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Abstract

The COVID-19 outbreak has underscored the importance of strengthening an organi-
zation’s resilience and adaptive capability. In emerging and uncertain conditions, firms 
must adopt new capabilities to develop and survive unstable and unforeseen crises. 
The purpose of this study is to examine the difference between organizational resil-
ience and the antecedents that are validated using a quantitative survey. The respon-
dents consist of 157 top employees from 21 private service firms at the managerial level 
in Bangladesh. The proposed relationship is measured using the partial least squares 
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM), a symmetric approach, using SmartPLS 4 
software. The findings help to produce the path coefficient with organizational resil-
ience that can lead to sustainable environments in highly turbulent conditions. The 
PLS-SEM analysis indicates that the antecedents of flexibility, agility, and redundancy 
have a strong and meaningful association with organizational resilience in response to 
disruptions. Therefore, this paper shows evidence that the measurement scales more 
effectively account for uncertainty in achieving resilience, supporting the role of the 
dynamic capability view. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Research on organizational resilience has expanded extensively over 
the decades and scholars and researchers are showing special atten-
tion because of its substantial impact on business performance and 
sustainability. This attention presents some unpredictable crises 
form within the organizations or the external sources for instance, 
natural hazards, political instability, economic volatility, and others 
(Kamalahmadi & Parast, 2016). Firms are particularly susceptible due 
to these crises, which has affected corporate industry activity, espe-
cially firms and project organizations, in emerging nations (Modgil 
et al., 2022). This global crisis compelled numerous companies to shut 
down or scale back their activities (Simonet et al., 2015). However, 
some firms maintained or even grew due to the companies’ resilience 
(Eggert & Hartmann, 2023). 

Opinions on how to operationalize and conceptualize organizational 
resilience to create sustainable settings diverge. Despite numerous re-
search studies, the comprehension of the factors contributing to orga-
nizational competencies from practical and management perspectives 
during disruptions is limited. Research indicates that pre-pandemic 
sustainable-oriented strategies have made companies less vulnerable, 
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but they need to fully explain the benefits or determinants of resilience in maintaining sustainability. 
While many theoretical factors contribute to organizational resilience, it is crucial to consider elements 
that ensure sustainability in organizational resilience by employing a symmetrical framework.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

AND HYPOTHESES

The unstable circumstances of the COVID-19 cri-
sis have led several scientific sectors to focus their 
research on understanding how disruptions affect 
organizational resilience (Ambrogio et al., 2022; 
Sharma et al., 2022). Companies need to be more 
resilient because they cannot always avoid risks 
like natural disasters, financial crises, cyber risks, 
terrorist attacks, or global epidemic outbreaks 
(Amankwah-Amoah, 2020). In this context, resil-
ience is defined as the mechanism by which orga-
nizations overcome adversity to achieve effective 
outcomes or as a system to foster positive think-
ing through adaptive strategies after disruptions 
(Hillmann & Guenther, 2021). Others viewed re-
silience as the capacity of organizations to foresee, 
evade, and adapt to environmental shocks (Ortiz-
de-Mandojana & Bansal, 2016) and handle rapid 
and unexpected environmental changes (McCann 
et al., 2009). It is not just about handling change 
but also learning to improve and align its struc-
tures and functions through adversity (Ortiz-de-
Mandojana & Bansal, 2016).

Studies show that more resilient companies ex-
perienced less economic loss and recovered faster, 
thereby showing greater resistance to the adverse 
impact of the pandemic. Resilience enables firms 
to swiftly adjust to challenges while continuing 
their business activities and safeguarding per-
sonnel, resources, and corporate responsibility 
(Simonet et al., 2015).

