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Abstract

Purpose — This paper aims to review how digital disruption is conceptualised across organisations, markets
and society and interpret its implications through managerial and sustainability-oriented perspectives. It
conceptualises disruption not as a technology itself, but as a process mediated by the reconfiguration of core
managerial functions and examines how that process affects transparency, accountability and the credibility of
sustainability-oriented market practices.

Design/methodology/approach — This study draws on a qualitative systematic literature review of
81 peer-reviewed articles published between 2000 and 2025 and retrieved from Scopus. An integrative
interpretive framework is developed by analysing disruption through the lens of classical managerial functions
(i.e. planning, organising, staffing, leading and controlling) and interpreting them from an internal and external
marketing management perspective.

Findings — Digital disruption reconfigures managerial functions by making planning more anticipatory,
organising more platform-mediated, staffing more hybrid, leadership more interpretive and ethically
demanding and control more “datafied” and continuous. These interconnected changes offer
opportunities for greater transparency, traceability, and responsiveness, while also creating risks of
opacity, platform dependence, metric fixation, and accountability gaps. Sustainable marketing outcomes
therefore depend on how organisations govern digitally enabled managerial reconfiguration rather than
on technology adoption alone.
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CR Originality/value — This paper distinguishes digital technologies from the disruptive organisational
consequences that may follow their adoption and explains disruption as a managerially mediated process.
It extends disruption research through an integrated managerial functions framework and clarifies how
this process conditions credible sustainable marketing. Practically, the framework helps managers assess
whether digital initiatives support transparent sustainability claims, accountable decision-making and
stakeholder trust.

Keywords Digital disruption, Marketing, Technology enablers, Managerial functions,
Algorithmic decision-making, Platform ecosystems, Datafication, Governance and accountability,
Sustainable marketing

Paper type Literature review

1. Introduction

The concept of disruption has become crucial in management and marketing studies. Yet, its
pervasive use has progressively diluted its analytical precision, obscuring the theoretical
boundaries that once granted it explanatory strength. Far from being a simple synonym for
technological acceleration, disruption entails a fundamental reconfiguration of how knowledge
is organised, interpreted and mobilised within firms, markets and consumption systems
(Cozzolino et al., 2018; Godart and Pistilli, 2024). Rather than operating solely as a driver of
innovation or competitive repositioning, disruption increasingly reshapes the managerial
foundations through which organisations design offerings, coordinate value creation and
interact with consumers and stakeholders. From a marketing perspective, these shifts change the
way value is created and captured, moving marketing beyond a communicative or promotional
function towards a market-facing expression of deeper organisational and governance choices.
They also make it necessary to rethink how sustainability is presented, not just as a list of
claims, but as a series of real responsibilities and difficult trade-offs that a brand has to justify to
its customers (Gleim et al., 2023). Disruption therefore signals a rupture with established
assumptions and cognitive frames, prompting new ways of acting, reasoning and making sense
of environments increasingly shaped by digital technologies (Duggan, 2019).

Although initially associated with technological discontinuities and the reconfiguration of
competitive positions, disruption now captures a broader and more complex set of transformations
extending beyond market dynamics. It denotes a multi-layered phenomenon involving profound
changes in how firms create value; how consumers interpret, evaluate and engage with digital and
sustainable environments; and how institutions respond to shifts in socio-technical systems
(Christensen et al., 2018; Godart and Pistilli, 2024). Importantly, digital technologies should not
be equated with digital disruption itself. Technologies such as artificial intelligence, interconnected
platforms, algorithmic decision-making systems and immersive interfaces act as potential enablers
of disruption; digital disruption occurs when their adoption destabilises established organisational
arrangements, managerial practices, market relationships or institutional expectations (Cozzolino
etal., 2018; Godart and Pistilli, 2024).

A comprehensive view therefore positions digital disruption as a cumulative process
through which digital technologies contribute to changes in the cognitive, operational and
institutional architectures underpinning economic and social action (Godart and Pistilli,
2024; Morel et al., 2020). Rather than generating isolated episodes of change, disruption
unfolds through intertwined mechanisms that reshape how organisations structure their
capabilities, how markets coordinate exchanges and how individuals interpret information,
evaluate alternatives and form preferences. In this sense, digital disruption is not reducible to
technological novelty but reflects deeper transformations in the logics governing interaction,
coordination and sense-making (Soeffner, 2025).
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These transformations are particularly consequential for sustainable marketing Competitiveness
management, which refers to the planning, implementation, coordination and governance of Review: An
market-facing activities that seek to create value for customers and other stakeholders while
accounting for environmental integrity, social well-being and long-term economic viability
(Kemper and Ballantine, 2019; Purani et al., 2014). It therefore extends beyond the communication
of environmental or social claims to encompass the organisational processes through which such
claims are developed, substantiated, monitored and made accountable. Under conditions of digital
disruption, sustainability must consequently be understood not simply as a collection of market
claims, but as a set of responsibilities and trade-offs that organisations must justify to consumers
and other stakeholders (Gleim et al., 2023).

Based on such preliminary insights, the contemporary relevance of digital disruption may
substantially strengthen these processes. On one side, digital technologies create opportunities
for scalability, real-time responsiveness, the personalisation of sustainable offerings and the
development of circular business models supported by predictive, automated and distributed
intelligence (Lacy et al., 2020; George et al., 2024; Sestino et al., 2025a). They can also
improve how firms monitor, measure and report their environmental and social impacts
and how consumers access and evaluate sustainability information (Kemper and Ballantine,
2019; Purani et al., 2014). However, the same technologies introduce tensions associated
with the concentration of power, the opacity of algorithmic processes, digitally amplified
greenwashing, platform dependency and new forms of consumer vulnerability (Gleim
et al., 2023; Papadopoulou et al., 2021; Papasolomou et al., 2022). They also raise broader
questions concerning privacy, autonomy, equity, labour transformation and accountability
(Al-Emran and Griffy-Brown, 2023; Wunderlich et al., 2019). Digital disruption is therefore
inherently ambivalent: its implications for sustainable marketing depend not only on what
technologies enable but also on how organisations manage and govern their adoption.

Despite extensive research across these thematic areas, the academic discourse remains
fragmented. Existing studies tend to focus on specific facets, such as organisational transformation
(e.g. Hopp et al., 2018; Godart and Pistilli, 2024), consumer behavioural shifts (e.g. Behl et al.,
2024; Giza and Wilk, 2021) or institutional adaptation (e.g. Christensen et al., 2018; Cozzolino
et al., 2018), without offering an integrated view capable of connecting micro- (i.e. cognition and
behaviour changes), meso- (i.e. organisational and market reconfiguration) and macro-level
(i.e. institutional consequences) dynamics. In particular, limited attention has been devoted to the
managerial mechanisms through which digital technologies produce disruptive consequences
across organisations and markets and, subsequently, shape the transparency, accountability and
credibility of sustainability-oriented market practices.

Based on the above, this study aims to review the literature on digital disruption and
interprets its implications through a managerial and sustainability-oriented marketing
perspective, shedding light on how digitally enabled disruption reconfigures core managerial
functions and how these reconfigurations influence sustainable marketing management.

Accordingly, this study would like to address the following research questions:

International
Business Journal

RQ1. How does current academic research conceptualise the role of digital technologies
in shaping digital disruption across organisations, markets and society?

RQ2. What opportunities, risks and tensions emerge from these transformations, and
what are their implications for sustainable marketing management?

To address these questions, the study adopts a qualitative approach based on a systematic
literature review. Through a thematic synthesis aimed at identifying cross-cutting theoretical
configurations, the literature was first classified according to the managerial functions
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CR framework (i.e. planning, organising, staffing, leading and controlling; Weihrich and Koontz,
2005) and subsequently interpreted through an internal vs external marketing management
lens of digital transformation (Sestino et al., 2025b). This sequential structure allows for
analysing how digital disruption is conceptualised in various research areas and how its
managerial consequences extend to market-facing sustainability practices.

