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[bookmark: _Toc196290492]Abstract
This study investigates the role of agile leadership behaviours in enhancing organizational resilience within UK higher education institutions. The analysis focuses on two hypotheses: (1) Agile leadership significantly influences organizational resilience outcomes, and (2) Adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation serve as key performance indicators to quantify this impact.
To ensure the validity and reliability of the findings, both Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and internal consistency analysis were employed. EFA was conducted to identify underlying dimensions within the data and validate the theoretical constructs of agile leadership and resilience, while internal consistency analysis, using Cronbach's Alpha, assessed the reliability of the survey instrument by confirming the coherence of its items.
Descriptive statistics highlighted patterns in leadership practices and resilience-related outcomes. Inferential analyses, including ANOVA and correlation, assessed group differences and relationships between variables. While no statistically significant evidence was found to support Hypothesis 1, the study identified key performance indicators as meaningful measures for Hypothesis 2, laying the groundwork for future research.
The findings emphasize the importance of fostering collaboration, adaptability, and innovation as foundational elements of resilience. Recommendations include expanding data collection, refining leadership strategies, and embedding agile practices into institutional policies to enhance resilience. Practical implications encourage leaders in higher education institutions (HEIs) to prioritize collaboration, transparency, and innovation, aligning leadership practices with resilience goals to support the evolving landscape of higher education.

[bookmark: _Toc196290493]CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc196290494]Background of the Study
UK higher education institutions (HEIs) operate in an increasingly complex and dynamic environment shaped by technological advancements (Marshall et al., 2024), regulatory changes (Scott, 2021), financial pressures (Núnez Chicharro et al., 2023), and global disruptions such as economic crises and pandemics (Bonfield et al., 2020; Watermeyer et al., 2020; Enria et al., 2021; Watermeyer et al., 2021). Organisational resilience—defined as the capacity to anticipate, respond to, and recover from challenges—is critical to the sustainability and effectiveness of these institutions (Duchek, 2019; Wided, 2022; Chen, Xie, and Liu, 2021). Agile leadership, characterized by adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation, is emerging as a vital framework for fostering resilience in uncertain environments (Alexander & Manolchev, 2020; Beresford-Dey et al., 2024; Syamsir et al., 2025).

This study highlights the significance of agile leadership by analyzing its relationship with resilience outcomes in HEIs, addressing the gap in existing literature. While findings do not confirm statistically significant differences across resilience outcomes (Hypothesis 1), descriptive analysis (Hypothesis 2) reveals that key performance indicators—adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation—are highly relevant for quantifying the impact of agile leadership. These insights emphasize the importance of fostering these KPIs to strengthen organisational resilience.

Given the vulnerabilities exposed during the COVID-19 pandemic (Watermeyer et al., 2020), the study underscores the necessity of adaptive and innovative leadership practices for ensuring institutional continuity, stakeholder responsiveness, and strategic growth in UK higher education. By equipping HEI leaders with actionable data and strategies, this research provides a foundation for integrating agile leadership into policy development and institutional frameworks to bolster resilience and sustainability in a rapidly evolving landscape.




[bookmark: _Toc196290495]Research Problem
This study aims to bridge a significant gap in understanding how agile leadership influences organizational resilience within UK higher education institutions (HEIs). Despite its widespread application in other sectors, agile leadership remains underutilized and insufficiently examined in the context of HEIs, which face distinct challenges demanding adaptive and innovative strategies to ensure sustainability and responsiveness (Vlachopoulos, 2021). The research focuses on evaluating the role of agile leadership in enhancing resilience and aims to identify key performance indicators (KPIs) that can effectively measure its impact across diverse institutional contexts.

The research seeks to answer key questions:
1. How does agile leadership enhance organisational resilience in UK HEIs?
2. What are the key performance indicators (KPIs) that can effectively quantify the impact of agile leadership on resilience?


[bookmark: _Toc196290496]Key Issues Confronting UK HEIs
Figure 1 outlines the progression of challenges faced by Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), illustrating the shift from traditional leadership models to the current cumulative pressures impacting these institutions. Here's a breakdown of the stages:
1. Starting Point: Pre-Existing Paradigm
HEIs traditionally operated with leadership models emphasizing stability and incremental changes (Dopson et al., 2018).
2. First Challenge: Financial Issues 
This stage highlights financial sustainability problems affecting HEIs, as referenced by Núñez Chicharro et al., 2023. These challenges introduced pressures to adapt while balancing budgets.
3. Second Challenge (2018–2020): Brexit Impact
Brexit created disruptions in research funding, international collaboration, and recruitment processes, as highlighted by Brusenbauch Meislová, 2021. HEIs had to navigate the consequences of this geopolitical change.
4. Third Challenge (2020–2021): Pandemic Digital Gap
The COVID-19 pandemic exposed gaps in digital transformation within HEIs, revealing institutional and faculty unpreparedness, as discussed by Watermeyer et al., 2020.
5. Current Stage: Cumulative Pressure
The combination of previous challenges has resulted in cumulative pressure on HEIs. Traditional leadership models have struggled to align with the growing complexity and demands of modern higher education (Skoumpopoulou & Robson, 2020; Ul Hassan et al., 2024).


Figure 1 demonstrates how these evolving challenges have compounded over time, emphasizing the need for adaptive leadership strategies to address the misalignment between traditional frameworks and contemporary HEI requirements.

Figure 1: Progression of Challenges in UK Higher Education Institutions


[bookmark: _Toc196290497]Rationale for the Study
This study addresses the pressing need for UK higher education institutions (HEIs) to strengthen organisational resilience as they navigate a rapidly evolving landscape marked by technological advancements, regulatory changes, financial pressures, and global disruptions. Agile leadership, characterized by adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation, has demonstrated its effectiveness in fostering resilience and adaptability in other sectors (Alexander & Manolchev, 2020; Beresford-Dey et al., 2024; Syamsir et al., 2025). However, its application and impact within the HEI context remain insufficiently explored, leaving a critical gap in understanding how these leadership practices can be leveraged to address institutional vulnerabilities (Mohagheghi & Lassenius, 2021; López-Alcarria et al., 2019; Esamah et al., 2023).

Conducting a quantitative study is critical in addressing the challenges outlined in the diagram, as it provides measurable insights and supports evidence-based decision-making. Listed on Table 1 are the important reasons for conducting a quantitative study.

	Challenge
	Importance of Quantitative Study

	Financial Issues
	Analyse trends in funding allocation, budget shortfalls, and expenditure patterns.

	
	Identify cost-saving opportunities and prioritize resource distribution for financial sustainability.

	Brexit Impact
	Quantify changes in international student enrolments, research funding levels, and collaboration rates pre- and post-Brexit.

	
	Highlight key areas requiring policy adjustments or new strategies.

	Pandemic Digital Gap
	Measure the extent of digital adoption among faculty and students and identify gaps in access and technological preparedness.

	
	Guide targeted investments in digital infrastructure and training programme.

	Cumulative Pressure on Leadership
	Quantify leadership challenges such as adaptability, communication, and decision-making.

	
	Evaluate the effectiveness of new leadership frameworks in mitigating cumulative pressures using statistical models.

	Cross-Disciplinary Factors
	Measure resilience and agility in HEIs through surveys, benchmarks, and performance indicators.

	
	Assess success in collaboration, policy alignment, and innovation encouragement.


Table 1: Importance of Quantitative Studies in Addressing Key HEI Challenges

In sum, quantitative studies bridge the gap between theoretical understanding and actionable strategies, enabling higher education institutions to confront and adapt to complex challenges effectively.


[bookmark: _Toc196290498]Research Aims
This study aims to investigate the extent to which agile leadership impacts organisational resilience within UK-based higher education institutions (HEIs). It seeks to achieve the following objectives:
1. To analyse how agile leadership behaviours contribute to resilience-related outcomes in HEIs, focusing on adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation.
2. To evaluate the role of adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation as key performance indicators in quantifying the impact of agile leadership on organizational resilience within UK higher education institutions, with the goal of identifying actionable strategies to enhance institutional sustainability and effectiveness in dynamic and complex environments

These research aims to provide actionable insights into the transformative role of agile leadership in fostering resilience and navigating complex challenges within the higher education sector.


[bookmark: _Toc196290499]Research Objectives
This study aims to examine the impact of agile leadership on organisational resilience in UK higher education institutions (HEIs) through a quantitative approach.
1. To quantify the impact of agile leadership behaviours on resilience-related outcomes in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), with particular emphasis on adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation.
2. To analyse the effectiveness of adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation as key performance indicators in measuring the influence of agile leadership on organizational resilience in UK higher education institutions, and to identify evidence-based insights that support the development of resilient and adaptive leadership strategies within the sector.


[bookmark: _Toc196290500]Research Questions
The following research questions are aligned with a quantitative research approach to ensure that they are measurable, structured, and suited for statistical analysis: 

1. To what extent does agile leadership impact organisational resilience in UK-based higher education institutions (HEIs)?
2. How do adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation serve as key performance indicators in quantifying the impact of agile leadership on organizational resilience in UK higher education institutions?

[bookmark: _Toc196290501]Hypotheses
The hypotheses below are designed to offer specific, testable statements based on the research questions:

H1: Agile leadership has a significant positive impact on organisational resilience in UK-based higher education institutions.
H2: Adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation are key performance indicators that effectively quantify the impact of agile leadership on organizational resilience in UK higher education institutions.


[bookmark: _Toc196290502]Significance of the Study
This study investigates the impact of agile leadership on organisational resilience in UK higher education institutions (HEIs), addressing academic, practical, and policy implications.
· Academic Contributions: The research fills a literature gap by quantitatively analysing how agile leadership behaviours—adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation—shape resilience. It enhances theoretical frameworks by identifying key performance indicators (KPIs) and linking them to leadership practices.
· Practical Contributions: It equips HEI leaders with actionable, data-driven strategies to improve adaptability, foster collaboration, ensure transparency, and drive innovation, enabling effective navigation of crises and sustained operational excellence.
· Policy Implications: The findings emphasize the importance of integrating agile leadership principles into policies, leadership development programs, and decision-making frameworks, demonstrating their measurable impact on resilience.

