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Abstract
Purpose: This study aims in particular to investigate the effectiveness of leadership during digital transformation in technology firms in the UK, relating this to behavioural, relational and digital skills, and their links to employee engagement and digital transformation success. It also explores the mediational role of employee engagement, which is proposed for this study.
Methods: A positivist philosophy, deductive approach and cross-sectional research design methods were used. The primary data collection was conducted via an SEO website using a five-point Likert scale questionnaire with 200 technology workers within UK-based technology companies, directly involved in or affected by digital transformation. A convenience sampling method was employed. SPSS was used for data analysis to estimate the proposed relationship between the constructs of the study by descriptive statistical analysis, Cronbach's alpha, Pearson correlation and multiple regression. It has been identified will also be problems which are statistically significant and the level of comparative predictive ability to determine which leadership competency was most predictive for each organisational outcome.
Findings: The findings demonstrate statistically significant and strong positive relationships across the three leadership competencies, employee engagement and digital transformation success. The strong model accounted for 55.4% of the variance in employee engagement (R² = .554), and all Three Competencies were found to be significant for this measure. The most important predictor was relational competence (β = .306), followed by digital competence (β = .289) and behavioural competence (β = .231). Leadership skills also significantly explained the variance of digital transformation success (R² = .679). The strongest predictor was digital competence (β = .395), followed by behavioural competence (β = .270), and finally by relational competence (β = .249). There was a strong correlation between successful digital transformation and employee engagement (r = .689). Thus, the H1 and H2 were supported. Formal mediation analysis was not developed; however, the relationship between involvement and the transforming success should be referred to as an association instead of in terms of mediation or causality, and H3 was not confirmed.
Conclusion: The conclusions of the study are that the one-dimensional view according to sufficient leadership capability, which can be both applied in the organisation and in certain contexts, is not adequate for successful digital transformation. Relational competence becomes even more crucial when it comes to engaging employees, and digital competence when it comes to successfully generating transformation. Digital transformation is a leadership and people challenge as well as a technical one, so UK technology companies should treat it as such. This comprehensive approach can enhance organisational agility, staff engagement, innovation, resilience and outcomes for long-term transformation for the sector.
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[bookmark: _heading=h.g9o0quu5rqjl]Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _heading=h.lv4ioay7hzxi]1.1 Introduction
Digital transformation can be defined as the strategic incorporation of digital technologies into an organisation's processes, business models and decision-making, which aims at improving competitiveness, process efficiency and value creation in the long term (Shao, 2025). In the past decade, Artificial Intelligence (AI), cloud computing, big data analytics, machine learning, and automation have been used in business to transform the way organisations develop value, interact with customers, and adapt to the rapidly changing market (Machucho and Ortiz, 2025). But despite the significant investment in technology, evidence strength appears to suggest that technology is not an adequate enabler for successful change. Research shows that about 70% of digital transformation programs are unsuccessful, and a lack of organisational culture, a lack of executive buy-in, and resistance to digital transformation from employees are cited as bigger hurdles to transformation than technology. This is clear proof that digital transformation is not about technology alone, but is a process of organisational change. In this context, UK technology companies offer a suitable research environment that accounts for around 1.8 million jobs in the UK and about £170 billion of the UK economy (Consultancy.uk, 2018) (See Figure 1.1). This Chapter therefore introduces the background of the study, the research gap and sets out the research aim, objectives and research questions.
Figure 1.1: Bullish UK Technology Sector Worth
[image: ]
Source: Adapted from: Consultancy.uk (2018)
[bookmark: _heading=h.ljmutn7crvnn]1.2 Background of the Study
[bookmark: _heading=h.742wf4d0cq2j]1.2.1 Digital Transformation
Digital transformation, from digitising business processes to a strategy for organisations that has embraced artificial intelligence (AI), cloud computing, machine learning, big data analytics, cybersecurity and digital innovation, has evolved from a mere business process digitisation initiative to a broader strategy for organisations to become more competitive (Alabi, 2024). But researchers have different views among themselves regarding what is a key factor in the success of transformation: technology or skills/abilities (Zhang, Xu and Ma, 2022; Chirumalla et al., 2025). While technology improvement and cloud platforms can boost operational effectiveness and data-driven decision-making, research shows that over three-quarters (74%) of digital transformation projects are at risk of failure due to organisations' lack of cultural change, leadership or skills (Vărzaru and Bocean, 2024). Moreover, the return on investment for digital transformation is expected to become greater than $3.9 trillion globally by 2027, so digital transformation should be considered a change of the organisation, not only investing in the best technologies (Henkin, 2025).
[bookmark: _heading=h.e31psxzhp59a]1.2.2 Digital Transformation in UK Technology Firms
There is no doubt that the digital economy has become a vital and important pillar of the UK economy, accounting for around 7.2% of the UK economy and creating around 1.8 million jobs through over 180,000 technology businesses in the UK (S&P Global, 2026) (Refer to Figure 1.2). While start-ups and scale-ups, and innovation ecosystems have gained strength from government support and private investment, firms are still facing intense pressure from competition and ever-changing customer demands to change. Furthermore, the prevalence of remote/hybrid workstyles has been driving digital collaboration up and up, but also cybersecurity and operational risks are increasing (Maity and Lee, 2025). Therefore, investment in technology alone cannot be relied upon to give the business an edge; having an agile organisation based upon adaptive management and ongoing innovation is more essential than ever before.
Figure 1.2 State of the UK digital economy
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Source: Adapted from: S&P Global (2026)
[bookmark: _heading=h.d1zjsapmnug8]1.2.3 Leadership During Digital Transformation
The extent to which leaders enable a digital culture and continuous learning while dealing with employee resistance and articulating a digital vision and strategic goals is widely recognised as a key factor in driving successful digital transformation. But there is evidence that technological capability is not enough; almost 70% of digital transformation efforts fail because of factors other than poor technology: it is poor culture and leadership (Demirel, 2024). The key differences between transformational leadership and digital leadership are in the emphasis given to inspiration and change, while digital leadership gives emphasis to the use of digital capabilities, and adaptive leadership gives emphasis to organisational flexibility for an uncertain environment (Ly, 2023). This issue of their relative effectiveness is still in debate and is discussed in detail in Chapter Two.
[bookmark: _heading=h.h03xn5gs7hxe]1.3 Research Problem
The success rate of digital transformation amongst organisations is very dismal, even after a lot of investment in digital technology. Despite a global investment projected to hit US$3.9 trillion by 2027, evidence shows that only around 70% of digital transformation projects are able to meet expectations (World Bank, 2023). This implies that financial investments and technological capacities are not enough to make this transformation a success. However, in UK tech businesses, barriers such as employee reluctance, ineffective communication, scarce digital leadership skills, and a general “business as usual” attitude persist in this area and are impacting transformation outcomes (Hržica, 2025). While existing research has already been conducted in many areas around technology adoption, artificial intelligence, cloud computing and digital innovation, comparatively less has been done in determining the impact of leadership effectiveness on digital transformation success, especially in the technology industry in the UK (Chen, Wang and Park, 2026). Therefore, it is still lacking in the literature and in empirical research to evaluate the contextual and empirical relationships between leadership behaviours and employee engagement and organisational adaptability in the digital transformation phase. This study aims to address this gap by examining leadership effectiveness as a critical capability of an organisation within UK technology companies.
[bookmark: _heading=h.8oj7zts8vssu]1.4 Research Aim
The aim of the research is to investigate the impact and effectiveness of leadership in digital transformation in technology companies and how it is affecting employee engagement and organisational transformation in the UK.
[bookmark: _heading=h.dol6au5b9fn4]1.5 Research Objective
· RO1: To identify and evaluate the key dimensions of leadership effectiveness, including behavioural, relational and digital competencies, during digital transformation within UK technology firms.
· RO2: To examine the relationship between leadership effectiveness and employee engagement during digital transformation within UK technology firms.
· RO3: To assess the relationship between leadership effectiveness and digital transformation success within UK technology firms.
· RO4: To examine the mediating role of employee engagement in the relationship between leadership effectiveness and digital transformation success within UK technology firms.
[bookmark: _heading=h.6l6kt6t5b3jm]1.6 Research Questions
RQ1: What are the key dimensions of leadership effectiveness during digital transformation within UK technology firms?
RQ2: What is the relationship between leadership effectiveness and employee engagement during digital transformation within UK technology firms?
RQ3: What is the relationship between leadership effectiveness and digital transformation success within UK technology firms?
RQ4: To what extent does employee engagement mediate the relationship between leadership effectiveness and digital transformation success within UK technology firms?

