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ABSTRACT 

Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to examine the phenomenon of strategic agility 

thought various theoretical lenses, with the ultimate objective being to identify those critical 

factors and mechanisms that contribute towards the development of strategic agility. While the 

concept of strategic agility has been gaining momentum among various key scholars, there is an 

outstanding gap in the literature regarding the way that critical factors among different 

theoretical views and disciplines can be codified and connected to provide a holistic model that 

enables organizations to cultivate strategic agility capabilities. Specifically, several studies that 

emphasize on strategic agility, identify critical factors in a single theoretical perspective, and yet 

the literature and empirical studies lack a holistic approach that integrates all the factors in 

order to provide a comprehensive overview to the field.  

Design/Methodology/Approach: This paper follows a narrative literature review and 

focuses on two main streams. Firstly, it defines the nature, and the main capabilities of strategic 

agility, and secondly discusses the main critical factors that facilitate strategic agility as those 

emerge from various theoretical perspectives.  

Findings/Results: The literature review indicates that strategic agility is characterized 

by three meta-capabilities, namely, strategic sensitivity, leadership unity, and resource fluidity 

and those capabilities enable organizations to participate in high-velocity competitive 

environments, while facing fast-paced changes in different directions. Paradox theory, 

ambidexterity and strategic change are found to be crucial for achieving strategic agility, where 

factors related to knowledge management, information technology, leadership, and human 

resources management specifically are identified as equally important.  

Originality/Value: The overall aim of the research is to bridge the gap in the literature 

by providing a holistic investigation towards strategic agility, as the title clearly suggests. This 

paper serves as a conceptual foundation based on which empirical studies can examine the 

integration of those factors and their intra/inter relations that enable the cultivation of the meta-

capabilities of strategic agility.  

Keywords: Strategic Agility, Strategic Change, Ambidexterity, Literature Review. 

INTRODUCTION 

Today’s business environment is characterized by rapid and unexpected changes, both in 

their frequency as well as in their direction. These circumstances constitute what scholars in the 

field of organizational studies define as hyper-competition, turbulent environment, or high-
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velocity environment, (Bourgeois & Eisenhardt, 1988; McCarthy et al., 2010; Wirtz et al., 2007). 

As it is stated by Bourgeois & Eisenhardt (1988), the dimensions of these concern technology, 

regulations, competition, and demand (customers). Recent literature in the field refers to the 

high-velocity environment with the initials VUCA, which stand for Volatility, Uncertainty, 

Complexity, and Ambiguity therefore highlighting the main outcomes of those circumstances in 

high-levels (Sharif & Zahir, 2017; Kaivo-oja & Lauraeus, 2018; Bennet & Lemoine, 2014), 

while also emphasizing that organizations should rethink and redesign their strategic planning 

process in a way that is aligned with the VUCA conditions by addressing the need for agility. 

Strategic agility refers to the “ability to remain flexible in facing new developments, to 

continuously adjust the company’s strategic direction, and to develop innovative ways to create 

value” (Weber & Tarba, 2014), and is a fundamental ability to compete in high-velocity 

environments (Brueller et al., 2014; Doz & Kokosen, 2008b; Xing et al., 2020).  

In the attempt to examine the concept of strategic agility, there have been many 

theoretical explorations and empirical investigations through multiple frameworks, which report 

dynamic capabilities, ambidexterity and strategic change and renewal as the most crucial 

characteristics of an organization with strategic agility (Shams et al., 2020; Doz & Kosonen, 

2008a; Weber & Tarba, 2014). However, while the definition, the association with high-velocity 

environment and the meta-capabilities of strategic agility have all been widely discussed, there is 

an outstanding gap in the literature regarding the integration of the mechanisms towards the 

cultivation and the maintenance of this ability (Morton et al., 2018; Nejatian et al., 2019; Liang 

et al., 2017). Specifically, there has been a trend amongst scholars to examine the topic from a 

single theoretical perspective such as leadership (Lewis et al., 2014; Doz & Kokosen, 2010; 

Brannen & Doz, 2012; Rigby et al., 2020), knowledge management (Vecchiato, 2015), 

organizational development (Brueller et al., 2014; Arbussa et al., 2017), human resources 

management (Doz, 2020; Cunha et al., 2020; Ananthram & Nankervis, 2013; Xing et al., 2020; 

Shams et al., 2020) and information technology (Weill et al., 2002; Morton et al., 2018; Overby 

et al., 2006), without however providing a framework that combines and integrates factors and 

mechanisms from multiple theoretical perspectives that can help organizations increase their 

agility levels. In other words, to date the literature lacks a holistic framework that combines and 

integrates, success factors and practices emerging from multiple disciplines and organizational 

functions, in a way that organizations can apply to benefit from the outcomes of strategic agility. 

Consequently, the objectives of this paper are as follows: 

i) To conduct a literature review through various theoretical lenses and uncover/surface the main critical 

factors and mechanisms, and  

ii) To provide deep knowledge and theoretical foundation for developing a holistic framework based on a 

set of practices and critical factors towards, ambidextrous and strategically agile organizations.  

The adopted structure of the paper is as follows:  

i) Initially, it provides the definition and explains the intellectual roots of strategic agility,  

ii) Furthermore, it describes the key emergency concepts and their associated factors related to strategic 

agility, and,  

iii) Finally, it provides recommendations for future research in the field. 
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Intellectual Roots of Strategic Agility 

The concept of agility is widely accepted by the scientific community as the core ability 

to compete and gaining competitive advantage, in turbulence and high-velocity environments. 

Following the literature on strategic management, agility specifically refers to the strategic 

redirection of organization by the ongoing innovation development to create value, (Weber & 

Tarba, 2014), and indicates a spirit of proactiveness rather a fast reaction (Doz & Kokosen, 

2008a). 

Doz & Kokosen (2008a) note that strategic agility is mainly “about the capability to 

think and act differently, leading to business model innovation”, and introduce the three meta-

capabilities of strategic agility, namely, strategic sensitivity, collective commitment, and 

resource fluidity. They conclude that the three meta-capabilities of strategic agility can be 

defined as follows: 

i) Strategic sensitivity refers to the organization capability, that senses environmental trends, and 

consequently threats and opportunities in real-time as they develop. 

ii) Collective commitment or leadership unity reflected on the top team’s ability to make, fast pivotal and 

bold decisions, away from hidden agendas and win-lose politics.  

iii) Finally, resource fluidity refers to the ability, to redeploy the organization’s resources, smoothly and 

fast across the various functional boundaries in a way that allows easy and fast processes and business 

model transformation. 

As stated, it is imperative that the development of these meta-capabilities does not follow 

a linear path where a certain capability supports and reinforces another; instead their cultivation 

should be undertaken simultaneously, with equal priority to each of them (Doz & Kokosen, 

2008a). Outcomes and benefits of strategic agility include the creation of new markets through 

innovation, that is linked with long-term financial benefits (Denning, 2016 & 2017), business 

model renewal, transformation, and innovation (Arbussa et al., 2017; Doz & Kokosen, 2010), 

sucessful and sustainable Expansion and growth (Brannen & Doz, 2012), and sustainable 

competitive advantage (Brueller et al., 2014), without however, sacrificing efficiency (Junni et 

al., 2015). These contradictory arguments, of exploring new opportunities, business model 

renewal and innovation on the one hand, and exploiting of current resources and business models 

for efficiency on the other, prove that the overall concept of strategic agility can be examined 

under the theoretical lenses of paradox theory and ambidexterity.  

