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Abstract: The rapid digital transformation of the hospitality industry has intensified the need for leadership approaches that 

foster employees’ adaptability and digital capabilities. In digitally intensive hotel environments, employees must continuously 

adjust their behaviors, adopt new technologies, and respond to evolving service demands. Drawing on Social Cognitive Theory 

(SCT), this study examines how digital leadership influences employees’ adaptive performance by shaping two key mechanisms: 

digital mindset and digital agility. Specifically, the study aims to investigate the direct effects of digital leadership on adaptive 

performance, digital mindset, and digital agility, as well as the mediating roles of digital mindset and digital agility in the 

relationship between digital leadership and adaptive performance. Data were collected from 428 full-time employees working in 

five-star hotels in Egypt. The study employed a structured questionnaire using previously validated measurement scales. The 

proposed research model was tested using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) with WarpPLS 

software to evaluate both measurement and structural relationships among the constructs. The findings reveal that digital 

leadership has significant positive effects on employees’ adaptive performance, digital mindset, and digital agility. Furthermore, 

both digital mindset and digital agility positively influence adaptive performance. Mediation analysis indicates that digital 

mindset and digital agility partially mediate the relationship between digital leadership and adaptive performance, suggesting that 

digital leaders enhance employee adaptability not only directly but also by cultivating cognitive openness to digital technologies 

and the capability to respond quickly to technological change. These findings highlight the critical role of digital leadership in 

developing a digitally agile workforce capable of sustaining performance in rapidly evolving hospitality environments. 
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*  *  *  *  *  *  

 

INTRODUCTION              

The rapid digitalization of the tourism and hospitality industry has fundamentally reshaped how hotel enterprises 

operate, compete, and deliver value (Al-Romeedy, 2026; Salama et al., 2025; Zeqiri, 2024). Advances in digital platforms, 

data-driven decision-making, and service automation have intensified environmental uncertainty while simultaneously 

raising expectations for responsiveness, personalization, and operational flexibility (Ghobakhloo et al., 2026). Within this 

evolving landscape, leadership has emerged as a decisive factor in determining whether digital technologies function 

merely as operational tools or as catalysts for sustained organizational adaptability (Khairy et al., 2026; Razzak et al., 

2025). Digital leadership, in particular, has gained prominence as a form of leadership that transcends technical oversight 

by actively shaping how individuals perceive, interpret, and respond to digital transformation initiatives (Salih, 2024). 

In hotel enterprises, where service encounters are dynamic and customer demands fluctuate continuously, adaptive 

performance has become a critical indicator of organizational effectiveness (Khairy & Salama, 2026; Elshaer & Saad, 

2022). Employees are increasingly required to adjust their behaviors, learn new digital routines, and respond constructively 

to unexpected challenges (Hasanein & Metwally, 2025; Al-Shyyab et al., 2026). Digital leaders play a pivotal role in this 

process by establishing norms, role-modelling digital behaviors, and fostering environments that encourage 

experimentation and continuous learning (Zhu et al., 2025). Through these mechanisms, digital leadership is expected to 

exert a direct influence on employees’ adaptive performance, while also shaping the psychological and behavioral 

