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1. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
One of the most critical management challenges that has emerged for organizations is organizational agility. Continuous change in technology, increase in stakeholder expectations, intense global competition and rising environment concerns have now forced organizations to be quick in response and effective in handling change. Sukati et al. (2014) describe agility as the ability to sense a change and respond in a quick manner. It is not always about speed but about flexibility, responsiveness and adaptability. Sheppard and Young (2006) define agility as a quick coordinated response against a stimulus i.e. change. When it comes to organizational agility, then it is the overall capacity of the organization to show flexibility in changing plans, process or direction: responsiveness in quick decision making; and adaptability in adjusting to uncertain and volatile environment. Simultaneously, true agile organizations have been found to be strategic in their reactions while navigating paradoxical challenges such as choosing between change versus stability, global versus local needs and short-term versus long-term priorities for sustained growth (Hagen, Ghauri and Macovei, 2024). Although organizational are adapting to new and modern technology to stay at par with technological changes but it is the managerial and leadership philosophies that sometime fails them (Nafei, 2016).
Managerial philosophies reflect deeply held managerial beliefs about decision-making, control, authority, and employee autonomy. Burton et al., (2025) argue that managerial beliefs are not cognitive and neutral partialities, instead they are the deep values held by the managers. These values shape their decision-making and social behavior and results in building an external perception about organization. Coltman, Devinney and Midgley, (2008) suggest organizations tend to behave agile, when managerial beliefs are considered cognitive drivers of agility. These beliefs work as a lens through which managers interpret environmental turbulence and make strategic choices. The managerial philosophies wrapped in rigid beliefs with command-and-control approaches hinder flexibility, responsiveness and adaptability of organizations. In contrast, modern leadership philosophies such servant leadership and transformational leadership accentuate empowerment and trust and are considered as drivers of organizational agility. The contrast between managerial philosophies and leadership philosophies poses managerial challenges for organizations when demand for agility is on the rise.
Employee resilience plays a huge role in this dynamic situation. Resilience is considered as a key capability of employees that help them to cope with competitive pressures, constant innovation and unpredictable environment. Organizations rely on employee resilience in order to survive in the turbulent agile social and economic environment. Employee resilience is attached to their ability to handle adversity without loosing effectiveness while adapting to growth. Organizations must see resilience as a capability rather than a trait that can be shaped through training, organizational support and employee’s personality characteristics (Cheah et al., 2023). Salehzadeh (2019) suggests that an employees overall well-being, job satisfaction and effectiveness is profoundly influenced by how leaders behave. It is worth noticing that a leader’s emotional intelligence, support, communication and interaction style with employees have the strongest link employee resilience. Leadership philosophy goes beyond providing bare minimum, leaders who intentionally engage with employees and show attractive behaviors are considered active players in cultivating and bolstering employee resilience. In contrast, the control and command nature of managerial philosophy often causes stress and burnout in employees. Nunes and Palma-Moreira (2024) investigated that managerial philosophies based on control tactics often sacrifice employee well-being. These practices are authoritative and abusive in nature. Managers act in self-promotion while micromanaging employees consequential turning into controlling, unsupportive and abusive leaders. 
This challenge noticeable in knowledge intensive sectors such as higher education. Universities and other higher education institutions continuously face growing uncertainty and complexity. From labor market demands, competition among universities, rigid hierarchies, bureaucratic processes digital transformation, to increased student expectations; universities are continuously adapting to agile pedagogy and educational practices (Bogdanova and Parashkevova-Velikova, 2022). Despite the need for agility, many higher education institutions operate under traditional management practices that offers limited flexibility, responsiveness and adaptiveness. As a result, higher education sector provides a convincing context to examine the organizational agility and employee resilience. 
1.1. RESEARCH AIMS
This research aims to explore the relationship between the managerial philosophies, organizational agility and employee resilience. Moreover, it aims to provide a solution to this contemporary challenge. This study has been compiled in three parts. First part extensively covers the literature on management philosophies, organizational agility, and employee resilience. The second part examines the how these contemporary challenges manifest in the higher education sector. And lastly, this study aims to provide practical and theory-driven management solutions, to aid organizational agility and employee resilience, for higher education institutions. 
1.2. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
This research has the following objectives.
RO1: To critically analyses literature on managerial philosophies, organization agility and employee resilience.
RO2: To examine how these challenges manifest in the higher education sector
RO3: To examine current management practices to handle agility challenges
RO4: To propose practical and theory-driven management solution for higher education institutions.
1.3. RESEARCH GAP
Previous studies on organizational agility have mainly focused on structural, process-oriented dimensions, and technological aspects. Even though these studies offer valuable insights into originations respond to environmental volatility and uncertainty, they often oversee the underlying role of managerial beliefs and leadership philosophies in promoting agility. Consequently, agility is often considered a structural outcome rather than socially constructed process molded by managerial decision-making and leadership behaviors. 
In addition, although leadership is considered as an integral part in adapting change, very limited attention has been given to managerial philosophies as a root cause of agility associated challenges. Leadership styles alone have been studied without critically exploring the impact management beliefs on employee resilience. Moreover, higher education sector remains under-researched in agility-focused management challenges. Existing studies tend to be more focused on corporate technology sectors. This creates a gap for need to research on higher education sector where significant pressure to adapt to volatility and uncertainty exists. Higher education sectors unique bureaucratic structures, rigid policies, organizational politics, professional cultures, private networks and open resistance to change further highlights the need for a critical research and analysis to address this gap. Therefore, to address this gap, this study has positioned management philosophies, organizational agility and employee resilience at the heart of its existence.  


