitive advantage. 

5. Conclusion 

This study examines the relationship between strategic re-

silience and firm performance. Its main objective is to review 

conceptual, theoretical, and empirical literature on this rela-

tionship in order to identify research gaps and justify the need 

for further investigation. This objective is achieved through a 

systematic review of relevant literature to clarify the dimen-

sions of both strategic resilience and firm performance. The 

study is grounded in RBV and Dynamic Capabilities Theory, 

which provide the theoretical foundation for explaining how 

organizational capabilities influence performance outcomes. 

The study proposes a conceptual model in which strategic 

resilience is the independent variable and firm performance is 

the dependent variable. Strategic resilience is operationalized 

through anticipatory capability, adaptive capacity, absorptive 

capacity, and strategic renewal, while firm performance is 

measured in terms of profitability, market share, and strategic 

outcomes. Accordingly, the study proposes the following null 

hypotheses for future empirical testing: 

H01: Anticipatory capability has no significant effect on 

firm performance. 

H02: Adaptive capacity has no significant effect on firm per-

formance. 

H03: Absorptive capacity has no significant effect on firm 

performance. 

H04: Strategic renewal has no significant effect on firm per-

formance. 

The study emphasizes that organizations operating in 

VUCA environments must develop resilience to survive and 

remain competitive. This requires the ability to sense environ-

mental opportunities and threats and respond effectively 

through appropriate strategic actions that enhance both re-

sponsiveness and sustainability. 

The study makes a significant contribution to both theoret-

ical and empirical literature by clarifying the relationship be-

tween strategic resilience and firm performance. It also pro-

vides a foundation for future research to examine contextual 

factors, such as organizational culture, that may influence this 

relationship using the proposed framework. In addition, the 

findings offer practical implications for policymakers, who 

can use the insights to design policies and regulations that 

strengthen organizational resilience and improve performance 

outcomes. 

Future research should consider sector-specific analyses, 

especially in cross-industry comparisons between high-

technology and traditional sectors, to reflect differences in 

strategic resilience dynamics across contexts. Methodolog-

ically, longitudinal-configurational methods such as fuzzy-

set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) are advo-

cated to better reflect the complex and evolving nature of 

the relationship between strategic resilience and firm per-

formance. 

Abbreviations 

RBV Resource-Based View 

VRIN Valuable, Rare, Inimitable and Non-

Substitutable 

VRIO Valuable, Rare, Inimitable and Organized 

VUCA Volatility, Uncertainty, Complexity, Ambiguity 

Author Contributions 

Fredrick Ambani Mwale: Conceptualization, Formal 

Analysis, Investigation, Methodology, Resources, Writing – 

original draft, Writing – review & editing 

Godfrey Muigai Kinyua: Supervision, Validation 

Conflicts of Interest 

The authors declare no conflicts of interest. 

References 

[1] Ambrosini, V., & Bowman, C. (2009). What are dynamic ca-

pabilities and are they a useful construct in strategic manage-

ment? International Journal of Management Reviews, 11(1), 

29-49. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2008.00251.x 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm


European Business & Management http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm 

 

34 

[2] Andersén, J. (2011). Strategic resources and firm performance. 

Management Decision, 49(1), 87-98.  

https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111094455 

[3] Andrews, K. R. (1971). The concept of corporate strategy. 

Dow Jones-Irwin. 

[4] Ansoff, H. I. (1965). Corporate strategy: An analytic approach 

to business policy for growth and expansion. McGraw-Hill. 

[5] Barney, J. B. (1986). Organizational culture: Can it be a source 

of sustained competitive advantage? Academy of Management 

Review, 11(3), 656-665.  

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1986.4306261 

[6] Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive 

advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1), 99-120.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108 

[7] Barney, J. B., & Hesterly, W. S. (2019). Strategic management 

and competitive advantage: Concepts (6th ed.). Pearson. 

[8] Barney, J. B., Ketchen, D. J., & Wright, M. (2011). The future 

of resource‐based theory. Journal of Management, 37(5), 

1299–1315. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310391805 

[9] Bhamra, R., Dani, S., & Burnard, K. (2011). Resilience: The 

concept, a literature review and future directions. International 

Journal of Production Research, 49(18), 5375-5393.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563826 

[10] Bititci, U., Garengo, P., Dörfler, V., & Nudurupati, S. (2012). 

Performance measurement: Challenges for tomorrow. Interna-

tional Journal of Management Reviews, 14(3), 305-327.  

