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Abstract: Crises such as the global COVID-19 pandemic and crisis-related factors such as the contin-
ued rise in commodity prices continue to have a tremendous impact on organizations. Organizational
sustainability, understood as the ability of organizations to survive and thrive in the short and long
term, depends on organizational resilience. This study bridges the literature on resilience and sus-
tainability in the organizational context, covering the last 35 years of research, to provide a broader
understanding of how organizations, adverse events, and organizational sustainability interrelate. In
this paper, we perform a systematic review of the literature from 1985 to 2021, which we supplement
with a content analysis, recent empirical findings, and a citation network analysis. We investigate
connections between these two fields and identify studies on how the measures of or actions associ-
ated with organizational resilience and sustainability can complement or substitute for each other
with regard to organizational performance. In addition, we develop an extended framework for
categorizing the studies we consider here and the relationships between resilience and sustainability
they examine. Our analysis identifies works that bridge the streams of research on organizational
resilience and sustainability but also reveals gaps in the literature that open avenues for future
research. Overall, most of the ‘bridging’ studies emphasize that the two fundamental concepts are
interdependent and regard organizational resilience as a component of organizational sustainability.

Keywords: complementarity theory; organizational resilience; organizational sustainability; systematic
review

1. Introduction

Sustainability is often defined and conceptualized in the literature through the triple
bottom line (TBL) of environmental, social, and economic systems [1–6]. The term ‘triple
bottom line’ highlights the need to balance economic prosperity, social equity, and environ-
mental quality in order to achieve sustainability [3] (p. 624). There are similar references in
the literature to the economic, environmental and social ‘pillars’ of resilience [7–10].

Research on the related concept of resilience has advanced considerably in the last
35 years and continues to grow. There is a general upward trend in studying resilience
and sustainability jointly, which suggests that the approaches and goals associated with
each are similar [5]. Such research, however, is still nascent. Although, as [11] (p. 20) states,
‘there is a great need for operational definitions and metrics for resilience and sustainability
in economic, ecological, and societal systems’, there is still a lack of consensus on how the
concepts of resilience and sustainability should be defined and used [5]. The authors in [10]
have called on researchers to more closely integrate environmental, social, and economic
knowledge, particularly in view of the increasing need for resilience related to climate
change. In this context, Ref. [12] recently presented an approach to promote sustainable
innovation in organizations that aims to identify the climate risks organizations face and
develop appropriate actions to improve their resilience. According to [13], there is growing
global interest in organizational resilience and regional social sustainability; however, there
is a lack of current research on the links between organizational resilience and regional
social sustainability.
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There are significant differences between the various definitions and uses of the con-
cepts of resilience and sustainability, both within the field of social–ecological systems
studies [10,14,15] and between different disciplines [5], such as economics, environmental
science, and climate science [10]. In the social–ecological systems studies, there are many
commonalities between the theoretical and empirical approaches to resilience and sustain-
ability, whose aim is to explain system dynamics, improve strategic competencies, and
incorporate multiple perspectives [15].

The concept of ‘resilience’ emerged in the business and management literature in the
1980s, when researchers began to examine how organizations might respond to external
threats [16]. ‘Sustainability’, in turn, was first used prominently as a business term in the
1987 report of the World Commission on Environment and Development, which defined
sustainable development as ‘development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’ [17] (p. 41).

Organizational resilience and sustainability experienced tremendous transition due
to the dot-com crash in 2000, the global financial crisis in 2008, and years of rising energy
prices. In addition, the tense situation in the commodity market and the associated price
increases present organizations with particular challenges. Regardless, organizations
continue to face sustainability-related challenges with increasing relevance, such as green
advertising [18] and challenges that directly impact purchasing behavior, such as increasing
environmental awareness, environmental concerns, and related changes in environmental
attitudes [19]. The impact of digital transformation on the sustainability and resilience
of organizations is also becoming increasingly important [20]. In the face of persistent
environmental challenges, such as climate change, natural catastrophes, the resulting
legislative requirements, and, more recently, pandemics, the context of organizational
sustainability has been changing, as questions of how to prevent or mitigate climate change
are now overshadowed by questions of what factors determine organizational resilience.

The theoretical literature bridging resilience and sustainability is scarce [21]. Existing
reviews of the literature on resilience and sustainability cover broader areas, such as envi-
ronmental management applications [5] and social–ecological systems [10]; or narrower
topics, such as the built environment [22,23] or urban planning [24]. The authors in [25]
reviewed the literature focusing on the relationship between sustainability and resilience
capabilities and business continuity management (BCM). However, to the best of our knowl-
edge, there are no reviews of the literature on resilience and sustainability that explicitly
bring together these two topics in the context of organizations. Various authors note that,
in the context of organizations, resilience and sustainability are typically studied as two
separate, independent topics [14,15]. However, there are authors who recently started to
link these two literature streams. For instance, Refs. [9,26,27] all applied multidisciplinary
approaches in the field of strategic management. Several scholars have called for joint
research on resilience and sustainability in the fields of business resilience [28], strategic
management [2,29], systems thinking [30], or resilience in the built environment [22].

The present review responds to these calls by taking a step towards closing the gaps
between the literature on resilience and sustainability in the organizational context. Our
aim is to provide an overview of the current state of research and identify potential links
between the literature on organizational resilience (hereafter ‘resilience’, unless otherwise
specified) and organizational sustainability (hereafter ‘sustainability’, unless otherwise
specified). First, we review the literature on resilience and sustainability and develop our
own working definitions of resilience and sustainability based on the existing definitions
in the literature. Next, we identify studies in the literature on resilience that address
sustainability and studies in the literature on sustainability that address resilience. We
investigate connections between these two fields, and following [31], which calls for a
deeper understanding of the organizational actions associated with resilience, we identify
research on how the measures of or the actions associated with resilience and sustainability
can complement or substitute for each other with regard to organizational performance. To
classify the works we consider here, we develop an extended framework based on [5,22,23].
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The organizations that the studies in our review cover are business firms, excluding other
types of entities, such as public organizations and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs).

Our findings support the idea that resilience depends on multifaceted response mech-
anisms to environmental turbulence, which may be linked to other response mechanisms,
particularly those related to sustainability. The lack of research on these links, as well as
the increasing relevance of both topics, motivates the present study. By integrating the two
concepts in a conceptual framework, we deepen the understanding of each concept and
offer further insight into their potential to help organizations respond appropriately to
economic, ecological, and social change.

This paper contributes in three ways to the literature on resilience and sustainability
in the organizational context. First, we bridge these two types of literature by reviewing
analytical conceptualizations and definitions of resilience and sustainability, as well as
empirical findings, in the organizational context. We supplement this review with a content
analysis and comprehensive citation network analysis to reveal the links between the
two types of works in the literature. In addition, based on the respective literature, we
provide integrated definitions of resilience and sustainability in the organizational context.
Second, we develop an extended framework for categorizing the relationships between
resilience and sustainability. We show how measures of or actions associated with resilience
and sustainability complement or substitute for each other with regard to organizational
performance and propose initial approaches to applying complementarity theory [32,33]
to explain the interrelation between sustainability and resilience. Third, we reveal gaps,
such as potential but unexploited complementarities between measures of resilience and
sustainability, and provide avenues for future research.

2. A Framework for Studying the Relationship between Resilience and Sustainability
in the Organizational Context

The relationship between the concepts of resilience and sustainability depends on
the definitions of these two terms [14]. However, there are a variety of definitions of the
two terms in the literature. In addition to aspects such as the fundamental increase in
resilience and sustainability in the context of organizations and the resulting impact, such
as on organizational performance, the consideration of legal and regulatory aspects of
both concepts is becoming increasingly important in both separate and joint contexts. The
author of [34] discusses the relationship between resilience and sustainability, focusing on
both concepts in the context of the law. In addition to a critical examination of theoretical
approaches to sustainability, particularly in environmental law, and approaches to resilience,
this work illustrates a new theoretical possibility for the study of resilience in the context of
sustainability law.

In the course of our review, we identified various frameworks or models for the
joint study of resilience and sustainability in the literature on ecological–economic sys-
tems [14]; environmental management applications [5]; the built environment [22,23]; civil
infrastructure systems [35]; and other contexts, such as industrial dairy processes [36].

The authors in [14] illustrate four different possible ways in which resilience and
sustainability interrelate in the context of ecological–economic systems. The authors in [5]
(p. 1276) identified three generalized frameworks for managing resilience and sustainability
that dominate the literature on applied environmental management: (1) resilience as a
component of sustainability, (2) sustainability as a component of resilience, and (3) sustain-
ability and resilience as separate conceptual objectives. Similarly, in their review of the
relevant literature, Refs. [22,23] identified four ways in which resilience and sustainability
interrelate in the built environment: (1) the two concepts are considered synonyms and
are used almost interchangeably, (2) resilience is considered a component of sustainability,
(3) sustainability is considered a component of resilience, and (4) resilience and sustainabil-
ity are regarded as two separate but complementary concepts [22] (pp. 1161–1162). Based
on a quantitative framework developed by [35] for integrating sustainability and resilience
into the civil infrastructure system, Ref. [36] proposed a model for optimizing resilience
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and sustainability in industrial dairy processes. The model is based on environmental, eco-
nomic, social, technological, and political aspects that determine manufacturing resilience
and sustainability, and it can be adopted in different contexts, such as other industrial
production systems.