2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Managerial Philosophies
Management philosophies by Max Weber and Henri Fayol, have laid the foundation for modern management theory. On one side Max Weber, a German social theorist (1864-1920) focused on organizational structure while Fayol explored managerial behavior and functions (Lumen, 2024). Weber’s bureaucratic management philosophy argues that organizations achieve efficiency when they have rational and impersonal structure. Leaders obtain authority through competence and not through connections and social status. Organizations have clear hierarchy and clear structure, tasks are divided per specialized roles and organization follows formal written rules for decision-making (Brown, 2016). Managers have job security and protection but are merely “role holders” who are meant to follow organizational rules while putting aside their personal emotions and choices. In short, Weber believed that organizations that follow a more formal structure, hierarchy and decision-making procedures eliminate chances for employee favoritism & “preferential treatment” and increases chances for efficiency. However, such organizations still have limitations. They are found to generate rigidity, excessive formalization, and loss of individual autonomy turning into sometimes into rigid and challenging institutions (Lumen. 2024). 
In contrast, Henri Fayol (1841-1925), a French engineer and executive, presented a broader managerial philosophy. His focus was on managers and their activities rather than the organizational structures. His administrative management philosophy was based on core management functions performed by the managers. These functions were termed as planning, organizing, leading, controlling and coordinating. He believed that organizations should have individuals with specialized roles, clear top-to-bottom chain of command, and everyone with similar goals and direction. He further argued that employees should be organized, initiative and follow unity of command. In his view promoting unity and spirit in employees mattered a lot for organizational overall success and effectiveness (Serpa and Ferreira, 2019). He acknowledged the importance of human and social elements more than Weber yet his philosophies had somewhat similar limitations
Frederick Taylor (1856-1915), an American mechanical engineer and management consult, famous for his work on scientific management, argued that management is scientific and analytical in nature.  He wanted to shift the management philosophy from “rule-of-thumb” to clearer definite scientific one (Ferdous, 2016). He viewed management as a systematic way to improve tasks by suggesting that; a clear division of responsibilities is important, manager should be responsible for planning and working for executing those plans.  There should be cooperation between them and incentives should be rewarded to encourage employees to perform efficiently (Su, 2019). 
Weber, Fayol and Taylor are classical management thinkers. All three of them emphasize on control, efficiency, predictability through rational-formal organizational structures that followed formal written rules and believed in a top-to-bottom hierarchy and chain of command. These classical theories appear to work best in standardized working environment but are not suitable for contemporary agile and complex environment. Lately, modern, agile and human-centric approaches have appeared partly in attempt to shift the focus from control and authority to autonomy and empowerment of employees. These 
Modern approaches emphasize learning, employee resilience and adaptability towards change by reframing management philosophies from enforcing compliance to empowering employees.  to adapt to volatile, challenging and uncertain environment. According to Eaton, Bridgman and Cummings (2024), a transformational leader is someone who has a compelling vision and engages in mutual transformation with his/her followers where transformational leadership has democratic roots and is centered around shared vision.
James MacGregor (1978) initially defined transformational leadership as a moral and democratic process. A process in which leaders raise their followers to higher levels with motivation, value and purpose (Roberts, 1985). Burns argued that ethics and democracy are the pillars for transformational leadership. Leaders are accountable for their actions and are only given power through consent by their followers. He emphasized that transformation serves in the greater societal good rather than in the favor of organizational outcomes. Bernard Bass (1990) argued that transformational leaders motivate followers by providing intellectual stimulation, showing concern for individuals, and acting as charismatic leaders. He suggested that transformational leadership was charismatic and leader-driven.
In short, Burns viewed transformational leadership as moral and democratic process however Bass viewed it as a managerial tool for enhancing performance. In his view, ethics and morality were optional in transformational leadership. unlike previous leadership styles, transformational leadership creates vision, empowerment and adaptability and distributes power among all stakeholders Campos, 2020).
According to Canavesi and Minelli (2021), servant leadership has a moral-based philosophy. This philosophy emphasizes that leaders aim to serve followers and put them ahead of everything. Robert K. Greenleaf (1977), architect of servant leadership, suggests that servant leaders prioritized follower’s growth, well-being and needs above their own interests and needs (Eva et al..2019). Linda Klebe Trevino (1986) developed the model of ethical decision making. She argued that ethical leadership is shaped by two factors. First, by the individual values and moral reasoning, “the individual moral cognition”; and second, by the organizational norm, rewards etc., the organizational factors (Brown, Trevino and Harrison, 2005). 
Leaders and managers beliefs play a huge part in shaping organizational culture. According to Edgar Schein’s management theory, an organizations deepest culture consists of unspoken beliefs and values mutually shared by the organizational employees. Leaders and manager’s beliefs echo when they consistently act on these beliefs. Furthermore, these shape how employees think, act and make decisions on daily basis. If managers and leaders promoted beliefs aur misaligned with organizational beliefs, then cynicism and resistance to change will prevail.   Leaders who “walk the talk” reinforce and align desired beliefs within the culture (Schein, 1996). In short, manager’s and leaders’ belief are important in building trust and bringing organizational change.
2.2. Organizational Agility
Agility is a popular term used across business and management research. It is defined as the capacity or ability to make sense and respond to rapid change and volatile environment in order to stabilize performance. Agility is often tied to flexibility, responsiveness and engagement (Pinho et al., 2022).