[bookmark: _heading=h.75tovjty34pc]1.8 Significance of the Study
The purpose of this study is to make an academic contribution by delving into the sparse empirical research focused on fostering effective leadership in the context of technological change in digital transformation in technology firms in the United Kingdom. It offers insights specific to the sector that can inform future research around leadership and digital transformation (Government of UK, 2025). The results are also relevant to Technology companies, HR managers and project managers to understand the leadership practices that could enhance the implementation of digital strategies, innovation, organisational performance and adaptability (Daud, 2024). Study employees' communication levels, leadership practices, continuous learning, building digital skills, adapting to organisational changes, and resisting organisational changes. Lastly, digital transformation and workforce development policies and strategies can benefit from the findings, as they can help technology leaders grow, upskill and innovate, making the UK technology sector more competitive and sustainable in the long-term (OECD, 2024).
[bookmark: _heading=h.j5889ccbnl7y]1.9 Scope and Delimitations of the Study
This study aims to explore the impact of leadership effectiveness during digital transformation in technology companies in the UK on employee engagement and the successful completion of the digital transformation within the organisations. This research aims to gather data from employees who are directly engaged in digital transformation initiatives to uncover key leadership practices and organisational outcomes. However, the study only addresses the technology sector in the UK, reflecting the findings within that specific industry and country, to other sectors and other countries. Also, a cross-sectional quantitative research approach and convenience sampling method are used, where primary data are gathered via structured questionnaires, where statistical analysis is possible, but causal inferences and changes in the effectiveness of leadership over time are not possible.
[bookmark: _heading=h.iqxcyl546u9d]1.10 Dissertation Structure
This dissertation is organised into five chapters. Chapter One introduces the study, outlining the research background, problem statement, aims, objectives, research questions, significance, scope, and overall structure. Chapter Two critically reviews existing literature on digital transformation and leadership theories, identifies research gaps, develops a conceptual framework, and formulates hypotheses. Chapter Three explains the research methodology, including philosophy, approach, design, sampling, data collection, questionnaire development, data analysis, validity, reliability, and ethical considerations. Chapter Four presents data analysis, findings, and hypothesis testing. Finally, Chapter Five concludes the study, discusses implications, limitations, recommendations, and directions for future research.
Figure 1.3. Dissertation Structure
[image: ]
Source: Self-Created


