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Abstract 

Given dynamic exigencies militating against the survival of modern manufacturing firms in 

south-south Nigeria, the study evaluated the implication of organizational flexibility on the 

corporate resilience of selected manufacturing firms. The study employed a sample size of 

217 managerial staff in registered manufacturing firms in Port Harcourt, Rivers state. A 

cross-sectional survey using the Partial Least Square estimation technique is employed. The 

dimensions utilized to capture organizational flexibility were; the structural flexibility and 

human resource flexibility, while adaptive capability and agility were the employed measures 

of choice. The study observed that; a significant and positive association between structural 

flexibility and adaptive capability and between human resource flexibility and adaptive 

capability. In the agility model, results show a positive and significant relationship between 

structural flexibility and agility while human resource flexibility shows a positive, weak, and 

significant relationship with agility. In light of the findings, it is recommended that; 

Manufacturing firms should ensure they are better able to adjust their structural activities to 

the rising demands of their environment by ensuring that the chain of command and pattern 

of communication are reviewed as often as possible and to accommodate exigent occurrences 

within and outside the organization and such should also ensure that they allow mutual 

participation of employees and managers in the decision making process to solidify and 

bolster the responsiveness of the human capital of the organization. 

Keyword: Organizational flexibility, corporate resilience; Human Resource flexibility; 

Adaptive Capability; Structural flexibility; Agility 
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1.0 Introduction 

Business organizations are frequently faced with an unprecedented and growing number of 

possible disruptions to their current state; thus, notable businesses usually fail if proper risk 

management models to adopt scalable resilience metrics are not employed (Wieland & 

Wallenburg, 2013). In line with the above assertion, Amah and Onwughalu (2017) opined 

that the present day firms operate in environment characterized with unprecedented changes 

arising from competitive forces as well as other factors within the business sphere. In this 

present business domain which is characterized with high proliferation in technology and 

high business failures, only organizations that possess high resilience capability are most 

likely to withstand the turbulent moment and imponderable varieties in the business world. , 

resilience as an organizational attribute, enables businesses to withstand turbulent elements 

within the business environment and boost ability to survive the test of time.  Cooper, Flint-

Taylor, and Pearn (2013) noted that in the presence of economic setbacks, being more 

productive and effective in conducting business operations is of high importance.  

Considering the proliferation in the business world where the organization operates, it is 

important that organizations remain flexible in order to stay agile and remain competitive. 

Radomska (2015) noted that organizational flexibility entails feature that allows an 

organization to take actions in the midst of sudden changes. In other words, organizational 

flexibility is present when a firm could react and take valid decisions at ease without wasting 

much of its strategic timing. In the same vein, Frazelle (1986) noted that flexibility represents 

the ability to modify strategies over time. Strategic modification is geared towards making a 

quick adjustment in order to enable an organization meet up with an urgent demand.  Toni 

and Tonchia (2005) noted that organizational flexibility could be explained and viewed based 

on different perspectives such as: range of possible strategic options, differentiation, speed of 

changes and shift into a new line of business. Over the years, several scholars have examined 

ways to enhance the resilience of organizations using various constructs. For instance, 

Ahiauzu and Jaja (2015) examined process innovation and organizational resilience in Public 

Universities in South-South Nigeria with focus on process innovation. The study made efforts 

to explore corporate resilience and identified three dimensions- situation awareness, keystone 

vulnerability, and adaptive capacity yet the study was domiciled on universities leaving out 

manufacturing firms. Despite the several scholarly works, there seems to be paucity of 

studies on how organizational flexibility relates with corporate resilience of manufacturing 

firms in South South Nigeria. It is these observed gaps that has informed this study. Thus, 

this study seeks to bridge the aforementioned knowledge gaps. 

Statement of the Problem 

Manufacturing firms are now faced with hyper-competition owing to the fact that there is 

more influx of manufacturing firms causing the proliferation of products in the market which 

is making business survival more herculean for managers to handle. Observably, apart from 

competitive forces, the unexpected economic downturn across the nations caused by 

Coronavirus which origins could be traced to China, has changed current business and 

manufacturing narratives which has also hampered business survival and made corporate 

resilience critical characteristics for today‟s firms. Firms that lack corporate resilience are 

liable to low robustness, low adaptive capacity and low agility which could cumulate to 

business failure due to sudden business changes. Poor resilience of manufacturing industry of 

any nation could cause heavy national economic down turn. Thus, the domestic firm may find 
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it very difficult to operate on a normal ground leading to low GDP. Further, Akhigbe and 

Onuoha (2019) observed that businesses in Nigeria especially the beverage manufacturing 

firms are seriously facing tough times due to stiff competition, high cost of production, 

inadequate supply of raw material, much dependence on old-fashioned technological 

equipment that makes it difficult for organizational survival. Most manufacturing firms are 

still dragging fit in terms of achieving a state of resilience that could enable them withstand 

sudden environment changes. Okuwa, Nwuche, and Anyanwu (2016) observed that the idea 

behind striving for corporate resilience is to enable organizations make away with negative 

effectives of sudden economic crises, adapt appropriate to the current changes and survive the 

dynamic business forces. The problem of low resilience ability of firms still persists despite 

all attempts in previous years to address the issue. Hence, this study examined how 

organizational flexibility in terms of structural flexibility and human resource flexibility 

relates with corporate resilience of manufacturing firms in South-South, Nigeria. 

Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of the study are to examine the relationship between: 

i. human resource flexibility and adaptive capability of manufacturing firms in 

South-South, Nigeria 

ii. human resource flexibility and agility of manufacturing firms in South-South, 

Nigeria. 

iii. structural flexibility and adaptive capability of manufacturing firms in South-

South, Nigeria. 

iv. structural flexibility and agility of manufacturing firms in South-South, Nigeria. 