Paradoxical Nature of Strategic Agility and Ambidexterity 

Paradox can be defined as “contradictory yet interrelated elements that exist 

simultaneously and persist over time” (Smith & Lewis, 2011). Lewis et al. (2014), shed light on 

the paradoxical nature of strategic agility, by highlighting the contradictory elements required to 

cultivate a strategically agile organization. As they mention, in order to move towards strategic 

agility, organizations have to deal with the contradictions of:  

i) Focus on both, the external environment to maximize information gathering, and the internal so as to 

promote ideas from the bottom-up and achieve strategic sensitivity,  

ii) Strong commitment to both top management as well as to the middle management, in order to cultivate 

leadership unity, and 

iii) Stability versus change, thus aim to gain resource fluidity and simultaneously capitalize resources in 

full advantage of.  
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In the overall picture of the organization, contradictions can be summed up to 

“innovation versus efficiency, global versus local demands, and social missions versus financial 

outcomes” (Lewis et al., 2014). Opposite to the notion of trade-off and compromise which 

require a sacrificing of the one contradictory element, a paradoxical approach refers to a 

pluralistic approach to these dualities by accepting, searching, and taking actions that embrace 

both sides of the contradiction (Lewis et al., 2014; Smith & Lewis, 2011). Adopting a 

paradoxical approach to the strategic agility dualities tensions, can be translated as corporate 

practices that focus on both i) innovation, renewal and exploration for new markets and 

directions, and ii) efficiency by exploitation of current knowledge and resources. As the 

literature points out, this ability to simultaneously corporate efficiency while exploring new 

opportunities and innovation is defined with the term ambidexterity. As Tushman & O' Reilly 

(1997) explain, ambidextrous organizations operate in multiple modes simultaneously, by 

emphasizing on both stability and control to ensure efficiency and experimentation and 

improvisation for long-term innovation, a simultaneous multidimensionality that strategic agility 

calls for (Junni et al., 2015; Weber & Tarba, 2014; Doz & Kokosen, 2008a). 

Strategic Agility and Strategic Change  

The next intellectual root of strategic agility is the concept of strategic change, as by 

definition strategic agility includes the ability for continuous business model renewal, and 

constant redirection (Doz & Kokosen, 2010; Weber & Tarba, 2014; Shams et al., 2020). 

Traditional approaches to change, classify changes into two main categories. First, planned 

change where the change follows a linear process through various steps with clearly defined 

milestones, and second, emergent change when the change is an interactive process, discovered 

within the organization as a part of the dynamic world (Liebhart & Lorenzo, 2010; Carnall, 

2007). The recent strategic management literature taxonomizes strategic change in four types by 

considering the nature of changes in combination with their desired results (Balogun et al., 

2016). As Balogun et al. (2016) explain, the dimension of the end results refers to the scope of 

the change needed in order to achieve the desired results and can take place either in the form of 

transformation or realignment. Transformation takes place when organizations aim to a deep 

chance that challenges their current norms, mission and the overall organizational culture and 

business model. On the other hand, realignment reflects more shallow changes that may include 

daily activities and operations but does not challenge the current organization beliefs and 

assumptions neither does it require fundamental changes of the current business model (Balogun 

et al., 2016). The dimension of nature refers to the way or the speed and timeframe according to 

which organizations aim to implement the change, by considering as an incremental change, the 

changes that are implemented in a linear, step by step and gradual manner, and big bang as the 

changes which are implemented rapidly, and usually efforts take place in an all-at-once logic 

(Balogun et al., 2016).  

A careful and critical examination, of these types of change, lead us to the conclusion that 

they all assume a defined and framed desired result, and their main difference is regarding to the 

elements that a certain organization needs to change, and the timeframe within which the 

benefits of the change are meant to be reaped. In other words, organizations need to first identify 

what they need to change and then to undertake certain sets of actions, either by challenging the 

current culture or not, or based on whether the efforts will be in an incremental or in an-all-at-

once manner, in order to achieve a clearly defined desired result. However, while efforts towards 

strategic agility may require changes of the organization mindset, at a cognitive and emotional 
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level (Doz & Kokosen, 2008a), as by denition strategic agility includes the ability for continuous 

and ongoing change and transformation, it is highlighted that the required changes for strategic 

agility should be examined under the lens of complexity theory, which views organizations as 

complex, and non-linear adaptive systems that continually transform themselves by continuously 

incorporating innovation (Burnes, 2004; Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997).  

As Brown & Eisenhardt (1997) observe, organizations that have the ability to incorporate 

ongoing transformation to their business model, present three shared fundamental characteristics. 

Firstly, these organizations are designed and framed as semi-structures, with clearly defined 

responsibilities, priorities, and timeframe among projects allowing at the same time for open 

communication and space for innovation. Semi-structured organization designs are located 

between the two main categories of design i) heavy hierarchical structure that focuses on 

standardization and allows for efficiency but can lead into rigidity (Miles et al., 2009) or ii) 

purely organic structures that allow space for improvisation and innovation but at the same time 

can lead into unmanageable situations and chaos. Secondly, these organizations are characterized 

by a proactive spirit, by probing low-cost future thought experiments, and by forging strategic 

alliances (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997). According to Costanzo (2003), organizations that are 

probing into the future, do not rely on long-term strategic plans and associated tools1, instead 

they explore future situations through experimentation, strategic partnerships, and rich 

networking with active stakeholder participation, together with practices that allow organizations 

to acquire valuable knowledge about the future. Finally, the third characteristic, are the time-

framed sequential steps through projects. As Brown & Eisenhardt (1997), highlight, 

organizations that have the ability to incorporate ongoing change do not consider innovation as a 

timeless development process, but they define a certain timeframe and milestones for each 

project. In other words, they connect sequential projects through a well-defined and careful 

transition process by allowing in this way, ongoing monitoring and knowledge sharing between 

the current and the future projects in a gradual manner. This characteristic can be identified in 

the literature of project management as a corporation of chain program management, where the 

transition period between the predecessor and the successor is smooth and aims to maximize 

knowledge by sharing lessons learned.  

Based on the above discussion, it can be said that corporate ongoing change and business 

model transformation, which are the main outcomes of strategic agility, cannot be approached as 

a one-time strategic change, but emphasis should be given on the cultivation of certain 

capabilities that lead to the achieving the ultimate ability of ongoing change. Consequently, 

theorists of strategic agility view competitive advantage under the lens of dynamic capabilities, 

and argue that sustainable competitive advantage is not an outcome of a careful industry analysis 

and of a superior positioning of the organization’s products, as Porter (1980; 1985) refers to, but 

rely on organizational managerial processes, supported and shaped by asset’s positions and paths 

available to them (Teece et al., 1997), and therefore can be taxonomized in three sets of dynamic 

capabilities namely, sensing, seizing, and transforming (Teece, 2007).  

This section of our conceptual investigation brings forth that the overall concept of 

strategic agility is characterized by a paradoxical nature and is located at the heart of strategic 

change, ambidexterity, and dynamic capabilities. To achieve sustainable competitive advantage 

though, strategic agility requires not only a one-time change, but the development of an 

organization that continually senses environmental trends and revises its business models to 

them. Therefore, to achieve the research aim and objectives, our investigation focuses on the 

                                                 
1
 Such as SWOT analysis 
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identification of those organizational mechanisms and critical factors that enable the cultivation 

of the capabilities needed to achieve strategic agility. The next section discusses those factors 

emerging from a multidisciplinary examination.  

Key Emergency Concepts 

Leadership and strategic agility 

The first theoretical concept that emerges from the strategic agility literature is 

leadership. According to Mundra (2018), the level of agility that an organization can achieve 

depends heavily on its leadership, thus leaders influence a plethora of organizational aspects such 

as the vision, structures, processes, culture, and the overall organizational mindset. Additionally, 

he states that a hyper competitive environment calls for a leadership style that embraces change 

and innovation and motivates knowledge workers rather than focusing on stability and 

maintaining the status quo. Rigby et al. (2020) argue that “to create a truly agile enterprise, top 

officers -if not all, of the C- suite, must embrace agile principles too”. Lewis et al. (2014) note 

that “leadership is central to managing tensions of strategic agility”, and that leaders are 

responsible to cultivate a vision that recognizes paradoxes as an investable asset of the 

organization, and therefore they should lead the efforts to explore both sides of the duality. To 

successfully fulfill this responsibility, leaders must exude confidence, inspire trust, and embrace 

tension and conflicts in a proactive manner, which refers to an interactionist view of conflicts 

and as a vital organizational necessity that can lead to collective agreements and minimize 

stagnation (Roobins 1978 as cited in Afzalur, 2011). Similarly, Doz & Kokosen, (2008a) also 

recognize the value of embracing conflicts and they argue that this approach helps organizations 

to avoid traps of familiarity. A comprehensive set of leadership practices can be found in Doz & 

