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Abstract: This study addresses the increasing need for strategic resilience in
volatile, uncertain business environments, and emerging markets. It integrates
leadership, design thinking, and business modelling — three areas traditionally
studied separately — into a single conceptual framework that supports resilience
as a continuous organisational capability. The conceptual study develops the
strategic resilience integration framework (SRIF), which combines insights
from leadership studies, design thinking methodologies and business modelling
literature into a systematic, four-phase cycle of assessment, design,
implementation and review. This structure illustrates how cultural alignment,
adaptive innovation, and structural coherence interact to build organisational
resilience and strengthen competitiveness. Together, these elements position
resilience as an organisation-wide capability rather than an ad hoc reaction.
Furthermore, this study advances resilience theory by connecting three major
management fields that are rarely combined in existing research and offers
theoretical insights and practical guidance for executives seeking to embed
resilience into their organisational strategy and performance management.
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1 Introduction

Organisations today face environments shaped by volatility, uncertainty, complexity and
ambiguity, as noted by Bennett and Lemoine (2014), Millar et al. (2018) and Taskan
et al. (2022). Recent events show how such conditions may disrupt global systems. For
instance, the COVID-19 pandemic exposed weaknesses in global supply chains and
placed pressure on networks and individual firms (Ivanov, 2021). The semiconductor
shortage in the automotive sector further illustrates how disruptions can persist long after
the original shock (Ramani et al., 2022).

Under these conditions, organisations are required to make strategic decisions and
adapt under heightened uncertainty, particularly in emerging and institutionally volatile
environments. Research conducted in politically and economically unstable contexts
suggests that culturally embedded leadership assumptions are associated with
entrepreneurial behaviour, underscoring the importance of leadership-related context
when examining organisational adaptation in volatile environments (Aziz and Salloum,
2023).

Technological change adds further strain. Rapid advances in artificial intelligence
(AI) (Jorzik et al., 2024) are transforming executive decision-making and challenging
traditional business models. Research indicates that over 80% of executives view Al as
essential for maintaining competitive advantage (Lee et al., 2019), and more than 70%
expect it to create opportunities for developing new business models (Lee et al., 2019;
PwC, 2024; Soni et al., 2020; Vocke et al., 2019).

In this context, organisations need resilience and adaptability as core capabilities.
Resilience concerns the ability to withstand and respond to unexpected interruptions
(Annarelli and Nonino, 2016), whereas adaptability involves evolving and identifying
opportunities in uncertain environments (Ramesh et al., 2023; Somers, 2009; Vilikangas,
2016; Youssef and Luthans, 2007). However, resilience and adaptability do not ensure
long-term success, as they require supportive organisational conditions to translate
potential into outcomes. Strategic leadership provides direction and cultural alignment,
design thinking (DT) supports iterative innovation and business modelling offers
structural coherence.

Leadership, DT and business modelling each have established research traditions and
are recognised contributors to organisational success, innovation and value creation
(Berends et al., 2016; Liedtka, 2014; Teece, 2010; Verganti et al., 2021; Yukl, 2013; Yun
et al., 2019). However, they have rarely been systematically combined in resilience
literature. As a result, their collective potential to strengthen organisational resilience and
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support sustained competitive advantage remains underexplored, despite the demands of
today’s volatile business environment.

While integrative perspectives such as dynamic capabilities and organisational
ambidexterity have significantly advanced understanding of how firms adapt and renew
their competitive advantage (Teece, 2007; O’Reilly and Tushman, 2013; Figueiredo
et al., 2024), these approaches primarily conceptualise resilience as the configuration or
balance of organisational capabilities. They offer limited theoretical insight into how
strategic intent, innovation practices, and value-creation logic are jointly constructed and
aligned under conditions of persistent uncertainty. In contrast, leadership research
emphasises sensemaking and direction; DT focuses on iterative problem framing and
learning; and business model theory addresses the coherence of value-creation and
capture mechanisms. These domains operate under distinct theoretical logics and are
typically examined in isolation. The absence of a framework that explicitly theorises their
interdependence leaves a gap in explaining how organisations sustain strategic coherence
while continuously adapting. By integrating leadership, DT, and business modelling, this
study addresses this gap by conceptualising strategic resilience not as an aggregate of
capabilities but as an ongoing process of alignment among direction-setting, innovation,
and value logic.

To address this gap, this study introduces the strategic resilience integration
framework (SRIF). The SRIF integrates leadership, DT and business modelling into a
cyclical, mutually reinforcing system that positions resilience as a continuous
organisational capability. This integrated view clarifies why a unified approach is needed
and leads to the central research question of this study: how does the integration of
leadership, DT, and business modelling operate as a mechanism for building
organisational strategic resilience, given that these domains have traditionally been
examined in isolation? By addressing this question, this study makes two contributions.
First, it advances resilience theory by linking three management domains that are usually
studied in parallel, thereby responding to calls for more holistic approaches (Conz and
Magnani, 2020; Darkow, 2019; Duchek, 2020; Hillmann and Guenther, 2021). Second, it
provides managerial guidance by outlining the SRIF’s dimensions and potential
applications, helping organisations translate conceptual insights into practice.

2 Literature review

2.1 Organisational resilience

Organisational resilience refers to a firm’s ability to adapt and perform amid uncertainty
and disruption. Annarelli and Nonino (2016) define it as a company’s capability to
respond to unexpected shocks while sustaining optimal performance and core goals.
Lengnick-Hall et al. (2011) underscore the value of learning from adversity to improve
future operations, and Hamel and Vilikangas (2003) argue that resilience also requires
anticipating and adapting to long-term trends that may erode performance. Duchek
(2020) conceptualises resilience as a meta-capability comprising anticipation, coping and
adaptation.

Prior research on work innovation and technology-based organisational contexts
shows that organisational capabilities — such as innovation capability — mediate the
translation of strategic orientations into firm-level outcomes, underscoring the importance
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of structured mechanisms for effective organisational adaptation (Manigandan and
Raghuram, 2024; Pawar et al., 2025). Complementary empirical evidence further shows
that organisational agility acts as a mediating mechanism through which structured
knowledge management practices contribute to sustained organisational outcomes,
underscoring the role of internal capabilities and processes in enabling adaptive
performance (Kumar et al., 2025).

Although scholars note that resilience can strengthen organisational effectiveness
(Sutcliffe et al., 2003), much research treats resilience as a broad capacity and pays less
attention to the specific managerial, methodological and structural enablers that enable its
operationalisation in practice.

2.2 Leadership as a resilience enabler

Recent managerial literature synthesising change leadership research highlights the
importance of effective leadership and structured change management practices for
navigating complex and uncertain organisational change (Jango, 2024).

Leadership theory emphasises the importance of influence, guidance, cohesion, and
motivation. Within this broad perspective, Salloum and Dana (2025) describe spiritual
leadership as being characterized by shared values of service, interconnectedness, and
moral integrity. Complementarily, Yukl (2006) and Northouse (2010) conceptualize
leadership as a dynamic process through which an individual influences and guides others
toward a shared goal. This process is not innate but develops through a leader’s
behavioural practice (Daft, 2005; Northouse, 2010). Leaders shape organisational
mindsets by setting clear, well-defined objectives to maximise effectiveness (Kolyada,
2023). Empirical evidence from family firms indicates a strong relationship among
leadership, performance, and governance, and shows that leadership contributes to
performance indirectly by strengthening team cohesion and enabling knowledge-sharing
routines that enhance team coordination, learning, and execution (Salloum et al., 2022;
Aziz et al., 2020). This supports the view that leadership contributes to resilience not only
through direction-setting but also by building relational conditions — such as cohesion,
trust, and collaborative learning — that help teams absorb shocks and adapt effectively.

While empirical studies directly linking leadership and resilience are limited,
theoretical contributions suggest strong ties. Harland et al. (2005) and Luthans et al.
(2003) argue that building resilience is integral to leadership development, and
Southwick et al. (2017) emphasise the role of cohesion and collaboration in strengthening
organisational resilience.

