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Abstract: Organizational resilience (OR) has been studied as an important construct for maintaining
an organization’s sustainability in today’s dynamic business world. However, the exact way to
systematically achieve OR in real organizational settings is still unknown. In this paper, the scholars
elucidate how OR can be fostered by developing knowledge absorptive capacity based on the
knowledge-based view and dynamic capability theory. The paper highlights the significance of
knowledge resources for a firm’s survival nowadays and provides conceptual clarity of how a firm’s
ACAP could reinforce fostering OR. Thereby, this review fills the knowledge gaps of previous studies.
Based on the review corpus, scholars also address other prominent antecedents for nurturing OR,
such as leadership styles, dynamic capabilities, organizational learning, unlearning, networks, and
social capital. Lastly, a conceptual model was developed for future organizational studies. In addition
to the aforementioned contributions, the study’s novelty also lies in the review method, which is
systematically conducted in an integrated manner by combining a bibliometric analysis and a scoping
review. Furthermore, the study analyzes a more expansive database that includes 823 documents and
covers documents published more recently, from 1992 to 2021.

Keywords: organizational resilience; resilience; absorptive capacity; corporate sustainability

1. Introduction

In today’s ever-changing business world, challenges and threats derived from uncer-
tainties come without any prior notice. In addition, the world’s economy has shifted to a
knowledge economy saturated with knowledge-intensive businesses and occasional tech-
nological disruptions [1]. In this regard, proper knowledge management and knowledge
resources are deemed to be crucial for an organization’s sustainability nowadays. Unlike
in the past, the intensity and range of threats materializing today are more severe and
extensive [2]. Thus, it becomes more competitive and challenging to keep organizations
sustainable. For instance, threats that have arisen in recent years include cyber security vio-
lations [3], terrorist attacks [4], natural disasters due to climate change [5], global economic
crises [6], and unexpected catastrophes [7]. Consequently, organizations are continuously
seeking effective ways of surviving and thriving in this dynamic, turbulent environment [8].
One solution that addresses this challenge is to enhance the organization’s resilience [9].
But how can an organization achieve organizational resilience?

Although many scholars have studied OR, the exact way to systematically achieve
OR in real organizational settings is still unknown [10]. In fact, numerous studies have
highlighted the roles that knowledge management and dynamic capabilities could play in
building resilient organizations [11,12]. This literature has identified the absorptive capacity
concept, a knowledge-based dynamic capability, as a relevant factor to consider for nurtur-
ing organizational resilience. However, several scholars have proposed that the concepts
of absorptive capacity (ACAP) and organizational resilience (OR) are similar, and their

Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570. https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912570 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912570
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912570
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0872-5121
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912570
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su141912570?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570 2 of 27

relationship needs to be addressed more explicitly in the literature [13,14]. Nevertheless,
no study we have reviewed so far provides an explication of these two constructs jointly.
Therefore, using an integrative review method, this review contributes to the literature
by providing a conceptual clarity of how a firm’s ACAP could reinforce fostering OR
along with other prominent antecedents, such as leadership styles, dynamic capabilities,
organizational learning, unlearning, networks, and social capital.

Zahra and George [15] explained that ACAP refers to a firm’s ability to acquire, assim-
ilate, transform, and exploit new external knowledge to achieve competitive advantages
and superior performances. Lengnick-Hall, Beck, and Lengnick-Hall [16] defined OR as the
ability “to effectively absorb, develop situation-specific responses to and ultimately engage
in transformative activities to capitalize on disruptive surprises” (p. 244). Based on these
two definitions, Hillmann and Guenther [13] conclude that ACAP seems to be a protective
factor that mitigates adversity and is evidently linked to OR. In addition, ACAP has been
widely considered a prominent concept for firms’ long-term survival and competitiveness
under the knowledge-based view [17] and dynamic capability theory [18]. Empirical stud-
ies further conclude that ACAP also encourages innovation within firms [19–21], which is
evidently essential for making organizations resilient in dynamic environments [22–24].
Thus, understanding the significance of the ACAP and OR relationship would benefit both
organizations and academic literature.

Over the past decade, several research reviews have sought to conceptualize and ana-
lyze the literature on OR. For example, Hillmann and Guenther [13] analyzed 176 documents
from Business Source Complete (EBSCO) and ISI Web of Knowledge’s Social Sciences Cita-
tion Index (SSCI). The scholars reviewed previous OR conceptualizations and provided a
more parsimonious definition with a conceptual model. They defined OR as “the ability
of an organization to maintain functions and recover fast from adversity by mobilizing
and accessing the resources” [13] (p. 31). They also highlighted a firm’s resilient behavior,
resources, and capabilities as the main factors determining OR in the conceptual model.

Williams et al. [2] developed a framework for OR by integrating crisis management
and resilience literature in their review. The review was conducted by analyzing 384 articles
from mainstream management and crisis management journals and manually exploring
high-impact articles that may have fallen outside the initial search. The scholars suggested
a more expansive configuration for OR pertaining to resource endowments, organizing
practices, and postcrisis responses. Additionally, they suggested a resilience feedback loop
in their review.

In the review by Linnenluecke [25], influential publications and five schools of thought
in resilience research, (1) organizational responses to external threats, (2) design principles
that reduce supply chain disruptions as well as vulnerabilities, (3) the adaptability of
business models, (4) organizational reliability, and (5) employee strengths, were identified.
The scholars analyzed 339 papers published from 1977 to 2014 in business and management
journals by using Histcite-analysis. The review focused on the resilience concept evolution
in business and management literature over time.

Unlike the previous reviews, this review focuses on identifying OR antecedents,
mainly focusing on the role played by the ACAP, as found in dynamic capability and
knowledge management literature. This review analyzes a more expansive database that
includes 823 documents and covers documents published more recently, from 1992 to 2021.
In addition, an OR conceptual model is developed for future research studies. The nov-
elty of the current review also lies in the review method, which is systematically con-
ducted in an integrated manner by combining a bibliometric analysis [26] and a scoping
review [27]. Considering previously addressed knowledge gaps, the author has framed
three research questions.

(1) What is the intellectual structure of OR research in business and management literature?
(2) What are the key theoretical as well as empirical findings in OR research, and what

do empirical studies suggest about how ACAP contributes to OR?
(3) What is the conceptual relationship between ACAP and OR?
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The scholar utilizes 823 documents from the Scopus database to conduct a bibliometric
analysis and identifies five schools of thought, (1) organizational resilience under resource-
based view and strategic management perspectives, (2) organizational resilience in disaster
management, (3) resilience under organizational behavior perspectives, (4) resilience man-
agement in social-ecological systems, and (5) resilience engineering and system safety.
Following the bibliometric analysis, a scoping review with 62 relevant documents from the
review database is conducted to understand the landscape of OR in relation to ACAP. By
clarifying the conceptual relationship of these two constructs, this review will contribute
to both theory development as well as research and practice. Theory development and
research will be advanced by identifying a more refined conceptual model which can be
used for future OR studies. The review also has the potential for contributing to practice by
highlighting knowledge-based capability that can enhance OR through building ACAP.

The remainder of this paper is organized into three main parts. The review method is
discussed in the next section. After delineating the review methods employed in this paper,
the results and findings of the study are reported in the following section. Lastly, inferences
from findings and conceptual model development are conferred in the discussion section.

2. Method of Review

The author employed the integrative review method in the current study since this
review method allows for the inclusion of diverse research methodologies, such as experi-
mental and non-experimental research, to provide a more clear understanding of a specific
phenomenon [28]. The current integrative review consists of two methods. First, bibliomet-
ric analysis was conducted to identify the intellectual structure of OR research in business
and management literature. Second, a scoping review of OR was carried out by focusing
on the selected school of thought which could explain the relationship between ACAP and
OR. This section will outline the research methods employed in the present review.

2.1. Bibliometric Analysis

The scholar employed bibliometric analysis using VOSviewer software (version 1.6.17)
to answer the first research question, which is to identify the main research streams in OR
research. Bibliometric analysis is a quantitative approach that utilizes publication data
(such as sources, authors, citations, and keywords) to provide the trends and highlights
in the knowledge base of a specific field. Zupic and Čater [26] explain that bibliometric
review provides a non-biased, empirically-grounded approach that analyzes a body of
knowledge in a systematic, transparent, and reproducible manner. Similarly, bibliometric
analysis benefits researchers in constructing their theoretical backgrounds, such as the
systematization of particular information (i.e., articles, journals, researchers, institutions,
and countries), understanding of a specific field as well as the networks formed in the
subject, therefore, it is deemed to be a reliable method for various research areas [29–31].

Despite the different types of bibliometric analysis methods, this review used author
co-citation analysis to identify the intellectual structure of OR research in management
literature. In the author co-citation analysis method, the contents of two authors are
assumed to be similar or related if they are frequently cited together [26]. Thus, this
analysis has been used to evaluate the relationship among authors contributing to a field
of study to identify the intellectual structure in that field [32]. VOSviewer software tracks
the frequency with which two authors appeared in the same reference lists of the review
articles [32] for analyzing author co-citation data. The software could also provide an
author co-citation map for visualizing the relatedness of authors in clusters and revealing
the main research streams of OR publications in management literature.

Identification of Sources for Bibliometric Review

The Scopus online data repository was chosen for collecting the documents since
it has broad coverage across different fields of study, such as management and educa-
tion [33]. This review follows the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
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and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) flowchart [34]. The searched string, “organi*ational re-
silience” or “business resilience” or “management resilience” or “corporate resilience” or
“enterprise resilience” or “industry resilience” or “resilient organi*ation”, was used to
conduct a keyword-based search for finding OR research publications in business and
management literature.

The initial search yielded 1355 documents published from 1992 to 2021. After limiting
the document types to English reviews and articles only, 486 documents were removed
from the database. The author went through the abstracts of the remaining 869 papers to
evaluate the document eligibility. Consequently, 46 documents were removed due to topical
irrelevancy, and the final review corpus for bibliometric analysis included 823 documents
published between 1992 and 2021.

After identifying the eligible sources from Scopus, the bibliographic data were ex-
ported to Microsoft Excel for storage and descriptive analysis. The exported data were
cleaned by eliminating the alternative expressions of the same data terms using a ‘the-
saurus’ file [35]. For example, an author’s names ‘barney, j.’ and ‘barney, j.b.’ are assumed
as the same author, thus, replacing ‘barney, j.’ with ‘barney, j.b.’ in the thesaurus file.
The scholar further conducted author co-citation analysis with the cleaned data set in
VOSveiwer software.

2.2. Scoping Review

Following the bibliometric review, a scoping review was conducted to provide a
deeper understanding of OR in relation to ACAP. Grimshaw [36] defined scoping reviews
as “exploratory projects that systematically map the literature available on a topic, identify-
ing key concepts, theories, sources of evidence, and gaps in the research” (p. 34). In this
study, the scoping review method was employed to map the literature and examine OR key
concepts and empirical findings in relation to ACAP. The scholar scoped down the litera-
ture into ‘organizational resilience under resource-based view and strategic management
perspectives’, which is one school of thought identified from the bibliometric analysis.

The scoping review of this paper follows the framework of Levac, Coquhoun, and
O’Brien [27], which includes the research question identification, relevant data selection,
data extraction, synthesizing and summarizing results, and presenting results. This review
will answer two out of three research questions mentioned in the introduction.

(2) What are the key theoretical as well as empirical findings in OR research, and what
do empirical studies suggest about how ACAP contributes to OR?

(3) What is the conceptual relationship between ACAP and OR?

Identification of Sources for Scoping Review

Since this review emphasizes the conceptual relationship of ACAP and OR, the scholar
selected the sources for scoping review by focusing specifically on the knowledge-based
view and dynamic capability theory in the chosen school of thought, ‘organizational re-
silience under resource-based view and strategic management perspectives’. All documents
identified in the bibliometric review that focused explicitly on the aforementioned scope
were compiled and extracted from the review database. In addition, the relevant articles
authored by scholars located in the selected school of thought were also retrieved from the
reference lists of selected publications. Publications without full-paper access and irrelevant
articles were eliminated. The final scoping review corpus includes 62 papers (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. PRISMA flow chart for bibliometric analysis and scoping review of organizational resilience
in management literature.

3. Results

This section reports the results from the current integrative review according to the
research questions.

3.1. Intellectual Structure of Organizational Resilience Research

An author co-citation analysis was conducted to identify the intellectual structure of
OR research in business and management literature. Through author co-citation analysis,
five research streams emerged from the intellectual structure of OR research. Further, they
are visualized as clusters on the author co-citation map exported from VOSviewer software.
These research streams include (1) organizational resilience under resource-based view and
strategic management perspectives, (2) organizational resilience in disaster management,
(3) resilience under organizational behavior perspectives, (4) resilience management in
social-ecological systems, and (5) resilience engineering and system safety. According to
White and McCain [37], these schools of thought are the intellectual pillars of emerging
literature in respective fields of study, which is the OR in business and management
literature in this case (Figure 2).
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published between 1992 and 2021 using the threshold of 43 citations per author and a display of
126 authors.

