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Abstract. In the current unstable business environment, resilience in organisations might be an enabler to withstand
this uncertainty. This study aims to separate strategic and operational resilience and discuss the simultaneous ap-
proachability to enhance the understanding of resilience. Therefore, this conceptual research applies a literature review
of leading publications in organisational ambidexterity and organisational resilience. Achieving organisational resil-
ience is possible by seeing resilience, not as a standalone function, but by sensing and seizing opportunities and threats
and transforming the business model into a resilient state by pursuing an ambidextrous organisation by exploiting op-
erational and exploring strategic resilience. Combining organisational resilience and ambidexterity into one framework
can help organisations and management prepare for and deal with uncertainty by building resilience on the strategic

and operational levels.
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Introduction

With the financial crisis, diseases, war, and disruptive
technologies, companies must face several obstacles to
overcome in recent years. Uncertainty and adversity in
business can come from several hurdles (Hughes et al.,
2020). Whether businesses thrive or suffer during these
uncertain times might be essential for the employees,
management and other stakeholders involved in these
companies (Fathy El Dessouky & Al-Ghareeb, 2020). In
academia, scientists discuss the idea of resilience to ex-
plain why some companies can handle uncertainty and
adversity more successfully than others (Linnenluecke,
2017). Nevertheless, the concept of resilience is still fuzzy
and defined differently in several scientific fields. From
the business management perspective, organisational re-
silience is getting more traction to explain the process of
renewal and survival before, during and after adversity
(Hillmann & Guenther, 2020).

In the last years, the discussion to define resilience
and organisational resilience to dissolve the fuzziness of
this concept and further increase its general understand-
ing is rapidly advancing. Linnenluecke (2017) shows an
upward trend in published articles in this field. Recently
Hillmann and Guenther (2020) display continued high

interest in this concept. However, more attention and
an increasing number of articles do not always help to
create a shared understanding or definition of resilience.
Researchers and practitioners use resilience increasingly
as a buzzword and do not think about the implications of
using resilience correctly. On the other hand, the amount
of research for resilience dealing with resilience as an
outcome or measuring resilience in companies is grow-
ing. From these publications, ideas of a conceptualisation
for resilience can be drawn.

The concept of resilience is defined in mainly two
ways in the business field. On the one hand, organi-
sational resilience is a company’s capability to bounce
back from crisis or adversity and deal with survival and
robustness (Iborra et al., 2020). On the other hand, re-
search about viewing resilience as a capacity to renew
itself before a crisis and creating competitive advantages
by continuously reinventing itself (Morais-Storz et al.,
2018) to forestall uncertainty is becoming more wide-
spread. Nevertheless, both ideas are not contradicting
each other but can be seen as two sides of a coin. Where-
as one is dealing with more strategic ideals of resilience,
the other follows a more operational point of view. How-
ever, simultaneously achieving both seems to be a path-
way for creating a resilient company during uncertainty.
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Therefore, following the idea of organisational ambidex-
terity to follow two ambivalent goals at once might be a
research direction for organisational resilience.

However, research distinguishing organisational resil-
ience into two streams using ambidexterity to combine
them is underexplored in recent publications. Therefore,
this paper aims to build and discuss a framework for
an ambidextrous organisation for strategic and opera-
tional resilience based on recent publications in business
management. This research is done by conducting a lit-
erature review of leading publications in organisational
ambidexterity and organisational resilience and forging
a framework for organisational resilience.

After this introduction, a section about the theoreti-
cal background of resilience and ambidexterity is given.
Afterwards, the combination of both ideas by a frame-
work is discussed in detail. The papers close with further
research directions and conclusions.