However, leadership alone cannot guarantee resilience. The literature emphasises that
individual-level competencies must be supported by structures and processes to enable
effective organisational resilience (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Studies of cultural
transformation show that leadership contributes to resilience when it creates conditions
that encourage openness, continuous learning and behavioural adaptability. Research on
Microsoft, for example, highlights how shifts from ‘know-it-all’ to a ‘learn-it-all’ culture
under Satya Nadella aligned leadership behaviour with organisational systems,
reinforcing resilience as an embedded capability rather than a personal attribute of the
leader (Ibarra and Rattan, 2018).

Leadership behaviours that encourage open dialogue, tolerance for failure, and
participatory decision-making create psychological safety within teams, which in turn
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enables experimentation, collaboration, and iterative learning central to DT (Loderer and
Kock, 2025).

2.3 DT as a resilience enabler

DT is a human-centred, iterative approach to problem-solving that supports innovative
solutions (Leverenz, 2024; Nakata and Hwang, 2020). It complements analytical methods
by providing creative, prototype-driven practices that foster innovation (Mansoori and
Lackéus, 2020; Nakata, 2020; Rosch et al., 2023) and help organisations move through
uncertainty (Davis, 2017).

A growing body of research underscores DT’s relevance for long-term
competitiveness and adaptability. Case studies demonstrate that DT practices can
strengthen organisational responsiveness to shifting environments (Appleyard et al.,
2020). Likewise, Bathla et al. (2025) argue that companies seeking to reshape their
business ecosystems rely on DT to foster innovation, improve customer experience and
sustain competitive advantage. Razzouk and Shute (2012) further describe DT as a
logical and imaginative process that enables refining solutions, reinforcing its value as an
adaptive capability.

Recent contributions extend this view. Wang et al. (2023) demonstrate that DT
functions as a hands-on methodology that supports creative solution development and
plays a key role in product and service innovation. This perspective aligns with research
indicating that DT can enhance organisational resilience by facilitating transformation in
contexts shaped by digitalisation and participatory leadership (Habicher et al., 2021).

Practical examples also link DT directly to resilience capabilities. For instance,
IBM’s adoption of enterprise DT contributed to resilience by equipping the organisation
with capabilities such as continuous adaptation, distributed authority, feedback
orientation and alignment. These DT-driven routines help support ongoing adaptation and
renewal (IBM, n.d.).

DT influences business model innovation by providing a human-centred, exploratory,
and iterative mindset and methodology through which organisations design, experiment
with, and reconfigure value-creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms (You, 2022); this
process enables the translation of design-driven insights into strategic business models
renewal.

2.4 Business modelling as a resilience enabler

Business models explain how organisations create, deliver and capture value (Teece,
2010; Wirtz et al., 2016a). Amit and Zott (2012) emphasise that they generate total value
for all participants, while Foss and Saebi (2017) highlight that they evolve as managers
innovate and adjust to shifts in the external environment.

Building on this broader perspective, Kolyada (2024) describes the multilevel nature
of business models, which anchor strategic goals and guide the development of
alternative strategic paths. Different strategies can emerge from the same architecture,
enabling scenario-based adaptation in volatile conditions. To support this process,
Kolyada developed a methodological system that compares and forecasts the
performance of alternative business model-strategy combinations to help organisations
identify viable configurations.
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Other prominent business model approaches prioritise qualitative assessment over
quantitative forecasting (e.g., Bland and Osterwalder, 2020; Osterwalder and Pigneur,
2010; Ries, 2011, 2017). Despite their differences, these approaches share a core premise:
business modelling supports long-term viability by aligning strategic direction, value
logic and operations with market conditions — an alignment that has been shown to relate
to strategic planning and openness to change, both of which underpin entrepreneurial
renewal in volatile environments (Salloum et al., 2021).

Empirical evidence from internationalisation research further suggests that entering
foreign markets can drive business model innovation, requiring firms to adjust business
model content, structure, and governance in response to different entry modes and
operating contexts (Nunes et al., 2024). Complementarily, recent integrative work on
business model innovation further highlights why and how firms reconfigure their
business models over time (Xavier and Pereira, in press).

At the same time, the literature cautions that business modelling alone does not
ensure resilience (Teece, 2018; Wirtz et al.,, 2016b; Doz and Kosonen, 2010). A
structurally sound business model may still limit adaptation if leadership fails to mobilise
people or if innovative problem-solving practices do not support continuous learning.
Studies of technology-enabled business models (Amit and Zott, 2015) highlight this point
by showing that resilience often depends on the interaction between modelling,
leadership and innovation capabilities. Related studies indicate an interdependent
relationship among opportunity identification, resource coordination, and the
development of core capabilities, highlighting that their combined interaction supports
competitive advantage (Yewei et al., 2025). The evolution of Netflix exemplifies this
dynamic: its move from DVD rentals to streaming and, later, to original content reflects
how business-model adaptability, supported by leadership and technological innovation,
can sustain competitive advantage.

This evidence indicates that business modelling serves as the mechanism through
which leadership-enabled and design-driven innovation is stabilised and sustained,
thereby contributing to organisational strategic resilience.

2.5 Complementarity and gaps

The literature review shows that leadership, DT and business modelling each contribute
to organisational resilience, yet they are rarely examined in an integrated way. Leadership
offers vision and alignment but can constrain change without innovation. DT encourages
adaptability and creativity but lacks structural anchoring. Business modelling delivers
long-term viability but requires human-centred innovation and cultural realignment to
avoid rigidity. The weaknesses of one enabler are offset by the strengths of the others,
suggesting that resilience improves when these domains work in combination rather than
in isolation. Figure 1 shows the complementarity among the three enablers.

To reinforce this point, Table 1 summarises the benefits, limitations and
complementarities of the three enablers. It offers a concise synthesis of the literature and
highlights the conceptual gap that motivates the development of the SRIF.
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Figure 1 Complementary of leadership, DT, and business modelling (see online version
for colours)

Leadership Design Thinking

Cultural alignment of creativity

Vision, direction Creativity, adaptability
(But risk rigidity) (But lacks strategic anchoring)

Organizational Strategic Resilience

Strategic coherence with adaptability, fi

Structural alignment
(But risks rigidity)

Business Modeling

Source: Author’s own elaboration

Table 1 Benefits, limitations, and complementarities of leadership, DT, and business
modelling as resilience enablers

Element Benefits (strengths) Limitations (weaknesses) Complemented by
Leadership ~ Provides vision, direction, Risks rigidity without Design thinking +

trust, and cultural alignment innovation tools business modelling
Design Promotes creativity, Lacks strategic anchoring Leadership +
thinking adaptability, and without structural support ~ business modelling

user-centric innovation
Business Ensures structural May become rigid without  Leadership + design
modelling alignment, value creation, leadership guidance or thinking
and sustainability creativity

In practice, these complementarities become evident across a variety of organisational
contexts. For example, leadership-driven crisis responses often require DT to explore
alternative solutions, while business modelling helps evaluate their feasibility and
long-term viability. Similarly, in digital transformation initiatives, leadership alignment
and psychological safety enable design-driven experimentation, but sustainable outcomes
depend on business model adjustments that capture and scale emerging value. In contexts
of market disruption, exploratory innovation guided by DT must be anchored in coherent
business models and supported by leadership to balance risk-taking with strategic

continuity.
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3  Framework development

To address the identified gap, this study proposes the SRIF, a conceptual model that
integrates leadership, DT, and business modelling into a unified, systemic approach to
organisational resilience. Rather than treating these enablers in isolation, the SRIF
emphasises their interaction and positions resilience as a continuous organisational
capability.

The framework introduces a theoretical mechanism in which resilience emerges from
the combined effects of direction (leadership), adaptability (DT) and value continuity
(business modelling). This integration generates results that none can achieve alone:
leadership without DT lacks creative adaptability; DT without business modelling
produces prototypes that do not scale; business modelling without leadership risks

strategic inertia and cultural resistance.