Agility is a multi-faceted concept that is commonly used in many domains now. From strategy to innovation, human resources, business models, and digital transformations, agility is conceptualized in many ways. 
Organizational agility is the “purposeful integration of sensing, leadership unity and resource fluidity” that enable firms to adjust strategically and renew themselves frequently in the face of disruption and change (Doz and Kosonen, 2010). Franco, Guimarães and Rodrigues (2022) view organizational agility as responsiveness and flexibility of organizations. It is the ability to respond, process and compete against changes in environment in a quick an appropriate manner to maintain competitiveness.
Artur Kwasek et al. (2024) have discussed organizational agility in the context of higher education. They suggest that agility is the capability of universities to continuously adapt to the changing economic, educational and social condition, changing student needs and exceptions, and managing new teaching processes. 
Agile organizations tend to be adaptable and flexible. They adjust quickly to changes. They continuously integrate customer feedback to continuously improve.  Agile organizations have several advantages as compared to the rest. They have faster response times, higher customer satisfaction, improved collaboration and team communication. They are effective and have greater flexibility (Lauenroth, 2025). 
Barriers to agility: Lauenroth (2025) suggests that transitioning to agile systems is not smooth. Leaders and employees may lack knowledge and training. If leaders are not committed, agile systems don’t function. Instead of efficiency, agile systems focus on adaptability and learning.
Management challenge: Ncube et al. (2024) suggests that it requires a shift in managerial beliefs and cultural change to move from traditional hierarchical leadership to agile leadership. Employees resist to change because they find change uncomfortable. It is hard for them to leave old habits and routines. Middle managers feel threatened to their authority. One of the other managements challenges is balancing autonomy with organizational alignment. Agile systems demand autonomy but autonomy without clear guidance is a challenge. Misaligned strategies lead to inefficiency. Manager struggle to find the right balance. Smaller teams can adopt agility and work on managerial beliefs, but scaling a large organization is challenging. Fast-moving environment requires agility, but decision making under uncertainty poses its own management challenges. Agile leadership requires a shift in mindset across the entire organizations. Control, traditional values, processes and silos make it hard for implementing agile systems. 
2.3. Employee Resilience
Resilience is a borrowed term from physics, where it was referred to the ability of material to return to its original shape after bending. Resilience now is a widely used concept in social sciences that defines the capacity of individuals/groups to adapt, cope and function in the face of hardship, pressure and trauma. It is considered as dynamic active process rather than a fixed trait. It is the capacity adapt and restore in adversity and traumatic situations (Zlata Grygorenko and Naidionova, 2023).
Herrman et al. (2011) define resilience as the ability to maintain and regain functioning after encountering turbulence. It is suggested that individuals just do not just survive, they adapt, cope and recover their mental health and overall well-being after stressful encounters.
Denckla et al. (2020) suggest that although definitions variate across research domains, the core feature about resilience still remains the same. It is the ability to withstand, adapt and recover from trauma and turbulence. Resilience operates at multiple levels; from biological, psychological to social systems. Modern research on resilience suggests that it is the hardiness of an individual towards complex and turbulent environments. Authors suggest that resilience is a widely debated topic with many definitions. The debate continues on whether it is a trait, process, outcome or mix it these. Resilience often comes with trade-offs. Resilient individuals may experience psychological and physical side affects after facing adversity and stress. 