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2011.00318.x 

[11] Brandon-Jones, E., Squire, B., Autry, C., & Petersen, K. J. 

(2014). A contingent resource-based perspective of supply 

chain resilience and robustness. Journal of Supply Chain Man-

agement, 50(3), 55-73. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12050 

[12] Burnard, K., & Bhamra, R. (2011). Organizational resilience: 

Development of a conceptual framework for organizational re-

sponses. International Journal of Production Research, 49(18), 

5581-5599. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563827 

[13] Camisón, C., & Villar-López, A. (2014). Organizational inno-

vation as an enabler of technological innovation capabilities 

and firm performance. Journal of Business Research, 67(1), 

289-301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.06.004 

[14] Carmeli, A., & Markman, G. D. (2011). Capture, governance, 

and resilience: Strategy implications from the history of Rome. 

Strategic Management Journal, 32(3), 322-341.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.880 

[15] Chandler, A. D. Jr. (1962). Strategy and structure: Chapters in 

the history of the industrial enterprise. MIT Press. 

[16] Chen, C.-J., & Huang, J.-W. (2009). Strategic human resource 

practices and innovation performance - The mediating role of 

knowledge management capacity. Journal of Business Re-

search, 62(1), 104-114.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.11.016 

[17] Chen, G., Nie, Q., & Zhao, H. (2023). The influence factors of 

organizational resilience from a CSR perspective and their im-

pact on business growth. Sustainability, 15(22), 15712.  

https://doi.org/10.3390/su152215712 

[18] Chowdhury, M., & Quaddus, M. (2017). Supply chain resili-

ence: Conceptualization and scale development using dynamic 

capability theory. International Journal of Production Eco-

nomics, 188(4), 185-204.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.020 

[19] Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., & Wesson, M. J. (2012). Organ-

izational behavior: Improving performance and commitment in 

the workplace (3rd ed.). McGraw-Hill Education. 

[20] Crook, T. R., Combs, J. G., & Shook, C. L. (2005). The dimen-

sionality of organizational performance and its implications for 

strategic management research. Research in Social Stratifica-

tion and Mobility, 2, 259-286.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1479-8387(05)02011-4 

[21] D’Aveni, R. A. (1994) Hypercompetition: Managing the Dy-

namics of Strategic Maneuvering. Free Press, New York. 

[22] Danneels, E. (2016). Survey measures of first- and second-or-

der competences. Strategic Management Journal, 37(10), 

2174-2188. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2428 

[23] Darroch, J. (2005). Knowledge management, innovation and 

firm performance. Journal of Knowledge Management, 9(3), 

101-115. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270510602809 

[24] Doz, Y. L., & Kosonen, M. (2010). Embedding strategic agility: 

A leadership agenda for accelerating business model renewal. 

Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 370-382.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.006 

[25] Duchek, S. (2020). Organizational resilience: A capability-

based conceptualization. Business Research, 13(1), 215-246.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-019-0085-7 

[26] Eccles, R. G., Ioannou, I., & Serafeim, G. (2014). The impact 

of corporate sustainability on organizational processes and per-

formance. Management Science, 60(11), 2835-2857.  

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.1984 

[27] Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabili-

ties: What are they? Strategic Management Journal, 21(10-11), 

1105-1121.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11 

[28] Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (2013). Social cognition: From 

brains to culture (2nd ed.). Sage Publications. 

[29] Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic Management: A Stakeholder 

Approach. Boston: Pitman. 

[30] Grant, R. M. (2019). Contemporary strategy analysis (10th ed.). 

Wiley. 

[31] Hamel, G., & Välikangas, L. (2003). The quest for resilience. 

Harvard Business Review, 81(9), 52–63. 

[32] Hartmann, S., Reymen, I., & van Oosterhout, H. (2021). How 

to leverage organizational culture in strategic renewal: A con-

figurational perspective. Long Range Planning, 54(2), 102041. 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm


European Business & Management http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm 

 

35 

[33] Hartnell, C. A., Ou, A. Y., & Kinicki, A. (2011). Organiza-

tional culture and organizational effectiveness: A meta-analytic 

investigation of the competing values framework’s theoretical 

suppositions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(4), 677-694.  

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021987 

[34] Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2014). Managerial cognitive 

capabilities and the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities. 