Table 2 Comparative view of leadership, DT, business modelling, and SRIF across key
dimensions
. o . Business
Element Design thinking Leadership modelling SRIF
Focus Innovation and Guiding Value creation Resilience through
user-centric vision, and competitive  the integration of all
solutions adaptability advantage three
Strengths Empathy, user- Culture- Market- and Adaptive, systemic,
focused building, finance-focused  testable, strategic, and
agility, logic behavioural
influence alignment
Weaknesses Lacks strategic May not guide Ignores the Designed to address
when integration innovation complexity of the limitations of
separately implementation separate approaches
through integration
Measurement ~ Often qualitative, Behaviour- Market, Conceptual indicators
informal based financial, and such as surveys,
assessments operational KPIs, and qualitative
metrics assessments are
proposed for future
testing
Application Product/service/  Organisational Strategic Strategic,
personnel behaviour planning organisation-wide
development transformation
Outcome Prototypes, Team Value System-wide
improved performance proposition, resilience and
services/products superiority over  sustained advantage
competitors through integration

The SRIF comprises four iterative phases — assessment, design, implementation and
review — that form a dynamic feedback loop. These phases ensure that resilience operates
as an ongoing cycle of anticipation, response and adaptation. In this way, the SRIF
provides both a theoretical structure for scholars and a practical lens for managers
seeking to embed resilience across organisational levels.
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3.1 Originality and rationale for SRIF

Although existing studies discuss leadership, DT and business modelling as contributors
to organisational resilience. This separation limits theoretical development and practical
applications. The SRIF addresses this gap by conceptualising resilience as the outcome of
interdependent enablers: leadership practices, DT methodologies and adaptive business
models.

To demonstrate the distinctiveness, Table 2 contrasts each enabler when examined
independently with the SRIF as an integrative framework.

3.2 Potential scope of application

The SRIF can be tested and applied to organisations of different sizes, including
individual departments or divisions, particularly those operating in dynamic or volatile
markets or undergoing planned change. Suitable testing contexts involve organisations
experiencing or anticipating disruptions, such as strategic restructuring, demand shocks,
supply chain failures, market shifts or digital transformation.

The application should engage multiple organisational levels. Top management and
directors assess strategic adaptability and leadership behaviour. Middle managers
evaluate process alignment, implementation of resilience, feedback mechanisms and
operational adaptability. Employees and frontline staff provide insight into morale,
engagement, perceived adaptability and the organisation’s feedback culture.

3.3 Integration logic of SRIF

Leadership, DT and business modelling each support organisational resilience, but none
alone creates a lasting capability. Leadership sets direction but risks rigidity without
structured framing. DT fosters creative adaptation, yet without a viable business model,
innovation remains hard to scale. Business modelling ensures value continuity, but
without leadership and flexible problem-solving, it faces cultural pushback and weak
implementation.

The SRIF holds that resilience emerges only when these three areas work together.
Leadership motivates purpose and commitment; DT develops adaptive solutions aligned
with the purpose; and business modelling turns those solutions into scalable and
economically viable forms. This interaction — direction (leadership) x adaptability (DT) x
value continuity (business modelling) — transforms resilience from reactive recovery into
an ongoing organisational skill. This integrated approach underpins the four repeating
phases of SRIF: assessment, design, implementation and review, illustrated in Figure 2.

3.4 How SRIF differs from existing iterative cycles

Although SRIF includes four iterative phases, it differs from traditional continuous
improvement cycles, such as plan-do-check-act and other feedback-based models.
Iterative cycles focus on performance improvement through repeated problem—solution
refinement. In contrast, SRIF theorises resilience as an emergent capability generated by
the interdependence of leadership, DT and business modelling. The phases of SRIF are
interaction points between strategic direction, adaptive problem-solving and value
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continuity, not linear steps for operational refinement. In Table 3, SRIF is compared with
other iterative and capability-based frameworks.

Figure 2  Strategic resilience integration framework (see online version for colours)

Strategic Resilience Integration Framework (SRIF)

i Diagnose Strategies Operations Refine continuously
F 1=
: = s 1
Ly s B !
¥ _ " 3 - N | ORGANIZATIONAL
ik ] e Bt g =T RESILIENCE
oA n <
e 14 Bl X4 | 5 X | % :
! E 2 COMPETITIVE
BACKGROUND | = 5 ADVANTAGE
N e Gaps Portfolio Practices = Updated cycle

Before, during, and after VUCA scenarios

Notes: The framework consists of four iterative phases — assessment, design,
implementation, and review and adaptation — that collectively support the
development and reinforcement of organisational strategic resilience. Each phase
generates an outcome that informs the next cycle, producing a continuous learning
loop that enables proactive anticipation, effective response, and long-term
adaptation during disruptions. The framework also accommodates scenario-based
implementation to simulate disruptive conditions safely and observe adaptive
organisational behaviours without real operational exposure.

Source: Author’s own elaboration

3.5 Conceptual structure of SRIF

The SRIF is structured into four iterative phases — assessment, design, implementation
and review — that form a continuous learning loop. Together, these phases enable
organisations to anticipate disruptions, respond effectively and adapt strategically (as
illustrated in Table 4).

3.5.1 Phase 1: assessment

This phase diagnoses organisational vulnerabilities and existing capacities. Leadership
encourages openness to evaluation and psychological safety for candid assessments. DT
supports stakeholder exploration and sensemaking, and business modelling provides a
structural lens for evaluating strategic fit and flexibility. This phase identifies starting
conditions for resilience and highlights where integration is most needed. The outcome is
a diagnostic report outlining cultural, innovative and structural resilience gaps. The
diagnostic insights generated in the assessment phase define the focal problem areas and
strategic priorities that guide co-creation, experimentation, and solution development in
the subsequent design phase.

3.5.2 Phase 2: design

In this phase, participants co-create resilience strategies. Leadership ensures alignment,
DT introduces creativity and iterative problem-solving, and business modelling grounds
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ideas in feasibility and value creation. The phase shows how co-creation and prototyping,
traditionally associated with product innovation, can support a resilience strategy. The
outcome is a portfolio of feasible resilience strategies and prototypes aligned with
organisational goals. In the transition to implementation, validated design insights and
prototypes are translated into business model reconfigurations by mapping them onto
value creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms, thereby converting exploratory
concepts into actionable strategic configurations.

Table 3

SRIF compared with other iterative and capability-based frameworks

Framework (author,
year)

Emphasis and contributions

Limitations

PDCA cycle (Deming,
1986)

Dynamic capabilities
(capability-based
resilience literature,
e.g., Duchek, 2020)

Strategic resilience
integration framework
(SRIF) (Gonzalez and
Kolyada, in press)

o Emphasis: Continuous process
improvement through iterative
feedback.

Contribution: Clear operational

logic for monitoring and refining

existing processes.

o Emphasis: Organisational
adaptation through anticipation,
coping, and reconfiguration of
capabilities.

Contribution: Strong theoretical
explanation of how firms adapt
to changing environments.

o Emphasis: Integration of
leadership, design thinking, and
business modelling into a
continuous resilience cycle.

Contribution: Positions
resilience as an emergent
organisational capability
supported by direction,
adaptability, and value
continuity.

Focuses on operational
efficiency and problem-solving
rather than strategic resilience;
does not explicitly address
leadership dynamics, innovation
practices, or business model
coherence; limited applicability
for systemic adaptation under
disruptive conditions.

Conceptual and abstract in
nature, it provides limited
guidance on how leadership,
innovation processes, and
business models interact in
practice; resilience is treated
implicitly rather than
operationalised through
managerial frameworks.

Conceptual framework requiring
empirical validation across
different industries, firm sizes,
or cultural contexts.
Implementation may vary across
organisational contexts and
levels of maturity; practical
application depends on
coordinated engagement across
leadership, innovation, and
structural domains.

3.5.3 Phase 3: implementation

Resilience strategies move into day-to-day operations. Leadership provides direction and
motivation, DT supports experimentation and adjustment, and business modelling
ensures coherence with organisational logic and market demands. This phase emphasises
behavioural integration across culture, DT and business modelling. The outcome is a set
of operationalised resilience practices supported by measurable indicators of adaptability
and responsiveness. Data and feedback generated during implementation provide the
empirical basis for reflective evaluation in the review and adaptation phase, enabling
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organisations to assess performance, identify misalignments, and recalibrate strategies
accordingly.

Table 4 Phases of the SRIF: focus, integration logic, and outcomes

Phase Focus Integration logic Expected outcome

Phase 1: Diagnosing Leadership fosters openness  Diagnostic report

assessment vulnerabilities, and sensemaking, design identifying resilience
leadership thinking introduces gaps across the
readiness, and exploration tools, and cultural, innovative,
business model business modelling provides  and structural domains.
adaptability. structural analysis.