In the literature on organizational resilience and organizational sustainability, there
is no framework that can be specifically applied to examining the relationship between
resilience and sustainability in the organizational context. To close this gap, we developed
an extended framework for categorizing the relationships between organizational resilience
and sustainability in the literature, based on [5,22,23], as depicted in Figure 1.

Sustainability 2023, 15, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 27 
 

sustainability interrelate in the built environment: (1) the two concepts are considered 
synonyms and are used almost interchangeably, (2) resilience is considered a component 
of sustainability, (3) sustainability is considered a component of resilience, and (4) resili-
ence and sustainability are regarded as two separate but complementary concepts [22] 
(pp. 1161–1162). Based on a quantitative framework developed by [35] for integrating sus-
tainability and resilience into the civil infrastructure system, Ref. [36] proposed a model 
for optimizing resilience and sustainability in industrial dairy processes. The model is 
based on environmental, economic, social, technological, and political aspects that deter-
mine manufacturing resilience and sustainability, and it can be adopted in different con-
texts, such as other industrial production systems. 

In the literature on organizational resilience and organizational sustainability, there 
is no framework that can be specifically applied to examining the relationship between 
resilience and sustainability in the organizational context. To close this gap, we developed 
an extended framework for categorizing the relationships between organizational resili-
ence and sustainability in the literature, based on [5,22,23], as depicted in Figure 1.  

 
Figure 1. Extended framework for studying the relationship between organizational resilience and 
sustainability. 

Our framework offers six different ways to categorize the relationship between or-
ganizational resilience and sustainability: (1) organizational resilience and sustainability 
regarded as identical concepts, (2) organizational resilience regarded as a component of 
sustainability, (3) organizational sustainability regarded as a component of resilience, (4) 
organizational sustainability and resilience treated as interdependent concepts, (5) organ-
izational sustainability and resilience treated as distinct but interdependent concepts, and 
(6) organizational sustainability and resilience regarded as completely independent con-
cepts.  

3. Research Design and Methodology 
The main objective of our paper is to systematically identify research in the literature 

on sustainability that addresses resilience and vice versa, that is, research in the literature 
on resilience that addresses sustainability. Additionally, we summarize and categorize 
prior isolated systematic reviews of these types of literature and consider the findings of 
relevant empirical studies.  

The procedure for conducting a systematic literature review has been described in 
previous studies (e.g., [37]). Here, we follow the research protocol which is based on the 
PRISMA (the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) 
guidelines proposed by [37]. This research protocol requires that authors describe the 
search strategy, define the criteria for including and excluding sources, and outline the 

Figure 1. Extended framework for studying the relationship between organizational resilience and
sustainability.

Our framework offers six different ways to categorize the relationship between or-
ganizational resilience and sustainability: (1) organizational resilience and sustainabil-
ity regarded as identical concepts, (2) organizational resilience regarded as a compo-
nent of sustainability, (3) organizational sustainability regarded as a component of re-
silience, (4) organizational sustainability and resilience treated as interdependent con-
cepts, (5) organizational sustainability and resilience treated as distinct but interdepen-
dent concepts, and (6) organizational sustainability and resilience regarded as completely
independent concepts.

3. Research Design and Methodology

The main objective of our paper is to systematically identify research in the literature
on sustainability that addresses resilience and vice versa, that is, research in the literature
on resilience that addresses sustainability. Additionally, we summarize and categorize
prior isolated systematic reviews of these types of literature and consider the findings of
relevant empirical studies.

The procedure for conducting a systematic literature review has been described in
previous studies (e.g., [37]). Here, we follow the research protocol which is based on
the PRISMA (the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses)
guidelines proposed by [37]. This research protocol requires that authors describe the
search strategy, define the criteria for including and excluding sources, and outline the
review process. We chose to follow [37] because its guidelines seem appropriate for the
problem at hand, i.e., the systematic review and identification of relationships between the
two types of literature.

We began by conducting a scoping study to gain an overview of the relevant literature
on resilience and sustainability in the organizational context and to define our research
questions, scope, and search criteria [37]. This involved searching manually for existing
reviews in the literature on organizational resilience and sustainability. We present the
results in Section 4. In the first step, we derived the following research questions: (1) How
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is organizational resilience defined and conceptualized in the theoretical and empirical
literature? (2) How is organizational sustainability defined and conceptualized in the
theoretical and empirical literature? (3) Are there any publications that link the two
literature streams? (4) Are there studies in each type of literature that address both resilience
and sustainability?

In the second step, we defined the search criteria: we selected the relevant databases
and defined the search boundaries, the period we cover, and the search terms. To search
the literature, we used the databases EBSCO (Business Source Complete) and ScienceDirect.
The scope of our search encompassed academic English-language publications in the fields
of business, management, and sustainability, including working papers in the SSRN data
library. Our selection of articles covered the period from 1985 to 2021 and included peer-
reviewed academic journals. We chose this period because ‘sustainability’ as a business
concept has its origins in the 1987 report of the World Commission on Environment and
Development [17], and the concept of ‘resilience’ emerged in the business and management
literature in the 1980s [16]. We considered peer-reviewed publications in both high- and
low-ranking academic journals to ensure that our search was as objective as possible and
considered the approaches of differently rated academic journals in the areas of business,
management, and sustainability. In selecting publications, we considered the journals’
rank in the VHB-JOURQUAL3 ranking. If no evaluation based on the VHB-JOURQUAL3
ranking was available, a selection was made based on the respective impact factor of
the journal.

In the preliminary search, described above, we used the Boolean operator ‘AND’ and
searched for articles featuring both the common search terms ‘organizational resilience’
AND ‘organizational sustainability’, including the variant spelling ‘organisational’. As
this search returned relatively few results, we decided to use the additional search terms
‘business’, ‘corporate’, ‘enterprise’, and ‘firm’ and searched each stream of the literature
separately. To search the resilience literature, we used again the Boolean operators ‘AND’
and ‘OR’ and looked for ‘organizational’ OR ‘organisational’ OR ‘business’ OR ‘corporate’
OR ‘enterprise’ OR ‘firm’ AND ‘resilience’. To search the sustainability literature, we
similarly looked for ‘organizational’ OR ‘organisational’ OR ‘business’ OR ‘corporate’
OR ‘enterprise’ OR ‘firm’ AND ‘sustainability’. We tested other search terms, such as
‘organization’, ‘resiliency’, ‘resilient’, and ‘sustain’, but those yielded less useful results.

In the third step, we defined the exclusion criteria and decided to exclude all papers
whose title or abstract was not related to resilience or sustainability in the organizational
context. Finally, in the last step of the search, we reviewed the references of the articles
in our sample to locate publications we might have missed, taking into consideration the
limitations of snowball sampling or chain referral sampling, as [38] explained them. In
addition, we read and analyzed the sampled articles to decide which studies to include in
the next phase of our study. Figure 2 shows the stepwise process of selecting studies based
on specific inclusion and exclusion criteria to obtain the final number of publications for
analysis. The PRISMA checklist is presented in the Supplementary Materials.

The refined sample contained 196 publications. We performed a citation network
analysis, using measures such as eigenvector centrality, to highlight the communities that
emerged, illustrate interconnectivities and gaps in the network, and graphically identify the
most-cited articles and the articles that bridge the two types of literature on resilience and
sustainability. The purpose of performing a citation network analysis was to ensure that our
overview of the literature was complete and that we did not omit any relevant communities,
as well as to identify gaps that provide avenues for future research. A detailed guide for
the citation network analysis following [39] can be found in Supplementary Material S1.
Table 1 provides an overview of the metrics we used to analyze the citation network.
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Figure 2. Identification, screening, and selection of studies following the PRISMA guidelines.

Table 1. Description, explanation, and value of the metrics used in citation network analysis.

Metric Description Explanation Value

HITS
Calculates hubs
distribution and authority
measures.

Hyperlink-induced topic
search (page authority on
the Web).

1.0◦ × 10−4

Eigenvector
Centrality

Calculates the directed sum
of change in terms of the
eigenvector centrality with
100 iterations.

[0, 1] indicates which nodes
exert influence on other
nodes.

0.0488

Average
Path
Length

Calculates the directed
path length and diameter
of the network.

The diameter is the
maximal distance between
two nodes.

Average
path length = 1.7607;
Diameter = 5

Modularity
Randomized
edge-weighted community
creation.

[−1, 1] indicates how a
network is structured and
the density of connections
between nodes.

0.844

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Analysis

Figure 3 shows the number of relevant publications in the fields of organizational
resilience and sustainability that our literature research yielded. As we can see, the number
of publications on organizational resilience has been increasing since 2008. This is in line
with the findings of [16,40–42]. We also see that the number of publications on organi-
zational sustainability began to rise as early as 2005, while the number of publications
linking the two research streams started to increase in 2014. This finding is in line with [5],
which identified a general upward trend in the joint occurrence of the terms ‘resilience’ and
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‘sustainability’ in the environmental management literature in recent years. Table 2 shows
how the identified publications are distributed among various journals.
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Figure 3. Temporal distribution of the identified publications in the literature on organizational
resilience and sustainability between 1985 and 2021 (total: 196).

