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Abstract 

 

Strategic agility is a fuzzy concept that may be counter intuitive as well as confounding to 

some scholars in terms of the agile strategies’ contextual issues. At the same time, the need to 

be agile is crucial for firms, especially for Multinational Enterprises (MNEs) that operate in 

culturally different host countries. Thus, a deep understanding of strategic agility is very in-

triguing for both academics and executives, as several gaps are apparent in the extant litera-

ture. In this paper, we review mainstream studies on agility in the international business con-

text, discussing its relevance and proposing main aspects of strategic agility to clarify further 

this indistinct concept. Moreover, we provide a novel conceptual framework based on the in-

tegration of agility in different operational areas (e.g. Information Technology, supply chain 

and production) that organizations should foster to become an “agile multinational”. Our syn-

thesis represents an innovative strategic direction for MNEs to understand better strategic 

agility, which clearly extends the concept of flexibility, while managing stakeholder relation-

ships in order to develop key dynamic capabilities. Finally, we also discuss the main contri-

butions of the other articles included in this special issue, thus providing specific examples of 

agility in well debated IB contexts (e.g., emerging markets). We also suggest some future re-

search areas for this complex and ambiguous concept.  
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1 Introduction 

 

In a turbulent international scenario, where globalization affects consumer behavior and mar-

kets are impacted by continuous change, one of the most important success factors for inter-

national firms is strategic agility (Morton et al., 2018; Vaillant and Lafuente, 2019). Strategic 

agility is defined as “the ability to remain flexible in facing new developments, to continu-

ously adjust the company’s strategic direction, and to develop innovative ways to create val-

ue” (Weber and Tarba, 2014, as cited in Ivory and Brooks, 2018, p. 348). In addition, strate-

gic agility has been defined as the “ability of the organization to renew itself and stay flexible 

without sacrificing efficiency” (Junni et al., 2015, p. 596). Here, the terms “renewal” or “ad-

just” could be considered from perspectives of different organisational settings. Thus, the key 

focus in strategic agility is how a firm could remain flexible and quickly adapt to new ideas, 

technologies, socio-economic aspects, host countries’ and host stakeholders’ norms and val-

ues, along with the concerns of various government and non-government organizations of 

those target markets (Vrontis et al., 2009; Doz and Kosonen, 2010a).  

The main purpose of this editorial is to analyze deeply the “agility” concept and the mecha-

nisms beyond such strategic adaptation/renewal in order to allow MNEs to allocate/reallocate 

their organization’s resources and structure/restructure their strategies and processes without 

sacrificing the core organizational policy and efficiency (Doz and Kosonen, 2008a). The ex-

pected results are to provide readers with key knowledge related to agility to understand 

which are the key aspects MNEs may look at in order to swiftly exploit a new business op-

portunity or to neutralize an extant business risk, with the final aim to deliver value to stake-

holders in line with their expectations. 

In fact, MNEs are big organizations with operations in different countries and are at greater 

risk than smaller firms to fall into a “rigidity trap” due to institutional and organizational iner-

tia related to multiple embeddedness (Meyer et al., 2011; Ferraris, 2014). For MNEs, it is 

even more important to adapt the organization to socio-economic changes (Shams, 2016) 

with a goal to sustain their market-offerings in cross-border socio-economic settings. In fact, 

this means that MNEs need to change in a way that is not having to regularly overcome rou-

tine rigidities (as pointed out by Gilbert, 2005), although some international business scholars 

argued that the development of routines may be a critical firm specific advantage (FSA) that 

can be exploited across borders (Rugman and Verbeke, 2008; Nguyen and Rugman, 2015).  

Unfortunately, the extant literature on strategic agility suggests that we have limited 

knowledge to fully and proactively exploit the potentials of businesses to introduce flexibility 
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in their local or international operations, without sacrificing their fundamental values and cur-

rent efficiency, but with the aim to survive and prosper in domestic and cross-border markets. 

One notable exception is the framework developed by Fourné et al. (2014) to guide MNE ex-

ecutives in foreign markets in developing strategic agility within their organizations. The au-

thors illustrate the key strategic organizational capabilities related to “agility” through which 

MNEs may effectively compete across international markets. In addition, it conceptually pro-

posed that MNEs should allocate an adequate amount of monetary and non-monetary re-

sources to build and embed all three key capabilities of strategic agility (individuating the 

sense of local opportunities, the enactment of global complementarities and the appropriation 

of local value) and contextually they need to balance those capabilities dynamically over 

time. 

While different definitions and key meta capabilities underlining strategic agility have been 

discussed so far in the literature, it is still vague how strategic agility is positioned and in-

tegrated in mainstream studies on agility in MNEs and which are the key strategy related 

factors that firms should develop to incorporate agility in their core values and organiza-

tional settings. Literature on agility in international business is still scarce and fragmented 

and, consequently, there is a lack of comprehensive frameworks aimed at conceptualizing 

what the main factors are in an international scenario. In fact, many studies have empirically 

showed that other strictly strategy related factors may lead to agility and they have to be tak-

en into consideration when we look at strategic agility in MNEs. This is the research gap 

that this introductory article and the overall special issue would like to contribute. 

Thus, we would like to add knowledge to the existing literature by shedding light on different 

aspects of “agility” in an international business scenario, suggesting strategic agility as one 

key intangible asset that multinational firms should nurture continuously. Within this context, 

only few studies (e.g., Mavengere, 2013) proposed insights from an integrated and holistic 

perspective. In this introductory paper, we firstly discuss and propose mainstream definitions 

and key characteristics of strategic agility and its related capabilities. After that, we propose 

that agility in some key operational areas - IT, supply chain and (sustainable) productions - is 

critical for becoming “agile multinationals” that continuously adapt their activities to proac-

tively deal with multiple stakeholders in several different national contexts. As a strictly re-

lated consequence, this special issue aims also to enhance our understanding on how stake-

holder relationship management could play a critical role in international businesses’ strate-

gic agility management in order to ensure the businesses’ sustainability in different cross-
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border markets. Finally, this editorial introduces the individual papers in this special issue 

that enrich our conceptual framework, and ends by offering observations for future research. 

2 Strategic agility: a preliminary research backbone 

2.1 Key definitions and main characteristics 

Strategic agility encompasses a set of activities carried out by a company that create value in 

a turbulent and unpredictable environment (Weber and Tarba, 2010). These activities and re-

lated continuous organizational changes are systematic variations in specific processes, prod-

ucts and structures (Weill et al., 2002). The power and diversity of these changes are im-

portant for being agile multinationals (Mohrman and Worley, 2009; Sarker and Sarker, 

2009), meaning that firms need to dedicate different sets of resources to preserve the high 

levels of flexibility and speed necessary to be agile in international contexts in order to proac-

tively encounter unexpected external changes (Weber and Tarba, 2010). 

In line with Weber and Tarba (2014), strategic agility is a meta-capability that involves not 

only allocating sufficient resources to the development and deployment of all specific capa-

bilities, but also staying agile by balancing those capabilities dynamically over time. Brueller 

et al. (2014) emphasized that strategic agility is an invaluable capability that enables a firm to 

turn around quickly without losing momentum, which increases its viability in uncertain, vol-

atile, and rapidly changing environments. The authors individuated three enabling capacities 

that should be developed by MNEs to create an agile organizational system: (a) making sense 

quickly; (b) making decisions nimbly; and, (c) redeploying resources rapidly. 