Leadership and resilience: Southwick et al. (2017) argues that leadership is central to organizational resilience. Leadership is not just about decision-making, it is about shaping the organizational culture, mission and overall organizational capacity. Resilient leaders maintain a clear mission & vision for the organization especially during the uncertain times. They tend to encourage “cohesive and independent teams”. Leaders facilitate transparent communication and collaboration among the team members. They tend to embrace the change rather than escape it. Leadership is critically essential and a “functional necessity”. It is important to understand that a leaders psychological flexibility shapes how employees embrace change and setbacks. Resilience arises when individuals, systems and context interact. Furthermore, the authors argue that leadership practices that foster resilience includes a strong leader that anchors teams in share goals and core values. A great leader empowers others and delegates authority. This gives a chance for individuals to gain expertise and adaptability. Resilience is not something that comes through dictation from top-down, rather it emerges when leaders support shared understanding and agency. In short, leadership fundamentally shapes resilience in people and organizations. It shapes how individuals interpret change and handle it, as well as how it shapes organizational systems that ensures that resilience emerges as a collective resource (Avey, Luthans and Jensen, 2009). 
Resilience in agile systems: Mendrofa et al. (2024) suggests that there is a very strong relationship between organizational resilience and agile leadership practices. Organizations are more resilient when they use agile leadership techniques to anticipate change and to recover from setbacks. Agile practices involve adaptability, innovation and collaborative decision-making. Organizations that have an agile mindset continuously learn and improve. They have more willingness to experiment and adapt to new plans. This mindset treats change not as a threat but as something that is responded to creatively, making resilience at the heart of agile systems. 
2.4. Belief-Agility-Resilience Link
Resilience is linked to agility. The Resilience Institute (2018) suggests that resilience is a learned ability of individuals and organizations. That helps them to thrive in the face of hardship and complications. It argues that individuals develop physical, emotional and cognitive skills that helps them to bounce back from trauma and challenges to stay productive and maintain their well-being. It further suggests that resilience is not an innate trait, rather a set of measurable competencies, that can be built and strengthened over time linking it to strategic agility. 
The ‘2018 Resilience Enables Strategic Agility Report’ explicitly links resilience to managerial beliefs, organizational culture and leadership (The Resilience Institute, 2018). 
Managerial Beliefs: At the organizational level, resilience is shaped by the beliefs and mindset of leaders and managers. It is evident that when managers believe in the capacity of their team to adapt and overcome uncertainty, they foster a positive culture of encouragement, constructive risk-taking, and learning from setbacks. In contrast, if managers and leaders hold rigid and risk-averse aptitude, this can hinder the process of resilience building and learning. Therefore, resilience is influences managerial beliefs systems either in growing it or hindering it. Agility goes hand in hand with resilience in risk-taking environment.  
Organizational culture: Organizations that are resilient, often cultivate a culture of flexibility, trust and safety. Employees are empowered to react to challenges without fear of penalty. The report suggests that resilience helps in building strategic agility by strengthening cultural traits such as collaboration, innovation and pro-active problem solving.  It is believed that a resilient culture promotes continuous learning, alignment and adaptation while making organization responsive towards volatile and dynamic environments. 
Leadership: leaders play an integral role in implanting resilience within the organization and its employees. the report suggests that, resilient leaders show adaptive behaviors and show emotional as well as cognitive flexibility, while creating an environment to recover swiftly from adversity. Clear communication, employee well-being, transparent decision-making behaviors by leaders’ augments both individual as well as organizational resilience in uncertain environment. 
In essence, resilience acts both as a driver and an outcome of supportive managerial beliefs, organizational culture and adaptive leadership. Resilient leaders promote resilient culture, thus making an organization resilient in nature and eventually capable of strategic agility. 