foundations that enable adaptation in digitally intensive work settings (Salih, 2024; Ayad & Hasanein, 2025).  
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Beyond its direct influence on performance outcomes, digital leadership is instrumental in cultivating employees’ digital 
mindset and digital agility (Pandey et al., 2023; Shen et al., 2025). A digital mindset reflects an individual’s cognitive 
orientation toward digital technologies, encompassing openness to change, confidence in using digital tools, and a positive 
evaluation of technology-enabled work practices (Goldmann et al., 2025). Digital agility, in contrast, represents the behavioral 
manifestation of this mindset, capturing employees’ capacity to rapidly apply digital knowledge, adjust work processes, and 
respond effectively to evolving technological demands (Goraya et al., 2026). Leaders who actively support digital learning, 
communicate a compelling digital vision, and legitimize adaptive experimentation are likely to strengthen both the cognitive 
readiness and the behavioral flexibility of their employees (Shahzad, 2024). The link between digital mindset, digital agility, 
and adaptive performance is particularly salient in hospitality contexts characterized by real-time service delivery and high 
levels of interpersonal interaction (Seraj et al., 2025; Li et al., 2024). Employees who possess a strong digital mindset are more 
inclined to interpret technological change as an opportunity rather than a disruption, which enhances their willingness to 
engage in adaptive behaviors (Solberg et al., 2020). When this mindset is coupled with digital agility, employees are better 
equipped to translate cognitive readiness into effective action, allowing them to modify routines, integrate new digital tools, 
and maintain service quality under changing conditions (Aldhi et al., 2025). Adaptive performance, therefore, emerges not as a 
spontaneous outcome, but as the result of an underlying cognitive–behavioral process shaped by leadership and enacted 
through digital capabilities (Jundt & Shoss, 2023). This study is theoretically anchored in Social Cognitive Theory, which 
emphasizes the reciprocal interaction between environmental influences, cognitive processes, and behavioral capabilities in 
shaping individual performance (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). From this perspective, digital leadership constitutes a salient 
environmental stimulus that signals expected behaviors and acceptable norms within the organization (Salih, 2024).  

Employees internalize these signals through the development of a digital mindset, which influences their self-efficacy, 
expectations, and interpretations of digital work demands (Liu & Kamioka, 2025). Digital agility, in turn, represents the 
behavioral capability through which cognitive orientations are enacted, ultimately enabling adaptive performance (Seraj et 
al., 2025). By adopting this lens, the study moves beyond deterministic views of technology adoption and highlights the 
human-centered mechanisms through which leadership drives adaptation in digital service environments. 

Despite the growing scholarly attention to digital leadership within tourism and hospitality research, several important 
gaps remain in understanding how leadership-driven digital transformation translates into employees’ adaptive behaviors. 
Previous studies have primarily examined digital leadership in relation to general innovation outcomes, organizational 
performance indicators, or technological adoption, often overlooking adaptive performance as a dynamic capability that 
reflects employees’ ability to adjust behaviors, learn new approaches, and respond effectively to continuous technological 
change (Razzak et al., 2025; Palmucci et al., 2025). In service-intensive sectors such as hospitality, where operational 
environments are highly dynamic and customer expectations evolve rapidly, adaptive performance represents a critical 
dimension of organizational effectiveness that has received relatively limited attention in digital leadership research. A 
second limitation concerns the level of analysis adopted in prior studies. Much of the existing literature conceptualizes 
digital capabilities as organizational resources or technological infrastructures, emphasizing firm-level digital 
transformation while providing limited explanation of the individual-level mechanisms through which employees interpret 
leadership signals and translate them into adaptive behaviors (e.g., Held et al., 2025). This perspective leaves insufficient 
understanding of the cognitive and behavioral processes that shape how employees respond to digitally oriented leadership 
in daily work settings. Third, although concepts such as digital mindset and digital agility have emerged as important 
elements in contemporary digital transformation literature, these constructs have often been examined separately and rarely 
integrated within a unified theoretical framework that explains their mediating roles between leadership and employee 
outcomes. In particular, little empirical research has investigated how digital leadership fosters employees’ digital mindset 
and agility, and how these factors subsequently enhance adaptive performance within hospitality organizations, where 
continuous learning, rapid problem-solving, and behavioral flexibility are essential for service delivery. To date, no 
empirical study has simultaneously examined how digital leadership shapes adaptive performance through both cognitive 
and behavioral mechanisms within a unified Social Cognitive Theory framework in hotel enterprises. 