Kokosen’s (2010) work, which identify and categorize practices and factors that can support 

organizations towards strategic agility based on their contribution in each meta-capability. These 

are further expanded in the following section 

Leadership practices that support strategic sensitivity 

Strategic sensitivity can be influenced by five leadership sets of practices, namely 

“anticipating, experimentation, distancing, abstracting and reframing”. The first two are in the 

line with Brown & Eisenhardt, (1997) and Costanzo (2003) regarding probing into the future, 

and consequently we will not analyze them further at this point. “Distancing” refers to 

emphasizing on a holistic analysis of the business model outside of the leaders’ comfort zone, in 

order to capture a comprehensive picture of the organization business model in its totality, rather 

than being limited to minor improvements. Following the explanation by Doz & Kosonen 

(2010), leaders should collaborate with their personal contacts outside of the organization in 

order to question and explore the true roots of their business model value. Once leaders gain the 

required distancing, and identify the roots of their value creation, then the “abstracting” phase 

begins. Abstracting refers to the separation of the general enduring characteristics of the business 

model from those that are context-specific therefore allowing leaders to identify: (i) what 

components of their business model reflect the deep roots of the company and (ii) what 

characteristics are tailored to a specific, serving market and may need justification with 

appropriate corporate language. According to Brannen & Doz (2012), strategically agile 

organizations incorporate language that combines characteristics from, firstly, conceptual 
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abstraction which is aligned with the organization’s core purpose, values, and enduring identity 

and secondly, with contextual specificity that suits the needs of the market that it aims to serve. 

Finally, “reframing” refers to the development of alternatives through analyzing and justifying 

abstractions according to new needs and it is a result from an open and honest dialogue which 

allows an organization to gain the ability to incorporate multiple and complex business models 

simultaneously. 

Leadership practices that support collective commitment  

With respect to collective commitment, the cornerstone of enabling organizations to 

cultivate this capability is “dialoging”, which refers to transparently sharing assumptions among 

the totality of the leadership team, rather than one-to-one negotiations between a CEO and 

functional leaders separately. Rigby et al. (2020) highlight the need for a replacement of heavy 

forecasts with assumptions that aim to provide a holistic picture which may lead the top-

leadership team to establish more comprehensive and realistic targets. As they observed, 

strategically agile firms do not rely only on forecasting based on sales, instead they incorporate 

various assumptions, such as the number of customers per year and the frequency of purchases, 

and consequently are able to obtain a more holistic idea for their portfolio. By adopting the 

practice of open and collective dialogue, leaders are able to “reveal” their colleagues’ fears and 

aspirations, thus personal motives become visible. Another important benefit of open dialogue is 

the elimination of hidden agendas, since all individual thoughts are expressed and revealed, and 

with the proper commitment by the leader, and a mutual respect can be cultivated. The leaders, 

through “caring”, which is mentioned to offer several benefits, aim to meet their fellows’ 

expectations, achieve mutual respect, fulfil motivational needs, create empathy, and create a safe 

personal environment for each member in the leadership team. According to Doz & Kosonen, 

(2010), caring companies are more prone to experimentations, and change. Following their 

arguments, another critical factor that contributes to collective commitment is “alignment” which 

refers to the identification of common ground around the various opinions’ interests and the 

development of those strategies that fulfil those interests and inspirations. Finally, a successful 

alignment can be achieved though “integration” which refers to the establishment of 

independencies within the business model that lead to the cultivation of a collective value-

creation logic, allows self-efficient agendas, and paves the way to effective resource fluidity. 

Leadership practices that support resource fluidity 

Finally, regarding resource fluidity, Doz & Kosonen, (2010) argue that “decoupling” and 

“modularizing” organizations business processes and systems act as catalysts to resource 

fluidity, and their argument is widely acceptable within the literature. According to Wikner 

(2014), decoupling aims to break down the overall production flow into sub-processes and 

allows organizations to respond sufficiently to volume variations that may arise from the 

environment of high-level uncertainty thus dissociates the dependencies among the overall 

production operation and increases the operational flexibility. Galunic & Eisenhardt (2001) 

highlight that modularity accelerates the rate of sub-systems innovation, increases the 

adaptability of both sub-systems and of the system in its totality, and allows the reshuffling of 

corporate resources across the organization. Following the explanation of Doz & Kosonen, 

(2010), modularity paves the way for “dissociation”, and “switching”. As they point out, 

dissociations refer to the detachment of the corporate resources from ownership and it can be 
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further supported with information technology platforms which allow a smooth flow of 

information and increase the level of communication across the whole organization. Switching 

refers to the usage of parallel multiple business models in order to serve multiple market 

segments as an integrated organization. Finally, they argue that “grafting”, which refers to the 

import of an acquiring business model to the organization, may be beneficial to the efforts of 

achieving strategic agility. Normally, at the early stages, the acquired features of the model act as 

complementary components to the existing one and gradually they gain ground and lead to an 

integrated value creation of the organization. Table 1 summarizes the main leadership factors 

that enable strategic agility. 

Table 1 

LEADERSHIP FACTORS THAT ENABLE STRATEGIC AGILITY 

Focuses on Key Phrases/ Factors Authors/Source 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Paradoxical 

Leadership 

Rich Networking in both internal 

and external environment 

Battistella et al. (2017); Andriopoulos & Lewis (2010); 

Doz (2020); Doz & Kokosen (2008a, 2010) 

Value paradoxical thinking as core 

competence 
Andriopoulos & Lewis (2010) 

Embrace Tensions 
Andriopoulos & Lewis (2010); Doz & Kosonen 

(2008a, 2010) 

Cultivate Trust and confidence Andriopoulos & Lewis (2010) 

Acquisitions Doz & Kosonen (2010) 

Corporate Language Doz & Kosonen (2010); Brannen & Doz (2012) 

Enable modularity 
Doz & Kokosen (2008a, 2010); Wikner (2014); Pil & 

Cohen (2006) 

Pay emphasis on employees Doz & Kosonen (2010) 

Experimentation 
Andriopoulos & Lewis (2009); Costanzo (2003); Doz 

(2020) 

Transparent dialogue in the totality 

of the executive team 
Doz & Kosonen (2010); Costanzo (2003) 

Knowledge Management and Strategic Agility 

The second and one of the most discussable concepts around strategic agility and agile 

organizations is the concept of knowledge management (KM). Dove (1999) for example, defines 

agility as “the ability to manage and apply knowledge effectively” and argues that KM is a key 

enabler to agility. At the same time KM is also associated with successful business model 

innovation (Meade & Sarkis, 1999; Pérez-Bustamante, 1999), and dynamic capabilities 

development (Valmohammadi & Amidi, 2020; Oliva et al., 2019; Helfat et al., 2007). 

Knowledge refers to what individuals of the organization know regarding their colleagues, the 

firms’ stakeholders’, the organizational process, and regarding personal as well as organizational 

strengths and weaknesses, while KM refers to those practices that enable this knowledge to flow, 

grow with the ultimate objective being to create value and its consequent capitalization (O'Dell 

& Cindy, 2011). In agile organization KM aims to distribute the right knowledge to the right 

places, at the right time, and this can be achieved with a dynamic knowledge portfolio, which is 

characterized by the components of knowledge: i) identification, ii) acquisition, iii) diffusion and 

iv) renewal, (Dove, 1999). 