Overall, the study provides a comprehensive understanding of agile leadership’s transformative role, addressing institutional challenges and supporting long-term strategic goals for UK HEIs.
By defining key terms and establishing a clear framework, the introduction sets the stage for a comprehensive exploration of the relationship between agile leadership and organisational resilience. This foundation enables a focused analysis of theoretical insights, empirical evidence, and practical strategies, ensuring the research effectively addresses the questions posed and contributes valuable knowledge to the field.


[bookmark: _Toc196290503]Limitations of the Study
While this study makes meaningful contributions, several limitations should be acknowledged:
1. Geographical Scope: The research focuses exclusively on UK higher education institutions (HEIs). This geographic confinement may limit the generalisability of findings to HEIs in other regions or contexts, where socio-political and cultural dynamics differ significantly.
2. Methodological and Contextual Limitations: The study adopts a quantitative research design, which, while effective in delivering robust statistical insights, may fail to capture the deeper nuances and contextual dynamics of agile leadership. The quantitative approach overlooks qualitative perspectives, such as the lived experiences of leaders and team members, which are essential for understanding the interpersonal and cultural aspects of agile leadership. Furthermore, the study does not fully account for variations in institutional contexts, such as differences in organizational culture, governance structures, and resource availability. A mixed-methods approach combining quantitative analysis with qualitative methods, such as interviews or case studies, would have provided a more holistic understanding, accommodating both statistical rigor and contextual depth.
3. External Factors: The study does not comprehensively address external influences on organisational resilience, such as government policies, economic shifts, or global crises. These factors could play a significant role in shaping HEI operations and leadership practices, potentially mediating or moderating the relationship between agile leadership and resilience.
4. Use of Simulated Data: Due to time constraints, the dataset analysed was randomly generated using Microsoft Excel, rather than real-world institutional data. This limits the ability to fully reflect authentic patterns, trends, and complexities, potentially reducing the practical applicability of the findings
5. Limitations of Reliability Assessments with Random Data: Test-Retest Reliability and Inter-Rater Reliability are not applicable since the data lacks real-world responses or evaluative judgments, making it impossible to assess stability over time or consistency across raters.
6. Challenges in Measuring Leadership: The absence of standardized metrics to assess agile leadership's success makes it difficult to evaluate its impact relative to traditional leadership models, potentially reducing accountability in interpretation.
7. Tensions Between Agile and Hierarchical Structures: The implementation of agile leadership principles in traditionally hierarchical HEIs may lead to conflicts or inefficiencies, as distributed leadership could challenge established authority structures and governance models.

These limitations provide an important context for interpreting the study's findings and underscore areas for future research to strengthen the understanding of agile leadership’s impact on organisational resilience.



[bookmark: _Toc196290504]Structure of the Study
This dissertation follows a structured approach with five key chapters:
1. Introduction: Introduces the study, outlining its background, objectives, and research questions, and highlights the significance of agile leadership's impact on resilience in UK HEIs.
2. Literature Review: Examines existing studies on agile leadership and organisational resilience, focusing on theoretical frameworks, resilience dimensions, and gaps in current knowledge related to HEIs.
3. Methodology: Details the quantitative research design, describing data collection, survey instruments, statistical methods for analysis, and ethical considerations.
4. Discussion of Results: Interprets findings from the analysis, exploring the relationship between agile leadership behaviours and resilience dimensions through KPIs, while comparing results with existing literature.
5. Conclusion: Summarizes key findings, addresses research questions, discusses study contributions, acknowledges limitations, and suggests areas for future research.

This comprehensive structure ensures clear progression from identifying the problem to presenting actionable insights and recommendations.



[bookmark: _Toc196290505]CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
The literature review provides a critical examination of existing research, theories, and frameworks related to agile leadership and organisational resilience. It establishes the academic foundation for this study, identifies gaps in the current knowledge, and situates the research questions within the broader scholarly context.

[bookmark: _Toc196290506]Concept of Agile Leadership
Agile leadership is an innovative and adaptable approach to leading teams and organizations in today's fast-paced, uncertain environment. It emphasizes flexibility, collaboration, and continuous learning, empowering teams to deliver increasing value while navigating challenges and opportunities. By fostering a culture of open communication, accountability, and responsiveness, agile leadership drives organizational success and resilience.

[bookmark: _Toc196290507]Agile Leadership
Agile leadership is a dynamic and adaptive approach to leadership that enables organizations to thrive in uncertain and competitive environments (Akkaya et al., 2022). It focuses on fostering innovation and continuous improvement through rapid cycles of adaptation and learning (Crnogaj et al., 2022). Agile leaders cultivate a culture of open communication, regular feedback, and accountability, empowering their teams to take ownership and deliver increasing value to clients (Silva-Martinez, 2023). This leadership style emphasizes flexibility, collaboration, and a mindset that embraces uncertainty while leveraging opportunities and overcoming challenges (Holbeche, 2019). By retaining adaptable and engaged team members, agile leadership enhances organizational operations and contributes to sustained success (Safavi and Bouzari, 2019).

Some scholars argue that agile leadership's strong focus on flexibility and rapid adaptation may lead to instability in decision-making, making long-term strategic planning difficult (Nazir et al., 2022; Verma, 2024). Agile leadership lacks standardized metrics for evaluating effectiveness, making it difficult to assess its impact compared to traditional leadership models (Kreye et al., 2024; López et al., 2022; Samodien et al., 2024).


[bookmark: _Toc196290508]Evolution of Agile Leadership
The concept of agile leadership has undergone significant transformation over time, evolving in response to changing organizational needs and societal challenges. From its roots in traditional hierarchical models to its modern application across diverse sectors, agile leadership reflects a shift toward flexibility, collaboration, and continuous improvement. As summarised in Figure 3, this evolution highlights the adaptability of leadership styles in navigating complex and dynamic environments.

Early Management Theories (1950s=1970s)
During this period, leadership was predominantly influenced by traditional hierarchical models. Decision-making processes were centralized and slow, reflecting rigid structures that prioritized control and compliance over adaptability (Haveman & Wetts, 2018).

Emergence of Adaptive Leadership (1980s-1990s)
Leadership began to shift towards more adaptive approaches, emphasizing flexibility and collaboration. Leaders started to recognize the importance of adjusting to dynamic environments and fostering teamwork as key components of effective leadership (Zaidi & Bellak, 2019).


Agile Manifesto (2001)
The introduction of the Agile Manifesto marked a significant turning point, revolutionizing project management within the software industry. It established principles that prioritized individuals, interactions, and responsiveness, reshaping leadership practices to align with evolving business needs (Palopak & Huang, 2024) As presented in Figure 2, the four core values focusing on individuals and interactions, customer collaboration, working software, and responsiveness to change, guiding software development projects is presented (Bortoli et al., 2023)

Figure 2: Core Values of Agile (Bortoli et al., 2023)

Expansion Beyond Software Development (2005-2015)
The application of Agile principles expanded beyond the software sector into various business disciplines. Industries began adopting these principles to enhance collaboration, innovation, and efficiency across diverse operational contexts (Baham & Hirschheim, 2021).


Agile Leadership in Higher Education & Public Sector (2016-Present)
Agile leadership approaches have been increasingly implemented in higher education and public sectors to address significant challenges. This period highlights the versatility of Agile principles in managing change and fostering a culture of continuous improvement in complex organizational settings (Adhiatma et al., 2022; Tomaževič et al., 2023).



Figure 3: Evolution of Agile Leadership


[bookmark: _Toc196290509]Core Principles of Agile Leadership
Agile leadership principles, centred on flexibility, collaboration, transparency, and empowerment, foster innovation, adaptability, and resilience. They help build cohesive teams capable of delivering value and navigating uncertainties, driving success through continuous learning and improvement.

Adaptability
Agile leadership emphasizes adaptability to changing environments, fostering team resilience to navigate uncertainty and seize opportunities. Through promoting continuous learning, agile leaders ensure their teams stay innovative and dynamic (Holbeche, 2019; Crnogaj et al., 2022).

Collaboration
Effective agile leadership emphasizes collaboration through open communication, mutual respect, and shared accountability. This fosters cohesive teamwork, harnesses diverse perspectives, and enhances organizational success while delivering exceptional client value (Silva-Martinez, 2023).

Transparency
Transparency in agile leadership fosters trust and alignment by promoting open communication and regular feedback. It ensures teams understand goals and success criteria, enabling cooperative work, clarity, and commitment to shared objectives (Silva-Martinez, 2023; Akkaya et al., 2022).

Empowerment
Agile leaders empower teams by fostering autonomy, trust, and shared responsibility, inspiring confidence and accountability. This approach drives innovation, enhances organizational success, and underscores the value of adaptable, flexible workers (Safavi & Bouzari, 2019; Silva-Martinez, 2023)

Together, these principles encapsulate the dynamic and people-centred nature of agile leadership, creating a framework for fostering innovation, collaboration, and resilience in complex environments.


[bookmark: _Toc196290510]Key Theories and Models Related to Agile Leadership
Agile leadership is grounded in several key theories that provide valuable insights into its principles and practices. These theories include the Transformational Leadership Theory, Complexity Leadership Theory (CLT), and Resource-Based View (RBV). Together, these theories underpin agile leadership's success.

Transformational Leadership Theory
Transformational leadership emphasizes inspiring, motivating, and empowering followers to achieve exceptional outcomes. It features four key dimensions: Idealized Influence (role modelling and trust-building), Inspirational Motivation (vision and enthusiasm), Intellectual Stimulation (fostering creativity), and Individualized Consideration (personalized support). This framework highlights leaders' impact on institutional results (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; Jackson, 2020; Bush, 2007; Escortell et al., 2020).

Some scholars argue that transformational leadership overly focuses on charisma and inspiration, potentially leading to dependency on a single leader rather than fostering collective leadership (Meng, 2022; Ytterstad & Olaisen, 2023). Some researchers highlight that transformational leadership can be misused, where leaders may prioritize personal agendas under the guise of motivation and vision (Branson & Marra, 2021)


Complexity Leadership Theory (CLT)
Complexity Leadership Theory (CLT) views organizations as complex adaptive systems (CAS), emphasizing dynamic interactions rather than rigid hierarchies. It focuses on emergence, where leadership naturally arises from system interactions, adaptability to evolving environments, interdependence among agents for collaboration, and distributed leadership, enabling shared decision-making and innovation across multiple levels (Uhl-Bien, 2021; Nadeem, 2024). CLT promotes flexible, network-driven leadership approaches suited for complex organizational challenges.
While CLT emphasizes adaptability and emergence, critics argue that it lacks clear guidelines for implementation, making it difficult for organizations to apply in structured environments (Ilgın et al., 2023; Ramachandran et al., 2023). The distributed leadership approach may lead to confusion in decision-making, as multiple leaders emerge without a clear hierarchy, potentially reducing efficiency (Nadeem, 2024).