The red cluster is the largest school of thought, and it contains authors mapping the do-
main of Organizational Resilience under Resource-Based View and Strategic Management
Perspectives in the literature. This research stream is led by Sutcliffe, K.M. (474 co-citations),
Weick, K.E. (390 co-citations), Vogus, T.J. (216 co-citations), Beck, T.E. (212 co-citations),
and Lengnick-Hall, C.A. (188 co-citations). The authors from this school of thought have
conceptualized resilience pertaining to uncertainties, crises, and dynamic environments
in organizational settings [9,38,39] and studied leadership [40,41], innovation, and en-
trepreneurship [42,43], as well as applications of different strategic resources, such as
human resources [16,44] and intellectual or knowledge-based resources [45,46].

In this cluster, sensemaking and mindfulness [47,48] are also underlined as other
organizations’ abilities to overcome unexpected events successfully. The scholars also
highlight the prominence of dynamic capabilities, which allows firms to integrate, con-
struct, and reconfigure external and internal resources to survive in a rapidly changing
business environment [49]. In this research stream, OR has been explained from different
business management disciplines, i.e., supply chain management [50], human resource
management [16], strategic management [13], and marketing [51].

The green cluster is the second largest research stream, and it includes authors map-
ping the terrain of Organizational Resilience in Disaster Management. This research
stream is led by Seville, E. (331 co-citations), Vargo, J. (292 co-citations), Mcmanus, S.T.
(135 co-citations), Hall, C.M. (121 co-citations), and Ritchie, B.W. (113 co-citations). The
authors located in this school of thought have published on OR pertinent to disasters and
natural hazards [52,53], disaster resilience [54,55], disaster recovery [56], crisis management
for tourism [57], and sustainable tourism [58].

The blue cluster is the third largest school of thought, and it comprises authors
from the domain of Resilience under Organizational Behavior Perspectives in business
management literature. This research stream is led by Salanova, M. (202 co-citations),
Luthans, F. (176 co-citations), Llorens, S. (115 co-citations), Schaufeli, W.B. (92 co-citations),
and Bakker, A.B. (80 co-citations). The scholars in this cluster focus on work engagement
and burnout [59,60], psychological capital [61], job demand and job resources [62,63],
organizational stress [64,65], and employee resilience [66,67].
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The yellow cluster is one of the smallest clusters. The authors in this cluster map the
domain of Resilience Management in Social–Ecological Systems in business management
literature. This research stream is led by Holling, C.S. (234 co-citations), Walker, B.H.
(210 co-citations), Folke, C. (188 co-citations), Carpenter, S.R. (164 co-citations), and Adger,
W.N. (84 co-citations). This cluster highlights the origin of the resilience concept. The
resilience concept originated from ecology [68] and was later applied in different disciplines,
i.e., psychology, material science, organizational management, etc. The scholars from this
research stream conceptualized resilience from ecological system perspectives [68,69].

The second smallest school of thought is Resilience Engineering and System Safety in
the purple cluster. This research stream is led by Hollnagel, E. (295 co-citations), Woods,
D.D. (233 co-citations), Roberts, K.H. (78 co-citations), Leveson, N. (74 co-citations), and
Comfort, L.K. (60 co-citations). The studies in this domain are concentrated on publications
pertinent to system safety [70], resilience engineering [71,72], complex system [73], software
safety [74,75], cognitive system engineering [76,77], and human error [78,79].

3.2. Organizational Resilience Concept

The resilience concept originated from ecology in the 1960s and early 1970s through
studies of interacting populations, such as functional responses of predators and prey,
regarding ecological stability theory [68,80,81]. It was later applied in different disciplines,
such as psychology [82], material science [83], management [84], etc. The term resilience
was first used in management literature by Meyer [85]. In his research, Meyer [85] examined
the organizational adaptation to environmental jolt, and it became the conceptual origin of
resilience in this field. This concept has recently gained increasing attention in organization
and management literature [86]. Studies have been conducted about rare events [87,88],
surprises [89], catastrophes [90], or crises [91]. In addition, research in OR literature is
fragmented across different schools of thought [25]. The definitions of OR differ according
to the context of studies, and it can be considered an umbrella construct as it is broad and
encompasses diverse themes or phenomena [10]. In this paper, the conceptualizations and
definitions of OR are reported as found in the current review corpus.

The concept of OR is fuzzy and has been defined in various ways, i.e., as an out-
come, capacity, capability, characteristic, strategy, behavior, performance, or process [13].
However, this paper picks up the three most popular conceptualizations of OR from the
literature. These conceptualizations are (1) OR as an outcome, (2) OR as a capacity or
capability, and (3) OR as a process.

Most past studies conceptualized OR as an outcome. Those studies focus specifi-
cally on factors and antecedents that distinguish resilient organizations from less resilient
ones [10]. In this perspective, the construct is often defined as a firm’s ability to recover
from adverse situations [2]. This group of studies underlines the possible firms’ factors to fa-
cilitate resilience in organizations. Some significant factors are redundancies [92], adequate
resources [93], positive relationships [93], and collective behaviors in organizations [94].
Although these studies provide fruitful insights into organizational factors or sources that
seem important for organizations to respond effectively to adversity, they are retrospective
and input-oriented rather than focusing on the elements of OR [10].

In contrast, some scholars explained OR as a capacity or capability [2,95]. Although
several scholars argued that capacity and capability have disparities [14], the two terms
seem to be applied interchangeably in the OR literature [13]. This group of studies is
extremely heterogenous, as both static and dynamic views of OR can be found in these
studies. Unlike outcome-based studies, this research stream explains OR elements and how
OR can be acquired in organizations. A recent study by Duchek [10] conceptualized OR
capabilities for different stages in the resilience process. The scholar combined capability
and process approaches to develop a conceptual framework that could provide a holistic
view of achieving OR in different resilience stages: anticipation before, coping during, and
adaptation after unexpected events.
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In most recent literature, OR was often conceptualized as a process that leads to
resilient outcomes [2,86,96–98]. Sutcliffe and Vogus [98] are the pioneers of this concep-
tualization. They argued that superior outcomes alone are not substantial for defining
OR. Scholars who follow this perspective distinguish different resilience stages based on
the timeline of unexpected events [2,10,86,97,99]. Some studies in this process perspective
underline the dynamic nature of OR as “an interaction between the organization and
the environment” [2] (p. 20). In the subsequent section, the different definitions of OR
are discussed.

3.3. Organizational Resilience Definitions

The earliest definitions of resilience found in organizational and managerial contexts
mainly emphasize resisting and recovering from disruptions. However, the definitions
vary across different disruptive events. For example, Home III and Orr [100] explained
resilience as a firm’s ability to respond productively to disruptions without lingering in
long regressive behavior. Similarly, the construct was defined as a capacity to uphold or
reinstate an acceptable functionality after perturbations by Robert et al. [101]. Linnenluecke,
Griffiths, and Winn [97] defined OR as the capacity to absorb extreme weather impacts
and recover from the situation. These definitions focus on the static nature of OR, which
targets reacting and returning to the original state when adversities occur. Thus, the earliest
descriptions of OR reflect the coping ability of firms. Coping with disruption is essential for
organizations to survive when facing uncertainties, albeit organizations sometimes need to
advance or adjust or change the existing structure (metamorphose) for a better fit in a new
environment [16,102].

Hence, scholars considered another factor, transformation, or adaptation, in eluci-
dating OR. Vogus and Sutcliffe [103] argued that an organization’s positive adjustments
resulted from challenges deemed to make the organization stronger and more resourceful,
and maintaining these adjustments make the organization resilient [103]. Lengnick-Hall
et al. [16] defined OR as an ability to effectively absorb the threatening disruptive surprises
encountered by an organization, establish suitable responses, and undertake ultimate trans-
formative activities to avail of the disruptions. This understanding of OR provides the
dynamic property of the construct. For instance, Hamel and Välikangas [9] asserted that or-
ganizational strategies and business models need to be dynamically reconfigured according
to changing situations. In the recent review of Kantabutra and Ketprapakorn [104], OR was
defined as “an organizational capability that improves both organizational adaptability and
organizational buffering capacity in response to abrupt environmental changes so that the
organization bounces back and strengthens its current entity by dynamically reinventing
itself for the future as the surrounding environmental changes” (p. 18).

Some scholars added anticipation of unexpected events as a capacity of OR in ex-
plicating the construct. Somers [105] stated that resilience is more than just surviving
when encountering adversity; it involves potential risk identification and acting proactively
to ensure that the organization thrives. Ortiz-de-Mandojana and Bansal [106] similarly
described OR as an organization’s incremental capacity to anticipate and adjust to the
circumstance. Considering the active response and anticipation perspectives, Duchek [10]
provides a more explicit definition of OR, the “ability to anticipate potential threats, to
cope effectively with adverse events, and to adapt to changing conditions” (p. 220). In this
review, the scholar follows the organizational resilience definition of Duchek [10] to explain
the conceptual relationship between OR and ACAP.

3.4. Organizational Resilience Theoretical and Empirical Findings

OR is an overarching construct, and it has been studied in different contexts. Scholars
noted that this construct is also context-specific [2,10,13]. Consequently, various types of
antecedents or drivers were identified based on the context of studies in the literature.
However, this paper highlights four important drivers and antecedents for fostering OR
capability, as found in the current review corpus.
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3.4.1. Leadership Styles

Due to the ubiquitous uncertainties, the rush to make a timely decision and execute
appropriate responses by leaders is essential for every resilient organization [107] in the
dynamic business environment. Additionally, de Oliveira Teixeira and Werther Jr [108]
claimed that leadership is the combined force of an organization that establishes OR.
Sheffi [109] also argued that a leadership’s quality and the empowerment resulting from
the leadership are important for adaptive organizational culture, which aids organizations
in responding effectively during turmoil or adversity [110]. Thus, leadership is consid-
ered one of the most crucial drivers for building resilient organizations. Personal traits,
actions, influence, patterns of interaction with others, responsibilities undertaken, and
authority derived from a formal administrative position have traditionally been used to
describe leadership [111]. In recent studies, leadership has been explained as a process
that regulates a group of employees or followers to achieve a specific task or goal, and it
impacts the actions and behaviors of others [112–114]. Several scholars have outlined the
importance of leadership in crises and uncertain events [107], and it has been contended to
be an important factor for organizations’ success [115]. In the Tan Tock Seng Hospital in
Singapore case study by Teo, Lee, and Lim [116], the scholars concluded that leadership and
relational connections are critical to promoting OR during a crisis. The types of leadership
behavior are also vital in shaping followers’ attitudes and firms’ performance in adverse
situations [116].

Some scholars argued that during high uncertainty periods, charismatic leadership
behavior, which communicates determination, and provides missions and visions while
articulating high-performance expectations, is more predictive of organizational perfor-
mance than transactional leadership behavior, which focuses on setting goals and tasks and
ensuring compliance [117]. Baykal [110] proposed that an authentic leadership style, in
which leaders emphasize constructing employees’ self-efficacy by undertaking actions ac-
cording to their convictions and confidences rather than resembling other idealized leaders,
is an important driver for fostering OR in a rapidly changing environment. Transforma-
tional leadership, which motivates changes by providing inspiring visions and facilitates
employees to overcome the discomfort of changes [118], has also been discussed as a
driver of OR in several studies. According to Suryaningtyas, Sudiro, Eka, and Dodi [41],
transformational leadership is assumed to make quick organizational system changes and
adjustments to respond to alterations in the external environment. Odeh, Obeidat, Jaradat,
and Alshurideh [40] also found the positive impact of transformational leadership on
adaptive culture and a firm’s resilience in their analysis of 309 Dubai service firms. Thus,
different leadership styles and behaviors are evidently influenced in building OR.

Since different leadership styles evidently affect building OR, knowledge-oriented
leadership is also expected to influence the organization’s resiliency. Knowledge is con-
sidered one of the most valuable strategic resources that aids firms in achieving flexibility
and adaptation to changes [15]. According to Donate and De Pablo [119], organizations
need a blend of various leadership styles to effectively and efficiently manage knowl-
edge. Thus, the scholars introduced a leadership style that integrates transformational
and transactional leadership, along with motivational and communication factors, for
better knowledge management in organizations. In other words, knowledge-oriented
leadership employs two different leadership styles accordingly to situations. For example,
transactional leadership is best used for institutionalizing, reinforcing, and refining existing
knowledge, while transformational leadership is best used for challenging the current
situation of the firm [120,121]. Many researchers later follow this leadership approach
in their knowledge-based view studies [122,123]. In this review, the scholar refers to the
understanding of Donate and De Pablo [119], who defined knowledge-oriented leadership
as integration of transformational and transactional leadership, along with motivational
and communication factors, for better knowledge management in organizations.

