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 This research paper is a systematic literature review (SLR) based on a theory-grounded analysis 
of supply chain resilience (SCR) concerning, in particular, resilience capabilities and resilience 
capability logics. In accordance with PRISMA 2020, 45 peer-reviewed journal articles found in 
Scopus were identified, screened and analysed. In addition to classifying the resilience capabil-
ities, this review takes a dynamic capabilities and contingency approach to theorize the role 
resilience capabilities play as interacting logics through the phases of disruption (pre-disruption, 
during disruption, and post-disruption). The results suggest 7 central resilience capabilities (flex-
ibility, redundancy, agility, collaboration, visibility, robustness and adaptability) that are 
grouped into three higher-order capability logics (buffering, adaptive and transformational). It 
has systematic trade-offs between efficiency and resilience, is characterized by a pre-eminent 
focal-firm bias, and limited longitudinal and multi-tier research are revealed in the review. This 
study lays these contributions on process-oriented resilience capability logic framework and se-
quencing of capability, shifting the capability enumeration to a capability configuration and se-
quencing to enhance theory development in supply chain resilience. Theoretically based coding 
scheme drew on the dynamic capabilities theory (sensing, seizing, reconfiguring) and contin-
gency logic in order to discover underlying capability mechanisms. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The global supply chains are becoming more vulnerable to the shocks created by natural calamities, geopolitical conflicts, 
economic shocks, and operational collapses. These issues have raised an academic and managerial interest in supply chain 
resilience as the capability of a supply chain to get ready, react, and recuperate following the disruptions and sustain their 
operations. Despite the extensive research on the topic, current research is scattered across the disciplines and approaches. 
Several systematic reviews have examined supply chain resilience from definitional, measurement, or performance per-
spectives (e.g., Shekarian & Parast, 2021; Shishodia et al., 2023). Nevertheless, most of such reviews are then mainly 
catalogue of resilience enablers or analyse resilience-performance linkages but do not theorise the underlying capability 
mechanisms that propel resilience through disruption phases. Specifically, current reviews consider resilience capabilities 
as discrete variables and not as interacting and temporally embedded capabilities systems. Due to this, there has been no 
configurational explanation of how resilience capabilities interact, strengthen, and or limit each other over time. Although 
past reviews have dealt with resilience in broad terms, little effort has been put in order to synthesize the capabilities that 
are particular to supply chain resilience. In order to fill this gap, this study undertakes a systematic literature review, based 
on resilience capabilities. It aims at returning to a unified body of fragmented knowledge, determining the overriding 
themes, and suggesting future directions of research. This study adopts a different perspective by treating supply chain 
resilience as a configuration of interacting capability logics rather than a static bundle of attributes. Drawing on insights 
from the dynamic capabilities and contingency literatures, we argue that resilience capabilities operate through distinct 
mechanisms that support different resilience objectives across disruption phases and time horizons. Accordingly, this review 
is guided by the question: How do different resilience capability logics interact, complement, or constrain one another in 
the development of supply chain resilience? 
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By synthesizing the literature through this lens, the study aims to (i) identify dominant resilience capability logics and their 
underlying mechanisms, (ii) surface systematic trade-offs and tensions embedded in resilience strategies, and (iii) develop 
a process-oriented framework that explains how resilience capabilities are combined and sequenced over time. This per-
spective enables a shift from cataloguing resilience capabilities to theorizing their role within a dynamic resilience system. 

1.1 Theoretical Positioning: Supply Chain Resilience as a Higher-Order Dynamic Capability 

The resource-based view and dynamic capabilities lens have long been applied to supply chain resilience (SCR), when 
literature has provided many examples of implementing these theories descriptively but do not explicitly describe the hier-
archical difference between operational and dynamic capabilities. Based on the theory of dynamic capabilities, resilience in 
this review is also inspired by higher-order capability where supply chains not only act reliably, but also decisively restruc-
ture in ways about environmental turbulence.  