1. Conceptual background
1.1. Resilience

Resilience stems originally from the Latin word “resil-
ire”, which can be translated with “bounce” or “jump”
back (Cer¢ et al., 2017; Iborra et al., 2020). Resilience
is used in several scientific fields in this original mean-
ing with slight deviations. Whereas it is used in finance
(Kyle, 1985), engineering (Hollnagel et al., 2007), psy-
chology (Rutter, 1987), or socioecology (Holling, 2001),
resilience explains how a research object or subject can
return (bounce back) to their former state (Sutcliffe &
Vogus, 2003). How this “bouncing-back” can be achieved
is under discussion. Several researchers define resilience
as an ability (Belalcazar et al., 2017; Hillmann & Guen-
ther, 2020; Lampel et al., 2014; Appiah et al., 2020), ca-
pability (Annarelli & Nonino, 2016; Williams et al., 2017)
or as an outcome (Teixeira & Werther, 2013). The impact
of resilience is explored in business management topics
like human resource management (Fathy El Dessouky
& Al-Ghareeb, 2020), supply chain management (Shi &
Mena, 2021) and cyber security (Belalcazar et al., 2017)
to rather general research topics like power systems (Par-
ise et al,, 2021), urban planning (Fitzgibbons & Mitchell,
2021) or tourism (Romao, 2020).

Another crucial discussion area is if some distur-
bance or crisis must occur to trigger resilience or not.
Researchers like Ibarrardn et al. (2009) reverse the idea
of resilience and measure the vulnerability of an eco-
logical system to shocks or crises. Sensitivity and adap-
tive capacity (Acuti et al., 2020) are needed to deal with
disturbances, translating into a Vulnerability-Resilience
Indicators Model (Cardenas et al., 2016; Ibarraran et al.,
2009). They see resilience and vulnerability as opposites
but influencing each other (Cardenas et al., 2016).

In contrast to this, Morais-Storz et al. (2018) argue
that no one-time disturbance or crisis is needed for re-
silience because the environment of many companies is
constantly “turbulent, complex, and uncertain” (p. 1184).
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Within these conditions, resilience is needed continu-
ously and not just to recover from a crisis. In the same
direction is the analysis of Vilikangas and Merlyn (2005)
to view resilience as exploring strategic threats and op-
portunities for companies pre-emptively. This differentia-
tion is further discussed in this paper in the upcoming
chapters.

In general, resilience as a concept has surged in the
number of publications in different research fields. One
specific research field for resilience is the field of business
management. For businesses, resilience research has been
gaining a surge of interest in recent years (Linnenluecke,
2017; Hillmann & Guenther, 2020). Due to the focus on
survival and thriving, the research in this field concludes
the expression of organisational resilience to distinguish
itself from the other existing research fields. The distin-
guishing factors from organisational resilience to resil-
ience are discussed in the following chapter.

1.2. Organisational resilience

Resilience translates into the business field as the capa-
bility of companies to survive and how they can thrive
during uncertain times (Linnenluecke, 2017). In history,
some companies have shown to be more longevity, ro-
bust against changes, or even more flexible in dealing
with those changing conditions. Therefore, organisa-
tional resilience is analysed as a distinguishing factor for
companies, whether they fail or flourish.

Many researchers view organisational resilience as
the concept that analyses how specifically companies deal
with uncertainty or even drastic or sudden events like
the outbreak of COVID-19 and the subsequent collapse
of international supply chains or the financial crisis from
2008 (Iborra et al., 2020). Moreover, Linnenluecke (2017)
extends the idea of organisational resilience to why some
companies are better prepared for or successful during
such adversity than others. Whereas organisational re-
silience might be like resilience in other research areas,
in business management, resilience is not just to return
to a previous state, but also to evolve and even transform
their business (Morais-Storz & Nguyen, 2017).