Resource-Based View (RBV)
The Resource-Based View (RBV) highlights the role of internal resources in achieving competitive advantage, emphasizing that resources must be valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable (VRIN). These resources include tangible assets like infrastructure and intangible ones like brand reputation and culture. Competitive advantage is sustained through organizational capabilities, which enable firms to strategically leverage resources, adapt to change, and achieve long-term goals (Varadarajan, 2023; Silva & Oliveira, 2020; Sony et al., 2022).

Critics argue that RBV focuses too much on internal resources and does not adequately account for external market dynamics, such as technological disruptions and regulatory changes (Cooper et al., 2023; Ogutu et al., 2023; Varadarajan, 2023). Some scholars suggest that RBV does not sufficiently address how firms develop and renew their capabilities over time, making it less applicable in rapidly changing industries (Sony et al., 2022).

The above theories collectively provide a solid framework for comprehending agile leadership's role in overcoming challenges and achieving success.
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Organisational resilience is a dynamic and multifaceted concept, understood as a combination of capacity, process, and outcome. It can be defined in various ways, including:
1. Capacity: The ability to predict, manage, and adapt to unforeseen events through anticipation, adjustment, and coping (Duchek, 2019). It also involves reallocating resources, simplifying processes, and redefining connections during crises like COVID-19 (Paeffgen, 2022; Chen, Xie, and Liu, 2021).
2. Process: The ongoing ability to anticipate, adapt, and withstand challenges, emphasizing flexibility and real-time awareness (Wided, 2022; Hayes et al., 2019). It supports resilience by enabling systems to endure acute shocks and chronic stress without significant negative effects (Abimbola et al., 2019).
3. Outcome: Resilience as a result of effective risk management, proactive learning, and recovery strategies. It reflects an organisation’s ability to maintain essential functions, evolve, and foster interdependencies for recovery (Duchek et al., 2019; Granig & Hilgarter, 2020; DesJardine et al., 2017).
In summary, organisational resilience embodies the capacity to adapt, process adversity, and achieve sustained recovery, supported by proactive and strategic measures.

[bookmark: _Toc196290512]Dimensions of Organisational Resilience
Organisational resilience is built upon three critical dimensions: Anticipation, Adaptation, and Recovery (Bartuseviciene et al., 2022; Singh et al., 2022; Tanner et al., 2022).
· Anticipation involves proactively identifying risks and preparing for potential disruptions through measures like risk assessment and scenario planning, reducing the impact of unforeseen events (Aljohani, 2023; Cao et al., 2022; Munir et al., 2022).
· Adaptation highlights flexibility and agility, enabling organisations to adjust processes, strategies, and structures in response to crises or changing circumstances to maintain operations and long-term sustainability (Szemző et al., 2022).
· Recovery focuses on restoring stability and trust after disruptions, incorporating crisis management, resource mobilisation, and post-event evaluations to rebuild stronger systems (Wang et al., 2022).
Together, these dimensions form a comprehensive framework that enables organisations to effectively foresee, respond to, and recover from challenges, ensuring robustness and sustainability.


[bookmark: _Toc196290513]Theoretical Link Between Agile Leadership and Resilience
Agile leadership and resilience are closely intertwined, particularly in the context of contemporary organizational challenges (Albuquerque Pai et al., 2024; Jaafar et al., 2025; Rauniar & Cao, 2025). Agile leadership and resilience are linked through their shared focus on adaptability (Kadenic & Tambo, 2023; Kaya, 2023) and proactive problem-solving (Ul Hassan et al., 2024; (Bamber & Elezi, 2024; Adel, 2024). Agile leaders create environments that build resilience by:
· Encouraging continuous learning (Albatti, 2023; (Bamber & Elezi, 2024) and flexibility (Muneeb et al., 2022; (Pratami et al., 2024).
· Promoting psychological safety (Ahmad, 2025), enabling teams to take risks (Zighan et al., 2021; (Brezavšček & Baggia, 2025) and recover from setbacks (Bakir & Dahlan, 2023).
· Fostering a culture of innovation and collaboration (Muneeb et al., 2022; Ul Hassan et al., 2024; Wawak et al., 2023).

[bookmark: _Toc196290514]Contemporary Models Supporting the Link
The relationship between agile leadership and resilience is underpinned by several contemporary models, each offering unique insights into how leaders navigate uncertainty and foster adaptability. These models highlight the critical role agile leaders play in building organizational resilience by anticipating challenges, seizing opportunities, and guiding teams through complex and dynamic environments. Below, key frameworks such as the VUCA framework, Dynamic Capabilities Model, Adaptive Leadership Theory, and Systems Thinking are explored to demonstrate their relevance in linking agile leadership to resilience.
[bookmark: _Toc196290515]VUCA Framework (Volatility, Uncertainty, Complexity, Ambiguity)
Agile leadership thrives in VUCA environments by enabling organizations to anticipate and adapt to changes, thereby enhancing resilience (Beresford-Dey et al., 2024; Esenyel, 2024; Syamsir et al., 2025). However, some scholars argue that the VUCA framework oversimplifies complex organizational environments by categorizing challenges into four broad dimensions (O’Riordan & Hampden-Turner, 2025; Singh et al., 2024; Tähtinen & Toivonen, 2024). This reductionist approach may fail to capture the nuanced realities of leadership in diverse contexts (B. & Joseph, 2025; Jonathan & Laik, 2024; Sargam & Pandey, 2024). 


[bookmark: _Toc196290516]Dynamic Capabilities Model
This model highlights the importance of sensing, seizing, and transforming opportunities (Christofi et al., 2024, Engelmann, 2023; Ghosh et al., 2022). Agile leaders develop these capabilities, which are essential for organizational resilience (Kaya, 2023; Ndlela & Tanner, 2023; Sebrek et al., 2024). Critics of the Dynamic Capabilities Model highlight its abstract nature, which can make it difficult to operationalize in practice. The model's emphasis on sensing, seizing, and transforming opportunities may not account for resource constraints or cultural differences in organizations (Syamsir et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc196290517]Adaptive Leadership Theory
This theory emphasizes the need for leaders to mobilize teams to tackle complex challenges (Boyar et al., 2023; Seibel et al., 2023; Sott & Bender, 2025). By fostering adaptability, agile leaders strengthen resilience (Radu, 2023). Critics of Adaptive Leadership Theory argue that its focus on mobilizing teams to tackle challenges may overlook the structural and systemic barriers that limit adaptability (Abukalusa & Oosthuizen, 2025; Esenyel, 2024; Sott & Bender, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc196290518]System Thinking
Agile leadership incorporates systems thinking to understand interdependencies and anticipate ripple effects of decisions, which supports resilient responses to disruptions (Abukalusa & Oosthuizen, 2023; Kroculick, 2022; Marcos-Sánchez et al., 2022). While Systems Thinking is praised for its holistic approach, critics point out that it can be overly complex and time-consuming to implement. In fast-paced environments, the detailed analysis required by Systems Thinking may hinder timely decision-making (Abukalusa & Oosthuizen, 2025)	





[bookmark: _Toc196290519]Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework, shown in Figure 4, highlights how agile leadership fosters organizational resilience in UK higher education institutions (HEIs) through intermediate capabilities. Grounded in foundational leadership theories—Transformational Leadership, Complexity Leadership, and the Resource-Based View—it integrates principles of adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation to bridge theory with practical outcomes.
Agile leadership refines practices through continuous feedback, emphasizing adaptability to evolving circumstances, fostering teamwork and problem-solving, building trust and clear communication, and driving creative solutions to emerging challenges. These intermediate capabilities serve as key enablers of resilience, helping HEIs adapt, recover, and thrive amidst disruptions.
This framework provides a structured model to connect leadership theories, agile practices, and resilience outcomes, demonstrating how agile leadership transforms higher education institutions to meet dynamic and complex challenges effectively
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[bookmark: _Toc196290520]CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the methodological framework of the study, detailing the research design, quantitative methods, and philosophical considerations. It covers data collection and analysis strategies, alongside measures to ensure reliability, validity, and ethical integrity.

[bookmark: _Toc196290521]Research Design
This quantitative research design investigates the impact of agile leadership on organisational resilience in UK higher education institutions (HEIs). It uses a descriptive approach to identify trends and characteristics of agile leadership and resilience dimensions, such as adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation. A correlational approach is applied to analyse the relationship between agile leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes, using key performance indicators (KPIs) like change adoption rate, employee engagement, and innovation success rates.

Data is collected through structured surveys targeting HEI stakeholders, including academic staff, administrative personnel, and senior leaders. Statistical methods, such as regression analysis, provide insights into the strength and direction of relationships between leadership practices and resilience outcomes, ensuring objective, actionable findings. This design effectively addresses the research questions and contributes to understanding agile leadership's role in fostering resilience in HEIs.
[bookmark: _Toc196290522]Quantitative Research Approach
This study adopts a quantitative research design to systematically address its research questions, focusing on the relationships between agile leadership behaviours—such as adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation—and organizational resilience outcomes in UK-based higher education institutions (HEIs). By collecting and analysing numerical data, this approach allows for precise measurement of the strength and direction of these relationships through descriptive statistics, frequency distributions, and histograms.

Quantitative methods are particularly suited for this research as they utilize structured surveys to ensure objectivity and consistency, targeting a large and diverse sample of stakeholders. This facilitates the evaluation of key performance indicators (KPIs) such as clarity of goals, feedback effectiveness, policy alignment, change adoption rates, and employee engagement scores. These measurable variables serve as actionable metrics to quantify the impact of agile leadership on resilience outcomes.

The design ensures robust and generalizable conclusions by leveraging standardized statistical tools to analyse patterns and trends. Such methods provide reliable comparisons across institutions while minimizing the subjective biases inherent in qualitative approaches. Furthermore, the use of quantitative data forms a foundation for deeper statistical analyses, such as correlation and regression studies, to uncover predictive relationships between leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes. The quantitative design thus provides a clear and comprehensive framework to explore how agile leadership fosters adaptability and strengthens resilience in UK HEIs, effectively addressing both primary and secondary research questions.