Following the KM literature, it is pointed out that knowledge identification aims to 

expose the current strengths and weaknesses of the organization, and to reveal present and future 

knowledge needs required to compete, which can be achieved though knowledge mapping 
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(Dove, 1999; Drew, 1999; Wexler, 2001; Lee & Fink, 2013; Ambrosini & Bowman, 2002; 

Soliman & Spooner, 2000). Knowledge mapping provides visibility and transparency across the 

organizational processes, it identifies success and failure factors (Lee & Fink, 2013), it exposes 

pivotal tacit knowledge that usually is invisible and hidden within specific organizational 

routines (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2002), while at a strategic level KM leads to the identification 

of strategic and knowledge gaps (Soliman & Spooner, 2000). The second element of a 

knowledge portfolio is knowledge acquisition. Knowledge acquisition enriches the 

organizations’ existing knowledge pool and can be used to revise the organizational routines and 

procedures, consequently improving responsiveness, encouraging new entrepreneurial 

opportunities, and enabling organization renewal (Bojica et al., 2017). Ortiz et al. (2016), note 

that knowledge acquisition can take place following two main strategies: (i) through strategic 

partnerships and alliances, and, (ii) with direct purchase of external knowledge, with the latter 

being more suitable in cases the organization aims at fast usage and capitalization. The third 

component of a knowledge portfolio, namely, knowledge renewal, refers to those practices 

regarding the abandonment and subsequent replacement of superseded knowledge. As Dove 

(1999) explains, some knowledge loses its value over time; it becomes toxic, and may negatively 

affect the organization, consequently requiring replacement. Knowledge loss is described in the 

literature as organizational unlearning and forgetting, with the former reflecting the voluntary 

knowledge loss that results thought planned and manageable actions undertaken by the 

organization, while forgetting refers to accidental knowledge loss (Klammer & Gueldenberg, 

2019; Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011, Tabassum, 2008). To achieve effective unlearning, 

organizations should facilitate an ongoing and interactive process with the individuals that are 

affected by the unlearning process. Specifically, organizations should explain the necessity and 

the importance of the knowledge loss and replacement to affected individuals, while 

simultaneously emphasizing their expectations and feelings, by providing a supportive 

environment that leads to a positive experience and an overall recognition of the value and need 

of the replacement (Becker, 2010).  

The benefits of a successful unlearning as the literature points out, which relate to 

strategic agility, include the contribution to strategic flexibility (Wang et al., 2019), to innovation 

and organizational performance (Leal-Rodríguez, et al., 2015), to a sense-making capability, 

(Akgün et al., 2007), to radical innovation (Lyu et al., 2020), and acting as a catalyst to 

organization adaptation to high-velocity environments (Akgün et al., 2006). On the other hand, 

forgetting which refers to accidental knowledge loss, may result to abandoning useful and 

valuable knowledge (Yildiz & Fey, 2010), which may inevitably reduce the overall competency 

of the organization (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011).  

The last component of a knowledge portfolio is knowledge diffusion (Dove, 1999), or as 

Pham (2020) refers to, knowledge sharing and refers to those factors and mechanisms that 

support a knowledge mobilization across the organizational boundaries by overcoming any 

communication, cultural and departmental barriers. Following the relevant literature, the 

cornerstone for effective knowledge diffusion is the organization’s individuals (Chennamaneni et 

al., 2012; Heniks, 1999; Ruggles, 1998; Chourides et al., 2003), with information technology 

platforms serving as facilitators (Ruggles, 1998; Chourides et al., 2003; Overby et al, 2006). 

According to Bock et al. (2005), individuals are more willing to share information and 

knowledge in situations where they feel that the outcome will be collectively produced, and 

consequently the benefits will be mutual. Furthermore, as the same authors explain, a critical 

component that contributes to the fostering an intention of knowledge sharing is the overall 



 

Academy of Strategic Management Journal                                                                                                                                    Volume 20, Issue 3, 2021 

 

                                                                10                                                                               1939-6104-20-3-782 
 

organizational climate which should be characterized by trust, together with those necessary 

mechanisms that enable smooth and fluid information across the organization. Table 2 indicates 

the main KM factors that contribute towards strategic agility. 

Table 2 

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT FACTORS THAT ENABLE STRATEGIC AGILITY 

Focuses on Key Phrases/ Factors Authors/Source 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dynamic 

Knowledge 

Portfolio 

Knowledge exchange with all 

stakeholders (Internal and external 

Environment) 

Ashrafi et al. (2006) 

Knowledge Mapping (for 

knowledge Identification) 

Soliman & Spooner (2000); Lee & Fink (2013); Dove 

(1999); Ambrosini & Bowman (2002); Drew (999) 

Cross Functional Skills Dove (1999) 

Collaborative workshops for 

learning 
Ferreri & Shanna (2013) 

Knowledge Acquisition 
Ortiz et al. (2016); Bojica et al. (2017); Doz & 

Kokosen (2008a) 

Organization unlearning for 

knowledge renewal 

Klammer & Gueldenberg (2019); Akgün et al. (2007); 

Christensen (2013);  eal- odr guez et al. (2015); 

Wang et al. (2019); Lyu et al. (2020) 

Experimentation 
Easterby-Smith & Lyles (2011); Doz & Kokosen 

(2008a) 

Social networks and culture Easterby-Smith & Lyles (2011) 

Knowledge Sharing Dove (1999) 

Information technology Platforms 
Ruggles (1998); Chourides et al. (2003); Hendriks 

(1999) 

Trust (for knowledge sharing) 
Chennamaneni et al. (2012); Ruggles (1998); Bock et 

al. (2005) 

Human Resources and Strategic Agility  

The next theoretical concept that emerges from the strategic agility literature is human 

resources management (HRM). Alavi et al. (2014) for instance, highlight that no organization 

can increase its agility level without first training and educating its workforce to perform in agile 

environments. Before to analyzing the specific factors and mechanisms relevant to Human 

Resources (HR) which contribute towards agility, it is important to state the overall role of HR 

executives which should have in agile organizations. Following the relevant literature, it is 

revealed that a turbulent environment requires an HR department that is actively involved in 

strategic issues and acts as a strategic partner of the organization, going beyond its traditional 

administrative responsibilities (Nijssen & Paauwe, 2012; Ananthram & Nankervis, 2013; Doz, 

2020). Ananthram & Nankervis (2013) highlight that by serving as strategic partners, HR 

executives are involved in strategic dialogues, implement knowledge and talent management 

(TM) programs, facilitate change and cultivate a mindset towards agility, with organizations 

consequently gaining a holistic view and strengthening their collective commitment. Similar to 

the nature of strategic agility, HRM should act proactively (Nijssen & Paauwe, 2012), and have 

the pivotal responsibility to identify, select and prepare individuals for the future (Doz, 2020).  

As strategically agile organizations require constant resources reconfirmation, Dyer & 

Ericksen (2005) claim that in agile organizations HR should be scalable, and they introduce the 

concept of workforce scalability. Workforce scalability refers to the capacity of an organization 

to “keep its HR aligned on an ongoing basis by constantly transitioning from one HR 
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configuration to another and another, ad infinitum, on a timely basis and in a seamless way” 

(Dyer & Ericksen, 2006). As the authors further explain, scalability consists of two main 

components: 

i) alignment, which refers to the timely positioning of the optimal number of individuals with the 

necessary skills at the right place,  

ii) Fluidity, that refers to smoothly positioning, without any negative effects on their productivity and 

efficiency which can be achieved with a shared mindset and dynamic TM. 

For Nijssen & Paauwe (2012), workforce scalability in combination with adaptive 

infrastructure and a fast KM approach supports organization agility while for Harsch & Festing 

(2019) TM enables organization individuals to grow therefore fostering agility. Collings et al. 

(2019) argues that in international organizations, global TM is becoming a potential source to 

handle environmental complexity and a source of sustainable competitive advantage. Practices 

that can be found in the literature that connect effective TM to agility include:  

i) Identification of key positions for the future (Collings et al., 2019).  

ii) Creation of talent pools based on their potential and performance (Collings et al., 2019; Doz & 

Kokosen, 2008a).  

iii) Employees and especially young age mobility, (Doz & Kokosen, 2008a; Doz, 2020).  

iv) Cross functional education (Harsch & Festing, 2019).  

Table 3 

HUMAN RESOURCES FACTORS THAT ENABLE STRATEGIC AGILITY 

Focuses on Key Phrases/ Factors Authors/Source 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Workforce 

Scalability 

Employees participation in 

strategy formulation 
Doz & Kokosen (2008a) 

Mobility opportunities 
Doz & Kokosen (2008a); Vaiman et al. (2012); Doz (2020); 

Collings et al. (2019); Dyer & Ericksen (2006) 

Cross-functional collaboration Doz & Kokosen (2008a) 

Ongoing and open 

communication 
Doz & Kokosen (2008a) 

Culture alignment with systems 

and structure 
Ryan (2005) 

Education Programs 
Battistella et al. (2017); Alavi et al. (2014); Chourides et al. 