 

Research Questions 

The following research questions are proffered as a guide in the study; 

What is the relationship between: 

i. human resource flexibility and adaptive capability of manufacturing firms in 

South-South, Nigeria 

ii. human resource flexibility and agility of manufacturing firms in South-South, 

Nigeria. 

iii. structural flexibility and adaptive capability of manufacturing firms in South-

South, Nigeria. 

iv. structural flexibility and agility of manufacturing firms in South-South, Nigeria. 

 

Research Hypothesis 

The following null hypotheses served as tentative answer to the research questions; 

There is no significant relationship between 

H01: human resource flexibility and adaptive capability of manufacturing firms in South-

South, Nigeria 

H02: human resource flexibility and agility of manufacturing firms in South-South, Nigeria. 

H03: structural flexibility and adaptive capability of manufacturing firms in South-South, 

Nigeria. 

H04: structural flexibility and agility of manufacturing firms in South-South, Nigeria. 

 

2.0 Review of Related Literature 

This research is founded on the resource-based perspective, which Rantakari (2010) defines 

as the choice to outsource based on the client's capacity to invest in internal skills and so 
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maintain a competitive edge. According to Lacity and Willcocks (2008), the primary factors 

of its success are the RBV, which is concerned with the resources possessed by the business 

and may contribute to the business's sustainable competitive advantage. The notion of a 

company's difficult-to-copy characteristics as a source of superior performance and 

competitive advantage (Hamel & Prahalad, 1996) lies at the heart of the resource-based view 

(RBV). Resources that do not need a lengthy learning curve or a substantial shift in the 

organizational environment and culture are more likely to be unique to the firm, making them 

more difficult to copy by rivals, and are not readily relocated or acquired. Campbell and 

Luchs (1997) believe that some organizations' strengths also enable value addition to the 

customer value chain, the development of new goods, and the expansion of new markets. 

When firms' skills are prioritized in the pursuit of competitive advantages, the emphasis is on 

changing value chain activities. This is crucial because it enables us to determine the 

capability of value chain operations to generate competitive advantages. RBV leverages its 

resources and capabilities inside enterprises to achieve lasting competitive advantages. 

Resources may be thought of as an input that enables businesses to operate (Madhani, 2010). 

This resource base theory is pertinent to this research because an organization's capacity to 

invest in internal skills contributes to the firm's resilience and competitiveness in the industry. 

 

Operational Framework 
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
             
 
 
 
 
            

Figure 1: Conceptual Research Model.  

Source: Adapted from Volberda, Verwaal, and Weerdt (2006), Annareui, Battistella and 

Nonino (2020).   

 

Concept of Organizational Flexibility 

Flexibility is a multifaceted and complex notion, as suggested by Sethi & Sethi (1990). The 

capacity to adapt to environmental change is shown by the capacity to foresee, as well as 

respond to changes (Volverda, 1998; Bueno, 1996). This is an important concept in this case 

since it relates to how the corporation is able to organize and operate the numerous 

production resources, as well as its capacity to meet diverse customer demands (2003). Based 

on the evidence, it is deduced that a flexible organization is capable of changing, adapting, 

and proactively facing change. It can be assumed that these three qualities will result in a 
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corporation with improved adaptability, quicker response, and lower risk. According to 

Jonsson (2007), flexibility implies companies have the liberty to recruit and dismiss the 

workers whenever they choose, due to the paucity of labor market restrictions. Work 

flexibility in the literature is made up of a number of forms. The capacity to increase or 

decrease the number of employees needed for the company and the employer's requirements 

is defined as numeric flexibility by Goodwin (2002). Altuzarra and Serrano (2010) offered 

employees large numerical flexibility, which may be described as statistical flexibility and is 

related to other employment agreements. When numerical flexibility is introduced externally 

and internally, according to Tros & Wilthagen, 2004, ILO, 2004, and Wachsen & Blind, 

2011, it has been defined as numerical flexibility, by the aforementioned authors. Since 

Weick (1982) observed that flexibility is required to accommodate non-transitional changes 

to current practices, this means that you should increase your ability to adapt future changes 

to your current practices. This implies that the company must be on the lookout for changes 

and has an enough supply of fresh ideas to meet such changes. Nonetheless, the organization 

cannot preserve a clear sense of identity and continuity while allowing for absolute 

flexibility. Every social unit is shaped in part by its history, which consists of whatever the 

unit has done repeatedly, over and over again. Adler (1988) argues that the concept of 

flexibility is only meaningful in the context of stability. 

Human Resource Flexibility 

According to Wright and Snell (1998), flexibility in HR management is defined as the extent 

to which the organization's human resources have both skill sets and behavioral repertoires 

that can help a firm gain strategic options in their competitive environment, as well as the 

extent to which relevant HR management practices can be identified, developed, and 

implemented as quickly as possible to maximise the degree of flexibility present in those 

human resources. Having previously conceptualized HR flexibility as being two-dimensional, 

with skills and behaviour flexibility both serving as components, the study identified three 

separate dimensions of HR flexibility – human resource practice flexibility, skills flexibility, 

and behavior flexibility (Bhattacharya, Gibson & Doty, 2005; Wright & Snell, 1998). 

In order to handle HR flexibility, HR practitioners may consider three different aspects of 

company internal traits, each of which may be addressed through distinct conceptual 

components: employee capabilities, employee behavior, and HR procedures. Flexibility of 

employee skills is the amount of possible alternative applications to which employee abilities 

can be put, and how easily a worker with varied talents may be shifted to a new assignment 

(Wright & Snell, 1998). Behavior flexibility is flexible behavior as opposed to regular 

behavior; it refers to the degree to which personnel have a vast repertoire of behavioral 

scripts that can be adjusted to meet situational needs. The amount to which the business's HR 

practices can be altered and used across a number of scenarios, or across numerous locations 

or divisions of the business, and the speed at which these adaptations and applications may be 

implemented are all aspects of flexibility in HR practices. 

Employee skills are defined as flexible if they are versatile enough to take on various roles. 