[bookmark: _Toc196290523]Research Philosophy
The research philosophy for this study is based on a positivist approach, which is a common foundation for quantitative research. Positivism emphasizes the use of objective, observable data and empirical evidence to test hypotheses and build generalizable theories. In the context of this study, the positivist philosophy provides the theoretical framework for exploring the relationship between agile leadership practices and organisational resilience in UK-based higher education institutions (HEIs).

[bookmark: _Toc196290524]Research Strategy
The study will adopt a survey-based research strategy, widely used in quantitative research to systematically collect data from participants in a standardized format. This strategy involves utilizing structured surveys with Likert-scale items, multiple-choice questions, and other closed-ended formats to capture participants' perceptions of agile leadership practices and their influence on organisational resilience. By implementing this strategy, the researcher will collect quantifiable data that can be analysed statistically to assess the relationships between leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes across higher education institutions.



[bookmark: _Toc196290525]Data Collection Methods
This study adopts a quantitative research approach to examine the impact of agile leadership on organisational resilience in UK-based higher education institutions (HEIs). The data collection method is designed to ensure the reliability, validity, and statistical robustness of the findings.
[bookmark: _Toc196290526]Survey Design 
The survey is designed to capture data across the dimensions of Agile Leadership Practices. This is to assess the presence and extent of various agile leadership behaviours, such as adaptability, transparency, collaboration, and empowerment, within the respondent’s institution.

Likert-scale items will be used to quantify the perceptions of participants regarding the frequency and effectiveness of agile leadership behaviours. Additionally, multiple-choice questions will be used to identify challenges to implementing agile leadership and strategies for improving resilience.

[bookmark: _Toc196290527]Sampling Method
Stratified sampling is particularly suited for this study due to its ability to ensure representation across diverse participant groups within UK higher education institutions (HEIs). Given the varied demographics, roles, and experiences of individuals in HEIs—such as faculty members, administrators, students, and researchers—it is essential to capture insights from all relevant subgroups. Stratified sampling achieves this by dividing the population into distinct strata based on characteristics like job roles, institutional types, or geographic locations, ensuring each subgroup is proportionately represented.

This method mitigates bias by providing balanced representation, allowing for more accurate and generalisable results. In the context of this study, where understanding agile leadership's impact on resilience requires input from diverse stakeholders, stratified sampling facilitates comprehensive data collection and enables meaningful comparisons across different strata. It strengthens the study's ability to identify patterns, trends, and variations in perceptions, ensuring robust findings that reflect the complexity of HEIs' organisational dynamics.



[bookmark: _Toc196290528]Variables and Measurements
The study evaluates agile leadership's impact on organizational resilience in UK higher education institutions through variables like adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation, aligned with Agile Manifesto principles. Using Likert-scale responses and demographic data, it enables a structured and quantifiable analysis of key outcomes:

[bookmark: _Toc196290529]Agile Leadership Impact Variables
Table 2 provides a detailed categorisation of variables used in the study, organised under four main categories: Demographics, Adaptability, Collaboration, Transparency, and Innovation. Each variable is described with its corresponding measurement approach, including predefined ranges, Likert scales, or categorical distinctions. The types of data—nominal or ordinal—are also specified, ensuring clarity regarding the nature of the variables. This structured representation facilitates a comprehensive understanding of the factors analysed in the study, emphasising the relationships between agile leadership practices and organisational resilience within higher education institutions (HEIs).
	Category
	Variable
	Measurement Description
	Type of Data

	Demographics
	Age group
	Predefined ranges (e.g., 18–24, 25–34)
	Ordinal

	
	Job title
	Categories (e.g., Academic Staff, Admin Staff)
	Nominal

	
	Years of experience in the institution
	Predefined ranges (e.g., 1–3 years, 4–6 years)
	Ordinal

	
	Type of Institution
	Categories (e.g., Public University, Private University)
	Nominal

	Adaptability
	Rate of organizational adaptability
	Likert scale (1–5: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree)
	Ordinal

	
	Leadership's promotion of flexibility
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	
	Encouragement of strategic pivots within teams
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	Collaboration
	Cross-departmental collaboration
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	
	Leadership's promotion of teamwork and respect
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	
	Employee perception of meaningful contribution to decision-making
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	Transparency
	Clarity and communication of organizational goals
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	
	Feedback implementation rate
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	
	Perceived alignment of policies and strategies with goals
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	Innovation
	Leadership’s encouragement of innovative approaches
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	
	Opportunities for creative contribution by staff
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal

	
	Support for impactful research and initiatives
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Ordinal



	Table 2: Agile Leadership Impact Variables

[bookmark: _Toc196290530]Reliability Considerations
Reliability ensures the consistency, stability, and accuracy of measurements, particularly in assessing variables related to adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation within the study ((Banihashem et al., 2023; Ishtiaq Ahmed & Sundas Ishtiaq, 2021; Strzelecki & ElArabawy, 2024). 
This study utilized randomly generated data created in Excel, limiting the direct applicability of the findings to real-world contexts. While this approach allows for methodological testing and exploration of analytical techniques, the results should be interpreted cautiously, as they do not reflect actual behaviour or organizational conditions. Given this context, certain reliability considerations become particularly relevant:

[bookmark: _Toc196290531]Internal Consistency
Internal consistency ensures survey items measure the same construct (Perry et al., 2020). Even with randomly generated data, internal consistency can be assessed using Cronbach's Alpha to evaluate how well the selected items (e.g., leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes) measure the same construct. This is critical to ensure the hypothetical scales used in the study are aligned.
[bookmark: _Toc196290532]Instrument Reliability
The quality and structure of the survey or measurement tool must be tested. Randomly generated data can help identify potential issues in item alignment or variable construction that could impact reliability in real-world applications.
[bookmark: _Toc196290533]Construct Reliability
The theoretical alignment of the selected variables (e.g., adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation) with the constructs of agile leadership and resilience needs to be checked. Random data may be used to validate whether these variables are conceptually cohesive.

The study will utilize internal consistency analysis to evaluate the reliability of the survey instrument (Strzelecki & ElArabawy, 2024). By calculating Cronbach's Alpha, this method ensures that the items consistently measure the same underlying construct, such as agile leadership behaviours or resilience outcomes. Internal consistency is particularly vital for validating the coherence of survey items within a multidimensional framework, enabling refinement of the measurement tool and strengthening the reliability of findings.
 

[bookmark: _Toc196290534]Validity Considerations
Ensuring validity is vital to confirm that the study accurately measures its intended constructs (Quintão et al., 2020), even with randomly generated data. The following validity types are considered, specifically tailored to the key performance indicators (KPIs) for adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation:

[bookmark: _Toc196290535]Content Validity
Relevance: Content validity ensures that the survey comprehensively covers all dimensions of agile leadership and resilience, addressing key KPIs such as adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation.
Application: Random data allows testing whether survey items align conceptually, but real-world expert evaluation is necessary for true validation (Spoto et al., 2023).

Construct Validity
Relevance: Construct validity evaluates whether the survey accurately measures agile leadership and resilience, using established frameworks and factor analysis to confirm theoretical alignment.
Application: Random data may test structural design (e.g., factor analysis), but real-world responses are essential to verify meaningful relationships between constructs (Gonzalez et al., 2020).

Convergent Validity
Relevance: Construct validity evaluates whether the survey accurately measures agile leadership and resilience, using established frameworks and factor analysis to confirm theoretical alignment.
Application: Random data may test structural design (e.g., factor analysis), but real-world responses are essential to verify meaningful relationships between constructs (Gonzalez et al., 2020).

Face Validity
Relevance: Face validity ensures the survey appears to measure its intended constructs, based on the judgment of experts and respondents.
Application: Random data is unsuitable for evaluating face validity, as this requires pre-testing by stakeholders such as senior administrators and department heads (Masuwai et al., 2024).

[bookmark: _Toc196290539]External Validity
Relevance: External validity assesses the generalizability of findings across populations and settings, using stratified random sampling to include diverse institutions and leadership roles.
Application: Randomly generated data does not allow for external validity, as it lacks real-world representativeness (Averitt et al., 2021).

For randomly generated data, content validity, construct validity, and convergent validity can be preliminarily assessed to refine the survey's structure and alignment with theoretical frameworks. However, real-world data is required to meaningfully evaluate face validity and external validity, ensuring that the findings are relevant, applicable, and generalizable. Transitioning to real-world data collection is essential for enhancing the study's validity and practical relevance.

The study will employ Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to assess the construct validity of the survey instrument (Chappell et al., 2025). EFA is chosen as it allows for the identification of underlying dimensions within the data, such as adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation. This method is particularly suited for exploring relationships among variables when theoretical constructs are being tested and refined, ensuring that the instrument accurately measures agile leadership behaviours and organizational resilience outcomes. By uncovering latent factors, EFA helps validate the alignment of survey items with established frameworks, enhancing the credibility of the research findings.


[bookmark: _Toc196290540]Data Analysis Techniques
The survey data collected for this study will be analysed using a variety of statistical techniques:
[bookmark: _Toc196290541]Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics are highly relevant to this study as they provide foundational insights into the dataset, enabling a clear understanding of participants' perceptions regarding agile leadership behaviours—such as adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation—and their relationship to organizational resilience in UK higher education institutions (HEIs). By summarizing data through measures like mean, median, standard deviation, and frequency distributions, descriptive statistics help identify central tendencies, variability, and patterns in responses (SALAS-RUEDA, 2022).
These insights are crucial for evaluating the effectiveness of agile leadership practices and setting benchmarks for key performance indicators (KPIs). For instance, analysing variability in adaptability scores can highlight areas for targeted improvement, while frequency distributions of innovation-related responses can identify trends across stakeholder groups. Furthermore, descriptive statistics create a foundation for deeper statistical analyses, such as correlation and regression studies, which are essential for uncovering predictive relationships between leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes. Overall, they ensure the study is structured, objective, and actionable. 
[bookmark: _Toc196290542]Regression Analysis
Regression analysis is a statistical method used to examine the relationship between dependent and independent variables (de Menezes et al., 2021). Regression analysis is a suitable and robust method for testing the specified hypotheses due to its ability to assess predictive relationships between variables, incorporate control factors, and provide actionable insights. Below are the reasons why this method is appropriate for this study:

Hypothesis 1 examines whether agile leadership has a significant positive impact on organizational resilience. Regression analysis is specifically designed to quantify and evaluate the strength of such predictive relationships, offering clarity on how leadership behaviours influence resilience metrics like change adoption rates, employee engagement, and innovation success rates.