3. APPLICATION TO HIGHER EDUCATION
3.1. Context: Higher Education
Traditional governance structures: Higher education institutions have committee-led governance system. It is hierarchal in nature. This system prioritizes stability and mutual consensus on decisions. While such approach supports actability and risk management it often results in slow decision-making is slow and has limited institutional agility when it comes to reacting to change and adversity. Senior position holders have more authority and as a result cross-functional partnership and innovation remains limited.
Regulatory pressures: are very common in higher education. Institutions must adhere to the complex regulatory and compliance frameworks set up by the accreditation bodies and government. Although these regulations ensure quality, they limit flexibility in adopting new teaching practices and advance technologies or responding to new educational demands. 
Digital learning and global competition: is on the rise. Institutions are in intense competitions around the world. Online learning has expanded geographical reach allowing situations to compete globally for student and resources. Consequently, traditional universities are forced to enhance digital infrastructure and teaching practices. 
3.2. Manifestation of the Challenges in Higher Education
Top-down leadership results in slow decision making: and decisions are concentrated at the top level. Staff and faculty members have limited input into important processes. Hierarchy in higher education institutions results in slow response to the challenges and opportunities and consequently universities struggle to adapt to the new challenges.
Resistance to change results in poor innovation. Old practices are hard to leave therefore new practices and technologies face delay or rejection. It is important to note that new ideas fail to gain any traction to the rigid and old managerial beliefs.  As a result, innovation stays at minimum and competitiveness reduces. 
Lack of empowerment results in low staff resilience. Employees do not feel any authority or control over their work. This results in disengagement, demotivation and declined problem solving capacity.  Employees struggle to face digital transformations which ultimately results in low resilience and institutions less adaptable. 
3.3. Comparative Analysis of Higher Education Institutions
	Institution 
	Leadership Style
	Agility Outcome