Practically speaking, the key operational issue is whether a firm can act quickly and correctly. 

In this guise, IT systems and tools and related organizational IT capabilities - e.g., business 

intelligence - can help middle and top managers to act quickly and with more accuracy.  

In this guise, one milestone of mainstream literature has been proposed by Doz and Kosonen 

(2008b, p. 96) that argued that strategic agility aims to find a way to “prevent stagnation and 

painful transformation so that companies do not become elephants that need to learn to 

dance”. This means that being flexible may prevent organizations from “rigidity traps” and 

from external over-embeddedness (Meyer et al., 2011; Ferraris, 2014; Bresciani and Ferraris, 

2016) that affect MNEs in multi-country operations.  

Through MNEs case studies, Lewis et al. (2014) revealed several leadership guidelines that 

may facilitate strategic agility: (a) value paradoxes; (b) identify and raise tensions in a proac-



6 
 

tive way; (c) limit anxiety and defensiveness; (d) continuously deliver reliable vision; and, (e) 

distinguish efforts to put attention on both edges of a paradox. 

Thrassou et al. (2018a,b) proposed a consumer-focused framework for agility in a multicul-

tural context, suggesting a dynamic balance between agility and innovation, as well as exter-

nally between changing environmental forces, with the aim to build up a “Strategic Market-

ing Multicultural Agility Pendulum”. 

Furthermore et al. (2017) suggested that strategic agility entails four key routines: (a) “strate-

gizing” – giving a shared strategy and motivating people that should operate in a good organ-

izational climate; (b) “perceiving” through continuously monitoring the environment to antic-

ipate major changes and quickly providing this knowledge to executives who should interpret 

them and take and formulate decisions; (c) “testing” through ongoing trials and errors and 

experiments; and, (d) “implement” both incremental and radical changes, and measure their 

performances. 

 

2.2 Dynamic capabilities, ambidexterity and strategic agility 

Mainstream literature associates deeply the concept of strategic agility to both dynamic capa-

bilities and ambidexterity. From a carefully literature review, all these concepts are in some 

way interconnected but different evidence makes it difficult to fully understand these associa-

tions.  

Regarding the association between dynamic capabilities and strategic agility, main contribu-

tions are directed to underline that some dynamic capabilities are meta-capabilities to allow 

MNEs to achieve strategic agility.  

For example, Doz and Kosonen (2010) suggested that strategic agility combines different dy-

namic capabilities such as resource fluidity, strategic sensitivity and leadership unity. Simi-

larly, Ivory and Brooks (2018, p. 347) proposed strategic sensitivity, collective commitment, 

and resource fluidity as three main organizational, meta-capability building blocks of strate-

gic agility which “requires [the organization] having a keen awareness of incipient trends, the 

ability to quickly make bold decisions, and knowing how to reconfigure business systems and 

redeploy resources” (Gurkov et al., 2017, p. 12). Teece (2007) argued that dynamic capabili-

ties can be grouped into three main sets that make the company able to compete and survive 

in the longer term while facing changes in customers’ demands and technologies. These sets 

are (a) “sensing” unknown futures by identifying major environmental changes; (b) “seizing”, 

by making the correct choices in resource allocation; (c) “shifting”, through a continuous re-
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newal of competencies. Hock et al. (2016) suggested how a “novelty-oriented cultural val-

ues” might improve meta-capabilities of strategic agility (strategic sensitivity, collective 

commitment, and resource fluidity) in order to innovate their business model. 

Other authors pointed out the opposite. For example, Fourné et al. (2014), based on analysis 

of several Fortune 500 MNEs, identified and illustrated the strategic agility concept as a me-

ta-capability that allows firms to implement three dynamic capabilities: (a) identifying local 

opportunities; (b) favoring global complementarities and, (c) appropriating local value. 

Moreover, Gurkov (2017, p. 18) argued that agility is also “known as dynamic capability”, 

indicating that the two terms have somewhat overlapping meanings.  

Similarly, Teece et al. (1997) argued that dynamic capabilities are the set of capabilities that 

provide a clear direction on how firms can assimilate, create and reconfigure internal and ex-

ternal knowledge to face agilely shifts in external business environments. As knowledge and 

its management is recognized as a key asset for multinational firms (e.g., Del Giudice et al., 

2014), dynamic capabilities represent a portfolio of key organizational and managerial capa-

bilities (e.g., knowledge management) that allow the firm to anticipate and shape the envi-

ronment. This, in turn, allow MNEs to constantly develop new business models while renew-

ing competencies to be agile in addressing new threats and opportunities (Teece et al., 2016; 

Pereira et al., 2018). This is also strictly related to the firm’s ability to transform their activi-

ties and business model to adapt them to different external contexts and create new products 

and services for different and heterogeneous markets (Doz and Kosonen, 2010).  

Summarizing, to respond quickly to multiple heterogeneous and external environmental 

changes, MNEs need to develop adequate organizational agility in order to implement an ag-

ile strategy. Within this context, an important stream of literature showed how one of the key 

points in achieving organizational agility is the development of an ambidextrous organization 

(or ambidextrous capabilities). Ambidexterity is composed of two actions: exploration and 

exploitation (March and Simon, 1958). While the first one refers to the discovery of new 

knowledge (e.g., R&D) and to take advantage of new opportunities leading mainly to radical 

innovation, the second one, grounded mainly on existing knowledge (Nonaka, 1994), aims at 

developing incremental innovation (Tushman and O’Reilly, 1996). 

Therefore, the mechanism of ambidexterity becomes a strategic imperative for an agile or-

ganizational structure, because “the strategic agility process entails contradicting efforts and 

tradeoffs between the use of resources for both routine processes and new business models” 

(Weber and Tarba, 2014, p.8). However, carrying out both these activities simultaneously ap-

pears to be paradoxical (Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2010; Vrontis et al., 2017). Thus, an ambi-
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dexterity may be a key capacity of an organization to balance and align systems and re-

sources with mutually exclusive (or different) aims and processes. Moreover, this is a factor 

of company success, and researchers clearly recognize the limitations of pursuing just explo-

ration (risking no knowledge gains) or just exploitation (risking obsolescence) (e.g. Mom et 

al., 2009). Consequently, overall company performance is linked to its ability to jointly pur-

sue both orientations and develop associated dynamic capabilities (Li and Huang, 2012; Junni 

et al., 2015). 

For example, a widespread problem within MNEs, nowadays, is the organizational tensions 

that arise between the capabilities that the company develops in different organizational units 

(e.g., subsidiaries), because they are associated with a strategic logic and different objectives 

(Chebbi et al., 2015; Bresciani and Ferraris, 2016). Hence, the related dissemination of 

knowledge can create problems among MNE subsidiary managers that aim to capture value 

locally and meet agreed targets while corporate managers aim at stimulating reverse 

knowledge transfer (from subsidiaries to HQs), avoiding the creation of islands of expertise 

that are not conducive to synergies (Fourné et al., 2014; Ferraris et al., 2017). An ambidex-

trous company manages to overcome organizational tensions in order to make the structure 

more agile and “open” thus creating more internal synergies (Santoro et al., 2019). In fact, 

Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) underlined how the development of a climate based on crea-

tivity, sharing, communication, and coordination may be a key ambidextrous capacity leading 

to the achievement of organizational agility. Thus, it becomes clear how ambidexterity is a 

useful component for assuming flexibility and, consequently, organizational agility in order 

to elaborate concrete planning with a view to strategic agility. Summarizing, both ambidex-

terity and dynamic capabilities lay at the heart of, or it is strictly connected to, strategic agili-

ty. 
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3 A Conceptual Framework for “agile” multinationals 

Looking at the general literature on agility in IB contexts, different streams of studies focused 

on some key operational areas that enable firms to be agile in an international arena. This 

suggests that agility is not a stand-alone competence but a characteristic resulting from a clus-

ter of competences that integrate adaptability, speed, innovation, sustainability and organisa-

tional resilience.  

