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Abstract: Architecture, Engineering, and Construction (AEC) is increasingly turning to offsite construction
(OSC) as a strategic response to address performance and productivity challenges. This has (in the main)
been very successful, especially where transition and migration plans have been established beforehand.
However, more recently, there have been a number of high-profile business failures [ergo new entrants to
OSC] which has raised significant concerns on the ‘true level of understanding and awareness’ of OSC —
especially on “demands and needs”. This is seen as a major challenge and a critical gap in organisational
resilience. In order to start to address this, this paper highlights the need to secure a much deeper and
richer understanding of OSC ftransitional arrangements — particularly those which support resilience
capabilities. Organisational resilience is proffered as a dynamic, multi-layered construct of Business
Systems, where capability-based constructs directly/indirectly affect operationalisation. In this respect,
studies have shown that organisational awareness (especially across stratified management levels) can
often have an impact on transitional arrangements to such sectors as OSC.

In order to understand these issues and impact on AEC organisations, this research followed an
interpretivist approach using multiple case study actors. Three case study organisations (with international
experience in OSC) were selected from Turkiye. From these organisations, 24 semi-structured interviews
were conducted across three different management levels (to assess differences in thinking). Qualitative
insights from these interviews were examined using the Relative Existence Index (REI) and the Relative
Perception Gap Index (RPGI). This approach enabled cross-level examination across these three
companies and respective organisational layers.

Findings revealed uneven perceptions across these companies, and through organisational management
strata. This reinforced the notion of ‘misalignment’; which inter alia, acted as a conditioning constraint and
barrier, thereby limiting capability mobilisation and subsequent transformation. These findings align to traits
evidenced in Dynamic Capabilities (DC) theory. Thus, in order to move this challenge forward, this paper
presents a multi-layered conceptual framework for discussion. This conceptualises resilience
operationalisation as a six-layered solution, highlighting cross-level alignment as a critical element which
can influence successful organisational transformation.
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1 INTRODUCTION

AEC has been continually challenged to improve its performance and productivity — especially over the last
50 years. Many reports and directives have been published worldwide, covering recurrent themes and
issues. Whilst acknowledgement of these challenges in this paper is not meant to be ‘exhaustive’ by any
means, the following narrative provides a few exemplars for context. For example, in the UK context, these
issues covered inefficiency, resistance to change, lack of innovation, fragmentation, and poor quality
(Farmer 2016; Nadim and Goulding 201; Parliament, 2018). Improvement measures included a wide range
of solutions from skills provision, improved collaboration, communication and measures to improve
productivity (Banwell, 1964; Latham, 1994; Fairclough, 2002; Farmer, 2016; HM Treasury, 2021). Some
solutions to address these challenges advocated the need to adopt OSC, especially given its ability to
‘industrialise’ processes through advanced manufacturing techniques (Pan et al, 2005; Khoteja et al., 2025).
Whilst this adoption addressed some of the ‘traditional’ construction challenges, for example, environmental
sustainability, carbon and waste management (Nahmens and lkuma, 2012), through to process
optimisation, quality, and performance (Goulding and Rahimian, 2019; Wang et al., 2020); however, many
challenges still remain. It seems that organisations that have entered the OSC sector have failed to fully
understand the complexities of OSC - ergo, the systems, structures and procedures that need to be in place
for this ‘new way’ of working and thinking to operate and thrive. Simply put, AEC organisations seem to
have engaged with OSC without sufficient understanding of all interplay structures. This has evoked a
degree of cynicism and raised broader questions about ‘organisational readiness’; and perhaps more
importantly, the type, level and structure of resilience capabilities required to manage and sustain such
transition to OSC. These issues are now being discussed in extant literature (Rabeneck, 2021; Stehn et al.,
2021; Green, 2022).