These authors say that such flexible skills are made possible via a flexibility of alternatives 

for using those abilities. Employee behavior flexibility describes an ability to vary behaviors 

based on circumstance demands; it is the level to which workers possess a vast repertoire of 

behavioral scripts they may apply to different situations. To be able to respond to changes in 

the business environment, companies that have an HR flexibility system in place may simply 



Research Journal of Management Practice | ISSN: 2782-7674 

Vol. 1, Issue 6 (June, 2021) | www.ijaar.org  

Journal DOI: 10.46654/RJMP  

Article DOI: 10.46654/RJMP.1682 

 

16 
 

morph (Snell, Youndt & Wright, 1996). Employees who have the advantage of a flexible 

working environment are doing so because they have an active role in helping the firm to 

operate better (Beltran-Martin, Roca-Puig, Escrig-Tena & Bou-Lisar, 2008). One of the 

primary benefits of HR flexibility is the link between creativity and innovation. 

Structural Flexibility 

The structural flexibility of a company shows how capable it is of adjusting the structure of 

the company and the related decision, relationship, and information processes in order to 

confront shifts in the external environment or in order to shape shifts in the external 

environment's structure. A corporation's structural flexibility is constrained by the 

establishment of separate leadership and authority roles (as a result of its organizational 

structure) and the development of regulating systems and procedure modulation, all of which 

lead to the operationalization of making decisions, integration, and implementation 

(Volberda, 1998). to keep up with the rapidity of market changes and variability Most firms 

have some guidelines that determine the structure of their network and joint ventures, but 

flexible firm perimeters and a flat formation with fundamental features of levels are 

important for an effective managerial preparation of details and information (Buckley & 

Casson 1998). 

Structural flexibility or adaptive maneuvering capability encompasses the ability of the 

management to modify their decision and communication processes within a particular 

structure as well as the speed at which this may be achieved (Volberda, 1997). Managing 

through periods of massive change entails developing an extremely broad array of skills and 

having broad structural capabilities that help to support the renewal or transformation of 

present processes. The flexibility that exists in internal structural terms, is horizontal or 

vertical job enlargement, the creation of small production units or work cells within a 

production line, changes in organizational responsibilities, alterations in control systems, the 

use of project teams, and the change from a functional grouping to a market-oriented 

grouping with interchangeable personnel and equipment (Anderies, Folke, Walker &Ostrom, 

2013). For example, in interorganizational leeway we have to do things such as letting a new 

technology be supported or given shelter by another organization, or generating a new 

product or market. Examples of just-in-time (JIT) buying, co-makers, co-design, and joint 

ventures are just a few of the many kinds of collaborative cooperation. To begin with, 

expanding such structural connections with outside stakeholders helps them to initiate new 

projects more simply (Anderies, Folke, Walker &Ostrom, 2013). “The structural flexibility 

potential relies on the organizational structural design, which may be classified as either 

mechanistic or organic” (Burns & Stalker, 2001). 

Concept of Corporate Resilience  

The capacity of an organization to continue out its activities in the face of disruptive events or 

significant stress while taking into consideration the pre-event and post-event is referred to as 

resilience (Cumming et al. 2005; Gunderson 2000; Hearnshaw, Wilson 2013). The concept of 

resilience is in a sense rather simple. In other words, it is about being able to fulfill an 

organization's basic goals regardless of the adversities that may arise before and after. The 

ideas of awareness, detection, communication, response, recovery, and the desire and 

capability to adjust to changing settings are all qualities often associated with the idea of 

resilience (McAslan 2010). Resilient organizations are able to help weather disruptions or 
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stressors by resisting or adapting to it; keep their fundamental services available in the face of 

a disturbance, and bounce back when the disturbance has passed (Practical Action 2010). An 

entity's resilience to adapt and rebound is best shown by a group of companies that exhibit 

not just exceptional recovery, but also transformational behavior (Maguire, Cartwright 2008). 

In this framework, resilience may be defined as the ability to “get the system back to where it 

was before the incident occurred.” If the organization were to return to its pre-incident state, 

it would leave itself as exposed to the next disturbance. When resilience is thought of in 

terms of renewal, regeneration, and re-organization, it is referred to as transformation-based 

resilience (Folke 2006). In the book “Resilience: Building Thriving Organizations in 

Turbulent Times” (2003), Valikanga claims that being able to dynamically reinvent business 

models and strategies as conditions change is indicative of a company's level of resilience. 

The notion of “resilience” as a formal framework for organizations is still relatively new, 

although its academic use is on the rise. Just keep in mind that when you're planning for any 

possible hurdles such as the expense, level of engagement, or cultural shifts, you must be 

prepared to face them all. For example, your entire organization should be made up of all the 

core elements that are organizational for effective and efficient business management that is 

aware of the ongoing risk and vulnerability that's present in every aspect of the business 

(Stephenson et al. 2010). Moreover, an organization with a strong mindset will not be at odds 

with the company's long-term aims and plans, but will instead complement them. Resilience 

is multi-faceted and multidimensional, and this highlights just how intricate and 

comprehensive it is (Ponomarov & Holcomb, 2009). In order to foster the capacity to deal 

with ever-changing business risks, resilience is seen both as a result and as a core component 

of the governance of an organization. One's capacity to resist trauma, as seen by the body's 

ability to bounce back after an experience that should have left someone defeated, is an 

indication of an organization's overall resilience. Also, it should be noted that resilience in the 

organizational setting cannot be accomplished with one-time programming or management 

procedures, and should be assessed as necessary. To raise knowledge of an organization's 

operational environment, to raise an organization's resilience, and to raise an organization's 

capacity to respond on risks and opportunities, and to achieve a better future (McManus, 

2008). 

Adaptive Capability 

The degree to which a business is capable of identifying and capitalizing on new market 

possibilities may be measured as adaptable capability (AC) (Wang & Ahmed, 2007). To 

identify and harness existing resources and take advantage of the market need, Staber and 

Sydow (2002) believe that adaptive capacity does not mean only identifying and re-

engineering the market need and utilizing the company's resources. A review of existing 

research yields the conclusion that adaptive capability is rapid and effective in reconfiguring, 

coordinating, recombining, and allocating resources to address market fluctuations (Gibson & 

Birkinshaw, 2004). 