Table 2. Distribution of the identified publications (total: 196) among various journals in the fields of
organizational resilience (OR) and organizational sustainability (OS).

Journal Number of Publications Category

International Journal of Production Research 10 OR/OS
Journal of Cleaner Production 10 OS/OR
Business Strategy and Environment 8 OS/OR
Sustainability 8 OR/OS
Journal of Business Continuity and Emergency
Planning 6 OR

Business Horizons 5 OR/OS
Long Range Planning 4 OS/OR
Ecology and Society 3 OR/OS
European Management Journal 3 OR/OS
Futures 3 OS
International Journal of Production Economics 3 OR
Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management 3 OR
Applied Psychology: An International Review 2 OR
Brazilian Business Review 2 OR
Business Research 2 OR
Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental
Management 2 OS

Global Business and Organizational Excellence 2 OS/OR
International Journal of Management Reviews 2 OR
Journal of Business Ethics 2 OS
Journal of Business Research 2 OS/OR
Journal of Business Strategy 2 OS/OR
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Table 2. Cont.

Journal Number of Publications Category

Journal of Public Relations Research 2 OR
Natural Hazards Review 2 OR
Omega 2 OR
Organizational Dynamics 2 OS/OR
Public Management Review 2 OS/OR
Science of the Total Environment 2 OS/OR
Strategy and Leadership 2 OS/OR
Sustainability: Science, Practice, and Policy 2 OS/OR
Total Quality Management and Business
Excellence 2 OS

Others 94 OS/OR
Total 196

Most of the studies in our sample were published in the International Journal of Produc-
tion Research (10 studies), the Journal of Cleaner Production (10 studies), Business Strategy and
Environment (8 studies), and Sustainability (8 studies).

4.2. Citation Network Analysis

Our citation network analysis yielded 9403 publications. As the HITS metrics in
Table 1 show, most research papers were not linked to other papers in the network. These
papers were not dominant within the visible surface web, and their value tended to be
zero [43]. Each parameter starts with a value of 1 and is normalized into [0, 1], which can
be interpreted as probabilities. The eigenvector centrality, which represents the influence
of a node within the network, was very low (see Table 1), indicating that these research
papers had very little influence on each other. The diameter of the network was 5, and
the average path length was 1.7607, which, according to [44], suggests that the nodes in
the network were relatively close to each other. The modularity, which represents the
weights of the edges, was strong, with a value of 0.844 [45]. This means that the connections
between the nodes were very dense, and there was clustering in the network. Table 3
displays the publications whose degree was greater than 2; the number of times they were
cited; and their authority, eigenvector centrality, and betweenness centrality values. The
publications are sorted in descending order according to the number of times they were
cited. To determine the number of citations, we conducted a search using Google Scholar
in April 2022.

In terms of modularity, we identified 58 communities. Figure 4 shows the five commu-
nities with the highest scores, that is, the five communities with the highest modularity in
the network. The degree of the network was greater than 2, and the size was equal to the
significance in eigenvector centrality.

Table 4 shows the most representative publications (i.e., the two largest nodes in
each community in Figure 4) in each of the five communities, the number of citations per
publication, the number of publications in each community, and the percentage of the total
citation network that these publications represent. To determine the number of citations,
we conducted a search using Google Scholar in April 2022.
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Table 3. Number of times cited, authority, eigenvector centrality, and betweenness centrality of the
relevant publications.

Publication Cited by Authority Eigenvector Centrality Betweenness Centrality

[46] 79,130 0.0109 0.0493 149
[47] 16,807 0.0554 0.4124 –
[48] 13,877 0.0027 0.1713 458
[49] 6782 0.0114 0.1869 476
[50] 5151 0.6147 1.0 3045
[17] 4751 0.0053 0.1375 –
[51] 3575 0.1047 0.9731 476
[52] 3320 0.0025 0.2596 390
[53] 3312 0.1741 0.4023 –
[54] 2951 0.0708 0.2128 1197
[55] 2585 0.0574 0.2484 –
[56] 2390 0.0237 0.2302 683
[57] 2034 0.0180 0.1998 –
[58] 898 0.0129 0.1627 –
[59] 645 0.0421 0.4551 381
[60] 547 0.0195 0.0934 –
[61] 532 0.0231 0.4639 –
[2] 454 0.0022 0.1209 2067
[62] 423 0.0189 0.1860 313
[63] 290 0.0184 0.3738 –
[40] 258 0.0508 0.2050 2126
[64] 199 0.0433 0.2145 139
[65] 111 0.5310 0.9134 1345
[66] 51 0.1342 0.6237 –
[22] 34 0.0105 0.4359 –
[67] 22 0.2676 0.8483 –
[68] 15 0.2433 0.6208 –
[69] 10 0.0180 0.1656 1743

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for the publication in each community.

Community Number Color Number of
Publications

Percentage of the
Total Citation
Network (%)

Representative
Publication(s)

Number of
Times Cited

Organizational
Resilience

I Yellow 577 6.14
[67] 22

[65] 111

Resilience (General) II Turquoise 422 4.49
[70] 1557

[71] 1081

Corporate
Sustainability III Green 387 4.12

[72] 34

[73] 108

Organizational
Resources

IV Blue 386 4.10
[46] 79,130

[74] 1278

Sustainability
(General) V Pink 360 3.83

[75] 965

[76] 1614

With 2133 of the total 9403 publications (nodes), the five communities with the highest
score jointly constituted 22.68% of the entire citation network. The most representative
publication (cited 111 times) was Reference [65]; therefore, the Organizational Resilience
community (6.14% of all publications in our sample), of which it is part, had the highest
score and ranked first (yellow nodes in Figure 4).
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The most representative publications in the community of Resilience (General) were [70],
which was cited 1557 times, and [71], which was cited 1081 times. This community ranked
second and comprised 4.49% of all publications in our sample (turquoise nodes in Figure 4).
As the literature on organizational resilience is part of the literature on general resilience [16],
it would be conceivable to merge the first and second communities into one large commu-
nity. The community with the third-highest score (4.12% of all publications in our sample)
comprised articles on Corporate Sustainability (green nodes in Figure 4), the community
with the fourth-highest score (4.10% of all publications in our sample) represented research
on Organizational Resources (blue nodes in Figure 4), and the community that ranked fifth
(3.83% of all publications in our sample) comprised works on Sustainability (General) (pink
nodes in Figure 4). As the literature on organizational sustainability is a subset of the
overall literature on sustainability [77], it would also be conceivable to merge the third
and fifth communities into a single community. The fundamental purpose of this citation
network analysis is to provide a solid base for further research. The five highest-scoring
communities our analysis identified reflect the thematic distribution of the articles we
collected through our search (see Section 3).

4.3. Resilience in the Organizational Context

The literature on resilience in business and management can currently be divided
into five disciplinary perspectives, i.e., ecology, safety and reliability, engineering, posi-
tive psychology and organizational development, and strategic perspectives. These five
perspectives are associated with different ontologies, tools, and methods for studying
organizational resilience [78]. As researchers tend to combine ideas from several of these
perspectives, in the literature, organizational resilience currently is ‘an umbrella concept
that loosely [encompasses] a set of diverse organizational phenomena’ [78] (p. 879).
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4.3.1. Reviews of Research on Organizational Resilience

Our manual search for existing reviews of the literature on organizational resilience
identified a few quite different reviews. The authors in [40] examined how various studies
define resilience, as well as studies that focus on specific research areas and on the strategic
and operational applications of resilience. The authors in [79] conducted a thematic review
of the empirical literature from both the healthcare sector and other sectors to synthesize
evidence on organizational resilience. The authors in [80] provided a literature review
of the resilience literature in its broadest context and its application at the organizational
level. The authors in [41] developed a new framework for organizational resilience that
introduced a dynamic perspective on firm resilience. The author of [81] reviewed various
studies in specific areas of resilience and various definitions of the concept. The author also
developed a capability-based framework for research on resilience. The authors in [42] pro-
vided a comprehensive overview of conceptual frameworks for developing and improving
organizational resilience. Recently, Ref. [78] examined why the concept of organizational
resilience is ambiguous, as critics point out, and the various disciplines that shape this
concept. In another recent study, Ref. [82] provided a systematic review of the literature
on organizational resilience, focusing on specific aspects, such as construct development,
taxonomies, and measurement. The authors also analyzed existing measurement scales
and conceptualizations of relevant constructs, decomposed definitions of organizational
resilience into distinct components (i.e., entity, property, key attributes, and associated
domains), and developed a conceptual integrative model of organizational resilience. The
authors in [31] recently extended the work of [82] by conceptually comparing resilience
with robustness and antifragility.

In contrast to [41], who focused on the dynamic perspective of organizational re-
silience, and [81], whose framework was based on three successive stages of resilience
(i.e., anticipation, coping, and adaptation), Ref. [82] focused on the behaviors that enable
organizations to respond resiliently to adversity, learn, and grow. The authors in [83]
proposed a framework for studying organizational resilience in the context of management
control systems that are based on beliefs systems. The author of [16] examined how the
concept of resilience has evolved over time in various streams of business and management
research. The authors in [84] reviewed various definitions of organizational resilience in
research published between 2000 and 2017. They also proposed a four-stage maturity
model of resilience that organizations develop over time by improving their capabilities to
cope with disruption.