Several elements influence the growth of organi-
zational resilience and its responsiveness to ex-
ternal setbacks while maintaining sustainable 
growth. The phrase “Antecedents of resilience” de-
notes the organizational competencies that fore-
cast and enhance resilience. The literature out-
lines essential components of organizational re-
silience. Collaboration, redundancy, adaptability, 
and flexibility are among the factors that research-
ers emphasized (Kamalahmadi & Parast, 2016; 
Shekarian & Mellat Parast, 2021). Others include 

information sharing, technological adaptation, 
partner cooperation, risk assessment and sharing, 
visibility, risk management culture, and adaptabil-
ity (Um & Han, 2021). Wang et al. (2023) empha-
size risk management culture alongside flexibility, 
collaboration, and redundancy. Empirical stud-
ies, like Dubey et al. (2021), identify data analyt-
ics proficiency and organizational adaptability as 
particularly influential factors.

In addition, adaptability can be constructed, mea-
sured, and attained through diverse activities, 
perspectives, and connections (Sreenivasan et al., 
2023). While some studies understood resilience 
as a single concept, others viewed it as multi-di-
mensional. It is widely considered a multifaceted 
concept that encompasses both stable and evolv-
ing perspectives (Massari et al., 2023). The static 
perspective views a system as resilient if it can 
withstand shock and return to its initial equilibri-
um state while sustaining its fundamental opera-
tions (Bhamra et al., 2011). While being efficient, 
this common ability is relatively resistant to en-
vironmental changes and global competitiveness. 
Conversely, dynamic capability focuses on the 
system’s capacity to transform and adapt to new, 
more beneficial states of balance (Carvalho et al., 
2012). Over time, resilience research has adopted 
this viewpoint. 

For over a decade, the dynamic capabilities view 
has been a crucial theoretical approach in cor-
porate adaptability research (Ozanne et al., 2022). 
Previous research defined this as the ability to re-
act to unexpected situations, restore normal op-
erating conditions, revert to the original state, or 
shift to a more advantageous condition after ex-
periencing disruptions (Peck, 2006). Sustainable 
resilience relies on effectively mobilizing and 
reconfiguring resources to overcome challenges 
(Felin & Hesterly, 2007). While ordinary capabil-
ities are rigid and lack creativity, dynamic capa-
bilities help firms identify customer needs, seize 
technological opportunities, innovate, and re-
structure resources to address disruptions (Zhao 
et al., 2023). 
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Dynamic capabilities are not a universal solution; 
instead, they vary depending on organizational 
goals and a range of psychological, structural, and 
strategic factors (Dell’Era et al., 2020). Past studies 
on organizational resilience have explored the ca-
pabilities, strategies, and resources needed to build 
resilient firms without imposing disruptive strate-
gies (Tukamuhabwa et al., 2015). It is found that 
strategies for resilience involve improved organi-
zational agility, visibility and flexibility, handling 
disruptions, and interdependence (Chowdhury & 
Quaddus, 2017). This strategy aims to overcome 
disruptions and restore or improve the previous 
condition (Brandon-Jones et al., 2014). However, 
Micheli et al. (2019) describe the design-led inno-
vation tools as an adaptive proficiency, yet they do 
not specify the selection, timing, or integration of 
these tools. 

Thus, this study seeks to investigate the anteced-
ents of enterprise resilience through a dynamic 
perspective to achieve sustainability. To better un-
derstand and effectively integrate organization-
al resilience elements, it is necessary to identify 
crucial elements of organizational resilience to 
achieve a sustainable organizational environment 
that is commonly examined and encompassed in 
previous studies.

Organizational agility entails swiftly adapting to 
environmental changes through resource adjust-
ments, process modifications, and forming alli-
ances (Abeysekara et al., 2019). Empowering firms 
in decision-making strengthens resilience, allow-
ing for rapid response to changes in the environ-
ment without higher management consultations 
(Martínez-Córcoles & Vogus, 2020). This em-
powerment enhances the organization’s competi-
tive advantages and overall resilience (Kahn et al., 
2018). Notably, resilient organizations support em-
ployees with ample resources and decision-mak-
ing power, leveraging individual and team agility 
(Taylor et al., 2019). 