In this section, we propose a more comprehensive view of strategic agility by integrating 

agility in different operational areas that MNEs should look at if they want to become an “ag-

ile multinational”. They are Information Technologies (IT), supply chain and sustainable 

production. These are separate, established research streams, but they have not explored (in 

depth) how these could complement each other and help MNEs to become more agile. Only a 

few studies analyzed the strategic agility construct in combination with other strategy related 

factors, such as the required IT services and capabilities to enhance agility and similar impli-

cations of supply chain (SC) adaptations. One exception is the study of Mavengere (2013) 

which found that different IT capabilities are requested within the whole chain, showing how 

the promotion of “sensitivity” is more important downstream, while the relevance of “re-

sponse” is more important upstream. Moreover, they showed how IT enhances collective ca-

pabilities that are indirectly and positively associated with strategic agility, making IT essen-

tial in achieving strategic agility along the whole supply chain (Karagouni et al., 2013; Al-

saad et al., 2018).  

In this context, we propose a preliminary conceptual framework that shows the key necessary 

conditions that firms need to take into account in order to achieve agility and international 

success through the development of strategic agility and strategic factors. Revising the litera-

ture on agility we found three well developed factors associated with agility: IT agility, sup-

ply chain agility (SCAGI) and agile and sustainable productions1. 

3.1 IT agility 

Nowadays, it is accepted that the possession of superior IT (information technologies) capa-

bilities and skills within a company can improve different kinds of organizational perfor-

mances. In fact, the wide use of information technology in multinational firms makes it easier 

to communicate among managers across functional and geographical boundaries, and im-

                                                            
1 Literature on agility is huge and wide so we decided to focus on well-established and developed concepts and factors strictly connected 

to strategic agility in MNEs. Other factors, such as international marketing agility, were still not studied in depth so we decided only to cite 
and incorporate main findings later on in the paper.  



10 
 

proving coordination of multiple country activities that are associated with superior perfor-

mance (Andersen and Foss, 2005). However, multinationals need to know how to be more 

agile in identifying and defending against market threats and in exploiting market opportuni-

ties. For example, big data analytics and related capabilities improve decision-making pro-

cesses (Rialti et al., 2019) and, when combined with knowledge management capabilities, 

have been found to be associated with performances (Ferraris et al., 2019). However, MNEs’ 

existing IT infrastructures may be a serious obstacle to the implementation of strategic agility 

(Sambamurthy et al., 2003; Lu and Ramamurthy, 2011). This is because many of these IT so-

lution and capabilities do not allow for flexibility and dynamism that is required to implement 

agile strategies, making IT a critical enabler or constraint for the achievement of agility in in-

ternational businesses (Mooney and Ganley, 2007).  

Within this domain, some studies connect IT capabilities to agility. For example, Lu and 

Ramamurthy (2011) found that IT capability enhances organizational agility, suggesting that 

IT capacity allows both market capitalizing agility and operational adjustment agility. In ad-

dition, they argued that a deep study of a company’s IT capacity is essential for achieving 

agility (Lu and Ramamurthy, 2011).  

Differently, Chen et al. (2014) explored the role of agility in business processes as a moderat-

ing variable on the relationship between IT capabilities and organizational performance, 

proving how an IT-based capability can generate a positive impact by creating flexible and 

reactive operations and processes. Similarly, Tallon and Pinsonneault (2011) aimed at explor-

ing the relationship between alignment and agility performance under varying conditions of 

IT infrastructure flexibility. Despite market volatility, alignment helps rather than hinder agil-

ity and organizations may need to accept a less than perfect alignment between IT and busi-

ness strategy to stay agile (Tallon and Pinsonneault, 2011). The results highlight a significant 

positive effect of the flexibility of the IT infrastructure on agility, thus suggesting that the 

alignment and flexibility of the IT infrastructure can act as complementary capabilities that 

facilitate agility. 

3.2 Supply chain agility (SCAGI) 

As international supply chain management may be one of the key drivers of superior corpo-

rate strategy for multinational firms (Kotabe and Murray, 2018), in terms of its agility, the 

contemporary literature acknowledges “gaps in understanding and development of agility and 

flexibility in supply chains” (Fayezi et al., 2017, p. 379), directed mainly to contextual fac-

tors.   
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The concept of supply chain agility (SCAGI) (Sharp et al., 1999) highlighted the relevant role 

of the supply chain as a driver to respond quickly to market changes and customer needs, 

with the final aim to achieve agile operations. Ismail and Sharifi (2006) described SCAGI as 

a capability that allows the firm’s network to meet unpredictable conditions that are constant-

ly changing. Thus, the capacity to respond rapidly to altering external factors is emphasized 

in both definitions, and it can be traced across many of the agility definitions from the manu-

facturing domain (e.g., Vinodh, 2010).  

Whereas some studies on SCAGI focused more on the potential outcomes, empirically testing 

and finding evidence of a direct and positive effect of supply chain agility on customer effec-

tiveness and cost efficiency (Gligor et al., 2014), others focused more on the antecedents of 

SCAGI. For example, Gligor and Holcomb (2012a) analyzed how some behavioral/relational 

elements, such as coordination, cooperation, and communication affects SCAGI. The results 

showed that cooperation, surprisingly, does not directly affect SCAGI but does so indirectly, 

through coordination and communication, suggesting that aligned interests, although im-

portant, are not enough for quick adjustments of a supply chain’s tactics and operations. Gli-

gor and Holcomb (2012b) tried to find out the enablers of agile supply chains in establishing 

the role of logistics capabilities in achieving agility, and pointed out manufacturing flexibil-

ity, supply chain speed and lean manufacturing as key drivers.  

From this perspective, international logistics can allow the firm to maintain operational syn-

chronization as well as to reduce redundancy by linking systems and operational interfaces 

(Mentzer et al., 2004; Gligor and Holcomb, 2012b). This may result in the development of 

unique capabilities that should be even more important in an international context, driving 

MNEs to become more agile. 

Differently, Christopher and Towill (2000) identified three key enablers of SCAGI: (a) the 

quality of supplier relationships; (b) a high level of shared information; and, (c) a high level 

of connectivity between firms in the supply chain. Moreover, Lin et al. (2006) make an im-

portant contribution in adding the mechanism of customer/marketing sensitivity to the most 

addressed factors related to relationships, integration and information, which can be seen as a 

form of dynamic capability (e.g. Parente et al., 2011). 