Like resilience, organisational resilience is not yet
undoubtedly defined and universally accepted. Similari-
ties and differences stem from the general concepts of
resilience, whether resilience is created or achieved (Hill-
mann, 2020), a capability (Battisti et al., 2019) or a char-
acteristic (Vilikangas, 2016) of companies. Furthermore,
a second research stream in organisational resilience is
gaining more popularity, which is about resilience inter-
acting with maintaining a competitive advantage (Car-
valho et al., 2016; Marshall & Ojiako, 2010) and explor-
ing whether organisational resilience is a reactive (per-
sist, regenerate, and recover) or proactive (anticipating
and adaptive) instrument. Unfortunately, no clear defini-
tion has been found or agreed on until now. Neverthe-
less, some academics try to encompass the two streams
into one definition. For future clarity, the definition of
Lengnick-Hall et al. (2011) is adopted, which includes
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several discussions and built one definition for “Organi-
sational resilience is defined here as a firm’s ability to
absorb effectively, develop situation-specific responses
to, and ultimately engage in transformative activities to
capitalise on disruptive surprises that potentially threaten
organisation survival” (p. 244).

This definition entails the capability to deal with
adversity in a transformative way. Therefore, the idea
of “bouncing back” is still included and further, gain-
ing organisational resilience by creating an environ-
ment of innovation and transforming their activities is
added. This ambiguity can be found in several defini-
tions (Appiah et al., 2020; Iborra et al., 2020; Annarelli
& Nonino, 2016). However, it is still unclear if different
capabilities and skillsets are involved in these combined
definitions. For example, Vilikangas and Romme (2013)
introduced the terms of organisational resilience as op-
erational and strategic resilience. Operational resilience
is recovery-based, including persisting and surviving
threats and setbacks after a crisis. On the other hand,
strategic resilience is renewal-based, by exploration and
experimentation without a crisis to turn threats into op-
portunities (Vélikangas & Romme, 2013). Other authors
use the term’ strategic resilience’ as well, Morais-Storz
and Nguyen (2017) summarises it as “proactive change
instead of reactive change” (p. 94) or Vidal et al. (2014)
definition of strategic resilience as “[...] to anticipate op-
portunities, respond and adapt to a crisis, renewal itself
and thrive” (p. 1248).

Annarelli and Nonino (2016) define operational
and strategic resilience as static and dynamic resilience,
whereas static resilience is “linked to operational man-
agement of internal and external resources” (p. 21) to
reduce impacts and therefore increase robustness. Zafari
et al. (2020) similarly define a resilient system without
distinguishing between strategic and operational re-
silience. However, the two ideas are deeply embedded
in their definition of “A resilient system is a one that
survives adverse events by anticipating, preparing, pre-
venting, or mitigating risks before crisis events occur
and respond to disruptions in a way that its function is
maintained and/or improved rapidly after a disruption.”
(p. 279)

Besides research in strategic resilience, which, con-
cluded by Iborra et al. (2020), is still rare, research on
operational resilience is plentiful. However, the term “op-
erational” is not used much in research. Mostly, opera-
tional resilience is just referred to as resilience in general
(Mehravari, 2013; Caralli et al., 2010) due to the indif-
ference of both ideas.

1.3. Organisational ambidexterity

Competitive advantages can be created in several ways:
some companies seek to do the best they can with the
resources at hand (cost leadership strategy), and oth-
ers are as innovative as possible (differentiation strat-
egy). For many years, these are seen as two sides of a
coin with trade-offs between both (Raisch et al., 2009).
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However, this changed with introducing the concept of
organisational ambidexterity in the late 90th of the last
century. Tushman and O’Reilly (1996) introduce the no-
tion that superior performance or sustained competitive
advantage (Junni et al., 2013) can be expected when a
company can achieve both goals simultaneously. More
precise, “simultaneously exploiting existing competencies
and exploring new opportunities.” (Raisch et al., 2009, p.
685) describes ambidextrous organisations.

Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) see this concept as an
umbrella concept, spanning several research fields. Am-
bidexterity is about the need to be adaptive (Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008) or flexible
(Park et al., 2020) for exploration and efficiency (Raisch
& Birkinshaw, 2008; Park et al., 2020) or aligned (Gib-
son & Birkinshaw, 2004) for exploitation simultaneously
at a business unit level (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) or
project-based (Petro et al., 2019) to achieve “organisa-
tional performance improvement, adaptation and sur-
vival” (Simsek, 2009, p. 597). O'Reilly and Tushman
(2013) elaborate on their original theory by stating that
ambidexterity is about survival and how a company can
innovate to survive.