Previous studies have been employing agility over 
different levels of operations, for instance, project 
organizations, supply chains, and corporate firms 
(Zhou et al., 2019). However, management theo-
ries favor centralizing decisions during disrup-
tions, leading most organizations to need to em-
power their resources and capabilities to deal with 

strategic and tactical events (Sherf et al., 2019). It is 
claimed that corporate organizations must build 
agility at the operational level to quickly respond 
to disruptive events, which is the determinant of 
dynamic capability and building organizational 
resilience. The capability to respond quickly and 
effectively to dynamic environments facilitates 
firm sustainability through agility, which cor-
relates with organizational resilience during dis-
ruptive environments (Baramichai et al., 2007). 
Additionally, agility promotes a culture of con-
tinuous improvement and learning. Agile orga-
nizations are more likely to refine their processes 
and adapt their strategies based on lessons learned 
from past disruptions, thus improving their over-
all resilience (Pacheco-Cubillos et al., 2024). Thus, 
agility integrates organizations’ partners to at-
tain better organizational resilience capacities 
that thrive on responding swiftly during turbulent 
environments.

Flexibility in firms refers to their ability to adjust 
their operations, such as speed, volume, and loca-
tion, in response to market changes, deploying re-
sources effectively to enhance resilience and stabil-
ity (Piprani et al., 2022; Srinivasan & Swink, 2018). 
It also ensures sustainability by reconfiguring or-
ganizations to optimize current assets and struc-
tures (Mackay et al., 2020). The concept emphasizes 
throughout the firm’s interconnected value chain 
to achieve balanced resilience (Queiroz et al., 2024). 
Integrated functional and operational flexibility is 
crucial for organizational sustainable resilience in a 
volatile business environment (Jin et al., 2014). 

Moreover, companies operating in dynamic and 
volatile environments need to enhance their ca-
pacity to assess internal risks, such as operation-
al, systematic, and labor risks, while prioritiz-
ing sustainable resilience (Piprani et al., 2022). 
Additionally, flexibility promotes enhanced co-
ordination amid uncertain environmental con-
ditions, although vertical integration limits flex-
ibility in responding to environmental changes 
(Manuj & Mentzer, 2008). It also facilitates the 
efficient reallocation of resources, allowing orga-
nizations to shift resources where they are most 
needed during disruptions (Son et al., 2024). This 
efficient use of resources helps maintain opera-
tional effectiveness and reduce crises’ impact (Son 
et al., 2024; Rogerson et al., 2024).
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Redundancy, a critical factor in resilience, facili-
tates keeping resources and capabilities for em-
ploying the emergency stock and additional ca-
pacities in the realm of necessity during turbulent 
environments of corporate firms (Schroeder & 
Hatton, 2012). It involves preparing for potential 
disruptions by maintaining extra capacity, safety 
stock, multiple suppliers, and backup sites (Sheffi 
& Rice, 2005). This strategy aims to ensure that the 
system can continue functioning despite the fail-
ure of specific components, thereby enhancing the 
ability to respond to disruption through strategic 
use of additional resources (Mackay et al., 2020). 

Organizations mitigate supplier disruption 
risks by adopting various sourcing strategies 
for inputs, such as having multi-skilled work-
ers, multi-functional technology, and multi-
suppliers (Behzadi et al., 2017; Hohenstein et 
al., 2015). This capability ensures continued 
delivery even if one supplier encounters issues, 
thereby enhancing system robustness and re-
silience for a specific timeframe (Sheffi & Rice, 
2005). Redundancies may incur additional fixed 
costs without benefiting the system if disrup-
tions do not occur (Chowdhury & Quaddus, 
2017). In fact, redundancy initiatives are costly 
and not feasible for all firms (Shishodia et al., 
2019). However, in the event of a disruption, re-
dundant resources can be rapidly deployed to 
replace or support affected systems (Ambrogio 
et al., 2022). This additional capacity facilitates 
quicker recovery and minimizes downtime, con-
tributing to overall resilience (Xie et al., 2024). 
Redundancy in a sustainable environment en-
sures the long-term viability of an organization 
by guaranteeing that it can sustain performance 
and service levels even in the face of environ-
mental or operational difficulties (Karanam et 
al., 2024). This enhances the organization’s ca-
pacity to maintain its operations and bounce 
back from any disturbances. 