Knowledge-oriented leadership is often explained as how the management level shows
an attitude, mindset, or action that encourages the activities of knowledge generation,
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distribution, and exploitation in an organization [124,125]. Knowledge-oriented leaders en-
courage and appreciate employees’ new ideas by teaching, demonstrating, rewarding them,
and improving those ideas [125,126]. Furthermore, Naqshbandi and Jasimuddin [125]
contended that knowledge-oriented leadership is meant for creating and promoting an
organization’s knowledge through various processes, such as improving learning expe-
riences and enabling knowledge flow from external sources. According to Hamel and
Prahalad [127], leaders who seek to cultivate OR establish explorations for external forces
that may impact their organizations’ future success. The aforementioned characteristics
of knowledge-oriented leadership could facilitate the members of an organization to han-
dle the knowledge acquired from external sources effectively. Thus, knowledge-oriented
leadership is deemed to be a promising antecedent for building OR.

3.4.2. Dynamic Capabilities

According to Teece, Pisano, and Shuen [18], dynamic capability is an organization’s
ability to integrate, build, and restructure internal and external competencies to respond
to the dynamic environment. Teece [128] proposed a dynamic capabilities framework by
integrating innovation and strategy literature to highlight the critical management capa-
bilities for maintaining superior firm performance in a rapidly changing business world.
According to the scholar, the factors which encourage sensing problems, seizing opportuni-
ties, and transforming an organization’s capabilities regarding the dynamic environment
are the foundations of dynamic capabilities [128]. These factors include skills, methods,
procedures, organizational structures, decision rules, and unique disciplines. Previous
studies have noted that organizations could create, deploy, and protect intangible assets
that provide superior long-term business performance by using dynamic capabilities [129].
In addition, Teece, Pereraf, and Leih [130] asserted that dynamic capabilities promote
organizational agility. Strong dynamic capabilities are critical for firm growth and financial
performance where the business environment is highly uncertain and turbulent [130].

Akpan, Johnny, and Sylva [131] recently studied the relationship between OR and
dynamic capabilities by analyzing 11 Nigerian manufacturing firms. They examined the
effects of two dynamic capability dimensions, i.e., sensing capability and reconfiguration
capability, on OR capacity, which includes adaptability and agility. The positive effects of
both dynamic capability dimensions on adaptability and agility were found. Additionally,
Kurtz and Varvakis’ [129] conceptual article outlines the role and prominence of dynamic
capabilities for SMEs’ adaptation and resilience to maintain competitive advantages in a
rapidly changing environment. The scholars followed Pavlou and El Sawy’s [132] dynamic
capabilities model, which comprises four capabilities: sensing capability, learning capabil-
ity, integrating capability, and coordinating capability. Further, they explained how each
capability is associated with OR since the goal of both dynamic capabilities and OR is to
maintain sustainable competitiveness in the long term [129]. Sensing capability refers to an
ability to recognize crisis triggers; thus, it can help predict the crisis. Learning capability is
considered an ability to promote knowledge creation and understanding; therefore, it en-
hances the ability to adapt to changes. Integrating capability means contributing individual
knowledge to the group, enabling leaders to encourage employees to participate in strategic
reconfigurations of organizations in a turbulent environment. Coordinating capability is an
ability to aid the task assignment and resource allocation; hence, it encourages the effective
allocations of available resources and the ability to track the obtained results. Thereby, each
capability facilitates resilience in the organization. Based on this discussion, the author
posits dynamic capabilities as important drivers for OR.

3.4.3. Organizational Learning and Unlearning

Organizational learning is another important driver for fostering OR. According to
Odeh et al. [40], transforming into a learning organization is needed for uncovering hidden
opportunities [133] to adapt and respond to firms’ survival during sudden shocks [134].
Huber [135] explained that learning occurs when the range of an organization’s potential
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behavior is changed during information processing. Based on this understanding, Tsang
and Zahra [136] claimed that information entered is transformed and potentially kept in
organizational behaviors or routines. Learning is considered an important ability for an
organization to reconfigure or adapt after a disruption [137]. Many studies have claimed
that organizational learning is a capability that contributes to OR [98,138,139].

According to Sutcliffe and Vogus [98], learning is both an input and result of OR pro-
cesses. As input, organizations employ previous crisis experience to handle current crises,
and as an outcome, feedback from the crisis changes beliefs and practices for adapting to
current and future crises [139]. The conceptual paper of Duchek [10] provides a more com-
prehensive explanation of the prominence of organizational learning in different resilience
stages. The scholar argued that observing, identifying, and preparing for a crisis should be
undertaken by the organization during the anticipation phase. Furthermore, organizations
need to possess the ability to accept the problem and develop and implement solutions to
cope with external challenges, Duchek [10]. Lastly, reflection upon the crisis experiences
and learning from them to make advancements or organizational change for future crises
are important in the adaptation phase after a disruption incidence. Thus, organizational
learning seems to have an important role in every stage of the resilience process. Koronis
and Ponis [140] proposed that the learning and knowledge absorptive ability of firms are
assumed to increase firms’ resilience performance. Additionally, Khan et al. [138] argued
that learning is pertinent to experimentation in solution searching and association with the
environment; therefore, the learning capability might positively influence nurturing and
maintaining the resilience capability of organizations. Thereby, organizational learning is
considered an antecedent of organizational resilience.

Unlearning in an organization is often seen as necessary for successful adaptation to
external changes, encouraging organizational learning, and improving the firm’s perfor-
mance [136]. Tsang and Zahra [136] defined organizational unlearning as abolishing old
routines in favor of new ones. According to Hedberg [141], as reality changes, knowledge
expands and simultaneously becomes obsolete; thus, learning new knowledge and remov-
ing obsolete knowledge are essential for better understanding. Fiol and O’Connor [142]
offered a more explicit unlearning definition which is the “intentional displacement of well-
established patterns of action and understanding due to an exogenous disruption” [142]
(p. 6). Scholars claim that unlearning helps to learn better, and vice versa. The aforemen-
tioned unlearning definitions describe the construct as a capability with ostensive aspects
(i.e., understanding a routine cognitively and emotionally) and performative aspects (i.e.,
particular actions undertaken in the routine).

Starbuck [143] explained unlearning as a part of the process of coping with strong
uncertainty and a precondition for learning by highlighting the possible unlearning process
with no reconfiguration of new patterns. Orth and Schuldis [144] examined 244 employees
from German and Austrian organizations to study the organization’s learning and unlearn-
ing capability for resilience during COVID-19. Although the scholars found the positive
effect of organizational learning on OR, they failed to prove the moderating effect of un-
learning capability on the relationship between organizational learning and resilience.
Unlearning was proposed as an antecedent of inevitable change and organizational learn-
ing in Wang’s [139] model of OR and learning capabilities. According to Morais-Storz
and Nguyen [145], unlearning capability along with learning is crucial for making an
organization strategically resilient. Unlearning is assumed to have organizational-level
effects [146], such as influencing organizational readiness for alterations [147] and affecting
the organizational knowledge absorptive capacity [148]. In addition, following Koronis
and Ponis’ [140] idea, Evans, Cregan, and Wall [149] classified resilience into four do-
mains, i.e., preparedness, responsiveness, adaptability, and learning, and they argued that
all of these capabilities are positively affected by the unlearning ability of firms. Based
on this discussion, the author highlights the unlearning capability as an antecedent of
organizational resilience.
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3.4.4. Networks and Social Capital

Another driver of OR is social capital which resides in relationships that are created
through exchange and provide access to resources [150]. Relationships between an organi-
zation and different entities are crucial for the knowledge absorption process, which enables
the organization to anticipate possible triggers before disruptions, cope with the situation
during disruptions, and adapt the organization appropriately after disruptions. Accord-
ing to the social capital theory, relational networks are important for a business as they
provide valuable resources through facilitating economic activities by sharing information,
collaborating, and discovering novel ways to achieve competitive advantages [150–152].
Furthermore, Mzid, Khachlouf, and Soparnot [153] explained that trust between entities
could remove blockades obstructing knowledge-sharing, open communication, continuous
feedback, and long-term relationships. In addition, inter-organizational networks have been
identified as one of the most important success factors in innovation implementation [154],
which is essential for making an organization resilient [23,24]. For this review, the scholar
follows the definition of Nahapiet and Ghoshal [150], who understand social capital as “the
sum of the actual and potential resources embedded within, available through, and derived
from the network of relationships possessed by an individual or social unit” (p. 243).

Previous studies have highlighted the positive influence of networks and social capital
on OR [153,155,156]. Jia et al. [155] studied the role of social capital on OR by examining
88 firms that were affected by the Sichuan earthquake. They followed the social structure
perspectives and analyzed the effects of three social factors, i.e., structural capital, relational
capital, and cognitive capital, on reactive and proactive dimensions of OR. However, their
study only found the positive impacts of structural capital on proactive OR and relational
capital on reactive OR. Similarly, Mzid et al. [153] investigated the role of social capital on
family firm resilience in their interviews with four Tunisian family firms. Subsequently,
scholars proposed that social capital affects not only on family firm’s resilience but also
the human capital and financial capital of the firm. Thus, social capital and networks are
posited as the drivers of firms’ resilience capability.

3.5. Key Theories in ACAP Literature and Relationship of ACAP and OR

In the resource-based view literature, ACAP is considered a valuable strategic capa-
bility, which is a path-dependent, firm-specific, and socially ingrained ability to create
competitiveness through exploiting new external knowledge. In the early 1990s, organiza-
tional ACAP was claimed to depend on individual ACAP, not simply the combination of
employees’ individual ACAP. Later, it was considered a multilevel construct, and the lowest
analysis level is the individual level, where the relationship between learning and ACAP is
most evident [157]. Since ACAP can reinforce, supplement, or refocus a firm’s knowledge
base, developing as well as sustaining ACAP in a firm is vital for the firm’s performance and
long-term survival [158]. Lastly, ACAP is often described as a capability that enables firms
to exploit new external knowledge and predict possible future technological advancement
more precisely [159]. Different definitions of ACAP, key theories, as well as the conceptual
relationship between ACAP and OR are discussed in the subsequent sections.

3.5.1. Definition of Absorptive Capacity

ACAP is first introduced by Cohen and Levinthal [160] as a firm’s ability to recognize
the value of external knowledge, assimilate, and exploit it for commercial gain. They
emphasized firms’ research and development (R&D) as a driver of ACAP. They addressed
the characteristics of individuals’ and organizations’ cognitive structures and asserted that
without past knowledge, organizations are unable to evaluate new information and, as a
result, fail to absorb it. Although the conceptualization of Cohen and Levinthal [160] is
used in many studies [161–163], several scholars have reconceptualized and redefined the
construct throughout the past three decades.

Lane and Lubatkin [162] analyzed organizations’ capacity to absorb knowledge from
other organizations. Their approach is slightly different from the original conceptualization
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of Cohen and Levinthal [160]. Cohen and Levinthal [160] conceptualized ACAP from the
perspective of absorbing knowledge from a sector as a byproduct of a firm’s R&D. However,
Lane and Lubatkin [162] conceptualized the construct as relative ACAP, which is an ability
of a (student or receiver) organization to value, assimilate, and apply knowledge derived
from another (teacher or sender) organization.

In 2002, Zahra and George [15] reviewed the concept of ACAP and redefined ACAP
as a dynamic capability. The new definition of Zahra and George [15] is that ACAP is a set
of organizational routines and processes by which firms acquire, assimilate, transform, and
exploit knowledge to generate a dynamic organizational capability. The ability to detect and
obtain relevant external information is known as the acquisition ability; this involves weak
signals sensing and early discontinuous change detection in the environment. Assimilation
is referred to as an ability to analyze, construe, and comprehend the acquired information,
as well as extrapolate relevant consequences. The assimilated information is needed to
combine with existing knowledge through the transformation process. Transformation
ability also allows firms to integrate two apparently incongruous information sets. The last
domain, exploitation, is the ability to operationalize acquired and transformed knowledge
for strategic purposes, such as mitigating or exploitative strategies development to ensure
organizational effectiveness and survival for the long-term.

The scholars believe that the four dimensions of ACAP are complementary and com-
binative in nature. Furthermore, they regroup the four capabilities into realized absorptive
capacity (RACAP) and potential absorptive capacity (PACAP). RACAP is composed of
transformation capability and exploitation capability, while PACAP consists of knowledge
acquisition and assimilation capabilities of ACAP. Zahra and George [15] also stated that
ACAP is a dynamic capability related to knowledge creation and deploying the created
knowledge to improve a firm’s ability to achieve and sustain competitiveness.

However, in Zahra and George’s [15] conceptualization, they omitted the “ability to
recognize the value” (p. 128) part of the original definition of Cohen and Levinthal [160].
However, Todorova and Durisin [164] highlighted that capability to recognize the value
of new external knowledge is important to absorb valuable knowledge. Todorova and
Durisin [164] reintroduced the capability to recognize the value of new knowledge as
a step before knowledge acquisition. The scholars redefined ACAP as the capability of
recognizing the value, acquiring, assimilating, or transforming and exploiting the new
knowledge. The scholars proposed that assimilation and transformation are alternative
processes since the new knowledge that fits the existing cognitive structures does not
require to be totally transformed but altered slightly to improve fit. In other words, firms
transform the newly acquired knowledge when it is impossible to assimilate it. Additionally,
the scholars proposed that information pieces organizations seek to absorb may circulate
between assimilation and transformation processes before they successfully dissolve into
the knowledge structures and are ready for firms’ exploitation. In this paper, the scholar
considers ACAP as a four-dimensional construct and defines it as an ability to acquire,
assimilate, transform, and exploit new external knowledge for strategic purposes [15].