Buffering and Adaptive Capabilities – Redundancy, Flexibility, Agility, and Digital Enablers 

Using the words of David Teece, the theory of dynamic capabilities differentiates between the existence of ordinary (oper-
ational) capabilities that enable firms to conduct efficient routine activities and the existence of dynamic capabilities that 
allow a firm to sense opportunities and threats, act on them through mobilisation of resources and reconfiguring of assets 
as a result. Equally, Kathleen Eisenhardt and Sidney Winter highlight the fact that dynamic capabilities are inherent in 
patterned organizational processes, which aid in making adaptation in fluctuating settings. The distinction of supply chain 
resiliency using this difference reveals some crucial theoretical subtleties. Redundancy and robustness are buffering features 
that are mainly used to improve operational reliability and shock absorption. These are enhanced and augmented normal 
functions which enhance stability of the system and may or may not imply structural change. The agility, flexibility, col-
laboration, and visibility are adaptive capabilities that coincide with sensing and seizing mechanisms because they allow 
disruptions to be quickly identified and coordinated actions to be taken. Transformational capability is an aspect of dynamic 
capabilities that is captured here as an adaptability dimension, which is characterized by a redesigning of structure, a repo-
sitioning of the strategy, and renewing a long-term dimension. The hierarchical capability approach to conceptualization of 
resilience thus obviates theoretical conflation. Instead of considering all resilience drivers as the equivalent predictors, this 
approach distinguishes the operational reinforcement (buffering), real-time adjustment (adaptive), and structural renewal 
(transformational). This hierarchy offers the analysis base to the developed capability logics in this review. 

Several studies not explicitly cited in the main text reinforce the review's classification of buffering and adaptive capabili-
ties. Belhadi et al. (2022) demonstrate how additive manufacturing enables both resilience and efficiency through ambidex-
trous dynamic capabilities, supporting the buffering logic by showing how advanced technologies can absorb shocks while 
maintaining operational performance. Chen et al. (2023) examine how operational slack—a core buffering mechanism—
moderates the relationship between COVID-19 government measures and firm performance, validating the review's claim 
that redundancy provides foundational stability during external shocks. Chunsheng et al. (2019) investigate the roles of 
organizational culture, flexibility, and integration, empirically confirming that flexibility operates as an adaptive capability 
enabling rapid operational adjustment across disruption phases. Huang et al. (2023) apply a dynamic resource-based view 
to demonstrate how Industry 4.0 technologies enhance supply chain sensing and seizing mechanisms, directly supporting 
the review's arguments about digital visibility as an adaptive logic. Ivanov (2022) introduces the AURA framework for 
actively deploying redundant assets, offering a practical resolution to the efficiency–resilience trade-off that the review 
identifies as a central tension in resilience strategy design. 

Transformational Capability, Multi-Tier Resilience, and Post-Disruption Reconfiguration 

The transformational capability logic, conceptually the least developed in the literature, receives important but underex-
plored attention in several studies. Dong, Qiu, and Xu (2022) examine blockchain-enabled deep-tier supply chain finance, 
showing how digital infrastructure can extend resilience orchestration across multi-tier networks, directly addressing the 
review's identified gap of limited network-level analysis. Ivanov (2024b) offers a dual conceptualization of supply chain 
resilience, distinguishing between engineering resilience (return to equilibrium) and ecological resilience (system transfor-
mation), which aligns with the review's differentiation between buffering and transformational logics. Purvis et al. (2016) 
develop resilience strategy approaches across economic “boom and bust” cycles, demonstrating how firms must reconfigure 
structural arrangements rather than simply absorb shocks, supporting the review's argument that transformational capability 
requires strategic renewal beyond temporary adjustment. Qader et al. (2022) examine how Industry 4.0 technologies enable 
both supply chain resilience and performance, showing that digital transformation can facilitate the reconfiguring dimension 
of dynamic capabilities. Um and Han (2021) investigate the relationships between global supply chain risk and resilience, 
emphasizing that mitigating strategies must be sequenced across disruption phases, reinforcing the review's process-oriented 
framework. 