Findings of our analysis suggest that digital disruption reshapes the very conditions under
which sustainability marketing can operate as a credible market practice. Firstly, rather than
representing a merely technological shift, digital disruption emerges as a managerial process
that reconfigures planning, organising, staffing, leading and controlling, thereby influencing
how sustainability promises are designed, communicated and evaluated by consumers.
Moreover, digital infrastructures expand opportunities for transparency, traceability and
personalised engagement, while simultaneously generating new risks of opacity, metric
fixation and platform dependency that may weaken perceptions of authenticity.

From a theoretical perspective, this study reframes digital disruption as a socio-technical
process emerging through the reconfiguration of managerial functions rather than as an automatic
consequence of technological adoption, explaining why similar technologies may generate
different organisational and market consequences depending on how they are integrated into
planning, organising, staffing, leading and controlling. It reconnects disruption research with
core theories of management and organisation and extends it to sustainable marketing research
by positioning marketing as the market-facing expression of managerial and governance
choices and sustainability as an emergent governance outcome. From a practical perspective,
the proposed framework helps managers evaluate how digitally enabled changes in planning,
organising, staffing, leading and controlling affect the credibility of sustainability practices. It
highlights the need to balance efficiency, personalisation and traceability with transparency,
accountability, consumer autonomy and long-term value creation.

2. Background of the study

2.1 Disruption and its definition

The notion of disruption has progressively evolved into a foundational lens for interpreting how
contemporary socio-technical systems transform, adapt and sometimes fracture under the
influence of emerging technologies (Christensen, 1997; Christensen and Raynor, 2003). Although
the term originally framed the competitive consequences of technological discontinuities, its
current meaning extends far beyond market entry dynamics or firm-level competitive responses
(e.g. as in Schmidt and Druehl, 2008). Disruption has become an analytical construct that captures
radical reconfigurations in the underlying structures of production, exchange and consumption.
This expanded interpretation reflects a shift from understanding disruption as a discrete event
toward conceiving it as an ongoing systemic process shaped by technological trajectories,
institutional pressures and behavioural adaptations.

At its core, disruption concerns the “destabilisation of established assumptions” that guide
economic and organisational action. It manifests when new technologies challenge dominant
cognitive frames, resource configurations and coordination forms. A technology may be considered
disruptive not merely because it introduces novel functionalities, but because it alters how actors
perceive value, organise work, make decisions and construct meaning in their interactions. This
perspective positions disruption within a broader theoretical space that includes organisational
learning, institutional change, behavioural adaptation and capability reconfiguration, emerging on
the basis of several perspectives and definitions suggested by extant literature (see Table 1 below).

A comprehensive definition of disruption, based on extant literature (see Table 1), needs
to integrate at least three dimensions:

(1) technological;

Downloaded from ftp.nowpublishers.com/cr/article-pdf/doi/10.1108/CR-02-2026-0105/11897641/cr-02-2026-0105en.pdf by guest on 08 October 2026



Table 1. Disruption and its meaning. an analysis Competitiveness

Review: An
Definition of disruption and its implications on marketing .
management Supporting literature International
Business Journal
Disruption occurs when a new technology or business model Christensen (1997)

initially underperforms on mainstream metrics, appeals to

overlooked or low-end segments and gradually improves to displace

incumbents

Disruptive innovation is defined as an innovation that creates new Christensen and Raynor (2003)
performance trajectories and eventually transforms existing markets

by introducing a different value proposition, often simpler, cheaper

or more convenient than incumbent offerings

Disruption is not only about technology but also about a business Markides (2005)

model that makes an innovation unattractive to incumbents. It is a

strategic process in which newcomers redefine the basis of

competition rather than competing on established dimensions

A disruptive innovation is one that underperforms on attributes Govindarajan and Kopalle (2006)
valued by mainstream customers but introduces new attributes

valued by a niche segment, enabling entrants to move upmarket and

challenge incumbents once performance improves

Disruptive innovation is a process in which low-end or new-market Christensen et al. (2006)
footholds allow entrants to challenge established firms. It is

characterised by asymmetric motivations: incumbents overshoot

customer needs while entrants target neglected segments

Disruption is a market-creating innovation that transforms existing Schmidt and Druehl (2008)
value networks by introducing new logics of performance, resulting

in the reconfiguration of industry structures and strategic positions

Disruption emerges from architectural innovation that challenges Henderson and Clark (1990)
core competencies and embedded knowledge structures, producing

organisational inertia and strategic misalignment for incumbents

This definition, related to architectural innovation was not “coined”

as disruption, but coherent with the modern meaning

Disruption is a consequence of technological discontinuities that Tushman and Anderson (2018)
make existing competencies obsolete and force firms to develop

fundamentally new capabilities to compete in redesigned market

landscapes

Disruption occurs when entrants exploit asymmetries in resource Ansari et al. (2016)
allocation, experimentation and learning processes to scale new

technological trajectories that incumbents cannot imitate without

undermining their existing business models

Disruption refers to innovation outcomes that reshape consumer Nambisan et al. (2017)
behaviour and market expectations through new digital

affordances, altering the cognitive and behavioural foundations of

value creation. Such a concept could be applied and assimilated to

disruption

Digital disruption is a systemic transformation driven by Skog et al. (2018)
data-centric technologies, algorithmic processes and platform

logics that reorganise industry architectures and the nature of

consumer—firm interactions. This concept formally introduces,

seminarly, the concept of “digital” disruption

Source(s): Authors’ elaboration
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CR (2) organisational; and
(3) societal.

The first is technological, referring to the introduction of artefacts or systems that significantly
expand or modify the informational, computational or relational possibilities available to
actors. The second is organisational, reflecting the extent to which such technologies reshape
routines, coordination mechanisms, decision architectures and the distribution of knowledge
and power within firms. The third is societal, encompassing shifts in norms, expectations,
consumption patterns and collective identities triggered by new forms of digital mediation.
These dimensions operate simultaneously and recursively, generating feedback loops that
extend the impact of disruption beyond individual firms or industries.

A distinctive trait of disruption in the contemporary context is its accumulative nature.
Unlike earlier waves of technological change, current transformations occur within densely
interconnected infrastructures in which innovations build upon each other, accelerating
diffusion and amplifying spillover effects. Digital platforms, algorithmic systems and
distributed data environments continuously generate new forms of interdependence that
magnify the reach and pace of disruptive phenomena (Nambisan et al., 2017; Skog et al.,
2018). As a result, disruption does not unfold as an abrupt replacement of old technologies
but as a gradual displacement of established practices through cycles of experimentation,
scaling and institutionalisation.

Moreover, from a behavioural viewpoint, disruption redefines how individuals access
information, form preferences and interact with organisations (Behl et al., 2024): The integration
of predictive and personalised interfaces alters the cognitive processes underlying search,
evaluation and choice, shifting agency from human deliberation to algorithmic mediation. In
parallel, the expansion of immersive, automated and data-intensive environments transforms
consumers’ identities and expectations, raising questions about autonomy, competence and
fairness (Holloway, 2024; Pellegrino, 2024).

At the institutional level, disruption challenges the regulatory, ethical and governance
frameworks that underpin market functioning. The emergence of opaque algorithmic
systems, the concentration of digital power and the expansion of data-driven business models
raise concerns about accountability, transparency and inclusion (e.g. as in Hopster and Maas,
2024). This creates a need to “merge” innovation-driven value creation and the need to
preserve the integrity of democratic, social and economic institutions (Sestino and Nasta,
2024), and the imperative of understanding this tension conceptualising disruption not as an
inevitable outcome of technological progress, but as a process shaped by societal choices and
institutional responses, aimed to better societies as well.