Visibility, facilitated by information technology, 
enhances organizational transparency and situ-
ation awareness (Fiksel, 2015). Visibility allows 
organizations to manage and evaluate operation-
al actions and build resilience benefits, thereby 
strengthening the efficiency of overall perfor-
mance during disruptive conditions (Chowdhury 
& Quaddus, 2017; Scholten & Schilder, 2015). 

Access to accurate and timely visibility aids in 
sensing and forecasting disruptions, enhanc-
ing operational integration, and mitigating risks 
through shared information (Ali et al., 2017; 
Chowdhury & Quaddus, 2017). Accordingly, vis-
ibility proposes an adaptive capability of resilient 
firms to gain competitive benefits, such as knowl-
edge sharing, inventory management, and fund 
administration (Liu et al., 2018). 

To achieve visibility as a determinant of dynamic 
capability-building organization resilience, corpo-
rate firms must ensure quick response and neces-
sary customer feedback, thereby facilitating repose 
to turbulent conditions (Ciampi et al., 2021). High 
visibility allows organizations to effectively moni-
tor and understand their internal and external en-
vironments (Chowdhury & Quaddus, 2017). This 
improved situational awareness enables them to 
anticipate potential disturbances and take proac-
tive measures, thereby enhancing their resilience 
(Odimarha et al., 2024). Increased visibility allows 
organizations to detect problems and disruptions 
early (Liu et al., 2018). By identifying issues before 
they escalate, organizations can implement correc-
tive measures in a timely manner, reducing the im-
pact of disruptions on their operations (Sharma et 
al., 2022; Sudan et al., 2023). Additionally, visibility 
connects physical objects to the digital world, of-
fering real-time insights to create strategic value 
despite multiple security risks (Zhao et al., 2023). 
Thus, visibility is essential for learning from feed-
back from disruptions and developing better plans, 
enhancing sustainable organizational resilience 
(Ponomarov & Holcomb, 2009). 

Therefore, this study aims to analyze the relation-
ship between the antecedents of dynamic capabil-
ity view and organizational resilience in turbulent 
environments. The antecedents of the dynamic 
capability view are regarded as influencing fac-
tors (agility, flexibility, redundancy, and visibility) 
to achieve organizational resilience during severe 
crises in the firms. The following hypotheses are 
formulated: 

H1: Agility positively relates to organizational 
resilience.

H2: Flexibility positively relates to organization-
al resilience. 
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H3: Redundancy positively relates to organiza-
tional resilience.

H4: Visibility positively relates to organizational 
resilience.

2. METHODOLOGY 

This study quantifies the hypotheses through sur-
vey questionnaires for participants from the cor-
porate industry in Bangladesh. Accordingly, this 
study covers the inflected firms who are facing 
crises during disruptive events; they are the target 
respondents to measure the hypotheses. The sur-
vey was administered over two and a half months 
in 2023. Survey questionnaires were distributed by 
using Google Forms, and 157 completed question-
naires were collected from 21 private firms pro-
viding private services in Bangladesh. The target 
participants consisted of top employees working 
at the managerial level in different departments 
who were directly dealing with disruptive events 
in the firms. A convenience sampling technique 
was utilized in this study.