Methodological Extensions, Performance Linkages, and Future Research Directions 

Several additional studies provide methodological and empirical extensions that complement the review's findings and sug-
gested research agenda. Jiang, Feng, and Huang (2024) examine antecedent configurations toward supply chain resilience 
using fsQCA, directly supporting the review's call for configurational methods to uncover equifinal pathways. Kazancoglu 
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et al. (2022) investigate the roles of flexibility, agility, and responsiveness for sustainable resilience during COVID-19, 
empirically validating the adaptive capability cluster. Lam and Bai (2016) apply quality function deployment to improve 
maritime supply chain resilience, offering a structured methodology for aligning buffering and adaptive investments. Li et 
al. (2017) examine firm financial performance across resilience dimensions, showing that resilience–performance relation-
ships are nonlinear and context dependent. Liu et al. (2018) investigate supply chain resilience and management policies in 
liner shipping, reinforcing the focal-firm bias critique raised in the review. Nandi et al. (2020) combine resource-based and 
resource dependence perspectives to examine blockchain and circular economy practices, supporting the review's call for 
digitalization–resilience integration. Nikookar and Yanadori (2022) identify managerial antecedents of resilience, empha-
sizing the importance of leadership cognition in sequencing buffering and adaptive mechanisms. Piprani et al. (2022) ex-
amine multi-dimensional supply chain flexibility and resilience under varying risk exposure levels, validating the contin-
gency perspective. Razak, Hendry, and Stevenson (2023) review supply chain traceability and its relationship with resili-
ence, showing how visibility enables adaptive response. Sabahi and Parast (2020) examine firm innovation as a dynamic 
capability for resilience, supporting the transformational logic. Van Hoek (2020) identifies research–practice gaps in post-
COVID-19 resilience, reinforcing the review's call for longitudinal designs. Yang et al. (2021) investigate antecedents and 
consequences of supply chain risk management capabilities in the post-coronavirus crisis, emphasizing temporal sequenc-
ing. Zouari, Ruel, and Viale (2021) examine whether digitalizing the supply chain contributes to resilience, showing con-
ditional effects that align with the review's configurational approach. Collectively, these uncited studies provide robust 
empirical and methodological support for the review's proposed buffering, adaptive, and transformational capability logics 
while pointing toward future research directions in configurational methods, multi-tier analysis, and digitalization–resili-
ence integration. 

1.2 Conceptual Boundaries 

Supply chain resilience (SCR) can be drawn in comparison to such related constructs as supply chain risk management and 
robustness. Whereas the supply chain risk management approaches concentrate on the identification and mitigation of the 
known risks, the resilience incorporates the ability of the supply chain to respond in the event of unforeseen disruptions as 
well as prepare and recover. In a similar manner, robustness denotes the capacity to sustain disruption in the absence of 
major drop in performance, although, does not necessarily mean adaptation or metamorphosis. The interpretation of SCR 
in the review is through the application of dynamic capabilities theory and conceptualization of higher-order dynamic ca-
pabilities, which make supply chains absorb shock (buffering), adapt operationally (adaptive), and restructure structurally 
(transformational) during times of disruption. 

2. Methodology 

2.1 Review Protocol 

The systematic review of literature below will follow the PRISMA 2020 guidelines in order to be clear and highly rigorous. 
Scopus database has been selected since it holds a lot of information about the high-quality peer-reviewed journals on 
business, management, and operations research. Scopus was chosen to be the main database because of covering a large 
number of quality journals in the field of operations, logistics, and supply chain management in this database. As in the 
previous systematic reviews on the topic, methodological consistency and the thoroughness of the analysis was achieved 
through the use of one extensive database, accompanied by low chances of duplication and indexing bias. 

2.2 Search Strategy and Selection Criteria 

The initial search strategy focused broadly on “supply chain resilience” OR “supply network resilience” without restricting 
the search to predefined capability terms. Capability constructs were identified inductively during the full-text coding phase. 
To ensure comprehensive capture of capability-oriented studies, a supplementary keyword screening was conducted during 
coding to identify recurring resilience-related mechanisms (e.g., flexibility, redundancy, agility, collaboration, visibility, 
robustness, adaptability).Only journal articles that were in English language were searched to ensure consistency in the 
analysis. In the first place, 573 articles were discovered. Following the elimination of duplicates and a screening of titles 
and abstracts of articles in response to our inclusion and exclusion criteria, 488 articles were left. These were completely 
reviewed in terms of text and only a final number of 45 articles were considered the most relevant in order to analyze them 
in depth. This was a process of staged filtering as shown by the PRISMA flow diagram (Figure 1) that made the selection 
comprehensive and focused. 

2.3 Sample Scope and Analytical Focus 

Although supply chain resilience research has expanded significantly since 2020, the final sample of 45 articles reflects a 
deliberate analytical narrowing rather than limited database coverage. The review purposefully retained only studies that 
explicitly examined resilience-related capabilities or mechanisms at a conceptual or empirical level. Studies that addressed 
resilience outcomes without unpacking underlying capability drivers were excluded to preserve theoretical focus. System-
atic literature reviews prioritizing mechanism-based synthesis often employ smaller but conceptually dense samples to en-
able deeper theoretical abstraction. The emphasis of this review is not bibliometric mapping of the entire resilience domain, 
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but rather the structured theorization of capability logics. The final dataset therefore reflects conceptual relevance rather 
than numerical exhaustiveness, ensuring analytical depth while maintaining methodological transparency. 
 