2.2 Technologies “enabling” disruption
The current wave of digital disruption is inseparable from the rise of a data-intensive socio-
technical environment that redefines how information is produced, processed and leveraged
across organisational and societal contexts. At the core of this transformation lies the
emergence of a data economy, in which the generation, circulation and appropriation of data
constitute the primary drivers of value creation (Kumar, 2023; Sestino et al., 2025a). Rather
than functioning as a mere input for analytical systems, data become an infrastructural
resource that reorganises economic relationships, shifts power structures and shapes the
logics of coordination across markets (Xu et al., 2024).

The expansion of datafication processes, intended as the systematic translation of
behaviours, interactions and material states into machine-readable formats (Flensburg and
Lomborg, 2023), creates the informational substrate upon which disruptive technologies
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operate (Houenou, 2024). Through pervasive sensing, platform-mediated interactions and ~Competitiveness
algorithmic surveillance, datafication extends visibility into domains previously resistant Review: An
to measurement. This new informational granularity not only enhances predictive and
optimisation capabilities but also reshapes organisational routines, consumers’ expectations
and institutional norms (Sestino et al., 2025b). In this sense, the data economy functions as
both a technological infrastructure and a governance regime that reconfigures how actors
understand and act upon their environments.

Within this setting, artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML) serve as
computational engines that transform data into actionable insights. Their disruptive power
derives not only from their capacity to recognise patterns or automate decisions but from the
way they redistribute cognitive responsibilities between humans and machines, opening
unforeseen applications (Kietzmann and Pitt, 2020; Volkmar et al., 2022). Indeed, as
algorithms increasingly mediate strategic, operational and consumer-facing activities,
organisations shift from experience-based reasoning toward probabilistic and model-driven
logics (Lee et al., 2019), by changing managerial cognition, strategy formation processes and
influencing how consumers perceive relevance, risk and value (Kietzmann and Pitt, 2020).

Complementing these developments, the Internet of Things (IoT) and ubiquitous sensing
infrastructures expand the scope of data generation by embedding computational capabilities in
physical environments (Kraus et al., 2021). IoT systems create dynamic feedback loops in which
real-time data flows continuously reshape operational and organisational configurations (Sestino
et al., 2025a). When integrated into supply chains (Ben-Daya et al., 2019), production systems
(Soori et al., 2023), urban environments (Houssein et al., 2024) and so on, these technologies
enable new forms of optimisation, anticipation and coordination. Their disruptive potential lies in
their ability to dissolve traditional boundaries between digital and material processes, enabling
firms to operate through interconnected and self-adjusting systems (Sestino et al., 2025a).
Moreover, the rise of platform architectures further amplifies disruptive dynamics by positioning
platforms as central intermediaries in the data economy (Xue et al., 2020): Such platforms
orchestrate multi-sided interactions, accumulate vast reservoirs of behavioural data and establish
standards that regulate access, visibility and value creation. Their capability to set the terms of
participation, shape market boundaries and control the distribution of data-driven advantages
makes them not only technological infrastructures but institutional actors that influence
competitive and societal dynamics (Nuccio and Guerzoni, 2019).

In parallel, blockchain and distributed ledger technologies introduce alternative modes of
coordination that challenge established assumptions about verification, trust and authority
(Tapscott and Tapscott, 2017): Indeed, from a managerial perspective, by enabling decentralised
consensus and immutable record-keeping, these technologies open pathways for reconfiguring
value chains, reducing reliance on intermediaries and transforming institutional arrangements
(Nofer et al., 2017). Blockchain disruptive implications extend to identity management, supply
chain transparency and financial services, where they offer new governance structures that
contrast with the concentrated power of platform ecosystems (Weking et al., 2020).

Another critical domain involves immersive and extended reality technologies, which are
reconfiguring how individuals experience information and interact with digital environments:
Based on its typicalities, by blending physical and virtual worlds, these technologies generate
new forms of perception, presence and experiences (Mahrous and ElSabry, 2025; Vasarainen
et al., 2021). Indeed, their ability to shape attention, influence emotion and mediate experiential
value positions them as key enablers of disruptive change in retail, education, health services
and cultural industries (Kao et al., 2020).

Underlying all these domains are data infrastructures, in terms of cloud architectures and
edge computing ecosystems, which provide the computational capacity required for scaling
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CR intelligent applications as recognised by Laxminarayana Korada and Somepalli (2022). It is
on the basis of these infrastructures that firms can iterate rapidly, reconfigure processes and
deploy distributed capabilities with minimal friction, accelerating experimentation and
amplifying disruptive effects across industries.

Based on the above, a synoptical table summarising these technologies and their contribution
to the “disruption era” is proposed below (Table 2).

When considering the disruption, it clearly emerges how the interplay among these
technologies is producing a cumulative and reinforcing dynamic. AI becomes more
powerful when fuelled by data-rich environments; IoT infrastructures intensify datafication;
platforms centralise data flows and govern access; distributed ledgers introduce new trust
architectures; immersive technologies generate new modes of consumer interaction; and
cloud infrastructures enable the rapid scaling of all these systems. Digital disruption
emerges from this interdependence: A complex, mutually amplifying ecosystem in which
technologies, data and organisational practices continuously reshape one another.

In this perspective, digital disruption is not driven by any single technology but by the
“convergence” of digital infrastructures, data-driven logics and computational intelligence.
This convergence alters the structure of competition, transforms organisational capabilities,
redefines consumer behaviours and reshapes institutional landscapes.

3. Materials and method
This review adopts a qualitative orientation aimed at examining how the current conceptualisation
of the role of digital technologies is influencing (both positively or negatively) digital disruption

Table 2. Disruption-enabling technologies and their core disruptive mechanisms

Effects and implications in terms of core disruptive “mechanism”
Enabling technology for marketing-management pratices

Data economy Transforms behaviours, interactions and organisational processes
into analysable data, enabling predictive, real-time and scalable
decision environments

Artificial intelligence and machine Redistributes cognitive agency by automating analytical,

learning evaluative and adaptive tasks, altering managerial logics and
consumer decision architectures

Internet of Things Integrates physical and digital environments through continuous

data flows, enabling real-time coordination and self-adjusting
operational systems

Digital platforms Restructure market boundaries and interaction rules through
multi-sided coordination, network effects and control over data
circulation and standards

Blockchain Introduce decentralised forms of verification, trust and
governance, enabling new organisational arrangements and
alternative value configurations

Immersive and extended reality Redefine perception, presence and engagement by blending
physical and digital layers, reshaping experiential value and
consumer interaction patterns

Cloud and infrastructures Provide scalable, modular and distributed computational resources
that support rapid experimentation, deployment and
recombination of digital capabilities

Source(s): Authors’ elaboration
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across organisations, markets and society, together with associated opportunities, risks and ~ Competitiveness
tensions emerging from these transformations. Review: An

The process began with the constitution of a review panel composed of three specialists
(two researchers and a professional) with consolidated expertise in methodological design and
theoretical framing. Consistently with the structured procedure delineated by Tranfield et al.
(2003), the work progressed through four principal phases. In Phase 1, we focused on identifying
research gaps and formulating a precise research problem, which required assessing the need for
a review (coherently with the research questions provided above), drafting its preliminary
proposal and outlining a formal protocol. Phase 2 consisted of a qualitative examination of the
existing body of knowledge on disruption, associated technologies for managerial applications
and its implications. Phase 3 entailed the extraction and synthesis of evidence from selected
studies, whereas Phase 4 concentrated on consolidating the review outcomes and presenting
them in an integrated and interpretative narrative. Figure 1 summarises the selection process.