Organisational resilience is broadly accepted as being an organisation’s ability to withstand external
pressures, resist or survive unexpected and volatile conditions, and “bounce back” from disruptive events
(Sheffi and Rice Jr, 2005; Wildavsky, 1988). Moreover, organisational resilience is increasingly being seen
as a capability and process-based construct, which has recently started to be interpreted through the lens
of dynamic capabilities, especially being transformative and forward-looking (Hernes et al., 2025; Lengnick-
Hall et al., 2011). Despite this increased recognition, there is limited clarity on how resilience capabilities
are operationalised in practice, particularly in complex project -based environments such as OSC (Aghimien
et al.,, 2023; Adam and Lindahl 2017). Given these complexities, this paper examines the type, nature,
structure and operationalisation of OSC resilience capabilities on AEC organisations. Emphasis is placed
on how capabilities are perceived across different organisational levels in order to highlight divergence in
perceptions and potential implications for operationalisation.

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Organisational Resilience as a Capability-Based Construct

Resilience concepts originate back to ecology and systems theory (Holling 1973), where this was used to
describe the capacity of ecological systems to absorb disturbances while maintaining their normal functions.
This concept subsequently diffused in organisational behaviour (Staw et al. 1981) as well as safety and
disaster management domains, where it was defined as “the capacity to cope with unanticipated dangers
after they have become manifest, learning to bounce back” (Wildavsky, 1988).

From an organisational perspective, earlier studies identified resilience as the capacity to absorb the impact
of disruptions and restore prior operations (Sheffi and Rice Jr 2005; Home Ill and Orr 1997). However,
more recently, this perspective has evolved beyond this “bounce back” view towards a forward-looking and
transformative capability, through which organisations leverage disruption for renewal and strategic
repositioning (van Baardwijk and Reinmoeller 2005; Zhou et al., 2023). This development further reflected
the distinction between resilience capacity — the latent stock of cognitive, behavioural and relational
sources, and resilience capability -reflecting the ability to mobilise those sources under disruption
(Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Resilience is therefore increasingly being viewed as moving away from being
static, to one which embraces fluidity associated with processual understanding - operationalised through
stages of anticipation, coping and adaptation (Duchek 2020), and spanning proactive preparation,




coordinated response, and post event learning (Hernes et al., 2025; Su and Junge, 2023). Resilience has
also been recognised for its meta-capability, comprising cognitive, behavioural, structural and relational
dimensions (Kantur and Iseri-Say 2012; Limnios et al., 2014; Burnard and Bhamra 2011).

In summary, despite, these developments, limited understanding is known on precisely how these
capabilities are operationalised - particularly in complex, project-based contexts (such as AEC). These
limitations highlight the need for a specific theoretical lens capable of explaining how organisations
purposefully build, integrate, and reconfigure resilience-enabling capabilities over time.

2.2 Dynamic Capabilities and Resilience

Dynamic capabilities can be defined as an organisations’ ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal
and external competence within changing environments (Teece et al.,, 1997; Teece, 2007); thereby,
providing a foundational lens for understanding organisational adaptation and transformation, as well as
response to uncertainty. Teece (2007) organised these capabilities under three main clusters, namely
sensing, seizing and transforming, which can be recognised as high-order or meta capabilities. However,
it is important to note at this juncture, that dynamic capabilities tend to operate as higher-order routines that
modify and reconfigure operational capabilities rather than substituting them (Zollo and Winter, 2002). In
this context, organisational resilience can be interpreted as a specific form of dynamic capability, reflecting
an organisation’s ability to sense disruptions, respond effectively to these, and adapt through subsequent
reconfiguration (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Duchek, 2020). That being said, while dynamic capabilities
provides some of the explanatory logic for understanding resilience as an adaptive and reconfigurable
process; however, translating this into coherent organisational structures and practices still remains a key
challenge.