Phase 2: design  Co-create Leadership ensures Portfolio of feasible
resilience alignment, design thinking resilience strategies
strategies with structures ideation and and prototypes aligned
stakeholders. prototyping, and business with the organisational

modelling validates strategy.
feasibility.

Phase 3: Embedding Leadership drives adaptive Operationalised

implementation  resilience behaviours, design thinking  resilience practices are
strategies into enables iteration and supported by
daily operations. adjustment, and business measurable indicators

modelling ensures structural  of adaptability and
integration. responsiveness.

Phase 4: review  Reflect, evaluate, Leadership promotes a The resilience cycle

and adaptation and adapt learning culture, design was updated with
resilience practices  thinking gathers feedback refined strategies,
to the evolving and insights, and business ensuring continuous
conditions. modelling ensures structural — adaptation and

recalibration. sustained advantage.

3.5.4 Phase 4: review and adaptation

The final phase reinforces continuous learning and improvement. Leadership fosters
reflection and foresight, DT captures stakeholder feedback, and business modelling
enables organisations’ structural realignment with emerging conditions. This phase closes
the resilience cycle by embedding resilience as an ongoing capability. The outcome is an
updated resilience cycle with refined strategies that support continuous organisational
adaptation and sustained advantage. Insights derived from the review and adaptation
phase inform subsequent assessments, allowing organisations to re-enter the SRIF cycle
with updated assumptions, refined priorities, and enhanced strategic awareness.

Table 4 summarises the four phases of the SRIF, highlighting the focus of each stage,
the integration of leadership, DT, and business modelling, and the outcomes that
reinforce resilience as a continuous organisational capability.

3.5.5 Proposed metrics and validation logic

To enhance the practical relevance and testability of the SRIF, this study outlines
illustrative metrics and diagnostic questions to operationalise and empirically assess each
phase of the framework. These metrics are not presented as validated instruments or
empirical results, but rather as a proposed validation logic intended to demonstrate how
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the framework could be examined in future empirical research and applied in managerial
settings.

As described previously, the SRIF is structured as a cyclical process comprising four
interrelated phases — assessment, design, implementation, and review and adaptation —
each requiring distinct forms of diagnosis and validation. Rather than prescribing a single
measurement instrument, SRIF allows for multiple complementary indicators to be
applied across phases, combining perceptual, behavioural, and performance-oriented
measures. Table 5 summarises example diagnostic questions, metrics, and validation
steps for each SRIF phase, illustrating how the framework can be operationalised while
remaining adaptable across organisational contexts and industries.

Table 5 Proposed operational metrics and validation logic for SRIF phases
SRIF phase Primary outcome Illustmt.zve dzagngstzc Proposed validation
questions/metrics steps
Assessment Identification of e Leadership adaptability Baseline survey
resilience gaps (Likert-scale survey) administration;
and starting . . . facilitated diagnostic
conditions e Perceived strategic clarity workshops;
across teams triangulation of
e Business model flexibility perceptual and
and rigidity review strategic assessment
o data.
o SWOT-based vulnerability
assessment
Design Generation of e Number and diversity of Analysis of
adaptive solutions prototypes developed workshop outputs;
and organisational qualitative evaluation
learning * Deg.r ce Of. sta}(eholder L of prototypes; review
participation in DT activities  ¢lofocfive learning
e [ earning outcomes derived logs.
from experimentation
Implementation Embedding e Time to recovery (TTR) Pre- and post-
resilience into following disruption implementation
organisational . performance
routines ¢ Adoptlon rate O.f new comparison;
practices or business model operational ’KPI
elements tracking; process
o Cross-functional adoption reviews.
collaboration index
Review and Continuous e Frequency of leadership Periodic performance
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3.6 Implementation scenarios

The SRIF implementation may be introduced through a simulation-based approach in
which hypothetical disruptions, such as a sudden drop in demand, supply chain
interruption or the entry of a new competitor, are presented. Participants respond using
each phase of the SRIF cycle. This approach allows safe testing without exposing the
organisation to risks while enabling close observation of adaptive behaviours and
decision-making.

The SRIF can also be applied conceptually in pilot contexts, particularly in
organisations undergoing transformation, digitalisation or restructuring. These scenarios
enable researchers and practitioners to examine how SRIF unfolds in practice, without
prescribing strict timelines or procedures. Implementation scenarios, therefore, illustrate
how the framework may be tested and refined, rather than serving as operational
guidelines.

Organisations may calibrate SRIF adoption based on their readiness for strategic and
organisational maturity, applying the framework selectively, iteratively, or as an
embedded capability depending on their existing leadership practices, learning capacities,
and structural flexibility. In contexts with limited readiness, SRIF can be applied
selectively through simplified simulations focused on awareness-building, leadership
alignment, and basic sensemaking about disruption. Organisations with moderate
maturity may adopt SRIF iteratively, applying the SRIF cycle within pilot units or
targeted transformation initiatives to strengthen integration across leadership practices,
design experimentation, and business model adaptation. In more mature organisations,
SRIF can be embedded as a continuous strategic capability, with repeated cycles
informing ongoing business model reconfiguration, leadership development, and
organisational learning. This staged calibration allows SRIF to remain flexible and
scalable while accommodating differences in organisational readiness and resource
availability.

3.7 Research propositions

Although empirical testing lies outside the scope of this study, the SRIF opens several
avenues for future research:

Proposition 1: Organisations that apply SRIF are expected to sustain resilience as an
ongoing capability rather than relying on separate leadership, DT or business modelling
practices.

Proposition 2: Integration of leadership, DT and business modelling enhances
adaptability outcomes, such as reduced recovery time and improved market
responsiveness.

Proposition 3: The SRIF fosters competitive advantage by treating resilience as a
proactive strategic capability rather than a defensive response.

These propositions offer a starting point for empirical validation across various industries
and organisational contexts.
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4 Theoretical contribution of the SRIF

The SRIF does not offer novelty by identifying leadership, DT and business modelling as
individual contributors to resilience, since prior studies examined these domains
separately (e.g., Buliga et al., 2015; Endaryono et al., 2024; Grego et al., 2024; Nkomo
and Kalisz, 2023). Existing frameworks, however, do not explain how these domains
interact to produce resilience as a continuous organisational capability. The dynamic
capabilities framework (Teece, 2007), for instance, describes strategic renewal through
sensing, seizing and transforming but does not specify how leadership behaviours and
culture support this renewal. Similarly, Duchek’s (2020) resilience cycle outlines
anticipation, coping and adaptation but does not show how adaptive capacity embeds
itself in the organisational logic. Models of business model innovation (Wirtz et al.,
2016b) and design-driven innovation (Liedtka, 2014) highlight creativity and value
reconfiguration but overlook the leadership mechanisms that enable such change.

The SRIF is distinct because it combines these domains into a single
capability-building mechanism. In SRIF, resilience is theorised as a continuous
competence that emerges only when direction (leadership), adaptability (DT) and value
continuity (business modelling) operate together across an iterative four-phase cycle.
This interaction is absent from existing models and constitutes SRIF’s main theoretical
contribution.

Furthermore, SRIF also offers a testable conceptual model that invites empirical
exploration of how organisations convert resilience from a reactive trait into a proactive,
system-wide capability. Beyond theory, it adds managerial relevance by providing a
practical pathway for embedding resilience in strategy formulation, organisational design
and performance management.

The SRIF also aligns with broader research streams grounded in adaptive systems and
complexity perspectives, which conceptualise organisational resilience as an emergent
property arising from interactions among interdependent capabilities rather than from
isolated elements. In adaptive systems theory, dynamics relevant to resilience — such as
nonlinearity, self-organisation, feedback, and learning — arise through ongoing
interactions among system components (Holland, 1992). The SRIF shares this
foundational logic by theorising resilience as an emergent organisational capability that
develops through iterative interactions among leadership practices, DT processes, and
business model configurations. By articulating these interactions explicitly within an
organisational and strategic management context, the SRIF situates itself within the
adaptive systems tradition while offering a focused lens on how emergence unfolds
through identifiable managerial domains.