[bookmark: _heading=h.pet8va518cb0]Chapter Two: Literature Review
[bookmark: _heading=h.t06t3qf2mo7s]2.1 Introduction
The chapter is not a summative description of what has been written thus far on leadership effectiveness and digital transformation (DT); it critically considers and compares the scholarly literature to determine where it overlaps, conflicts, and has gaps. The review is organised against the backdrop of the objectives outlined in Chapter One: it explores leadership conceptions and digital transformation, juxtaposes the various leadership theories used to analyse digital transformation environments, assesses the leadership-behaviour and employee-behaviour relationships in empirical studies, and looks at the leadership/employee engagement relationship. The chapter concludes by putting together these ideas and themes to identify what role this research will fulfil, namely that it will uncover a gap in the UK-based research landscape in relation to the link between leadership and the outcomes of digital transformation in the technology sector, and that such work is missing in empirically based evidence.
[bookmark: _heading=h.6ccavtym45we]2.2 Conceptualising Leadership Effectiveness: Divergent Theoretical Lenses
Effective leadership is a dynamic, fluid construct, and there are at least three conflicting aspects to it that form competing claims about what effective leadership means. Behavioural accounts see effectiveness in terms of what leaders do, relational accounts through how leaders build trust, work collaboratively, and commit with followers, and strategic accounts in terms of the contribution of effectiveness to organisation competitiveness and transformation outcomes. Each lens has a unique methodological bias: the behavioural approach is easiest to measure by means of a survey instrument, but is most likely to contain measurable elements that are irrelevant to leadership effectiveness; the relational approach is harder to measure, but the interpersonal component of leadership is better captured. Leadership definitions that are strategic often will take the approach of measuring performance in terms of a firm's strategic goals, which are compounded by issues of market competition and macroeconomic factors other than leadership itself. This is because, although this has been a widely shared claim, it comes from a business-press publication rather than a peer-reviewed empirical study, and thus the causal direction of the relationship is not surreptitiously reported with very high confidence (Power, 2024).
The peer-reviewed essays provide a more guarded depiction, but they do not consistently concur. As effective digital leaders, Türk (2023) identifies a discretion: Being inspired, having a vision, being adaptable, absorbing uncertainty and being innovation-oriented. In contrast, Sacavém et al. (2025) suggest that leadership and DT are reinforcing each other; thus, digital leadership is the independent variable and the long-term employee engagement variable the moderating variable between the two in achieving an organisational digital transformation, meaning that digital leadership's effectiveness is not only dispositional but process-oriented as well. The latter view is not necessarily exclusive of the former and is hardly confirmed by empirical models that integrate the two accounts; both points are still mainly of the theoretical description, and rarely are they confirmed by longitudinal or comparative data. Another common limitation in the leadership effectiveness literature was that studies claimed that there were reciprocal or dispositional links between leadership and organisational outcomes; however, they lacked designs that allow one variable to be controlled if directionality was assessed and that allow tests between competing causal explanations. The design of this study, with its quantitative approach, is aimed at closing this gap in the literature.
The other source of conceptual ambiguity is the definition of digital transformation. Schilirò (2024) lacks a subtle focus on digital technologies and considers DT primarily as the implementation of digital technologies in decision-making, business models and organisational processes, focusing on the adoption of digital technologies. By contrast, the informational and relational benefits of DT, such as network effects, the external use of knowledge, and internal innovation, have been highlighted by Kraus et al (2021), resulting in a more capability- and knowledge-centred account. These aren't just a matter of style; having a technology-adoption definition suggests that DT is measured based on the presence of digital tools, and a capability-centric definition suggests that DT should be measured by the outcomes of organisational learning and knowledge, and these are not always synonymous for measuring purposes.
This argument is continued in another direction by Szymon Cyfert et al. (2025), who state that Digital Maturity is based on organisational culture, leadership and competence, not only on the organisation's technology (and implicitly that this is a criticism of the definitions of digital maturity that focus on technology alone, such as those proposed by Schilirò). This cultural reading is further supported by Cao, Duan and Edwards (2025) who link organisational culture directly to the outcome of DT and product innovation, implying that organisational culture is an antecedent condition determinant of DT success, not an incidental correlate. This places the DT literature across a spectrum ranging from Schilirò's technology-centric account at one end, through the many works that were followed up which, though not necessarily as explicitly as these two, stand nearer to the technology end than the DT end, to Szymon Cyfert et al.'s orientation toward a culture-and-competence account at the other.
In addition to this conceptual fragmentation, there is an inconsistency in quantifying the DT phenomenon in secondary data sources. All these estimates are of a similar magnitude but actually reflect different constructs, ranging from a small DT-services market to the entire technology market, and should not be considered a contradiction of the phenomenon itself. Grand View Research (2026) estimates the market for digital transformation in the UK at $77.0 million in 2026, while IMARC (2025) separately estimates the UK technology market at $1.4 trillion in 2025. The values of GVA can also differ between sources as different definitions of what is defined as digital activity are used (Vailshery, 2025). Such uncritical use of figures in industry and academic publications reflects a general issue in the DT literature: Market sizing can often include multiple different definitions, thereby creating definitional ambiguity in the data used to explore and define DT as a measurable construct. The present study is specifically motivated by this instability through adopting a specific, bounded definition of DT centred on leadership behaviours and outcomes, instead of linking it to market-level indicators.
[bookmark: _heading=h.m5lv7nhr9foh]2.4 Leadership Theories in Digital Transformation: A Comparative Theoretical Evaluation
The literature reviewed included various leadership theories that explain outcomes of DT, with none dominating, and that have also been individually tested and confirmed in validity in a digital context, even if some have received some interest (Henderikx and Stoffers, 2022; Dickson, 2023; Malik et al., 2024). Each of those mentioned theories has its theoretical restrictions that narrow its capacity for explaining outcomes of DT.
This trait theory, which has focused on the individual aspects of what constitutes an effective leader, has been challenged because of its lack of situational and technological aspects of leaders that are demanded in DT (Dickson, 2023). Behavioural theory builds on this by shifting the emphasis from subtle or unseen characteristics or agency to more observable and teachable behaviours, but, compared with approaches that recognise the termed 'change and adaptation', it is relatively unchanging and less able to account for the complexity and constant fluidity characteristic of the digital dimension. It is argued that in DT situations the contingency approach pushes top-down individual leadership while neglecting bottom-up organisational culture and sticks with a bottom-down goal-setting approach that conflicts with the exploratory and boundary-pushing nature of a successful DT process. In other words, servant leadership, which focuses on supporting followers both professionally and personally to embrace change, and transactional leadership, which is characterized by directive exchanges between leader and follower, exist on opposite ends of another spectrum: Servant leadership is suitable for buy-in but not equally effective at achieving transformational scope, while transactional leadership is effective in an incremental operating mode but is expected to be weaker in addressing a vision-setting and culture change context of technological uncertainty (Henderikx and Stoffers, 2022).
Transformational leadership is the most widely used theory in the DT literature, and this is mainly because its focus on vision and inspirational and intellectually stimulating tools suggests that it will naturally fit with the disruptive nature of DT. However, this popularity cannot take the place of the empirical consensus. According to Lee (2014), these very behavioral characteristics which contribute to the effectiveness of a transformational leader – charisma, persuading others beyond self-interest and having a strong vision – can prove to be an organisational problem if applied in excess; the dependent nature of employees on the capability of one single transformational leader, and the potential use of personal values to abuse the position of influence in cases of weaker leaders. This is a critique that dims the general praise that is given to the body of literature on transformational leadership and suggests an application of this concept to DT to be considered with caution. There is also another level of fragmentation to be found within the literature on pro-transformational, digital-leadership that focuses on organisational design as the main levers, on the development of individual digital skills, and on the alignment of resources with strategic goals, three different prescriptions under the one umbrella of a theoretical label, with the consequence that it suggests something more of an umbrella than a precisely specified model.
The focus has been shifted from individual leader characteristics to the institutional or neo-institutional perspective, as discussed by Malik et al. (2024), who explained how the dominant organisational norms and cognitive frames affect digital leadership. This macro-level orientation is less usable, however, for practitioners and provides relatively little guidance for those seeking to understand what specific behaviours to engage in among the firm's leaders, limiting its utility for this work, like the present study, that seeks actionable recommendations for leadership.
All of the academic readings indicate a move away from simple contingency and behavioural theory implementations, and towards a hybrid style framing that encompasses a blend of both approaches, while not advocating for any single leadership style, with competency portfolios being flexible to context, firm size and even sector, not necessarily set as a recipe for a specific style of leadership. In this respect, the theoretical direction is very similar to the direction of the current study, which is the study of leadership within a specific context – UK technology organisations, compared to general leadership.
Another comparison that could be made is in terms of the analysis level at which these theories are working. As for trait theories and behavioural and transformational theories, they are almost exclusively focused at the personal level; they consider DT success to be a result of the personal characteristics or behaviour of one person. Institutional theory, on the other hand, is situated at the field or sector level, and considers leadership behaviour the result of structural norms rather than a variable under consideration. Followers of Individual and Organisational approaches are mainly focused either on the Individual level or on the Organisational level, not on both, which is what the Contingency approach or the competency-portfolio approach focuses on. This is a structural problem that makes direct comparisons of results at the level of individual theories that have been reviewed in the literature difficult: When one study is based in the context of trait theory and the other on institutional theory, in effect they are actually answering different questions even if they both focus on "effective leadership in digital transformation. The present study tackles this by putting the conceptual lens on the organisational level of the research, where the definition of leadership effectiveness is a set of measurable behaviours and competencies conducted within, and bounded by, a particular UK technology firm context rather than either the individual level or the institutional level of theory abstractly.
[bookmark: _heading=h.b8v36psqezoo]2.5 Leadership Behaviours, Challenges and Digital Transformation Outcomes: Reconciling Conflicting Evidence
The findings from real-world studies around the relationship between leadership and DT outcomes are actually quite divergent, and this divergence is itself of analytical importance. In contrast to the findings of PwC's (2024) study, which found 61% of business leaders do not believe a lack of digital skills is the biggest issue in achieving DT, Weiser et al. (2023) found that almost 70% of all failed DT projects in their research result from cultural resistance and insufficient leadership rather than skills deficiencies. These findings, read together, are not necessarily in opposition to each other instead they can be interpreted along two lines: either (1) they refer to different definitions of what constitutes a 'skill'—digital skills versus practical skills which involve the transfer of digital capability to organisational change—and, (2) they can be seen to demonstrate technical skills alongside the applied leadership skill of making wonderful use of the skills of information and communication technologies for organisational change (which is often not clearly distinguishable in the literature). This is a methodological weakness typical of reports on industry made from surveys, which present single-item statistics, rather than those clearly understood by scientifically tested instruments.
The leadership-deficit picture is confirmed by other UK-centred surveys, if their conclusions are somewhat contradictory; in his review of the literature on STEM education, Ahres (2023) reports the views of a majority of his respondents, who felt that senior leaders were digitally literate in principle but not managing to create an operating model or vision based on this literacy, while in Weston (2020) about two-thirds of UK organisations saw a digital skills gap as a threat to DT, which is a different focus than used by Deloitte in their leadership-deficit work. Musaigwa (2023) broadens this understanding of successful change management with a focus on the relationship between change management and leadership; Tagscherer and Carbon (2023) summarise the previous studies and articulate a transition of expectations of leadership from a hierarchical character to adaptive, collaborative and cross-functional leadership models. But as this contribution is in fact a text about general change management and not about DT, integrating the latter's challenges into reviewed literature demands some inference which can be drawn from the application of change-management theory in DT contexts as described in the literature.
Tuyen et al. (2025) provide one more layer of detail as they demonstrate that this association between leader attributes and DT can be nuanced with compliance pressure, which is relatively under-researched in the UK context. The generalisability of Tuyen et al.'s results to a more established and rigorously regulated market like the UK is open to question given their context of the emerging market, as this is where the present study aims to address the contextual differences. Likewise, pre-pandemic statistics like those of Alsop (2018), which revealed that 51% of UK IT leaders don't get boardroom buy-in for DT, were dated and may be outdated with the advent of DT's technologies and their acceleration during the Covid-19 pandemic (Consultancy.uk, 2020). The tendency for the literature to repeat these figures from pre-incident is another example that a need for fresh primary information, specific to the UK, not secondary industry reports, exists at this time.
Digital Leadership and Employee Engagement (2.6) provides an opportunity to study the role of a digital leader and how this can enhance leadership effectiveness in today's digital landscape.
[bookmark: _heading=h.rsgir21ll4cv]2.6 Leadership Effectiveness, Digital Leadership and Employee Engagement
While there is a strong theoretical understanding of the link between leadership and employee engagement during DT, it receives less evidence than it deserves. Of that literature, Li et al. (2024) draw upon the theory of Social Exchange Theory and conduct interviews with 559 employees from across 11 listed organisations in Southwest China and show that the relationship between digital leadership and employee work engagement is mediated by empowerment and affective commitment, while emotional intelligence, as a moderator, has a conditional effect in its own right. This is in sharp contrast with the "almost purely conceptual/literature-synthesis" results presented by Sacavém et al. (2025) and Henderikx and Stoffers (2022), who theorise leadership-engagement-DT linkages without providing concrete statistics to support these theories. Maye (2026) comes to reasonably broad conclusions, saying that digital leadership is indeed linked to both employee engagement and organisational innovation and provides convergent evidence for the argument that it is effective on DT outcomes through engagement, but not directly. Shonubi (2025) complicates that somewhat by noting legacy organisational structures as a source of innovation challenges rather than just linear organisational models involving the dyad of leader and followers, suggesting that engagement-mediated models may need to take into account legacy structures that lie outside the individual leader's control.
Another conceptual approach to the subject is to directly see digital competency as the independent variable - directly predicting the outcomes at the employee level - rather than digital leadership behaviour. Results of Tiong et al. (2024) in their study on digital competency of Indonesian SME workers reveal that digital competency, leadership style and engagement would all predict SME performance and that innovation capability would mediate between digital competency and SME performance; whereas, organisational culture would moderate between digital competency and SME performance. This indicates that there are at least two, somewhat connected, explanatory chains in the literature: the first starts with leadership behaviour and leads to levels of engagement, and the second begins with the individual's digital competence and leads to their innovation competence, mediated along the way by organisational culture. Due to the cross-sectional design of this study, the empirical question of the substitution/complementation of leadership effectiveness for digital competence of the individual has not been answered, but this study is suitable for discussion within the context of the UK technology-firm context.
But the overall validity of this existing evidence should not be taken blindly over to the context of the present study. The same geographic area is used for listed companies in China (Li et al. 2024), and the authors themselves cautioned the limitations in generalisability because they studied only one geographic area and within the specific sample of listed companies in China. None of the empirical studies reviewed in this chapter create a UK sample of MTs and link specific MT leadership behaviours to employee engagement and specific DT outcomes, as happens in almost all of the emerging-markets work (Tuyen et al., 2025) and the non-sector-specific UK survey work (PwC, 2024; Ahres, 2023; Weston, 2020). Whilst not a focus of the present study's aims, Li et al. (2024) also point out that the focus of the majority of existing research in DT is on the senior or C-suite level of leadership, and thus middle-management leadership is not investigated as much.
[bookmark: _heading=h.o1ab9x1gkdi]2.7 Critical Synthesis, Research Gap and Conceptual Framework
This review highlights three cross-cutting failings. First of all, leadership effectiveness and the concepts of digital transformation still remain in doubt, with varying measures taken, either in a behavioural or relational dimension, in a strategic dimension or simply on the technological side and on the capability side, making it difficult to make findings on them comparable across studies. Second, there is no empirical evidence of any one leadership theory dominating in explaining the success or failure of DT: trait/behavioural theories fail to account for context and contingency; institutional leadership theories are too abstract to be practically applied to explain DT outcomes; and transformational leadership is known to have some problems, namely leader dependency (Lee, 2014). Thirdly, the empirical evidence on leadership behaviours, challenges, and employee engagement does not come from single region, UK or technology industry samples and/or industry survey findings that fail to align fully with respect to the constructs of the actual survey items (Li et al., 2024; Tuyen et al., 2025; PwC, 2024; Deloitte, 2023), creating unresolved tension between skills-deficit and leadership-deficit explanations of why DTs are failing.
Taken together, these gaps provide a compelling justification for the research problem that was set in Chapter One: no previously investigated study has used a sample of UK technology firms, primary quantitative data and a model that explicitly examines the relationship between leadership effectiveness and (DT) success and employee engagement. The reviewed literature informed this study's conceptual approach, which was structured to have leadership effectiveness (including the independent variables of behavioural competence, relational competence and digital competence) as the independent variable, followed by employee engagement as the mediating variable, and digital transformation success as the dependent variable in a particular leadership context that is specific to the organisational and regulatory climate of UK technology organisations. This framework is a theoretical foundation for the methodological choices set out in Chapter Three and is directly informed by the critical gaps identified above.
[bookmark: _heading=h.tc2eo2n3y54]2.8 Research Hypothesis 
The hypotheses for this study are formulated based on the theory and empirical studies reviewed in this chapter. Transformational Leadership Theory suggests that a successful leader would instil their employees with inspiration, motivation and intellectual stimulation in order to enhance their involvement and dedication toward their organisation's change. Leaders who are more effective at digital transformation are those who communicate a clear vision, are open to innovation, and are available to support employees every step of the way to increase employee engagement. Previous research has also shown that leaders' actions have a positive effect on employee motivation and commitment to digital initiatives and participation (Li et al., 2024; Maye, 2026). Hence, the impact of employee engagement on leadership effectiveness in a UK-based tech company can be expected to be positive.
H1: Leadership effectiveness has a significant positive relationship with employee engagement during digital transformation within UK technology firms.
Moreover, Transformational Leadership Theory and Digital Leadership Theory are concerned that one of the main factors in a successful digital transformation is great leadership. Leaders with behavioural, relational and digital competencies can define a digital vision, foster innovation, sustain the necessary change management and colleagues, and find ways to connect pieces together and meet the transformation objectives. It is consistently found in the literature that leadership is integral to outcomes of digital transformation and organisations' adaptability. As a result, positive leadership behaviours are expected to positively influence digital transformation success.
H2: Leadership effectiveness has a significant positive relationship with digital transformation success within UK technology firms.
Employee engagement is theorised to be a mediator of relationships between the Social Exchange Theory and positive psychosocial consequences. The theory is based on the idea that positive leadership fosters positive responses from employees in the form of commitment, involvement, and engagement. When workers are involved, they're more likely to accept tech change, acquire new digital skills, and actively participate in transformation efforts. In previous studies, leadership had been shown to impact organisational outcomes via employee engagement, highlighting the critical role of employee engagement in the connection between leadership effectiveness and digital transformation success.
H3: Employee engagement significantly mediates the relationship between leadership effectiveness and digital transformation success within UK technology firms.