2.3 The operationalisation gap in resilience research

Organisational resilience is increasingly being promoted as a capability-based construct. A critical
challenge emanating from this is how the latent resilience capacity of an organisation can be translated into
operationalised capabilities through mechanisms of activation and coordination (Ortiz-de-Mandojana and
Bansal, 2016; Burnard and Bhamra, 2011). In this respect, existing approaches to operationalising
resilience have been somewhat fragmented, and indeed (arguably), not sufficiently integrated across
different organisational structures, levels and strategies. While structural approaches such as business
continuity and disaster recovery models (Sahebjamnia et al., 2015) provide some functional guidance, they
do not clarify how resilience capabilities are coordinated and sustained across different organisational
levels. Literature identifies several enabling mechanisms, including strategic human resources
management (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Zhou et al., 2023) contingency planning (Gracey, 2020), digital
capabilities, and decentralised structures (Vogus and Sutcliffe, 2007). However, from an operational
perspective, discourse has not really highlighted or explained how these mechanisms are activated and
integrated into coherent organisational capabilities — ergo, how latent capacity is translated into
operationalised capabilities.

From an operationalisation perspective, tensions often arise between efficiency-oriented and adaptive
capacity approaches (Ortiz-de-Mandojana and Bansal, 2016; Schoemaker et al., 2018). For instance,
mechanistic and highly formalised structures can in some instances inhibit sensing and seizing capabilities,
and more fundamentally, hinder an organisation’s ability to absorb shocks. Consequently, routines and
practices that aim to enhance efficiency, can become ‘core rigid’ (Leonard-Barton 1992), which in turn
reinforces threat or rigidity dynamics, including organisational anthropomorphism associated with
organisational individual/group forces (Staw et al., 1981). On this theme, a further challenge lies in how
adaptive behaviours are translated from individuals to those at an organisational level (collective
inheritance). Where, individual level efforts do not automatically scale into collective routines (or thinking)
within the organisation (Salvato and Vassolo, 2018). Thus, focusing solely on structural dynamics,
organisations risk creating core rigidities, which in turn, makes them tend to neglect the importance of
interpersonal links — ergo, the “engine of emergence”, where resilience is seen as a multi-level phenomenon
shaped by cross level interactions (Hillmann and Guenther, 2021; You 2023).




In summary, capability operationalisation is predominantly shaped by organisational structures and
governance; where dynamic capabilities are embedded into organisational processes and managerial
decision making (Teece et al., 1997). Therefore, following this premise, it is important to manage structural
configurations including the distribution of decision-making authority, as this both controls and augments
how capabilities are deployed across an organisation. In this context, is increasingly important to note that
project-based environments should be able to proactively reconfigure their resources to successfully adapt
to dynamic business change (Choi et al., 2018), particularly the main components that influence this
change.

2.4 Resilience challenges in construction and offsite transition

Given the recurrent challenges evidenced in AEC, the call to mitigate some of these through such initiatives
like OSC has been partially successful. However, transitioning arrangements created several problems,
and in some cases have led to companies rolling back operation, and in some cases this has led to
bankruptcy and business failure. Whilst the principal causes of these failures can be typified as company
and/or context-dependent, it is safe to say that conditions of uncertainty, structural complexity, and lack of
awareness could have played a part. Unlike manufacturing, construction organisations tend to function in
a project-based production environment, characterised by temporary project structures and high levels of
delivery variability (Adam and Lindahl, 2017; Dubois and Gadde, 2002). This makes resilience a continuous
organisational requirement rather than a response to discrete disruptions (Choi et al., 2018). Part of
resilience planning is the need for capability management and development across all levels of the business
(Adam and Lindahl, 2017).