Hypothesis 2 focuses on the use of quantitative indicators (e.g., decision-making speed, crisis response time, adaptability scores) to measure the impact of agile leadership. Regression analysis facilitates the assessment of these indicators as dependent variables, determining their relationship with agile leadership behaviours and validating their effectiveness as resilience KPIs.

These techniques will provide comprehensive insights into the relationship between agile leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes, addressing the study's research questions effectively.


[bookmark: _Toc196290543]Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations are fundamental to ensuring the integrity and validity of research, particularly when human participants are involved (Husband, 2020). This study, focused on agile leadership and organisational resilience in UK higher education institutions (HEIs), adheres to established ethical principles despite the data being randomly generated using Microsoft Excel due to time constraints. The following outlines the key ethical considerations:
1. Informed Consent: Although the data was not collected from actual participants, the study ensures hypothetical adherence to ethical standards. In real-world applications, participants would be fully informed about the study’s purpose, risks, benefits, and confidentiality, with consent obtained (Ng, 2024).
2. Confidentiality and Anonymity: No actual participant data was used, but in future research, participant identities and responses would be protected through anonymization and secure data storage. Access to personal information would be restricted (Dougherty, 2021).
3. Right to Withdraw: While the study relied on randomly generated data, actual participants in real-world research must be allowed to withdraw at any time without consequences, with their data excluded and securely destroyed (Fernandez Lynch, 2020).
4. Minimizing Harm: The study avoids causing harm as no real participants were involved. In live research, all survey questions would be carefully designed to prevent physical, emotional, or psychological harm, with sensitive questions made optional (Sobolewski, 2021).
5. Data Integrity and Honesty: Even with randomly generated data, the analysis adheres to ethical standards of honesty and transparency. Findings are presented accurately, acknowledging the study's limitations and the synthetic nature of the data (Zahari et al., 2021).
6. Ethical Approval: While no formal ethics committee approval was required for using simulated data, real-world studies would obtain approval to ensure compliance with ethical standards before commencing (Parkinson, 2022).
7. Respect for Participants’ Rights and Dignity: Though simulated, the study aligns with the principle of treating participants with respect in hypothetical scenarios. In real research, participation would be voluntary, with clear and non-coercive communication (Kraft et al., 2020).
8. Transparency and Accountability: The study maintains transparency in its objectives, methodology, and the limitations associated with using randomly generated data. Results are shared to inform stakeholders, reflecting accountability (Kedron et al., 2020).
9. Protection of Vulnerable Groups: The absence of real participants negates the need for additional safeguards, but in live studies, vulnerable groups (e.g., junior staff) would receive special care to ensure their comfort and voluntary participation (Gordon, 2020).
10. Use of External Stakeholder Relationships: In this study, external stakeholders were not involved. In actual research, their participation would be voluntary, anonymized, and accompanied by proper consent for data usage (Camilleri, 2023).

Despite the reliance on synthetic data due to time constraints, the study remains committed to upholding ethical research standards and providing a transparent account of its methodology. This approach ensures the research’s integrity and sets a foundation for future real-world investigations.

In summary, this chapter concludes with an overview of the research design, quantitative approach, and research philosophy. It details data collection methods, sampling techniques, and a framework for assessing agile leadership's impact. Measures to ensure reliability and validity strengthen the study, while data analysis techniques provide a basis for interpreting results. Ethical considerations underline the study's commitment to integrity and responsibility.

[bookmark: _Toc196290544]CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
The data analysis section outlines the statistical techniques employed to interpret the collected data and answer the research questions. By leveraging descriptive, correlational, and predictive methods, this section provides a structured approach to uncovering relationships between agile leadership behaviours and organisational resilience. The analysis ensures that trends, patterns, and key insights are systematically identified and presented, offering a robust foundation for interpreting the study's findings:
[bookmark: _Toc196290545]Descriptive Statistics
Table 3 provides a summary of key variables related to leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes where the variables such as Cross-Departmental Collaboration, Employee Contribution Perception, Organizational Goals Clarity, Feedback Implementation Rate, Alignment of Policies and Strategies, Opportunities for Creative Contribution, Support for Research Initiatives are related to resilience outcomes.

While the variables Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility, Encouragement of Strategic Pivots, Leadership's Promotion of Teamwork, and Encouragement of Innovation are leadership behaviours or strategies.
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for Organizational Factors in Agile Leadership and Resilience
[bookmark: _Toc196290546]Key Insights for Hypothesis 1
1. Means:
1. The mean values represent the average levels of each variable. Key observations:
· Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility has a mean of 3.09, indicating moderate levels of flexibility promotion across participants.
· Cross-Departmental Collaboration stands out with the highest mean (3.77), suggesting strong collaboration as perceived by participants.
· Employee Contribution Perception has the lowest mean (2.81), reflecting relatively lower perceptions of meaningful contribution to decision-making.


2. Standard Deviations:
· Standard deviation values highlight variability in responses:
1. Variables such as Employee Contribution Perception (Std. Dev = 1.532) and Opportunities for Creative Contribution (Std. Dev = 1.472) show high variability, indicating diverse perceptions among respondents.
2. Cross-Departmental Collaboration exhibits relatively low variability (Std. Dev = 1.219), suggesting consistency in perceptions about collaboration.

3. Range (Min/Max):
· The range shows the spread of responses for each variable:
1. Most variables have a minimum value of 1 and a maximum value of 5, indicating responses covered the entire scale.
2. Type of Institution has a narrower range (Min = 1, Max = 2), as it likely categorizes participants into two institution types (e.g., public vs. private).

Key Insights
· Collaboration and support for creative or research initiatives have stronger mean values, suggesting these aspects of agile leadership behaviours resonate positively.
· High variability in contribution perception and innovative approaches indicates diverse opinions or experiences among respondents, which may warrant deeper exploration to identify influencing factors.
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Table 4: Correlation Matrix: Exploring Relationships Between Leadership Behaviours and Resilience Outcomes
Review of the Correlation Matrix Output
Strength of Relationships
· Correlation Coefficients:
· The coefficients range from -0.170 to 0.335, indicating varying strengths of relationships between leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes.
· Strongest Positive Relationship: The correlation between Encouragement of Strategic Pivots and Support for Research Initiatives is 0.335, suggesting a moderate positive relationship.
· Weakest Negative Relationship: The correlation between Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility and Organizational Goals Clarity is -0.170, indicating a weak inverse relationship.


Significance
· Statistically Significant Relationships (p < 0.05):
· Encouragement of Innovation and Cross-Departmental Collaboration: Correlation = 0.287, p = 0.037.
· Support for Research Initiatives and Encouragement of Strategic Pivots: Correlation = 0.335, p = 0.014.
· Support for Research Initiatives and Leadership's Promotion of Teamwork: Correlation = 0.274, p = 0.047.
These significant correlations suggest meaningful relationships between certain leadership behaviours and resilience outcomes, providing evidence to support further regression analysis.
Group Comparisons
· Differences Across Institution Types
· Leadership behaviours may vary between public and private institutions. For example, public institutions might emphasize Cross-Departmental Collaboration, while private institutions may focus on Encouragement of Innovation.
· Differences Based on Experience Levels
· Experienced leaders may prioritize Feedback Implementation Rate, while less experienced leaders might focus on Opportunities for Creative Contribution.
Correlation Analysis
· Positive Correlations
· Encouragement of Innovation positively correlates with Cross-Departmental Collaboration (0.287, p = 0.037), suggesting that fostering innovation enhances collaboration.
· Support for Research Initiatives positively correlates with Encouragement of Strategic Pivots (0.335, p = 0.014), indicating that strategic pivots contribute to impactful research.
· Significant Evidence
· Statistically significant correlations (p < 0.05) provide strong evidence for further regression analysis to quantify the impact of leadership behaviours on resilience outcomes.
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics of Key Leadership and Resilience Metrics
[bookmark: _Toc196290547]Key Insights for Hypothesis 2
Based on Table 5, the follow key insights can be inferred for hypothesis 2 where the measurable variables under adaptability, collaboration, transparency and innovation and that they are relevant for evaluating agile leadership’s impact on resilience.
· Adaptability: Represented by variables like Rate of Organizational Adaptability and Opportunities for Creative Contribution, these have moderate mean scores, highlighting adaptability as a KPI in agile leadership.
· Collaboration: Cross-Departmental Collaboration scored the highest mean, emphasizing the importance of collaboration in driving resilience.
· Transparency: Organizational Goals Clarity and Alignment of Policies and Strategies have moderate mean values, indicating that transparency plays a role in resilience.

· Innovation: Encouragement of Innovation has a mean of 3.30, suggesting innovation is perceived as moderately influential in leadership effectiveness.

These descriptive statistics provide foundational insights to support Hypothesis 2, showing that the identified KPIs (Adaptability, Collaboration, Transparency, and Innovation) are measurable and relevant for evaluating agile leadership's impact on resilience.

[bookmark: _Toc196290548]Regression Analysis
The regression analysis aims to explore predictive relationships between agile leadership behaviours and organizational resilience outcomes. By evaluating factors such as leadership flexibility, innovation encouragement, and cross-departmental collaboration, the analysis identifies significant predictors of adaptability and resilience in UK higher education institutions (HEIs). Control variables, including institution type and years of experience, are incorporated to ensure precise and unbiased insights, enabling actionable recommendations for enhancing leadership practices and resilience strategies.
[bookmark: _Toc196290549]Key Insights for Hypothesis 1
[image: ]
Table 6: Regression Coefficients Analysing the Impact of Predictors on Organizational Adaptability
Interpretation of the Coefficient Table
1. Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility:
· Unstandardized Coefficient (B): -0.010, indicating a negligible negative relationship with organizational adaptability.
· Significance (Sig.): 0.948, which is much greater than 0.05, meaning the relationship is not statistically significant.
· Conclusion: Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility does not support Hypothesis 1, as it neither has a positive coefficient nor a statistically significant p-value. This suggests that this leadership behavior has no meaningful impact on organizational resilience in this context.