[bookmark: _heading=h.6f98aum4j7gj]Chapter 3: Research Methodology
[bookmark: _heading=h.3hxjuhuygvb7]3.1 Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to provide the methodology for investigating the effectiveness of digital transformation leadership in UK technology firms. It gives an account of the philosophy and approach, design, sampling, questionnaire, data collection, SPSS analysis, validity, reliability and ethics. The methodology is directly connected with the research purposes and conceptual framework formulated in the previous chapter. Leadership effectiveness is defined across the three areas of behavioural competencies, relational competencies and digital competencies, and employee engagement is the mediator variable, whereas the dependent variable is defined as the successful or unsuccessful digital transformation. The fit of this alignment enables the theoretical relations identified in the literature to be tested in a sample of technology companies in the UK.
Figure 3.1 Research Onion
[image: ]
Source: Adapted From: Seuring, Stella and Stella, 2021
[bookmark: _heading=h.aj25qf3a8cmt]3.2 Research Philosophy
A positivist philosophy is used because the study aims to get objective, measurable evidence from the correlation among leadership effectiveness, employee engagement and digital transformation success. These constructs can be made feasible with the use of questionnaires to measure them and statistically test them (Churchman, Pangbourne and Dekker, 2026). The quantitative results are in line with the purpose of this study. The limitations of positivism are that there are other contextual, interpersonal and cultural factors that influence the effectiveness of leadership which may not be numerically explained. They say leadership is a multi-dimensional concept and have found four identifications from the literature, namely behavioural, relational, strategic and Spiritual.  This study will therefore be highly focused on leadership behaviour and skills which are discernible and measurable so as not to encompass all elements of leadership. This helps to ensure consistency with the quantitative objectives, yet it acknowledges that results are subjective and based on respondents' perceptions.
[bookmark: _heading=h.1ryzorhtavil]3.3 Research Approach
The study is of a deductive nature, from literature identification of relationships to testing. In terms of leadership, behavioural competence, relational competence and digital competence are evaluated, and in terms of employee engagement, it is seen as a mediator: digital transformation success is seen as the dependent variable (Orkamo et al., 2025).  This allows for proposed relationships to be tested systematically. In a deductive approach, the study is able to test relationships that have been determined based on previous literature that have been created and not created during the study (Kim, 2021). This certainly fits the theme of the study since three guiding hypotheses of leadership effectiveness, employee engagement and success in digital transformation are presented.  While the findings may be limited by deduction, this is fine as the findings are mainly for the purposes of hypothesis testing, not theory construction.
[bookmark: _heading=h.qn5p4ejpj5u2]3.4 Research Method and Design
To capture similar numerical data from employees who are exposed to digital transformation, the quantitative design type of cross-sectional design is used. The cross-sectional design enables a practical snapshot of the organisational conditions, but quantitative measurement is used for the statistical examination of relations between variables (Kotronoulas, 2023). One-point data collection, however, does not affect the assessment of changes throughout transformation and weakens strong causal inference, which is consistent with the study's delimitations. While a cross-sectional approach provides a useful snapshot of organisations at a particular time, there is no way it is able to measure whether the effectiveness of leadership is different during various phases of organisational digital transformation (Orkamo et al., 2025). It is also not ideal for making robust inferences, as data is gathered at a single time period. Thus, in the definition of significant relationships, there is no requirement for causation. This is important because literature on leadership and transformation has previously confirmed reciprocal relationships between the two but not necessarily the directionality of the relationship.
[bookmark: _heading=h.tz9nbmu1wd3b]3.5 Population and Sampling
Those working in technology companies within the UK in roles directly involved in, or exposed to, digital transformation projects are the target audience for the report. The competent person/s need enough organisational experience to analyse leadership and engagement. Within the limitations of the dissertation, it is feasible to access the participants of the study, and it is called convenience sampling (Memon et al., 2025). However, it is capable of introducing selection bias and reducing representativeness, and so results should not be extrapolated to all UK technology workers. While convenience sampling may be accessible and convenient in reaching employees engaged in digital transformation, it may result in selection bias if those that are reached do not necessarily represent those that are not reached (Golzar, Tajik and Noor, 2022). However, because of this, the sample is not a representative sample of the entire UK technology workforce. The findings should, therefore, be viewed as evidence from selected individuals that participated in the study and not as generalisable findings. The scope of this study is as described, and this is a limitation.
[bookmark: _heading=h.f1ezvnhqr9r3]3.6 Questionnaire Development
The primary data were collected using a self-administered structured questionnaire with the relevant items on a 5-point Likert scale. This instrument examines behavioural and relational competences and digital competence as aspects of leadership effectiveness, as well as employee engagement as the hypothesised mediator and success of digital transformation as the dependent variable. They are similar to the constructs that emerged from the literature search. The development of questionnaires is carried out referencing literature and a conceptual framework to increase content validity. The items represent the attributes of leadership like vision, adaptability, innovation and support for organisational change; employee engagement is represented as the proposed process linking leadership and transformation outcomes.
[bookmark: _heading=h.8zwj5yf1wo2t]3.7 Data Collection
The survey is carried out using Google Forms and can be distributed and responses returned to the eligible technology workers in the UK efficiently and online. Before the participants respond to the questionnaire, they are given information about the study and an informed consent statement. No pressure is put on respondents to participate in the survey, and participation is voluntary. A link to the Google Form is shared with the people who qualify for participation. Completed responses are then sampled and screened for eligibility and completeness and then exported for SPSS analysis. This process ensures consistent data collection and enables access to geographically spread respondents.
[bookmark: _heading=h.qk86uqbndp5z]3.8 Data Analysis Using SPSS
IBM SPSS is used to analyse the data. Data on respondent attributes are represented in terms of descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations) to establish patterns. The internal consistency is assessed by Cronbach's alpha. The strength and direction of the association between leadership effectiveness, employee engagement and the success of digital transformation is measured using Pearson correlation (Adamu et al., 2025). There are two types of analyses performed: regression analysis tests the predictive relationships hypothesised in the research model, and hypothesis testing determines whether the relationships are statistically significant. For those who can be accommodated, a mediation analysis is conducted to determine if employee engagement is a mediator between the relationship of leadership effectiveness and digital transformation success. These procedures provide a structure for assessing the literature model. Summarising statistics are used to develop the descriptions of the respondents' characteristics and response patterns, and then the internal consistency is evaluated with Cronbach's alpha (Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni, 2025). The strength and direction of the relationships are tested through the use of a Pearson correlation, and the predicted relationships presented by the conceptual relationships are tested through regression.
[bookmark: _heading=h.i75xcwb3f8r7]3.9 Validity and Reliability
Content validity is achieved if questionnaire dimensions are obtained from the literature of similar studies as well as the conceptual framework. Construct validity is enhanced if all items are so connected to each of the variable(s) they are put to measure (McGrath, 2025). Cronbach's alpha (IC test) is used to examine the reliability for internal consistency. Errors are also minimised due to incomplete forms by screening the data. Validity and reliability go hand-in-hand, as both cannot be demonstrated by Cronbach's alpha. Construct validity is supported by the variable scales with identical scale items to these defined variables (Flake et al., 2022). This is very important as conceptual differences in definitions and measurements of leadership effectiveness and digital transformation were identified in the literature review.
[bookmark: _heading=h.e2w9xbry815s]3.10 Ethical Considerations
Informed consent, voluntary participation, and confidentiality and anonymity are required for an ethical practice. There is no unnecessary collection of identifying data from respondents, and the data is properly and securely handled and is employed solely for academic purposes. Consent is not the only aspect that falls under ethical practice. The data may come from employees' perceptions of their leaders, so respondents can fear that there might be repercussions to a critical response. Identifying irrelevant data is thus eliminated, and results are presented as averages (Saidu et al., 2023). Academic intent of research, voluntary participation, and confidentiality are explained to participants and responding materials are appropriately handled and stored.
[bookmark: _heading=h.ytq31yq8dtmn]3.11 Methodological Limitations
The method has its limitations of convenience sampling, self-report, cross-sectional measurement and limited generalisability. These factors can lead to bias and limit possible causal considerations. Responses to a teacher effectiveness survey might be influenced by social desirability and one's notion of successful leadership. Common-method bias can again result from measuring all the main variables with the same questionnaire (Kock, Berbekova and Assaf, 2021). Additionally, the quantitative measurement offers less understanding of how a leader is viewed from a contextual perspective. These limitations are accepted since the research specifically focuses on testing the proposed relationships in a statistical fashion.
[bookmark: _heading=h.duiwsq2xaqwr]3.12 Chapter Summary
Overall, the methodology offers a systematic quantitative approach to measure leadership effectiveness, employee engagement and digital transformation in UK technology companies. The general methodology used was coherent in tying up the theoretical framework with the empirical investigation. Systematic testing of H1, H2 and H3 was facilitated with a positivist philosophy, a deductive approach, a quantitative cross-sectional design, and a structured questionnaire design. SPSS was used to perform descriptive, reliability, correlation, regression and mediation analyses. However, these findings must be viewed in the context of convenience sampling, self-reported data and cross-sectional measurement.