Strategic Management Journal, 36(6), 831-850.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2247 

[35] Herbane, B. (2019). Rethinking organizational resilience and 

strategic renewal in SMEs. Entrepreneurship & Regional De-

velopment, 31(5-6), 476-495.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2018.1541594 

[36] Hillmann, J. (2021). Disciplines of organizational resilience: 

Contributions, critiques, and future research avenues. Review 

of Managerial Science. Advance online publication.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-020-00384-2 

[37] Hillmann, J., & Guenther, E. (2021). Organizational resilience: 

A valuable construct for management research? International 

Journal of Management Reviews, 23(1), 7-44.  

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12239 

[38] Hitt, M. A., Ireland, R. D., & Hoskisson, R. E. (2013). Strategic 

management: Competitiveness and globalization (10th ed.). 

Cengage Learning. 

[39] Hoque, Z. (2014). 20 years of studies on the Balanced Score-

card: Trends, accomplishments, gaps and opportunities for fu-

ture research. The British Accounting Review, 46(1), 33-59.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.10.003 

[40] Ivanov, D., & Dolgui, A. (2020). OR-methods for coping with 

the ripple effect in supply chains during COVID-19 pandemic: 

Managerial insights and research implications. International 

Journal of Production Economics, 232, 107921.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2020.107921 

[41] Kahneman, D. (2011). Thinking, fast and slow. Farrar, Straus 

and Giroux. 

[42] Kantur, D., & İşeri-Say, A. (2012). Organizational resilience: 

A conceptual integrative framework. Journal of Management 

& Organization, 18(6), 762-773.  

https://doi.org/10.5172/jmo.2012.18.6.762 

[43] Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1992). The balanced scorecard: 

Measures that drive performance. Harvard Business Review, 

70(1), 71-79. 

[44] Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1996). The balanced scorecard: 

Translating strategy into action. Harvard Business School Press. 

[45] Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (2001). The strategy-focused 

organization: How balanced scorecard companies thrive in the 

new business environment. Harvard Business School Press. 

[46] Kareem, M. A., Reddy, H., & Kolloju, N. (2024). The mediat-

ing role of innovation capabilities on the relationship between 

dynamic capabilities and firm competitive performance. Or-

ganizacija, 57(1), 56-71.  

https://doi.org/10.2478/orga-2024-0004 

[47] Kariuki, J., Kinyua, G. & Waithaka, P. (2023). Empirical Anal-

ysis of Core Competences and Performance of Star Rated Ho-

tels in Nairobi City County, Kenya. International Journal of 

Humanities Social Sciences and Education, 10(10): 46-62. 

[48] Kela-Kahingo, C. M., Kinyua, G. M. & Muchemi, A. (2024). 

Does Strategic Flexibility Influence Organisation Performance 

of Commercial Banks in Kenya? The Moderating Role of En-

vironmental Dynamism. International Journal of Education 

and Research, 12(10). 41-60. 

[49] Kiarie, M. M. & Kinyua, G. M. (2025). Strategic Fit as an An-

tecedent of Firm Performance: Evidence from Review of Lit-

erature. International Journal of Education and research, 

13(2): 221-252. 

[50] Kinyua, G. M. (2015). Relationship between Knowledge Man-

agement and Performance of Commercial Banks in Kenya. 

Doctoral Thesis, Kenyatta University; Nairobi, Kenya. 

[51] Koech, Z. K. & Kinyua. G. M. (2025). Is Strategic Fit an An-

tecedent of Service Delivery? Insights from Review of Litera-

ture. The International Journal of Humanities & Social Studies, 

13(3): 13 – 25. 

[52] Kraaijenbrink, J., Spender, J.-C., & Groen, A. J. (2010). The 

resource-based view: A review and assessment of its critiques. 

Journal of Management, 36(1), 349-372.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309350775 

[53] Leiblein, M. J. (2011). What do resource- and capability-based 

theories propose? Journal of Management, 37(4), 909-932.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311408321 

[54] Lengnick-Hall, C. A., & Beck, T. E. (2005). Adaptive fit versus 

robust transformation: How organizations respond to environ-

mental change. Journal of Management, 31(5), 738-757.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279367 

[55] Lengnick-Hall, C. A., Beck, T. E., & Lengnick-Hall, M. L. 