When organisations decide to adopt OSC, the shift from traditional construction “thinking” to an offsite
construction approach, often represents a fundamental challenge — transitioning from a “loosely coupled”
project logic to a highly integrated, and manufacturing-based production setting. This new level of thinking
and working requires radical approaches, some of which will be unfamiliar, for example: logistics, production
methodologies, integration, reconfiguration capabilities etc (Aghimien et al., 2023; Wijayarathne et al.,
2024). These challenges can be accentuated by systemic ‘loosely coupled construction systems’, which
often limit coordination and resource mobilisation, including the transfer of project-based knowledge across
organisational levels (Dubois and Gadde, 2002; Eriksson, 2014). Other impact areas include: structural and
cultural barriers, siloed practices, bureaucratic processes, and immature digitalisation capabilities (Wilden
et al., 2013; Aghimien et al., 2023).

Given the above challenges and migration issues, the concept of ‘resilience’ and its impact on businesses
can be considered “work in progress”. The process of transitioning to OSC should not be seen solely as a
function of ‘capability availability’, rather a highly complex system enabled by organisational mechanisms
and shaped by how capabilities are understood, coordinated and implemented across organisational levels.

3 METHODOLOGY

The approach taken to unpick the above challenges required grass root introspection in order to understand
how resilience capabilities were perceived and operationalised within AEC organisations transitioning from
traditional methods to OSC. It was therefore necessary to explore how resilience was perceived, interpreted
and operationalised in practice. Given this need, an Interpretivist approach was adopted to capture
respondents’ views and experiences, following a case study approach (Yin, 1984). From a case study
sampling perspective, three broadly similar AEC companies were chosen from Tirkiye as the primary case
study organisations. Each of these companies had international experience in OSC. This sampling
approach created an opportunity for literal replication in order to strengthen analytical generalisation, as
well as securing enhanced in-depth understanding of the socio-technical constructs underpinning
organisational thinking and decision making.

In total, 24 actors were selected from each of these three organisations. To secure a balanced, nuanced
and ‘representative view’, interviews were conducted across three different management levels: First-Line
Management (FLM), Middle Management (MM) and Top Management (TM). This enabled the examination
of how resilience capabilities were perceived, understood and operationalised across each of the




organisational layers, including cross-layer perception divergence. Eight semi-structured interviews were
conducted from each organisation, making 24 interviews in total (Table 1).

Table 1: Respondents’ experience by management level

Experience (Years)

TOTAL

Management Level NR*

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-
Top Management (TM) B - - 1 S 6
(Board of Directors, Chief Executive Officer, General
Manager, Managing Director, President, etc.)
Middle Management (MM) - - 4 2 3 9
(Department Heads, Branch Managers, Junior Executives,
etc.)
First Line Management (FLM) 4 5 - - - 9
(Engineers, Architects, Surveyors, Technicians working
under the middle management)
TOTAL 4 5 4 3 9 24

*NR = Number of respondents

Each interview was recorded and transcribed. This allowed quantitative data to be collected to support
richer qualitative insight. Qualitative data was analysed through content analysis, while quantitative
responses were processed using Relative Existence Index (REI) (Ezcan and Goulding, 2024). The REI
values were then used as basis for developing a new concept, known as the Relative Perception Gap Index
(RPGI). The RPGI represents the range or variation between the highest and lowest REI values assigned
to each capability across each of the three management levels (FLM, MM and TM). In this context, a higher
RPGI value indicates a greater divergence in perception across organisational levels, where a lower value
indicates a lower divergence, or alignment. In this study, the RPGI approach was used as an ‘indicative
measure’ to support further interpretation of cross-level divergence and alignment (rather than a formal
statistical metric). The findings from the combined quantitative and qualitative insights helped inform, shape
and develop the conceptual framework (Figure 1).

4 FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This research builds on previous empirical results (Ezcan and Goulding, 2024), where the identification of
resilience capabilities and the calculation of the REI values were described. These findings acted as a
nexus for this work, moves beyond capability identification and ranking, to one which examines how these
capabilities were perceived across each of the three organisational levels - highlighting this as a
‘conditioning layer’ for the operationalisation of resilience capabilities.