[bookmark: _heading=h.urtrzpwdryff]Chapter 4: Analysis and Discussion 
[bookmark: _heading=h.4sa313c851tv]4.1 Introduction  
In this chapter, the quantitative study analysis and findings of the effectiveness of leadership, employee engagement, and digital transformation success in the UK technology companies are presented. 200 respondents were used to analyse the data using frequency analysis, reliability analysis, descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation and multiple regression. The demographic analysis determined the sample characteristics, and Cronbach's alpha was used to examine the internal consistency of the constructs used in the study. Descriptive statistics were used to investigate the pattern of responses, and correlation analysis was used to establish relationships between the variables. The predictiveness of these competencies (behavioural, relational and digital) for the success of digital transformation and employee engagement was then evaluated using regression analysis. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.32dei1an3by9]4.2 Demographic Analysis  
[image: ]
Figure 4.1: Age and Gender Distribution of Respondents
The age and gender distribution of the 200 respondents is shown in Figure 4.1. The age group with the highest number of respondents (24.0%) was 18-24 years, and 55 years and over had 21.0%. As far as gender was concerned, 74.5% of the sample were male, 24.0% female, and 0.5% other, with 1.0% deciding against stating their gender.
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Figure 4.2: Work Experience, Position Level and Length of Service

Figure 4.2 shows that most respondents were working in their current role, and indicated that they had worked in their position for a long time. The top work experience group (6–10 years) accounted for 21.5% of the total number. 21.5% of middle-level employees worked for their current organisation for 1-3 years, and 25.5% for 4-5 years. Overall, the sample represents a diverse range of professions and levels of experience in organisations.
[bookmark: _heading=h.dla4r4wy5l5h]4.3 Reliability Test 
Table 4.1: Reliability Analysis of Study Constructs
	Construct
	Items
	Cronbach's Alpha
	N

	Behavioural Competence
	3
	0.672
	200

	Relational Competence
	3
	0.699
	200

	Digital Competence
	3
	0.719
	200

	Employee Engagement
	3
	0.652
	200

	Digital Transformation Success
	3
	0.663
	200


The internal consistency is satisfactory for all five constructs, according to reliability analysis. The Cronbach's alpha coefficient for Behavioural Competence was found to be 0.672 and 0.699 for Relational Competence. Digital Competence had the highest reliability at 0.719. Employee Engagement had an alpha of 0.652, while Digital Transformation Success was at 0.663. Three questionnaire items were used for each construct with 200 respondents. Some of the alpha values are slightly below the generally accepted threshold of 0.70, but still close to the acceptable alpha value for an exploratory study. Overall, the results suggest that the items have a good degree of uniformity for later description, correlation and regression analyses.


[bookmark: _heading=h.8bnzd181euv7]4.4 Descriptive Analysis  
[image: ]
Figure 4.3: Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables
Descriptive statistics for the five study variables with 200 respondents are shown in Figure 4.3. The range of all variables was from a minimum of 1.33 to a maximum of 5.00. The mean scores for Digital Competence (4.2583) and Relational Competence (4.2783) came next, and Digital Transformation Success (4.2283) was the lowest. The mean score for Behavioural Competence was 4.1967, and the score for Employee Engagement was the lowest at 4.1917. There was little variation in responses, as standard deviations were a maximum of 0.9525 and a minimum of 0.8907. The overall mean scores indicate mostly positive perceptions with respect to all five study constructs.


[bookmark: _heading=h.8laxp5fvv9mg]4.5 Correlational Analysis  
[image: ]
Figure 4.4: Pearson Correlation Analysis of Study Variables
The Pearson correlation values obtained for the five study variables with 200 respondents are shown in Figure 4.4. The relationships between all variables were positive and statistically significant at the 0.01 level. Strong correlation results were achieved between Behavioural Competence and both Relational Competence (r = .747) and Digital Transformation Success (r = .730). There was a positive correlation between Relational Competence and Digital Transformation Success (r = .731). Digital Transformation Success (r = .759) was the strongest relationship with Digital Competence. Additionally, Employee Engagement was positively related to Digital Transformation Success (r = .689). On a general level, the results show strong positive correlations between the leadership competencies and the success in digital transformation and employee engagement.


[bookmark: _heading=h.iwmzamn7fikt]4.6 Regression Analysis  
[bookmark: _heading=h.7uivrobaf0gz]4.6.1 Regression Test 1: Leadership Competencies and Employee Engagement
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Figure 4.5: Regression Model Summary and ANOVA for Employee Engagement
Figure 4.5 shows the multiple regression model testing the prediction of Employee Engagement by Behavioural Competence, Relational Competence and Digital Competence. The model resulted in an R value of .744 with an R² of .554, which means that the three leadership competence dimensions explain 55.4% of the variance in Employee Engagement. The adjusted R² was .547. The results of the ANOVA indicate that the overall regression model was statistically significant, F(3,196) = 81.164, p < .001. Thus, the overall leadership competence variables statistically significantly predict employee engagement among the respondents. 
[image: ]
Figure 4.6: Regression Coefficients and Residual Statistics for Employee Engagement
The regression coefficients and residual statistics are shown in Figure 4.6 for Employee Engagement. All three predictors were significant and positively related to Employee Engagement. The standardised beta values for Behavioural Competence, Relational Competence and Digital Competence were .231 (p = .003), .306 (p < .001) and .289 (p < .001) respectively. The standardised contribution of the three predictors was the highest for Relational Competence. Residuals have a mean of around zero and a standard deviation of .595. The results are supportive of the positive predictive relationships of the leadership competence dimensions and employee engagement.