2.3 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 
 
Studies were included if they (i) were peer-reviewed journal articles, (ii) explicitly addressed supply chain resilience, and 
(iii) examined at least one resilience-related capability. Studies were excluded if they (i) focused solely on supply chain 
risk without resilience framing, (ii) were conference proceedings, book chapters, or practitioner reports, or (iii) did not 
provide conceptual or empirical discussion of resilience mechanisms. This ensured analytical focus on theoretically 
grounded resilience capabilities. 
 
2.4 Study Selection Process 
 

The article selection process is summarized in the PRISMA flow diagram below (Fig. 1). 

 

Fig. 1. PRISMA 2020 Flow Diagram of the Study Selection Process 

The exact Scopus search string used was as follows: 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (“supply chain resilience” OR “supply network resilience”) AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, “ar”)) 
AND (LIMIT-TO (LANGUAGE, “English”)) 

During screening and coding, studies were retained if they contained explicit discussion of resilience-related capabilities 
or mechanisms. 

2.5 Quality Assessment and Coding Procedure 

A structured appraisal matrix was used to categorize studies into high, moderate, and exploratory methodological robustness 
based on clarity of research design, analytical rigor, and theoretical grounding. Of the 45 studies, 24 were categorized as 
high robustness, 15 as moderate, and 6 as exploratory. During synthesis, greater interpretive weight was assigned to findings 
consistently supported across high-robustness studies. To enhance methodological rigor, a structured quality appraisal was 
conducted for all 45 included studies. Each article was evaluated based on (i) clarity of research design, (ii) transparency of 
data collection procedures, (iii) appropriateness of analytical techniques, and (iv) theoretical grounding. Studies were not 
excluded based on quality thresholds; however, methodological robustness was considered during synthesis to avoid over-
weighting exploratory or weakly designed studies.  

A coding protocol was developed iteratively. First, open coding identified resilience capabilities discussed in each study. 
Second, axial coding grouped capabilities based on their functional objectives and temporal orientation. Third, selective 
coding enabled the abstraction of higher-order capability logics (buffering, adaptive, transformational). This multi-stage 
coding process ensured analytical depth and theoretical abstraction rather than mere descriptive aggregation. 
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2.6 Coding Reliability and Analytical Transparency 

To enhance methodological rigor and analytical transparency, additional validation procedures were implemented during 
the coding process. Although the coding was conducted by a single researcher, a structured protocol was followed to mini-
mize subjectivity and ensure consistency. The coding manual was developed after an initial pilot reading of a subset of 
studies, allowing capability categories to emerge inductively before formalizing definitions and inclusion rules. 

First, a detailed coding manual was developed prior to full-scale coding. The manual defined each resilience capability (e.g., 
flexibility, redundancy, agility) and specified inclusion rules and boundary conditions to reduce conceptual overlap. For 
example, flexibility was coded when studies referred to operational adjustment capacity, whereas agility was coded when 
emphasis was placed on speed of response. 

Second, a two-stage recoding procedure was conducted. After the initial coding of all 45 articles, a random subset of 12 
articles (27% of the sample) was re-coded after a two-week interval. The consistency rate between the first and second 
coding exceeded 90%, indicating strong intra-coder reliability. 

Third, coding decisions were anchored in explicit textual evidence. Capabilities were assigned only when studies provided 
conceptual definitions, measurement scales, or empirical analysis directly linked to resilience mechanisms. When classifi-
cation ambiguity emerged (e.g., flexibility vs. agility), coding decisions were resolved by prioritizing the primary functional 
emphasis of the study. 

Finally, the abstraction of higher-order capability logics (buffering, adaptive, transformational) followed a mechanism-
based grouping logic derived from dynamic capabilities theory. Capabilities were categorized based on (i) functional ob-
jective, (ii) temporal activation phase, and (iii) structural versus reconfigurational mechanism. 

These steps enhance replicability and reduce interpretive bias in the synthesis process. 

3. Results 

3.1 Descriptive and Thematic Analysis 

The chronological focus of the reviewed articles demonstrates the steep increase in research on supply chain resilience since 
2020 (64.4% of articles have been published in the course of 2020-2024). The COVID-19 pandemic has provided a catalytic 
effect on resilience scholarship as of this surge. 

Methodological Patterns 

Nearly half of the studies (48.9%) employ quantitative survey designs, typically using structural equation modeling to test 
resilience–performance relationships. Case-based research (33.3%) provides contextual depth but often remains limited to 
single-industry settings. Modeling and simulation studies (11.1%) predominantly examine redundancy, structural robust-
ness, and network topology. 