These gaps highlight the need for a more comprehensive framework that explains not only whether digital leadership 
influences employee performance, but also how and through which psychological and behavioral mechanisms such 
influence occurs. Addressing these limitations, the present study adopts Social Cognitive Theory as a theoretical lens to 
explain how leadership shapes employees’ cognitive orientations and behavioral capabilities in digital work environments. 
Accordingly, the study pursues three main objectives. First, it examines the direct influence of digital leadership on 
adaptive performance, digital mindset, and digital agility within hotel enterprises. Second, it investigates the effects of 
digital mindset and digital agility on employees’ adaptive performance. Third, it explores the mediating roles of digital 
mindset and digital agility in explaining how digital leadership translates into adaptive performance, thereby illuminating 
the cognitive–behavioral pathways through which leadership influences employee adaptability. 

This study makes several theoretical and practical contributions. Theoretically, it extends the digital leadership literature 
by positioning adaptive performance as a key outcome of leadership-driven digital transformation in hospitality 
organizations. By integrating digital mindset and digital agility within a social cognitive framework, the study provides a 
deeper understanding of the micro-level mechanisms through which leadership influence is translated into adaptive 
employee behaviors. Empirically, the research contributes evidence from hotel enterprises, a context that remains relatively 
underexplored in digital leadership research despite its strong dependence on human adaptability and service innovation. 
Practically, the findings offer valuable insights for hotel managers and hospitality organizations by emphasizing the 
importance of cultivating employees’ digital mindset and agility, rather than relying solely on technological investments, as 
essential drivers of adaptive performance in increasingly digitalized service environments. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

Digital leadership and adaptive performance 

Adaptive performance has become increasingly important in digitally intensive hotel environments where employees 

must continuously adjust their behaviors, learn new digital practices, and respond to evolving service demands (Goraya et 

al., 2026; Huu, 2023). In such contexts, leadership plays a critical role in shaping how employees interpret and respond to 

technological change (Yin & Hoang, 2026). Digital leaders guide employees through digital transformation by clarifying 

expectations, modelling adaptive behaviors, and encouraging experimentation with digital tools (Imran et al., 2021; Chen & 

Zhao, 2024). From the perspective of Social Cognitive Theory, leadership behaviors function as environmental cues that 

influence how employees regulate their actions and respond to new challenges (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). When 

leaders reinforce flexibility, learning, and proactive problem-solving, employees are more likely to adjust their work 

practices and develop stronger adaptive responses to changing service conditions (Breit et al., 2021; Razzak et al., 2025). 

Accordingly, digital leadership is expected to strengthen employees’ adaptive performance in digitally evolving hotel 

enterprises. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H1: Digital leadership positively influences employees’ adaptive performance. 
 

Digital leadership and digital mindset 

Employees’ digital mindset reflects their cognitive orientation toward digital technologies, including their openness 

to technological change and confidence in using digital tools (Hamouche et al., 2026). The development of this mindset 

is strongly influenced by leadership signals that shape how employees interpret digital transformation within the 

organization. Digital leaders communicate the strategic importance of digitalization, demonstrate engagement with 

digital tools, and encourage employees to explore new technological solutions (Shahzad, 2024; Chowdhury, 2025). 

Within a social cognitive perspective, such leadership behaviors influence employees’ beliefs, expectations, and 

perceived capabilities in digital work environments (Albannai et al., 2025). As employees observe and internalize these 

signals, they become more likely to view digital technologies as opportunities for learning and innovation rather than 

sources of uncertainty (Seraj et al., 2025). Consequently, digital leadership is expected to foster the development of 

employees’ digital mindset. Based on this reasoning, the following hypothesis is advanced: 

H2: Digital leadership positively influences employees’ digital mindset. 
 