Within this framework, the problem definition and the operational strategy were articulated by
gathering information on the core research questions addressed in the literature and the emerging
research trajectories deserving further inquiry. Moreover, in line with established guidance on
systematic reviews, the search strategy and the inclusion and exclusion criteria were precisely
specified. A set of four keywords referring to the managerial use of disruption technologies has
been defined. Leading journals in economics and management commonly adopt terms such as
“disruption”, “disruptive technologies”, “disruption innovation”, “disruption management”,
“innovation” and related combinations, which guided the construction of the search strings.

Searches were executed using Scopus, overseen by Elsevier and recognised for its
extensive indexing capabilities and refined filtering options, which make it preferable to
broader aggregators. To conduct a rigorous assessment of scholarly contributions, by
including conceptual, empirical and review papers, the analysis considered only academic
articles in the innovation, management and marketing domains published in international
peer-reviewed outlets between 1 January 2000 and 31 December 2025, as well as articles
considered “accepted” before 2026. The start date captures the early phase of studies where
the disruption concept converged with research on innovation and the emerging development
of internet-based technologies (Barnett and Freeman, 2001; Christensen and Raynor, 2003;
Harvard Business Review, 2000). The end date provides a complete 25-year analytical
window, capturing the progressive expansion of disruption research beyond its original focus
on competitive displacement towards broader processes of technological, managerial and
market transformation, and incorporating recent developments concerning platforms, Al,
datafication and algorithmic management. A representative structure of the query used was
as follows: “Term_1” AND “Term_2” AND “Term_3” AND “Term_4” AND “Term_5” AND
“Pubyear >year_min” AND “Pubyear <year_max” AND “Subject Area=SA1”. Applied to
this study, such a query generated results such as “Internet” AND “of” AND “things” AND
“business” AND “management” AND “Pubyear>2000" AND “Pubyear<2026” AND
“Subject Area = Business, Management and Accounting”.

The second phase involved selecting journal articles or conference proceedings that
could support the development of a coherent conceptual framework for articulating our
propositions. Only works that explicitly address the effects of disruption and its associated
enabling technologies, with a strong orientation toward business consumers, and that
consider societal implications were examined. In the third phase, data were analysed through
a systematic extrapolation procedure following a meticulous reading of the selected studies.
The analytical framework is centred on key dimensions such as the study’s thematic focus
(comparable to a research question), methodological choices in data collection and analysis
and classification by type of research (qualitative, quantitative or review).

International
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Identifical
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PHASE 4

Synthesis and
reporting

~
Problem formulation and protocol development
« Identify the research gap and establish the need for the review
+ Formulate RQ1 and RQ2
* Define the search strategy, temporal boundaries, and eligibility criteria
« Establish the three-member review panel and review protocol
J

{}

Scopus database search

Search fields: titles, abstracts, and keywords

Records identified: n = 623 m

Representative query structure

Term combinations AND publication
year limits AND subject-area filters
(Business, Management and
Accounting)

~
Eligibility criteria applied Reconds exchuded
. English-!anguage _publxcalions Outside date, language,
+ Peer-reviewed articles and relevant proceedings A
2 S document-type, or subject-area
L ¥ and g domains
* Publication period: 1 January 2000-31 December 2025 n=9§
J
Records retained for screening: n =528
N
Deduplication and overlap assessment
Duplicates and overlapping outputs excluded
n =317 | Unique publications retained: n =211
J
N
Full-text relevance assessment Full texts excladed
*N ial, market, or societal rels Outside the review’s
 Explicit of disruption or enabling technologi content requirements
+ Evidence extraction and research-design classification
n=130
J
~
Reference-list cross-checking and final inclusion
Final review sample: n = 81 studies
J

U

Integrative qualitative synthesis

« Classification through planning, organising, staffing, leading, and controlling

« Interpretation through internal and external marketing management lenses
« Consolidation of findings and th ical and ial implicati

Figure 1. Research design
Source: Authors’ elaboration

The initial screening (intended as a massive download, retrieved a total amount of 623
results) retrieved 528 documents published between 2008 and 2025 based on the various
keyword combinations. The volume of publications exhibited steady growth from 2008, with
a sharp increase from 2015 onwards. After removing duplicates and overlapping outputs, the
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data set was reduced to 211 unique publications. A further in-depth assessment of relevance, =~ Competitiveness
reinforced by a manual review of the references in each article, led to the exclusion of 130 Review: An
additional contributions that did not align with the content requirements. The remaining 81
studies were then synthesised using a coherent and integrative approach to develop the Findings
section, thereby allowing us to map how business digitalisation influences core managerial
functions. To organise and interpret the findings, the analysis adopts the managerial functions
framework proposed by Weihrich and Koontz (2005), namely, planning, organising, staffing,
leading and controlling as a core analytical category.

These functions are used as analytical categories to synthesise heterogeneous contributions
and to examine how digital disruption reconfigures foundational logics of managerial strategies:
More importantly, results have been then interpreted and refined through a conceptual lens that
frames digital transformation according to its internal vs external marketing management
implications, distinguishing organisational dynamics from market-facing outcomes (Sestino
et al., 2025b), to better capture main implications of each managerial function on marketing
strategies. Such a perspective allows the analysis to connect managerial reconfiguration with
changes in consumer relationships, competitive behaviour and sustainability-oriented value
propositions.

International
Business Journal

4. Findings: digital disruption as a reconfiguration of managerial functions and
marketing management

This section presents the results of the literature review by organising the analysed contributions
through the lens of classical managerial functions (Weihrich and Koontz, 2005) and interpreting
them from the perspectives of internal and external marketing management in the context of
digital transformation (Sestino et al., 2025a; Sestino et al., 2025b).

Importantly, rather than adopting these functions as prescriptive categories, they are used
here as “analytical coordination logics” that allow observation of how digital disruption
reshapes managerial action across organisational, market and societal levels. As regards the
marketing lens, it is conceptualised as a managerially mediated domain through which
digitally enabled organisational choices are translated into market governance, consumer
relationships and sustainability-oriented value propositions. In this regard, sustainability
does not appear as a separate strategic objective, but as an emergent property of how
managerial functions are reconfigured under digital conditions, influencing transparency,
accountability, trust and legitimacy in markets (Lloveras and Quinn, 2016). Importantly,
digital disruption is shown to involve non-technical dimensions (e.g. behaviours, practices
and cultural models) alongside changes in markets, regulations and actor networks,
highlighting that technology adoption and sustainability outcomes co-evolve through
organisational mediation and governance arrangements rather than deterministic
technological trajectories. Complementarily, work on technology adoption for sustainable
development stresses that digital innovations can generate both positive and negative
sustainability impacts, calling for closer attention to adoption conditions, governance and
unintended consequences (Al-Emran and Griffy-Brown, 2023).

Interpreting managerial reconfiguration through an internal-external marketing lens allows
the analysis to connect organisational dynamics with changes in consumer engagement,
competitive behaviour and sustainability-oriented market strategies. The subsections that
follow illustrate how each managerial function is reconfigured under digital disruption and
how these transformations generate distinct, yet interrelated, internal and external marketing
management implications.
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CR 4.1 Planning under digital disruption: algorithmic anticipation and sustainability-
oriented market alignment

The literature consistently indicates that digital disruption profoundly alters the nature of
managerial planning (Pankewitz, 2016; Thakur et al., 2023), shifting it from a predominantly
intentional, forward-looking activity towards a process increasingly shaped by algorithmic
anticipation and data-driven foresight (Daniel and Pettit, 2021). Predictive analytics,
machine learning models and scenario simulations enable organisations to process large
volumes of real-time data, identifying patterns and weak signals that would remain invisible
to human judgement alone (Browning et al., 2023; Ngai and Wu, 2022; Ramya et al., 2024,
Sestino and De Mauro, 2022). These technologies also allow managers to explore multiple
contingent futures simultaneously, shifting planning from single-path projections to probabilistic
and adaptive reasoning (Boppiniti, 2019; Nwoke, 2025). Planning cycles consequently become
shorter and more iterative, with strategic orientations continuously updated rather than fixed ex
ante. This evolution reduces reliance on retrospective experience while increasing dependence
on algorithmic models as cognitive supports for anticipating environmental change (Lu and Yin,
2021; Snyder et al., 2025). As a result, planning becomes less about ex ante defining long-term
strategic objectives and more about dynamically adjusting strategic orientations in response to
probabilistic signals and emergent patterns.