(2003) 

Flat organization structure Nijssen & Paauwe (2012); Alavi et al. (2014) 

Executives as strategic partners 
Ananthram & Nankervis (2013); Dyer & Ericksen (2006); 

Ulrich (1997); Doz (2020) 

Identify talents (People 

Portfolio) 
Chourides et al. (2003); Harsch & Festing (2019) 

Identify crucial positions Collings et al. (2019) 

Create pool of talents Doz (2020); Collings et al. (2019); Harsch & Festing (2019) 

Multidimensional and real-time 

feedback 
Cappelli & Tavis (2018); Rigby et al. (2020) 

Knowledge sharing events Doz (2020); Dove (1999) 

Enable improvisation Cunha et al. (2020) 

Corporate paradox Cunha et al. (2020) 

All of the above practices are supported by organizational infrastructure that allows real 

time information fluidity and fostering an organizational culture that enhance learning by doing, 
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subsequently moving towards continued knowledge creation (Nijssen & Paauwe, 2012). Finally, 

Cunha et al. (2020), note the critical role of improvisation towards strategic agility, as this they 

argue can result to innovation. At the same time, the same authors highlight the significance of a 

paradoxical management of dualities as a pipeline that can host and foster improvisation. Table 3 

illustrates those human resources management factors that according to the literature contribute 

towards strategic agility.  

Information Technology and Strategic Agility  

The next and final concept that emerges from the strategic agility literature is information 

technology (IT), which does not only refers to its direct effect on agility but is also connected 

with prior concepts in this paper. For instance, Chourides et al. (2003) characterize IT as the 

fundamental enabler for the creation of KM programs, while Alavi et al. (2014) advocate that 

technologies are a crucial part of agility and organizations should invest not only to the 

technologies themselves, but on the training of individuals on how to use them. In its boarded 

term, IT capability refers to the organization’s ability to “acquire, deploy, combine, and 

reconfigure IT resources in support and enhancement of business strategies and work 

processes”, (Sambamurthy et al., 2003, as cited in Lu & Ramamurthy, 2011), and consists of 

three elements:  

i) Infrastructure capability, that refers to the technological foundation,  

ii) Spanning capability, which refers to strategic usage and partnerships of the foundation and of the 

individuals with technical expertise 

iii) Proactive stance, that refers to the organizational opportunity orientation.  

Characteristics of a technological infrastructure that can enable agility are IT flexibility, 

(Tallon & Pinsonneault, 2011), big data analytics (Rialti, et al., 2018), and digitalization and 

optimization of processes and knowledge systems (Sambamurthy et al., 2003; Overby et al., 

2006). IT flexibility refers to the infrastructure capability to scale and align with the demand as it 

is developed (Tallon et al., 2019). As Duncan (1995) explains, IT flexibility is characterized by 

three fundamental qualities:  

i) Connectivity of platforms across the entire organization by overcoming any geographical, and 

functional boundaries, 

ii) Compatibility of the technological components within the system and the individuals who use them,  

iii) Modularity.  

Weill et al. (2002) provide a more comprehensive investigation of the infrastructure 

capabilities that enable strategic agility, by outlining ten capabilities clusters including security 

management, communication, research and development, data management, and education 

management. They argue that infrastructure that enhances agility should serve as an integrated 

platform across the organizational boundaries, by providing real-time communication, and 

allowing secure and fluid information flow, therefore connecting business units with central 

headcounters as well as other stakeholders such as clients and suppliers. Lee et al. (2015), stress 

the value of information technology ambidexterity that can contribute to organizational 

ambidexterity and to enhance agility. Specifically, they argue that as the nature of agility is to 

seek for ambidextrous organizations, then emphasis should be given towards the development of 

an information technology infrastructure that explores and evaluates new Information technology 

resources and practices, while simultaneously seeking for the best utilization of existing 
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resources and practices. Furthermore, they note that IT exploration leads to the ability of ongoing 

evaluation of new technologies and to the identification of those that their functionalities can add 

value to the organizational operations, while exploitation leads to the ability of capitalization of 

the current technological portfolio and uncovers needs for investments in complementary 

components that focus on greater efficiency. 

Table 4 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FACTORS THAT ENABLE STRATEGIC AGILITY 

Focuses on Key Phrases/ Factors Authors/Source 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Integrated IT 

Capabilities 

Incremental Change and infrastructure 

development 
Weill et al. (2002) 

Alignment 
Lu & Ramamurthy (2011); Tallon & 

Pinsonneault (2011) 

Social Alignment Zhou et al. (2018); Liang et al. (2017) 

Employees education 
Weill et al. (2002); Alavi et al. (2014); 

Liang et al. (2017) 

Knowledge and process management 

(through digital platforms) 

Overby et al. (2006) 

 

Integration 
Weill et al. (2002); Lu & Ramamurthy 

(2011) 

Investment Weill et al. (2002) 

Security management Weill et al. (2002); Otero (2019) 

Research and Development 
Weill et al. (2002); Lu & Ramamurthy 

(2011) 

Digitalization of internal systems Morton et al. (2018); Overby et al. (2006) 

Executives as strategic partners 
Morton et al. (2018); Liang et al. (2017); 

Rigby et al. (2020) 

IT Flexibility Tallon & Pinsonneault (2011) 

IT Ambidexterity Lee et al. (2015) 

Adaptive culture Morton et al. (2018) 

Beyond the technological capabilities of the infrastructure, leadership and structural 

characteristics are also important for an effective and efficient usage and capitalization of 

technology. In this respect, we recognize that the topic of information technology alignment is 

widely discussable in the literature. As Tallon & Pinsonneault (2011) discuss, alignment can 

facilitate agility and have a moderate effect on IT flexibility. Considering the dynamic nature of 

flexibility, Henderson and Venkatraman, (1993) describe alignment as a dynamic and ongoing 

adaptation and change. An important milestone in the literature of alignment and agility is the 

introduction of “Information Systems Alignment Ambidexterity” by Zhou et al. (2018), who 

separates the concept of alignment in two main components. First, they refer to structural 

alignment which refers to the traditional definition of aligning information technology with 

corporate strategy, and second, they refer to the social alignment which refers to the individuals’ 

human relations across the organization with special emphasis given on the relation between the 

individual experts of technology and business, by highlighting in this way the invaluable 

contribution of people within the organization. Specifically, they argue that agility can be 

enabled when alignment includes the collaboration and the cultivation of mutual understanding 

among technical people, who own the technological know-how regarding the usage of 
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information technology, and business individuals who can translate how technological 

infrastructure can add value to the business process and to the organizations’ costumers. 

Therefore the need for organizations to pay attention not only to the technological 

competencies is stressed, while also the need to cultivate a climate of a shared understanding. 

Similarly, Morton et al. (2018) argue that the journey towards strategic agility calls for 

information technology executives that act as strategic partners to the chief executives, with 

active involvement in strategic issues dialogues, actions, and initiations. Furthermore, they note 

that IT executives should develop conceptual skills and adopt a participative leadership style by 

acting as mentors rather than to focus only on technical issues and competencies. Table 4 

indicates the main IT factors according to literature that support organizations towards strategic 

agility. 

Contribution and Future Directions 

In this section we summarize our conceptual investigation and at the same we attempt to 

point out a research agenda for future directions in the concept of strategic agility. Strategic 

agility is presented as the ultimate ability for competing in turbulent environments and is 

achieved by the cultivation of meta-capabilities, namely, strategic sensitivity, resource fluidity, 

and collective commitment. Therefore, the first intellectual root of strategic agility regarding the 

source of competitive advantage is the dynamic capabilities perspective as introduced by Teece 

et al. (1997) and further developed by Teece (2007). A notable characteristic of dynamic 

capabilities perspectives that guides our further investigations is their nature in high-velocity 

environments, as expressed by Eisenhardt & Martin (2000). Specifically, they note that dynamic 

capabilities in such environments are simple, interactive and seek for unpredictable outcomes. 