Nevertheless, O'Reilly and Tushman (2013) define
that organisational ambidexterity is inefficient in the
short term due to increased efforts, and not all innova-
tions might be successful in the long term. This tension
can be lifted by focusing on the top management team’s
contextual, mutual, dramatising, and focalising (Maclean
et al., 2020) capabilities. Furthermore, Park et al. (2020)
explore the connection between ambidexterity and digi-
talisation, expressing that digitalisation harms organisa-
tional ambidexterity on the interfirm but improves it on
the intrafirm level.

In conclusion, companies can achieve organisational
ambidexterity by allocating resources to exploiting and
exploring (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008) to thrive during
uncertainty. The following two chapters will separate op-
erational and strategic resilience ideas to explore the need
for ambidexterity to realise organisational resilience.

2. Findings for organisational resilience

2.1. Operational resilience

Until recently, businesses in many countries have been
suffering from the outbreak of COVID-19. Supply chains
are disrupted (Shi & Mena, 2021), input material for pro-
duction is missing, and staff is unavailable (Fathy El Des-
souky & Al-Ghareeb, 2020). These adverse factors en-
danger the existence of a company and need to be dealt
with immediately. Researchers use resilience to explain
the robustness (Cook et al., 2016; Redman, 2014; Cere
et al, 2017; Pal et al., 2014; Norazam, 2018; Iborra et al.,
2020) or the fragility (Nenonen & Storbacka, 2020) of
companies to face adversity.

Inputs or assets for achieving operational resilience are
abundant, and no shared understanding is available. For ex-
ample, Pal et al. (2014) see resourcefulness, competitiveness,
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and learning and cultural aspects as essential, whereas other
researchers focus on capabilities like recoverability (Va-
likangas & Romme, 2013; Mehravari, 2013), identification
and mitigation of risks (Mehravari, 2013) and adaptability
(Caralli et al., 2010).

Lengnick-Hall et al. (2011) separate resilience in a
transformational and rebound view. Rebounding, in the
historical meaning of resilience, is defined by Lengnick-
Hall et al. (2011) as the “[...] ability to rebound from un-
expected, stressful, adverse situations and to pick up where
they left oft” (p. 244), which encompasses the meaning of
operational resilience. Zobel (2011) elaborates on this by
describing resilience in disaster situations with a depiction
of a resilience triangle. This triangle can be seen in Figure 1
and uses robustness and rapidity as the factors of resilience
to return to the status quo.

Rapidity

1.00

(1-X

0.50

Robustness
0

t t+T t+T*

0 . 0
Time

Figure 1. Resilience triangle (source: Zobel, 2011, p. 396)

Zobel (2011) describes robustness as the ability to
withstand adversity by resisting the impact or loss of
functionality. Robustness loses its usefulness after the
immediate impact of a disruption (Cere et al., 2017) and
is therefore mainly applicable at the start of a disruption.
It is like the readiness to face disruption in a company.
Robustness has further similarities with the concept of
vulnerability (Romao, 2020). Vulnerability is a common
topic in resilience research in other scientific fields (Cere,
2017; Adger, 2006). Some researchers see vulnerability as
the opposite of resilience (Adger, 2006; Cardenas et al.,
2016) because it can be seen as the likelihood of a sys-
tem failure or being damaged, so it has a negative con-
notation (Céardenas et al., 2016). Vulnerability can be re-
duced by enhancing resilience capacities (Cardenas et al.,
2016) and, therefore, can be transferred to robustness in
organisational resilience. Robustness reaches its limits
if the adversity has a too high impact and exceeds the
threshold (Mehravari, 2013) of the recovery capability of
the company.

The second input of the resilience triangle is rapid-
ity. It represents the time to recover to the normal state
(Zobel, 2011) after a crisis or disruptive event. Rapidity
is exchangeably used in similar publications for recover-
ability (Shi & Mena, 2021; Vilikangas & Romme, 2013)
and restorative capacity (Cook et al., 2016; Cere, 2017;
Lampel et al., 2014).