From an internal marketing management perspective, this transformation reflects a deeper
change in managerial cognition (Hopp et al., 2018; Vecchiato, 2017), that reconfigures how
organisations develop and govern market strategies. Disruptive technologies may reduce reliance
on experiential reasoning and past-based extrapolation, encouraging managers to engage with
future-oriented insights generated through computational models (Lacy et al., 2020; George
et al., 2024). Planning thus evolves into an iterative process of sense-making under uncertainty,
where strategic decisions are informed by continuously updated predictions rather than fixed
plans (Garrelfs et al., 2023; Marshall, 2018). Fresh literature on this domain suggests that this
shift does not simply enhance planning accuracy, but redefines the temporal logic of decision-
making, compressing planning cycles and blurring the distinction between strategy formulation
and execution (Kringelum et al., 2025; Kohtamdki et al., 2025). Particularly, some studies
emphasise that technology adoption in planning emerges as a double-edged dynamic (Kivimaa
et al., 2021; Wang and Bai, 2023): it enhances the capacity to anticipate environmental
and societal pressures, while also redistributing strategic authority towards non-transparent
computational systems. Managers act less as sole architects of strategy and more as interpreters
of probabilistic signals, with important implications for accountability and responsible decision-
making, particularly when sustainability commitments are involved (Neves et al., 2022; Trisiana,
2024).

From an external marketing management perspective, algorithmic anticipation helps firms
align sustainability-oriented value propositions with changing consumer expectations and
regulatory scrutiny. Predictive systems can identify emerging demand for environmentally
responsible offerings and reduce exposure to reputational risk (Gleim et al., 2023). They also
enable faster responses to environmental volatility, market fluctuations and changes in
consumer behaviour (Palmerino et al., 2019; Biethahn and Nissen, 2012; Rahmani et al.,
2023; Giza and Wilk, 2021; Pandey and Jain, 2025). However, such responsiveness depends
on data quality, model assumptions and technological infrastructures (Lustig et al., 2016). The
partial redistribution of planning authority from managers to technological artefacts therefore
raises concerns about transparency, interpretability and responsibility for strategic choices
(Leavitt et al., 2025). These tensions become particularly salient when firms use predictive
insights to formulate ethical commitments or sustainability claims (Purani et al., 2014).
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Planning under digital disruption also extends beyond firm boundaries (Wallin et al., Competitiveness
2022). Platform ecosystems and interconnected value networks require planning processes Review: An
that incorporate external actors, shared data environments and co-evolving strategies (Kapoor
et al., 2021). Planning thus becomes relational and distributed, reinforcing the idea that
sustainability-oriented competitiveness depends on coordinated action across organisational
and institutional systems rather than on isolated firm-level initiatives.
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4.2 Organising under digital disruption: from hierarchical structures to platform-
mediated coordination

The review highlights that digital disruption fundamentally reshapes organising as a
managerial function by challenging traditional assumptions about hierarchy, boundaries and
coordination mechanisms. Classical organisational forms, characterised by relatively stable
structures, clearly defined roles and internalised coordination, are progressively replaced or
complemented by fluid, modular and networked arrangements that extend across markets and
value chains (Day, 2019). Digital platforms, ecosystems and data-driven interfaces facilitate
coordination via technological infrastructure instead of formal authority, thereby changing
how firms organise marketing activities, stakeholder relationships and sustainability programs
(Donald, 2019).

From an internal marketing management perspective, organising is described as a shift
from internally focused structuring towards orchestration of interdependencies among
multiple actors, including partners, developers, users and institutional stakeholders (Tudoran
and Tudoran, 2024). Platforms, in particular, emerge as organising devices that define
participation rules, govern access to resources and shape value creation logics, effectively
embedding organisational principles within technical architectures (Berman et al., 2018).
Empirical studies on sustainability-oriented supply chains illustrate how technology adoption
becomes intertwined with ecosystem-level organising and policy instruments. For example,
Wang and Bai (2023) showed that blockchain adoption combined with government subsidies
can support sustainability goals (e.g. recycling and remanufacturing logics) while also
functioning as partial protections against supply chain disruption, highlighting that
organisational resilience and sustainability are achieved through coordinated configurations
of technologies, incentives and inter-firm roles rather than technology alone.

From an external marketing management perspective, platform-mediated organising
reshapes how standards, certifications and sustainability narratives circulate within
markets. Because sustainability commitments are increasingly produced across multi-actor
ecosystems, organisational responsibility becomes distributed across firms, platforms and
value-chain partners. Although these configurations enhance flexibility and scalability, they
also create dependencies, power asymmetries and lock-in effects (Rahman and Ramos,
2010; Zobel and Hagedoorn, 2020). Such tensions not only complicate operations but also
radically reshape the way responsibilities and accountability are assigned, especially when
traditional value distribution lines are redrawn.

At a deeper level, decision rights, routines and coordination mechanisms are increasingly
encoded in algorithms, interfaces and standards (Day, 2019; Donald, 2019). Consequently, the
application and monitoring of sustainability criteria depend on the organising principles
embedded within digital infrastructures. As a result, organising under digital disruption
emerges as a hybrid process in which human actors and technological infrastructures jointly
coordinate market activity. Marketing, in turn, operates not only as a communicative function
but also as a form of market governance that shapes participation in value creation, the
enforcement of sustainability standards and the distribution of accountability. Organising thus
connects the internal coherence of sustainability strategies with their external legitimacy.
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CR 4.3 Staffing under digital disruption: reconfiguring skills, roles and human—technology
relations

Digital disruption transforms required skill sets as well as the meaning of work, expertise and
professional identity (Kim et al., 2022; Priyashantha et al., 2024). Traditional staffing
practices, focused on role specialisation and functional competencies, are increasingly
challenged by the diffusion of digital technologies that automate, augment, or “hybridise”
human tasks (Stanley and Aggarwal, 2019). As a consequence, staffing becomes a dynamic
process of capability reconfiguration rather than a static matching of individuals to pre-
defined positions (Setiawan et al., 2025; Stanley and Aggarwal, 2025). From a sustainability
perspective, this requires employees to combine digital competence with ethical reasoning,
stakeholder engagement and environmental awareness.

From an internal marketing management perspective, staffing reshapes how organisations
build, govern and sustain the capabilities that underpin market strategies. A recurrent theme in
the literature concerns the emergence of “hybrid human-technology” roles, in which decision-
making, analysis and execution are distributed between humans and intelligent systems (Abbas
et al., 2023; Petani and Mengis, 2023). Employees must therefore develop digital literacy,
interpret algorithmic outputs, collaborate with automated agents and exercise judgement under
partial automation and uncertainty (Cetindamar Kozanoglu and Abedin, 2021; Sousa and
Rocha, 2019; Guercini, 2023; Weritz, 2022). This reconfiguration generates tensions concerning
reskilling, displacement and inequality (George et al., 2025; Shimray and Subaveerapandiyan,
2025). Digital technologies increase demand for analytical and interpretive skills while reducing
the relevance of routine tasks (Acemoglu and Restrepo, 2019; Almeida et al., 2017; Parker and
Grote, 2022). Access to training and learning opportunities consequently becomes a major
determinant of inclusion and employability (Agarwal et al., 2022; Kim et al., 2022). The social
sustainability of staffing therefore depends on whether organisations embed continuous learning
and responsible technology use within their core operations (Vrontis et al., 2022).