(2011). Developing a capacity for organizational resilience 

through strategic human resource management. Human Re-

source Management Review, 21(3), 243-255.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.07.001 

[56] Lin, Y., & Wu, L.-Y. (2014). Exploring the role of dynamic 

capabilities in firm performance under the resource-based view 

framework. Journal of Business Research, 67(3), 407-413. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.12.019 

[57] Linnenluecke, M. K. (2017). Resilience in business and man-

agement research: A review of influential publications and a 

research agenda. International Journal of Management Re-

views, 19(1), 4-30. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12076 

[58] Lockett, A., Thompson, S., & Morgenstern, U. (2009). The de-

velopment of the resource-based view of the firm: A critical 

appraisal. International Journal of Management Reviews, 

11(1), 9-28. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2008.00252.x 

[59] Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepre-

neurial orientation construct and linking it to performance. 

Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 135-172.  

https://doi.org/10.2307/258632 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm


European Business & Management http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm 

 

36 

[60] McManus, S., Seville, E., Vargo, J., & Brunsdon, D. (2008). 

Facilitated process for improving organizational resilience. 

Natural Hazards Review, 9(2), 81-90.  

https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)1527-6988(2008)9:2(81) 

[61] Morgan, N. A., Vorhies, D. W., & Mason, C. H. (2009). Market 

orientation, marketing capabilities, and firm performance. 

Strategic Management Journal, 30, 909-920.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.764 

[62] Murungi, N. K. & Kinyua, G. M. (2024). The Predictive Role 

of Organizational Vision on Performance of Medium-Sized 

Manufacturing Enterprises in Kenya. International Journal of 

Education and Research, 12(4): 11-28. 

[63] Naranjo-Valencia, J. C., Jiménez-Jiménez, D., & Sanz-Valle, 

R. (2016). Studying the links between organizational culture, 

innovation, and performance in Spanish companies. Revista 

Latinoamericana de Psicología, 48(1), 30-41.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rlp.2015.09.009 

[64] Neely, A., Adams, C., & Kennerley, M. (2002). The perfor-

mance prism: The scorecard for measuring and managing 

business success. Financial Times Prentice Hall. 

[65] Njuguna R. W. & Kinyua G. M. (2024). Leveraging Innovation 

Strategy for Firm Performance in the context of Equity Bank 

(K) Limited, Kenya. International Journal of Education and 

Research, 12(4): 29 - 48. 

[66] Nguya, F. N. & Kinyua, G. M. (2023). The Predictive Role of 

Transformational Capability on Service Delivery of Registered 

Water Service Providers in Nairobi City County, Kenya. Inter-

national Journal of Education and Research, 11(10): 85-98. 

[67] O’Reilly, C. A., & Tushman, M. L. (2013). Organizational am-

bidexterity: Past, present and future. SSRN Electronic Journal, 

27(4). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2285704 

[68] Penrose, E. T. (1959). The theory of the growth of the firm. Ox-

ford University Press. 

[69] Pettit, T. J., Croxton, K. L., & Fiksel, J. (2019). The evolution 

of resilience in supply chain management: A retrospective on 

ensuring supply chain resilience. Journal of Business Logistics, 

40(1), 56-65. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12202 

[70] Piubello Orsini, L., Leardini, C., Landi, S., & Veronesi, G. 

(2024). Drivers of adaptive resilience of public sector organi-

zations: An investigation into the individual characteristics of 

hybrid professional managers. Public Management Review, 

26(12), 3577-3600.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2024.2347359 

[71] Porter, M. E. (1985). Competitive advantage: Creating and 

sustaining superior performance. Free Press. 

[72] Porter, M. E. (1991). Towards a dynamic theory of strategy. 

Strategic Management Journal, 12(S2), 95-117.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250121008 

[73] Porter, M. E. (2008). The five competitive forces that shape 

strategy. Harvard Business Review, 86(1), 78-93. 

[74] Priem, R. L., & Butler, J. E. (2001). Is the resource-based “view” 

a useful perspective for strategic management research? Acad-

emy of Management Review, 26(1), 22-40.  

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.4011928 

[75] Richard, P. J., Devinney, T. M., Yip, G. S., & Johnson, G. 

(2009). Measuring organizational performance: Towards meth-

odological best practice. Journal of Management, 35(3), 718-

804. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308330560 

[76] Saunila, M. (2014). Innovation capability for SME success: 

Perspectives of financial and operational performance. Journal 

of Advances in Management Research, 11(2), 163-175.  

https://doi.org/10.1108/JAMR-11-2013-0063 

[77] Sirmon, D. G., Hitt, M. A., Ireland, R. D., & Gilbert, B. A. 