Digital leadership and digital agility 

Digital agility refers to employees’ ability to respond quickly and effectively to technological changes by adapting digital 

work processes and service routines (Varshney, 2020). In hotel enterprises characterized by dynamic service environments, 

such agility enables employees to adjust digital tools and processes while maintaining service quality (Busulwa, 2020). Digital 

leadership contributes to the development of this capability by fostering work environments that support flexibility, 

decentralized decision-making, and experimentation with digital solutions (Zia et al., 2025; Wenten, 2025). According to 

Social Cognitive Theory, leadership behaviors influence employees’ behavioral capabilities by shaping opportunities for 

action and reinforcing adaptive responses (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). When leaders encourage initiative and support real-

time problem solving, employees become more confident in modifying digital practices and responding effectively to 

changing operational demands (Busse & Weidner, 2020; Razzak et al., 2025). Therefore, digital leadership is expected to 

enhance employees’ digital agility. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3: Digital leadership positively influences employees’ digital agility. 
 

Digital mindset and adaptive performance  

Employees’ ability to perform adaptively in hotel settings is closely tied to how they interpret and mentally engage with 

digital change (Hasanein et al., 2026). When employees approach technology with curiosity rather than resistance, and with 

confidence rather than apprehension, they are better positioned to adjust their behavior as work demands evolve (Khanfar et 

al., 2026). A digital mindset shapes this interpretive process by influencing how employees evaluate new tools, assess 

situational challenges, and decide whether adaptation is necessary or worthwhile (Neeley & Leonardi, 2022). In practice, 

employees who possess a strong digital mindset tend to view unexpected service situations as manageable rather than 

disruptive. This orientation encourages proactive learning, experimentation, and cognitive flexibility, all of which are essential 

for modifying work practices in real time (Solberg et al., 2020; Smith & Beretta, 2021). Rather than relying on established 

routines, such employees are more inclined to reconsider existing approaches and identify digitally enabled alternatives that 

align with changing operational requirements (Salmela et al., 2022; Baiyere et al., 2020). Over time, this pattern of thinking 

translates into consistent adaptive performance. Employees who remain mentally receptive to digital innovation are more 

likely to recalibrate their responses, acquire new competencies, and maintain effectiveness under shifting conditions (Li & 

Long, 2025; Manroop et al., 2025). In dynamic hospitality environments, where adaptability is a continuous expectation rather 

than an occasional requirement, a digital mindset functions as a key psychological driver of sustained adaptive behavior 

(Meng et al., 2025; Al-Romeedy, 2026). Based on these arguments, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H4: Digital mindset positively influences employees’ adaptive performance. 
 

Digital agility and adaptive performance 

Adaptive performance in hotel enterprises is ultimately realized through employees’ capacity to adjust their actions as 

conditions change (Luo et al., 2021). While cognitive openness toward digital tools provides a foundation for adaptation, 

effective performance under dynamic circumstances depends on employees’ ability to translate understanding into timely and 
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appropriate action (Jasim et al., 2024). Digital agility captures this action-oriented capability by reflecting how quickly and 

effectively employees can modify digital work processes, reconfigure tools, and respond to situational demands (Wiraeus & 

Creelman, 2019). Employees who demonstrate high levels of digital agility are better equipped to cope with operational 

disruptions, technology updates, and shifting service expectations. They can navigate multiple digital systems simultaneously, 

adjust service delivery methods on the spot, and implement alternative solutions when standard procedures become 

insufficient (Goraya et al., 2026; Kirjavainen & Jalonen, 2025). This behavioral flexibility allows them to maintain 

performance continuity even when faced with uncertainty, making adaptability an operational outcome rather than a reactive 

response (Karman, 2020). As digital work becomes increasingly embedded in hotel operations, agile behavior enables 

employees to sustain effectiveness across diverse and unpredictable service scenarios (Liu, 2025). The capacity to act swiftly, 

recalibrate workflows, and integrate digital resources as situations unfold enhances employees’ ability to meet performance 

expectations under changing conditions (Omachi & Ajewumi, 2024). Consequently, digital agility serves as a critical driver of 

adaptive performance in digitally enabled hospitality environments. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H5: Digital agility positively influences employees’ adaptive performance. 
 