The second intellectual root of strategic agility is ambidexterity as by definition refers to the 

ability to incorporate simultaneous, firstly ongoing transformation that aims to cope with 

unexpected changes thought innovation, and secondly, stability in order to ensure that the 

momentum and the efficiency of the organization are not sacrificed. The topic of ambidexterity 

is directly connected to paradox theory as explained by Smith & Lewis (2011). After our 

thorough multidisciplinary theoretical investigation, we recognize that paradox theory applies to 

agility beyond to just the organizational structure that enhances agility, by including KM, 

(Akgün et al., 2007), leadership (Lewis et al., 2014), HR (Cunha et al., 2020), and IT (Lee et al., 

2015; Zhou et al., 2018). Consequently, we argue that the main premise and intellectual roots of 

strategic agility fall under the topics of strategic change, ambidexterity, paradox theory, and 

dynamic capabilities. Additional to the intellectual roots, we have also identified key emergent 

themes related to strategic agility arising from KM, HRM, IT, with special emphasis given to 

leadership with strategic agility calling for executives in those organizational departments who 

serve as strategic partners by assuming an active role in strategizing (Doz & Kokosen, 2008a; 

Cunha et al., 2020; Morton et al. (2018).  

As our ultimate objective is to develop a holistic framework towards strategic agility, we 

recommend the usage of those theoretical elements that we have identified in empirical 

investigations. By considering the argument by Eisenhardt & Martin (2000) that dynamic 

capabilities in high-velocity environments are characterized as commonly heterogeneric rather 

than strictly idiosyncratic, we strongly encourage holistic empirical investigations that aim to 

define best practice frameworks towards the development and maintenance of strategic agility. 

Furthermore, as ambidexterity becomes a crucial component of strategically agile organizations, 

we recommend that future research should focus on publicly listed corporations which according 
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to Leppitt (2006), face the ongoing paradox of innovation for long-term survival through 

incremental sustainable improvements as well as the pressure for short term efficiency to satisfy 

the shareholders’ expectations. Future research should also consider the measurable aspects of 

strategic agility. As Nijssen & Paauwe (2012) argue, agility does not represent an on-off 

situation in which organizations either are agile or not, instead it takes place on various levels 

and it is based on organizational capabilities and organizational dynamics which can either 

increase or fall. Similarly, Teece et al. (2016) argue that the challenge is not to become as agile 

as possible, but to identify the optimal agility needed that allows competing effectively in a 

turbulent environment. However, to date, the literature in strategic management and agility lacks 

efforts aimed at defining key performance indicators which can be used to evaluate and reflect 

the agility level of organizations, and consequently there is an outstanding gap and potential 

ground for further investigation in the field. Finally, special emphasis should be given on the 

human and intellectual aspects of competing in turbulent environments, and especially regarding 

the integration of technology in such environments. In an era where a plethora of both academics 

and practitioners rely heavily on the so-called digital transformation, investigation points out that 

in fact organizational individuals are the foundation for effective knowledge sharing, effective 

leadership, information technology alignment, therefore we strongly recommend investigations 

focusing on the role of human resources towards the capitalization of new technologies and 

agility. 

REFERENCES 

Afzalur, R.M. (2011). Managing conflict in organizations, 4th ed. USA: Greenwood Publishing Group. 

Akgün, A.E., Byrne, J.C., Lynn, S.G., & Keskin, H. (2007). Organizational unlearning as changes in beliefs and 

routines in organizations, Journal of Organizational Change Management, 20(6), 794-812. 

Akgün, A.E., Lynn, G.S., & Byrne, J.C. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of unlearning in new product 

development teams. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 23(1), 73-88. 

Alavi, S., Abd. Wahab, D., Muhamad, N., & Arbab Shirani, B. (2014). Organic structure and organisational learning 

as the main antecedents of workforce agility. International Journal of Production Research, 52(21), 6273-

6295. 

Ambrosini, V., & Bowman, C. (2002). Mapping successful organizatgional routines in Huss S.M, Jenkins, M., 

Maping strategic knowledge. London: SAGE publications Ltd, 19-45. 

Ananthram, S., & Nankervis, A. (2013). Strategic agility and the role of HR as a strategic business partner: an I 

ndian perspective. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 51(4), 454-470. 

Andriopoulos, C., & Lewis, M.W. (2009). Exploitation-exploration tensions and organizational ambidexterity: 

Managing paradoxes of innovation. Organization Science, 20(4), 696-717. 

Andriopoulos, C., & Lewis, M.W. (2010). Managing Innovation Paradoxes: Ambidexterity Lessons from Leading 

Product Design Companies, Long Range Planning, 49(1), 104-122. 

 rbussa,  .,  ikfalvi,  .,    ar u s, P. (2017). Strategic agility-driven business model renewal: the case of an 

SME Strategic agility-driven, Management Decision, 55(2), 271-293. 

Ashrafi, N., Xu, P., Kuilboe, J.P., & Koehler, W. (2006). boosting enterprise agility via it knowledge management 

capabilities. Proceedings of the 39th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences. 

(HICSS'06), Kauia, HI, USA, 2006, 46a-46a.  

Balogun, J., Hope Hailey, V., & Gustafsson, S. (2016), Exploring Strategic Change. (4th ed.) Pearson Education. 

Battistella, C., De Toni, A.F., De Zan, G., & Pessot, E. (2017). Cultivating business model agility through focused 

capabilities: A multiple case study. Journal of Business Research, 73, 65-82. 

Becker, K. (2010). Facilitating unlearning during implementation of new technology. Journal of Organizational 

Change Management, 23(3), 251-268. 

Bennet, N., & Lemoine, J.G., (2014). What a difference a word makes: Understanding threats to performance in a 

VUCA world. Business Horizons, 57(3), 311-317. 

https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/managing-conflict-organizations-afzalur-rahim/10.4324/9780203786482
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810710831028
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810710831028
https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/eur/mapping-strategic-knowledge/book210423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.08.003
file:///C:/Users/ky.christofigmail.com/Desktop/Euc/PhD%20progress/Peer-review%20works/Ebor%20Conference/Full-Text/10.1109/HICSS.2006.77
file:///C:/Users/ky.christofigmail.com/Desktop/Euc/PhD%20progress/Peer-review%20works/Ebor%20Conference/Full-Text/10.1109/HICSS.2006.77
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.12.007


 

Academy of Strategic Management Journal                                                                                                                                    Volume 20, Issue 3, 2021 

 

                                                                16                                                                               1939-6104-20-3-782 
 

Bock, G.W., Zmud, R.W., Kim, Y.G., & Lee, J.N., (2005). Behavioral intention formation in knowledge sharing: 

Examining the roles of extrinsic motivators, social-psychological forces, and organizational climate. MIS 

Quarterly, 29(1), 87-111. 

Bojica, A.M., Fuentes-Fuentes, M.D., & Fernández-Pérez, V. (2017). Corporate entrepreneurship and codification of 

the knowledge acquired from strategic partners in Smes. Journal of Small Business Management, 55(1), 205-

230. 

Bourgeois, J.L., & Eisenhardt, K.M. (1988). strategic decision processes in high velocity environments: Four cases 

in the microcomputer industry. Management Science, 34(7), 816-835. 

Brannen, M.Y., & Doz, Y.L. (2012). Corporate languages and strategic agility: Trapped in your jargon or lost in 

translation. California Management Review, 54(3), 77-97. 

Brown, S.L., & Eisenhardt, K.M. (1997). the art of continuous change: Linking complexity theory and time-paced 

evolution in relentlessly shifting organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), 1-34. 

Brueller, N.N., Carmeli, A., & Drori, I. (2014). How Do Different Types of Mergers and Acquisitions Facilitate 

Strategic Agility? California Management Review, 56(3), 39-57. 

Burnes, B. (2004). Complexity theories and organizational change. International Journal of Management Reviews, 

7(2), 73-90. 

Cappelli, P., &Tavis, A. (2018). HR goes agile. Harvard Business Review, 96(2), 47-53. 

Carnall, C.A. (2007), Managing Change in Organizations, 5th ed. Pearson Education Ltd. 

Chennamaneni, A., Teng, J.T., & Raja, M. (2012). A unified model of knowledge sharing behaviours: Theoretical 

development and empirical test Behaviour & Information Technology, 31(11), 1097-1115. 