(2011). Resource orchestration to create competitive advantage: 

Breadth, depth, and life cycle effects. Journal of Management, 

37(5), 1390-1412. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310385695 

[78] Slack, N., Chambers, S., & Johnston, R. (2010). Operations 

management (6th ed.). Pearson Education. 

[79] Stoverink, A. C., Kirkman, B. L., Mistry, S., & Rosen, B. 

(2020). Bouncing back together: Toward a theoretical model of 

work team resilience. Academy of Management Review, 45(2), 

395-422. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0005 

[80] Subramaniam, M., & Youndt, M. A. (2005). The influence of 

intellectual capital on the types of innovative capabilities. 

Academy of Management Journal, 48(3), 450-463.  

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.17407911 

[81] Sutcliffe, K. M., & Vogus, T. J. (2003). Organizing for resili-

ence. In K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton, & R. E. Quinn (Eds.), 

Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations of a new dis-

cipline (pp. 94-110). Berrett-Koehler. 

[82] Teece, D. J. (1990). Contributions and impediments of eco-

nomic analysis to the study of strategic management. In A. D. 

Chandler (Ed.), Advances in Strategic Management (pp. 39-80). 

Routledge. 

[83] Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The na-

ture and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise perfor-

mance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319-1350.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640 

[84] Teece, D. J. (2014). The foundations of enterprise performance: 

Dynamic and ordinary capabilities in an (economic) theory of 

firms. Academy of Management Perspectives, 28(4), 328-352. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0116 

[85] Teece, D. J. (2018). Business models and dynamic capabilities. 

Long Range Planning, 51(1), 40-49.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.06.007 

[86] Teece, D. J., & Pisano, G. (1994). The dynamic capabilities of 

firms: An introduction. Industrial and Corporate Change, 3(3), 

537-556. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/3.3.537 

[87] Teece, D. J., Peteraf, M., & Leih, S. (2016). Dynamic capabil-

ities and organizational agility: Risk, uncertainty, and strategy 

in the innovation economy. California Management Review, 

58(4), 13-35. https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.4.13 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm


European Business & Management http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm 

 

37 

[88] Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capa-

bilities and strategic management. Strategic Management 

Journal, 18(7), 509-533.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-

0266(199708)18:7<509::AID-SMJ882>3.0.CO;2-Z 

[89] Venkatraman, N., & Ramanujam, V. (1986). Measurement of 

business performance in strategy research: A comparison of ap-

proaches. Academy of Management Review, 11(4), 801-814. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1986.4283976 

[90] Vogus, T. J., & Sutcliffe, K. M. (2007). Organizational resili-

ence: Toward a theory and research agenda. In 2007 IEEE In-

ternational Conference on Systems, Man and Cybernetics (pp. 

3418-3422). IEEE.  

https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSMC.2007.4414160 

[91] Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource-based view of the firm. Stra-

tegic Management Journal, 5(2), 171–180.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250050207 

[92] Wheelen, T. L., & Hunger, J. D. (2018). Strategic Management 

and Business Policy: Globalization, Innovation and Sustaina-

bility (15th ed.). Boston: Pearson. 

[93] Wieland, A., & Durach, C. F. (2021). Two perspectives on sup-

ply chain resilience. Journal of Business Logistics, 42(1), 87-

106. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12271 

[94] Wieland, A., & Wallenburg, C. M. (2013). The influence of 

relational competencies on supply chain resilience: A relational 

view. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logis-

tics Management, 43(4), 300-320.  

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-08-2012-0243 

[95] Wilden, R., Devinney, T. M., & Dowling, G. R. (2016). The 

architecture of dynamic capability research: Identifying the 

building blocks of a configurational approach. Academy of 

Management Annals, 10(1), 997–1076.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2016.1161966 

[96] Williams, T. A., Gruber, D. A., Sutcliffe, K. M., Shepherd, D. 

A., & Zhao, E. Y. (2017). Organizational response to adversity: 

Fusing crisis management and resilience research streams. The 

Academy of Management Annals, 11(2), 733-769.  

https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0134 

[97] Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. 

Strategic Management Journal, 24(10), 991-995.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.318 

[98] Wright, G., & Goodwin, P. (2009). Decision making and plan-

ning under low levels of predictability: Enhancing the scenario 

method. International Journal of Forecasting, 25(4), 813-825. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2009.05.019 

[99] Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. (2006). Entre-

preneurship and dynamic capabilities: A review, model and re-

search agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 43(4), 917-955. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x 

 

 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ebm