5 Discussion

In response to increasingly volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous environments, a
growing body of research has examined how organisations develop resilient strategies to
cope with adverse and turbulent conditions across diverse organisational forms, including
small and medium-sized enterprises (Singh et al., 2024; Kabbara et al., 2025). Against
this backdrop, the SRIF was developed to offer an integrative, process-based approach to
organisational resilience.
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The SRIF presents a dynamic foundation for understanding how organisations can
embed resilience as a continuous, organisation-wide process rather than as an isolated
response to disruption. Through its four phases, the framework demonstrates how
strategic direction, adaptive problem-solving, and value continuity can be operationalised
together, aligning cultural, innovative, and structural drivers of renewal.

The SRIF builds on and extends existing conceptualisations of resilience, particularly
Duchek’s (2020) view of resilience as a dynamic capability comprising anticipation,
coping and adaptation. By embedding leadership, DT and business modelling in these
processes, SRIF offers a mechanism for operationalising dynamic capabilities at strategic
and operational levels. This integration aligns with the calls of Hillmann and Guenther
(2021) and Conz and Magnani (2020) for more holistic approaches to resilience. The
SRIF, therefore, helps bridge fragmented research by clarifying how these domains
interact within a unified process that supports strategic renewal and sustained
performance.

Moreover, the framework’s modular structure enhances its applicability across
diverse organisational contexts. In small and medium-sized enterprises, SRIF can
emphasise rapid design cycles and direct leadership involvement, while in larger firms,
the framework can support cross-functional coordination and formalised processes. Its
adaptability makes the SRIF suitable for different industries and organisational cultures,
though future empirical testing will be crucial for refining these adaptations and ensuring
wider relevance.

6 Practical and managerial implications

The SRIF provides organisations with a structured approach to embed resilience
deliberately rather than reactively. In practice, it can guide the following actions:
leadership routines for resilience, DT as a resilience engine, business modelling for value
continuity and integration across departments, strategic planning and governance.

6.1 Leadership routines for resilience

Executives and middle managers can incorporate resilience indicators into performance
reviews, strategic updates and routine communication. This ensures that adaptability,
learning and cross-functional collaboration become ongoing leadership priorities rather
than crisis-driven responses.

6.2 DT as a resilience engine

DT practices, such as problem reframing, rapid prototyping and continuous
experimentation, help generate and evaluate response options during uncertainty. The
SRIF cycle clarifies when and how these tools fit within the four phases, enabling
structured problem-solving rather than ad hoc innovation.

6.3 Business modelling for value continuity

The SRIF supports decision-making by helping managers assess whether new ideas or
solutions are economically and strategically viable before scaling. By aligning new
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initiatives with the organisation’s business model, firms can reduce waste and accelerate
strategic renewal.

6.4 Integration across departments

Because SRIF links strategic intent, innovation practices and value capture, it encourages
collaboration between leadership, operations, marketing, finance and design-oriented
teams. Organisations can create cross-functional SRIF task forces to move adaptive
solutions from ideation to profitable execution.

This is particularly important because an effective cross-departmental integration also
depends on leadership commitment, inclusive organisational culture, and coordinated
change management practices. Managerial literature emphasises that initiatives such as
diversity and inclusion are most effective when they are embedded across functions,
aligned with overall strategic objectives, reinforced through governance mechanisms, and
supported by continuous learning and open communication. Such an integrated approach
strengthens coordination across organisational units and supports the cultural alignment
required for sustained adaptability and resilience (Valeri and Salloum, 2025).

6.5 Strategic planning integration

The four SRIF phases (assessment, design, implementation and review) can be integrated
into annual or quarterly planning cycles, ensuring continuous updating of strategies based
on market signals rather than only reactive adjustments.

6.6 Governance, feedback, and learning mechanisms in the SRIF

Governance within SRIF refers to the formal and informal arrangements that assign,
coordinate, and monitor responsibility for the resilience cycle across the organisation.
Senior leadership typically plays a sponsoring role by setting strategic priorities,
allocating resources, and legitimising experimentation, while cross-functional teams
execute and iterate through the SRIF phases.

Feedback mechanisms are central to the cyclical logic of SRIF. Insights generated
during the design and implementation phases — such as performance data, stakeholder
feedback, and learning from experimentation — are systematically captured and
incorporated into the review and adaptation phase. These feedback loops enable
organisations to evaluate not only immediate outcomes but also the underlying
assumptions about strategy, processes, and value creation.

Learning structures institutionalise resilience over time. Organisations can formalise
learning by documenting insights from SRIF cycles, integrating them into strategic
planning processes, and updating routines, policies, or business model configurations
accordingly. Over repeated cycles, these practices contribute to organisational memory,
reduce reliance on individual judgment, and strengthen collective adaptive capacity.

6.7 lllustrative scenarios: applying SRIF in practice

Three hypothetical scenarios illustrate how SRIF can guide decision-making in different
organisational contexts.
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6.7.1 Scenario 1: crisis response in a manufacturing firm

A manufacturer faces a sudden shortage of raw materials. Using SRIF, leadership
assesses risks, cross-functional teams use DT to generate alternative sourcing and
production options, and the business model lens then evaluates their financial and
operational viability.

6.7.2 Scenario 2: digital transformation in a service organisation

A service company introduces automation and Al tools to enhance customer support. The
SRIF helps leadership align employee concerns, strategic goals and technological
priorities during the transition. DT workshops surface pain points and opportunities for
improvement, and the business model perspective ensures revenue sustainability and the
protection of existing value.

6.7.3 Scenario 3: innovation during market disruption

A company responding to new low-cost competitors explores new market segments and
product lines. Leadership defines the strategic direction, design teams prototype new
products based on rapid customer feedback, and business modelling identifies which
innovations can be scaled profitably.

7 Implications for research and society

7.1 Implications for research

The SRIF opens new research avenues by conceptualising resilience as an integrated
mechanism at the micro and macro levels. Future studies may assess the relationships
among leadership, DT and business modelling in resilience outcomes; test the SRIF cycle
across sectors, organisational sizes, cultural contexts and types of disruptions; develop
diagnostic tools for measuring resilience maturity based on SRIF dimensions; investigate
the influence of leadership styles, team structure and organisational culture on SRIF
effectiveness; and explore the application of SRIF in digital transformation, sustainability
transitions, supply chain management and crisis management.

7.2 Societal impact

Building a resilient society requires understanding how organisations contribute to
collective stability, particularly during periods of widespread disruption. Responding to
the growing frequency and severity of crises, scholars emphasise the need for improved
societal resilience across economic, political, and community systems (Aldrich, 2012;
Stark, 2014; Duit, 2015).

Within this broader conversation, the SRIF holds societal relevance because
organisational resilience directly influences community stability, public attitudes, and
overall quality of life. Crises and disasters deteriorate quality of living, and institutions
that maintain essential functions — while preserving protection and legitimacy — play a
critical role in sustaining societal resilience during such events (Boin and Lodge, 2016).
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Empirical research on public institutions further shows that institutional resilience is
closely linked to adaptive capacity, learning, coordination, and leadership quality,
particularly in enabling public organisations to anticipate shocks, adjust governance
arrangements, and maintain continuity under crisis conditions (Profiroiu and Nastaca,
2021). Complementary case-based evidence demonstrates that resilience in public-sector
organisations develops through the interaction of risk perception, leadership-driven
adaptation, and organisational mechanisms that support learning, coordination, and
strategic reorientation, enabling institutions to respond to crises while adjusting
governance and operating models (Tallaki and Bracci, 2020).

The SRIF provides several pathways for organisations to strengthen these broader
societal outcomes. First, its leadership component reinforces transparent communication
and coordinated decision-making, reducing public uncertainty and supporting trust in
organisational responses. Second, its design-thinking element incorporates stakeholder
perspectives into problem-solving, enabling services to be redesigned around the needs of
citizens, employees, and vulnerable groups. Third, its business-model dimension supports
continuity of essential operations — such as access to services, employment stability, and
supply-chain reliability — thereby reducing the societal disruption typically associated
with crises.