RPGI values were used as an indicative measure of cross-level divergence, categorised into: High,
Moderate, or Low levels of divergence. This enables a comparative view of how consistently each capability
was understood across strategic (TM), tactical (MM), and operational levels (FLM) (Table 2).

From Table 2, findings indicate that resilience capabilities were not uniformly perceived across all three
organisations. In this respect, capabilities such as Connectivity Awareness and Responsive Decision —
Making, demonstrated low divergence, which reflected a shared understanding and stronger cross-level
coherence; however, capabilities such as Monitoring and Reporting, Assessment of Recovery Needs, and
Reorganisation show higher divergence, indicated misalignment between these layers. Similarly,
capabilities such as Risk Analysis, and Knowledge Management highlighted moderate divergence,
suggesting partial alignment relating to how they were interpreted and applied across each level.
Collectively, these divergences indicate that misalignments between organisational layers can in turn place




constraints and limitations on organisations vis-a-vis their resilience capability, coordination, adaptation and
response approaches.

Table 2: Cross-level divergence in resilience capability perceptions

™ MM FLM RPGI
Capability Divergence
REI REI REI (Gap)
[MR] Monitoring and Reporting 0.883 0.756 0.789 0.127 High
[CA] Connectivity Awareness 0.783 0.733 0.733 0.050 Alignment
[RA] Risk Analysis 0.817 0.744 0.711 0.106 Moderate
[SV] Strategic Vision 0.867 0.800 0.833 0.067 Low
[KM] Knowledge and Information Management  0.800 0.700 0.767 0.100 Moderate
[DM] Responsive Decision Making 0.717 0.711 0.667 0.050 Alignment
[AN] Assessment of Recovery Needs 0.800 0.811 0.667 0.144 High
[RP] Recovery Plan Development 0.800 0.744 0.733 0.067 Low
[RO] Reorganisation 0.733 0.700 0.600 0.133 High

Key: TM-Top Management, MM-Middle Management, FLM-First Line Management; REI-Relative Existence
Index; RPGI: Relative Perception Gap Index.

From Table 2, it can also be seen that while RPGI captured the maximum divergence between management
levels, it did not fully reflect the pattern of agreement or disagreement across all groups. This could be seen
as a limitation. However, such patterns often require nuanced interpretation in order to unpick any
embedded dynamics (and thinking) between each of the different management levels in relation to specific
capabilities. Given this, on reflection, it can be reported here that the analysis did not extend into detailed
analysis of the underlying dynamics that created these divergences; instead, these findings can be used to
demonstrate the existence of stratified perspectives. Moreover, to integrate these insights with the
interview-based findings to help inform a more ‘considered’ solution to help organisations operationalise
their OSC resilience transitional arrangements.

4.1 Conceptual Framework Premise and Proposition

Given the need to present organisations with a formal (practical) mechanism for operationalising their OSC
resilience transitional arrangements, it was important to reflect back on the importance of dynamic capability
theory and the capability-based views of organisational resilience (Teece, 2007; Duchek, 2020). In doing
so, it was observed that organisational resilience was not seen as a simple set of capabilities, but rather, a
multi-layered construct that both enabled and developed capability. This can be explained as an emergent
interaction between latent capabilities — manifested through mechanisms through which they are activated;
and perhaps more importantly, where these are aligned to organisational conditions (and culture) which
shape operationalisation and impact through different layers.

This layered approach is presented as an “OSC Resilience Operationalisation Framework” (Figure 2). This
multi-level operationalisation framework consists of six interconnected layers, each of which captures a
distinct dimension of how ‘resilience’ can be developed, activated and implemented within organisational
settings, particularly those wishing to transition from traditional construction approaches to those which
implement or engage OSC. This framework is proffered as a ‘proof of concept’. This was conceptually
developed, empirically informed, and aligned to actors’ feedback. It focuses specifically on the role of the
multi-level conditioning layer and divergence parameters. In this respect, no attempt has been made to test
and validate this framework at this stage, although this will follow protocols for: internal and external validity,
reliability, homogeneity and consistency.