Insights from Control Variables
1. Years of Experience:
· Unstandardized Coefficient (B): 0.166, indicating a weak positive relationship with organizational adaptability.
· Significance (Sig.): 0.510, which is greater than 0.05, indicating the relationship is not statistically significant.
· Conclusion: While Years of Experience shows a slight positive effect on adaptability, it is not significant enough to draw conclusive insights.
2. Type of Institution:
· Unstandardized Coefficient (B): -0.310, suggesting a weak negative relationship with adaptability.
· Significance (Sig.): 0.488, which is greater than 0.05, indicating the relationship is not statistically significant.
· Conclusion: Type of Institution does not significantly influence organizational adaptability outcomes.
Overall Assessment
· None of the predictors, including Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility and the control variables (Years of Experience and Type of Institution), have a statistically significant effect on the Rate of Organizational Adaptability.
· The negligible impact of these variables suggests the need for exploring other factors that might better explain variability in resilience outcomes, such as broader leadership practices or organizational culture dynamics.
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Table 6: Model Summary and R-Squared Values for Agile Leadership and Organizational Resilience
Review of R-Squared
From the provided "Model Summary" table:
· R-Squared Change: 0.020 (or 2%).
Interpretation
This value indicates that agile leadership behaviours (including Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility) and control variables (Type of Institution and Years of Experience) explain only 2% of the variability in organizational resilience, measured as the Rate of Organizational Adaptability.
Assessment:
· A very low R-squared value (close to 0) suggests that the independent variables in the model have limited predictive power for the dependent variable (organizational resilience).
· This implies that other factors not included in the model may play a significant role in driving adaptability within organizations.


Anova
The ANOVA table analyses the variance in organizational resilience outcomes, such as adaptability and employee contribution perception, based on agile leadership behaviours like flexibility and collaboration. It evaluates group differences using p-values to test whether agile leadership significantly impacts resilience in UK higher education institutions.
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Table 7: ANOVA Results: Examining the Impact of Agile Leadership Behaviours on Organizational Resilience Outcomes
Significance of p-values (Sig.)
1. Employee Contribution Perception: 
a. p-value (Sig.): 0.580 - This value is greater than 0.05, indicating no statistically significant differences in Employee Contribution Perception across different levels of agile leadership behaviours.
2. Rate of Organizational Adaptability:
a. p-value (Sig.): 0.180 - This value is also greater than 0.05, suggesting no statistically significant differences in Rate of Organizational Adaptability based on agile leadership behaviours.
Interpretation
Since the p-values for both Employee Contribution Perception and Rate of Organizational Adaptability are greater than 0.05, the ANOVA results suggest that the data does not support Hypothesis 1—there is no evidence of significant differences in organizational resilience outcomes across different levels of agile leadership behaviours in this particular analysis.
Actionable Insights
These results imply that agile leadership behaviours like flexibility, teamwork, and strategic pivots do not significantly impact resilience outcomes, based on this dataset. However, further analysis (e.g., examining additional variables or using regression models) may uncover nuanced relationships.


[bookmark: _Toc196290550]Residual Plots
Figure 5 helps to assess whether the residuals (errors) in the regression model follow a normal distribution, which is an important assumption in regression analysis.
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Figure 5: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residuals for Organizational Adaptability
Figure 5 is a Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residuals for the dependent variable Rate of Organizational Adaptability. It helps assess whether the residuals (errors) in the regression model follow a normal distribution, which is an important assumption in regression analysis.
Interpretation:
If the points closely follow the diagonal line, it suggests that the residuals are approximately normally distributed, which supports the validity of the regression model.
If the points deviate significantly from the diagonal line, it indicates potential issues, such as skewness or kurtosis in the residuals, which might undermine the reliability of the model's predictions.


[bookmark: _Toc196290551]Key Insights for Hypothesis 2
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Table 8: Coefficients Table: Examining the Relationship Between KPIs and Organizational Resilience
Interpretation of the Coefficients Table
1. Examination of Unstandardized Coefficients (B Values):
· The B values show the direction and strength of the relationship between each KPI and organizational resilience (e.g., adaptability as the dependent variable).
· Here’s an overview of the key variables:
· Years of Experience: B = 0.194. This is a positive relationship, indicating that more years of experience are associated with higher adaptability.
· Type of Institution: B = -0.155. This is a negative relationship, suggesting that certain institution types may negatively influence adaptability.
· Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility: B = -0.107. A weak negative relationship indicates less flexibility may slightly detract from organizational adaptability.
· Encouragement of Strategic Pivots: B = 0.116. A positive relationship indicates this encourages greater adaptability.
· Support for Research Initiatives: B = 0.190. Positive, indicating increased support promotes organizational resilience.
· Organizational Goals Clarity: B = -0.116. A small negative relationship suggesting unclear goals may hinder adaptability.
· Cross-Departmental Collaboration: B = 0.197. This is a strong positive relationship, emphasizing the importance of collaboration in enhancing resilience.
2. Assessment of p-values (Sig.):
· P-values indicate whether the relationships are statistically significant (p < 0.05). None of the predictors listed in the table have a p-value below 0.05, indicating that none of the variables are statistically significant in predicting resilience outcomes.
3. Direction of Relationships:
· Positive Coefficients: These suggest a direct relationship. For example, variables like Cross-Departmental Collaboration (B = 0.197) and Support for Research Initiatives (B = 0.190) are positively associated with adaptability, meaning as these factors improve, organizational resilience may increase.
· Negative Coefficients: These suggest an inverse relationship. For example, Type of Institution (B = -0.155) and Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility (B = -0.107) have weak negative associations with adaptability, indicating potential barriers in these areas.
Conclusion:
While the coefficients provide directional insights into how KPIs influence organizational resilience, the lack of statistically significant p-values (<0.05) implies that none of the KPIs in this analysis are strong predictors of resilience. Additional analysis or refinement of predictors may be required to uncover meaningful relationships.


[bookmark: _Toc196290552]Reliability Analysis
This section focuses on the assessment of the internal reliability of the survey instrument in alignment with Hypothesis 2.
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Table 9: Reliability Analysis: Cronbach's Alpha for Survey Items

Table 9 presents the Cronbach's Alpha value and the number of items used to assess the internal consistency of the scale measuring agile leadership behaviours and organizational resilience outcomes.
1. Cronbach's Alpha
· The calculated alpha value is 0.399, which is significantly below the commonly accepted threshold of 0.70 for acceptable reliability.
· This indicates that the items in the scale do not consistently measure the same underlying construct, suggesting low internal consistency.
2. Number of Items
· There are 8 items included in the analysis. These items correspond to variables like Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility, Encouragement of Innovation, Collaboration, and Transparency.

[bookmark: _Toc196290553]Implications
· Low Reliability: A Cronbach's Alpha of 0.399 suggests the need to revisit the survey or scale design. Certain items may not align well with the overall construct and could be negatively impacting reliability.
· Recommendation: Perform an Item-Total Statistics analysis to identify items that, if removed, could improve reliability. Alternatively, refine the wording or focus of the items to better capture the intended concept of agile leadership and resilience.

This result highlights the importance of refining measurement tools to ensure they accurately and consistently assess the desired constructs.

Factor Analysis
Factor analysis is a statistical method used to identify underlying relationships or dimensions (factors) within a set of variables (Grájeda et al., 2023). It's particularly useful when you aim to reduce data complexity or validate constructs in surveys or instruments.

Factor analysis was conducted as part of this study to assess the construct validity of the measurement tool. The analysis aimed to confirm whether the survey items accurately represent the theoretical constructs of agile leadership and organizational resilience. By identifying underlying factors such as adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation, the factor analysis ensures that the instrument aligns with established frameworks and reliably measures the intended concepts. 
Variables for Agile Leadership Behaviours
The variables measuring agile leadership behaviours have been included in this analysis.
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Table10: Total Variance Explained: Principal Component Analysis Results
Table10 provides an overview of how much variance in the data is accounted for by the extracted components during factor analysis. In this case:
1. Three Components were retained, each with an eigenvalue greater than 1, contributing significantly to explaining the variance.
2. Cumulative Variance:
· Component 1 explains 29.31% of the variance.
· Component 2 adds 26.64%, resulting in a total of 55.95% explained by the first two components.
· Component 3 contributes 25.16%, bringing the cumulative variance explained to 81.11%.
This indicates that the three components collectively account for most of the variability in the dataset, suggesting they capture the primary underlying dimensions of the measured constructs. Additional components explain negligible variance and are not retained for 
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Table 11: Communalities Table: Principal Component Analysis

Table 11 illustrates the proportion of variance each survey item contributes before and after extraction using Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Initially, all items account for 100% of their variance, but after extraction, the table shows how much of this variance is retained. Items with higher extraction values are strongly aligned with the underlying factors, contributing more to the cumulative variance explained in the analysis. Conversely, lower extraction values indicate weaker connections to the retained components, suggesting areas for potential refinement in the survey design.


Variables for Organisational Resilience Outcomes
This section provides details about the distribution of variance explained by each component during the factor analysis process.
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Table 12: Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained Across Components

Table 12 outlines how much variance in the dataset is accounted for by each principal component during factor analysis. Here’s a concise summary:
1. Initial Eigenvalues:
· Four components have eigenvalues greater than 1, making them significant contributors to explaining variance.
· Component 1 explains the most variance, followed by subsequent components.
2. Cumulative Variance:
· Together, the first four components explain 67.221% of the total variance, indicating they effectively capture the majority of the data’s variability.
3. Rotated Sums:
· After rotation, variance is redistributed more evenly among the components, aiding clearer interpretation of the data structure.

In conclusion, the first four components are retained as they collectively capture the key dimensions of the data, supporting construct validity. 



1. 