A characteristic called “adaptive capacity,” which is gained through responding to a crisis or 

opportunity, is a latent trait of individuals, communities, or social ecological systems (Engle 

2011). Any person, group, or social-ecological system with high adaptation capacity has 

more resilience, and is thus better equipped to preserve a preferred condition or negotiate a 

positive shift (Folke 2006). From a sociocultural perspective, Gupta et al., (2010) referred to 

adaptive capability as the characteristics of institutions that empower social actors to respond 
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to short-term and long-term impacts in one of two ways: either by planned measures or by 

helping and encouraging individuals to devise creative social responses both pre-decision and 

post-implementation. The focus of our efforts is to officially quantify adaptable competence 

as it is seen by society. 

To borrow market-related words, the adaptive capacity of a corporation is described as its 

capacity to notice and take advantage of new global markets (Helfat 2003). While 

Chakravarthy (1982) refers to adaptive capacity, where a company's adaptable status permits 

the environment to survive, adaptability may also be used to describe a company's capacity to 

adjust to changes in the environment. The corporation goes on to detail an ideal end of 

survival in Staber & Sydow (2002) while adaptiveness attends to successful exploration and 

exploitation technique in Staber & Sydow (2002). Apart from (Staber & Sydow, 2002) 

Companies will use a volatile climate to make decisions on strategy around this topic. Most 

competitive situations therefore need more adaptable methods to adjust to their place in the 

competition and their competitive position, with both the organization and its environment 

suitable for themselves more effectively (Rindova and Kotha, 2001) (Ganesh, Madanmohan, 

Jose & Seshadri, 2004). 

The adaptive capacity is a system's property to modify the features or behavior of the system, 

in order to broaden the range of capabilities available in the event of more unpredictability. In 

simple words, adaptive capacity is the ability to plan and execute effective adaptation 

strategies or to react to changing hazards and pressures in order to lower the chance of 

occurrence and/or the amount of detrimental outcomes that come from hazards that are 

connected to the climate. 

Agility 

Ganguly, Nichiani, and Farr (2009) defined agility as the effective integration of response 

capabilities and knowledge management, so that the unpredictable (or unknown) changes in 

both proactive and responsive business and customer needs and opportunities can be adapted 

quickly, efficiently, and accurately, while also maintaining the quality and cost effectiveness 

of the product and process. Awareness of a situation's many variables aids the agility to act 

accordingly. A high degree of flexibility ensures an active capacity as well as the ability to be 

aware of and prepare for new possibilities, overcome the inertia that comes with constraint, 

and cope with unstructural scenarios, instead of being confined to a few predetermined 

possibilities (e.g., unanticipated change). Worley, Williams, and Lawler describe agility as 

the capacity to swiftly, efficiently, and sustainably transform an organization. This may be 

done via a repeatable organizational resource (Worley, Williams & Lawler, 2014). An 

organization's agility is both internal and external factors dictate. This capability of the 

company is efficient at allocating and redirecting resources for value generation and value 

protection, regardless of these changing conditions. Additionally, the need for implementing 

strategies to handle unexpected demand shock fluctuations (i.e. Stigler's) might be included. 

Agile businesses will also need to manage uncertainty on the supply side of the business and 

alter strategies as needed and desired. The idea of organizational agility is defined by its 

management advice, hence it is constrained by that idea. It is the manager's job to implicitly 

play a part in this scenario. In a dynamically evolving, highly complex, and changing 

economy, individuals and businesses must act quickly and flexibly to meet unpredictable 

demand variations and other shocks, relying on routines and self-organization on one side. 

There are several theories for describing the organization's capacity to detect opportunities 
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quicker than rivals and take advantage of them. Because of the rising importance of finding 

meaning and reaction to environmental changes, it is being made more obvious as a capacity. 

Providing customer-driven goods and services in a quickly changing industry, all while 

maintaining a comprehensive knowledge base, is a formidable challenge. Sarhadi, Yusuf, and 

Gunasekaran (1999) use the terms agility to describe an organization's effective exploration 

of competitive bases (i.e. speed, flexibility, proactivity for innovation, quality, and 

profitability) via the integration of reconfigurable resources and best practices. For 

Sambamurthy, Bharadwaj, and Grover (2003), agility is defined as the capability of a 

corporation to detect opportunities and threats, to gather the assets and skills required to 

launch an effective reaction, to estimate its benefits and dangers, and to conduct 

competitively swift action. 

Empirical Review 

Pradhan, Kumari, and Kumar researched the effects of HR flexibility on company efficiency 

by conducting a case study on an HR consulting firm (2017). In addition, they also examined 

the indirect relationship between HR flexibility and organizational success, which included 

organizational citizenship behavior. The study discovered a significant effect of HR 

flexibility on organizational effectiveness, and this can be proven using structural equation 

modeling on survey data collected from 350 randomly selected executive respondents from 

different manufacturing industries of the public sector organizations in India. The study's 

findings suggested that organizational citizenship (or “citizenship”) has a direct and large 

impact on the correlation between HR flexibility and business efficiency. The results have 

significant repercussions for firms that want to have a positive impact on individuals and 

society via their management in order to enhance business efficiency. Additionally, the 

research also states that HR flexibility is necessary for any company to deal with worldwide 

business needs as expeditiously as possible. Organizations are under pressure to maximize 

profits with minimum expenditures in their HR departments via using HR flexibility. 