Through these mechanisms, SRIF enables organisations not only to enhance their
own performance but also to contribute to societal resilience by stabilising daily life,
maintaining public confidence, and supporting community well-being. Organisations that
build resilience as a continuous capability are better positioned to manage shocks — such
as economic downturns, pandemics, technological shifts, and climate-related events —
while protecting jobs, sustaining services, and promoting long-term innovation.

7.3 Policy implications

The SRIF also provides insights for public-sector organisations and policymakers aiming
to strengthen institutional resilience. Prior research shows that resilience in the public
sector depends on adaptive governance arrangements that promote flexibility, distributed
decision-making, inter-organisational coordination, and rapid responsiveness to emerging
conditions (Janssen and van der Voort, 2016). SRIF aligns with these objectives by
demonstrating how leadership mindsets, iterative design processes, and adaptable
operating models can be integrated into public-sector routines. Policy frameworks that
promote experimentation, inter-agency learning, and citizen-centred service redesign can
benefit from the SRIF’s structured cycle as a mechanism for continuous review and
capability renewal. Therefore, SRIF contributes to ongoing discussions on building
resilience not only in firms but also within broader socio-institutional systems.

8 Limitations and opportunities for further research directions

As a conceptual framework, SRIF has not yet been validated across different industries,
firm sizes or cultural contexts. Without real-time testing, its comparative advantages
cannot be benchmarked against existing resilience approaches. In addition, the strength of
interactions among leadership, DT and business modelling may vary with contextual
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variables, such as organisational culture, industry dynamics and governance structures,
and institutional environments.

These limitations present opportunities for further research. Future studies should test
SRIF using qualitative, quantitative or mixed-methods designs to evaluate the interaction
of its components and whether they enhance resilience outcomes across diverse settings.
Longitudinal case studies could explore how organisations internalise and institutionalise
SRIF over time, shedding light on learning dynamics and capability development across
the framework’s phases. Quantitative approaches, such as survey-based research and
structural equation modelling, could be used to test hypothesised relationships among
leadership practices, DT routines, business model configurations, and resilience
outcomes. Comparative studies may also benchmark SRIF against other resilience or
dynamic capability frameworks.

9 Conclusions

This paper introduced the SRIF as a conceptual model explaining how resilience
develops as a sustained organisational capability. The framework advances resilience
scholarship by demonstrating that resilience does not arise from leadership, DT, or
business modelling in isolation but from their interdependence across a continuous
four-phase cycle. The SRIF, therefore, synthesises dispersed research into a unified
system that helps organisations anticipate disruption, respond effectively, and adapt over
time.

By integrating strategic direction, adaptive problem-solving and value continuity,
SRIF offers scholars and practitioners a structured approach to treat resilience as an
ongoing dimension of strategic management and competitive advantage rather than a
reactive intervention.

Declarations

All authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest.

References

Aldrich, D.P. (2012) Building Resilience: Social Capital in Post-Disaster Recovery, University of
Chicago Press, Chicago IL, DOI: 10.7208/chicago/9780226012896.001.0001.

Amit, R. and Zott, C. (2012) ‘Creating value through business model innovation’, MIT Sloan
Management Review, Vol. 53, No. 3, pp.41-49.

Amit, R. and Zott, C. (2015) ‘Business models’, International Encyclopedia of the Social &
Behavioral Sciences, pp.33-36, https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-08-097086-8.73040-6.

Annarelli, A. and Nonino, F. (2016) ‘Strategic and operational management of organizational
resilience: current state of research and future directions’, Omega, Vol. 62, pp.1-18,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2015.08.004.

Appleyard, M.M., Enders, A.H. and Velazquez, H. (2020) ‘Regaining R&D leadership: the role of

design thinking and creative forbearance’, California Management Review, Vol. 62, No. 2,
pp.12-29, https://doi.org/10.1177/0008125619897395.



Building organisational strategic resilience 21

Aziz, M., Salloum, C., Salloum, L., Mhanna, R., Lefebvre, Q. and Badaoui, N. (2020) ‘Women’s
leadership, performance and governance in Lebanese microfinance institutions’, International
Journal of Corporate Governance, Vol. 11, No. 2, pp.202-221, https://doi.org/10.1504/
1JCG.2020.110151.

Aziz, M.R. and Salloum, C. (2023) ‘How cultural leadership ideals shape entreprencurship?’,
European Business Review, Vol. 35, No. 5. pp.797-813, https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-02-
2023-0051.

Bathla, A., Chawla, G., Gupta, A. and Hofaidhllaoui, M. (2025) ‘Beyond the boardroom: design
thinking and leadership for value creation in business ecosystems’, Cogent Business &
Management, Vol. 12, No. 1, https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2025.2491680.

Bennett, N. and Lemoine, G.J. (2014) ‘What VUCA really means for you’, Harvard Business
Review [online] https://hbr.org/2014/01/what-vuca-really-means-for-you (accessed 8 August
2025).

Berends, H., Smits, A., Reymen, 1. and Podoynitsyna, K. (2016) ‘Learning while (re)configuring:
business model innovation processes in established firms’, Strategic Organization, Vol. 14,
No. 3, pp.181-219, https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127016632758.

Bland, D. and Osterwalder, A. (2020) Testing Business Ideas: A Field Guide to Rapid
Experimentation, John Wiley and Sons, Hoboken, New Jersey.

Boin, A. and Lodge, M. (2016) ‘Designing resilient institutions for transboundary crisis
management: a time for public administration’, Public Administration, Vol. 94, No. 2,
pp.289-298, https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12264.

Buliga, O., Scheiner, C.W. and Voigt, K-I. (2015) ‘Business model innovation and organizational
resilience: towards an integrated conceptual framework’, Journal of Business Economics,
Vol. 86, No. 6, pp.647-670, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-015-0796-y.

Conz, E. and Magnani, G. (2020) ‘A dynamic perspective on the resilience of firms: a systematic
literature review and a framework for future research’, European Management Journal,
Vol. 38, No. 3, pp.400—412, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2019.12.004.

Daft, R.L. (2005) The Leadership Experience, 3rd ed., Thomson, South-Western, Mason, OH.

Darkow, P.M. (2019) ‘‘Beyond ‘bouncing back’: toward an integral, capability-based
understanding of organizational resilience’, Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management,
Vol. 27, No. 2, pp.145-156, https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5973.12246.

Davis, P. (2017) The Link between Design Thinking and Resilience, Forbes [online]
https://www.forbes.com/sites/pauladavislaack/2017/10/24/the-link-between-design-thinking-
and-resilience/ (accessed 14 August 2025).

Deming, W.E. (1986) Out of Crisis, MIT Center of Advanced Engineering Study, Cambridge, MA,
USA.

Doz, Y.L. and Kosonen, M. (2010) ‘Embedding strategic agility’, Long Range Planning,
Vol. 43, Nos. 2-3, pp.370-382, https://doi.org/10.1016/.1rp.2009.07.006.

Duchek, S. (2020) ‘Organizational resilience: a capability-based conceptualization’, Business
Research, Vol. 13, No. 1, pp.215-246, https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-019-0085-7.

Duit, A. (2015) ‘Resilience thinking: lessons for public administration’, Public Administration,
Vol. 94, No. 2, pp.364-380, https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12182.

Endaryono, T., Kurniawan, H.T. and Tjiptoherijanto, P. (2024) ‘Strategic leadership and
organizational resilience capabilities in the healthcare system of Indonesia’, International
Journal of Healthcare Management, pp.1-10, https://doi.org/10.1080/20479700.2024.
2365560.

Figueiredo, M., Ferreira, J.J. and Vrontis, D. (2024) ‘Perspectives on dynamic capabilities and
ambidexterity in born-global companies: theoretical framing, review and research agenda’,
Journal of International Management, Vol. 30, No. 1, p.101099, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-intman.2023.101099.



22 A.J. Gonzalez and A.A. Kolyada

Foss, N.J. and Saebi, T. (2017) ‘Business models and business model innovation: between wicked
and paradigmatic problems’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 51, No. 1, pp.9-21,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2017.07.006.

Gonzalez, A.J. and Kolyada, A.A. (in press) ‘Building organizational strategic resilience through
leadership, design thinking, and business modeling’, International Journal of Business and
Emerging Markets.