[image: ]
Figure 4.7: Histogram of Regression Standardised Residuals for Employee Engagement
The histogram of the standardised residuals for the Employee Engagement model is shown in Figure 4.7. The residual values are centred around the line of zero with a wide normal distribution curve. Most of the residuals lie close to the middle of the range, suggesting that they are close to being normally distributed. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the normality assumption holds. 
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Figure 4.8: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardised Residuals
The Normal P-P Plot of the standardised residuals for employee engagement is shown in Figure 4.8. The majority of the observations are on the diagonal line, with some variation in the middle. The residuals are roughly normally distributed overall, and do not show signs of being skewed from normality within the regression analysis. 
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Figure 4.9: Scatterplot of Standardised Predicted Values and Residuals
Figure 4.9 is the scatterplot of Employee Engagement. The residuals do not have any clearly systematic pattern or funnel shape around the zero line. This means that the conditions of linearity and homoscedasticity are relatively met and that this regression model is appropriate. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.ebw7axo6abtq]4.6.2 Regression Test 2: Leadership Competencies and Digital Transformation Success
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Figure 4.10: Regression Model Summary and ANOVA for Digital Transformation Success
The multiple regression model to test the effect of Behavioural Competence, Relational Competence and Digital Competence on Digital Transformation Success is presented in Figure 4.10. The model achieved an R value of .824 and an R² value of .679, which means that the three dimensions of leadership competence explain 67.9% of the variance in Digital Transformation Success. The adjusted R² was .674. The results of the ANOVA support the statistical significance of the overall regression model, F(3,196) = 137.984, p < .001. Thus, the three competence dimensions of leadership taken together make a strong prediction of digital transformation success.