Notably, longitudinal designs are largely absent. Most empirical studies rely on cross-sectional data, limiting insight into 
how resilience capabilities evolve across disruption phases. 

Theoretical Lenses 

Dynamic capabilities theory and the resource-based view are the dominant theoretical foundations. However, many studies 
reference these theories superficially without deeply operationalizing sensing, seizing, or reconfiguring mechanisms. Con-
tingency perspectives are implicitly present but rarely formally theorized. 

Level of Analysis 

A strong focal-firm bias is evident: 71.1% of studies examine resilience at the single-firm level. Only 6.7% adopt a multi-
tier supply network perspective. This imbalance restricts understanding of cascading disruptions and systemic resilience 
dynamics. 

Disruption Context 

A substantial proportion of recent studies are explicitly COVID-19 driven. While this improves contextual richness, it risks 
event-specific theorization and may limit generalizability across disruption types (e.g., geopolitical shocks, natural disasters, 
cyber risks). Overall, the descriptive analysis reveals methodological concentration, theoretical under-specification, and 
level-of-analysis imbalance, reinforcing the need for configurational and process-based theorization. 
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Table 1  
Descriptive Summary of Reviewed Studies (n=45) 

Characteristic Category Number of Studies Percentage Example Studies 
Publication Year 2015-2019 16 35.6% Scholten & Schilder, 2015; Brusset & Teller, 2017  

2020-2024 29 64.4% Remko, 2020; Modgil et al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2023 
Methodology Survey/Quantitative 22 48.9% Dubey et al., 2019; Aslam et al., 2020  

Case Study 15 33.3% Shen & Sun, 2023; Scala & Lindsay, 2021  
Modeling/Simulation 5 11.1% Tan et al., 2019; Lücker & Seifert, 2017  
Conceptual/Review 3 6.7% Shekarian & Parast, 2021; Felix Durach et al., 2015 

SC Tier Focus Focal Firm 32 71.1% Li et al., 2017; Rajesh, 2016, 2017  
Dyadic (Buyer-Supplier) 10 22.2% Chowdhury et al., 2019; Scholten & Schilder, 2015  
Multi-tier (3+ tiers) 3 6.7% Mishra et al., 2022; Hendry et al., 2019 

 

To complement descriptive analysis, keyword emphasis patterns were examined across the 45 studies based on author key-
words and recurring conceptual terminology within abstracts. Flexibility (appearing in 62% of studies), redundancy (56%), 
agility (49%), collaboration (47%), and visibility (42%) were the most frequently emphasized resilience-related constructs. 
Adaptability appeared in only 18% of studies, while robustness appeared in 24%. These frequency patterns support the 
observation that operational and adaptive capabilities dominate the literature, whereas transformational mechanisms remain 
underexplored. Although this review does not employ full bibliometric mapping, the keyword emphasis analysis provides 
additional transparency regarding construct prevalence and reinforces the mechanism-based clustering identified during 
coding. 

3.2 Resilience Capabilities Logics 

The analysis identifies seven core resilience capabilities: flexibility, redundancy, agility, collaboration, visibility, robust-
ness, and adaptability. Flexibility and redundancy are the most frequently examined capabilities (Kamalahmadi et al., 2022), 
while adaptability and robustness receive comparatively less attention. While prior studies have examined resilience capa-
bilities individually, the synthesis of the reviewed literature indicates that these capabilities cluster around distinct functional 
logics. Rather than operating independently, resilience capabilities tend to support specific resilience objectives, differ in 
temporal orientation, and rely on enabling conditions. Accordingly, the reviewed studies were analyzed to identify patterns 
in how capabilities are deployed and combined, revealing three dominant resilience capability logics: buffering, adaptive, 
and transformational. A classification of these capabilities is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2  
Mechanism-Based Classification and Empirical Prevalence of Supply Chain Resilience Capabilities (n = 45) 

Capability Higher-Order 
Logic 

Phase Core Mechanism No. % Typical Operationalization Key Tensions 

Flexibility Adaptive During Operational adjustment 
capacity 

28 62% Multi-sourcing, modular de-
sign, volume flexibility 

Cost vs re-
sponsiveness 

Redundancy Buffering Pre Resource slack absorp-
tion 

25 56% Safety stock, backup suppli-
ers, excess capacity 

Efficiency 
erosion 

Agility Adaptive During Speed of response 22 49% Lead-time reduction, rapid 
decision-making 