The final sample addressed a wide range of demo-
graphic characteristics, such as gender, age, posi-
tion, and education in the firm, which provides a 
comprehensive insight into quantifying the ante-
cedents of a dynamic capability view to build or-
ganizational resilience. Considering the age scale, 
15.9% were between the ages of 21-30; 81.5%, 0.6%, 
and 1.9% were within the age scales of 31-40, 41-50, 
and 50+, respectively. Regarding the gender scale, 
76.9% were male, while 23.1% were female. Most 
participants (51.0%) were postgraduate, while 
45.2% and 3.8% hold graduate and higher second-
ary degrees. The position level composed 5.7% 
of managing directors; 15.9%, 18.5%, 28.7%, and 
31.2% were senior managers, managers, executives, 
and others, respectively (Table 1).

The dependable variable of organizational re-
silience was assessed with a four-item scale by 
Ambulkar et al. (2015). The independent variable 
of agility was measured using a five-item scale 
from Swafford et al. (2006), Blome et al. (2013), 
and Abeysekara et al. (2019). Flexibility was 
scaled with a five-item scale from Chowdhury and 
Quaddus (2017). Redundancy was measured with 

a three-item scale (Chowdhury & Quaddus, 2017). 
Visibility was assessed with a four-item scale from 
Chowdhury and Quaddus (2017). Respondents 
were required to rate the items on a 5-point Likert 
leveling from 5 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly 
disagree). 

Table 1. The distribution of the target 
respondents’ characteristics

Characteristics Frequency Percentage 

Age 

≤21-30 25 15.9
31-40 128 81.5
41-50 1 .6
>50 3 1.9

Gender

Male 123 76.9
Female 34 23.1

Education 
Post Graduate 80 51.0
Graduate 71 45.2
Higher Secondary 6 3.8

Position 
Managing Director 9 5.7
Senior Manager 25 15.9
Manager 29 18.5
Executives 45 28.7
Others 49 31.2

The study employed PLS-SEM using SmartPLS 4 
to measure the total effects of agility, flexibility, 
redundancy, and visibility on organizational re-
silience. The PLS-SEM approach consists of two 
parts, including model (Figures 1 and 2) estima-
tion (McLeay et al., 2022). The measurement and 
structural models used SmartPLS 4.0 software 
to assess the PLS-SEM approach (McLeay et al., 
2022). To attain that, the study adopted the sym-
metric analysis, which is particularly relevant for 
this investigation as it estimates various path cor-
relations between endogenous variables and one or 
more independent variables (Sarstedt et al., 2021).

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this study, construct reliability, convergent va-
lidity, and discriminant validity were all measured 
by the measurement score of all latent variables. 
Accordingly, reliability was measured by address-
ing Cronbach’s Alpha (CA) and composite reliabil-
ity (CR). The convergent validity was estimated by 
employing the average variance extracted (AVE).
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The Cronbach’s Alpha and composite reliabil-
ity assessments of each latent variable were high-
er than the cutoff score of 0.7, while the average 
variance extracted assessments for all latent vari-
ables were higher than the threshold value of 0.5 
(Hair et al., 2020). These findings reveal that the 
proposed framework meets the requirements of 
reliability and convergent validity (Table 2). The 
discriminant validity was tested using Fornell-
Larcker criteria (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The re-
sult of the Fornell-Larcker (FL) criterion meets the 
cutoff value of all constructs. According to Table 2, 
each latent variable’s AVE (square root) is greater 
than the maximum coefficients of any other vari-

ables (Sarstedt et al., 2021). Therefore, regarding 
the requirement of discriminant validity, the cri-
teria can be considered to meet the proposed mod-
el (Figure 1).