3.3 Agile and sustainable productions 

Today, sustainability is a hot topic, in particular, with regard to MNEs (Burritt et al., 2018; 

Wettstein et al., 2019), and it has been coupled with agile productions (e.g. Vinodh, et al., 

2010) and agility (e.g., Singh and Vinodh, 2017). In fact, modern multinationals have been 
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forced to transform their production pattern in to sustainable operations due to increasing 

product complexity and market dynamism. However, a few studies have examined how spe-

cific capabilities, managerial innovations or new behaviors influence sustainability, and par-

ticularly, how agility as a capability may influence sustainable productions (Belyaeva et al., 

2016).  

In this context, on one hand, agility and sustainability are “regarded as performance measures 

for contemporary organisations” (Vinodh, 2010, p. 1015). On the other hand, sustainability 

and strategic agility are both separately established research streams, but “researchers have 

focused on the areas of sustainability and agility individually, leaving unexplored (profound-

ly) how these could complement each other and help organizations become more efficient 

and competitive” (Singh and Vinodh, 2017, p.113). Therefore, going deep in to the literature 

on agility, we found many studies that suggest that the integration of sustainability and agility 

in productions leads the company to assume a better position and greater reactivity to external 

stimuli (e.g., Ivory and Brooks, 2018).  

One potential answer is, for example, the development of agile manufacturing that represent a 

key condition in being flexible and agile. In fact, previous studies highlighted the agile manu-

facturing (AM) concept (Vinodh, 2010), which enables an organization to survive in the 

competitive environment of continuous and unanticipated changes by responding quickly to 

customers' dynamic demands (Vinodh et al., 2009). Agility is the key performance measure 

of AM practices and can be also conceived as the ability of an organization to produce a vari-

ety of products within a short period of time in a cost-effective manner; however, sustainabil-

ity refers to minimizing the business’s impact on the environment and increasing the rate of 

recycling materials. The integration of these two concepts offers several business benefits, 

such as improved product variety with minimal environmental impact; time compression 

coupled with cost effectiveness; survival in the competitive business environment (Ivory and 

Brooks, 2018). This has a great impact also on the MNC’s corporate image and on stakehold-

ers’ relationships.  

Within these studies, a group of researchers have been working on the incorporation of flexi-

bility in manufacturing systems (e.g., Mehrabi et al., 2000), which can be conceived as a dy-

namic firm capability (Wu et al., 2013). Another group of researchers has been concentrating 

more on the deployment of lean manufacturing principles for developing AM infrastructure 

and exploiting the potentialities of IT. For example, Sarkis (2001) stated that AM is the com-

bination of principles of lean and flexible manufacturing system and various agility perfor-
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mance indicators, including customization, replaceability, robustness, effectiveness and prod-

uct development flexibility.  

In line with this reasoning, AM is the capability of a manufacturing system to respond quick-

ly in accordance with the customers' dynamic demands, very often pursued by the develop-

ment of SCAGI, as well as superior IT capabilities. As a consequence, we conclude our 

framework by arguing that sustainability of the productions should be generally embraced by 

MNEs and taken into consideration along with all the strategic factors proposed and incorpo-

rated within MNE agility strategies. Other key general contextual factors include the turbu-

lent international business environment (e.g., Clauss et al., 2019), multiple institutional envi-

ronments (e.g., Kostova et al., 2008). In Figure 1, the overall framework is graphically pro-

posed. 

 

FIGURE 1 – The conceptual framework for agile multinational firms 

 

Source: own elaboration based on the literature 

 

Other articles included in the Special Issue 

Previous discussion is mainly based on established literature that is grounded more on tradi-

tional MNEs. To provide new theoretical developments of strategic agility in MNEs it thus 

becomes really intriguing to analyze specific cases/contexts that are related to well debated 

and established International Business (IB) streams of literature, such as emerging market 
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MNEs (e.g. Kumar et al., 2018). We believe that all the articles included in this special issue 

made a valuable contribution in the field of IB and strategic management, highlighting specif-

ic features of agility in different MNEs or contexts of analysis. Summarizing, all these theo-

retical contributions seem to be highly generalizable also to traditional MNEs and specific 

cases (e.g. emerging market MNEs) make scholars more acknowledge on some key features 

that should be considered beyond the general framework we proposed in this editorial. 

This special issue comprises four papers in addition to the current editorial. The first one is 

entitled “Strategic agility and international joint ventures: the willingness-ability paradox of 

family firms”. Debellis et al. (forthcoming) highlight the relevant role of international joint 

ventures in achieving strategic agility. In addition, they show how differently family MNEs 

(compared to non-family MNEs) pursue international joint ventures and how the three main 

components of strategic agility affect both the willingness and ability to establish and govern 

IJVs. More specifically, they argue that strong family emotional attachment reduces “strate-

gic sensitivity”, creating a motivational gap in forming international joint ventures and thus 

preventing family firms from engaging in those international ventures. However, the authors 

show that family firms can overtake this motivational gap by gaining an “outside-in” perspec-

tive, through a full use of their board of directors. Once the motivational gap has been over-

come, these companies may present unique characteristics that allow them to have superior 

“leadership unity” and “resource fluidity”, enacting the collaboration among firm members 

that lead them to make collective commitments in implementing IJVs. 

In “Agile Route-to-Market Distribution Strategies in Emerging Markets: the case of Para-

guay”, Boojihawon et al. (forthcoming) shed light on an underdeveloped aspect of agility, i.e. 

agile distribution strategies. Based on traditional food MNEs from USA (Mondelez Interna-

tional) and EU (Nestlè), the main contribution of this paper is to suggest how agility in distri-

bution may be a new critical aspect that literature did not properly addressed in the past, in 

particular in dealing with specific issues in emerging markets. 

In fact, the authors showed the factors that affect agile route-to-market (RTM) decisions that 

should be developed and implemented to enable strategic renewal and sustainability in such 

socio-economic contexts. The article fills an important gap in the strategic agility and interna-

tional marketing literature by empirically finding evidences of the mechanisms through 

which MNEs enact and develop agile decisions at micro-market levels in dealing with con-

tinuous change and uncertainty. Their findings highlight several managerial capabilities un-

derlying RTM agility (antecedents) that are: (a) market sensitivity and alertness (sensing); (b) 

accessibility and decisiveness (leveraging); and, (c) swiftness and flexibility in value capture 
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(appropriating). Moreover, they propose some local contextual influences (enablers) which 

affect the ways in which RTM strategies are defined and adapted that are regional, market 

segment-based, institutional, and distribution infrastructure-based adaptation influences. 

Thus, from an RBV and micro-foundational point of view, one key contribution to strategic 

agility is directed to international distribution strategies, and international marketing agility is 

proposed as a key organizational capability in emerging markets that integrate and extend the 

preliminary conceptual framework proposed in this editorial. In this context, strictly connect-

ed are the roles played by regional distribution strategies of MNEs in designing and imple-

menting international marketing strategies to understand how agile RTM tactics and strate-

gies are enacted and adapted at micro-market levels, balancing global autonomy and local 

coordination with strategic agility in sensing, leveraging and appropriating value capture 

across the MNEs’ global distribution networks. 