Coordination 
complexity 

Collaboration Adaptive During Relational coordination 21 47% Information sharing, joint 
planning 

Dependency 
risk 

Visibility Adaptive During Information transpar-
ency 

19 42% Digital tracking, analytics, 
blockchain 

Cyber risk, 
tech reliance 

Robustness Buffering Pre Structural strength 11 24% Network design resilience, 
structural redundancy 

Inflexibility 
risk 

Adaptability Transformational Post Strategic reconfiguration 8 18% Supplier base redesign, geo-
graphic reshoring 

Investment 
uncertainty 

 

To strengthen analytical transparency, capability co-occurrence was systematically examined. Co-occurrence was coded 
when two or more capabilities were explicitly theorized, measured, or discussed within the same study. Redundancy and 
robustness co-occurred in 68% of studies addressing structural preparedness. Agility, flexibility, collaboration, and visibility 
co-occurred in 72% of studies examining disruption response mechanisms. Adaptability showed limited overlap with buff-
ering constructs and appeared primarily in studies emphasizing post-disruption strategic renewal. These patterns reinforce 
that the buffering and adaptive clusters are empirically grounded in the literature’s joint theorization practices rather than 
solely derived from conceptual interpretation. The clustering therefore reflects observed patterns of capability bundling 
within the empirical domain. 

3.2.1 Mechanism-Based Derivation of Capability Logics 

The abstraction of higher-order capability logics was grounded in mechanism-based differentiation informed by dynamic 
capabilities theory. Buffering capabilities (redundancy, robustness) operate primarily through resource slack and structural 
design strength. These mechanisms enable shock absorption but do not necessarily involve reconfiguration. As such, they 
resemble operational capabilities that enhance reliability under stress.  
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Adaptive capabilities (agility, flexibility, collaboration, visibility) facilitate real-time sensing and response during disrup-
tion. These mechanisms align with sensing and seizing dimensions of dynamic capabilities, enabling short-term operational 
realignment. Transformational capability (adaptability) extends beyond immediate response and involves structural recon-
figuration, strategic renewal, and learning from disruption events. This aligns with the reconfiguring dimension of dynamic 
capabilities, reflecting higher-order change capacity. Thus, the classification reflects differences in mechanism, temporal 
activation, and hierarchical capability level rather than descriptive clustering. To validate the abstraction of higher-order 
capability logics, a co-occurrence analysis was conducted across the 45 reviewed studies. Co-occurrence was assessed based 
on whether two or more capabilities were explicitly conceptualized, measured, or theoretically discussed within the same 
study. Capabilities were examined for patterns of joint discussion within the same articles. The analysis revealed that re-
dundancy and robustness co-occurred in 68% of studies addressing structural preparedness, supporting their classification 
under buffering logic. Agility, flexibility, collaboration, and visibility co-occurred in 72% of studies examining real-time 
response mechanisms, reinforcing their adaptive grouping. Adaptability appeared predominantly in studies emphasizing 
post-disruption strategic reconfiguration, with limited overlap with buffering constructs. These patterns provide empirical 
support for the mechanism-based clustering rather than purely conceptual grouping. 

3.3 Conceptual Overlaps and Construct Ambiguities 

The review also reveals significant conceptual overlap among resilience capabilities. Flexibility and agility are frequently 
used interchangeably, although flexibility typically refers to adjustment capacity, whereas agility emphasizes response 
speed. Similarly, redundancy and robustness are often conflated despite distinct mechanisms: redundancy relies on slack 
resources, while robustness reflects structural design strength. Adaptability remains under-defined in the literature. While 
often positioned as higher-order resilience, few studies clearly operationalize its measurement or distinguish it from long-
term flexibility. These conceptual ambiguities create measurement inconsistency and construct validity concerns. Future 
research should explicitly differentiate operational slack (redundancy), design resilience (robustness), rapid response 
(agility), and structural reconfiguration (adaptability) to avoid theoretical dilution. 

 

Fig. 2. Process-Oriented Configuration of Supply Chain Resilience Capability Logics. 
4. Discussion 
 

4.1. Buffering, Adaptive, and Transformational Capability Logics 
 

The results have shown that the capabilities of resilience are not independent, but instead linked. As an example, collabo-
ration can be promoted by visibility, which in its turn facilitates agility and flexibility (Ivanov, 2024; Scholten & Schilder, 
2015). Nevertheless, there are major trade-offs, especially between the price of redundancy and the goal of lean, efficient 
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operations (Lücker & Seifert, 2017). These trade-offs are one of the major challenges that supply chain managers are han-
dling. 