Mathematically, a state of resilience can be achieved
in different ways. For example, faster recovery with
less robustness can lead to the same outcome as higher
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robustness with a slower recovery time. However, which
of these two conditions is preferable cannot be extracted
from the triangle. Therefore, triangulation might not be
sufficient to measure operational resilience but can be a
start for further research.

In conclusion, operational resilience is widely dis-
cussed in research but approached variously. A common
understanding of operational resilience is posted by V-
likangas (2016) as the “[...] response to adversity - that
is, operational resilience - is to enhance the organisa-
tional defences [...]” (p. 2). Furthermore, the resilience
triangle enhanced the shared understanding by incorpo-
rating robustness and rapidity (Zobel, 2011) to respond
to adversity. Operational resilience can be summarised as
survival in a world of uncertainty.

2.2. Strategic resilience

Portraying resilience from a strategic point of view, the
research area of strategic management is essential. Stra-
tegic management is an ever-evolving field in science to
find an answer to and assess companies’ organisational
performance. Rumelt et al. (1991) introduce this idea by
focusing on the overall organisational performance as a
dependent variable and how companies’ management
team influences and forms organisational performance.
Makadok et al. (2018) see strategic management as the
driver of performance, success, and failure factors, and
managers’ influence on these.

In a world of uncertainty, risks for the survival of
businesses must be faced. However, just focusing on
risks and adversity reduction (Trim & Lee, 2010; Caralli
et al., 2010) is insufficient, but the foremost concern of
urgency and dynamism to achieve strategic repositioning
and innovation (Marshall & Ojiako, 2010) is needed for
strategic resilience.

Resilience cannot be attained by just rebounding
through operational resilience after an event, but by
creating competitive advantages by “continuous self-re-
flection and challenging of the status quo” (Morais-Storz
et al., 2018, p. 96) and “proactively and deliberately en-
gendering change via innovation” (p. 96) to pursue stra-
tegic resilience and securing competitive advantages.

For strategic resilience, the company’s environment is
continuously viewed as turbulent, complex, and uncer-
tain (Morais-Storz et al., 2018), or threats and opportu-
nities must be constantly monitored (Vilikangas, 2016),
while the status quo can be felt as unsatistying. How-
ever, this dissatisfaction can be reduced by innovation
and bolstering strategic resilience in unison (Marshall &
Ojiako, 2010).

Morais-Storz et al. (2018) discuss innovation and
metamorphosis to gain strategic resilience by adaptive
and absorptive capacity during uncertainty. In an uncer-
tain world, they see the ability to reinvent themselves to
create resilience. On the other hand, Vilikangas (2016)
sees no need for specific uncertainty but explores stra-
tegic resilience as a capability of exploration and ex-
perimentation. Consequently, this leads to management
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innovation for the company to be resilient by seizing
market opportunities. As a result, the company can fore-
see unexpected challenges or changes and no crisis is
needed to leverage valuable resources and capabilities to
exploit opportunities (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011).
Appiah et al. (2020) summarise the idea of strategic
resilience, whereas he does not explicitly use the term,
as “[...] a firms’ ability to proactively scan their envi-
ronment, identify looming and evolving threats, institute
contingency measures to tackle known threats and pre-
pare for unknowns.” (p. 3) and encompasses the different
research streams in strategic resilience elegantly. Strategic
resilience can be summarised as thriving in a world of
uncertainty and creating competitive advantages.

3. Results

After discussing the concept of organisational resilience,
splitting it into operational and strategic resilience and
organisational ambidexterity, combing both seem suit-
able. In summary, organisational ambidexterity is about
“simultaneously exploiting existing competencies and ex-
ploring new opportunities” (Raisch et al., 2009, p. 685),
and organisational resilience as “response to adversity -
that is, operational resilience - is to enhance the organi-
sational defences while the response to opportunity - in
other words, strategic resilience - is to engage in explora-
tion” (Valikangas, 2016, p. 2).