Golgeci et al.’s (forthcoming) contribution, “Linking Agility to Environmental Sustainability 

of Emerging Market MNEs: The Mediating Role of Individual Creativity and Flexible Work 

Arrangements”, investigates the relationship between operational agility and environmental 

collaboration, mediated by individual creativity and flexible work arrangements. The specific 

topic is valuable because both developed and emerging market MNEs are nowadays forced to 

adopt more flexible and agile approaches to enhance collaborative processes geared toward 

environmental sustainability. This because they need to couple with multiple institutional 

pressures and social concerns in heterogeneous and culturally different contexts. Through a 

multilevel approach and building on the international human resource management and learn-

ing literature, the article reports that operational agility of MNEs is positively associated with 

environmental collaboration and that individual creativity and flexible work arrangements of 

MNE managers mediate the aforementioned link. The authors provide empirical evidence on 

the fact that agility positively influences a firm’s ability to collaborate with stakeholders to 

reduce its environmental footprint. Moreover, this article contributes in closing a gap in the 

agility literature by adding knowledge on micro-level antecedents of agility within MNEs 

(i.e., employee-level factors). Thus, this study is a significant addition to nascent agility re-

search in international business/management literature, as it tackles how emerging market 

MNEs apply their operational agility to support environmental collaboration through their 

managers. 

The last paper is “Investigating Investments in Intangible Assets and Agility Strategies in 

Overcoming the Global Financial Crisis - The Case of Indian IT/BPO Offshoring Firms” de-

veloped by Pereira et al. (forthcoming). Looking at our framework for agile multinational 
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firms, the authors add an important aspect that is critical in the achievement of strategic agili-

ty, i.e. intangible assets, that may be conceptually valid for every kind of MNEs due to its in-

tangible nature. In fact, the authors analyze the investments in intangible assets as well as the 

management and leadership practices carried out by MNEs operating within the information 

technology and business process outsourcing (IT/BPO) that supports the core tenets of strate-

gic agility at a time when the global financial crisis (GFC) occurred. 

Using a two-phase mixed methodology, the authors quantitatively show that the higher the 

investment in intangible assets by Indian IT/BPOs, the greater their technological perfor-

mance, implying that organizational capabilities, knowledge and learning have resulted in 

strategic agility that helped the firms to face GFC. They also argue that agility, as a concept, 

is evident during periods of deep uncertainty. This analysis continues, further explaining the 

“how” and “why” of their findings through a qualitative analysis. These findings supported 

the main ideas that firms that had invested in market-sensing, learning and development, and 

critical data driven capabilities are more able to develop and take advantage of its strategic 

agility capability. More specifically, the authors report interesting quotes from top managers 

that support main meta-capabilities of strategic agility: (a) strategic sensitivity that allows 

MNEs, through their external market and learning orientations, to better sense the expressed 

and latent needs of the market, especially in response to the changing macro-environment 

during the GFC; (b) resource fluidity, quickly re-allocating resources and responding to the 

market changes, using insights they had gathered through extensive working with their clients 

across geographies on a number of core and new or diverse projects, as well as other internal 

capabilities (i.e., quality management capabilities), in order to deliver on the changes that the 

market demands; (c) leadership unity, even more important and fundamental, has been found 

as a necessary condition to implement the other two meta-capabilities and, thus, strategic 

agility. Leadership was able to make decisive and informed decisions, especially during and 

post-GFC in order to sustain growth and deliver on technological performance. 

 

Contributions, concluding discussion and future lines of research 

MNEs are increasingly seeking to improve agility “as the capacity of an organization to effi-

ciently and effectively redeploy/redirect its resources to value creating and value protecting 

(and capturing) higher-yield activities as internal and external circumstances warrant” (Teece 

et al., 2016, p. 17). As highlighted in this article, agility clearly extends the concept of flexi-

bility and is associated with speedily sensing and responding to opportunities and threats in 

the business environment (Mao et al., 2015, p. 361).  
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This introductory paper revises key studies on agility in international companies, proposing 

definitions of strategic agility and highlighting its main aspects and its relation to dynamic 

capabilities, ambidexterity and flexibility of business processes and organizational activities 

(Ferraris et al., 2018a). We also position the concept of strategic agility within a framework 

that holistically includes other conduits to the achievement of an “agile multinational enter-

prise”. This recommends that MNEs develop strategic agility through agility in different op-

erational areas (IT, SC and sustainable productions), thus facilitating MNEs to achieve their 

“agility” objectives.  

This paper makes some major contributions. First, it proposes a new conceptual “agility 

framework” for MNEs, highlighting main and interrelated factors that drive MNEs to pursue 

agility. These key building blocks have mainly been addressed separately within mainstream 

literature without providing a fine-grained picture of the agility concept in MNEs (e.g., Doz 

and Kosonen, 2008a). So, the need to couple strategic agility with agility in IT infrastruc-

tures, supply chain (and distribution channels along the value chain), manufacturing opera-

tions (and sustainable collaborations), as well as with the development of intellectual capital 

and through international joint ventures, have been highlighted and underlined in the present 

article in order to effectively achieve strategic agility outcomes.  

Second, we extend the literature on strategic agility in MNE as well as the literature on dy-

namic capabilities by giving a more comprehensive representation of this relevant phenome-

non. In this regard, we argued that strategic agility is a dynamic capability composed of a 

combination of different organisational meta-capabilities that lead a company to develop or-

ganizational flexibility. In this paper, we theoretically discussed the main key capabilities re-

lated to or influence by strategic agility in the context of modern MNEs in nowadays VUCA 

world (Reid et al., 2016). We are in line with some scholars (e.g., Doz and Kosonen, 2010; 

Ivory and Brooks, 2018), arguing that strategic agility comprises organizational and manage-

rial competences that allow the firm to anticipate and shape the environment, constantly re-

newing competencies to quickly address new threats and opportunities (Teece et al., 2016). 

Third, it has been recently argued that, in terms of corporate sustainability, there are few stud-

ies that highlight theoretical perspectives in order to understand the association of strategic 

agility and business sustainability at organisational-level (Ivory and Brooks, 2018). This re-

search pointed out that strategic agility and MNE sustainability are mutually instrumental for 

long-term success in both local and international business environments. However, the dis-

cussion thus far demonstrates that we have very limited insights on the individual or recipro-

cal impacts of extant strategic agility and sustainability literature and practice on the progress 
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of different functional areas of international business management (see Chen et al., 2009 for a 

fine-grained picture).  

With this regard, we may draw on stakeholder relationship management literature in offering 

diverse implications for both business sustainability and strategic agility. In fact, this stream 

of literature highlights the way through which firms proactively leverage stakeholder rela-

tionships and engagement in order to fully exploit the wide-ranging potential of the varied 

contexts of strategic agility (Axon, 2016) and business sustainability (Shams, 2016). Within 

it, Shams (2016, p. 676) argued, “the cause and consequence of stakeholder relationships and 

interactions, as a stakeholder causal scope (SCS)” aims to nurture strategic sensitivity, collec-

tive (stakeholder) commitment and resource fluidity in order to plan, implement and monitor 

agile decision(s) in response to the incipient trends and to sustain businesses in the interna-

tional markets.  

Recently, Gurkov et al. (2017) argued that an important requisite for strategic agility is the 

ability to see stakeholders (customers, suppliers, technology partners, investors, etc.) as sup-

pliers of key resources for business development. The search for local partners – especially 

when the proposed partnership is simultaneously exploitative (seizing existing market oppor-

tunities) and explorative (creating new market opportunities) – amounts to identifying local 

entities that are both agile and persistent (Gurkov et al., 2017). This could be a very interest-

ing avenue for future research.  