4.2. Trade-offs, Tensions, and Conditional Complementarities 
 

Although the number of research has been increasing, there are still some gaps that need to be addressed. Most of the 
research uses cross-sectional designs (Brusset & Teller, 2017; Dubey et al., 2021), which describe a point in time, but they 
are not sufficient to understand the dynamics of resilience capabilities and how they interact and provide value in the long 
run. Moreover, there is a high focal-firm bias in the literature (see Table 1), whereby less emphasis is given to the situation 
at the dyad and multi-tier levels. This constrains our knowledge of the cascading nature of disruptions across networks and 
the way in which resilience can be orchestrated across the borders of one company (Mishra et al., 2022). The efficiency–
resilience tension reflects a structural paradox within supply chain design. Redundancy increases reliability but reduces 
asset utilization efficiency. Flexibility enhances responsiveness but requires modular investments and supplier diversifica-
tion, often increasing coordination complexity. Digital visibility improves real-time monitoring but introduces technological 
dependency and cybersecurity risks. These tensions suggest that resilience investments are contextually contingent rather 
than universally beneficial, reinforcing the configurational nature of resilience capability systems. 

4.3. Advancing Theory: From Capability Lists to Capability Systems 
 

This review advances supply chain resilience scholarship in three distinct ways. 

Firstly, it goes beyond earlier systematic reviews that mostly describe resilience enablers or investigate resilience -perfor-
mance correlations. Synthesizing resilience constructs in detail, but not explicitly theorizing the differentiation of hierar-
chies of capability or mechanism-based clustering are found in reviews like that of Mojtaba Shekarian and Arash Shishodia. 
On the contrary, this research presents a formalized abstracting of resilience capability logics based on dynamic capabilities 
theory. 

Second, the review introduces the concept of temporal sequencing into the theorizations of resilience. Although previous 
studies do not negate preparation, response, and recovery phases, there is still a lack of explicit mapping of the types of 
capabilities on these phases. This study incorporates time as the central analytical dimension as opposed to a peripheral 
term by differentiating buffering (pre-disruption), adaptive (during disruption), and transformational (post-disruption) 
logics. 

Third, the review will re-examine resilience as a contingent and configurational system instead of a universally useful 
quality. It can be seen that there are systemic tensions between efficiency and resilience especially when it comes to redun-
dancy investments. This endorses a contingency view where resilience capability set ups should match environmental fluc-
tuities, industry traits and risk exposure degrees. 

Collectively, these contributions reposition supply chain resilience from a variable-centered construct toward a configura-
tion-based, temporally embedded capability system. The proposed framework thus extends existing scholarship by offering 
an explanatory logic of capability interaction, sequencing, and hierarchical differentiation. 

 

Fig. 3. Multidimensional Positioning of Resilience Capability Logics Across Disruption Phases 
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The framework does not imply strict linear sequencing but suggests dominant activation tendencies across phases. Capabil-
ities may overlap temporally, but their primary functional objectives differ. Importantly, resilience should not be interpreted 
as universally performance-enhancing. The review demonstrates that resilience investments are conditionally beneficial and 
context dependent. Excess redundancy may erode efficiency, while insufficient buffering may amplify vulnerability. There-
fore, resilience should be conceptualized as a strategic design choice involving trade-offs, sequencing, and contextual cali-
bration rather than as a universally desirable objective. 

5. Managerial Implications 
 

The findings suggest that resilience should be designed as a structured capability system rather than implemented through 
isolated investments. Managers should differentiate between baseline protection, real-time responsiveness, and long-term 
transformation. Buffering mechanisms such as redundancy and robustness provide foundational stability in highly volatile 
industries (e.g., pharmaceuticals or critical infrastructure). However, excessive reliance on redundancy may erode cost com-
petitiveness in price-sensitive sectors such as consumer goods or electronics. Adaptive capabilities, including agility, flex-
ibility, collaboration, and digital visibility, are particularly critical in environments characterized by demand volatility and 
supply uncertainty. Investments in digital traceability, analytics, and cross-partner information sharing can enhance sensing 
and coordinated response speed. Transformational capability becomes essential following large-scale structural disruptions, 
such as geopolitical shifts or technological discontinuities. Strategic reconfiguration of sourcing regions, supplier portfolios, 
or production footprints reflects long-term adaptability rather than temporary adjustment. Managers should therefore align 
resilience investments with disruption profile, competitive strategy, and industry context. Effective resilience design re-
quires sequencing buffering, adaptive, and transformational mechanisms rather than overinvesting in any single dimension. 