Grego, M., Magnani, G. and Denicolai, S. (2024) ‘Transform to adapt or resilient by design? How
organizations can foster resilience through business model transformation’, Journal of
Business Research, Vol. 171, p.114359, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114359.

Habicher, D., Erschbamer, G., Pechlaner, H., Ghirardello, L. and Walder, M. (2021)
‘Transformation and design thinking: perspectives on sustainable change, company resilience,
and democratic leadership in SMEs’, Leadership, Education, Personality: An Interdisciplinary
Journal, Vol. 3, No. 2, pp.145-156, https://doi.org/10.1365/s42681-022-00028-x.

Hamel, G. and Vilikangas, L. (2003) ‘The quest for resilience’, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 81,
No. 9, pp.52-63, p.131.

Harland, L., Harrison, W., Jones, J.R. and Reiter-Palmon, R. (2005) ‘Leadership behaviors and
subordinate resilience’, Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, Vol. 11, No. 2,
pp.2—14, https://doi.org/10.1177/107179190501100202.

Hillmann, J. and Guenther, E. (2021) ‘Organizational resilience: a valuable construct for
management research?’, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 23, No. 1,
pp-7-44, https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12239.

Holland, J.H. (1992) ‘Complex adaptive systems’, Daedalus, Vol. 121, No. 1, pp.17-30.

Ibarra, H. and Rattan, A. (2018) ‘Microsoft: instilling a growth mindset’, London Business School
Review, Vol. 29, No. 3, pp.50-53, https://doi.org/10.1111/2057-1615.12262.

IBM (n.d.) IBM Enterprise Design Thinking [online] https://www.ibm.com/training/enterprise-
design-thinking (accessed 15 August 2025).

Ivanov, D. (2021) ‘Supply chain viability and the COVID-19 pandemic: a conceptual and formal
generalization of four major adaptation strategies’, International Journal of Production
Research, Vol. 59, No. 12, pp.3535-3552, https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2021.1890852.

Jango, J. (2024) ‘Leadership and management of change: introduction to navigating organisational
change’, EuroMed J. Management, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp.57-71, https://dx.doi.org/10.1504/1JWI.
2023.10058973.

Janssen, M. and van der Voort, H. (2016) ‘Adaptive governance: towards a stable, accountable and
responsive government’, Government Information Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 1, pp.1-5,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2016.02.003.

Jorzik, P., Klein, S.P., Kanbach, D.K. and Kraus, S. (2024) ‘Al-driven business model innovation:
a systematic review and research agenda’, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 182, p.114764,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2024.114764.

Kabbara, D., Attieh, L. and Fatha, B. (2025) ‘Entrepreneurship and resilience: evidence from
Lebanese SMEs’, International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business, Vol. 54,
No. 1, pp.130-151, https://doi.org/10.1504/ijesb.2025.142892.

Kolyada, A. (2023) Sledujushhij Uroven’: Strategicheskij Menedzhment Novoj Jepohi [Next Level:
Strategic Management of a New Era. How to Build An Effective Business Model and Develop
an Effective Strategy for your Company’s Growth], Alpina PRO & Eurasian Management and
Administration School, Moscow.

Kolyada, A. (2024) ‘Teoriya multiurovnevoj prirody (mul tiurovnevosti) biznes-modeli [Theory of
the multi-level nature of a business model, business modeling, and business model innovation
in strategic management]’, The Eurasian Scientific Journal, Vol. 16, No. 4,
https://doi.org/10.15862/60ecvn424.



Building organisational strategic resilience 23

Kumar, S., Mishra, M.K. and Sharma, N. (2025) ‘Mediating role of organisational agility for
Knowledge Management and corporate sustainable development — an empirical investigation
of Indian organisations’, International Journal of Public Sector Performance Management,
Vol. 16, Nos. 1-2, pp.4-20, https://doi.org/10.1504/ijpspm.2025.147383.

Lee, J., Suh, T., Roy, D. and Baucus, M. (2019) ‘Emerging technology and business model
innovation: the case of artificial intelligence’, Journal of Open Innovation: Technology,
Market, and Complexity, Vol. 5, No. 3, p.44, https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc5030044.

Lengnick-Hall, C.A., Beck, T.E. and Lengnick-Hall, M.L. (2011) ‘Developing a capacity for
organizational resilience through strategic human resource management’, Human Resource
Management Review, Vol. 21, No. 3, pp.243-255, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.07.001.

Leverenz, C.S. (2014) ‘Design thinking and the wicked problem of teaching writing’, Computers
and Composition, Vol. 33, No. 1, pp.1-12, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2014.07.001.

Liedtka, J. (2014) ‘Perspective: linking design thinking with innovation outcomes through
cognitive bias reduction’, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 32, No. 6,
pp.925-938, https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12163.

Loderer, M. and Kock, A. (2025) ‘How organisational and team climates foster design thinking for
project success’, International Journal of Project Management, Vol. 43, No. 3, p.102711,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2025.102711.

Luthans, F., Avolio, B., Cameron, K.S., Dutton, J.E. and Quinn, R.E. (2003) ‘Authentic leadership:
a positive developmental approach’, in Cameron, K.S., Dutton, J.E. and Quinn, R.E. (Eds.):
Positive Organizational Scholarship, pp.241-261, Berrett-Koehler, San Francisco, CA.

Manigandan, R. and Raghuram, J.N.V. (2024) ‘Innovation capability as a catalyst: unravelling the
mediating effect between entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance in family
businesses’, Int. J. Work Innovation, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp.1-21, https://dx.doi.org/10.1504/1JW1.
2023.10058973.

Mansoori, Y. and Lackéus, M. (2020) ‘Comparing effectuation to discovery-driven planning,
prescriptive entrepreneurship, business planning, lean startup, and design thinking’, Small
Business Economics, Vol. 54, No. 3, pp.791-818, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00153-
w.

Millar, C.C., Groth, O. and Mahon, J.F. (2018) ‘Management innovation in a VUCA world:
challenges and recommendations’, California Management Review, Vol. 61, No. 1, pp.5-14,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0008125618805111.

Nakata, C. (2020) ‘Design thinking for innovation: considering distinctions, fit, and use in firms’,
Business Horizons, Vol. 63, No. 6, pp.763—772, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2020.07.008.

Nakata, C. and Hwang, J. (2020) ‘Design thinking for innovation: composition, consequence, and
contingency’, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 118, No. C, pp.117-128,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.06.038.

Nkomo, L. and Kalisz, D. (2023) ‘Establishing organizational resilience through developing a
strategic framework for digital transformation’, Digital Transformation and Society, Vol. 2,
No. 4, pp.403-426, https://doi.org/10.1108/dts-11-2022-0059.

Northouse, P.G. (2010) Leadership.: Theory and Practice, 5th ed., Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Nunes, M.P., Steinbruch, F.K. and Ranft, G.R. (2024) ‘Analysing the relation between
internationalisation and business model innovation through the elements of a business model’,
International Journal of Business and Globalisation, Vol. 36, No. 1, pp.136-156,
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijbg.2024.136001.

O’Reilly, C.A. and Tushman, M.L. (2013) ‘Organizational ambidexterity: past, present, and future’,
Academy of Management Perspectives, Vol. 27, No. 4, pp.324-338, https://doi.org/10.5465/
amp.2013.0025.

Osterwalder, A. and Pigneur, Y. (2010) Business Model Generation: A Handbook for Visionaries,
Game Changers, and Challengers, Wiley, New Jersey.



24 A.J. Gonzalez and A.A. Kolyada

Pawar, A., Sangvikar, B., Setyaningrum, R.P., Loupias, H. and Sunarsi, D. (2025) ‘Innovation
capabilities with strategic orientations towards firm performance in technology-based
organisations: the managerial implications for future of business’, International Journal of
Intellectual Property Management, Vol. 15, No. 5, pp.427—446, https://doi.org/10.1504/
ijipm.2025.150045.

Profiroiu, A.G. and Nastacd, C-C. (2021) ‘What strengthens resilience in public administration
institutions?’, Eastern Journal of European Studies, Vol. 12, No. Special Issue, pp.100-125,
https://doi.org/10.47743/ejes-2021-si05.