3.5.2. Key Theories in ACAP

ACAP has been explained under various theories in management literature. However,
the author emphasizes two key theories, namely, the knowledge-based view and dynamic
capability perspective, to underline the relevancy of ACAP.

Knowledge-based view (KBV) is derived from the resource-based view (RBV) the-
ory of Barney [165]. RBV explains that the radical sources and drivers of organizations’
competitive advantages and superior performances are related to the attributes of orga-
nizations’ resources and capabilities which are valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable, and
non-substitutable [165]. Under KBV, knowledge is regarded as the most important strategic
resource, which implies creating and sustaining competitive advantages and implementing
the strategies in organizational structure and systems [17]. The extant research studies in
KBV contend that firms’ success, competitiveness, and long-term survival in challenging
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business environments mainly rely on firms’ knowledge-based resources [119,166,167].
Organizational knowledge, especially tacit knowledge, is relatively more difficult to imitate
or substitute than other types of resources.

KBV points out that knowledge is preserved by individuals, not by organizations,
and can be garnered as either tacit or explicit knowledge [168]. Kogut and Zander [169]
proposed that an organization is a knowledge-bearing entity that administers its knowledge-
based resources by employing different dynamic capabilities to generate, transfer, and
transform knowledge into competitive advantages. KBV of a firm generates a substantial
amount of research growth in the field of organizational learning [170]. Globally, the
paradigms for attaining firms’ productivity change with the age of emerging technologies.
The transition from manufacturing to services in many developed economies relies on
manipulating information and knowledge, not on the application of physical products [171].
Unlike other tangible resources, knowledge can be used concurrently in different applica-
tions, yet its values do not diminish [172]. Thus, KBV has become an imperative theory
for most modern organizations. From this perspective, ACAP, as a knowledge-based dy-
namic capability, is considered an important ability of a firm to absorb external knowledge,
transform and exploit it for superior performance and sustain competitive advantages [15].

Another theory to highlight the relevancy of ACAP is the dynamic capability theory.
Teece et al. [18] developed dynamic capability theory to elucidate how firms can compete
and survive in dynamic business environments in which changes are rapid. This concept
was also derived from RBV [165]. RBV argued that businesses need to have intangible
and tangible assets that are valuable, rare, and difficult to imitate or substitute in order to
compete successfully. However, in a highly dynamic environment, firms’ resources alone
are deemed unsubstantial [18]. Thus, Teece et al. [18] argued that ambitious firms might
require the ability to redeploy resources and respond to threats quickly. The scholars defined
dynamic capability as an organization’s ability to combine, construct, and reconfigure
external and internal organizational competencies to respond to the turbulent environment.
They also asserted that key dynamic capability determinants are fostered in organizational
routines and processes. In contrast, Eisenhardt and Martin [173] explained dynamic
capabilities as organizational processes, such as integration, reconfiguration, gaining, and
releasing resources, to match the changes in the market by utilizing resources. The scholars
noted that these processes could cope with turbulence and create market changes.

According to Rugami and Evans [174], dynamic capabilities are assumed to create
the flexibility of an organization to exploit its resources effectively to achieve harmony
with its peculiar business environment. Furthermore, the dynamic capabilities perspective
displays a company’s potential to gain new types of competitive advantage by revitalizing
its competencies, structure, and resources to harmonize with the ever-changing business
environment [174]. ACAP is claimed to be a specific type of dynamic capability pertinent
to learning in organizations [175]. Zahra and George [15] conceptualized ACAP as a
dynamic capability comprising four organizational capabilities, i.e., knowledge acquisition,
assimilation, transformation, and exploitation. Thus, ACAP as a dynamic capability is
considered a relevant factor for organizational growth and long-term survival in a rapidly
changing environment as it influences a firm’s ability to create and deploy the knowledge
necessary for building other organizational capabilities [15].

3.6. Conceptual Relationship of ACAP and Organizational Resilience

As we have previously mentioned, the world’s economy has shifted to a knowledge
economy that is saturated with knowledge-intensive businesses and occasional techno-
logical disruptions [1]. In this type of economy, businesses rely greatly on “intellectual
capabilities than on physical inputs or natural resources, combined with efforts to integrate
improvements in every stage of the production process” [1] (p. 201). Hence, knowledge is
deemed to be one of the most important resources for a firm’s growth and survival these
days. Furthermore, developing general knowledge, technical facilities, and generalized
control of resources is considered beneficial for preparation against inevitable jolts [176]. In
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addition, several studies have contended that knowledge is important for making an orga-
nization resilient [10,86,177]. For instance, knowledge acquisition, especially from external
sources, is important for predicting potential surprises; knowledge gained during crises
aids in strategy development for coping during crises and adapting after crises. In this
sense, nurturing firms’ ACAP would contribute to managing these knowledge resources
efficiently and achieving resiliency in dynamic environments.

Studies from supply-chain management literature also underline the significance
of ACAP as an antecedent of supply-chain resilience. Gölgeci and Kuivalainen [178] as-
serted that ACAP is a boundary-spanning capability that facilitates productive interactions
and partnerships between different organizational boundaries. The scholars contend that
ACAP routines and processes are needed for transferring knowledge from partners to
provide superior value to customers during environmental turbulences. Nagati and Re-
bolledo [179] claimed that although the ACAP concept refers explicitly to acquiring and
assimilating external knowledge from outside sources, especially from inter-organizational
relationships, it also reinforces learning processes inside the organization gained from
previous experience and current behaviors. Additionally, Van Doorn et al. [180] posited
that ACAP helps to comprehend unforeseen changes in actual time, allows recognition
of repercussions of environmental jolts and possible opportunities from them, as well as
provides knowledge mechanisms to mitigate the turmoil when it occurs. In this regard,
ACAP, as a firm’s knowledge-based dynamic capability, is posited for reinforcing the firm’s
knowledge management processes and strengthening the organizational resilience for the
firm’s sustainability.

Moreover, conceptual similarities between ACAP and OR have been highlighted
by several scholars [13,14,16]. Lengnick-Hall et al. [16] defined OR as “a firm’s ability
to effectively absorb, develop situation-specific responses to, and ultimately engage in
transformative activities to capitalize on disruptive surprises that potentially threaten
organizational survival” (p. 244). They considered OR a collective construct and argued
that it is embedded in a set of individual-level factors, such as knowledge, abilities, and
organizational routines, which enable them to overcome the consequences of disruptions.
Similarly, several scholars claim that resilience in an organizational context concerns an
organization’s ability to anticipate, absorb external disruptions, learn from them, and adapt
to future challenges while still pursuing its core objectives [181,182]. These concepts of OR
seem to overlap with the ACAP concept, which explains a firm’s ability to absorb external
knowledge, transform it, and use it for strategic purposes [15]. In the systematic review of
Hillmann and Guenther [13], the ACAP concept was highlighted as a possible protective
factor of OR, which mitigates the effect of uncertainties and disruption. The scholars also
suggested distinguishing ACAP from OR concept for future study. Thus, this integrative
review seeks to fill the knowledge gaps by distinguishing ACAP as a knowledge-based
dynamic capability that enables organizations to achieve resilience capabilities regarding
different resilience stages by exploiting external knowledge.

To distinguish ACAP from OR, this review follows Duchek [10]’s understanding of
OR as “an ability to anticipate potential threats, to cope effectively with adverse events,
and to adapt to changing conditions” (p. 220). Duchek [10] explained OR as a three-
dimensional construct comprising anticipation, coping, and adaptation capabilities. The
scholar combined the capability approach and process approach to explain how OR could
be achieved in different resilience stages: anticipation before, coping during, and adaptation
after unexpected events. The associations of ACAP with each resilience capability will be
delineated in subsequent sections.

3.6.1. ACAP and Anticipation Capability

According to Somers [105], anticipation capability means an ability to recognize critical
developments inside an organization or in its environment and react proactively. To survive
in turbulent environments and cultivate future success, organizations often need to be able
to handle the manifestations of unexpected events [10]. Organizations need anticipation
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capability to avoid uncertainty or reduce the potential impacts of uncertainties [183].
Previous scholars have explained anticipation capability comprises internal and external
development observations, critical changes as well as potential threats identifications, and
preparations for uncertainty [10,96,105]. As ACAP determines a firm’s ability to use the
knowledge of future environmental conditions to make decisions [8], it could promote the
anticipation capability of the firm. Additionally, ACAP broadens the reach of organizational
learning by improving both recollection and application of existing knowledge, as well as
the assimilation and acquisition of new information [160]. As a result, the more the firm
can absorb and exploit knowledge, the more it will be able to anticipate and prepare to
face uncertainty.

3.6.2. ACAP and Coping Capability

Another resilience capability is coping capability. The OR definition of Home III and
Orr [100], who explained the construct as responding productively to significant change,
reflects the coping capability towards disruptions. In other words, coping capability means
an ability to resist destruction by effectively handling uncertainties [86]. According to the
previous literature, coping capability comprises two abilities: accepting the problem and
developing as well as implementing solutions [10,184,185]. Coping with changes [186]
and continuous new knowledge development abilities [96] are keys to success in turbu-
lent environments [187]. As the author discussed before, ACAP enables firms to realize
the value of new external knowledge through acquiring and assimilating processes and
transforming it for the firms’ benefit [15]. Therefore, with ACAP, the organizations might
be able to undergo better sensemaking which is “the ongoing retrospective development
of plausible images” [48] (p. 409) that rationalize the current situation. Subsequently, the
organizations will be able to accept the problem and develop solutions for coping as they
realize the plausibility through sensemaking. Therefore, ACAP is proposed as a driver
which encourages coping capability.

3.6.3. ACAP and Adaptation Capability

The last OR capability is adaptation capability. Limnios, Mazzarol, Ghadouani, and
Schilizzi [188] defined adaptation as an ability to undertake organizational adjustments
that lead to organizations’ advancement after crises. Adaptation is often assumed to be
long-term learning [183]. Reflection as well as learning abilities, and organizational change
capabilities are the two components of adaptation capability, as these abilities help organi-
zations avoid or minimize the negative impacts of unexpected events [10,189]. Kurtz and
Varvakis [129] proposed that ACAP, as a dynamic learning capacity, is associated not only
with knowledge creation ability and anticipation but also adaptation ability and organiza-
tional enhancement following the disruption. Several scholars claimed that organizations
depend on external knowledge and ACAP to improve their performance and to ensure
their survival as well as adaptation in a dynamic market [190]. Hence, firms need to acquire
critical knowledge from external sources to foster adaptation capabilities. Extracting critical
knowledge from external sources [191] without internal knowledge creations [192] is often
difficult. Albeit, with ACAP, the firms can absorb external knowledge and combine it with
existing internal knowledge to transform it for different applications. Additionally, the dy-
namic capability perspective elucidates ACAP as a capability that enables organizations to
make continuous reconfigurations through knowledge accumulation and to respond more
effectively and quickly to market alterations [190]. Therefore, the more an organization
can absorb and exploit knowledge, the more it will be able to reflect, learn, and advance
following disruptive situations.

3.6.4. ACAP as an Antecedent of Organizational Resilience

The relationship between ACAP and resilience has been highlighted in several recent
papers. For instance, Morais-Storz et al. [8] proposed that the organizational legacy, in-
cluding ACAP and adaptive capacity, are antecedents of strategic resilience. Additionally,



Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570 17 of 27

many studies from supply chain management literature have highlighted the relationship
between ACAP and an organization’s supply chain or operational resilience. For example,
Roh et al. [46] analyzed the data from 205 managers and practitioners from different firms
to study the influence of ACAP on low/high-impact resilience in organizations’ supply
chains. The positive impacts of ACAP on proactive and reactive dimensions of supply-
chain resilience are also analyzed and discovered in the study of Cheng and Lu [193]
regarding 297 senior managers of Taiwanese manufacturing firms. Considering ACAP
as a boundary-spanning capability, Gölgeci and Kuivalainen [178] found a direct positive
effect of ACAP on supply chain resilience and the partial mediation effect of ACAP on the
relationship between social capital and supply chain resilience by studying 265 Turkish
firms. Thus, ACAP evidently influences the resilience of organizations.

4. Conceptual Model Development

In this section, the author will discuss the inferences drawn from the review’s findings
and the conceptual framework development for future OR studies (Figure 3).
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4.1. ACAP to Organizational Resilience

In the previous section, the author discussed ACAP as a knowledge-based dynamic
capability that enables organizations to achieve resilience capabilities regarding different
stages through exploiting external knowledge. KBV of firms also highlights the importance
of knowledge [169] and the crucial role of ACAP in establishing competitive advantages
for short-term and long-term survival. Subsequently, many studies have underlined the
importance of knowledge-based resources and capabilities to survive in a dynamic business
environment [45,144,194]. Based on this literature, ACAP seems to be one of the main com-
ponents for organizations’ knowledge base development [195] and a relevant antecedent
for OR. In addition, ACAP has been asserted as a pivotal factor for reducing uncertainties in
organizations’ supply chains as it closes the gap between available knowledge and required
knowledge to handle supply chain risks in organizations [196] effectively. Additionally,
many studies from supply chain management literature underline the positive relationship
between ACAP and supply-chain or operational resilience of organizations [46,178,193].
This literature also brings the prominence of ACAP to light for fostering organizational
resilience. The relevancy of ACAP in fostering OR could also be justified with the dynamic
capability perspective. Since dynamic capabilities have been studied as important factors
for fostering OR in several papers [43,129,131], ACAP, as a knowledge-based dynamic capa-
bility, is also expected to reinforce building OR capabilities. Thus, the following statement
is proposed.