In addition, this article enables future studies on agility-related fields of research. In line with 

Mao et al. (2015), limited information is available on the extent to which organisational 

knowledge management capabilities could affect strategic agility. Knowledge management 

researchers should try to connect their studies to the concept of agility starting with conceptu-

al works aimed at developing the potential effects between these two well-known concepts 

(Shams et al., 2019). For example, it could be interesting to analyze the mechanisms devel-

oped by HQs to promote strategic agility within MNE’s subsidiaries located in different host 

countries and their effect on innovation and reverse knowledge flows (Ferraris et al., 2018b). 

Moreover, borrowing from the human resource management (HRM) literature, future studies 

should conduct in-depth quantitative analysis to understand the “human side of agility”, for 

example making frontline staff members aware of the changes so that they can be more effi-

cient in their interactions (or transactions) with customers (Crocitto and Youssef, 2003). Very 

recently, e Cunha et al. (2019) developed an HRM oriented framework to highlight how im-

provisational capabilities may improve strategic agility of MNEs.  
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Furthermore, there are ongoing calls for new theories of management decision support sys-

tems (DSS) to develop greater knowledge from broader contexts in order to proactively in-

clude all organisational members and available infrastructure and technology in the DSS 

(Clark et al., 2007). Usually, strategic agility is crucial for developing better insights into the 

dynamic business environments and how the organisational members, infrastructure and 

technology could better be integrated in a firm’s overall DSS (Chen et al., 2014). However, 

little is known on this issue, and some authors (e.g. Arbussa et al., 2017) argue that more re-

search is needed to explore appropriate strategic agility-driven business models to produc-

tively and promptly support business firms’ DSS in regard to the diverse perspectives of dif-

ferent organisational settings in local and international markets. For example, the approach to 

volatile, complex and ambiguous environments started a new stream of research in interna-

tional business on value-based and agile business models (Holbeche, 2015). Thus, strategic 

agility may be the solution to proactively include all members of the organization and the in-

frastructure and technology available in the DSS (Clark et al., 2007).  

In terms of strategic agility and risk, or uncertainty, management, researchers argue that 

“strategic responsiveness often fall beyond what is considered to be acceptable risk” (Reid et 

al., 2016, p. 151). Considering the prospective business risks and uncertainty, proactive agile 

decisions are imperative to avoid marketing myopia; however, few studies have analyzed the 

intersection of strategic agility and marketing myopia in order to plan, implement and moni-

tor strategic renewal decisions (a notable exception is Johnston, 2009). Still, more studies are 

needed to connect marketing to agile strategies (as recently emphasized by Li et al., 2019), 

particularly in the context of emerging market multinational companies (EMNCs), distin-

guishing the different underlining capabilities that lead to international success (e.g., Kothari 

et al., 2013; Gomes et al., 2017). Very recently, Osei et al. (2019) found out that international 

marketing agility strategy and capabilities are crucial in developing relationships, being so-

cially responsible and being innovative allowing them to compete nimbly in the VUCA 

world.  

Concluding, we think that having in mind which are the key factors underlining an “agile” 

MNE could be helpful both theoretically, stimulating new research in this exciting domain, 

and practically, in reducing business risks associated with multiple and culturally different 

business environments.   

 

  



20 
 

References 

 

Alsaad, A.K., Yousif, K.J., AlJedaiah, M. N., 2018. Collaboration: the key to gain value from 

IT in supply chain. EuroMed Journal of Business, 13(2), 214-235. 

Andersen, T.J., Foss, N.J., 2005. Strategic opportunity and economic performance in multina-

tional enterprises: the role and effects of information and communication technology. Journal 

of International Management, 11(2), 293-310. 

Andriopoulos, C., Lewis, M.W., 2010. Managing innovation paradoxes: ambidexterity les-

sons from leading product design companies. Long range planning, 43(1), 104-122. 

Arbussa, A., Bikfalvi, A., Marquès, P., 2017. Strategic agility-driven business model renew-

al: the case of a SME. Management Decision, 55(2), 271-293. 

Axon, D., 2016. Exploring the role of the stakeholder in fast-moving consumer goods cross-

sector collaborations: A phenomenological study. Doctoral dissertation, Edinburgh Napier 

University, Edinburgh.  

Belyaeva Z.S., Krivorotov V.V., Kalina A.V., Erypalov S.Y., 2016. Optimisation model of 

competitiveness management: a path to sustainable innovation process. World Review of En-

trepreneurship, Management and Sustainable Development, 26(2), 147-165. 

Boojihawon, D., Richeri, A., Liu, Y., Chicksand, D., forthcoming. Agile Route-to-Market 

Distribution Strategies in Emerging Markets: the case of Paraguay, Journal of International 

Management. 

Bresciani, S., Ferraris, A., 2016. Innovation-receiving subsidiaries and dual embeddedness: 

impact on business performance. Baltic Journal of Management, 11(1), 108-130. 

Brueller, N., Drori, I., Carmeli, A., 2014. How do different types of mergers and acquisitions 

facilitate strategic agility, California Management Review, 56 (3), 39-57. 

Burritt, R.L., Christ, K.L., Rammal, H.G., Schaltegger, S., 2018. Multinational enterprise 

strategies for addressing Sustainability: the need for consolidation. Journal of Business Eth-

ics, 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-4066-0. 

Chebbi, H., Yahiaoui, D., Vrontis, D., Thrassou, A., 2015. Building multiunit ambidextrous 

organizations: a transformative framework. Human Resource Management, 54(S1), s155-

s177. 

Chen, D., Newburry, W., Park, S.H., 2009. Improving sustainability: an international evolu-

tionary framework. Journal of International Management, 15(3), 317-327. 

Chen, Y., Wang, Y., Nevo, S., Jin. J., Wang, L., Chow, W., 2014. IT capability and organiza-

tional performance: the roles of business process agility and environmental factors. European 

Journal of Information Systems, 23, 326–342. 

Christopher, M., Towill, D. R., 2000. Supply chain migration from lean and functional to ag-

ile and customised. Supply Chain Management: an International Journal, 5(4), 206-213. 



21 
 

Clark, T.D., Jones, M. C., Armstrong, C.P., 2007. The dynamic structure of management 

support systems: theory development, research focus, and direction. MIS Quarterly, 31(3), 

579–615. 

Clauss, T., Abebe, M., Tangpong, C., Hock, M., 2019. Strategic agility, business model inno-

vation, and firm performance: an empirical investigation. IEEE Transactions on Engineering 

Management, published online. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2019.2910381.  

Crocitto, M., Youssef, M., 2003. The human side of organizational agility. Industrial Man-

agement & Data Systems, 103(6), 388-397. 

Debellis, F., De Massis, A., Petruzzelli, A.M., Frattini, F., Del Giudice, M., forthcoming. 

Strategic Agility and International Joint Ventures: The Willingness-Ability Paradox of Fami-

ly Firms . 

Del Giudice, M., Maggioni, V., Jiménez-Jiménez, D., Martínez-Costa, M., Sanz-Valle, R. 