Layer 6: Resilience Outcomes (Observed Impact)

Layer 5: Conditioning Layer - Operational

/ Layer 4: Conditioning Layer - Tactical

Layer 3: Conditioning Layer - Strategic

<«

Layer 2: Operationalism Mechanisms

Layer 1: Resilience Capabilities (Micro foundations)

Layer 0: Dynamic Resilience Capability (Meta Level)

Figure 1: OSC Resilience Operationalisation Framework

From Figure 1, the inner central core of the framework is identified as Layer 0, representing the dynamic
resilience capability. This is seen as a higher-order integrative capability which enables organisations to
sense, align and reconfigure resilience related resources in response to changes in the internal and
external environment (Teece et al., 1997; Duchek, 2020). As such, it acts as the foundation layer of the
framework, providing the start point for resilience capability into the following layer (Layer 1).

Layer 1 is comprised of nine resilience capabilities, all of which are needed for OSC transition. These
represent the organisational capabilities needed to support an organisation’s ability to sense, respond,
adapt and learn. These capabilities encompass, cognitive, behavioural and relational dimensions; and
collectively, form organisational resilience within the context of OSC transition (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011).
Please note, these are considered as latent organisational potential at the beginning, as they need to be
codified before activation and mobilisation.

Layer 2 represents the capability operationalisation mechanisms. These capture the processes
through which latent capabilities are activated and mobilised into operational practices (Burnard and
Bhamra, 2011; Powley, 2009). These mechanisms include decision-making structures, information flows,
coordination routines, and feedback loops that structure how organisations respond to change. Layer 2
therefore, plays a critical mediating role between capabilities and observed outcomes. This is the layer
where the latent capability potential is converted into coordinated organisational actions implemented in
practice. In this context, failures in organisational resilience are rarely caused by the absence of
capabilities alone; rather, they arise from the lack of ability to establish and sustain the necessary
organisational mechanisms that effectively operationalise these capabilities (Vogus and Sutcliffe, 2007).

Operationalisation of the resilience capabilities is further shaped by multi-level conditioning layers (Layers
3 to 5), which include strategic, tactical, and operational dimensions. These layers represent the
organisational contexts within which decisions are formed, structured and executed (Gracey, 2020;
Hernes et al., 2025).




The conditioning layer - strategic (Layer 3) engages the role of top management to provide, shape
structure strategic direction. This includes governance structures, resource allocation, and all logical
arrangements and constraints that define organisational vision and concomitant priorities.

The conditioning layer - tactical (Layer 4) captures the role of middle management in translating the
strategic intent into operational plans, coordination routines and resource configurations across all
business functions.

The conditioning layer - operational (Layer 5) represents day-to-day execution, frontline decision
making, and immediate responses to emerging challenges.

The resilience outcomes layer (Layer 6) represents the observed impact of combined layers. This layer
can be seen as a context-dependent observational lens rather than a direct outcome of internal
capabilities (Burnard and Bhamra, 2011). The dotted boundary of this layer reflects the organisation’s
permeability to external forces (cf. Open Systems). Where, interaction between internal organisational
dynamics and external environment conditions tend to shape outcomes (You, 2023). Dotted lines that do
not extend to Layer 6 represent capabilities that fail to pass through the conditioning layers, which inter
alia can therefore not be operationalised due to this misalignment.

In summary, collectively, these six layers can be considered distinct but highly interdependent. They form
the modus operandi of an integrated system that conditions how capabilities are created and
operationalised. Empirical findings of this research have shaped the operationalisation of this framework.
However, it is important to note that diverse perceptions across these layers (or indeed misalignment) can
often limit or weaken the operationalisation of resilience. This was recognised in similar studies (Salvato
and Vassolo, 2018). Overall, this framework highlights the importance of how (and under what conditions)
resilience capabilities can be operationalised. It also showcases conditions and pitfalls of not envisioning
the ‘bigger picture’ prior to actioning transitional plans.