Their examination of the linkages between structural flexibility and employee creativity in 

the insurance sector in Rivers State, Nigeria, including a study of Amarikwa, Omoankhanlen, 

and Nwuche (2020), the cross-sectional survey was used as a quasi-experimental design. A 

total of 440 Rivers State workers were recruited from 22 insurance businesses that met the 

company's selection criteria. The researcher's own questionnaire served as the source of all 

data, according to the primal source. The Pearson correlation coefficient statistical tool was 

used for conducting advanced 10 hypotheses, and the findings were then analyzed. The 

moderating effect of organizational culture was shown to be somewhat connected. Using the 

method, the research demonstrated that structural flexibility is significantly associated to 

employee-driven innovation (service, process, and administrative innovation) metrics. 

Because of this, the conclusion has been drawn that gender and creative talents of workers are 

an intentional choice on the part of the firm to become more adaptable. According to the 

content, the suggestion is that insurance companies should evaluate their structure critically 

in order to determine whether or not their structure has been effective and to evaluate what 

kind of structure may grow to control service, procedures, and administrative innovation. 

Alibakhshi and Mahmoudi (2016) carried out a study in order to examine and discover any 

connections between these factors and the flexibility rate for human resources, as well as 

several performance indices at hospitals of Tehran Medical Sciences University. This 

research was conducted section-specific and used as a means to collect data for a descriptive 

paper in 2015. A stratified random sampling approach was used to identify 318 individuals 
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from the hospital patients of Tehran Medical Sciences University and assign them to a certain 

statistical group. The form of the hospital performance index and the flexibility Wright & 

Snell human resource questionnaire was the data set to be used for the calculation of toll 

collecting revenues. A statistical study was done using software SPSS 18, which utilizes 

descriptive statistical indices and linear regression analysis. It was shown that the resources 

(human resources) flexibility was excellent, with a value of 4.16. This link between total 

flexibility and the bed circulation index was substantial, such that the average total flexibility 

generally reduced by 0.64 units for each additional unit of circulation area (p-value < 0.05). 

The results showed that staff resources at Tehran Medical Sciences University Hospitals were 

highly flexible, which suggested that governments and policy makers consider adopting 

human resource management policies aimed at increasing flexibility and improving hospitals' 

performance and improving the status of hospitals. 

Dr Pawlowski (2016) carried conducted a study on the organizational structure of Polish 

firms based on two significant empirical research projects, the first of which was carried out 

at the Faculty of Engineering Management at Poznan University of Technology. in 2012, an 

organization called 'Adjustment of enterprise management systems to the Knowledge 

Economy' (which consisted of students, post-doctoral researchers, and academics from other 

academic departments) was the first project undertaken in 2012, and in 2014, another called 

'Conditions for the Determinants of Entrepreneurial Economy of the Polish Enterprise' (which 

was carried out by students, post-doctoral researchers, and academics from other academic 

departments at Poznan University of Technology) (2016). Both of these empirical studies 

involved surveys of 150 small and medium-sized firms reflecting the Polish economy. The 

findings of these researches corroborate the limited degree of flexibility in organizational 

structure on the aspects of specialization, standardization, and formalization. Furthermore, at 

all levels of the organizational structure, flexibility is determined by the functional domain of 

the company (commercialization and sales, research and development, operational activity, 

and administration). 

Kaehler, Busatto, Becker, Hansen, and Santos investigated the link between adaptable 

capabilities and strategy orientations in the setting of the organization (2014). At a Brazilian 

marine services firm, an empirical survey of 160 workers was undertaken. All strategic 

orientation characteristics have a positive relationship with their adaptable abilities, according 

to the findings. The results show that a company's strategic guidelines have an impact on its 

adaptability, and that the stronger respondents' perceptions of the company's dynamic 

potential, the better their business organization's adaptability. 

3.0 Methodology 

The cross-sectional survey which is a type of the quasi-experimental design was used in this 

study. The accessible population was 499 managerial staffs from twenty-four (24) 

manufacturing firms in South-South Nigeria. Taro Yamene (1968) formula for sample size 

determination was used in arriving at a sample size of 217.  Thus, 217 questionnaires were 

distributed to managerial staffs of manufacturing firms. The systematic sampling technique 

was used in this study. This technique was used because it gives a true representative of the 

entire population and reduces the tendency for researcher bias in selecting the sample case. 

The independent variable (Organizational Flexibility was measured in terms of human 

resource flexibility and structural flexibility. Human resource flexibility was measured using 

8 items (e. g, my organization inculcate flexibility in human resources to adjust to changing 
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demands of the environment). While 7 items will be used in measuring structural flexibility 

(e.g. In my organization task and functions can easily be modified).Also, the dependent 

variable (corporate resilience) was measured in terms of Adaptive Capability and agility. 

Adaptive Capability was measured using a set of 6 items (e.g. My organization exhibit 

tenacity and perseverance even when the situation is bleak) and 5 items will be used in 

measuring agility (e.g. My organization develops alternatives in order to benefit from 

negative circumstances). Items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1-strongly 

disagreed, 2-disagree, 3-agree, and 4-strongly agreed. The Path Analysis using the Partial 

Least Square Estimation method is employed using the Structural Equation modeling, the 

model is specified as follows; 

Model Specification  

CRS  = f(OFL)      (1) 

CRS  = (ADC, AGL)      (2) 

OFL  = (SUF, HRF)      (3) 

CRS  = f(SUFi, HRFi)      (4) 

(ADCi, AGLi) =  f(SUFi, HRFi)     (5) 

Where; 

CRS  = Corporate resilience  

OFL  = Organizational flexibility  

ADC  = Adaptive capability  

AGL  = Agility  

SUF  = Structural flexibility  

HRF  = Human resource flexibility  

4.0 Result 

A total of 217 questionnaires were distributed to respondent, however, only 206 (94.9%) 

copies were well completed and used for the study. The study observed that; Respondents 

were predominantly male than female. Most of the respondents are evenly distributed across 

age range 20 to 59 years, while very few respondents were older than 60 years. Most of the 

managers and senior members of staff in the manufacturing firms are married. Most 

respondents have earned FSLC/SSCE or a Diploma, while a lesser proportion of respondents 

have master‟s degree or doctorate degree. Majority of the respondents have spent significant 

amount of time in their organizations. Manufacturing firms are characterized by moderate 

level of structural flexibility which is evidence in their mediocre adaptive capability. There is 

moderate level of organizational flexibility in the manufacturing firms. The corporate 

resilience of the manufacturing firms is moderate. The hypotheses test was undertaken at a 

95% confidence interval, implying a 0.05 level of significance. The decision rule is set at a 

critical region of p > 0.05 for acceptance of the null hypothesis and p < 0.05 for rejection of 

the null hypothesis. 