[bookmark: _Toc196290554]CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
The analyses did not provide strong statistical evidence to support Hypothesis 1, as there were no significant differences in organizational resilience outcomes across varying levels of agile leadership behaviors. For Hypothesis 2, the descriptive statistics demonstrated the relevance of key performance indicators (KPIs)—Adaptability, Collaboration, Transparency, and Innovation—as measurable elements, but further inferential analysis is needed to validate their role in quantifying the impact of agile leadership on resilience. Overall, while agile leadership behaviours are conceptually linked to resilience, the current data does not conclusively support these hypotheses.
[bookmark: _Toc196290555]Recommendations
The recommendations below focus on improving the methodology, data quality, and practical applications of studying agile leadership's impact on organizational resilience in UK higher education institutions:
1. Replace Randomly Generated Data
· Substitute the randomly generated data with real-world data collected from actual respondents in UK higher education institutions to ensure more meaningful reliability testing and enhance the study's validity.
2. Utilise Random Data Results for Refinement
· Use the reliability results from the random data as a baseline to refine survey instruments and scales, ensuring improved accuracy and alignment before conducting primary data collection.
3. Expand Data Collection
· Increase sample size to include more institutions across diverse contexts (e.g., regional, private vs. public institutions) to improve the robustness of future findings.
· Ensure balanced representation from various levels of leadership and staff to capture a wide range of experiences.
4. Focus on Specific KPIs
· Conduct targeted regression analysis to determine the unique contribution of KPIs (e.g., Collaboration or Innovation) to resilience outcomes.
· Refine measurement tools for KPIs and resilience to improve accuracy and relevance.


· 
5. Adopt Tailored Leadership Development Programs
· Design training programs emphasizing specific agile behaviours, like Cross-Departmental Collaboration and Encouragement of Innovation, which have shown moderate correlations with resilience outcomes.
6. Combine Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches:
· Complement statistical analysis with interviews or focus groups to understand the nuanced impact of leadership on resilience.



[bookmark: _Toc196290556]Practical Implications for HEI Leaders
1. Embedding Agile Practices:
· Higher education leaders should prioritize building a culture of collaboration and transparency, as these traits are central to organizational resilience.
· Leaders should implement mechanisms to improve staff perceptions of meaningful contribution to decision-making processes.
2. Leadership Assessments and KPI Tracking:
· Regularly evaluate leadership behaviours against resilience-focused KPIs to monitor progress and adapt strategies in real-time.
· Use these metrics to align leadership development efforts with institutional goals.
3. Foster Innovation Ecosystems:
· Encourage experimentation and creative problem-solving across departments to increase adaptability and resilience in the face of challenges.
Implications for Future Policy
1. Institutional Policies:
· Develop policies that institutionalize agile leadership practices, ensuring adaptability and responsiveness to external challenges (e.g., funding changes, policy shifts).
2. National Policy Frameworks:
· Advocate for government and policy-makers to include agile leadership and resilience training in higher education leadership frameworks.
· Allocate funding and incentives to support innovative research initiatives and collaborative projects, as they contribute to long-term resilience.
3. Benchmarking and Metrics:
· Establish industry-wide benchmarks for KPIs like Collaboration, Adaptability, and Transparency, enabling institutions to measure and compare their resilience efforts against peers.

These steps can guide higher education institutions (HEIs) toward fostering a resilient and innovative organizational culture that thrives in the dynamic and challenging landscape of UK higher education.
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Instruction for Participants:
Thank you for participating in this survey, which aims to examine the impact of agile leadership on organizational resilience within UK higher education institutions. Your responses will contribute valuable insights to this research study and help identify key leadership practices that foster resilience in dynamic and challenging environments.
Please read each question carefully and select the response that best reflects your perspective or experience. The survey is divided into sections, starting with demographic information, followed by questions related to adaptability, collaboration, transparency, and innovation. Each question uses a 5-scale Likert system, ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5).
Your responses will remain anonymous and confidential. Thank you for taking the time to share your thoughts! If you have any questions, feel free to contact the researcher.
Section 1: Demographic Information
1. What is your age group?
· 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55 and above
2. What is your job title?
· Academic staff, Administrative staff, Senior Management, Other (please specify)
3. How long have you worked in this institution?
· Less than 1 year, 1-3 years, 4-7 years, 8-10 years, Over 10 years
4. What type of institution do you work at?
· Public University, Private University, Research-intensive Institution, Further Education College, Other (please specify)

Section 2: Related to Adaptability
1. Our institution adapts quickly to external changes and challenges.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
2. I feel that leadership promotes flexibility in adjusting processes when needed.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
3. Teams in this institution are encouraged to pivot strategies based on new opportunities.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)

Section 3: Related to Collaboration
1. Interdepartmental collaboration is actively encouraged and supported by leadership.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
2. Leaders foster a culture of teamwork and mutual respect within the organization.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
3. I feel that my input is valued and contributes meaningfully to decision-making processes.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)

Section 4: Related to Transparency
1. Leadership communicates organizational goals and strategies clearly.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
2. Feedback is regularly sought from staff and effectively implemented.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
3. Policies and decisions made by leadership align with the institution's overall goals.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)

Section 5: Related to Innovation
1. Leadership encourages innovative approaches to teaching, research, and administration.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
2. There are sufficient opportunities for staff to contribute to creative and improvement initiatives.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
3. Leadership actively supports research and projects that produce impactful outcomes.
· Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)


[bookmark: _Toc196290560]Sample Data
	Age Group
	Job Title
	Years of Experience
	Type of Institution
	Rate of Organizational Adaptability
	Leadership's Promotion of Flexibility
	Encouragement of Strategic Pivots
	Cross-Departmental Collaboration
	Leadership's Promotion of Teamwork
	Employee Contribution Perception
	Organizational Goals Clarity
	Feedback Implementation Rate
	Alignment of Policies and Strategies
	Encouragement of Innovation
	Opportunities for Creative Contribution
	Support for Research Initiatives

	18–24
	Academic Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	4
	4
	3
	5
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4
	5

	25–34
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	3
	5
	4
	3
	5
	4
	3
	5
	5
	4
	5
	4

	35–44
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	5
	4
	5
	4
	4
	5
	5
	4
	4
	5
	5
	5

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	4
	3
	4
	5
	5
	4
	5
	5
	5
	4
	3
	4

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	3
	3
	5
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	5
	4
	4

	18–24
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	2
	4
	1
	5
	1
	1
	5
	2
	4
	4
	4
	2

	25–34
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Private University
	3
	4
	3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	2
	5
	1
	1
	5

	25–34
	Academic Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	2
	5
	2
	4
	4
	1
	5
	2
	1
	4
	4
	2

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	2
	5
	5
	3
	2
	1
	4

	35–44
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	4
	4
	4
	5
	5
	2
	5
	1
	5
	3
	4
	3

	35–44
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	4
	2
	3
	4
	2
	1
	1
	5
	1
	4
	3
	5

	18–24
	Academic Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	1
	3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	5
	1
	4
	1

	35–44
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	4
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	5
	2
	2
	3
	1

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	5
	1
	2
	5
	5
	2
	3
	2
	4
	2
	1
	3

	25–34
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	5
	1
	2
	4
	4
	1
	5
	5
	1
	3
	4
	3

	35–44
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	2
	1
	3
	3
	2
	4
	2
	2
	3
	5
	1
	2

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Private University
	2
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	35–44
	Academic Staff
	1–3 years
	Private University
	3
	5
	4
	4
	1
	2
	1
	3
	2
	2
	3
	4

	35–44
	Academic Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	2
	3
	4
	5
	4
	3
	4
	2
	2
	4
	2
	2

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	1
	3
	2
	4
	4
	5
	5
	1
	3
	2
	3
	1

	45–54
	Academic Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	5
	4
	2
	5
	5
	2
	4
	3
	5
	4
	1
	4

	35–44
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	1
	4
	1
	5
	5
	1
	5
	1
	4
	3
	5
	5

	18–24
	Academic Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	5
	1
	5
	5
	4
	4
	4
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	3
	5
	4
	5
	3
	5
	1
	3
	2
	1
	4
	5

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	3
	4
	1
	4
	3
	3
	1
	5
	2
	1
	5
	1

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	2
	5
	1
	5
	5
	1
	4
	5
	1
	4
	5
	3

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	5
	1
	4
	2
	3
	2
	4
	3
	2
	2
	5
	4

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	5
	1
	3
	4
	2
	3
	5
	4
	4
	1
	5
	3

	45–54
	Academic Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	1
	4
	1
	4
	5
	5
	4
	5
	4
	3
	3
	4

	18–24
	Academic Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	1
	2
	4
	1
	4
	4
	5
	1
	1
	1
	5
	4

	35–44
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Private University
	2
	4
	4
	1
	1
	1
	3
	5
	2
	4
	4
	2

	25–34
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	1
	2
	3
	1

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	5
	4
	5
	5
	1
	5
	3
	3
	4
	5
	1
	1

	45–54
	Academic Staff
	1–3 years
	Private University
	5
	5
	1
	1
	3
	4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	2

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	2
	1
	5
	2
	2
	4
	4
	4
	3
	1
	1
	5

	25–34
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	3
	1
	5
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	4
	5
	5

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	1
	3
	4
	3
	4
	5
	1
	3
	3
	4
	2
	3

	35–44
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	4
	3
	4
	2
	4
	1
	3
	4
	5
	5
	2
	5

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	5
	3
	5
	5
	2
	4
	2
	2
	2
	5
	5
	4

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1
	1
	5
	2
	4
	3
	1

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	5
	5
	5
	3
	2
	5
	2
	1
	2
	4
	2
	4

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	2
	2
	1
	5
	5
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	4

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Private University
	3
	4
	3
	2
	5
	3
	1
	4
	5
	1
	1
	5

	45–54
	Admin Staff
	1–3 years
	Private University
	1
	2
	3
	5
	3
	4
	4
	4
	1
	5
	1
	1

	45–54
	Academic Staff
	7–10 years
	Public University
	5
	3
	4
	5
	5
	5
	2
	1
	5
	3
	5
	5

	25–34
	Admin Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	2
	3
	5
	3
	5
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	4

	45–54
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Private University
	5
	4
	1
	5
	3
	5
	1
	4
	3
	2
	3
	5

	45–54
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	4
	1
	1
	4
	5
	2
	3
	1
	2
	5
	2
	1

	25–34
	Academic Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	1
	3
	1
	4
	3
	2
	4
	4
	3
	2
	2
	3

	35–44
	Academic Staff
	4–6 years
	Public University
	2
	2
	3
	5
	1
	4
	3
	1
	5
	5
	4
	1

	25–34
	Academic Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	2
	1
	4
	4
	5
	1
	4
	5
	5
	4
	4
	3

	45–54
	Academic Staff
	1–3 years
	Public University
	2
	4
	2
	4
	3
	1
	2
	1
	4
	3
	1
	1

	18–24
	Admin Staff
	7–10 years
	Private University
	4
	5
	2
	4
	2
	5
	3
	4
	2
	2
	4
	3






Starting Point: Pre-Existing Paradigm


Traditional Leadership Models in HEIs (Dopson et al., 2018) 


First Challenge: Financial Issues


Highlight financial sustainability problems (Núnez Chicharro et al., 2023)


Second Challenge (2018–2020): Brexit Impact


Issues with research funding, international collaboration, and recruitment (Brusenbauch Meislová, 2021)


Current Stage: Cumulative Pressure


Challenges accumulating, leading to a misalignment of traditional models with HEI needs (Skoumpopoulou & Robson, 2020; Ul Hassan et al., 2024).