Both concepts aim to create a competitive advantage.
Combining both concepts might lead to an increased
understanding and usage of both. Especially in the di-
verse field of resilience, this linkage might be fruitful for
future research avenues and strengthening and clarifying
the concept.

Operational resilience is about robustness and rapid-
ity in returning to a previous state during or after a crisis.
Exploiting existing resources for the survival of a com-
pany during adversity from organisational ambidexterity
links to the definition of operational resilience from Car-
alli et al. (2010) “[...] operational resilience includes four
objectives: (1) prevent realisation of operational risk to
a high-value service (through a protection strategy), (2)
sustain a high-value service if risk is realised (through
a sustainment strategy), (3) effectively address conse-
quences to the organisation if risk is realised and return
the organisation to a normal operating state, and (4) op-
timise the achievement of these objectives to maximise
effectiveness at the lowest cost” (p. 1166). This correlates
with the concept to be efficient (Raisch & Birkinshaw,
2008; Park et al., 2020) or aligned (Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004) for exploitation in organisational ambidexterity.

On the other hand, strategic resilience is about ex-
ploring opportunities and threats. Lengnick-Hall et al.
(2011) define organisational resilience as “[...] leverage
its resources and capabilities not only to resolve current
dilemmas but to exploit opportunities and build a suc-
cessful future” (p. 244), specifically using the idea of stra-
tegic resilience from Vilikangas (2016) without naming
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it strategic resilience. Nevertheless, this definition is in
line with exploring opportunities from organisational
ambidexterity with the need to be adaptive (Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008) or flexible
(Park et al., 2020) for exploration.

This connection of organisational resilience and
ambidexterity can be summarised in two figures. First,
Figure 2 shows the timely structure of organisational re-
silience.

Event
of
crisis

Strategic resilience Operational resilience

Adaptability

Vulnerability

Transformability

Rapidity

Figure 2. Flow diagram of organisational resilience
(source: own creation)

In the event of a crisis, operational resilience is needed
for survival. Vulnerability (robustness) and rapidity are
essential for a company’s recovery after adversity. Vulner-
ability and rapidity do have subsections like resourcefulness
and redundancy (Pal et al., 2014) to enhance the company’s
defence. On the other hand, strategic resilience consists of
transformative and adaptive capability (Walker et al., 2004).
Transform in the face of untenable situations where a total
shift is needed and adapt to changes by continuously chal-
lenging the status quo and proactively envisioning threats
and opportunities (Morais-Storz et al., 2018). Therefore,
Figure 2 cannot be understood as a one-time commitment
but a revolving activity within a company, especially in con-
stant uncertain times with a high level of competition.

Strategic resilience can be used in a constant uncertain
or turbulent environment without a crisis (Morais-Storz
et al,, 2018). Excluding the crisis event from Figure 2 shifts
the concept closer to organisational ambidexterity. Argu-
ing that strategic and operational resilience are needed, a
simultaneous pursuit must be managed in the company. In
summary, Figure 3 provide a general framework for organi-
sational resilience.

Organisational resilience

/\

Strategic resilience Operational resilience

2]
Sense and Explore g Exploit
seize Transformability é Vulnerability
opportunities Adaptability -E Rapidity

£

Organisational

and threats

\

!

Transform the business into a resilient state

Create or sustain competitive advantage

Figure 3. Organisational resilience framework
(source: own creation)
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Figure 3 describes the process of organisational resil-
ience by splitting it into operational and strategic resilience,
incorporating organisational ambidexterity. No crisis event
is evident due to the assumption of a constant environ-
ment of turbulence, uncertainty, and complexity following
Morais-Storz et al. (2018). In conclusion, organisational
resilience can be summarised as achieving organisational
resilience by seeing resilience, not as a standalone function,
but sensing and seizing opportunities and threats. Simulta-
neously exploring transformability and adaptability and ex-
ploiting vulnerability and rapidity to transform the business
model into a resilient state by pursuing an ambidextrous or-
ganisation by exploiting operational and exploring strategic
resilience to sustain or create a new competitive advantage.