Chourides, P., Longbottom, D., & Murphy W. (2003). Excellence in knowledge management: an empirical study to 

identify critical factors and performance measures, Measuring Business Excellence, 07(2), 29-45. 

Christensen, C.M., (2013). The innovator's dilemma: When new technologies cause great firms to fail. Harvard 

Business Review Press. 

Collings, D.G., Mellahi, K., & Cascio, W.F. (2019). Global Talent Management and Performance in Multinational 

Enterprises: A Multilevel Perspective, Journal of Management, 45(2), 540-566. 

Costanzo, L.A. (2003). Strategic foresight in a high-speed environment, Futures, 36(2), 219-235. 

Cunha, M.P., Gomes E., Mellahi, K., Miner, S.A., & Rego A. (2020). Strategic agility through improvisational 

capabilities: Implications for a paradox-sensitive HRM. Human Resource Management Review, 30, 100695. 

Denning, S. (2016). How to make the whole organization “ gile”. Strategy & Leadership, 44(4), 10-17. 

Denning, S. (2017). The next frontier for Agile: strategic management. Strategy & Leadership, 45(2), 12-18. 

Dove, R. (1999). Knowledge management, response ability, and the agile enterprise. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 3(1), 18-35. 

Doz, Y. & Kosonen, M. (2008b). The dynamics of strategic agility: Nokia's rollercoaster experience. California 

Management Review, 50(3), 95-118. 

Doz, Y. (2020). Fostering strategic agility: How individual executives and human T resource practices contribute. 

Human Resource Management Review, 30 (1), 100693.  

Doz, Y.L. & Kosonen, M. (2010). Embedding strategic agility: A leadership agenda for accelerating business model 

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

Doz, Y.L., & Kokosen, M. (2008a). Fast strategy: How strategic agility will help you stay ahead of the game. 

Pearson Education.  

Drew, S. (1999). Building knowledge management into strategy: Making sense of a new perspective. Long Range 

Planning, 32(1), 130-136. 

Duncan, N.B. (1995). Capturing flexibility of information technology infrastructure: A study of resource 

characteristics and their measure. Journal of Management Information Systems, 12(5), 37-57. 

Dyer, L., & Ericksen, J. (2005). In pursuit of marketplace agility: Applying precepts of self organizing systems to 

optimize human resource scalability. Human Resource Management, 44(2), 183-188. 

Dyer, L., & Ericksen, J. (2006). Dynamic organizations: Achieving marketplace agility through workforce 

scalability (CAHRS Working Paper #06-12). Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, School of Industrial and Labor 

Relations, Center for Advanced Human Resource Studies. 

Easterby-Smith, M., & Lyles, M.A. (2011). In Praise of Organizational Forgetting. Journal of Management Inquiry, 

20(3), 311-316. 

Eisenhardt, K.M., & Martin, J.A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they?. Strategic Management Journal, 21, 

1105-1121. 

Ferreri, S.P., & Shanna, K.O. (2013). Redesign of a large lecture course into a small-group learning course. 

American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 77(1), 1-9. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/25148669
https://doi.org/10.2307/25148669
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2632297
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2632297
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2012.54.3.77
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2012.54.3.77
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393807
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393807
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2014.56.3.39
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2014.56.3.39
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2011.624637
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2011.624637
https://doi.org/10.1108/13683040310477977
https://doi.org/10.1108/13683040310477977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100695
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100695
https://doi.org/10.1108/SL-02-2017-0021
file:///C:/Users/ky.christofigmail.com/Desktop/Euc/PhD%20progress/Peer-review%20works/Ebor%20Conference/Full-Text/10.1108/13673279910259367
https://books.google.com.cy/books/about/Fast_Strategy.html?id=AoX0xT-09oQC&redir_esc=y
http://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cahrswp/454
http://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cahrswp/454


 

Academy of Strategic Management Journal                                                                                                                                    Volume 20, Issue 3, 2021 

 

                                                                17                                                                               1939-6104-20-3-782 
 

Galunic, C.D., & Eisenhardt, K.M. (2001). Architectural Innovation and Modular Corporate Forms. The Academy of 

Management Journal, 44(6), 1129-1249. 

Harsch, K., & Festing, M. (2019). Dynamic talent management capabilities and organizational agility-A qualitative 

exploration. Human Resource Management, 59(1), 43-61. 

Helfat, C.E., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf M., Singh, H., Teece, D., & Winter, G.S. (2007). Dynamic 

capabilities: Understanding strategic change in organizations. Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 

Henderson, J., & Venkatraman, N. (1993). Strategic alignment: Leveraging information technology for transforming 

organizations. IBM Systems Journal, 32(1), 472-484. 

Hendriks, P. (1999). Why share knowledge? The influence of ICT on the motivation for knowledge sharing. 

Knowledge and Process Management, 6(2), 91-100. 

Junni, P., Riikka, S.M., Tarba, S.Y., & Weber, Y. (2015). The role of strategic agility in acquisitions. British Journal 

of Management, 26(4), 596-616. 

Kaivo-oja, L.J., & Lauraeus, I.T., (2018). The VUCA approach as a solution concept to corporate foresight 

challenges and global technological disruption. Foresight, 22(1), 27-49.  

Klammer, A., & Gueldenberg, S. (2019). Unlearning and forgetting in organizations: a systematic review of 

literature. Journal of Knowledge Management, 23(5), 860-888.  

Kotter, J.P. (2014). Accelerate building strategic agility for a faster-moving world. Harvard Business Review Press.  

 eal- odr guez, A.L., Eldridge, S., Roldán, L.G., Leal-Millán, G.A., & Ortega-Gutiérrez, J. (2015). Organizational 

unlearning, innovation outcomes, and performance: The moderating effect of firm size. Journal of Business 

Research, 68(4), 803-809. 

Lee, J., & Fink, D. (2013). Knowledge mapping: Encouragements and impediments to adoption. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 17(1), 16-28. 

Lee, K., Sambamurthy, V., Lim, K.H., & Wei, K.K. (2015). How Does IT Ambidexterity Impact Organizational 

Agility?. Information Systems Research, 26(2), 398-417.  

Leppitt, N. (2006). Challenging the code of change: Part 1. Praxis does not make Perfect. Journal of Change 

Management, 6(2), 121-142. 

Lewis, M.W., Andriopoulos, C., & Wendy, S.K, (2014). Paradoxical leadership to enable strategic agility. 

California Management Review, 56(3), 58-77. 

Liang, H., Wang, N., Xue,  Y. & Geb, S. (2017). Unraveling the alignment paradox: How does business-IT 

alignment shape organizational agility?. Information Systems Research, 28(4), 863-879. 

 iebhart,  .,    orenzo,  .G. (2010).  etween planned and emergent change: Decision maker’s perceptions of 

managing change in organisations. International Journal of Knowledge, Culture and Change Management, 

10(5), 214-225. 

Lu, Y., & Ramamurthy, K. (2011). Understanding the link between information technology capability and 

organizational agility: An empirical examination. MIS Quarterly, 35(4), 931-954. 

Lyu, C., Yang, J., Zhang, F., Teo S.H T., & Guo., W. (2020). Antecedents and consequence of organizational 

unlearning: Evidence from China. Industrial Marketing Management, 84, 261-270. 

McCarthy, I.P., Lawrence, T.B., & Wixted, B. (2010). A multidimensional conceptualization of environmental 

velocity. The Academy of Management Review, 35(4), 604-626. 

Meade, L.M., & Sarkis, J. (1999). Analyzing organizational project alternatives for agile manufacturing processes: 

An analytical network approach. International Journal of Production Research, 37(2), 241-261. 

Miles, R.E., Miles, G., Snow, C.S., Blomqvist, K., & Rocha, K. (2009). The I-Form organization. California 

Management Review, 51(4), 61-76. 

Morton, J., Stancey, P., & Mohn, M. (2018). Building and maintaining strategic agility: An agenda and framework 

for IT leaders. California Management Review, 61(1), 94-113. 

Mundra, S. (2018). Enterprise agility: Being agile in a changing world. Packt Publishing Ltd. 

Nejatian, M. Zarei, M.H., Rajabzadeh, A., Azar, A., & Khadivar, A. (2019). Paving the path toward strategic agility: 

A methodological perpective and an empirical investigation. Journal Of Enterprise Information 

Management, 32(4), 538-562. 