Third Challenge (2020–2021): Pandemic Digital Gap


Slow digital transformation revealed institutional and faculty unpreparedness (Watermeyer et al., 2020)



1. Individuals and interactions over processes and tools


2. Working software over comprehensive documentation


3. Customer collaboration over contract negotiation


4. Responding to change over following a plan



1950s-1970s


Early Management Theories


1980s-1990s


 Emergency of Adaptive Leadership


2001: The Agile Manifesto


Agile Manifesto


2005-2015


Expansion Beyond Software Development


2016-Present


Agile Leadership in Higher Education & Public Sector


 Traditional hierarchical leadership models dominate with slow decision-making (Haveman & Wetts, 2018) 


 Emergence of adaptability in leadership styles emphasising collaboration and flexibility (Zaidi & Bellak, 2019)


 Creation of Agile principles revolutionises project management within the software sector (Ozkan et al., 2020)


 Agile principles spread beyond software sectors to various business disciplines (Baham & Hirschheim, 2021)


 Agile principles applied in higher education (López-Alcarria et al., 2019) and the public sector to address significant changes (Ylinen, 2021)


image2.png
Descriptive Statistics

N WMinimum | Maimum  Mean  Std. Deviation
Leadership's Promotion of 53 1 5 308 1.390
Flexbiliy

Leadership's Promotion of 53 1 5 338 1378
Teamwork

Encouragement of 53 1 5 an 1.398
Innovation

Encouragement of 53 1 5 304 1.427
Strategic Pivots

Cross-Departmental 53 1 5 377 1219
Collaboration

Employs= Contribution 53 1 5 281 1532
Perception

Organizational Goals 53 1 5 317 1.369
Clarity

Feedback Implementation 53 1 5 an 1.450
Rate

Alignment of Policies and 53 1 5 313 1359
Strategies

Opportunities for Creaive. 53 1 5 317 1.438
Contribution

Supportfor Research 53 1 5 32 1472
Initatives

Type of nsitution 53 1 1.47 504
Years of Experiznce 53 2 208 820

Valid N (istwise) 53





image3.png
Correlations

Leadership's  Encouragems  Lsadership's Cross- Employes Feedback  Algnmentof | Opportunities | Supportfor
Promofion of  ntofStategic  Promofionof  Encowrageme  Departmental | Contrbuon  Organzational Implementatio | Policesand  for Create  Research
Flexibilly Pivots Teamwork __ ntofmovation _Collaboration __Perception __Goals Clarty ___n Rate Stategies  Contibuton ___Intiaties
Leadership's Promofion of _Pearson Correlation g —07s —058 064 047 108 170 034 054 136 Tt
Ry Sig. (2-ailed) 572 o74 850 739 42 23 809 599 31 35
N 5 ) 5 5 5 ) 5 5 5 5 5
Encouragzment of Pearson Carelation -078 1 047 172 -083 214 -053 -08 057 081 335"
EUERIEIRITE Sig. (2-tailed) 572 741 219 553 123 708 542 o6 563 014
N ) 5 5 5 5 5 5 ) 5 5 5
Leadership's Promofion of Pearsan Correlation -058 047 1 037 2u7 -0s8 21 007 250 045 274"
Teammork Sig. (2-tailed) o74 741 790 075 735 082 960 070 750 047
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Encouragzment of Pearson Carelation 064 172 037 1 267 046 080 02 033 -010 124
Innovation Sig. (2-tailed) 850 219 790 037 743 568 875 817 945 a7
N 5 5 5 5 ) 5 5 5 5 ) 5
Cross-Departmental Pearson Carelation 047 -083 2u7 267 1 141 127 -2 053 000 -005
Collaboration Sig. (2-tailed) 739 553 075 037 33 364 507 705 998 969
N 5 5 5 ) 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Employes Contribution _Pearson Correlation 108 214 -0s8 046 141 1 ~048 -051 04 -02 050
FEEEm Sig. (2-ailed) 42 123 735 743 33 730 78 727 838 a8
N ) 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Organizational Goals Pearson Carelation -170 -053 241 080 127 -049 1 -020 070 190 -085
(I Sig. (2-ailed) 23 708 082 568 364 730 889 816 172 547
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
FeedbackImplementation _Pearson Correlation -034 -086 007 022 -072 -0t -020 1 -105 028 061
(o) Sig. (2-allzd) 809 542 960 875 607 718 889 453 845 665
N 5 ) 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Algnmentof Polcies and_Pearson Correlation 054 057 250 033 053 049 070 -105 1 -081 217
BT ERES Sig. (2-ailed) 599 o6 070 817 705 727 816 453 566 19
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Opporunites for Creative _Pearson Correlation 13 081 045 -010 000 -02 190 028 -081 1 128
T Sig. (2-ailed) 31 563 750 945 998 838 172 845 566 360
N 5 5 5 ) 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Supportfor Research Pearson Carelation 141 35 274 124 -005 060 -085 061 217 128 1
Iniafies Sig. (2-tailed) 35 014 047 a7 969 a8 547 865 19 360
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

* Corrslation is significant atthe 0.0 level (2-tailed).




image4.png
Descriptive Statistics

N WMinimum | Maimum  Mean  Std. Deviation
Leadership's Promotion of 53 1 5 308 1.390
Flexbiliy

Leadership's Promotion of 53 1 5 338 1378
Teamwork

Encouragement of 53 1 5 an 1.398
Innovation

Encouragement of 53 1 5 304 1.427
Strategic Pivots

Cross-Departmental 53 1 5 377 1219
Collaboration

Employs= Contribution 53 1 5 281 1532
Perception

Organizational Goals 53 1 5 317 1.369
Clarity

Feedback Implementation 53 1 5 an 1.450
Rate

Alignment of Policies and 53 1 5 313 1359
Strategies

Opportunities for Creaive. 53 1 5 317 1.438
Contribution

Supportfor Research 53 1 5 32 1472
Initatives

Type of nsitution 53 1 1.47 504
Years of Experiznce 53 2 208 820
Rate of Organizational 53 1 an 1423
Adaptabiliy

Valid N (istwise) 53
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Coefficients®

Standardized

Unstandardized Cosflicients  Coefficients

Model B std. Error Bsta t sig.

1 (Constant) 3108 974 3187 003
Leadership's Promotion of -010 160 -010 -85 948
Flexbiliy
Years of Experiznce 166 250 036 664 510
Type of nsitution -310 443 -110 -699 488

. Dependent Variable: Rate of Organizational Adaptabilty
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Model Summary®
Change Statistcs

R Square
Model  Change  FChange i a2 Sig.F Change
1 020° 333 3 49 802

a.Predictors: (Constan), Type of Institution, Years of Experiencs,
Leadership's Promotion of Flexibilty

b. Dependent Variable: Rate of Organizational Adaptability
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ANOVA

sum of
Squares df  MeanSquare sig
Employs= Contribution Between Groups. 6.043 4 1738 723 580
fezeeioy Within Groups 115171 48 2309
Total 122113 52
Rate of Organizational Between Groups. 12,648 4 3181 1,637 180
CSBIEILY Within Groups 92675 4 1931
Total 105.321 52
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Coefficients®

Standardized

Unstandardized Cosflicients  Coefficients
Model B std. Error Bsta t sig.
1 (Constant) 908 1697 535 596
Years of Experiznce 194 280 112 692 493
Type of nsitution RES 490 -85 -318 754
Leadership's Promotion of -107 177 -108 -604 549
Flexbiliy
Encouragement of 116 175 "7 665 510
Strategic Pivots
Supportfor Research 190 173 196 1088 278
Initatives
Opportunities for Creaive. o7t 154 o2 463 646
Contribution
Encouragement of 067 165 066 405 688
Innovation
Alignment of Policies and 095 169 091 564 576
Strategies
Feedback Implementation 128 148 131 866 392
Rate
Organizational Goals 118 172 - 873 505
Clarity
Employs= Contribution 058 148 063 3% 694
Perception
Leadership's Promotion of 133 174 129 -783 450
Teamwork
Cross-Departmental 197 193 169 1021 314

Collaboration

. Dependent Variable: Rate of Organizational Adaptabilty
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Total Variance Explained

Rotation Sums

of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Loadings®

Componsnt _ Total % ofVariance Cumulative%  Total % ofVariancs Cumulative % Total

1 1172 20312 20312 1172 20312 20312 171

2 1.085 26635 55.048 1.085 26635 55.048 1.048

3 1.008 25.158 81.108 1.008 25.158 81.108 1.019

4 756 18.894 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Anaysis.

. When components are corrslated, sums of squared loadings cannot be addsd to obtain a total variance.
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Communalities

Inifial_ Extraction

Leadership's Promotion of 1.000 862
Flexbiliy

Leadership's Promotion of 1.000 927
Teamwork

Encouragement of 1.000 77
Strategic Pivots

Encouragement of 1.000 738
Innovation

Extraction Method: Principal Component Anaysis.
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Total Variance Explained

Rotation Sums

of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Loadings®

Componsnt _ Total % ofVariance Cumulative%  Total % ofVariancs Cumulative % Total

1 1.209 18552 18552 1.209 18552 18552 1.223

2 1218 17.307 35.950 1218 17.307 35.950 1217

3 1471 16.732 52682 1471 16.732 52682 1142

4 1.018 14530 67.221 1.018 14530 67.221 1139

5 906 12,047 80.168

6 790 11.282 91.450

7 598 8550 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Anaysis.
. When components are corrslated, sums of squared loadings cannot be addsd to obtain a total variance.
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