4.3.2. Definitions of Organizational Resilience

In the literature, there were multiple definitions of resilience in the organizational
context [82,84], and we listed them in Supplementary Materials S2. These definitions
ranged from broad ones (e.g., [85]) to abstract ones (e.g., [11]) to specific ones (e.g., [86,87]).
Some authors describe organizational resilience as a capacity (e.g., [11,21,83,86]) or a capa-
bility (e.g., [40,88,89]), while others perceive it as an ability (e.g., [81,90–93]) or a property
(e.g., [94]), using the four terms almost synonymously. Some definitions include adaptabil-
ity as an essential component of organizational resilience (e.g., [11,92,95]); other definitions
additionally include the ability to anticipate adversity (e.g., [81,86,90]). The author of [11]
focused on the aspect of growth as a capacity of resilience, as did [92], who also identified
sustainability as a factor that creates growth opportunities. Other authors focused on the
surviving (e.g., [84,87,96,97]) and thriving aspects of organizational resilience (e.g., [93,98]).

In the absence of a universal definition of organizational resilience in the literature,
we propose the following working definition, which is based on the definitions our search
identified:

Organizational resilience is the organization’s ability to anticipate, cope with, and
adapt to contingencies and changes within the organization and its environment so as
to survive in the short term and thrive in the long term when faced with expected and
unexpected adverse events.
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This definition combines a proactive, a reactive, a short-term, and a long-term per-
spective and encompasses the essential components of the definitions that we included
in our Supplementary Materials. In addition, we add components that are missing from
the definitions found in the literature but which we believe are essential components of
organizational resilience (e.g., ‘changes within the organization’ or ‘expected events’).

4.4. Sustainability in the Organizational Context

Sustainability was first mentioned in a business or organizational context in the 1987
report of the World Commission on Environment and Development [17]. However, it
only recently came to embrace all dimensions of sustainability, including performance and
stakeholder engagement [99]. According to [100], the main challenge for organizations
is deciding which measures and initiatives to choose so as to address the challenges that
sustainability presents. As there are significant differences between the approaches various
organizations adopt [101], it is important to classify them [100] and identify their compo-
nents. To achieve sustainability, an organization needs to become adaptive, innovative,
self-aware, and resource-driven. It also needs to use innovative measures and create novel
models for responding to current and future challenges [102].

4.4.1. Reviews of Research on Organizational Sustainability

Our manual search for existing reviews of the literature on sustainability in the organi-
zational context identified six quite different reviews that we discuss below. The authors
in [59] reviewed the diverse empirical literature relating to sustainability-oriented innova-
tion and developed a summary conceptual framework in which sustainability-oriented
innovation practices and processes can be mapped. The authors in [101] highlighted the
following factors as the main internal and external determinants of the approach to sus-
tainability that family businesses adopt: temporal orientation (long-term vs. short-term),
corporate governance, firm size, relationship with stakeholders, image, and reputation.
The authors in [103] discussed the literature on corporate social responsibility research in
small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), with the aim of understanding the history
and research pattens of the last 20 years.

The authors in [77] presented a review of the theoretical frameworks and tools used in
various instrumental and descriptive studies on the business case for corporate sustain-
ability. The authors showed that the business logic for adopting strategies of corporate
sustainability is often poorly understood, which they attributed primarily to a lack of
descriptive research in this area. The author of [104] highlighted the state of knowledge
on the dynamics of organizational change with respect to environmental, social, and fi-
nancial sustainability. The author noted that many studies have examined the influence
of organizational antecedents on the extent and stages of organizational change in terms
of sustainability and that the effects of learning, organizational culture, and leadership
on the change process have attracted more attention in the literature. Finally, [30] con-
ducted a review of the literature on systems thinking as a theoretical lens for studying
sustainability management in the organizational context. The authors noted a marked
increase in publications on systems thinking and sustainability management in relation
to a range of topics, including economic, political, social, and ecological issues. They
furthermore showed that earlier research in this area was largely fragmented and absent
from mainstream management journals.

4.4.2. Organizational Sustainability from a Systems Perspective

On the basis of the idea that ‘business development represents a symbiotic, intertwined
relationship with the time, space, and place in which the business operates’, Ref. [102] (p. 69)
argued that systems theory can offer new insights into sustainability in the organizational
context. Organizations are systems that are nested within larger macro-systems. The
authors in [105] differentiated between systems at the macro-, meso-, and micro-levels. In
this context, organizations are located at the micro-level, while the macro-level encompasses
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the totality of economic performance. The meso-level is a natural link between the micro-
and macro-level, as the rules and institutions of the micro-level usually have consequences
at the macro-level [105]. For economic, societal, and ecological systems to remain in balance
at the macro-level, resources must be distributed over time at the micro-level [2,100].

From a systems perspective, organizations are part of a larger network of stakeholders
who adopt collective strategies to optimize their network [89]. An organization can be
viewed as a system of long-term cooperative relationships between various groups of
stakeholders, including managers, employees, customers, clients, investors, and suppliers,
as well as the broader societies (cities, states, or nations) in which the organization is
located or sells or provides goods and services. Even future generations can be regarded as
stakeholders [106].

Again, from a systems perspective, sustainability is ‘the ability of systems to persist,
adapt, transform or transition in the face of constantly changing conditions’ [30] (p. 871).
According to [95] (p. 5331), ‘a sustainable enterprise is one that continues to grow and adapt
in order to meet the needs and expectations of its shareholders and stakeholders’, and, as a
system, it can be regarded as a component of the overall socioeconomic system. Unlike
financially motivated organizations, which typically focus on the interests of shareholders,
sustainability-oriented organizations tend to engage in financial, social, and environmental
activities that serve the interests of a broader range of stakeholders. Such organizations
display their values through the way in which they treat employees and the environment,
as well as in the way that they do business [7].

Our own search confirms the findings of [30], which observed a marked increase in
publications on systems thinking and sustainability management in relation to a range
of topics; our own search identified a number of studies that addressed organizational
sustainability from a systems perspective.

4.4.3. Definitions of Organizational Sustainability

As [2] noted, there are several definitions of sustainability, some broad and vague, and
others narrow and specific. Our own results confirm this observation. In the following,
we discuss the overlaps between the definitions of organizational sustainability our search
identified and the importance of each definition in the literature. A detailed list of these defi-
nitions, sorted by year of publication, is provided in Supplementary Materials S3 and shows
which dimensions of sustainability each definition highlights and whether it focuses on the
short, medium, or long term. Some of the definitions of sustainability listed in Supplemen-
tary Materials S3 emphasize business sustainability (e.g., [2,28,92,107]); others emphasize
corporate sustainability (e.g., [77,89,108]), enterprise sustainability (e.g., [85,95,109,110]),
or firm sustainability (e.g., [27]), using the terms almost synonymously. These definitions
range from broad (e.g., [85,92,107]) to abstract (e.g., [108]) to specific ones (e.g., [27]). Some
definitions emphasize all three pillars of sustainability (e.g., [27,92]), while others highlight
one specific dimension, such as economic sustainability (e.g., [2,107]). Moreover, some
definitions include a temporal aspect (e.g., [2,85,107]), highlighting trade-offs between
costs and benefits in the short and long term as the key to achieving both business and
societal sustainability [86]. Other definitions stress the preservation of capital (e.g., [27,108]),
organizational growth (e.g., [28,89,108]), or organizational survival (e.g., [107]) as primary
outcomes of sustainability. Some authors describe sustainability in the organizational
context as an organizational capacity (e.g., [85]) or ability (e.g., [2,107]) or as a reactive
response to specific organizational issues or needs (e.g., [2,77]). Some definitions include
the organization’s ability to anticipate adversity [110].

The variety of available definitions shows that there is no universally accepted def-
inition of organizational sustainability. As the authors of [111] (p. 165) argue, ‘a good
conceptual definition should identify the set of fundamental characteristics or key at-
tributes that are common (and potentially unique) to the phenomenon of interest’. In the
absence of a universal definition of organizational sustainability, we propose the following
working definition, which is based on the definitions our search identified:



Sustainability 2023, 15, 15970 14 of 26

Organizational sustainability is the organization’s ability to survive, continue business,
and grow by creating, maintaining, and enhancing positive economic, environmental, and
social value, performance, and outputs in both the short and long term.

The proposed definition encompasses organizational survival, persistence, and growth
in both the short and the long term, as well as the economic, environmental, and social
dimensions of sustainability. We believe that this definition is comprehensive in that it
includes the core elements of the definitions we consider in our study.

4.5. Linking Organizational Resilience and Organizational Sustainability

Research that is based on multidimensional concepts and addresses resilience and
sustainability simultaneously has been emerging in recent years in various disciplines, such
as strategic management. For instance, several studies indicate a close relationship between
resilience and sustainability in the built environment and highlight the lack of an integra-
tive conceptual framework for bringing these two concepts together [22,23]. In general,
resilience and sustainability are considered to be mutually reinforcing [112]. However, they
may also involve trade-offs [28]. From the stakeholder perspective, resilience, as opposed
to sustainability, may be more or less desirable, depending on a system’s status [113].