4.2 How this framework works in practice (modus operandi and operationalisation of resilience
capabilities)

The starting point for applying this framework in a business environment commences with a complete and
thorough examination of all business activities. The first stage therefore is to gather all operationalisation
activities which support or feed into the formation of resilience capabilities. This information is used to
assess several aspects, including: organisational maturity, market risk exposure, resource allocation,
compliance, environmental disturbance, recovery mechanisms etc. This may also include an examination
of external forces (e.g. market volatility, regulatory changes, or supply chain uncertainties) and internal
disruptions (e.g. restructuring and change plans, change, culture re-setting mechanisms etc) — all of which
could directly/indirectly influence business performance and continuity. Once this information has been
gathered, this information is fed into the dynamic resilience capability (Layer 0), to start the process of
examination. The results from Layer 0 inform the alignment and deployment of relevant organisational
resilience capabilities within Layer 1.

Layer 1 is then used to examine the nine micro-foundations (resilience capabilities), which support the
organisation’s OSC transition. Once populated, these capabilities are seen as latent organisational
potential, which will be mobilised into action through the organisational mechanisms of Layer 2. The
mobilisation process structures the activated latent capability potential into practical outcomes for delivery.
At this point, alignment and configuration is deemed critical for enabling successful transition, as Layer 2
represents the stage where resilience capabilities shift from ‘potential’ to ‘realised’ organisational
implementation. The next stage involves the actualisation process of the framework through the multi-level
conditioning layers (Layers 3-5). These layers augment and influence how these capabilities are prioritised,
interpreted and implemented across organisational levels. These layers collectively define the
organisational context through strategic, tactical and operational perspectives. Care must be taken to
ensure full alignment. Interaction and alignment of Layers 3-5 create the resilience outcomes of the
organisation (Layer 6). These outcomes reflect the company’s “realised state”, ergo, its ability to anticipate,
respond to, and recover from disruptions. As discussed earlier (section 4.1) these outcomes are shaped
through the interaction between internal processes and external environmental conditions. These findings




are then analysed from an impact perspective — to see if things have gone to plan or indeed failed to make
an impact. In this respect, the framework presented here only really comes into its own after repeated use.
This repetition aims to develop organisational maturity through iteration, using continuous feedback loops
to inform subsequent cycles of sensing learning and adaptation. Feedback loops enable organisations to
refine their capabilities and adjust organisational processes to maximise resilience and organisational
capability.

5 CONCLUSION

This research originated from the need to understand how AEC organisations wishing to enter OSC actually
understood the transition process in its entirety. This required an examination of thinking and behaviour.
Focus was placed on resilience capabilities, and in particular, how these capabilities were aligned to
business imperatives and assessed afterwards. Whilst this was considered a complex issue to unpick, this
research engaged three case study organisations, using 24 respondents spanning three managerial levels
(FLM, MM and TM). Findings from this research helped develop a multi-layered conceptual framework.
This was grounded in dynamic capabilities theory, with particular emphasis on the role of multi-level
conditioning and alignment.

Findings from this work highlighted the importance and need for resilience planning. In this respect, one
aspect deemed critical for success was that of alignment, as the degree (and approach) to alignment was
seen as a fundamental prerequisite. In this respect, any misalignment acted as a constraint, which
consequently impeded the mobilisation of resilience capabilities. This in turn hindered organisational
transformation; which inter alia, suggests that organisational resilience in OSC transition is not solely a
function of capability availability per se, but more a complex, multi-layered process dependent on cross-
level alignment. This work represents an initial step towards addressing the resilience operationalisation
gap in OSC literature. However, from a replicability perspective, care must be taken to observe that these
findings are context bound. Moreover, that testing and validation is still needed. This is likely to deploy
stress testing in order to evaluate findings across different contexts, scales and levels of OSC maturity.
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