From an external marketing management perspective, staffing affects how sustainability
strategies are enacted, communicated and trusted. Consumer adoption of sustainability-related
technologies depends on attitudes, perceived benefits, personal norms, incentives and behavioural
control (Neves et al., 2022; Fu et al., 2018). Other contributions emphasise the importance of
trust, privacy concerns and perceived fairness in shaping consumer acceptance of digitally
mediated sustainability solutions (Al-Emran and Griffy-Brown, 2023; Wunderlich et al., 2019).
These insights highlight that technology-driven sustainability strategies rely heavily on human
engagement and interpretive work rather than on technical implementation alone. Employees
increasingly act as boundary spanners who translate data-driven insights into meaningful
interactions, address consumer concerns and sustain the credibility of sustainability claims.

Beyond firms, staffing under digital disruption has broader societal implications (Bondarouk
and Brewster, 2016; Keegan and Francis, 2008). Algorithmic management systems influence
recruitment, performance evaluation and career progression (Cheng and Hackett, 2021;
Meijerink and Bondarouk, 2023), but often embedding opaque criteria and reinforcing existing
biases. As a result, staffing is no longer solely a managerial concern but intersects with ethical,
regulatory and institutional debates about fairness, accountability and the social consequences
of technological mediation in work environments even including potential discrimination
(Grewal et al., 2025; Kochling and Wehner, 2020). If left unchecked, such consequences can
creep into the hiring process, creating a stark contradiction for any company engaged in ethical
or sustainable market practices. Thus, it remains to be seen how a market offering can be
sustainable if the labour practices that support it are governed by an altered or even irresponsible
code. Staffing under digital disruption thus emerges as a critical site where technology adoption
intersects with equity, resilience and the social legitimacy of digitally mediated business models.
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4.4 Leading under digital disruption: redistribution of authority and sense-making in Competitiveness
socio-technical systems Review: An
Digital and technological disruption significantly alters leadership by redistributing authority and
transforming how influence, direction and meaning are constructed within organisations (Abadia,
2022; Matarazzo and Pearlstein, 2016). Traditional leadership models, centred on individual
authority and hierarchical command, are increasingly challenged by environments in which
decisions are shaped by algorithmic recommendations, data-driven insights and automated
processes (Lakshmikanth et al., 2024; Mudunuri et al., 2025). Therefore, leadership under digital
disruption becomes less about direct control and more about facilitating sense-making in
complex socio-technical contexts. These processes are especially relevant when organisations
must reconcile digital innovation with sustainability commitments and stakeholder expectations.

From an internal marketing management perspective, leadership is increasingly concerned
with mediating between technological outputs and organisational values. Several studies highlight
that algorithmic systems often operate as black boxes, limiting leaders’ ability to fully explain or
justify decisions derived from automated analyses. Consequently, leadership involves mediating
between technological outputs and human values, translating data-driven insights into narratives
that can be understood, accepted and acted upon by organisational members. Thus, this mediation
increases the importance of communication and how companies disseminate their messages
to consumers; it becomes central to maintaining internal alignment, especially when digital
transformation intersects with sustainability commitments and ethical responsibilities. Leaders are
required to navigate competing demands for innovation, efficiency and accountability, ensuring
that algorithmic decision-making does not undermine organisational trust, employee autonomy or
shared values (Herbst, 2021; Liveris, 2023).

From an external marketing management perspective, leadership plays a critical role in
shaping how organisations are perceived and evaluated in markets. As sustainability claims
and digital strategies are increasingly scrutinised by consumers, regulators and civil
society, leaders function as key interpreters who connect internal practices with external
expectations. The ability to articulate coherent and credible narratives around sustainability,
technology use and organisational purpose becomes essential for sustaining legitimacy and
consumer trust. In this regard, leadership under digital disruption extends beyond internal
coordination to include responsibility for guiding how digital innovation is framed and
justified in public discourse (Gustafsson et al., 2021; Ravn et al., 2022).

Digital disruption also reshapes the distribution of leadership across organisations
(Herbst, 2021; Matarazzo and Pearlstein, 2016; Petrova, 2024). Authority is increasingly
decentralised, embedded in technological artefacts and dispersed across networks of actors.
Informal leadership roles emerge among those who possess critical digital expertise or
control access to key data resources (Chartier-Rueg and Zweifel, 2017; O’Reilly et al.,
2015): This challenge establishes hierarchies and requires leaders to manage power
dynamics that are less visible but highly consequential, particularly when (long-term)
sustainability priorities are in contrast with (short-term) commercial objectives.

At anormative level, the literature emphasises that leading under digital disruption entails
heightened ethical responsibility (Herbst, 2021; Liveris, 2023). Leaders must address
concerns related to transparency, autonomy and trust, particularly when decisions affect
consumers, employees and broader societal groups (Gustafsson et al., 2021; Ravn et al.,
2022). Leadership thus evolves into a relational and ethical practice, focused on guiding
organisations through technological change while maintaining legitimacy and social
acceptance. In this sense, leadership under digital disruption functions as a critical bridge
between internal organisational governance and external market-facing legitimacy, shaping
how sustainability-oriented strategies are enacted, communicated and evaluated.
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CR 4.5 Controlling under digital disruption: datafication, real-time monitoring and
governance tensions

As for the controlling activities, the analysis shows that digital disruption radically transforms
controlling by embedding monitoring and evaluation processes within data-intensive
technological infrastructures (Hellman and Liu, 2013). Traditional control mechanisms,
historically centred on periodic reporting, standardised performance indicators and hierarchical
managerial oversight, are progressively reconfigured by the diffusion of real-time data
infrastructures and automated monitoring systems (Choi et al., 2022; Souza et al., 2022). With
ongoing data collection, algorithmic dashboards and automated feedback systems, control is
embedded in daily organisational routines rather than being a separate, episodic evaluation
(Bhimani and Willcocks, 2014).

From an internal marketing management perspective, datafied control systems reshape
the governance of performance, accountability and sustainability priorities. Sensors,
platforms and advanced analytics generate fine-grained data that make outcomes, processes
and deviations visible in real time (Sestino et al., 2025a). While this enhanced visibility
supports efficiency, coordination and rapid corrective action, the literature emphasises that it
also intensifies surveillance and constrains discretionary spaces, potentially undermining
informal coordination, professional autonomy and situated judgement (Shafiq et al., 2023).
As control becomes embedded in technological infrastructures, managerial discretion is
partly displaced by algorithmic logics, raising questions about how sustainability priorities
are interpreted, weighted and enforced.

A central tension identified in the review concerns the temporal reorientation of control from
retrospective assessment to anticipatory governance. Predictive analytics and algorithmic risk
assessment systems enable organisations to forecast deviations and intervene before performance
failures materialise, effectively collapsing the distinction between evaluation and intervention
(Alaimo and Kallinikos, 2021; Duijn and Sloot, 2015). This development blurs the boundary
between controlling and planning, demonstrating the interdependence of managerial functions
under digital disruption (Faraj et al., 2018).

From an internal marketing management perspective, control may strengthen alignment
between strategic objectives and operational execution, but it may also encourage metric fixation
and short-termism when complex sustainability performance is reduced to quantifiable indicators
(Lu and Yin, 2021).

From an external marketing management perspective, digitally enabled control systems
shape how organisations communicate, justify and legitimate their sustainability
performance in markets. Real-time metrics and automated reporting influence how
performance, compliance and risk exposure are presented to consumers and stakeholders (Lu
and Yin, 2021; Stanley and Aggarwal, 2019). Although these systems can improve
transparency and responsiveness, they may marginalise qualitative, indirect or long-term
effects that are difficult to quantify (Lopez-Mielgo et al., 2009). Controlling systems
therefore function simultaneously as internal governance mechanisms and market-facing
devices shaping credibility, accountability and trust.