4.5.1. The Relationship between Resilience and Sustainability in the Context of Business

During our review, we identified promising approaches to bridging the research on
resilience and sustainability in the following areas (see also Supplementary Materials S5):
sustainable business excellence (SBE; e.g., [114]), sustainable enterprise excellence (SEE;
e.g., [109,115]), sustainable enterprise innovation (SEI; e.g., [85]), business model innovation
(BMI), and sustainable business model innovation (SBMI; e.g., [116,117]).

Below, we categorize the relevant publications (see Supplementary Materials S4)
according to our extended framework (see Figure 1).

4.5.2. Categorizing Relevant Publications According to the Extended Framework for
Studying the Relationship between Organizational Resilience and Sustainability

Based on our extended framework for categorizing the relationships between organi-
zational resilience and sustainability, Supplementary Materials S4 lists the relationships
between organizational resilience and sustainability that we identified in the literature
during our review.

(1) Organizational resilience and sustainability regarded as identical concepts:

We found no publication that viewed organizational resilience and sustainability
exclusively as interchangeable concepts. Only [14,15] theorized that the two terms have
been occasionally used interchangeably.

(2) Organizational resilience regarded as a component of sustainability:

In this category, we include studies that regard resilience as an antecedent of or pre-
requisite for organizational sustainability and studies arguing that organizational resilience
impacts sustainability (see also Supplementary Materials S6). We identified several authors
who linked organizational sustainability, adaptability, and resilience (e.g., [30,100,102,118]).
Some authors specifically addressed the aspect of organizational culture with regard to the
relationship between organizational resilience and sustainability (e.g., [83,87,94]). Other au-
thors regard organizational sustainability as a product of organizational resilience (e.g., [41])
or organizational resilience as a source of sustainability (e.g., [87,91]), and some authors
explored the relationship between organizational sustainability and various aspects of
organizational resilience or various actions, practices, properties, or capabilities associated
with resilience (e.g., [26,81,88–90,95,96,107,119]). Certain studies specifically addressed
the temporal aspect of such relationships (e.g., [2,42,120,121]), while others developed
conceptual models or frameworks that integrate aspects of organizational resilience to
improve sustainability (e.g., [85,92,115,122]). Finally, some authors regarded the concept of
organizational resilience as a component of the concept of sustainability in very specific
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areas, such as regional sustainability (e.g., [13]). Overall, we found that the majority of stud-
ies we classified according to our extended framework treated the concept of organizational
resilience as a component of the concept of organizational sustainability.

(3) Organizational sustainability regarded as a component of resilience:

This category comprises publications (see Figure 1) that regard the concept of organi-
zational sustainability as a component of the concept of resilience. We included studies that
view sustainability as an antecedent of or prerequisite for resilience and studies according
to which sustainability has an impact on organizational resilience (see Supplementary
Materials S7).

Overall, the category of studies that regarded sustainability as a component of re-
silience, according to our framework, comprised a small number of diverse studies. The
majority of these theorized the relationship between organizational resilience and sus-
tainability. One exception was [86], which provided empirical evidence that practices of
sustainability contribute to organizational resilience.

(4) Organizational sustainability and resilience treated as interdependent concepts:

We found several studies (e.g., [9,27,123]) that viewed resilience and sustainability
in the organizational context as interdependent concepts (see Figure 1). Refs. [27,123]
examined how the concepts of resilience and sustainability were interrelated in the context
of organizations, which the authors viewed as complex adaptive systems. Adaptive
capacity, i.e., ‘the ability of a system to evolve in order to accommodate perturbations or
to expand the range of variability with which it can cope’ [124] (p. 32), fundamentally
differentiates strategically resilient systems or organizations from non-resilient ones [27].
Refs. [27,123] discussed the combined benefits of resilience and sustainability and proposed
an approach to help decision makers proactively leverage both. The authors distinguished
between operational and strategic resilience and suggested that, while operational resilience
promotes specialization and optimization, strategic resilience favors diversification. In [27]
(p. 308), the authors argued that, while ‘operational resilience is needed to deliver short-
term sustainability, strategic resilience is required for longer-term sustainability (and vice
versa), and [. . .] flourishing organisations need a proactively managed blend of both
qualities across these different time spans’.

Both [27,123] suggested that organizations are more likely to gain a competitive
advantage if they treat resilience and sustainability as interdependent factors. They also
argued that an efficient system is invariably more sustainable if it is resilient, because
adaptivity is inherent in the strategic dimension of resilience and allows organizations to
respond to change and regulate boundaries, goals, and functions more effectively in the
long term [123]. Furthermore, because sustainability and resilience are interdependent,
resilience can help managers translate sustainable thinking into practical approaches to
achieve real strategic and competitive advantages [27].

The authors in [9] contributed to both the literature on organizational resilience and
the literature on organizational sustainability by developing an exploratory conceptual
model that treats resilience and sustainability as two interdependent concepts, alongside
the concepts of strategic agility and digitalization. The authors noted that the possible
correlation between these concepts justifies a holistic multidimensional view of resilience,
similar to the concept of sustainability being based on three pillars, namely the environ-
ment, economy, and society. The framework that [9] proposed takes into consideration
the complexities and interactions that organizations face when addressing resilience and
sustainability and could therefore help us understand the dynamics and interplay between
these concepts, their cascading effects, and the potential trade-offs and synergies associated
with combining resilience and sustainability [9].

In summary, according to our own framework, the few studies that consider resilience
and sustainability in the organizational context as interdependent concepts are exclusively
theoretical in nature. This finding highlights the need for more empirical work on the
interdependence between organizational resilience and organizational sustainability.
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(5) Organizational sustainability and resilience treated as distinct but interdependent
concepts:

We found several studies (e.g., [21,28,93,125]) that considered resilience and sustain-
ability in the organizational context as distinct but interdependent concepts (see Figure 1).
In [8], the author theorized the impact of a changing environment on the capacity of organi-
zations for resilience, regarding sustainability and resilience as two distinct but mutually
reinforcing concepts. The author argued that, because sustainability and resilience are
closely interconnected, organizations cannot pursue separate strategies for each. The more
sustainable an organization is, the better its ability to thrive, and conversely, the more re-
silient an organization is, the greater its ability to persist. Resilient organizations recognize
signals of change early and respond quickly to maintain performance and continuity. At
the same time, their planning horizon must be long enough to support their sustainability
efforts [125]. In [28], the author also argued that, as a living system, an organization needs
to strive for resilience in economic, environmental, and social terms, which define the three
core dimensions of sustainability.

The authors in [21], who compared conceptual and analytical models of resilience in
development organizations, considered resilience theory and sustainability science to be
inextricably linked, acknowledging, however, that according to [15], there are theoretical
arguments for treating them separately. The authors justified the decision to consider
resilience and sustainability to be closely intertwined with examples of unsustainable
practices, such as large-scale deforestation or the loss of coastal wetlands. Such practices,
they argued, exacerbate the negative impact of environmental and other types of disasters
and put non-resilient systems on undesirable and unsustainable development paths. Fur-
thermore, the authors of [21] (pp. 647–649) state that, in contrast to sustainability, resilience,
i.e., ‘the capacity of people, communities, or systems to prepare for and to react to stressors
and shocks [. . .] is not an end in itself, but a means to limit vulnerability and promote
sustainability’. An earlier study [93] (p. 1) defined sustainability and resilience as ‘sister’
concepts, suggesting that the author views them as interdependent but distinct.

In summary, the few studies that consider resilience and sustainability in the orga-
nizational context as interdependent but explicitly distinct concepts are also exclusively
theoretical in nature, like the studies in the previous category of our framework. This
finding also points to the need for more empirical work on the interdependence between
organizational resilience and organizational sustainability.

(6) Organizational sustainability and resilience regarded as completely independent
concepts:

We identified only a few studies that, according to our extended framework, regard
organizational resilience and sustainability as explicitly different concepts (e.g., [126,127]).
This finding is in line with the earlier systematic literature search and co-citation analysis
of the authors of [40], who, at the time, found only one publication that explicitly linked
resilience (specifically in the context of supply chains) and sustainability but did not
consider these concepts to be interdependent.

Although the authors of [126] recognized that, together, the concepts of sustainability
and resilience may address the full range of relevant problems across all levels, they sug-
gested that each is more suitable for addressing specific types of problems at specific levels.
Resilience, in particular, the authors argued, can provide a framework for managing specifi-
cally multiple highly uncertain systems, each operating at their characteristic temporal and
spatial scales, and addressing the challenges that sustainability poses [126]. Sustainability,
on the other hand, provides a framework for translating feedback into meaningful action
through policy making [126].