The study sample size for the symmetric analysis 
(PLS-SEM) met the criteria for all benchmarks to 
proceed to the next step of analysis. Therefore, the 
study examined the measurement model first to 
assess its reliability and validity, then measured 
the structural model’s path coefficient. The es-
timations of the structural model are reported, 
where the path coefficient (β), the variance infla-
tion factor (VIF), the coefficient of dependable 

Figure 1. Presentation of the alpha and factor loading scores
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Figure 2. Presentation in SmartPLS 4 of hypotheses estimation values

Table 2. Measures of the scale using construct reliability and validity
Reliability and convergent validity Discriminant validity
AVE CR Cronbach’s a AGI FLX OR RED VIS

0.817 0.969 0.963 Agility 0.904
0.745 0.946 0.931 Flexibility 0.827 0.863
0.855 0.959 0.944 Organizational Resilience 0.852 0.865 0.925
0.860 0.949 0.919 Redundancy 0.779 0.853 0.804 0.928
0.789 0.937 0.911 Visibility 0.866 0.850 0.823 0.739 0.888

Table 3. Hypotheses testing

Path Coefficient β t value
(Bootstrap) p-value Test VIF f2

Agility → Organizational Resilience 0.342 4.290 0.000 Accepted 4.898 0.129
Flexibility → Organizational Resilience 0.370 3.694 0.000 Accepted 6.114 0.121
Redundancy → Organizational Resilience 0.144 2.252 0.024 Accepted 3.977 0.028
Visibility → Organizational Resilience 0.106 1.184 0.236 Rejected 5.000 0.011
Construct R2

R
2 Adjusted

Organizational Resilience 0.814 0.809
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variables (R2), p-values (significance), and t-values 
(significance) are considered (Table 3) (Hair et 
al., 2020). Accordingly, the results reported that 
all the hypotheses were supported in the model. 
Agility was indicated to have a positive effect on 
organizational resilience (β = .342, t = 4.290, p = 
.000). Flexibility was indicated to have a positive 
effect on organizational resilience (β = .370, t = 
3.694, p = .000).

Redundancy was reported to positively affect or-
ganizational resilience (β = .144, t = 2.252, p = 
.024). However, visibility was revealed to affect 
organizational resilience negatively (β = .106, t = 
1.184, p = 0.236). The values of VIF scaled from 
3.977 to 6.114, which was lower than the cutoff 
score of 5 (Sarstedt et al., 2021). Therefore, the 
findings reported no collinearity issues in the pro-
posed model. 

After synthesizing the significance of the path co-
efficients, f2, Q2, and R2 were assessed for in-sam-
ple prediction. The structural model indicates R2 
values as a variance scale of 81.4% for organiza-
tional resilience. These results show a predictive 
accuracy of the framework of outcome construct 
(Sarstedt et al., 2021). Table 3 reports two values, 
and the effect range for agility, flexibility, redun-
dancy, and visibility indicates a small effect on or-
ganizational resilience. These results indicate that 
among all the endogenous constructs, agility→ or-
ganizational resilience (f2 = 0.129) is a significant 
path for predicting organizational resilience, in-
cluding flexibility → organizational resilience (f2 = 
0.121). Based on the predictive power, the results 
indicate that the proposed framework has suffi-
cient predictive power in the sample (Figure 2) 
(Hair et al., 2020). 

Finally, the PLS-predict analysis measured the 
predictive validity of the research model through 
out-of-sample predictive relevance. As reported in 
Table 4, the result of Q2 assesses the prediction es-
timation through linear regression (LR) and par-

tial least squares (PLS) to analyze the predictor er-
rors in this model. The results show that all the 
indicators have higher predictor accuracy, indicat-
ing that all the indicators of organizational resil-
ience had lower prediction errors than the causal 
threshold of the value. The predictive errors are 
measured through the RMSE, MAE, and MAPE 
scores in Table 4. 

The findings line up with past studies highlighting 
the association between organizational resilience 
and dynamic capability view. Prior studies pro-
foundly emphasized agility and flexibility as key 
variables that help the organization to adapt and re-
cover from the crisis. Redundancy has a lesser im-
pact, and visibility has no impact on resilience as per 
prior literature. It suggests that redundancy is benefi-
cial but not the key to adapting drastically. Visibility, 
on the other hand, may create information overload 
and unnecessary interruptions, which is why it may 
negatively affect the ability to be resilient. 