Measurement Models Assessment 

The following measurement model is the same as the outer model and it concerns the 

assessment of the reliability and convergent validity of the constructs using factor loadings of 

the manifest variables, indicator reliability and the Average Variance Extracted. Loadings 

above 0.70 (Hulland, 1999) mean that the construct explains more than 50% of the indicator‟s 
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variance, demonstrating that the indicator exhibits a satisfactory degree of reliability. Figure 2 

below shows the outer loadings (lk) of the manifest variables of the dimensions of 

Organizational flexibility and the measures of Corporate resilience, as well as the items of 

Environmental turbulence. 

 

Figure 2: Smart PLS 3.2.6 output for outer loadings of indicators 
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Table 1: Initial PLS-SEM Assessment Results of Measurement Models 
 

Latent 

Variable 

 

 

 

Indicators 

Convergent validity Internal consistency reliability 

Loadings Indicator 

reliability 

AVE Composite 

reliability 𝜌c 

Reliability 

Coefficient 

𝜌A 

Cronbach'

s alpha 

(CA) 

> 0.70 > 0.50 > 0.50 > 0.70 > 0.70 0.70 - 0.90 

 

 

SUF 

 

 

SUF1 0.713 0.508  

 

0.626 

 

 

0.760 

 

 

0.777 

 

 

0.766 
SUF2 0.709 0.503 
SUF3 0.712 0.507 
SUF4 0.756 0.572 
SUF5 0.206 0.042 
SUF6 0.881 0.776 
SUF7 0.402 0.162 

 

 

 

HRF 

HRF1 0.862 0.743  

 

0.688 

 

 

0.813 

 

 

0.731 

 

 

0.720 
HRF2 0.737 0.543 

HRF3 0.841 0.707 

HRF4 0.793 0.629 

HRF5 0.708 0.501 

HRF6 0.781 0.610 

HRF7 0.318 0.101 

HRF8 0.465 0.216 

 

 

ADC 

ADC1 0.818 0.669  

 

0.710 

 

 

0.821 

 

 

0.742 

 

 

0.723 
ADC2 0.765 0.585 

ADC3 0.773 0.598 

ADC4 0.827 0.684 

ADC5 0.861 0.741 

ADC6 0.215 0.046 

 

 

AGL 

AGL1 0.762 0.581  

 

0.775 

 

 

0.758 

 

 

0.633 

 

 

0.621 
AGL2 0.853 0.728 
AGL3 0.761 0.579 
AGL4 0.673 0.453 
AGL5 0.824 0.679 

Note: SUF= Structural flexibility, HRF = Human resource flexibility, RI = Relationship Integration, EVT = Environmental 

turbulence, ADC = Adaptive capability, AGL = Agility. Note: Bold and italicized items/scores did not meet recommended 

threshold, so they were treated as free or redundant items – not included in further analysis. 

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.6 output on research Data, 2021 

 

Table 1 reveals that all the variables have AVE values exceeding the 50% threshold (Fornell 

& Larcker, 1981). The lowest AVE is generated by Structural flexibility latent variable 

(57.3%). Thus, the model satisfied the conditions for convergent validity.  

 

Discriminant Validity 

Analysis on discriminant (divergent) validity reveals the magnitude of empirical difference 

between a construct and other constructs as shown in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Test of Discriminant Validity - Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion 
 AVE SUF HRF EVT ADC CS 

SUF 0.573 0.757     

HRF 0.625 0.253 0.791    

EVT 0.654 0.047 0.037 0.809   

ADC 0.655 0.079 0.173 0.054 0.809  

CS 0.630 0.018 0.055 0.094 0.407 0.794 

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.6 output on research Data, 2021 
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The table reveals that all the diagonal figures (square roots of the Average Variances 

Extracted)are higher than 0.7; and are far greater than the off-diagonal figures (correlations 

between the constructs), thus confirming that each construct is sufficiently distinct from any 

other one. Therefore, the second model endorsed discriminant validity for all the constructs. 

Structural Model (Main Effect) Assessment 

In order to test the hypotheses via the PLS-SEM, the bootstrap method was applied. As a 

rule, path coefficients (βvalues) of .10 to 0.29, .30 to .49 and .50 to 1.0 are weak, moderate 

and strong correlations, respectively (Cohen, 1988). Also, for a two tailed test, t values 

greater than 1.96 are significant, while t values less than 1.96 are non-significant (Hair et al., 

2014). Table 3 shows the results, as reflected in path relationships, path coefficients, standard 

errors and t-statistics. 

Table 3: Results of Hypotheses Testing 
Null 

Hypothesis 

Path 

(Relationship) 

Path 

Coefficient 

(β) 

Standard 

Error 

t-Statistic  Decision  

HO1: SUF -> ADC 0.302 0.009 3.003 Not supported 

HO2: HRF -> ADC 0.274 0.074 2.122 Not supported 

HO3: SUF -> CS 0.314 0.007 2.355 Not supported 

HO4: HRF -> CS 0.300 0.133 2.738 Not supported 

Endogenous Latent 

Variable 

Correlation 

Coefficient (R) 

Predictive 

Accuracy (R
2
) 

Adjusted R
2
 Predictive 

Relevance (Q
2
) 

ADC 0.624 0.389 0.387 0.181 

AGL 0.591 0.349 0.348 0.107 

Note: SUF= Structural flexibility, HRF = Human resource flexibility, ADC = Adaptive capability, CS = 

Agility. T-statistic greater than 1.96 at 0.05% level of significance. 