Proposition 1. An organization’s absorptive capacity (ACAP) positively influences fostering
organizational resilience (OR) capabilities.
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4.2. Knowledge-Oriented Leadership, Absorptive Capacity, and Organizational Resilience

The importance of leadership during a crisis and uncertain events is previously de-
lineated in this paper [107]. Teo et al. [116] also underlined the importance of leadership
behavior types in determining organizational performance or followers’ attitudes during a
crisis. As different leadership styles and behaviors of organizations have evidently affected
the cultivation of OR [40,117], knowledge-oriented leadership, as a combinative leader-
ship style of transformational and transactional leadership, is also expected to influence
organizations’ resiliency. Furthermore, it is widely accepted that knowledge is consid-
ered one of the most valuable strategic resources that aids firms in achieving flexibility
and adaptation to changes [15]. As knowledge-oriented leadership emphasizes how the
management level shows an attitude, mindset, or action that encourages the activities of
knowledge generation, allocation, and exploitation within an organization [124,125], it
reinforces building organizations’ resiliency. Hamel and Prahalad [127] contended that
leaders who seek to cultivate OR establish explorations for external forces that may impact
their organizations’ future success. Through knowledge-oriented leadership, the leaders
will create and promote an organization’s knowledge through various processes, such as
improving learning experiences and enabling knowledge flow from external sources [125].
Thus, organizations will be able to detect the possible triggers of threats and effectively
handle the knowledge acquired from external sources. Additionally, OR capabilities require
a lot of learning processes for different resilience stages. The knowledge-oriented leaders
will facilitate those learning processes by motivating and communicating with the members
of organizations. In this respect, knowledge-oriented leadership is posited to influence the
firm’s OR. Therefore, the author offers the following proposition.

Proposition 2. Knowledge-oriented leadership positively influences fostering organizational re-
silience (OR) capabilities.

Furthermore, several studies have shown that different leadership styles also im-
pact an organization’s ACAP [197,198]. For example, Flattern et al. [198] investigated
608 firms from Austria, Brazil, Germany, India, Singapore, and the USA to study the re-
lationships between transformational leadership and transactional leadership on ACAP.
The researchers considered ACAP as a two-dimensional (PACAP and RACAP) construct
and proposed direct positive effects of transformational leadership on both dimensions as
well as a direct effect of transactional leadership on RACAP. However, they posited that
transactional leadership might have a negative impact on PACAP. Their study found a
significant positive influence of transformational leadership on both dimensions of ACAP
and the positive effect of transactional leadership on RACAP. Nevertheless, they did not
find any significant negative impact of transactional leadership on PACAP. In addition,
knowledge-oriented leadership is found to reinforce the knowledge management processes
of an organization [122] which are important for determining the organization’s ability to
explore and exploit external knowledge [199]. Based on this discussion, the author posits
that knowledge-oriented leadership influences a firm’s OR by facilitating the firm’s ability
to acquire, assimilate, transform, and exploit the new external knowledge. Therefore, the
author offers the following proposition.

Proposition 3. An organization’s absorptive capacity (ACAP) mediates the relationship between
knowledge-oriented leadership and organizational resilience (OR) capabilities.

4.3. Social Capital, Absorptive Capacity, and Organizational Resilience

Relationships between an organization and different entities are crucial for the knowl-
edge absorption process, enabling the organization to anticipate possible triggers before
disruptions, cope with situations during disruptions, and adapt the organization appro-
priately after disruptions [10]. Further, the social capital theory explains that relational
networks are important since they provide valuable resources by facilitating economic
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activities by sharing information, collaborating, and discovering novel ways to achieve
competitive advantages [150–152]. Firms could access resources or social capital embedded
in the structures, links, and cognitions of those relationships [200]. In addition, these
social resources aid firms’ OR by benefitting various contextual processes, such as sharing
information, exchanging resources, and collaborating with intra- or inter-organizational
teams [201]. Similarly, Burt [202] asserts that social capital acts as a channel for information
sharing, accessing resources, enhancing efficiency in formation diffusion, and reducing
redundancies, which leads to contributing OR. The antecedent role of social capital in
fostering OR has been investigated in many studies [153,155,156] as well as previously
explained in this paper. For instance, the evidence of positive social capital on OR could be
found in Jia et al.’s [155] study of 88 firms affected by the Sichuan earthquake and Mzid
et al.’s [153] study of Tunisian family firms. In addition, Duchek [10] proposed the positive
influence of social resources on OR by enhancing OR’s coping capability in her conceptual
paper. Thus, social capital is posited as a driver of firms’ resilience capability, and the
following statement is proposed.

Proposition 4. Social capital positively influences fostering organizational resilience (OR) capabilities.

According to Cohen and Levinthal [160], social capital improves an entity’s ability
to acquire, assimilate, integrate, and administer newly acquired external knowledge by
encouraging the development of communication [203] for forming interpersonal relation-
ships. Similarly, Tsai and Ghoshal [204] contended that social capital provides accessibility
to tangible and intangible resources, creates opportunities, and enables learning. Further-
more, several studies have highlighted the positive influence of social capital on firms’
ACAP [205,206]. Kittikunchotiwut [205] analyzed the data of 119 leather product exporting
firms to investigate the role of social capital on ACAP and innovation. Consequently,
the researchers discovered the positive associations of two social capital dimensions, i.e.,
relational and cognitive dimensions, on ACAP. Valdaliso et al.’s [206] case study of an elec-
tronics and ICT cluster from Spain proposed that social capital fosters a firm’s intra-cluster
knowledge links and, thus, enhances the firm’s ACAP. Additionally, Gölgeci and Kuiv-
alainen [178] examined the roles of social capital and ACAP in the supply chain resilience
of 265 Turkish firms. They tested and found the mediation effect of ACAP on social capital
and supply-chain resilience. Based on this discussion, the author posits that social capital
influences a firm’s OR by facilitating the firm’s ability to acquire, assimilate, transform, and
exploit new external knowledge. Therefore, the author offers the following proposition.

Proposition 5. An organization’s absorptive capacity (ACAP) mediates the relationship between
social capital and organizational resilience (OR) capabilities.

4.4. Moderating Effect of Organizational Unlearning

The prominence of learning processes in cultivating OR capabilities for different
resilience stages has previously been highlighted in this paper. Tsang and Zahra [136] ex-
plained that the unlearning ability of an organization is often seen as a necessary condition
for successful adaptation to external changes, encouraging organizational learning, and
improving the firm’s performance. As reality changes, knowledge expands and simultane-
ously becomes obsolete; thus, learning new knowledge and removing obsolete knowledge
is essential for better understanding [141]. This literature implies that unlearning is a pre-
condition for better learning. Additionally, several studies have underlined the importance
of a firm’s unlearning ability for building a resilient organization [144,145]. Furthermore,
the unlearning ability is assumed to cause organizational-level consequences [146], such
as impacting the organizational readiness for change [147] and affecting the ACAP in an
organization [148]. According to Becker [207], the unlearning ability is a key factor for
successfully competing in dynamic and complex markets as it could provide the constant
development of newness. Furthermore, Cepeda-Carrion et al. [208] stated that organiza-
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tional learning processes contribute to firms’ ACAP, albeit an unlearning ability is needed
for the proper employment of newly acquired knowledge accordingly. Therefore, the effect
of new external knowledge acquisition, assimilation, transformation, and exploitation
abilities on fostering OR capabilities is expected to be higher in firms that possess better
unlearning abilities. In other words, the positive effect of ACAP on OR capabilities will be
stronger in the firms which can manage to remove obsolete knowledge better. According
to this discussion, the author proposes the following statement.

Proposition 6. Organizational unlearning moderates the relationship between absorptive capacity
(ACAP) and organizational resilience (OR) capabilities.

5. Conclusions

This review seeks to fill the research gap addressed by the previous review of Hill-
mann and Guenther [13], which outlines that conceptual clarity between ACAP and OR
is needed. Thus, the current study provides the conceptual model of OR by extending
the capability-based conceptualization of Duchek [10], who explained the construct as
“an ability to anticipate potential threats, to cope effectively with adverse events, and to
adapt to changing conditions” (p. 220). This understanding defines resilience as a three-
stage process, and each stage induces a different resilience capability, i.e., anticipation
capability, coping capability, and adaptation capability. This paper employs these three
resilience capabilities to distinguish ACAP from the OR concept. Based on the review’s
findings, ACAP is concluded as a knowledge-based dynamic capability that enables organi-
zations to achieve resilience capabilities regarding different resilience stages by exploiting
external knowledge.

This paper also highlights the antecedent roles of knowledge-oriented leadership
and social capital in achieving OR. The scholar also proposed the unlearning ability as
a moderator on the relationship between ACAP and OR. Researchers have noted that
empirical studies of OR are mostly retrospective, descriptive, and outcome-focused [16,97],
and fewer retrospective studies are suggested for understanding complex, path-dependent,
and socially ingrained OR capabilities [10]. Although this paper’s conceptual framework
is outcome-focused, it is not limited to retrospective analysis as the model describes the
resilience capabilities based on three resilience process stages. However, more insight is
required into the determinants of the OR process [86]. Researchers could also apply this
conceptual model for future studies in a different context. This paper also provides a more
comprehensive understanding of the ACAP and OR relationship. In addition, the current
review analyzes a more expansive database which includes 823 documents and covers
documents published more recently, from 1992 to 2021. The novelty of the present study
also lies in the review method, which is systematically conducted in an integrated manner
by combining a bibliometric analysis [26] and a scoping review [27].

In terms of practical implications, this paper highlights the important role of ACAP
for building OR by using knowledge resources. Through this paper, managers and practi-
tioners may gain insights into managing knowledge-based resources and capabilities for
building resilience in their organizations. In addition to the role of ACAP, the review also
highlights knowledge-oriented leadership, a novel leadership style, as a driver of fostering
resilience capabilities. This proposition may provide an understanding for managers to
practice a knowledge-oriented leadership style in their organizations to enable resilience
capabilities. Managers should employ the knowledge-oriented leadership style and create
environments that facilitate knowledge exploration and exploitation to ensure that their
organizations do not miss any important information regarding possible uncertainties.
With knowledge-oriented leaders, the firms’ knowledge absorption ability from external
sources will be enhanced, and firms will be able to anticipate ahead, handle the adversities
better, and transform for a better fit with the changing environment. The mediation role
of ACAP on the relationship between social capital and OR implies that firms’ ACAP
capitalizes the social capital for fostering OR. Firms might not notice or be able to exploit
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the valuable resources embedded in social networks for pursuing OR unless they recognize
the possible uncertainties or adversities and explore as well as exploit those resources for
anticipating, coping, and adapting accordingly. Thus, improving ACAP may facilitate
firms effectively utilizing social capital in nurturing OR. The author also underlines the
moderating role of organizational unlearning ability, which has been paid less attention to
in most organizations. Thereby, organizations may notice the existence and potential of
unlearning ability in fostering OR for dynamic environments. The entrenchment of obsolete
knowledge could create barriers to learning new knowledge [143], which is necessary for
both cultivating ACAP and OR. Therefore, organizations should not hesitate to remove
obsolete beliefs, norms, and understandings to allow new and more appropriate knowledge
to come in.

Regardless of the novelty and contributions provided by this review, it still has several
limitations. Firstly, the timeframe of bibliometric analysis is limited to 1992–2021, and the
documents included in the review corpus are collected only from the Scopus database.
Thus, some relevant or useful documents published outside this timeframe or excluded in
the Scopus database have been left out. To be more substantial, scholars may retrieve and
combine documents from different databases in future studies. Secondly, the review corpus
includes only two document types: articles and reviews. In this sense, documents that
could provide valuable insights into this particular topic may exist in the other document
types and the grey literature. Therefore, future studies may consider including them.
Thirdly, the conceptual model proposed in this paper needs to be empirically tested for
further determination. Additionally, this study emphasizes elucidating the conceptual
relationship of ACAP and OR in the business and management literature. Hence, scholars
may explicate this relationship from different perspectives and literature. The centrality
of the review is also on knowledge-based and dynamic capability theories. Thus, future
studies may examine the relationship from different theoretical lenses.
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26. Zupic, I.; Čater, T. Bibliometric methods in management and organization. Organ. Res. Methods 2015, 18, 429–472. [CrossRef]
27. Levac, D.; Colquhoun, H.; O’Brien, K.K. Scoping studies: Advancing the methodology. Implement. Sci. 2010, 5, 69. [CrossRef]
28. Whittemore, R.; Knafl, K. The integrative review: Updated methodology. J. Adv. Nurs. 2005, 52, 546–553. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
29. Ellegaard, O.; Wallin, J.A. The bibliometric analysis of scholarly production: How great is the impact? Scientometrics 2015, 105,

1809–1831. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
30. Osareh, F. Bibliometrics, citation analysis and co-citation analysis: A review of literature I. Libri 1996, 46, 149–158. [CrossRef]
31. Sigala, M.; Christou, E. Investigating the Impact of e-customer Relationship Management on Hotels Website Service Quality. In

Proceedings of the Fourteenth European Conference on Information Systems, ECIS 2006, Göteborg, Sweden, 12–14 June 2006.
32. Hallinger, P.; Chatpinyakoop, C. A bibliometric review of research on higher education for sustainable development, 1998–2018.