4.5.3. The Complementarity between Resilience and Sustainability in the Organizational
Context

As the overview of our framework shows, in much of the examined literature, orga-
nizational resilience is regarded as a component of organizational sustainability, or vice
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versa. To further specify and understand how these two concepts are interrelated, we draw
on the complementarity theory, according to which a set of resources are complementary if
the return on one of the resources increases in the presence of the other resources [32,33].
We begin by examining complementarities between resilience and sustainability measures
and capabilities in the organizational context in both types of literature. In this study, the
term ‘measures’ is synonymous with other terms used in the reviewed literature, such
as ‘actions’, ‘practices’, and ‘tools’. In the same way, the term ‘capabilities’ encompasses
similar terms, such as ‘characteristics’, ‘traits’, ‘attributes’, ‘aspects’, and ‘abilities’. Table 5
provides an overview of the measures we identified as complementary in the literature
and the respective study. In Supplementary Materials S8, we list publications indicating
that particular measures of resilience or sustainability and performance have potentially
complementary effects.

Table 5. References to complementarities between resilience and sustainability in the organiza-
tional context.

Author Year Journal OR and OS Measures as
Complements or Substitutes Accounting-Related Factors

[121] 2009 Kingston University Research
Repository – Business performance

[96] 2011 International Journal of
Production Research Complements Change management

[122] 2012 Procedia CIRP 3 Complements Change management
[126] 2013 Ecology and Society Complements Change management

[27] 2014 Journal of Strategy and
Management – Strategic decision making

[15] 2014 Ecology and Society Complements/Substitutes Adaptation/transformation
[125] 2014 Solutions Complements Performance/strategy
[128] 2014 Journal of Business Strategy Complements Performance/strategy

[8] 2015 Book Chapter (Resilient by
Design) Complements Performance/strategy

[86] 2015 Strategic Management Journal Complements Business performance

[115] 2015
International Journal of
Productivity and Performance
Management

Complements Business performance

[107] 2017 International Journal of Wine
Business Research Complements Business performance

[26] 2017
International Journal of Climate
Change Strategies and
Management

Complements Dynamic capabilities

[5] 2018 Science of the Total Environment Complements Environmental management
systems

[89] 2020 Journal of Cleaner Production Complements Business performance
[29] 2020 Sustainability Complements Performance/strategy
[9] 2021 Sustainability Complements Strategy

[119] 2021 Environment, Development and
Sustainability Complements Profitability

Our search identified various authors who discussed complementary effects between
resilience and sustainability in the organizational context (e.g., [5,15,126]). However, there
is a lack of empirical research on the implications of the complementary effects between
measures of organizational resilience and sustainability, except Reference [119]. The authors
of [119] provided empirical evidence that capabilities such as predicting (i.e., anticipating)
crises and disruptions or being able to restore a disrupted system, both of which indicate
organizational resilience, have a positive effect on both the social and economic aspects of
the organization’s sustainability. In summary, the authors showed empirically that, in the
organizational context, various aspects of sustainability and capabilities associated with
resilience interact with and complement each other.
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Some studies provided some empirical evidence on the potentially complementary
effects of various combinations of resilience and sustainability measures on organizational
performance (e.g., [26,29,86,89,107]). Other studies (e.g., [9,115]) proposed models that
seek to explain the complementary effects of resilience and sustainability in the organi-
zational context. The majority of studies, however, only broadly discussed the potential
complementarities between various measures of organizational resilience and sustainabil-
ity, without going into detail (e.g., [27,121,128]). Consequently, there is a need for more
empirical research on the potential complementary effects of various measures of resilience
and sustainability on organizational performance.

5. Discussion

The purpose of this paper is to examine the interrelationship of resilience and sus-
tainability in the organizational context. Our analysis of the literature on organizational
resilience and sustainability shows that increasingly more studies integrate measures of
resilience into research on sustainability or measures of sustainability into research on
resilience. We contribute to both types of literature, organizational resilience and sustain-
ability, by providing a systematic review of how these two concepts are defined in relevant
studies. To supplement our review, we conducted a citation network analysis, as well as
a content analysis, of the relevant empirical studies. We furthermore provide our own
integrative definitions of organizational resilience and organizational sustainability which
we believe will help future research on the interrelation of sustainability and resilience in
the organizational context. To aid such research further, we also developed an extended
framework for categorizing the relevant studies that reveals current gaps in the reviewed
literature. We also drew on complementarity theory [32,33] to identify studies that treated
various measures of organizational resilience and sustainability as complementary or as
substitutes for each other and the complementary effects of resilience and sustainability
measures on organizational performance.

Our results show that, currently, only a few studies bridge the two types of literature,
organizational resilience and sustainability. In that regard, our review is a step towards
closing the gap between these two types and providing insights into managing resilience
and sustainability at the organizational level. First, we compared our working definition
of sustainability at the organizational level with our working definition of organizational
resilience. Both definitions are based on the pool of relevant definitions in the literature.
Both definitions emphasize short-term and long-term organizational survival and pros-
perity and regard sustainability and resilience as organizational abilities. However, in
contrast to our working definition for organizational resilience, which only refers to the
organizational environment in general terms, we take into consideration the economic,
ecological, and social aspects of resilience, in line with the three pillars of sustainability.
Some of the definitions that our search identified also drew parallels between resilience and
sustainability. For example, Ref. [92] described a concrete connection between sustainability
and organizational growth. The authors of [21,96] also referred to sustainability in their
definition of resilience, though only in general terms, while [109,110] directly associated
sustainable organizations with resilience.

Second, our search identified a number of studies in the literature on organizational
resilience that drew links to research on sustainability and vice versa. Our analysis shows
that sustainable business excellence and innovative models of sustainable business are
emerging themes in the literature, and the respective studies (e.g., [114,116,117]) promise
to bridge these fields of research.

Third, because of a lack of integrative frameworks for organizing relevant studies,
we developed an extended framework for categorizing research that bridges the fields
of organizational resilience and sustainability, based on the work of [5,22,23]. Our anal-
ysis of 62 publications shows that most studies that bridge the two fields emphasize the
relationship between organizational resilience and sustainability. This emphasis tends
to become stronger when natural disasters or crises occur, whose impact on society and
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the global economy extends to organizational resilience and sustainability [119]. We ex-
pect that the COVID-19 pandemic will increase this tendency, as well as the number of
publications on organizational resilience, sustainability, and the links between these two
concepts. Among existing studies that bridge the respective literature types, most regard
organizational resilience as a component of sustainability. This finding is in line with the
definition of sustainable enterprises as ‘enterprises that are robust and resilient’, which
Reference [110] (p. 277) offers. Our findings are also in line with those of [5], which iden-
tified resilience as a component of sustainability and provided one of the current three
broad frameworks for organizing research on sustainability and resilience with regard
to environmental management. The number of studies that regard either organizational
sustainability as a component of resilience or the two concepts as completely separate is
much smaller, and, conversely, we found no study that treats these concepts as completely
interchangeable.

Fourth, drawing on complementarity theory [32,33], we identified studies that broadly
discuss complementarities between organizational resilience and sustainability or between
various measures of organizational resilience and sustainability. Most of these works,
however, do not specify the complementary effects they discuss, leaving many questions
unanswered. The amount of empirical research bridging the fields of organizational re-
silience and sustainability, however, remains small. Although some authors, such as [119],
provided empirical evidence on the complementary effects of various measures of organi-
zational resilience and sustainability, the fundamental question of whether the effects of
organizational sustainability increase when complemented by the effects of resilience and,
vice versa, whether the effects of organizational resilience increase when complemented
by the effects of sustainability remains unanswered. Our analysis also identified studies
that discuss the complementary effects of various measures of resilience and sustainability
on organizational performance. Some of these studies also provide empirical evidence for
these effects (e.g., [86,107,128]).

5.1. Contributions and Limitations of This Study

With this systematic review, we contribute to calls for further research on organiza-
tional resilience and sustainability (e.g., [2,22,28–30]). The authors of [29] called on scholars
to explore non-financial performance indicators that are associated with organizational
sustainability and can help increase organizational resilience. The authors of [2] called on
scholars who focus on sustainability to integrate into their research resilience as a measure
of organizational performance that can capture not only an organization’s profitability at
a given moment but also its sustainability over time. The author of [28] (p. 221) stated
that ‘the resilience perspective has important implications for companies that wish to
become more sustainable than they currently are’; in a similar vein, Ref. [30] encouraged
research on integrated organizational sustainability reporting, as well as on its implications
for organizations, industries, and value chains and for the resilience of social–ecological
systems. These authors call on scholars to examine the impact of social–ecological systems
on strategies of organizational adaptation and to consider how building social–ecological
resilience can impact organizations. Finally, Ref. [22] called on researchers to incorporate
sustainability and resilience into organizational design to develop innovative solutions that
integrate these two concepts also in practice.

This paper also has certain limitations that need to be addressed. First, we limited our
search to the EBSCO and ScienceDirect databases and to the areas of business, manage-
ment, and sustainability. Although we used the snowball sampling technique to identify
citations to publications our search did not capture, we cannot rule out that we missed
relevant works. Future research might address this limitation by using additional databases
and search terms. A second limitation might be that our study does not include research
on resilience management, sustainability management, and sustainability and environ-
mental management control systems. However, these areas could provide insights into
promoting and improving resilience and sustainability in the organizational context. Third,
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given that, like most literature reviews, our review can only provide meta-analytical or
theoretical insights, future research could focus on empirical approaches to the topics we
investigated here.