At the institutional level, controlling under digital disruption poses challenges regarding
data ownership, responsibility and regulatory oversight, as monitoring systems extend
beyond organisational boundaries (Hellman and Liu, 2013). Control consequently becomes
not only a managerial activity but also a socio-political process requiring alignment among
technological capabilities, organisational values and institutional safeguards (Prasad and
Tata, 2003; Lopez-Mielgo et al., 2009). As such, controlling emerges as a key mechanism
through which technology adoption influences the sustainability and resilience of market
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arrangements, mediating between internal performance governance and external market

legitimacy.

Overall, the review above shows that digital disruption reshapes marketing-relevant
outcomes not through isolated technological effects, but through the reconfiguration of
managerial functions and their internal and external marketing management implications.
Sustainable market-driven strategies therefore emerge from how organisations plan, organise,
staff, lead and control under digital conditions, rather than from communication practices or
technology adoption alone. To synthesise these findings, Table 3 summarises how each
managerial function translates into internal and external marketing management implications
relevant to sustainable market-driven strategies.

Table 3. How managerial reconfiguration translates into marketing management implications under

digital disruption

Managerial Core reconfiguration under Internal marketing External marketing
function digital disruption management implications management implications
Planning Shift from intentional, linear ~ Reorientation of strategic Alignment of sustainability

planning to algorithmic
anticipation based on
predictive analytics and
scenario modelling

Transition from hierarchical
structures to platform-
mediated, ecosystem-based
coordination

Organising

Staffing Emergence of hybrid
human-technology roles and
continuous capability

reconfiguration

Leading Redistribution of authority
toward socio-technical
systems; leadership as sense-

making and ethical mediation

Intensification of datafied,
real-time and anticipatory
control systems

Controlling

Source(s): Authors’ elaboration

cognition toward probabilistic
reasoning; redistribution of
planning authority to
data-driven systems;
increased reliance on models
for risk and sustainability
forecasting

Reconfiguration of
organisational boundaries and
coordination mechanisms;
embedding of sustainability
criteria into digital
infrastructures and standards
Demand for integrated digital,
ethical and behavioural
competencies; tensions
around reskilling, inclusion
and workforce sustainability

Mediation between
algorithmic outputs and
organisational values;
management of internal trust,
legitimacy and responsibility
under opaque decision
systems

Continuous monitoring
embedded in everyday
operations; risks of metric
fixation and reduced
discretionary judgement

value propositions with
anticipated consumer
expectations and regulatory
pressures; increased risk of
misalignment when
algorithmic assumptions lack
transparency

Reshaping of value chains and
sustainability narratives
through platforms; enhanced
traceability alongside
accountability dilution across
multi-actor ecosystems
Impact on credibility of
sustainability communication
through human mediation of
data, analytics and consumer
trust; influence on adoption of
sustainability-relevant
innovations

Construction of credible
sustainability narratives;
leadership visibility in
aligning innovation,
accountability and
stakeholder expectations

Governance of sustainability
performance visibility;
increased scrutiny of claims,
heightened risks of
greenwashing and trust
erosion if metrics substitute
substantive impact

Downloaded from ftp.nowpublishers.com/cr/article-pdf/doi/10.1108/CR-02-2026-0105/11897641/cr-02-2026-0105en.pdf by guest on 08 October 2026

Competitiveness
Review: An
International
Business Journal




CR 5. Discussion and implications

5.1 General discussion

The findings of this review allow for a more critical and integrative interpretation of how digital
disruption is currently conceptualised within management, marketing and sustainability research.
In addressing RQ1, the analysis challenges a substantial stream of literature that treat digital
disruption primarily as technologically driven change or an outcome of competitive dynamics
(Weeks, 2015; Christensen, 2006). Digital disruption is more accurately understood as a
cumulative reconfiguration of managerial logics, affecting the foundational functions through
which organisations anticipate, coordinate, mobilise and govern economic and social action.
Its consequences therefore extend beyond internal efficiency and innovation to value
propositions, maintain legitimacy and respond to rising expectations for environmental and
social responsibility.

This perspective also challenges technologically deterministic interpretations of digital
disruption (Ruan et al., 2021). The review shows that digital technologies do not autonomously
produce disruption; rather, their disruptive potential materialises through their integration into
planning, organising, staffing, leading and controlling practices, which mediate how technologies
are interpreted, enacted and legitimised. Digital disruption emerges as a socio-technical and
managerially mediated process shaped by organisational choices, institutional arrangements and
governance mechanisms, rather than as an exogenous force imposed on firms and markets.

Whether digital disruption contributes to more sustainable market arrangements depends
on how managerial functions incorporate resource constraints, stakeholder accountability
and societal trust. Sustainability is not an external objective imposed on organisations, but an
outcome that emerges (or fails to emerge) from the logics through which digital disruption is
enacted.

With respect to RQ2, the findings reveal that opportunities and risks co-evolve as outcomes
of the same disruptive dynamics. While the literature often emphasises efficiency gains, agility
and scalability (L6pez-Mielgo et al., 2009; Souza et al., 2022), the results highlight parallel
tensions related to the redistribution of agency, the opacity of algorithmic decision-making and
the concentration of control within digital infrastructures. These tensions challenge assumptions
that technological advancement automatically produces societal progress.

Furthermore, when decision-making is mediated through unclear systems and responsibility
is distributed across platform ecosystems, it becomes harder to substantiate environmental
and social claims and to attribute accountability for unintended consequences (Kivimaa et al.,
2021; Wang and Bai, 2023). This weakens sustainability strategies, whose legitimacy depends
on transparency and credibility as much as on innovation and increases reputational risks
(Papadopoulou et al., 2021; Papasolomou et al., 2022). The findings thus reinforce a central
implication: digital disruption intensifies the governance demands placed on organisations by
sustainability expectations, rather than simplifying them.

By adopting managerial functions as an analytical lens (Weihrich and Koontz, 2005;
Sestino et al., 2025a), this study contributes to the literature by reconnecting digital disruption
research with core theories of management and organisation, while extending it into the
domain of sustainable marketing and offering a structured yet flexible framework capable of
integrating micro-, meso- and macro-level transformations. Rather than treating marketing as
a downstream communicative activity, the findings position it as a market-facing expression
of deeper managerial and governance choices. Building on this integrative interpretation, the
following sections further develop the theoretical implications of reframing digital disruption
as a process of managerial mediation and examine how this perspective advances ongoing
debates in sustainable marketing by clarifying the governance conditions under which digital
transformation supports credible and accountable market practices.
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5.2 Reframing digital disruption in marketing management Competitiveness
A central insight emerging from this study concerns the need to reconsider prevailing Review: An
assumptions that implicitly equate digital disruption with technological novelty or acceleration. International
Much of the extant literature, particularly in early and mainstream disruption research, tends to
attribute transformative outcomes primarily to the intrinsic properties of digital technologies.
The findings of this review suggest a different interpretation: digital disruption does not stem
from technology per se, but from the ways in which technologies are incorporated into and
reconfigure managerial functions that structure organisational and societal action. Specifically,
the findings highlight that: planning becomes anticipatory and data-driven; organising shifts
towards platform-mediated coordination; staffing evolves through hybrid human-technology
roles; leadership is redefined by sense-making and ethical mediation; and controlling intensifies
through datafication and anticipatory governance.

While Table 3 clarifies function-specific implications, Figure 2 integrates these dynamics
into an integrative framework showing how managerial mediation links digital disruption to
sustainable marketing management outcomes through market governance. Importantly, these
functions evolve interdependently through mechanisms that redistribute cognition, agency
and coordination across socio-technical systems.