[image: ]
Figure 4.11: Regression Coefficients and Residual Statistics for Digital Transformation Success
The regression coefficients and residual statistics for Digital Transformation Success are shown in Figure 4.11. The three dimensions of the leadership competency were statistically significant and positively impactful. The standardised beta for Behavioural Competence was .270 (p < .001), Relational Competence was .249 (p < .001), and Digital Competence recorded the highest beta of .395 (p < .001). Thus, Digital Competence contributed the greatest relative to Digital Transformation Success. Residuals indicate a mean of about 0 and a standard deviation of .517. The overall results show that all three leadership competences have a significant positive effect on digital transformation success. 
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Figure 4.12: Histogram of Regression Standardised Residuals for Digital Transformation Success
The histogram of standardised residuals for Digital Transformation Success is shown in Figure 4.12. The residuals are normally distributed with a mean of 0 and a wide distribution. The majority of observations are focused on an intermediate region with residuals being approximately normally distributed. The normality assumption is thus fairly met.
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Figure 4.13: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardised Residuals for Digital Transformation Success
The following figure (Fig. 4.13) shows the Normal P-P Plot for Digital Transformation Success. The majority of observations are aligned along the diagonal reference line, with some variations in certain regions. The residuals seem to be normally distributed with a mean of zero, which is consistent with the assumption that the regression analysis is valid. 
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Figure 4.14: Scatterplot of Standardised Predicted Values and Residuals for Digital Transformation Success
The scatterplot of predicted values and residuals for Digital Transformation Success is shown in Figure 4.14. Residuals are randomly arranged about the zero line with no obvious systematic pattern or funnel. This suggests that the regression model is reasonably satisfactory: the assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity are reasonably met. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.gig7gcoyc7kn]4.7 Discussion
[bookmark: _heading=h.16atzoi55u5a]4.7.1 Overall Discussion of the Findings
The results of this research support the argument which emerged from the literature that good leadership has a significant role in the successful implementation of employee engagement and digital transformation in technology companies. The study focused on three aspects of leadership effectiveness, which are defined as behavioural competence, relational competence and digital competence. The findings indicate positive relationships between all three dimensions and employee engagement, as well as between digital transformation success and all three dimensions. This aligns with the literature employed in the literature review, which showed that digital transformation does not simply rely on investments in technology, as leadership capability, employee involvement, organisational culture and digital competence also relate to the success or failure of digital transformation. In the literature study, leadership and competence were also found to be important aspects of digital maturity.
The descriptive results revealed positive perceptions of all five constructs with a mean score ranging from 4.1917 to 4.2783. The mean for Relational Competence was the highest, and the lowest mean was for Employee Engagement. These results are consistent with the literature review that highlighted the following as important for digital transformation: adaptability, innovation, digital knowledge and effective leadership. Türk (2023) also focused on vision, adaptability and innovation in the field of Digital Leadership.
The Pearson correlation of the proposed relationships in the research framework is supported very strongly. Employee Engagement and Digital Transformation Success were found to be positively correlated with Behavioural Competence at .660 and .730, respectively. The relationship with Employee Engagement was positive (r = .684), and Digital Transformation Success (r = .731) was also positively related to Relational Competence. There were significant positive relationships between Digital Competence and Employee Engagement (r = .667) and Digital Transformation Success (r = .759). All relationships were statistically significant at a level of p < .001. The results show that the better the leadership competences, the more engaged employees are and the more positive the digital transformation outcomes. This reflects the argument of the literature review, which suggested that leaders who are able to communicate effectively, support employees and foster innovation are able to help employees to participate and to change organisational practices.
The regression results support this as well because they analyse the impact of the three leadership dimensions together. The regression model for Employee Engagement was statistically significant, F(3,196) = 81.164, p < .001, and had an R² of .554. Thus, the three components of Behavioural Competence, Relational Competence and Digital Competence combined accounted for 55.4% of the variance of Employee Engagement. All three predictors were statistically significant. Behavioural Competence had a standardised beta of .231, Relational Competence had a beta of .306 and Digital Competence had a beta of .289. The relative contribution of Relational Competence to Employee Engagement was the highest. The findings are in line with the literature review, which highlighted communication, trust, leadership support and cooperation as key leadership behaviours in digital transformation. It also aligns with Li et al. (2024), who explored the concept of digital leadership and employee work engagement and found that leadership practices have an impact on employee engagement.
The results for Digital Transformation Success were even more impressive. The regression model produced an R² of .679 and was statistically significant, F(3,196) = 137.984, p < .001. The three leadership competence dimensions thus accounted for 67.9% of the variance in Digital Transformation Success. Digital Competence was the strongest predictor with a standardised Beta of .395, followed by Behavioural Competence with a standardised Beta of .270 and Relational Competence with a standardised Beta of .249. This means the capacity of leaders to understand, support and leverage digital technologies might be a critical success factor in the successful digital transformation. The finding is aligned with the discussion of the literature review that digital leadership is not just traditional leadership in the digital age, as leaders have to adapt their leadership skills to the digital world and understand the changes that it brings. Malik et al. (2024) also investigated the link between digital leadership and business model innovation and organisational change, stressing the importance of the role of leaders in leading the digital change.
The higher impact of Digital Competence on Digital Transformation Success is especially applicable to the research problem. The literature search revealed that concerns could arise with organisations investing in digital technologies but failing to deliver on the anticipated outcomes of the transformation. The results indicate that leadership capacity could be a potential resolution to this issue, as technological shifts demand leaders who can grasp the digital technologies and drive their application within the organisation. The outcome also corroborates the findings of Szymon Cyfert et al. (2025) that digital maturity is not only about technology, but also about leadership and organisational culture and competence. The present results thus underscore the need to invest in the right technology along with the proper leadership skills.
Results further help answer the research gap from the literature. Previous studies have explored digital leadership, employee engagement and organisational change and digital transformation in various contexts. The literature review, however, revealed relatively little empirical research specifically on the linkages between the effectiveness of leadership, employee engagement, and the successful implementation of digital transformation in technology companies in the UK. This study makes a significant contribution to this field by applying quantitative evidence based on 200 respondents, as well as analysing 3 dimensions of leadership competence under a single analytical framework. 
The results should, however, be taken with a grain of salt. The study employed cross-sectional quantitative data, which showed a statistical relationship/associative relationship but not a causal relationship. So, the regression results are not to be taken as direct proof of the causal relationship between leadership competency and employee engagement and digital transformation success. This restriction is similar to what is found in the literature, where challenges to directionality in the study of leadership are identified. Furthermore, the correlation between Employee Engagement and Digital Transformation Success was strong (r = .689), but a formal mediation analysis needs to be conducted before it is possible to draw a conclusion that Employee Engagement is a mediating variable between leadership effectiveness and the success of the digital transformation.
In general, the results endorse the main thesis of the research. There was a strong link between behavioural, relational and digital competencies and employee engagement and digital transformation success. Relational Competence was the strongest predictor of Employee Engagement, and Digital Competence was the strongest predictor of Digital Transformation Success. The results indicate that good leadership, employee relationships, and employee digital skills are key to successful digital transformation.
[bookmark: _heading=h.kwazvvre1aqu]4.7.2 Leadership Effectiveness and Employee Engagement
The results showed that the hypothesis H1, which asserts the positive relationship between the effectiveness of leadership and the involvement of employees in digital transformation, is supported. All three competencies contributed to engagement significantly; however, relational competence, with its contribution of β = .306, best, followed by digital competence with its contribution of β = .289, and behavioural competence with its contribution of β = .231. This ranking is significant because it points toward leadership effectiveness being multi-faceted, rather than being related to one predominant capacity.
The discovery corroborates the findings of Li et al. (2024), which reveal that there is a positive linkage between digital leadership and employee work engagement. The current study, however, builds on this by finding that relational competence had a stronger association with engagement than digital competence. This is in contrast to technology-focused conceptualisations of digital leadership, which indicate that the involvement of employees is more dependent on communication, trust and support than on the technical expertise of the leader. The outcome is also in line with the literature reviewed, which targeted a focus on leadership support and cooperation during a transformational process.
This discovery aligns in part with the vision, adaptability and innovation principles Türk (2023) highlights, but indicates that this may still not be enough without managing employee relationships. Likewise, the outcome corroborates that of Sacavém et al. (2025), who consider leadership and transformation as reinforcing processes. But the cross-sectional study design does not allow causality to be attributed to the relationship. In sum, while H1 is supported overall, it highlights the value of relational competence as a key component in maintaining employee engagement as they shift to a digital experience.
[bookmark: _heading=h.2krn1qli5di0]4.7.3 Leadership Effectiveness and Digital Transformation Success
The results subsequently support the second Research Objective – to link successful DT with effective leadership – and H2, which explored how leadership and effectiveness are associated with successful DT. Digital competence (β = .395), followed by behavioural competence (β = .270) and relational competence (β = .249), all contributed significantly, with digital competence making the greatest contribution. Contrast this with the employee engagement results, which reflect that relational competence is stronger than the other leadership abilities -- and it can change based on the organisational outcome you are looking at.
A greater emphasis on digital competence reinforces the view of digital leadership put forward by Malik et al. (2024) that connects with business model innovation and organisational changes. It is also closely related to the Szymon Cyfert et al. (2025) article, which states that Digital Maturity is more about leadership and competence than technology. But behavioural and relational competency is important, and not just a matter of technology. The result thus challenges a skill deficit view of transformation and offers some confirmation of a blended competency view.
The finding is in line with the literature review finding that there is no one single theory to explain digital transformation. The emphasis from Türk (2023) is on adaptability and innovation, and the literature is generally in agreement with this, in connection with the capabilities of behaving and relating. The emerging evidence combined these insights by indicating digital competence as crucial to the success of transformation, and other leadership attributes are also important. However, the cross-sectional study design only allows an association and not causation to be concluded. Hence, while having H2 support is important, leadership must not be seen as the sole pathway to success in achieving transformation.
[bookmark: _heading=h.pfad24fczykc]4.7.4 Employee Engagement and the Proposed Mediating Relationship
The results support the mediation of the proposed factor, employee engagement, in relation to the satisfaction of Research Objective Three and H3. The three leadership competencies also significantly predicted employee engagement, and digital transformation success was positively and strongly related to employee engagement (r = .689). The results are aligned with the literature that claims that involved employees can make significant contributions to successful transformation. For instance, Li et al. (2024) revealed that digital leadership has relationships with engagement and, through the mediating factor of empowerment, with commitment; and Maye (2026) showed digital leadership to have been linked with engagement, and through the mediator of organisational innovation with commitment.
The results presented here are not, however, strong enough for statistical mediation to be inferred. If there is a high correlation between engagement and successful transformation, this does not mean that the relationship between engagement and the impact on transformation is necessarily mediated. Hence, this study differs from those that explicitly identify the mediating mechanisms and agrees with the literature review conducted in the study, which argued that some studies are still predominantly conceptual. For instance, Sacavém et al. (2025) theorise positive links between leadership and transformation such that no directionality is established on the basis of longitudinal evidence.
Therefore, the results help to build the case for employee engagement as a possible organisational mechanism, but not as definitive for H3. This view aligns with Tiong et al. (2024), who found potential pathways in which organisational outcomes might be linked together and involve areas of leadership, competence, engagement, and organisational conditions. The cross-sectional design also does not enable inferences regarding temporal direction. Thus, only part of Objective Three is met: engagement is strongly correlated with transformation success, but if it proved to be mediating, then formal mediation testing would be needed to confirm that mitindeed mediate between the two.
This version provides three, well-balanced portions of approximately equal length and leads smoothly from H1 to H2 to H3 without the use of citations outside the framework of your literature review or some other changes from the existing in 4.7.1. The three objectives/hypotheses and the UK technology sector research gap that have been identified are explicitly laid out in the literature review itself.
[bookmark: _heading=h.tesppzz2y57h]4.8 Chapter Summary 
The empirical data obtained from 200 respondents were analysed in this chapter. Overall, the perceptions were good for behavioural competence, relational competence, digital competence, employee engagement and digital transformation success. The results of the reliability analysis showed that the internal consistency of the five constructs was good. Pearson correlation showed strong positive correlations between the leadership competencies and employee engagement and digital transformation success. The results from these findings lay the foundations for the next chapter: interpretation of the results with respect to the research objectives, a theoretical discussion and recommendations for the application of the findings in practice in the context of UK technology companies. The regression results also confirmed that leadership competencies have a significant impact on successful digital transformation and employee engagement. Relational competence had the greatest impact on employee engagement, and digital competence the greatest on the success of digital transformation. These findings will be explored in the next chapter in light of the literature review conducted and the research objectives set. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.t24znsaghgzg]Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations
The chapter ends with a review of the study's research objectives and recommendations to enhance and optimize the effectiveness of leadership in the digital transformation process for UK technology-based companies. The results showed that there is a positive relation between employee engagement and digital transformation success with the effectiveness of leadership. But not all the behavioural, relational and digital capabilities are equally understood for such outcomes. Of the 4 competences, relational competence was the strongest indicator of employee engagement, indicating the importance of communication, trust, cooperation and employee support. Digital competence was identified as the most important predictor of digital transformation success and behavioural competence also played an important role in the digital transformation by contributing in three aspects: adaptability, appropriate leadership behaviour, and effective direction setting. The outcomes clearly suggest that a one-firestone-fits-all concept for digital transformation is not likely to work, as it's about integrated leadership that will make the difference. The results of the study suggest this conclusion—H1 is confirmed as leadership competencies have a significant positive relationship with employee engagement, accounting for variance in the model is 55.4%. Additionally, the six leadership competencies accounted for 67.9% of the variance in the success of digital transformation, and H2 was also supported. There was a strong positive relationship between employee engagement and transformation success (r = .689, p < .001); however, an H3 test (formal mediation analysis) was not conducted. As such, it is acceptable to say the findings indicate association and not mediation or causation.
As a result, there is a need for UK technology companies to increase the focus on integrated leadership development; the fusion of digital knowledge, behavioural and relational skills. To increase employee participation, organisations should also be using feedback mechanisms, consultation, transformation workshops and ongoing digital learning. These can enhance employee readiness and engagement in times of technological transitions. The limitation of the study is use of 200 respondents convenience sampling, self-reported data and cross-sectional design of the study. Additional studies should be conducted using larger random samples, longitudinal and/or mixed method designs, and formal mediator models, and organisational performance measures should be used. Therefore, digital transformation needs to be considered as a leadership, employee, and organisation challenge, rather than an IT transformation challenge.
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Section 1: Demographic Information
Q1. What is your age group?
· 18–24 years
· 25–34 years
· 35–44 years
· 45–54 years
· 55 years or above
Q2. What is your gender?
· Male
· Female
· Other
· Prefer not to say
Q3. How many years of work experience do you have?
· Less than 2 years
· 2–5 years
· 6–10 years
· 11–15 years
· More than 15 years
Q4. What is your current position level?
· Junior or entry-level
· Middle-level
· Senior employee
· Manager
· Senior manager or executive
Q5. How long have you worked in your current organisation?
· Less than 1 year
· 1–3 years
· 4–6 years
· 7–10 years
· More than 10 years
Section 2: Behavioural Competence
Q6. Leaders in my organisation communicate a clear direction during digital transformation.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q7. Leaders in my organisation demonstrate flexibility when digital transformation requirements change.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q8. Leaders in my organisation make timely decisions when dealing with digital transformation challenges.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Section 3: Relational Competence
Q9. Leaders in my organisation listen to employees' views about digital transformation.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q10. Leaders in my organisation provide appropriate support to employees during digital transformation.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q11. Leaders in my organisation build trust with employees during periods of digital change.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Section 4: Digital Competence
Q12. Leaders in my organisation understand the digital technologies used in the organisation.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q13. Leaders in my organisation support the adoption of new digital technologies.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q14. Leaders in my organisation use digital information and data to support decision-making.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Section 5: Employee Engagement
Q15. I feel motivated to contribute to digital transformation activities in my organisation.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q16. I am actively involved in activities related to digital transformation.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q17. I feel committed to helping my organisation achieve its digital transformation goals.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Section 6: Digital Transformation Success
Q18. Digital transformation has improved the efficiency of processes in my organisation.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q19. Digital transformation has improved the organisation's ability to achieve its business objectives.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
Q20. Digital transformation initiatives in my organisation have achieved their intended outcomes.
· Strongly Disagree
· Disagree
· Neither Agree nor Disagree
· Agree
· Strongly Agree
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Q1. What is your age group?

Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid  18-24 years 8 240 240 240
25-34 years 38 19.0 19.0 430
35-44 years kL) 17.0 17.0 60.0
45-54 years 38 19.0 19.0 79.0
55 years or above 42 21.0 210 100.0
Total 200 100.0 100.0
Q2. What is your gender?
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
valid  Female 48 240 240 240
Male 149 745 745 985
Other 1 5 5 99.0
Prefer notto say 2 1.0 1.0 100.0

Total 200 100.0 100.0
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Q3. How many years of work experience do you have?

Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
valid  11-15years 39 195 195 195
2-5years 42 210 210 405
6-10years 43 215 215 620
Less than 2 years 39 195 195 815
More than 15 years k14 185 185 100.0
Total 200 1000 1000
Q4. What is your current position level?
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Junior or entry-level 39 195 195 195
Manager 35 175 175 370
Middle-level 43 215 215 58.5
Senior employes 42 210 210 795
Senior manager or 4 205 205 1000
executive
Total 200 100.0 100.0
Q5. How long have you worked in your current organisation?
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid  1-3years 51 255 255 255
4-5 years 3 155 155 410
7-10years “ 205 205 615
Less than 1 year k! 17.0 17.0 785
More than 10 years 43 215 215 1000
Total 200 100.0 100.0
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Descriptives

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Behavioural Competence 200 1333333333 5.000000000  4.196666667 8998976305
Relational Competence 200 1.333333333 5000000000  4.278333333 9313555858
Digital Competence 200 1333333333 5.000000000  4.258333333 9524938615
Employee Engagement 200 1.333333333  5.000000000  4.191666667 8906973159
Digital Transformation 200 1333333333 5.000000000  4.228333333 9118473894
Success
Valid N (listwise) 200
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Correlations

Correlations
Digital
Behavioural Relational Digital Employes  Transformatio
Competence  Competence  Competence  Engagement  nSuccess
Behavioural Competence  Pearson Correlation q 747" 693" 660" 730"
Sig. (2tailed) <.001 <001 <001 <001
N 200 200 200 200 200
Relational Competence Pearson Correlation 747" 9 712" 684" 731"
Sig. (2tailed) <.001 <001 <001 <001
N 200 200 200 200 200
Digital Competence Pearson Correlation 693" 712" 1 667" 759"
Sig. (2tailed) <.001 <001 <001 <001
N 200 200 200 200 200
Employee Engagement Pearson Correlation 660" 684" 667 1 689"
Sig. (2tailed) <.001 <.001 <001 <001
N 200 200 200 200 200
Digital Transformation Pearson Correlation 730" 731" 759" 689" 1
Suceess Sig. (2tailed) <.001 <001 <001 <001
N 200 200 200 200 200

**_Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Model Summarf’

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft dn Change
1 7447 554 547 5993503876 554 81.164 3 196 <.001

a. Predictors: (Constant), Digital Competence, Behavioural Competence, Relational Competence
b. Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 87.468 3 29.156 81.164 <001®
Residual 70.407 196 359
Total 157.875 199

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement

b. Predictors: (Constant), Digital Competence, Behavioural Compstence, Relational
Competence
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Coefficients”

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients  Coefficients 95.0% Confidence Interval for B
Model B Std. Error Beta t sig. LowerBound  Upper Bound
1 (Constant) 831 220 3.776 <.001 397 1.265
Behavioural Competence 229 076 23 3.022 003 080 378
Relational Competence 292 075 306 3.885 <001 144 440
Digital Competence 270 068 289 3991 <.001 137 404
a. Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement
Residuals Statistics”
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2449079990  4.786709309 4191666667 6629752723 200
Residual -2.39113879  1.643205166 0000000000 5948155150 200
Std. Predicted Value -2628 898 000 1.000 200
Std. Residual -3.990 2742 000 992 200

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement
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Frequency

Histogram
Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement

2 o

Regression Standardized Residual

Mean =1.92E.18
Std.Dev. = 0.982
N=200
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Regression Standardized Residual
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Model Summar¢

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft dr2 Change
1 8247 679 674 5208352271 679 137.984 3 196 <001

a. Predictors: (Constant), Digital Competence, Behavioural Competence, Relational Competence
b. Dependent Variable: Digital Transformation Success

ANOVA?
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig
1 Regression 112203 3 37.431 137.984 <001®
Residual 53.169 196 271
Total 165.462 199

a. Dependent Variable: Digital Transformation Success

b. Predictors: (Constant), Digital Competence, Behavioural Competence, Relational
Competence
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Coefficients”

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients 95.0% Confidence Interval for B
Model B Std. Error Beta t sig LowerBound  Upper Bound
1 (Constant) 429 81 2242 026 052 806
Behavioural Competence 273 066 270 4152 <.001 143 403
Relational Competence 244 065 249 3739 <.001 115 372
Digital Competence 378 059 395 6.429 <.001 262 494
a. Dependent Variable: Digital Transformation Success
Residuals Statistics”
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 2119531631 4904170513 4228333333 7511896001 200
Residual -2.32279515 1575394750  .0000000000 5168944247 200
Std. Predicted Value -2.807 800 .000 1.000 200
Std. Residual -4.460 3.025 000 892 200

a. Dependent Variable: Digital Transformation Success
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of tems

672 3

Item Statistics

Mean  Std. Deviation N
Q6. Leaders in my organisation provide a clear direction for 430 1.138 200
employees during digital transformation.

Q7. Leaders in my organisation adapt their approach when digital 398 1244 200
transformation requirements change.

Q8. Leaders in my organisation make effective decisions when 432 1.087 200

dealing with digital transformation challenges.

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Corrected Cronbach's

Scale Meanifftem  Variance if ltem-Total Alpha if ftem
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Deleted

Q6. Leaders in my organisation provide a clear direction for employees during digital 8.30 3.928 458 610

transformation.

Q7. Leaders in my organisation adapt their approach when digital transformation 8.61 3.556 466 607

requirements change.

8. Leaders in my organisation make effective decisions when dealing with digital 827 3829 536 515

transformation challenges.

Scale Statistics

Mean Variance  Std. Deviaion N of tems

12.59 7.288 2.700 3
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of tems

699 3

Item Statistics

Mean  Std. Deviation N
Q9. Leaders in my organisation listen to employees'views and concerns about 430 1227 200
digital transformation.
Q10. Leaders in my organisation provide employees with appropriate support 424 1157 200
during digital transformation.
Q11. Leaders in my organisation build trust and encourage cooperation among 430 1152 200
employees during digital transformation.
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if Item-Total Alpha if ltem
ftem Deleted ftem Deleted Correlation Deleted
Q9. Leaders in my organisation listen to employees'views and concerns about digital 8.54 3777 529 .589
transformation
Q10. Leaders in my organisation provide employees with appropriate support during digital 8.60 4142 494 632
transformation.
Q11. Leaders in my organisation build trust and encourage cooperation among employees 854 4.059 522 598

during digital transformation.

Scale Statistics

Mean Variance  Std. Deviaion N of tems

12.84 7.807 2.794 3
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's

Alpha N of tems
718 3

Item Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
Q12. Leaders in my organisation have sufficient knowledge of the digital 425 1.218 200
technologies used in the organisation.
Q13. Leaders in my organisation effectively support the adoption of new 430 1.227 200
digital technologies.
Q14. Leaders in my organisation use digital information and data 424 1425 200

effectively when making decisions

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if Item-Total Alpha if tem
ftem Deleted  tem Deleted  Correlation Deleted
Q12. Leaders in my organisation have sufficient knowledge of the digital technologies used in 8.53 3848 593 560
the organisation.
Q13. Leaders in my organisation effectively support the adoption of new digtal technologies. 8.48 3.990 545 622
Q14. Leaders in my organisation use digital information and data effectively when making 854 4581 481 696

decisions.

Scale Statistics

Mean Variance  Std. Deviation N of ltems

12.77 8.165 2.857 3
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's

Alpha N of ltems
652 3

Item Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
Q15. | feel motivated to contribute to my organisation's digital 411 1184 200
transformation activities.
Q16. | actively participate in activities related to digital 429 1.100 200
transformation in my organisation
Q17. 1 am committed to helping my organisation achieve its digital 418 1195 200
transformation objectives.
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Meanif  Variance if Item-Total Alpha f ltem
liem Deleted  ltem Deleted  Correlation Deleted
Q15. | feel motivated to contribute to my organisation’s digital transformation activities. 847 3939 383 661
Q16. | actively participate in activities related to digital transformation in my organisation. 8.29 3.805 495 513
Q17.1am committed to helping my organisation achieve its digital transformation objectives. 8.39 3435 514 480

Scale Statistics

Mean Variance  Std. Deviaion N of tems

12.58 7.140 2672 3
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of ltems

663 3

Item Statistics

Mean  Std. Deviation N
Q18. Digital transformation has improved the efficiency of 426 1175 200
processes in my organisation
Q19. Digital transformation has helped my organisation achieve its 414 1.214 200
business objectives.
Q20. Digtal transformation initiatives in my organisation have 429 1.149 200

achieved their intended outcomes,

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if Item-Total Alpha if ltem
ftem Deleted  Hem Deleted  Correlation Deleted
Q18. Digital transformation has improved the efficiency of processes in my organisation. 8.42 3602 560 448
Q19. Digital transformation has helped my organisation achieve its business objectives. 8.55 3927 433 624
Q20. Digital transformation initatives in my organisation have achieved their intended 8.40 4131 435 817

outcomes.

Scale Statistics

Mean  Variance  Std. Deviation N ofltems

12.68 7.483 2736 3
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