The contributions of this study are significant for 
managers and firms, government, and industry 
associations, particularly those in the corporate 
industry in Bangladesh and elsewhere. The results 
of this study demonstrate that managers take a 
dynamic capability view as an approach toward 
organizational resilience, allowing firms that can 
mitigate uncertainties and build dynamic, resil-
ient environments to recover and respond swiftly 
from disruptive events. These results suggest that 
the antecedents of dynamic capability are a nec-
essary construct for achieving organizational re-
silience. Organizations that want to enhance their 
performance are required to significantly measure 
the antecedents of the dynamic capability view to 
attain a high level of organizational resilience in 
turbulent environments. 

The core finding shows the effect of antecedents 
of dynamic capability in resisting vulnerabilities 
during disruptive events. Changes in internal and 
external circumstances, for instance, economic 

Table 4. PLS-predict for measuring predictive errors

Q2 predict PLS-SEM_RMSE PLS-SEM_MAE LM_RMSE LM_MAE
OR 1 0.599 0.833 0.614 0.869 0.658
OR 2 0.714 0.744 0.605 0.790 0.623
OR 3 0.723 0.596 0.440 0.637 0.486
OR 4 0.693 0.658 0.493 0.698 0.532
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recessions, political interventions, financial insta-
bility, and complexity of the organizational net-
works, can result in unforeseen organizational 
disruptions. The findings suggest that enhancing 
organizational sustainability in highly disrup-
tive crises depends on building dynamic capa-
bilities to achieve high organizational resilience. 
Organizations need to expand their capacities to 
foster dynamic resources and capabilities and fore-

cast internal conditions during disruptive crises. 
Furthermore, managers can employ the measured 
items as dynamic tools to choose areas that need 
modifications to achieve organizational resilience. 
Therefore, firms need to recognize the necessary 
antecedents of dynamic capability, build an orga-
nizational resilience system associated with their 
development in disruptive environments, and 
control more profound dynamic settings. 

CONCLUSION

This study highlights key determinants of organizational resilience in service-oriented organiza-
tions during disruptive periods. The results reveal that agility and flexibility are crucial for enhanc-
ing resilience, with agility showing a strong positive impact and flexibility contributing significantly. 
Redundancy, while beneficial, has a lesser effect on resilience. Firms should use technological design to 
frame and enhance organizational settings during crises. Thus, agility enables organizations to make 
quick decisions and flexible responses to changing situations, which are critical for maintaining normal 
operations during disruptions. Consecutively, flexibility is a necessary capability enabled by limited 
resources in achieving organizational resilience, which, in turn, has a core effect on organizational per-
formance. Thus, flexibility is one of the key strengths that can customize their processes and structures 
to encounter new challenges arising from crisis. In addition, this result emphasizes the importance of 
reducing a firm’s disruptive events. Redundancy helps corporate managers reduce the negative effects of 
corporate firms. Thus, redundancy can permit additional resources, and the concentration on resource 
configurations may get interrupted, as shown in sustainable organizations. Firms can provide support-
ing resources to potential stakeholders to minimize the redundancy barriers in the context of disrup-
tive events. High visibility may expose the organization to external parties that can strain resources and 
shift the attention from core resilience initiatives, affecting resilience negatively. In contrast, visibility 
and organization are significantly related to achieving sustainable environments during severe crises. 
Visibility is one of the necessary antecedents of a dynamic capability view to achieve organizational re-
silience during turbulent environments. 

The dynamic capability view is instrumental in understanding and improving organizational resilience. 
This study extends the dynamic capability view framework to emphasize the role of dynamic capabili-
ties in building resilience across the entire organization. Managerial implications stress the importance 
of adopting a dynamic capability view approach, focusing on agility, flexibility, and effective use of re-
dundancy while being cautious of the potential drawbacks of high visibility. Organizations should de-
velop dynamic capabilities to navigate disruptions effectively and enhance overall resilience.
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