Sustainability 2019, 11, 2401. [CrossRef]
33. Hallinger, P.; Wang, R. Analyzing the intellectual structure of research on simulation-based learning in management education,

1960–2019: A bibliometric review. Int. J. Manag. Educ. 2020, 18, 100418. [CrossRef]
34. Moher, D.; Shamseer, L.; Clarke, M.; Ghersi, D.; Liberati, A.; Petticrew, M.; Shekelle, P.; Stewart, L.A. Preferred reporting items for

systematic review and meta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015 statement. Syst. Rev. 2015, 4, 1. [CrossRef]
35. Van Eck, N.; Waltman, L. Manual for VOSviewer Version 1.6. 8. CWTS Meaningful Metrics; Universiteit Leiden: Leiden, The

Netherlands, 2018.
36. Grimshaw, J. A Guide to Knowledge Synthesis: A Knowledge Synthesis Chapter; Canadian Institutes of Health Research: Ottawa, ON,

Canada, 2010.
37. White, H.D.; McCain, K.W. Visualizing a discipline: An author co-citation analysis of information science, 1972–1995. J. Am. Soc.

Inf. Sci. 1998, 49, 327–355.
38. Weick, K.E.; Sutcliffe, K.M. Managing the Unexpected: Resilient Performance in an Age of Uncertainty; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken,

NJ, USA, 2011; Volume 8.
39. Williams, T.A.; Shepherd, D.A. Building resilience or providing sustenance: Different paths of emergent ventures in the aftermath

of the Haiti earthquake. Acad. Manag. J. 2016, 59, 2069–2102. [CrossRef]
40. Odeh, R.B.M.; Obeidat, B.Y.; Jaradat, M.O.; Alshurideh, M.T. The transformational leadership role in achieving organizational

resilience through adaptive cultures: The case of Dubai service sector. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2021, ahead of print.
[CrossRef]

41. Suryaningtyas, D.; Sudiro, A.; Eka, T.A.; Dodi, I.W. Organizational resilience and organizational performance: Examining the
mediating roles of resilient leadership and organizational culture. Acad. Strateg. Manag. J. 2019, 18, 1–7.

42. Mafabi, S.; Munene, J.C.; Ahiauzu, A. Creative climate and organisational resilience: The mediating role of innovation. Int. J.
Organ. Anal. 2015, 23, 564–587. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-019-0085-7
http://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12239
http://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12050
http://doi.org/10.2307/4134351
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.07.001
http://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7&lt;509::AID-SMJ882&gt;3.0.CO;2-Z
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-008-9096-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.01.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.019
http://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2020.1734573
http://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12076
http://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114562629
http://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2005.03621.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16268861
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1645-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26594073
http://doi.org/10.1515/libr.1996.46.3.149
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11082401
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2020.100418
http://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0682
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-02-2021-0093
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-07-2012-0596


Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570 23 of 27

43. Martinelli, E.; Tagliazucchi, G.; Marchi, G. The resilient retail entrepreneur: Dynamic capabilities for facing natural disasters. Int.
J. Entrep. Behav. Res. 2018, 24, 1222–1243. [CrossRef]

44. Bouaziz, F.; Hachicha, Z.S. Strategic human resource management practices and organizational resilience. J. Manag. Dev. 2018, 37,
537–551. [CrossRef]

45. Mafabi, S.; Munene, J.; Ntayi, J. Knowledge management and organisational resilience: Organisational innovation as a mediator
in Uganda parastatals. J. Strategy Manag. 2012, 5, 57–80. [CrossRef]

46. Roh, J.; Tokar, T.; Swink, M.; Williams, B. Supply chain resilience to low-/high-impact disruptions: The influence of absorptive
capacity. Int. J. Logist. Manag. 2021, 33, 214–238. [CrossRef]

47. Weick, K.E.; Sutcliffe, K.M. Mindfulness and the quality of organizational attention. Organ. Sci. 2006, 17, 514–524. [CrossRef]
48. Weick, K.E.; Sutcliffe, K.M.; Obstfeld, D. Organizing and the process of sensemaking. Organ. Sci. 2005, 16, 409–421. [CrossRef]
49. Teece, D.; Leih, S. Uncertainty, innovation, and dynamic capabilities: An introduction. Calif. Manag. Rev. 2016, 58, 5–12. [CrossRef]
50. Pettit, T.J.; Fiksel, J.; Croxton, K.L. Ensuring supply chain resilience: Development of a conceptual framework. J. Bus. Logist. 2010,

31, 1–21. [CrossRef]
51. Trim, P.R.; Lee, Y.I. A strategic marketing intelligence and multi-organisational resilience framework. Eur. J. Mark. 2008, 42,

731–745. [CrossRef]
52. Bruneau, M.; Chang, S.E.; Eguchi, R.T.; Lee, G.C.; O’Rourke, T.D.; Reinhorn, A.M.; Shinozuka, M.; Tierney, K.; Wallace, W.A.; Von

Winterfeldt, D. A framework to quantitatively assess and enhance the seismic resilience of communities. Earthq. Spectra 2003, 19,
733–752. [CrossRef]

53. Seville, E.; Brunsdon, D.; Dantas, A.; Le Masurier, J.; Wilkinson, S.; Vargo, J. Organisational resilience: Researching the reality of
New Zealand organisations. J. Bus. Contin. Emerg. Plan. 2008, 2, 258–266.

54. Brown, N.A.; Orchiston, C.; Rovins, J.E.; Feldmann-Jensen, S.; Johnston, D. An integrative framework for investigating disaster
resilience within the hotel sector. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag. 2018, 36, 67–75. [CrossRef]

55. Brown, N.A.; Rovins, J.E.; Feldmann-Jensen, S.; Orchiston, C.; Johnston, D. Exploring disaster resilience within the hotel sector: A
systematic review of literature. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 2017, 22, 362–370. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Brown, C.; Stevenson, J.; Giovinazzi, S.; Seville, E.; Vargo, J. Factors influencing impacts on and recovery trends of organisations:
Evidence from the 2010/2011 Canterbury earthquakes. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 2015, 14, 56–72. [CrossRef]

57. Ritchie, B.W. Crisis and Disaster Management for Tourism; Channel View Publications: Bristol, UK, 2009.
58. Lew, A.A.; Hall, M.C. The geography of sustainable tourism: Lessons and prospects. In Sustainable Tourism: A Geographical

Perspective; Hall, C.M., Lew, A.A., Eds.; Addison Wesley Longman: London, UK, 1998; pp. 199–203.
59. Hakanen, J.J.; Bakker, A.B.; Schaufeli, W.B. Burnout and work engagement among teachers. J. Sch. Psychol. 2006, 43, 495–513.

[CrossRef]
60. Schaufeli, W.B.; Salanova, M. Efficacy or inefficacy, that’s the question: Burnout and work engagement, and their relationships

with efficacy beliefs. Anxiety Stress Coping 2007, 20, 177–196. [CrossRef]
61. Luthans, F.; Youssef, C.M.; Avolio, B.J. Psychological capital: Investing and developing positive organizational behavior. Posit.

Organ. Behav. 2007, 1, 9–24.
62. Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E. Job demands–resources theory: Taking stock and looking forward. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2017, 22, 273.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
63. Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B. Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample

study. J. Organ. Behav. Int. J. Ind. Occup. Organ. Psychol. Behav. 2004, 25, 293–315. [CrossRef]
64. Cooper, C.L. Theories of Organizational Stress; Oup Oxford: Oxford, UK, 1998.
65. Cooper, C.L.; Cooper, C.P.; Dewe, P.J.; Dewe, P.J.; O’Driscoll, M.P.; O’Driscoll, M.P. Organizational Stress: A Review and Critique of

Theory, Research, and Applications; SAGE Books: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2001.
66. Kuntz, J.R.; Malinen, S.; Näswall, K. Employee resilience: Directions for resilience development. Consult. Psychol. J. Pract. Res.

2017, 69, 223. [CrossRef]
67. Kuntz, J.R.; Näswall, K.; Malinen, S. Resilient employees in resilient organizations: Flourishing beyond adversity. Ind. Organ.

Psychol. 2016, 9, 456–462. [CrossRef]
68. Holling, C.S. Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 1973, 4, 1–23. [CrossRef]
69. Folke, C. Resilience: The emergence of a perspective for social–ecological systems analyses. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2006, 16,

253–267. [CrossRef]
70. Leveson, N.G. System Safety Engineering: Back to the Future; Massachusetts Institute of Technology: Cambridge, CA, USA, 2002.
71. Hollnagel, E.; Pariès, J.; Woods, D.; Wreathall, J. Resilience Engineering in Practice: A Guidebook. Farnham; Resilience Engineering

Perspectives; Routledge: London, UK, 2011.
72. Hollnagel, E.; Woods, D.D.; Leveson, N. Resilience Engineering: Concepts and Precepts; Ashgate Publishing, Ltd.: Farnham, UK, 2006.
73. Comfort, L.K.; Sungu, Y.; Johnson, D.; Dunn, M. Complex systems in crisis: Anticipation and resilience in dynamic environments.

J. Conting. Crisis Manag. 2001, 9, 144–158. [CrossRef]
74. Leveson, N.G. Software safety: Why, what, and how. ACM Comput. Surv. (CSUR) 1986, 18, 125–163. [CrossRef]
75. Leveson, N.G.; Harvey, P.R. Analyzing software safety. IEEE Trans. Softw. Eng. 1983, SE-9, 569–579. [CrossRef]
76. Woods, D.D.; Hollnagel, E. Joint Cognitive Systems: Patterns in Cognitive Systems Engineering; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2006.
77. Woods, D.D.; Roth, E.M. Cognitive engineering: Human problem solving with tools. Hum. Factors 1988, 30, 415–430. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-11-2016-0386
http://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2017-0358
http://doi.org/10.1108/17554251211200455
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLM-12-2020-0497
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0196
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0133
http://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.4.5
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.2158-1592.2010.tb00125.x
http://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810877123
http://doi.org/10.1193/1.1623497
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2018.07.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2017.02.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32289011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.11.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2005.11.001
http://doi.org/10.1080/10615800701217878
http://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27732008
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.248
http://doi.org/10.1037/cpb0000097
http://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2016.39
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.04.110173.000245
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.04.002
http://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5973.00164
http://doi.org/10.1145/7474.7528
http://doi.org/10.1109/TSE.1983.235116
http://doi.org/10.1177/001872088803000404


Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570 24 of 27

78. Dekker, S. The Field Guide to Understanding ‘Human Error’; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2017.
79. Hollnagel, E. Cognitive Reliability and Error Analysis Method (CREAM); Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 1998.
80. May, R.M. Will a large complex system be stable? Nature 1972, 238, 413–414. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
81. Rosenzweig, M.L. Paradox of enrichment: Destabilization of exploitation ecosystems in ecological time. Science 1971, 171, 385–387.

[CrossRef]
82. Gooding, P.; Hurst, A.; Johnson, J.; Tarrier, N. Psychological resilience in young and older adults. Int. J. Geriatr. Psychiatry 2012,

27, 262–270. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
83. Bishop, J.; Dai, Q.; Song, Y.; Harne, R.L. Resilience to impact by extreme energy absorption in lightweight material inclusions

constrained near a critical point. Adv. Eng. Mater. 2016, 18, 1871–1876. [CrossRef]
84. McManus, S.; Seville, E.; Brunsden, D.; Vargo, J. Resilience Management: A Framework for Assessing and Improving the Resilience of

Organisations; University of Canterbury: Christchurch, New Zealand, 2007.
85. Meyer, A.D. Adapting to environmental jolts. Adm. Sci. Q. 1982, 27, 515–537. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
86. Duchek, S.; Raetze, S.; Scheuch, I. The role of diversity in organizational resilience: A theoretical framework. Bus. Res. 2020, 13,

387–423. [CrossRef]
87. Starbuck, W.H. Perspective—Cognitive reactions to rare events: Perceptions, uncertainty, and learning. Organ. Sci. 2009, 20,

925–937. [CrossRef]
88. Marcus, A.A.; Nichols, M.L. On the edge: Heeding the warnings of unusual events. Organ. Sci. 1999, 10, 482–499. [CrossRef]
89. Bechky, B.A.; Okhuysen, G.A. Expecting the unexpected? How SWAT officers and film crews handle surprises. Acad. Manag. J.