Anticipatory and data-driven planning changes how future risks and opportunities, including
environmental and social ones, are evaluated. It also enables new organisational architectures
based on platforms and ecosystems, which in turn require the reconfiguration of roles, skills
and human—technology complementarities. These staffing changes raise questions concerning
inclusion, employability and the social sustainability of work

These changes intensify leadership challenges related to legitimacy, trust and ethical
responsibility in increasingly opaque and algorithmically mediated environments. At the
same time, datafied and anticipatory forms of control generate continuous feedback that
recalibrates strategic orientations and managerial decisions. In this perspective, digital
disruption emerges as a dynamic process in which managerial functions mutually shape and
reinforce one another, with digital technologies acting as enabling infrastructures rather than
deterministic forces. Sustainable market outcomes depend on aligning managerial functions
with transparency, accountability, inclusion and long-term value creation. Sustainability
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Figure 2. Integrative framework
Source: Authors’ elaboration
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CR in digital economies cannot therefore be understood by examining consumer preferences,
corporate actions or regulations in isolation. Instead, attention must be directed towards the
managerial structures through which digital technologies affect coordination, responsibility
and legitimacy within market systems.

5.3 Implications for technology adoption, sustainability and marketing research

The reframing developed in this study carries important theoretical implications for marketing
research concerned with sustainability and digital transformation. Firstly, this study
repositions marketing as the market-facing domain in which the effects of managerial
reconfiguration under digital disruption become observable and consequential. Consistent
with the internal vs external marketing management lens (Sestino et al., 2025b) adopted in
this study, marketing is not examined as an individual or separate functional activity, but as
the organisational and market-facing domain most directly affected by the reconfiguration of
managerial functions under digital disruption. Marketing outcomes such as trust, credibility
and consumer engagement depend on governance mechanisms embedded within managerial
infrastructures rather than on persuasive communication or ethical intent alone. Technology
adoption in marketing is therefore inseparable from transparency, consumer autonomy and
the allocation of responsibility and power. From this perspective, technology adoption in
marketing is inseparable from broader questions of governance, transparency and consumer
autonomy, shifting the focus from whether digital tools are used to how they restructure
market interactions, responsibility allocation and power relations.

Secondly, the study contributes to sustainable marketing research (Gleim et al., 2023; Kemper
and Ballantine, 2019; Purani et al., 2014) by redirecting focus from viewing sustainability as a
collection of messages, attributes or isolated initiatives, towards understanding it as an emergent
outcome of how market-facing activities are governed through managerial infrastructures under
digital conditions. The findings indicate that sustainability does not arise simply from adopting
digital technologies or from aligning marketing communications with ethical values; instead, it
emerges from how organisations integrate technologies into anticipatory planning, platform- and
ecosystem-based organising, capability development, leadership sense-making and datafied
control systems. These managerial configurations determine how sustainability promises are
formulated, substantiated, monitored and rendered credible to consumers and other stakeholders.
Sustainability is therefore neither exclusively consumer-driven nor solely a firm-level strategic
choice. Tt is a systemic property of how digitally mediated markets are coordinated, evaluated and
legitimised over time (Peattie and Belz, 2010).

Thirdly, the study provides a theoretical explanation for the persistent contradictions
between economic growth and sustainability highlighted in prior research (Lloveras and
Quinn, 2016). The findings demonstrate that digital technologies simultaneously enable and
destabilise sustainability-oriented marketing strategies. On the one hand, predictive analytics,
platforms and data-intensive control systems enhance firms’ ability to anticipate consumer
demand, personalise sustainable offerings, improve traceability across value chains and
monitor sustainability performance in real time. On the other hand, these same technologies
redistribute agency towards opaque infrastructures, concentrate power within platforms and
intensify risks of greenwashing, consumer vulnerability and accountability gaps. Grounding
these tensions in managerial reconfiguration explains why digitally enabled sustainability
initiatives often produce ambivalent rather than uniformly positive outcomes.

Finally, the managerial-functions lens provides a framework that reconnects levels of
analysis that are often treated separately in sustainability and management research (George
et al., 2021; Trisiana, 2024; Wang and Bai, 2023. Consumer-related dynamics such as trust,
perceived credibility and the adoption of sustainability-relevant innovations are linked to
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organisational capabilities such as data analytics, behavioural insight and ethical judgement, =~ Competitiveness
which, in turn, are shaped by broader institutional arrangements, including platforms, Review: An
standards and regulatory expectations. This integration responds to calls for more coherent
multi-level theorisation capable of bridging micro-level behaviour, meso-level organisational
practices and macro-level sustainability agendas. It also provides a foundation for future
research examining how changes in managerial functions influence market governance and
sustainability outcomes across industries, technologies and institutional contexts.
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6. Concluding remarks and limitations

This study set out from the observation that, despite its pervasive use in managerial and
academic discourse, the concept of digital disruption has progressively lost analytical
precision, often being treated as a synonym for technological acceleration or innovation
intensity, because disruption results as “disruptive” by nature in its terms as well (Christensen,
2006). By revisiting disruption through an extensive and systematic analysis of the literature,
jointly technologies and its enabler characteristics to reconfigure managerial functions,
allowing the analysis to capture disruption as a systemic and cross-cutting process rather than
a technology-specific phenomenon, the paper sought to add knowledge and reposition digital
disruption as a systemic and cumulative process that transcends firm-level competitive
dynamics. In doing so, the study addressed two central research questions concerning how
digital technologies are conceptualised as drivers of digital disruption and how the resulting
transformations generate opportunities, risks and tensions across organisations, markets and
society.

The review demonstrates that digital disruption is best understood not as a technologically
determined outcome, but as a process mediated by the reconfiguration of core managerial
functions. The findings show that digital technologies reshape planning, organising, staffing,
leading and controlling in interconnected ways, altering managerial cognition, redistributing
agency between humans and technological artefacts and redefining coordination and governance
mechanisms. Rather than eliminating foundational managerial logics, digital disruption
transforms how they operate within data-intensive and platform-based socio-technical systems.
This perspective enables an integrated understanding of digital disruption that connects micro-
level changes in decision-making, meso-level transformations in organisational and ecosystem
structures and macro-level implications for institutional arrangements and societal norms.

At the same time, the study highlights the inherently ambivalent nature of disruption. While
the literature emphasises enhanced anticipation, scalability and responsiveness, the analysis
reveals parallel dynamics related to opacity, concentration of control, algorithmic dependence
and emerging forms of consumer and worker vulnerability. These tensions suggest that digital
disruption should not be interpreted as an unequivocally progressive force, but as a phenomenon
whose outcomes depend on how managerial practices, organisational choices and institutional
safeguards evolve in response to digital infrastructures. From this perspective, the sustainability
and legitimacy of digitally mediated markets hinge less on technology adoption per se than on
the capacity of managerial functions to govern transparency, accountability and long-term value
creation.

Despite these contributions, some limitations need to be acknowledged. Firstly, the qualitative
and interpretative nature of the review, while appropriate for theory integration, could not allow
empirical testing or causal validation of the identified configurations. In addition, the analysis is
based exclusively on peer-reviewed articles published in English, which may have led to the
exclusion of relevant insights developed in other languages or scholarly traditions. Finally,
despite a potential point of strength, the review deliberately focused on contributions explicitly
addressing the interplay between digital technologies, managerial functions and their role in
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CR shaping disruption, potentially overlooking studies that examine these elements in isolation.
Future research could address these limitations through longitudinal and multi-method
approaches, as well as through comparative analyses across institutional contexts, to further
assess how the reconfiguration of managerial functions influences organisational and societal
outcomes over time.
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