5.2. Avenues for Future Research

The contributions and limitations of our study provide several avenues for future
research. As there is a lack of empirical research that brings together measures of organi-
zational resilience and sustainability, future studies could use mixed-method approaches,
combining quantitative, qualitative, cross-sectional, and longitudinal methods, to examine
how these measures interrelate. For instance, according to [129], longitudinal studies
conducted in times of crises might yield insights that are not available in times of normal
change. Similarly, future research could examine these relations within a single industry or
across different industries.

Following Reference [78] (p. 927), which described the concept of organizational
resilience as a so-called ‘umbrella concept’, a relevant future research question might
be whether the concept of organizational sustainability can also be regarded as such an
‘umbrella concept’. A second relevant research question might be whether organizations
that base their strategy on sustainability measures are more resilient than organizations
that do not. Another interesting research question might be whether managerial focus
shifts from sustainability to resilience measures when a crisis occurs and, if so, how and to
what extent. In this context, the impact of the legal and regulatory aspects of both concepts
(see [34]) should also be considered.

Linking the triple bottom line of sustainability to the triple bottom line of organi-
zational resilience could be another fruitful area for future research. To further identify
complementarities between measures of organizational resilience and sustainability, re-
searchers could divide measures of organizational resilience into their ecological, economic,
and social components. In addition, they could investigate how individual components
of such measures are interconnected and how they influence each other. In this context,
researchers could differentiate between the dimensions of resilience [9], based on the dif-
ferentiation between the three core dimensions of sustainability (i.e., the environment,
economy, and society) to capture the interdependencies and complementarities between
the two concepts more accurately. Similarly, investigating the impact of individual compo-
nents of resilience on sustainability, such as anticipation, coping, and adaptation [81], could
be a fruitful area for future research. Another promising possibility might be to explore
emerging themes, such as digitalization or digital transformation [20] and agility [9], that
link research on organizational resilience and sustainability.

6. Concluding Remarks

The COVID-19 pandemic and crisis-related factors, such as the continued rise in
commodity prices, are having tremendous impacts on organizations. In this context, the
study of resilience and sustainability in the organizational context is becoming increasingly
important. The views that our research identified on the relationship between resilience
and sustainability in the organizational context range from regarding resilience and sus-
tainability as completely different concepts to isolated views that the two concepts are
interchangeable. A majority of studies view organizational resilience as a component of
sustainability or, conversely, organizational sustainability as a component of resilience.

The results of our study reveal several tensions between the two concepts. However,
this does not mean that efforts to combine organizational resilience and sustainability
are unsuccessful; instead, it highlights the need to understand the two concepts better
in order to integrate them successfully. Similarly, developing an integrative framework
for resilience and sustainability in the organizational context does not mean that one
concept trumps the other, but that, together, these concepts provide a more comprehensive
understanding of the issues to which they relate than each concept alone can do. To the
best of our knowledge, we are the first to conduct such a systematic review of the relevant
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literature, develop an extended framework for categorizing research on organizational
resilience and sustainability, and use complementarity theory [32,33] to show how measures
of organizational resilience and sustainability complement each other and what joint
effects they have on organizational performance. In that respect, we regard the present
study as a fruitful source of future research on how organizations can improve their
resilience and how they can be best supported in their efforts to implement practices
that promote their sustainability. Our study is therefore also a call for further qualitative
and quantitative empirical research that will help bridge the gap between the fields of
organizational resilience and organizational sustainability.
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Abbreviations

Business continuity management (BCM): ‘In an organisational context, business continuity
management (BCM) has evolved into a process that identifies an organisation’s exposure to inter-
nal and external threats and synthesises hard and soft assets to provide effective prevention and
recovery’ [147].

Nongovernmental organization (NGO): ‘Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are typically
mission-driven advocacy or service organizations in the nonprofit sector. There are large and small
NGOs operating around the world and organized for just about every imaginable purpose’ [148].
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91. Kantur, D.; İşeri-Say, A. Organizational resilience: A conceptual integrative framework. J. Manag. Organ. 2012, 18, 762–773.

[CrossRef]
92. Moran, B.; Tame, P. Organizational Resilience: Uniting Leadership and Enhancing Sustainability. Sustain. J. Rec. 2012, 5, 233–237.

[CrossRef]
93. Seville, E. Resilience: Great Concept but What Does It Mean? In Proceedings of the Council on Competitiveness—Risk Intelligence

and Resilience Workshop, Wilmington, DC, USA, November 2008. Available online: https://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/items/b65940f3
-01fc-44d5-9392-28321114a04d (accessed on 12 March 2021).

94. Burnard, K.; Bhamra, R. Organisational resilience: Development of a conceptual framework for organisational responses. Int. J.
Prod. Res. 2011, 49, 5581–5599. [CrossRef]

95. Fiksel, J. Designing Resilient, Sustainable Systems. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2003, 37, 5330–5339. [CrossRef]
96. Ates, A.; Bititci, U. Change process: A key enabler for building resilient SMEs. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2011, 49, 5601–5618. [CrossRef]
97. Lengnick-Hall, C.A.; Beck, T.E.; Lengnick-Hall, M.L. Developing a capacity for organizational resilience through strategic human

resource management. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 2011, 21, 243–255. [CrossRef]
98. Vargo, J.; Seville, E. Crisis strategic planning for SMEs: Finding the silver lining. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2011, 49, 5619–5635. [CrossRef]
99. Rezaee, Z. Business sustainability research: A theoretical and integrated perspective. J. Account. Lit. 2016, 36, 48–64. [CrossRef]
100. Silvestre, W.J.; Antunes, P.; Leal Filho, W. The corporate sustainability typology: Analysing sustainability drivers and fostering

sustainability at enterprises. Technol. Econ. Dev. Econ. 2018, 24, 513–533. [CrossRef]
101. Broccardo, L.; Truant, E.; Zicari, A. Internal corporate sustainability drivers: What evidence from family firms? A literature

review and research agenda. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2019, 26, 1–18. [CrossRef]
102. Sun, J.; Wu, S.; Yang, K. An ecosystemic framework for business sustainability. Bus. Horiz. 2018, 61, 59–72. [CrossRef]
103. Guillén, L.; Sergio, A.; Manuel, C. Research on social responsibility of small and medium enterprises: A bibliometric analysis.

Manag. Rev. Q. 2022, 72, 857–909. [CrossRef]
104. Tipu, S.A.A. Organizational change for environmental, social, and financial sustainability: A systematic literature review. Rev.

Manag. Sci. 2022, 16, 1697–1742. [CrossRef]
105. Dopfer, K.; Foster, J.; Potts, J. Micro-meso-macro. J. Evol. Econ. 2004, 14, 263–279. [CrossRef]
106. Avery, G.C.; Bergsteiner, H. Sustainable leadership practices for enhancing business resilience and performance. Strategy Leadersh.

2011, 39, 5–15. [CrossRef]
107. Golicic, S.L.; Flint, D.J.; Signori, P. Building business sustainability through resilience in the wine industry. Int. J. Wine Bus. Res.

2017, 29, 74–97. [CrossRef]
108. Dyllick, T.; Hockerts, K. Beyond the business case for corporate sustainability. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2002, 11, 130–141. [CrossRef]
109. Carayannis, E.G.; Grigoroudis, E.; Sindakis, S.; Walter, C. Business Model Innovation as Antecedent of Sustainable Enterprise

Excellence and Resilience. J. Knowl. Econ. 2014, 5, 440–463. [CrossRef]
110. Moore, S.B.; Manring, S.L. Strategy development in small and medium sized enterprises for sustainability and increased value

creation. J. Clean. Prod. 2009, 17, 276–282. [CrossRef]
111. Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Podsakoff, N.P. Recommendations for Creating Better Concept Definitions in the Organizational,

Behavioral, and Social Sciences. Organ. Res. Methods 2016, 19, 159–203. [CrossRef]
112. Hecht, A.D.; Fiksel, J. Solving the problems we face: The United States Environmental Protection Agency, sustainability, and the

challenges of the twenty-first century. Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2015, 11, 75–89. [CrossRef]
113. Mamouni Limnios, E.A.; Mazzarol, T.; Ghadouani, A.; Schilizzi, S.G. The Resilience Architecture Framework: Four organizational

archetypes. Europ. Manag. J. 2014, 32, 104–116. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563826
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-019-0085-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12239
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-10-2016-0124
https://doi.org/10.4995/ijpme.2018.7898
https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-01-2014-0012
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2013.01.009
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11154155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122292
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2014.225
https://doi.org/10.5172/jmo.2012.18.6.762
https://doi.org/10.1089/SUS.2012.9945
https://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/items/b65940f3-01fc-44d5-9392-28321114a04d
https://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/items/b65940f3-01fc-44d5-9392-28321114a04d
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563827
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0344819
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563825
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563902
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2016.05.003
https://doi.org/10.3846/20294913.2016.1213199
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2017.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-021-00217-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-021-00494-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-004-0193-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/10878571111128766
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJWBR-02-2016-0005
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-014-0206-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115624965
https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2015.11908141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2012.11.007


Sustainability 2023, 15, 15970 25 of 26

114. Dervitsiotis, K. The pursuit of sustainable business excellence: Guiding transformation for effective organizational change. Total
Qual. Manag. Bus. Excell. 2003, 14, 251–267. [CrossRef]

115. Edgeman, R. Strategic resistance for sustaining enterprise relevance. Int. J. Prod. Perform. Manag. 2015, 64, 318–333. [CrossRef]
116. Bocken, N.M.P.; Short, S.W.; Rana, P.; Evans, S. A literature and practice review to develop sustainable business model archetypes.