2011, 54, 239–261. [CrossRef]
90. Majchrzak, A.; Jarvenpaa, S.L.; Hollingshead, A.B. Coordinating expertise among emergent groups responding to disasters.

Organ. Sci. 2007, 18, 147–161. [CrossRef]
91. Rerup, C. Attentional triangulation: Learning from unexpected rare crises. Organ. Sci. 2009, 20, 876–893. [CrossRef]
92. Kendra, J.M.; Wachtendorf, T. Elements of resilience after the world trade center disaster: Reconstituting New York City’s

Emergency Operations Centre. Disasters 2003, 27, 37–53. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
93. Gittell, J.H.; Cameron, K.; Lim, S.; Rivas, V. Relationships, layoffs, and organizational resilience: Airline industry responses to

September 11. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 2006, 42, 300–329. [CrossRef]
94. Weick, K.E. The collapse of sensemaking in organizations: The Mann Gulch disaster. Adm. Sci. Q. 1993, 628–652. [CrossRef]
95. Boin, A.; Van Eeten, M.J. The resilient organization. Public Manag. Rev. 2013, 15, 429–445. [CrossRef]
96. Burnard, K.; Bhamra, R. Organisational resilience: Development of a conceptual framework for organisational responses. Int. J.

Prod. Res. 2011, 49, 5581–5599. [CrossRef]
97. Linnenluecke, M.K.; Griffiths, A.; Winn, M. Extreme weather events and the critical importance of anticipatory adaptation and

organizational resilience in responding to impacts. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2012, 21, 17–32. [CrossRef]
98. Sutcliffe, K.M.; Vogus, T.J. Organizing for resilience. In Positive Organizational Scholarship; Cameron, K., Dutton, J.E., Quinn, R.E.,

Eds.; Berrett-Koehler: San Francisco, CA, USA, 2003; pp. 94–110.
99. Afriyie, S.; Du, J.; Musah, A.-A.I. Innovation and marketing performance of SME in an emerging economy: The moderating effect

of transformational leadership. J. Glob. Entrep. Res. 2019, 9, 40. [CrossRef]
100. Home III, J.F.; Orr, J.E. Assessing behaviors that create resilient organizations. Employ. Relat. Today 1997, 24, 29–39. [CrossRef]
101. Robert, B.; Pinel, W.; Pairet, J.; Rey, B.; Coeugnard, C.; Hmond, Y. Organizational Resilience–Concepts and Evaluation Method; Presses

Internationales Polytechnique: Québec, QC, Canada, 2010.
102. Lengnick-Hall, C.A.; Beck, T.E. Adaptive fit versus robust transformation: How organizations respond to environmental change.

J. Manag. 2005, 31, 738–757. [CrossRef]
103. Vogus, T.J.; Sutcliffe, K.M. Organizational resilience: Towards a theory and research agenda. In Proceedings of the 2007 IEEE

International Conference on Systems, Man and Cybernetics, Montreal, QC, Canada, 7–10 October 2007; pp. 3418–3422.
104. Kantabutra, S.; Ketprapakorn, N. Toward an organizational theory of resilience: An interim struggle. Sustainability 2021, 13, 13137.

[CrossRef]
105. Somers, S. Measuring resilience potential: An adaptive strategy for organizational crisis planning. J. Conting. Crisis Manag. 2009,

17, 12–23. [CrossRef]
106. Ortiz-de-Mandojana, N.; Bansal, P. The long-term benefits of organizational resilience through sustainable business practices.

Strateg. Manag. J. 2016, 37, 1615–1631. [CrossRef]
107. Pearson, C.M.; Clair, J.A. Reframing crisis management. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1998, 23, 59–76. [CrossRef]
108. de Oliveira Teixeira, E.; Werther Jr, W.B. Resilience: Continuous renewal of competitive advantages. Bus. Horiz. 2013, 56, 333–342.

[CrossRef]
109. Sheffi, Y. Manage risk through resilience. Chief Exec. 2006, 214, 28–29.
110. Baykal, E. Promoting resilience through positive leadership during turmoil. Int. J. Manag. Adm. 2018, 2, 34–48. [CrossRef]
111. Puffer, S.M.; McCarthy, D.J. A framework for leadership in a TQM context. J. Qual. Manag. 1996, 1, 109–130. [CrossRef]
112. Fry, L.W. Toward a theory of spiritual leadership. Leadersh. Q. 2003, 14, 693–727. [CrossRef]
113. Kanji, G.K.; e Sa’, P.M. Measuring leadership excellence. Total Qual. Manag. 2001, 12, 701–718. [CrossRef]
114. Kumar, V.; Sharma, R. Leadership styles and their relationship with TQM focus for Indian firms: An empirical investigation. Int.

J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2018, 67, 1063–1088. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1038/238413a0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4559589
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.171.3969.385
http://doi.org/10.1002/gps.2712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21472780
http://doi.org/10.1002/adem.201600501
http://doi.org/10.2307/2392528
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10257768
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-019-0084-8
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0440
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.10.4.482
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60263060
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0228
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0467
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7717.00218
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12703151
http://doi.org/10.1177/0021886306286466
http://doi.org/10.2307/2393339
http://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.769856
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563827
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.708
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40497-019-0165-3
http://doi.org/10.1002/ert.3910240405
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279367
http://doi.org/10.3390/su132313137
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5973.2009.00558.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2410
http://doi.org/10.2307/259099
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2013.01.009
http://doi.org/10.29064/ijma.396199
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1084-8568(96)90008-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.001
http://doi.org/10.1080/09544120120075325
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-03-2017-0071


Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570 25 of 27

115. Bass, B.M. Leadership: Good, better, best. Organ. Dyn. 1985, 13, 26–40. [CrossRef]
116. Teo, W.L.; Lee, M.; Lim, W.S. The relational activation of resilience model: How leadership activates resilience in an organizational

crisis. J. Conting. Crisis Manag. 2017, 25, 136–147. [CrossRef]
117. Waldman, D.A.; Ramirez, G.G.; House, R.J.; Puranam, P. Does leadership matter? CEO leadership attributes and profitability

under conditions of perceived environmental uncertainty. Acad. Manag. J. 2001, 44, 134–143.
118. Waldman, D.A. A theoretical consideration of leadership and total quality management. Leadersh. Q. 1993, 4, 65–79. [CrossRef]
119. Donate, M.J.; De Pablo, J.D.S. The role of knowledge-oriented leadership in knowledge management practices and innovation. J.

Bus. Res. 2015, 68, 360–370. [CrossRef]
120. Baškarada, S.; Watson, J.; Cromarty, J. Balancing transactional and transformational leadership. Int. J. Organ. Anal. 2017, 25,

506–515. [CrossRef]
121. Jansen, J.J.; Vera, D.; Crossan, M. Strategic leadership for exploration and exploitation: The moderating role of environmental

dynamism. Leadersh. Q. 2009, 20, 5–18. [CrossRef]
122. Rehman, U.U.; Iqbal, A. Nexus of knowledge-oriented leadership, knowledge management, innovation and organizational

performance in higher education. Bus. Process Manag. J. 2020, 26, 1731–1758. [CrossRef]
123. Sahibzada, U.F.; Xu, Y.; Afshan, G.; Khalid, R. Knowledge-oriented leadership towards organizational performance: Symmetrical

and asymmetrical approach. Bus. Process Manag. J. 2021, 27, 1720–1746. [CrossRef]
124. Mabey, C.; Kulich, C.; Lorenzi-Cioldi, F. Knowledge leadership in global scientific research. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2012, 23,

2450–2467. [CrossRef]
125. Naqshbandi, M.M.; Jasimuddin, S.M. Knowledge-oriented leadership and open innovation: Role of knowledge management

capability in France-based multinationals. Int. Bus. Rev. 2018, 27, 701–713. [CrossRef]
126. Ribière, V.M.; Sitar, A.S. Critical role of leadership in nurturing a knowledge-supporting culture. Knowl. Manag. Res. Pract. 2003,

1, 39–48. [CrossRef]
127. Hamel, G.; Prahalad, C.K. Competing for the future. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1994, 72, 122–128.
128. Teece, D.J. Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise performance. Strateg.

Manag. J. 2007, 28, 1319–1350. [CrossRef]
129. Kurtz, D.J.; Varvakis, G. Dynamic capabilities and organizational resilience in turbulent environments. In Competitive Strategies for

Small and Medium Enterprises; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2016; pp. 19–37.
130. Teece, D.; Peteraf, M.; Leih, S. Dynamic capabilities and organizational agility: Risk, uncertainty, and strategy in the innovation

economy. Calif. Manag. Rev. 2016, 58, 13–35. [CrossRef]
131. Akpan, E.E.; Johnny, E.; Sylva, W. Dynamic Capabilities and Organizational Resilience of Manufacturing Firms in Nigeria. Vision

2021, 26, 0972262920984545. [CrossRef]
132. Pavlou, P.A.; El Sawy, O.A. Understanding the elusive black box of dynamic capabilities. Decis. Sci. 2011, 42, 239–273. [CrossRef]
133. Costanza, D.P.; Blacksmith, N.; Coats, M.R.; Severt, J.B.; DeCostanza, A.H. The effect of adaptive organizational culture on

long-term survival. J. Bus. Psychol. 2016, 31, 361–381. [CrossRef]
134. Herbane, B. Rethinking organizational resilience and strategic renewal in SMEs. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2019, 31, 476–495. [CrossRef]
135. Huber, G.P. Organizational learning: The contributing processes and the literatures. Organ. Sci. 1991, 2, 88–115. [CrossRef]
136. Tsang, E.W.; Zahra, S.A. Organizational unlearning. Hum. Relat. 2008, 61, 1435–1462. [CrossRef]
137. Bhamra, R.; Dani, S.; Burnard, K. Resilience: The concept, a literature review and future directions. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2011, 49,

5375–5393. [CrossRef]
138. Khan, T.Z.A.; Farooq, W.; Rasheed, H. Organizational resilience: A dynamic capability of complex systems. J. Manag. Res. 2019, 6, 1–26.
139. Wang, J. Developing organizational learning capacity in crisis management. Adv. Dev. Hum. Resour. 2008, 10, 425–445. [CrossRef]
140. Koronis, E.; Ponis, S. Better than before: The resilient organization in crisis mode. J. Bus. Strategy 2018, 39, 32–42. [CrossRef]
141. Hedberg, B. How Organizations Learn and Unlearn. In Handbook of Organizational Design; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK,

1981; pp. 3–27.
142. Fiol, M.; O’Connor, E. Unlearning established organizational routines–Part I. Learn. Organ. 2017, 24, 13–29. [CrossRef]
143. Starbuck, W.H. Organizational learning and unlearning. Learn. Organ. 2017, 24, 30–38. [CrossRef]
144. Orth, D.; Schuldis, P.M. Organisational Resilience and the Roles of Learning and Unlearning—An Empirical Study on Organiza-

tional Capabilities for Resilience during the COVID-19 Crisis Directions. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2020, 49, 5375–5393.
145. Morais-Storz, M.; Nguyen, N. The role of unlearning in metamorphosis and strategic resilience. Learn. Organ. 2017, 24, 93–106.

[CrossRef]
146. Kluge, A.; Schüffler, A.S.; Thim, C.; Haase, J.; Gronau, N. Investigating unlearning and forgetting in organizations: Research

methods, designs and implications. Learn. Organ. 2019, 26, 518–533. [CrossRef]
147. Wong, P.S.; Whelan, B.; Holdsworth, S. Are contractors ready for greater use of prefabrication in projects? An empirical analysis

on the role of unlearning and counter-knowledge. Int. J. Constr. Manag. 2021, 21, 353–368. [CrossRef]
148. Huang, D.; Chen, S.; Zhang, G.; Ye, J. Organizational forgetting, absorptive capacity, and innovation performance: A moderated

mediation analysis. Manag. Decis. 2018, 56, 87–104. [CrossRef]
149. Evans, V.; Cregan, K.; Wall, T. Organizational Resilience and Sustainable Development; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2019.
150. Nahapiet, J.; Ghoshal, S. Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational advantage. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1998, 23, 242–266.

[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(85)90028-2
http://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5973.12179
http://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(93)90004-D
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.06.022
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-02-2016-0978
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.11.008
http://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-07-2019-0274
http://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-03-2021-0125
http://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.668386
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2017.12.001
http://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.kmrp.8500004
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640
http://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.4.13
http://doi.org/10.1177/0972262920984545
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.2010.00287.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-015-9420-y
http://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2018.1541594
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2.1.88
http://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708095710
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563826
http://doi.org/10.1177/1523422308316464
http://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-10-2016-0124
http://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-09-2016-0056
http://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-11-2016-0073
http://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-12-2016-0091
http://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-09-2018-0146
http://doi.org/10.1080/15623599.2018.1539160
http://doi.org/10.1108/MD-03-2017-0200
http://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.533225


Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570 26 of 27

151. Burt, R.S. Structural Holes; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1992.
152. Dyer, J.; Stringer, L.; Dougill, A.; Leventon, J.; Nshimbi, M.; Chama, F.; Kafwifwi, A.; Muledi, J.; Kaumbu, J.-M.; Falcao, M.