Reference values: R
2
, 0.19 = weak; R

2
, 0.33 = moderate; R

2
, 0.67 = substantial, Chin (1988). Q

2
> 0 = 

satisfactory predictive relevance, Hair et al., 2011. 

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.6 output on research Data, 2021 

The figures in table 3 depict that there are positive, moderate and significant correlations (R) 

between the dimensions of Organizational flexibility and the measures of Corporate 

resilience. The combined correlation of the dimensions of independent variable on adaptive 

capability is 62.4%; while Agility recorded R value of 59.1%. Thus, adaptive capability 

attracted the higher correlation score whereas Agility recorded a lower score. 

The first model, ADC = f {SUF, HRF}, recorded a moderate R
2 

of 0.389. This means that 

structural flexibility and human resource flexibility jointly explained 38.9% of the variance of 

adaptive capability, while other unidentified variables are responsible for the remaining 

61.1%. Thus, the model has a moderate predictive accuracy. Secondly, AGL = f{SUF, HRF} 

recorded moderate R
2 

of 0.349. This means that structural flexibility and human resource 

flexibility jointly explained 34.9% of the variance of customer, while other unidentified 

variables are responsible for the remaining 65.1%. Thus, the model has a moderate predictive 

accuracy.  

Assessment of Effect Sizes ( f
2
)  

Below is table 4.24 which shows the respective effect sizes on the endogenous sub-constructs 

of the model.  
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Table 4: Effect Size of the latent variables 
Endogenous 

Variable 

Exogenous 

Variable 

R-Squared 

Present 

R-Squared 

Absent 

f 
2
 - effect size Remark on 

Effect Size 

 

ADC 

SUF 0.389 0.241 0.224 Medium 

HRF 0.389 0.302 0.142 Small 

 

CS 

SUF 0.349 0.207 0.218 Medium 

HRF 0.349 0.290 0.091 Small 

Reference values: , ƒ
2
 less than 0.020 = no effect; ƒ

2
 , 0.020 = small effect; ƒ

2
 , 0.15 = medium effect; ƒ

2
, 

0.35 = large effect (Cohen 1988) 

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.6 output on research Data, 2021 

Regarding the effect sizes of the latent indicators of Organizational flexibility on Adaptive 

capability, Table 4 indicates that structural flexibility has a medium effect sizes (ƒ
2
 = 0.224 

respectively), while human resource flexibility has a small effect size (ƒ
2
 = 0.142). In 

addition, whereas structural flexibility has a medium effect sizes (0.218 and ƒ
2
 = 0.238, 

respectively) on Agility, the effect size of human resource flexibility on Agility was small (ƒ
2
 

= 0.091). Thus, human resource flexibility has the weakest effect while other dimensions 

have moderate effects on Agility. 

 

Table 5: Summary of Results on the Tests of Hypotheses HO1 and HO2 

Null 

Hypothesis 

Path 

(Relationship) 

Path Coefficient 

(β), (t –value) 

Predictive 

Accuracy R2 
Effect Size- f2 Predictive 

Relevance -Q2 
Decision 

HO1: SUF -> ADC 0.302(3.003) 

Significant 

0.389 

Moderate 

0.224 

Medium 

0.181 

Relevant 

Not 

supported 

HO2: HRF -> ADC 0.274(2.122) 

Significant 

0.389 

Moderate 

0.142 

Small 

0.181 

Relevant 

Not 

supported 

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.6 output on research Data, 2021. 

It can be interpreted from table 5 that Organizational flexibility (dimensionalized as 

Structural flexibility and human resource flexibility) has a significant positive and 

relationship with adaptive capability. Also, a unit improvement in Organizational flexibility 

(OFL) could give rise to more than one-third increase in adaptive capability (ADC). This 

means that the ability of the manufacturing firms to adapt to unexpected situations could 

increase by a little bit above one-third when there is a unit increase in such organisations‟ 

capacity to dynamically adjust its structure and human resources to meet exigent 

organizational occurrences. Moreover, the model indicates a significant and satisfactory 

predictive relevance on the relationship between organizational flexibility (OFL) and 

Adaptive capability (ADC). This means the current level at which the manufacturing firms 

dynamically adjust its structure and human resources to meet exigent organizational 

occurrence could, to a large extent, predict their future potentials to adapt to unexpected 

situations. Thus, reliant on the view that manufacturing firms can increase their ability to 

adapt by dynamically adjusting their structure and human resources to meet exigent 

organizational occurrence may not be out of place. (i) The dynamic reaction of a firm through 

the change of its network structure can boost the ability of manufacturing firms to increase 

the organization‟s ability to identify and capitalize on emerging market opportunities. The 

relative contribution of Structural flexibility to Adaptive capability in the manufacturing 
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firms is moderate. (ii) Manufacturing firms can easily increase the organization‟s ability to 

identify and capitalize on emerging market opportunities when they increase the rate of 

change in the level of human resource management to variability in the environment. 

Nevertheless, increase in the rate of change in the level of human resource management to 

variability in the environment is not the main reason why organizations develop the ability to 

identify and capitalize on emerging market opportunities. 

Table 6: Summary of Results on the Tests of Hypotheses HO3 and HO4 

Null 

Hypothesis 

Path 

(Relationship) 

Path Coefficient 

(β), (t –value) 

Predictive 

Accuracy R2 
Effect Size- f2 Predictive 

Relevance -Q2 
Decision 

HO3: SUF ->AGL 0.314(2.355) 

Significant 

0.349 

Moderate 

0.218 

Medium 

0.107 

Relevant 

Not 

supported 

HO4: HRF ->AGL 0.300(2.738) 

Significant 

0.349 

Moderate 

0.091 

Small 

0.107 

Relevant 

Not 

supported 

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.6 output on research Data, 2021 

Table 6 demonstrates that Organizational flexibility (dimensionalized as SUF and HRF) has a 

significant positive relationship with Agility. The table suggests that a unit increase in 

Organizational flexibility (OFL) could spark up about two-fifths increase in Agility (AGL). 