6. Future Research Agenda 
 

Future research should advance supply chain resilience scholarship along four structured directions: 

(1) Longitudinal and Process-Based Designs 
 

Most existing studies rely on cross-sectional data. Longitudinal research is necessary to examine how resilience capabili-
ties evolve before, during, and after disruptions. 

(2) Multi-Tier and Network-Level Analysis 
 

The dominance of focal-firm studies limits understanding of cascading disruption effects. Future work should investigate 
resilience orchestration across multi-tier networks and ecosystem levels. 

(3) Digitalization–Resilience Integration 
 

Although digital technologies are widely discussed, empirical research must clarify how AI, blockchain, and analytics 
capabilities integrate with relational and structural resilience mechanisms. 

(4) Configurational and Non-Linear Approaches 
 

Resilience likely emerges from equifinal combinations of capabilities. Methods such as fsQCA and system dynamics 
modeling can uncover complex, non-linear interactions among resilience drivers. 

Future empirical research should test the proposed capability logics using configurational methods (e.g., fsQCA) to exam-
ine equifinal pathways to resilience performance across disruption contexts. 

7. Limitations of the Review 
 

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the review relied exclusively on the Scopus database. Although Scopus 
offers broad coverage of high-quality journals, relevant studies indexed elsewhere may have been omitted. 

Second, the coding process, while structured and validated through recoding procedures, was conducted by a single re-
searcher. Although reliability safeguards were implemented, future reviews may benefit from multi-coder validation. 

Third, the classification of temporal activation phases was inferred based on dominant functional emphasis within studies 
rather than explicit phase labeling. As such, the proposed capability logics represent an interpretive synthesis rather than 
empirically tested typology. 

Fourth, the heavy concentration of post-2020 COVID-19 studies may introduce contextual bias, potentially limiting gener-
alizability across disruption types. 

These limitations provide avenues for future empirical testing and refinement of the proposed framework. 
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8. Conclusion 
The systematic literature review collates and theorizes across the incomplete literature on the capability of supply chains 
resilience. The research provides a process-based and theory-driven conceptualizations on the concept of resilience by 
identifying seven key capabilities, generalizing them into three higher-order capability logics: buffering, adaptive, and 
transformational. The results prove that resilience is never a single competency but a coordinated network of interacting 
systems that can be engaged at various stages of disruptions. 

 

This review carries the field past the capabilities catalogues of descriptive capability to explanatory and configurational 
theorization by combining dynamic capabilities, as well as contingency views. The suggested framework offers not only a 
conceptual base of subsequent empirical studies but also a strategic guide to managers who may intend to create resilient 
supply chains and at the same time very efficient across all the more turbulent environments. 

 
This systematic literature review advances supply chain resilience (SCR) scholarship by moving beyond descriptive capa-
bility catalogues toward a configurational, process-oriented understanding of how resilience mechanisms operate across 
disruption phases. By synthesizing 45 peer-reviewed articles through the theoretical lenses of dynamic capabilities and 
contingency logic, the review identifies seven core resilience capabilities, flexibility, redundancy, agility, collaboration, 
visibility, robustness, and adaptability, which cluster into three higher-order capability logics: buffering (pre-disruption), 
adaptive (during disruption), and transformational (post-disruption). 

The findings challenge the prevailing view of resilience as a static bundle of attributes. Instead, resilience emerges as a 
coordinated system of interacting capability logics that must be sequenced and configured according to disruption context, 
industry characteristics, and strategic trade-offs. Notably, the review surfaces persistent tensions, particularly between effi-
ciency and redundancy, and reveals critical gaps in the literature, including a strong focal-firm bias, limited longitudinal 
designs, and under-theorized transformational mechanisms. 

Practically, managers should design resilience as a structured capability system rather than implementing isolated invest-
ments, carefully balancing buffering, adaptive, and transformational mechanisms. Theoretically, this review repositions 
SCR as a temporally embedded, higher-order dynamic capability. Future research must prioritize multi-tier network anal-
yses, longitudinal designs, and configurational methodologies to test how capability logics interact under varying disruption 
scenarios. Ultimately, resilience is not universally beneficial but contextually contingent, a strategic design choice requiring 
deliberate calibration rather than unqualified pursuit. 
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