Assessing participatory practices in community-based natural resource management: Experiences in community engagement
from southern Africa. J. Environ. Manag. 2014, 137, 137–145. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

153. Mzid, I.; Khachlouf, N.; Soparnot, R. How does family capital influence the resilience of family firms? J. Int. Entrep. 2019, 17,
249–277. [CrossRef]

154. Najafian, M.; Colabi, A.M. Inter-organizational Relationship and Innovation: A Review of Literature. Glob. Bus. Manag. Res. 2014,
6, 52–70.

155. Jia, X.; Chowdhury, M.; Prayag, G.; Chowdhury, M.M.H. The role of social capital on proactive and reactive resilience of
organizations post-disaster. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 2020, 48, 101614. [CrossRef]

156. Johnson, N.; Elliott, D.; Drake, P. Exploring the role of social capital in facilitating supply chain resilience. Supply Chain. Manag.
Int. J. 2013, 18, 324–336. [CrossRef]

157. Van Den Bosch, F.A.; Van Wijk, R.; Volberda, H.W. Absorptive Capacity: Antecedents, Models and Outcomes; Erasmus Research
Institute of Management (ERIM): Rotterdam, The Netherlands, 2003.

158. Lane, P.J.; Koka, B.R.; Pathak, S. The reification of absorptive capacity: A critical review and rejuvenation of the construct. Acad.
Manag. Rev. 2006, 31, 833–863. [CrossRef]

159. Cohen, W.M.; Levinthal, D.A. Fortune favors the prepared firm. Manag. Sci. 1994, 40, 227–251. [CrossRef]
160. Cohen, W.M.; Levinthal, D.A. Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and innovation. Adm. Sci. Q. 1990, 35, 128–152.

[CrossRef]
161. Cockburn, I.M.; Henderson, R.M. Absorptive capacity, coauthoring behavior, and the organization of research in drug discovery.

J. Ind. Econ. 1998, 46, 157–182. [CrossRef]
162. Lane, P.J.; Lubatkin, M. Relative absorptive capacity and interorganizational learning. Strateg. Manag. J. 1998, 19, 461–477.

[CrossRef]
163. Szulanski, G. Exploring internal stickiness: Impediments to the transfer of best practice within the firm. Strateg. Manag. J. 1996,

17, 27–43. [CrossRef]
164. Todorova, G.; Durisin, B. Absorptive capacity: Valuing a reconceptualization. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2007, 32, 774–786. [CrossRef]
165. Barney, J. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. J. Manag. 1991, 17, 99–120. [CrossRef]
166. Costa, V.; Monteiro, S. Key knowledge management processes for innovation: A systematic literature review. VINE J. Inf. Knowl.

Manag. Syst. 2016, 46, 386–410. [CrossRef]
167. Valaei, N.; Nikhashemi, S.; Javan, N. Organizational factors and process capabilities in a KM strategy: Toward a unified theory. J.

Manag. Dev. 2017, 36, 560–580. [CrossRef]
168. Grant, R.M. Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strateg. Manag. J. 1996, 17, 109–122. [CrossRef]
169. Kogut, B.; Zander, U. Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the replication of technology. Organ. Sci. 1992, 3,

383–397. [CrossRef]
170. Bapuji, H.; Crossan, M. From questions to answers: Reviewing organizational learning research. Manag. Learn. 2004, 35, 397–417.

[CrossRef]
171. Fulk, J.; DeSanctis, G. Electronic communication and changing organizational forms. Organ. Sci. 1995, 6, 337–349. [CrossRef]
172. Wilcox King, A.; Zeithaml, C.P. Measuring organizational knowledge: A conceptual and methodological framework. Strateg.

Manag. J. 2003, 24, 763–772. [CrossRef]
173. Eisenhardt, K.M.; Martin, J.A. Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strateg. Manag. J. 2000, 21, 1105–1121. [CrossRef]
174. Rugami, J.; Evans, A. Environmental Dynamic Capabilities and their Efect on Competitive Advantage and Firm Performance.

Bus. Adm. Manag. 2013, 3, 1239–1243.
175. Alves, M.F.R.; Salvini, J.T.S.; Bansi, A.C.; Neto, E.G.; Galina, S.V.R. Does the size matter for dynamics capabilities?: A study on

absorptive capacity. J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 2016, 11, 84–93. [CrossRef]
176. O’Hare, M. Searching for safety, by Aaron Wildavsky. New Brunswick NJ: Social Philosophy and Policy Cented Transaction

Books, New Brunswick 1988. xii + 253 pp. J. Policy Anal. Manag. 2007, 8, 525–527. [CrossRef]
177. Duchek, S. Growth in the face of crisis: The role of organizational resilience capabilities. In Proceedings of the Academy of Management

Proceedings; Academy of Management: Briarcliff Manor, NY, USA, 2014; p. 13487.
178. Gölgeci, I.; Kuivalainen, O. Does social capital matter for supply chain resilience? The role of absorptive capacity and marketing-

supply chain management alignment. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2020, 84, 63–74. [CrossRef]
179. Nagati, H.; Rebolledo, C. The role of relative absorptive capacity in improving suppliers’ operational performance. Int. J. Oper.

Prod. Manag. 2012, 32, 611–630. [CrossRef]
180. Van Doorn, S.; Heyden, M.L.; Volberda, H.W. Enhancing entrepreneurial orientation in dynamic environments: The interplay

between top management team advice-seeking and absorptive capacity. Long Range Plan. 2017, 50, 134–144. [CrossRef]
181. Barasa, E.; Mbau, R.; Gilson, L. What is resilience and how can it be nurtured? A systematic review of empirical literature on

organizational resilience. Int. J. Health Policy Manag. 2018, 7, 491. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
182. Witmer, H. Degendering organizational resilience—The Oak and Willow against the wind. Gend. Manag. Int. J. 2019, 34, 510–528.

[CrossRef]
183. Madni, A.M.; Jackson, S. Towards a conceptual framework for resilience engineering. IEEE Syst. J. 2009, 3, 181–191. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2013.11.057
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24632402
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-018-0226-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101614
http://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-06-2012-0203
http://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.22527456
http://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.40.2.227
http://doi.org/10.2307/2393553
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6451.00067
http://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199805)19:5&lt;461::AID-SMJ953&gt;3.0.CO;2-L
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171105
http://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.25275513
http://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
http://doi.org/10.1108/VJIKMS-02-2015-0017
http://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-04-2016-0057
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.3.3.383
http://doi.org/10.1177/1350507604048270
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.6.4.337
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.333
http://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11&lt;1105::AID-SMJ133&gt;3.0.CO;2-E
http://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-27242016000300010
http://doi.org/10.1002/pam.4050080329
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.05.006
http://doi.org/10.1108/01443571211226515
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2016.06.003
http://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2018.06
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29935126
http://doi.org/10.1108/GM-10-2018-0127
http://doi.org/10.1109/JSYST.2009.2017397


Sustainability 2022, 14, 12570 27 of 27

184. Jaques, T. Issue management and crisis management: An integrated, non-linear, relational construct. Public Relat. Rev. 2007, 33,
147–157. [CrossRef]

185. Reilly, A.H. Preparing for the worst: The process of effective crisis management. Ind. Environ. Crisis Q. 1993, 7, 115–143. [CrossRef]
186. Dalziell, E.P.; McManus, S.T. Resilience, vulnerability, and adaptive capacity: Implications for system performance. In Proceedings

of the 1st International Forum for Engineering Decision Making (IFED), Shoal Bay, Australia, 5–8 December 2004.
187. Schindehutte, M.; Morris, M.H. Understanding strategic adaptation in small firms. Int. J. Entrep. Behav. Res. 2001, 7, 84–107.

[CrossRef]
188. Limnios, E.A.M.; Mazzarol, T.; Ghadouani, A.; Schilizzi, S.G. The resilience architecture framework: Four organizational

archetypes. Eur. Manag. J. 2014, 32, 104–116. [CrossRef]
189. Carley, K.M.; Harrald, J.R. Organizational learning under fire: Theory and practice. Am. Behav. Sci. 1997, 40, 310–332. [CrossRef]
190. Cassol, A.; Marietto, M.L.; Tonial, G.; Werlang, N.B. Interorganizational learning and absorptive capacity: Empirical research in

small and medium enterprises. RAM Rev. Adm. Mackenzie 2021, 22, 1–28. [CrossRef]
191. Argote, L. Organizational Learning: Creating, Retaining and Transferring Knowledge; Springer Science & Business Media:

Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 1999.
192. Nonaka, I. A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organ. Sci. 1994, 5, 14–37. [CrossRef]
193. Cheng, J.-H.; Lu, K.-L. Enhancing effects of supply chain resilience: Insights from trajectory and resource-based perspectives.

Supply Chain. Manag. Int. J. 2017, 22, 329–340. [CrossRef]
194. Yu, J.; Pauleen, D.J.; Taskin, N.; Jafarzadeh, H. Building social media-based knowledge ecosystems for enhancing business

resilience through mass collaboration. Int. J. Organ. Anal. 2021; ahead of print. [CrossRef]
195. Volberda, H.W.; Foss, N.J.; Lyles, M.A. Perspective—Absorbing the concept of absorptive capacity: How to realize its potential in

the organization field. Organ. Sci. 2010, 21, 931–951. [CrossRef]
196. Ambulkar, S.; Blackhurst, J.V.; Cantor, D.E. Supply chain risk mitigation competency: An individual-level knowledge-based

perspective. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2016, 54, 1398–1411. [CrossRef]
197. Méndez, J.L.F.; Sanz Valle, R.; Alegre, J. Transformational leadership and absorptive capacity: An analysis of the organisational

catalysts for this relationship. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2018, 30, 211–226. [CrossRef]
198. Flatten, T.; Adams, D.; Brettel, M. Fostering absorptive capacity through leadership: A cross-cultural analysis. J. World Bus. 2015,

50, 519–534. [CrossRef]
199. Migdadi, M.M. Impact of knowledge management processes on organizational performance: The mediating role of absorptive

capacity. Bus. Process Manag. J. 2021, 28, 293–322. [CrossRef]
200. Borgatti, S.P.; Halgin, D.S. On network theory. Organ. Sci. 2011, 22, 1168–1181. [CrossRef]
201. Lengnick-Hall, C.A.; Beck, T.E. Resilience Capacity and Strategic Agility: Prerequisites for Thriving in a Dynamic Environment; CRC

Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2009.
202. Burt, R.S. The social capital of structural holes. New Econ. Sociol. Dev. Emerg. Field 2002, 148, 122.
203. Verona, G. A resource-based view of product development. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1999, 24, 132–142. [CrossRef]
204. Tsai, W.; Ghoshal, S. Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm networks. Acad. Manag. J. 1998, 41, 464–476.
205. Kittikunchotiwut, P. The role of social capital on absorptive capacity and organizational innovation. J. Bus. Retail. Manag. Res.

2015, 10, 27–39.
206. Valdaliso, J.; Elola, A.; Aranguren, M.; Lopez, S. Social capital, internationalization and absorptive capacity: The electronics and

ICT cluster of the Basque Country. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2011, 23, 707–733. [CrossRef]
207. Becker, K. Unlearning as a driver of sustainable change and innovation: Three Australian case studies. Int. J. Technol. Manag.

2008, 42, 89–106. [CrossRef]
208. Cepeda-Carrion, G.; Navarro, J.G.C.; Martinez-Caro, E. Improving the absorptive capacity through unlearning context: An

empirical investigation in hospital-in-the-home units. Serv. Ind. J. 2012, 32, 1551–1570. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2007.02.001
http://doi.org/10.1177/108602669300700204
http://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000005532
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2012.11.007
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002764297040003007
http://doi.org/10.1590/1678-6971/eramr210035
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.5.1.14
http://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-06-2016-0190
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-12-2020-2542
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0503
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1070972
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2017.1299859
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2014.08.010
http://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-02-2021-0111
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0641
http://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.1580445
http://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2010.505268
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJTM.2008.018062
http://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2010.545876

	Introduction 
	Method of Review 
	Bibliometric Analysis 
	Scoping Review 

	Results 
	Intellectual Structure of Organizational Resilience Research 
	Organizational Resilience Concept 
	Organizational Resilience Definitions 
	Organizational Resilience Theoretical and Empirical Findings 
	Leadership Styles 
	Dynamic Capabilities 
	Organizational Learning and Unlearning 
	Networks and Social Capital 

	Key Theories in ACAP Literature and Relationship of ACAP and OR 
	Definition of Absorptive Capacity 
	Key Theories in ACAP 

	Conceptual Relationship of ACAP and Organizational Resilience 
	ACAP and Anticipation Capability 
	ACAP and Coping Capability 
	ACAP and Adaptation Capability 
	ACAP as an Antecedent of Organizational Resilience 


	Conceptual Model Development 
	ACAP to Organizational Resilience 
	Knowledge-Oriented Leadership, Absorptive Capacity, and Organizational Resilience 
	Social Capital, Absorptive Capacity, and Organizational Resilience 
	Moderating Effect of Organizational Unlearning 

	Conclusions 
	References