2014. Knowledge management practices for innovation: a multinational corporation’s per-

spective. Journal of Knowledge Management, 18(5), 905-918 

Doz, Y. L., M. Kosonen 2008a. Fast Strategy: How Strategic Agility Will Help You Stay 

Ahead of the Game, Pearson Education, Harlow.  

Doz, Y.L., Kosonen, M., 2008b. The dynamics of strategic agility: Nokia's rollercoaster ex-

perience. California Management Review, 50, 95–118. 

Doz, Y.L., Kosonen, M., 2010. Embedding strategic agility: a leadership agenda for acceler-

ating business model renewal. Long Range Planning, 43, 370–382. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.006.  

Cunha, M. P., Gomes, E., Mellahi, K., Miner, A. S., Rego, A., 2019. Strategic agility through 

improvisational capabilities: implications for a paradox-sensitive HRM. Human Resource 

Management Review, 100695. 

Fayezi, S., Zutshi, A., O'Loughlin, A., 2017. Understanding and development of supply chain 

agility and flexibility: a structured literature review. International Journal of Management 

Reviews, 19(4), 379–407. 

Ferraris, A., 2014. Rethinking the literature on ‘multiple embeddedness’ and subsidiary-

specific advantages. Multinational Business Review, 22(1), 15-33. 

Ferraris, A., Santoro, G., Dezi, L., 2017. How MNC’s subsidiaries may improve their innova-

tive performance? The role of external sources and knowledge management capabilities. 

Journal of Knowledge Management, 21(3), 540-552. 

Ferraris, A., Monge, F., Mueller, J., 2018a. Ambidextrous IT capabilities and business pro-

cess performance: an empirical analysis. Business Process Management Journal, 24(5), 1077-

1090. 

Ferraris, A., Santoro, G., Scuotto, V., 2018b. Dual relational embeddedness and knowledge 

transfer in European multinational corporations and subsidiaries. Journal of Knowledge Man-

agement. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-09-2017-0407.  



22 
 

Ferraris, A., Mazzoleni, A., Devalle, A., Couturier, J., 2019. Big data analytics capabilities 

and knowledge management: impact on firm’s performance, Management Decision, 57(8), 

1923-1936. 

Fourné, S.P., Jansen, J.J., Mom, T.J., 2014. Strategic agility in MNEs: Managing tensions to 

capture opportunities across emerging and established markets. California Management Re-

view, 56(3), 13-38. 

Gilbert, C.G., 2005. Unbundling the structure of inertia: resource versus routine rigidity. 

Academy of Management Journal, 48(5), 741-763. 

Gligor, D.M., Holcomb, M.C., 2012a. Antecedents and consequences of supply chain agility: 

establishing the link to firm performance. Journal of Business Logistics, 33(4), 295-308. 

Gligor, D.M., Holcomb, M.C., 2012b. Understanding the role of logistics capabilities in 

achieving supply chain agility: a systematic literature review. Supply Chain Management: An 

International Journal, 17(4), 438-453. 

Gligor, D.M., Holcomb, M., 2014. The road to supply chain agility: an RBV perspective on 

the role of logistics capabilities. The International Journal of Logistics Management, 25(1), 

160-179. 

Golgeci, I., Bouguerra, A., Tatoglu, E., Gligor, D. (forthcoming). Linking Agility to Envi-

ronmental Sustainability of Emerging Market MNEs: The Mediating Role of Individual Crea-

tivity and Flexible Work Arrangements. Journal of International Management. 

Gomes, E., Sousa, C., Vendrell-Herrero, F., 2017. International marketing agili-

ty. International Marketing Review.  

Gurkov, I, Goldberg, A., Saidov, Z., 2017. Strategic agility and persistence: HEM's entry into 

the Russian market of expendable materials for clinical laboratories. Global Business and Or-

ganizational Excellence, 36(5), 12–19. 

Hock, M., Clauss, T., Schulz, E., 2016. The impact of organizational culture on a firm's capa-

bility to innovate the business model. R&D Management, 46(3), 433-450. 

Holbeche, L., 2015. The Agile Organization: How to Build an Innovative, Sustainable and 

Resilient Business. Kogan Page Publishers. 

Ismail, H.S., Sharifi, H., 2006. A balanced approach to building agile supply chains. Interna-

tional Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics Management, 36(6), 431–44. 

Ivory, S.B., Brooks, S.B., 2018. Managing corporate sustainability with a paradoxical lens: 

lessons from strategic agility. Journal of Business Ethics, 148(2), 347-361. 

Johnston, K., 2009. Extending the marketing myopia concept to promote strategic agility. 

Journal of Strategic Marketing, 17 (2), 139-148.  

Junni, P., Sarala, R., Tarba, S., Weber, Y., 2015. The role of strategic agility in acquisitions. 

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

Karagouni, G., Protogerou, A., Caloghirou, Y., 2013. Autotelic capabilities and their impact 

on technological capabilities. EuroMed Journal of Business, 8(1), 48-63. 



23 
 

Kostova, T., Roth, K., Dacin, M.T., 2008. Institutional theory in the study of multinational 

corporations: A critique and new directions. Academy of Management Review, 33(4), 994-

1006. 

Kotabe, M., & Murray, J. Y., 2018. Global Sourcing Strategy: An Evolution in Global Pro-

duction and Sourcing Rationalization. in Leonidas C. Leonidou, Constantine S. Katsikeas, 

Saeed Samiee, and Bilge Aykol, ed., Advances in Global Marketing: A Research Anthology, 

Springer, 365-384. 

Kothari, T., Kotabe, M., & Murphy, P. (2013). Rules of the game for emerging market multi-

national companies from China and India. Journal of International Management, 19(3): 276-

299. 

Kumar, V., Gaur, A., Zhan, W., & Luo, Y. 2018. Co-evolution of MNCs and local competi-

tors in emerging markets. International Business Review, forthcoming. 

Lewis, M.W., Andriopoulos, C., Smith, W.K., 2014. Paradoxical leadership to enable strate-

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

Li, Y.H., & Huang, J. W., 2012. Ambidexterity's mediating impact on product development 

proficiency and new product performance. Industrial Marketing Management, 41(7), 1125-

1132. 

Li, R., Liu, Y., Bustinza, O.F., 2019. FDI, service intensity, and international marketing agili-

ty: the case of export quality of Chinese enterprises. International Marketing Review, 36(2), 

213-238. 

Lin, C.T., Chiu, H., Chu, P.Y., 2006. Agility index in the supply chain. International Journal 

of Production Economics, 100(2), 285-299. 

Lu, Y., Ramamurthy K., 2011. Understanding the link between information technology capa-

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

Mao, H., Liu, S., Zhang, J., 2015. How the effects of IT and knowledge capability on organi-

zational agility are contingent on environmental uncertainty and information intensity. Infor-

mation Development, 31(4), 358–382.  

March, J.G., Simon, H.A., 1958. Organizations, Wiley, Oxford, England. 

Mavengere, N.B., 2013. Information technology role in supply chain’s strategic agili-

ty. International Journal of Agile Systems and Management, 6(1), 7-24. 

Mehrabi, M.G., Ulsoy, A.G., Koren, Y., 2000. Reconfigurable manufacturing systems: key to 

future manufacturing. Journal of Intelligent manufacturing, 11(4), 403-419. 