PwC (2024) Thriving in an Age of Continuous Reinvention: PwC'’s 27th Annual Global CEO
Survey [online] https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/ceo-survey/2024/download/27th-ceo-survey.pdf
(accessed 2 September 2025).

Ramani, V., Ghosh, D. and Sodhi, M.S. (2022) ‘Understanding systemic disruption from the
COVID-19-induced semiconductor shortage for the auto industry’, Omega, Vol. 113,
p-102720, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2022.102720.

Ramesh, P., Bhavikatti, V., Omnamasivaya, B., Chaitanya, G., Tejaswini, H.S., Gondesi, H.S. and
Kameswari, J. (2023) ‘Organizational adaptability: a study of the mediating role of leadership
in the influence of strategies, complexity, and technology’, International Journal of
Innovation Management, Vol. 27, No. 7n08, https://doi.org/10.1142/s1363919623500366.

Razzouk, R., and Shute, V. (2012) ‘What is design thinking and why is it important?’,
Review of Educational Research, Vol. 82, No. 3, pp.330-348, https://doi.org/10.3102
/0034654312457429.

Ries, E. (2011) The Lean Startup: How Today’s Entrepreneurs Use Continuous Innovation to
Create Radically Successful Businesses, Crown Publishing Group, New York.

Ries, E. (2017) The Startup Way: How Modern Companies Use Entrepreneurial Management to
Transform Culture and Drive Long-Term Growth, Currency, New York.

Rosch, N., Tiberius, V. and Kraus, S. (2023) ‘Design thinking for innovation: context factors,
process, and outcomes’, European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 26, No. 7,
pp.160-176, https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-03-2022-0164.

Salloum, C. and Dana, L.P. (2025) ‘Spiritual leadership’, in Laker, B., Soga, L.R. and
Ogunfodun, Y.B. (Eds.): Elgar Encyclopedia of Leadership, pp.292-294, Edward Elgar
Publishing, UK.

Salloum, C., Digout, J., Salloum, L., Mercier.Suissa, C. and Chahine, P. (2021) ‘Family business,
strategic planning and corporate entrepreneurship’, International Journal of Entrepreneurship
and Innovation Management, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp.52-71, https://doi.org/10.1504/1JEIM.
2021.113798.

Salloum, C., Jarrar, H., Mercier.Suissa, C., Digout, J. and Azzi, T. (2022) ‘Leadership, team
cohesion and family firms’ performance’, International Journal of Entrepreneurship and
Small Business, Vol. 46, No. 3, pp.333-352, https://doi.org/10.1504/1JESB.2022.124460.

Singh, S., Joshi, M., Gandhi, M. and Malik, K. (2024) ‘Sustainability and resilient strategies by
entrepreneurial firms in a VUCA World’, World Review of Entrepreneurship, Management
and Sustainable Development, Vol. 20, No. 3, pp.291-308, https://doi.org/10.1504/wremsd.
2024.138273.

Somers, S. (2009) ‘Measuring resilience potential: an adaptive strategy for organizational crisis
planning’, Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, Vol. 17, No. 1, pp.12-23,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5973.2009.00558.x.

Soni, N., Sharma, E.K., Singh, N. and Kapoor, A. (2020) ‘Artificial intelligence in business: from
research and innovation to market deployment’, Procedia Computer Science, Vol. 167,
pp-2200-2210, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2020.03.272.

Southwick, F.S., Martini, B.L., Charney, D.S. and Southwick, S.M. (2017) ‘Leadership and
resilience’, in Springer Texts in Business and Economics, pp.315-333, Springer,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-31036-7 18.



Building organisational strategic resilience 25

Stark, A. (2014) ‘Bureaucratic values and resilience: an exploration of crisis management
adaptation’, Public Administration, Vol. 92, No. 3, pp.692-706, https://doi.org/10.1111/
padm.12085.

Sutcliffe, K.M., Vogus, T.J., Cameron, K.S., Dutton, J.E. and Quinn, R.E. (2003) ‘Organizing for
resilience’, in Cameron, K.S., Dutton, J.E. and Quinn, R.E. (Eds.): Positive Organizational
Scholarship: Foundations of a New Discipline, pp.94—110, Berrett-Koehler, San Francisco,
CA.

Tallaki, M. and Bracci, E. (2020) ‘Risk perception, accounting, and resilience in public sector
organizations: a case study analysis’, Journal of Risk and Financial Management, Vol. 14,
No. 1, p.4, https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14010004.

Taskan, B., Junga-Silva, A. and Caetano, A. (2022) ‘Clarifying the conceptual map of VUCA: a
systematic review’, International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. 30, No. 7,
pp-196-217, https://doi.org/10.1108/1JOA-02-2022-3136.

Teece, D.J. (2007) ‘Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and microfoundations of
(sustainable) enterprise performance’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 28, No. 13,
pp-1319-1350, https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.640.

Teece, D.J. (2010) ‘Business models, business strategy, and innovation’, Long Range Planning,
Vol. 43, Nos. 2-3, pp.172—-194, https://doi.org/10.1016/.1rp.2009.07.003.

Teece, D.J. (2018) ‘Business models and dynamic capabilities’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 51,
No. 1, pp.40—49, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2017.06.007.

Valeri, M. and Salloum, C. (2025) Strategic Diversity and Inclusion in Organizations: Unity in
Variety, De Gruyter, https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111673707.

Vilikangas, L. (2016) ‘Strategic resilience’, in Augier, M. and Teece, D. (Eds.): The Palgrave
Encyclopedia of Strategic Management, Palgrave Macmillan, https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-
349-94848-2 375-1.

Verganti, R., Dell’Era, C. and Swan, K.S. (2021) ‘Design thinking: critical analysis and future
evolution’, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 38, No. 6, pp.603-622,
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12610.

Vocke, C., Constantinescu, C. and Popescu, D. (2019) ‘Application potentials of artificial
intelligence for the design of innovation processes’, Procedia CIRP, Vol. 84, pp.810-813,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2019.04.230.

Wang, K.J., Chen, Y.H., Lee, Y.C. and Lin, Z.Y. (2023) ‘How is innovation empowered by design
thinking for new product development? A case study in Taiwan’, Asian Journal of Technology
Innovation, Vol. 32, No. 2, pp.437-455, https://doi.org/10.1080/19761597.2023.2250391.

Wirtz, B.W., Gottel, V., Daiser, P. (2016a) ‘Business model innovation: development, concept and
future research directions’, Journal of Business Models, Vol. 4, No. 2, pp.1-28.

Wirtz, B.W., Pistoia, A., Ullrich, S. and Géttel, V. (2016b) ‘Business models: origin, development,
and future research perspectives’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 49, No. 1, pp.36-54,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2015.04.001.

Xavier, R. and Pereira, R. (in press) ‘From value to purpose: a framework of how and why
corporations innovate their business model’, International Journal of Business and Emerging
Markets, Vol. 1, No. 1, https://doi.org/10.1504/ijbem.2028.10068877.

Yewei, Y., Pereira, R., Jarrar, H., Salloum, C. and Youssef, I.S. (2025) ‘Innovative resource
management for strategic entrepreneurship and competitive advantage’, International Journal
of Technology Transfer and Commercialisation, Vol. 21, No. 2, pp.89-104, https://doi.org/
10.1504/ijttc.2025.145561.

You, X. (2022) ‘Applying design thinking for business model innovation’, Journal of Innovation
and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 11, No. 1, https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-022-00251-2.



26 A.J. Gonzalez and A.A. Kolyada

Youssef, C.M. and Luthans, F. (2007) ‘Positive organizational behavior in the workplace: the
impact of hope, optimism, and resilience’, Journal of Management, Vol. 33, No. 5,
pp-774-800, https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562.

Yukl, G. (2006) Leadership in Organizations, 6th ed., Pearson-Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River,
NJ.
Yukl, G. (2013) Leadership in Organizations, 8th ed., Pearson, Boston, MA.

Yun, J.J., Won, D., Park, K., Jeong, E. and Zhao, X. (2019) ‘The role of a business model in market
growth: the difference between the converted industry and the emerging industry’,
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 146, pp.534-562, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.techfore.2019.04.024.