4. Future research

The analysis of this paper reveals several main research
avenues. First, the capabilities needed for strategic and
operational resilience must be defined. Research about
operational resilience is plentiful, whereas it is still con-
fronted by many different positions in different scientific
fields. Definition of resilience in urban areas (Davidson
et al,, 2019) differs from systematic (Walker et al., 2004),
climate change (Cardenas et al., 2016) or organisational
(Linnenluecke, 2017; Hillmann & Guenther, 2020) re-
search.

However, the input factors for strategic resilience are
primarily fuzzy. Vidal et al. (2014) examine the factors
promoting strategic resilience by exploring expert opin-
ions using the Delphi technique. Teixeira and Werther
(2013) and Carvalho et al. (2016) examine the impact
of resilience on the financial outcome by maintaining
above-average returns (Teixeira & Werther, 2013) and
sustaining a superiority of financial performance in fi-
nancial key figures (Carvalho et al., 2016). Both conclude
that innovation is a crucial driver for resilience. Never-
theless, further research is needed in this field.

Measuring strategic and operational resilience is
a further research avenue. Some researchers focus on
finding measurements for resilience, but a general un-
derstanding is still missing. This lack might come from
the obstacle that many publications (Lampel et al., 2014;
Battisti et al., 2019) investigate the crisis first and analyse
in retrospect which companies are resilient or might lack
resilience. This approach is more in line with the opera-
tional part of resilience. However, from a strategic point
of view, research into what enables resilience is needed
and how these resilient capabilities can be measured. For
example, Cook et al. (2016) attempts to find a measure
for the cost of resilience and concluded that “three ele-
ments: (i) systemic impact (SI); (ii) total recovery effort,
and; (iii) resilience-enhancing investments” (p. 3) must
be considered.

Lastly, research in the combination of organisational
ambidexterity and organisational resilience should be
conducted to solidify the concept further. Several publi-
cations tackle the topic of ambidexterity, but then focus
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on one side and not combine both. For example, Mo-
rais-Storz et al. (2018) and Vilikangas (2016) describe
both topics and then focus heavily on one and discard
the other. A combination should yield further input into
resilience in general.

There are still many promising research avenues in
combining organisational resilience and ambidexterity.
Both concepts are connected undoubtedly, but research
is missing. Especially currently in very uncertain times
with war and the still omnipresent COVID-19 pandemic,
research into the resilience of companies can increase the
understanding of competitive advantages and survival of
companies.

Conclusions

Dealing with uncertainty and turbulence might turn to
the new status quo. Many companies face challenges due
to COVID-19, war, and supply shortages. All these can
lead to the failure of a business model or the dissolution
of a company. Nevertheless, some companies seem to be
more prepared to deal with such challenges, and others
suffer immensely. One reason for this difference might be
the organisational resilience of a company. This research
reviewed the concepts of organisational resilience to deal
with uncertainty, including organisational ambidexterity
as a concept for creating competitive advantages. Split-
ting organisational resilience in operational and strategic
resilience shines a better light on the concept and dis-
tinguishes the capabilities needed for both. This concept
overlaps with organisational ambidexterity due to the
goal of sustaining performance or creating competitive
advantages. Combining both seems a prosperous future
research direction by exploiting operational resilience
and exploring strategic resilience.

A limiting factor for this research is the lack of field
research with data from companies. Furthermore, the
frameworK’s testing is pending and must be further dis-
cussed and explored.

In conclusion, (1) an overview about the topic of
organisational resilience and ambidexterity, (2) a com-
prehensive definition of creating ambidexterity in or-
ganisational resilience, (3) a general concept of an ambi-
dextrous resilient organisation using dynamic capabili-
ties, (4) a framework for ambidextrous organisational
resilience and lastly, (5) a future research avenue with a
research agenda could be given.
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