Hence, the rapid, continuous, and systematic evolutionary adaptation and entrepreneurial 

innovation directed by manufacturing firms at gaining and maintaining competitive 

advantage could be enhanced by about two-fifths owing to a unit increase in such 

organisations‟ capacity to dynamically change its structure and human resources to 

exigencies in the environment. Moreover, the model indicates a significant and satisfactory 

predictive relevance on the relationship between OFL and CS. By interpretation, how well 

the manufacturing firms dynamically change its structure and human resources to exigencies 

in the environment could, to a large extent, predict their the rapid, continuous, and systematic 

evolutionary adaptation and entrepreneurial innovation directed by these firms at gaining and 

maintaining competitive advantage. Thus, managers can on the notion that manufacturing 

firms can increase their future levels of Agility by dynamically changing its structure and 

human resources to exigencies in the environment make suitable decisions. (i) A boost in the 

company‟s responsiveness to fine-tune their organizational structure to exigent activities will 

enhance the ability of manufacturing firms to possess the drive for rapid, continuous, and 

systematic evolutionary adaptation and entrepreneurial innovation directed at gaining and 

maintaining competitive advantage. Weighed against the total contribution from other 

dimensions of OFL on Agility, the relative effect of structural flexibility is moderate. (ii) 

Greater dynamism in the organisations‟ capability to fine-tune its human resource 

management processes will enhance the rapid, continuous, and systematic evolutionary 

adaptation and entrepreneurial innovation directed by these firms at gaining and maintaining 

competitive advantage.  
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Table 7 Summary of Findings of the Tested Hypotheses. 

Dimensions of OFL Measures of CRS Relationship Hypotheses Decision 

Structural flexibility  

Adaptive capability 

Positive, moderate 

and significant 

HO:1 Not 

supported 

Human resource flexibility Positive, weak and 

significant 

HO:2 Not 

supported 

Structural flexibility  

Agility 

Positive, moderate 

and significant 

HO:3 Not 

supported 

Human resource flexibility Positive, weak and 

significant 

HO:4 Not 

supported 

Source: Research Data 2020 

Structural flexibility and adaptive capability has (𝛽 = 0.302, t= 3.003). This indicates that 

there is a significant and positive association between SUF and ADC. This result further 

affirms the Stance of Volberda (1997) that when faced with revolutionary changes, 

management needs great internal structural flexibility or intra organizational leeway to 

facilitate the renewal or transformation of current processes. 

The result on human resource flexibility and adaptive capability show that (𝛽 = 0.2 74, t = 

2.122). This implies that a positive and significant relationship exists between the two 

variables. Furthermore, the finding was in consonance with Wright and Snell (1998) which 

explained that human resource flexibility or sharing among members in the organizational 

will enhance the availability of production an organization. On human resource flexibility 

and adaptive capability the results revealed that (𝛽 = 0.323, t = 1.991). This shows a positive 

and significant association between the two variables. This is in agreement with the view of 

Maloni and Benton (1997) and Beltrán-Martín, Roca-Puig, Escrig-Tena and Bou-Llusar 

(2020) who posits that in a competitive environment, the increasing rate of dynamism 

suggests that employee adaptability measures should be included as a mechanism that may 

explain the relevance of HPWS to the competitiveness of companies. 

Results on structural flexibility and Agility indicates 𝛽 = 0.314, t = 2.355, and R
2
 = 0.349. 

This implies a significant and positive association between SUF and AGL. This result is 

informed by the argument of Bamel, Rangnekar, Rastogi, and Kumar (2013) who noted that 

there must be greater horizontality in order to achieve SF, because flatter structures enable 

more open and direct communication and better flows of information for timely decision-

making. 

Results on human resource flexibility and Agility revealed that 𝛽 = 0.300, t = 2.738, and R
2
 = 

0.349. This result implies that HRF has a positive, weak and significant relationship with 

AGL. Wright & Snell (1998) asserts that careful coordination of human capital will improve 

the degree of responsiveness of firms and in turns enhance Agility. 

 

5.0 Conclusions 

This study provides empirical evidence that the employed dimensions of organizational 

flexibility contained in the model significantly enhanced corporate resilience in terms of the 

adaptive capability and the agility. Meanwhile, strategic flexibility gives more explanatory 

power to the total effect of organizational flexibility (OFL) on agility, while human resource 

flexibility and operational flexibility have less effect on target variable. The central 

theoretical implication of this study is based on the conclusions that in a competitive business 
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environment, varying degrees of organizational flexibility are needed for varying levels of 

corporate resilience. Thus, the conclusions of the study imply that managers, supervisors, unit 

heads and practitioners need to understand how they can stimulate corporate resilience 

through the inculcation of the right structural and human resource flexibility. Furthermore, 

the study makes it clear that practitioners need to incorporate structural flexibility strategy as 

a critical catalyst of corporate resilience especially during turbulent times. Thus, practitioners 

ought to similarly realize the need for human resource flexibility in a competitive business 

environment so as to perform well. 

6.0 Recommendations 

In light of the findings, it is recommended that;  

1) Manufacturing firms should ensure they are better able to adjust their structural 

activities to rising demands of their environment by ensuring that the chain of 

command and pattern of communication are reviewed as often as possible and to 

accommodate exigent occurrences within and outside the organization. 

2) Manufacturing firms should ensure that they allow mutual participation of employees 

and managers in the decision making process so as to solidify and bolster the 

responsiveness of the human capital of the organization. 

3) To enforce agility, manufacturing firms should imbibe the culture of attaching 

incentives to operational activities such as reduced delivery time, efficient use of 

resources etc. 

4) The manufacturing firms should fine tune its human resource management processes 

so as to increase the capacity of the firm by making product available to customers. 
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