	Traditional universities

In traditional universities, the decision-making is highly centralized. Processes are often rigid and require formal approval for changes. This multiple hierarchical and centralized authority slows down the adopting of innovation and limits institution’s ability to respond quickly and efficiently to emerging challenges.

	Traditional universities have Bureaucratic leadership
	Low agility

	Progressive universities

In Progressive universities, the Decision-making is flexible with responsibilities distributed among employees rather than concentrated at senior levels. Collaboration and experimentation are often encouraged. Response to digital learning demands is rapid, higher agility towards international competition
	While the progressive universities have more Distributed leadership
	Higher agility


3.4. Current Debates
Managerialism vs Academic autonomy: Universities face a lot of tension between traditional faculty independence and corporate style management. Managerialism is focused on efficient, accountability and performance matrices. However, academic autonomy emphasizes curriculum control, scholarly freedom, research independence. 
Agile governance in higher education universities is exploring flexible, and adaptive governance structures. This kind of governance allows faster decision-making and responsiveness to challenges. Furthermore, it challenges the old and traditional committee-led and hierarchical models. The debate simultaneously focuses on adopting agility without impacting or undermining quality and accountability (Hiller, 2005). 
Leadership development gaps: many universities are finding it hard to cultivate leaders that are prepared to handle complex and modern challenges. The gaps are prominent in mentoring, training, and succession planning for both academic as well as administrative roles. This has produced a limitation for universities and they are unequipped to innovate, adapt and implement and change practices. It is important to address these gaps to maintain competitive and resilient institutions (Bush and Glover, 2004).
4. INNOVATIVE SOLUTION
4.1. Proposed Solution
Agile Leadership &Resilience Framework for Higher Education:
The proposed solution here is to introduce an Agile Leadership and Resilience Framework. It is specifically designed for higher education institutions. The framework aims to address persistent challenges such as slow decision-making, resistance to change and low staff resilience. Furthermore, it integrates leadership development, cultural change and governance reform (Fatima et al., 2025) so that the framework can create adaptive, responsive, and resilient academic environments.
This framework is structured around three interconnected components that collectively promote agile leadership, empower staff and foster a culture of continuous improvement.
Component 1 : Leadership Belief Assessment
This component evaluates current leadership mindsets and expectations within the higher education institutions.  It helps in identifying beliefs that reinforce bureaucratic behavior, risk aversion attitude and resistance to change. It is essential to understand that these beliefs are targeting areas that are in urgent need of cultural and behavioral shift (Diaz, Narine and Greenhaw, 2024).  By diagnosing these beliefs, institutions can pinpoint areas requiring urgent cultural and behavioral change. This assessment provides a foundation for targeted interventions that support openness, adaptability, and a willingness to embrace change, which are critical for intuitional resilience.
Component 2 : Transformational leadership training
Transformational leadership training will equip academic and administrative staff both with the necessary skills that are essential to even inspire change. Furthermore, training will help leaders focus on creating vision, cultivating motivation and brining innovation. Leaders will learn to encourage and inspire team collaboration and adaptability among departments (Deng et al., 2022). 
Through this component, leaders learn how to foster collaboration, enhance communication and promote adaptability within higher education institutions. By shifting leadership practices from control-led to people-focused approaches, higher education institutions can cultivate an environment where employees and staff feel valued, motivated and empowered to contribute creatively to add to the organizational goals.
Component 3 : Empowered decision-making
This component will focus on ensuring that all the individuals in the higher education institutions have the authority, confidence, skills and information needed to make decisions in challenging times. They will have access to information in order to make informed and timely decisions. They will have autonomy to make real decisions and not just consult; Employees will be helped to build skill and confidence in order to boost critical thinking and problem solving. Supportive environment and trusted systems will be provided. The most important thing is accountability, where every employee will be given ownership of their choices and room to make mistakes (Campbell and Campbell, 2011)
These components have great importance and as they collectively enhance leadership effectiveness, staff engagement, institutional resilience. By promoting informed decision making, shared responsibility and adaptive practices. The framework supports higher education institutions in navigating complex and volatile changes. Ultimately contributing to increase motivation, stronger collaboration and improved organizational performance.
4.2. Theoretical Justification
The following three theories have been suggested along with the application.
	THEORY
	APPLICATION