Nijssen, M., & Paauwe, J. (2012). HRM in turbulent times: How to achieve organizational agility?. The 

International Journal of Human Resource Management, 23(16), 3315-3335. 

O'Dell, C., & Cindy, H. (2011). The new edge in knowledge: How knowledge management is changing the way we 

do business. John Wiley&Sons. 

Oliva, F.L., Couto, M.H.G., Santos, R.F., & Bresciani, S. (2019). The integration between knowledge management 

and dynamic capabilities in agile organizations. Management Decision, 57(8), 1960-1979. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12115
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2015.0577
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2015.0577


 

Academy of Strategic Management Journal                                                                                                                                    Volume 20, Issue 3, 2021 

 

                                                                18                                                                               1939-6104-20-3-782 
 

Ortiz, B., Donate, M.J., & Guadamillas, F. (2016). Relational and cognitive social capital: Their influence on 

strategies of external knowledge acquisition. Procedia Computer Science, 99, 91-100. 

Otero, A.R. (2019). Information technology control and audit. 5th edition.Taylor & Francis  

Overby, E., Bharadwaj A., & Sambamurthy, V. (2006). Enterprise agility and the enabling role of information 

technology. European Journal of Information Systems, 15(2), 120-131. 

Pérez-Bustamante, G. (1999). Knowledge management in agile innovative organisations. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 3(1), 6-17. 

Pham, M.T. (2020). Factors influencing knowledge sharing among layers: The case of Vietnam. Management 

Science Letters, 10(4), 901-908. 

Pil, F.K., & Cohen, S.K. (2006). Modularity: Implications for imitation, innovation and sustained advantage. 

Academy of Management Review, 31(4), 995-1011. 

Porter, M.E. (1980). Competitive Strategy: techniques for analysing industries and competitors. The Free Press. 

Porter, M.E. (1985). Competitive Advantage: Creating and sustaining superior performance. Free Press. 

Rialti, R., Giacomo, M., Silic, M., & Ciappei, C. (2018). Ambidextrous organization and agility in big data era The 

role of business process management systems. Business Process Management Journal, 24(5), 1031-1109. 

Rigby, D., Elk, S., & Berez, S. (2020). The agile c-suite: A new approach to the leadership for the team at the top. 

Harvard Business Review, 98(3), 64-73. 

Ruggles, R. (1998). The state of the notion: Knowledge management in practice. California Management Review, 

40(3), 80-89. 

Ryan, B. (2005). The problematic nature of organization culture and a changing control context. Strategic Change, 

14(8), 431-440. 

Sambamurthy, V., Bharadwaj, A., & Grover, V. (2003). Shaping agility through digital options: Reconceptualizing 

the role of information technology in contemporary firms. MIS Quarterly, 27(2), 237-263. 

Schoemaker, P.J.H., Heaton, S., & Teece, D. (2018). Innovation, dynamic capabilities, and leadership. California 

Management Review, 61(1), 15-42. 

Shams, R., Vrontis, D., Belyaeva, Z., Ferraris, A., & Czinkota, M.R. (2020). Strategic agility in international 

business:   conceptual framework for “agile” multinationals. Journal of International Management, 100737. 

Sharif, A.M., & Zahir, I. (2017). Policy making for global food security in a violatile, uncertain, complex and 

ambiguous (VUCA) world. Transforming Goverment: People, Procss and Policy, 11(4), 523-534. 

Smith, W.K., & Lewis, M.W. (2011). Toward a theory of paradox: A dynamic equillibrium model of organazing. 

Academy of Management Review, 36(2), 381-403. 

Soliman, F., & Spooner, K. (2000). Strategies for implementing knowledge management: role of human resources 

management. Journal of Knowledge Management, 4(4), 337-345. 

Tabassum, F. (2008). Mapping the learn unlearn relearn model: Imperatives for strategic management. European 

Business Review, 20(3), 240-259. 

Tallon, P.P., & Pinsonneault, A. (2011). Competing Perspectives on the Link Between Strategic Information 

Technology Alignment and Organizational Agility: Insights from a Mediation Model. MIS Quarterly, 35(2), 

463-486. 

Tallon, P.P., Queiroz, M., Coltman, T., & Sharma, R. (2019). Information technology and the search for 

organizational agility: A systematic review with future research possibilities. The Journal of Strategic 

Information Systems, 28(2), 218-237. 

Teece, D., Peteraf, M., & Leih, S. (2016). Dynamic capabilities and organizational agility: Risk, uncertainty, and 

strategy in the innovation economy. California Management Review, 58(4), 13-35. 

Teece, D.J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (Sustainable) enterprise 

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

Teece, D.J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management 

Journal, 18(7), 509-533. 

Tushman, M.L., & O' Reilly, C.A. (1997). Winning through innovation: A practical guide to leading organizational 

change and renewal. Harvard Business Review Publishing Cooperation. 

Ulrich, D. (1997). Human resources champions. Harvard Business School Press. 

Vaiman, V., Scullion, H., & Collings, D. (2012). Talent management decision making. Management Decision, 

50(5), 925-941. 

Valmohammadi, C., & Amidi, M. (2020). Modeling influence of change readiness on knowledge acquisition 

process: A case study. Cognitive Systems Research, 61, 14-31. 

Vecchiato, R. (2015). Creating value through foresight: First mover advantages and strategic agility. Technological 

Forecasting & Social Change,101, 25-36.  

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000600
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000600
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.22528166
https://books.google.com.cy/books/about/Competitive_Strategy.html?id=Hn1kNE0OcGsC&printsec=frontcover&source=kp_read_button&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-07-2017-0210
https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-07-2017-0210
https://hbr.org/2020/05/the-agile-c-suite
https://hbr.org/2020/05/the-agile-c-suite
https://doi.org/10.1108/sd.2006.05622had.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/TG-08-2017-0050
https://doi.org/10.1108/TG-08-2017-0050
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270010379894
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270010379894
https://books.google.com.cy/books/about/Winning_Through_Innovation.html?id=CvEplLBTN3QC&redir_esc=y
https://books.google.com.cy/books/about/Winning_Through_Innovation.html?id=CvEplLBTN3QC&redir_esc=y
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741211227663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogsys.2020.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogsys.2020.01.001


 

Academy of Strategic Management Journal                                                                                                                                    Volume 20, Issue 3, 2021 

 

                                                                19                                                                               1939-6104-20-3-782 
 

Wang, X., Qi, Y., & Zhao, Y. (2019). Individual unlearning, organizational unlearning and strategic flexibility: The 

down-up change perspective. Baltic Journal of Management, 14(1), 2-18.  

Weber, Y., & Tarba, S.Y. (2014). Strategic Agility: A State of the Art Introduction to the Special Section on 

Strategic Agility. California Management Review, 56(3), 5-12. 

Weill, P., Subramani, M., & Broadbent, M. (2002). Building IT infrastructure for Strategic Agility. MIT - Sloan 

Management Review, 44(1), 57-65. 

Wexler, M.N. (2001). The who, what and why of knowledge mapping. Journal of Knowledge Management, 5(3), 

249-264. 

Wikner, J. (2014). On decoupling points and decoupling zones. Production & Manufacturing Research, 2(1), 167-

215. 

Wirtz, B.W., Mathieu, A., & Schilke, O. (2007). Strategy in High-Velocity Environments. Long Range Planning, 

40(3), 295-313. 

Xing, Y., Liu, Y., Boojihawon (Roshan), D.K., & Tarba, S., (2020). Entrepreneurial team and strategic agility: A 

conceptual framework T and research agenda. Human Resource Management Review, 30(1), 100696. 

Yildiz, E.H., & Fey, C.F. (2010). Compatibility and unlearning in knowledge transfer in mergers and acquisitions. 

Scandinavian Journal Of Management, 26(4), 448-456. 

Zhou, J., Bi, G., Liu, H., Fang, Y., & Hua, Z. (2018). Understanding employee competence, operational IS 

alignment, and organizational agility. An ambidexterity perspective. Information & Management, 55(6), 695-

708. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21693277.2014.898219