J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 65, 42–56. [CrossRef]
117. Bocken, N.M.P.; Geradts, T.H. Barriers and drivers to sustainable business model innovation: Organization design and dynamic

capabilities. Long Range Plann. 2020, 53, 101950. [CrossRef]
118. Seville, E.; van Opstal, D.; Vargo, J. A Primer in Resiliency: Seven Principles for Managing the Unexpected. J. Org. Excell. 2015, 34,

6–18. [CrossRef]
119. Rai, S.S.; Rai, S.; Singh, N.K. Organizational resilience and social-economic sustainability: COVID-19 perspective. Environ. Dev.

Sustain. 2021, 23, 12006–12023. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
120. Arsovski, S.; Putnik, G.; Arsovski, Z.; Tadic, D.; Aleksic, A.; Djordjevic, A.; Moljevic, S. Modelling and Enhancement of

Organizational Resilience Potential in Process Industry SMEs. Sustainability 2015, 7, 16483–16497. [CrossRef]
121. Kitching, J.; Smallbone, D.; Xheneti, M. Have Small Businesses Beaten the Recession? 2009. Available online: https://eprints.

kingston.ac.uk/id/eprint/6917/1/Kitching-J-6917.pdf (accessed on 12 March 2021).
122. Bauernhansl, T.; Mandel, J.; Diermann, S. Evaluating Changeability Corridors for Sustainable Business Resilience. Procedia CIRP

2012, 3, 364–369. [CrossRef]
123. Cole, G. Blending resilience and sustainability. Strat. Direct. 2015, 31, 6–8. [CrossRef]
124. Adger, W.N. Social Aspects of Adaptive Capacity. In Climate Change, Adaptive Capacity and Development; Smith, J.B., Klein, R., Huq,

S., Eds.; Imperial College Press: London, UK, 2003; pp. 29–49.
125. Fiksel, J.; Goodman, I.; Hecht, A. Resilience: Navigating toward a sustainable future. Solutions 2014, 5, 38–47.
126. Anderies, J.M.; Folke, C.; Walker, B.; Ostrom, E. Aligning Key Concepts for Global Change Policy: Robustness, Resilience, and

Sustainability. Ecol. Soc. 2013, 18, 8. [CrossRef]
127. Appe, S. Reflections on Sustainability and Resilience in the NGO Sector. Adm. Theory Prax. 2019, 41, 307–317. [CrossRef]
128. McPhee, W. A new sustainability model: Engaging the entire firm. J. Bus. Strat. 2014, 35, 4–12. [CrossRef]
129. van der Stede, W.A. Management Accounting Research in the Wake of the Crisis: Some Reflections. Europ. Account. Rev. 2011, 20,

605–623. [CrossRef]
130. McManus, S.; Seville, E.; Vargo, J.; Brunsdon, D. Facilitated Process for Improving Organizational Resilience. Nat. Hazards Rev.

2008, 9, 81–90. [CrossRef]
131. 03.100.01 (BS 65000:2014); British Standards Institution. Guidance on Organizational Resilience. BSI Standards Limited: London,

UK, 2014.
132. Korhonen, J.; Seager, T.P. Beyond eco-efficiency: A resilience perspective. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2008, 17, 411–419. [CrossRef]
133. Gunasekaran, A.; Rai, B.K.; Griffin, M. Resilience and competitiveness of small and medium size enterprises: An empirical

research. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2011, 49, 5489–5509. [CrossRef]
134. Thomas, A.; Pham, D.T.; Francis, M.; Fisher, R. Creating resilient and sustainable manufacturing businesses—A conceptual fitness

model. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2015, 53, 3934–3946. [CrossRef]
135. Hawker, N.W.; Edmonds, T.N. Avoiding the Efficiency Trap: Resilience, Sustainability, and Antitrust. Antitrust Bull. 2015, 60,

208–220. [CrossRef]
136. Buliga, O.; Scheiner, C.W.; Voigt, K.-I. Business model innovation and organizational resilience: Towards an integrated conceptual

framework. J. Bus. Econ. 2016, 86, 647–670. [CrossRef]
137. Gray, D.; Jones, K.F. Using organisational development and learning methods to develop resilience for sustainable futures with

SMEs and micro businesses. J. Small Bus. Enterp. Dev. 2016, 23, 474–494. [CrossRef]
138. Jones, P.; Comfort, D. Bouncing back: A commentary on resilience in sustainability narratives. J. Public. Aff. 2018, 18, e1689.

[CrossRef]
139. Carden, L.L.; Maldonado, T.; Boyd, R.O. Organizational resilience: A look at McDonald’s in the fast food industry. Organ. Dyn.

2018, 47, 25–31. [CrossRef]
140. Sanchis, R.; Poler, R. Enterprise Resilience Assessment—A Quantitative Approach. Sustainability 2019, 11, 4327. [CrossRef]
141. Ndubisi, N.O.; Al-Shuridah, O. Organizational mindfulness, mindful organizing, and environmental and resource sustainability.

Bus. Strategy Environ. 2019, 28, 436–446. [CrossRef]
142. Li, T.; Dong, Y.; Liu, Z. A review of social-ecological system resilience: Mechanism, assessment and management. Sci. Total

Environ. 2020, 723, 138113. [CrossRef]
143. Duchek, S.; Raetze, S.; Scheuch, I. The role of diversity in organizational resilience: A theoretical framework. Bus. Res. 2020, 13,

387–423. [CrossRef]
144. Sanchis, R.; Canetta, L.; Poler, R. A Conceptual Reference Framework for Enterprise Resilience Enhancement. Sustainability 2020,

12, 1464. [CrossRef]
145. Teece, D.J.; Pisano, G.; Shuen, A. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strat. Manag. J. 1997, 18, 509–533. [CrossRef]
146. Soni, U.; Jain, V.; Kumar, S. Measuring supply chain resilience using a deterministic modeling approach. Comput. Ind. Eng. 2014,

74, 11–25. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1080/1478336032000046599
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-10-2014-0155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.101950
https://doi.org/10.1002/joe.21600
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-020-01154-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33519297
https://doi.org/10.3390/su71215828
https://eprints.kingston.ac.uk/id/eprint/6917/1/Kitching-J-6917.pdf
https://eprints.kingston.ac.uk/id/eprint/6917/1/Kitching-J-6917.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2012.07.063
https://doi.org/10.1108/SD-10-2014-0153
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05178-180208
https://doi.org/10.1080/10841806.2019.1621658
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-11-2013-0106
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2011.627678
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)1527-6988(2008)9:2(81)
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.635
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.563831
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.975850
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003603X15598096
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-015-0796-y
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-03-2015-0031
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.1689
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11164327
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2219
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.138113
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-019-0084-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12041464
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2014.04.019


Sustainability 2023, 15, 15970 26 of 26

147. Herbane, B.; Elliott, D.; Swartz, E.M. Business Continuity Management: Time for a strategic role? Long Range Plann. 2004, 37,
435–457. [CrossRef]

148. Harvard Law School. Nongovernmental Organizations (NGOs). Available online: https://hls.harvard.edu/bernard-koteen-
office-of-public-interest-advising/about-opia/what-is-public-interest-law/public-service-practice-settings/international-
public-interest-law-practice-setting/nongovernmental-organizations-ngos/ (accessed on 27 October 2023).

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2004.07.011
https://hls.harvard.edu/bernard-koteen-office-of-public-interest-advising/about-opia/what-is-public-interest-law/public-service-practice-settings/international-public-interest-law-practice-setting/nongovernmental-organizations-ngos/
https://hls.harvard.edu/bernard-koteen-office-of-public-interest-advising/about-opia/what-is-public-interest-law/public-service-practice-settings/international-public-interest-law-practice-setting/nongovernmental-organizations-ngos/
https://hls.harvard.edu/bernard-koteen-office-of-public-interest-advising/about-opia/what-is-public-interest-law/public-service-practice-settings/international-public-interest-law-practice-setting/nongovernmental-organizations-ngos/

	Introduction 
	A Framework for Studying the Relationship between Resilience and Sustainability in the Organizational Context 
	Research Design and Methodology 
	Results 
	Descriptive Analysis 
	Citation Network Analysis 
	Resilience in the Organizational Context 
	Reviews of Research on Organizational Resilience 
	Definitions of Organizational Resilience 

	Sustainability in the Organizational Context 
	Reviews of Research on Organizational Sustainability 
	Organizational Sustainability from a Systems Perspective 
	Definitions of Organizational Sustainability 

	Linking Organizational Resilience and Organizational Sustainability 
	The Relationship between Resilience and Sustainability in the Context of Business 
	Categorizing Relevant Publications According to the Extended Framework for Studying the Relationship between Organizational Resilience and Sustainability 
	The Complementarity between Resilience and Sustainability in the Organizational Context 


	Discussion 
	Contributions and Limitations of This Study 
	Avenues for Future Research 

	Concluding Remarks 
	References