	Transformational Leadership:

 Suryadi, Trisnawati and Al-Amin (2024) suggests that, transformational leadership helps leaders to lead with a clear and inspiring vision. Transformational leaders communicate their goals effectively and foster a positive working environment. This leadership style promotes productivity, innovation and commitment, 

	Drives adaptability
Improves organizational performance
Improves employee motivation and commitment

	Socio-technical systems (STS): 

Abbas and Michael (2023) suggests that socio-technical systems theory is an organizational and systems theory. It argues that human systems are made of two subsystems. Number one is the social subsystem and second is the technical subsystem. Social subsystem has people, relationships, values, roles and work practices. It focusses on human behavior along with the social interaction. It examines how people work alongside each other. 
Technical subsystem focuses on the tools, machines and technologies. It includes techniques, tasks and technical processes. 

Social subsystem and technical subsystem need to be used together to design a creative and effective system.
	Align people & 
tools, processes, machines

	Kotter’s Change Model:

Kotter (2025) suggested an 8 step practical roadmap that leaders and organizations can use to process change. It helps them to focus not just on the technical side but also on the humanistic side. 
These 8 steps include inspiring people and explain why change is important, forming an influential team to raise awareness for change, developing a clear future picture, creating an army of employee volunteers to help with change, identifying and removing obstacles, celebrating early wins, using early wins to sustain momentum and finally to embed new behavior and culture to institute change.
	Implementation roadmap



4.3. Implementation Strategy 
Stage
Diagnosing current leadership beliefs: This stage involves accessing current leadership mindsets, behaviors and assumptions about control, authority and decision-making. To identify the gap between current practices and agile principles, surveys, interviews and workshops can be used to tailor the beliefs that can help agile transformation.
Pilot agile leadership programs: can be utilized to test agile leadership practices. Pilot programs help leaders to test practices in low-risk environment. Any lessons and conclusions from the pilot program can be used to improve practices before scaling them organization wide.
Scale institution-wide: Agile practices that are successful are slowly extended organization wide. In order to do it is important that leaders align in their commitment, beliefs, and communication. Scaling ensures agility becomes part of the organization and not just some isolated phenomenon in one part of the organization (Laforet, 2011).
Continuous feedback loops: it helps to collect regular feedback from the teams, stakeholders and leaders to assess what works and what doesn’t. this further helps in learning, adaptability and sustainability of agile leaderships. 
4.4. Evaluation and Impact 
Measure
Decision-making speed: it is important to assess the speed of decision-making by the leaders and teams especially in dynamic situations. Quick and effective decisions show that agile leadership practices are decreasing the bottleneck issues. Improved speed shows that autonomy in decision making is working and is functioning as expected. 
Staff resilience scores: It is important to conduct staff survey to evaluate employee resilience. Well-being matrices and assessments can be used to see how they performing. Higher scores on the matrices and assessments mean organization and teams have adopted very well to the new agile organizational culture (Reed et al., 2021). 
Innovation outcomes: it is important to measure the innovative ideas, feedbacks, products and processes that come out of teams. Innovation outcomes show organization is progressing and growing due to the new leadership and adopted culture (Quintane et al., 2011). 
Institutional adaptability: it is important to assess the organizations adaptability ability to see how well the new strategies (Sustainability Directory, 2025), structures and processes have adjusted and are responding, high adaptability shows success of agile leadership into the organization (Nijkamp et al., 2022)
.
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