Mentzer, J.T., Min, S., Michelle Bobbitt, L., 2004. Toward a unified theory of logistics. In-

ternational Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 34(8), 606-627. 

Meyer, K.E., Mudambi, R., Narula, R., 2011. Multinational enterprises and local contexts: 

the opportunities and challenges of multiple embeddedness. Journal of Management Studies, 

48(2), 235-252. 



24 
 

Mohrman, A., Worley, C., 2009. Dealing with rough times: a capabilities development ap-

proach to surviving and thriving. Human Resource Management, 48(3), 433-445.  

Mooney, J.D., Ganley, D., 2007. Enabling strategic agility through information systems: the 

roles of loose coupling and web services oriented architecture, in: DeSouza K., (ed.), Agile 

Information Systems. Butterworth-Heinemann, Burlington, MA, pp. 97-109. 

Morton, J., Stacey, P., Mohn, M., 2018. Building and maintaining strategic agility: an agenda 

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

Nguyen, Q.T., Rugman, A.M., 2015. Internal equity financing and the performance of multi-

national subsidiaries in emerging economies. Journal of International Business Studies, 46(4), 

468-490. 

Nonaka, I., 1994. A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organization sci-

ence, 5(1), 14-37. 

Osei, C., Amankwah-Amoah, J., Khan, Z., Omar, M., Gutu, M., 2019. Developing and de-

ploying marketing agility in an emerging economy: the case of Blue Skies. International 

Marketing Review, 36(2), 190-212. 

Parente, R.C., Baack, D. W., Hahn, E.D., 2011. The effect of supply chain integration, modu-

lar production, and cultural distance on new product development: A dynamic capabilities 

approach. Journal of International Management, 17(4), 278-290. 

Pereira, V., Budhwar, P., Temouri, Y., Malik, A., Tarba, S. forthcoming. Investigating In-

vestments in Agility Strategies in Overcoming the Global Financial Crisis - The Case of Indi-

an IT/BPO Offshoring Firms, Journal of International Management. 

Pereira, V., Mellahi, K., Temouri, Y., Patnaik, S., Roohanifar, M., 2018. Investigating dy-

namic capabilities, agility and knowledge management within EMNEs-longitudinal evidence 

from Europe. Journal of Knowledge Management, published online. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-06-2018-0391. 

Raisch, S., Birkinshaw, J., 2008. Organizational ambidexterity: Antecedents, outcomes, and 

moderators. Journal of Management, 34(3), 375-409. 

Reid, I., Ismail, H., & Sharifi, H., 2016. A framework for operational agility: how SMEs are 

evaluating their supply chain integration. In Managing in a VUCA World (pp. 151-168). 

Springer, Cham. 

Rialti, R., Zollo, L., Ferraris, A., Alon, I., 2019. Big data analytics capabilities and 

performance: evidence from a moderated multi-mediation model, Technological Forecasting 

and Social Change, Vol. 149, DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119781. 

Rugman, A. M., Verbeke, A., 2008. A new perspective on the regional and global strategies 

of multinational services firms. Management International Review, 48(4), 397-411. 

Sarker, S., Sarker, S., 2009. Exploring agility in distributed information systems development 

teams: an interpretive study in an offshoring context. Information Systems Research, 20(3), 

440-461 



25 
 

Sambamurthy, V., Bharadwaj, A., Grover, V., 2003. Shaping agility through digital options: 

reconceptualizing the role of information technology in contemporary firms. MIS Quarterly, 

27(2), 237-263. 

Santoro, G., Ferraris, A., Winteler, D. J., 2019. Open innovation practices and related internal 

dynamics: case studies of Italian ICT SMEs. EuroMed Journal of Business, 14(1), 47-61. 

Sarkis, J., 2001. Benchmarking for agility. Benchmarking: An International Journal, 8(2), 88-

107. 

Shams, S.R., Vrontis, D., Weber, Y., Tsoukatos, E., Ferraris, A., 2019. Cross-functional 

Knowledge Management: The International Landscape. Routledge. 

Shams, S.M.R., 2016. Capacity building for sustained competitive advantage: a conceptual 

Framework. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 34 (5), 671-691. 

Sharp, J.M., Irani, Z., Desai, S., 1999. Working towards agile manufacturing in the UK in-

dustry. International Journal of Production Economics, 62(1/2), 155–69. 

Singh, A.K., Vinodh, S., 2017. Modeling and performance evaluation of agility coupled with 

sustainability for business planning. Journal of Management Development, 36(1), 109-128. 

Tallon, P.P., Pinsonneault, A., 2011. Competing perspectives on the link between strategic 

information technology alignment and organizational agility: insights from a mediation mod-

el. MIS Quarterly, 35(2), 463-486. 

Teece, D.J., 2007. Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and microfoundations of (sus-

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

Teece, D.J., Pisano, G., Shuen, A., 1997. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. 

Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533. 

Teece, D., Peteraf, M., Leih, S., 2016. Dynamic capabilities and organizational agility: risk, 

uncertainty, and strategy in the innovation economy. California Management Review, 58(4), 

13-35. 

Thrassou, A., Vrontis, D., Bresciani, S., 2018a. The agile innovation pendulum: family busi-

ness innovation and the human, social, and marketing capitals. International Studies of Man-

agement & Organization, 48(1), 88-104. 

Thrassou, A., Vrontis, D., Bresciani, S., 2018b. The agile innovation pendulum: family busi-

ness innovation and the human, social, and marketing capitals. International Studies of Man-

agement & Organization, 48(1), 105-120. 

Tushman, M.L., O'Reilly III, C.A., 1996. Ambidextrous organizations: managing evolution-

ary and revolutionary change. California Management Review, 38(4), 8-29. 

Vaillant, Y., Lafuente, E., 2019. The increased international propensity of serial entrepre-

neurs demonstrating ambidextrous strategic agility: a precursor to international marketing 

agility. International Marketing Review, 36(2), 239-259. 

Vinodh, S., 2010. Improvement of agility and sustainability: a case study in an Indian rotary 

switches manufacturing organisation. Journal of Cleaner Production, 18(10-11), 1015-1020. 



26 
 

Vinodh, S., Sundararaj, G., Devadasan, S.R., 2009. Total agile design system model via liter-

ature exploration. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 109(4), 570-588. 

Vrontis, D., Thrassou, A., Lamprianou, I., 2009. International marketing adaptation versus 

standardisation of multinational companies. International Marketing Review, 26(4/5), 477-

500. 

Vrontis, D., Thrassou, A., Santoro, G., Papa, A., 2017. Ambidexterity, external knowledge 

and performance in knowledge-intensive firms. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 42(2), 

374-388. 

Weber, Y., Tarba, S.Y., 2014. Strategic agility: a state of the art introduction to the special 

section on strategic agility. California Management Review, 56(3), 5-12. 

Weill, P.D., Subramani, M., Broadbent, M., 2002. Building IT Infrastructure for strategic 

agility. MIT Sloan Management Review, 44(1), 57-65. 

Wettstein, F., Giuliani, E., Santangelo, G.D., Stahl, G.K., 2019. International business and 

human rights: a research agenda. Journal of World Business: 54(1), 54-65. 

Wu, Q., He, Q., Duan, Y., 2013. Explicating dynamic capabilities for corporate sustainability. 

EuroMed Journal of Business, 8(3), 255-272. 