The mediation role of digital mindset 

The influence of digital leadership on adaptive performance is unlikely to operate as an immediate or automatic effect, 

particularly in complex hotel environments where employees must interpret change before acting upon it (Jasim et al., 2024). 

Leadership initiatives related to digital transformation are first processed cognitively, as employees assess their relevance, 

feasibility, and implications for daily work (Trenerry et al., 2021). This interpretive stage plays a decisive role in determining 

whether leadership signals translate into adaptive behavior or remain superficial directives with limited behavioral impact 

(Enang et al., 2025; Al-Romeedy, 2026). Digital mindset represents the cognitive mechanism through which leadership 

influence is filtered and internalized. When digital leaders consistently frame technology as an enabler of effectiveness and 

professional growth, employees are more likely to develop a mindset that supports experimentation, learning, and flexibility 

(Shen et al., 2025; Brunner et al., 2023). This cognitive orientation shapes how employees perceive uncertainty, evaluate new 

digital demands, and decide whether to engage in adaptive responses (Yadav & Dhar, 2025). Without such a mindset, 

leadership-driven digital initiatives may fail to alter behavior, as employees may comply superficially while resisting deeper 

adaptation (Salih, 2024; Khairy et al., 2025). As employees’ digital mindset strengthens, adaptive performance becomes more 

sustainable and self-reinforcing. A cognitively receptive orientation toward digital change allows employees to recalibrate 

their behavior proactively, learn from digitally mediated experiences, and respond constructively to evolving service 

conditions (Seraj et al., 2025). In this sense, digital mindset functions as the internal conduit through which digital leadership 

exerts its influence on adaptive performance, transforming external leadership cues into meaningful behavioral outcomes 

(Shen et al., 2025; Razzak et al., 2025).  Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H6: Digital mindset mediates the relationship between digital leadership and adaptive performance. 
 

The mediation role of digital agility  

In digitally enabled hotel operations, leadership influence becomes consequential only when employees can execute 

change under time pressure and service variability (Brunner et al., 2023). Digital leadership may introduce new systems, 

redefine workflows, or raise expectations for technology-mediated service delivery, yet these signals do not improve adaptive 

performance unless employees can respond with fast, situationally appropriate adjustments (Al-Romeedy, 2024). The practical 

bottleneck is rarely the strategic intent; it is the employee’s ability to reconfigure digital work while the service is still 

unfolding (Salih, 2024). Digital agility offers that execution capacity. It is reflected in how employees switch between 

platforms, improvise alternatives when a system fails, adjust procedures to match updated digital requirements, and keep the 

guest experience stable while internal routines are being recalibrated (Salmela et al., 2022; Busulwa, 2020). When digital 

leaders grant discretion, remove procedural friction, and reinforce rapid problem resolution, employees are more likely to 

develop the kind of digitally fluent responsiveness that turns managerial direction into real-time adaptive behavior (Kupiek, 

2021). Under these conditions, the effect of digital leadership on adaptive performance is expected to be transmitted through 

employees’ digital agility. Leadership shapes the readiness to act; agility determines whether that action is feasible at the 

moment it is needed (Jasim et al., 2024; Wenten, 2025). Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H7: Digital agility mediates the relationship between digital leadership and adaptive performance. 

The theoretical framework of the study is illustrated below in Figure 1. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. The theoretical framework of the study 
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METHODOLOGY 

Survey Instrument and Measures 

This study employed a structured questionnaire divided into two sections. The first section assessed the study’s latent 

constructs using 42 measurement items (see Appendix A), while the second section collected demographic information, 

including gender, age, and educational attainment. All constructs were measured using previously validated scales 

adapted from the literature. 

 Digital Leadership: Evaluated using a 7-item scale adapted from Claassen et al. (2021). 

 Employee Adaptive Performance (EAP): Measured with ten items adapted from Hartline & Ferrell (1996). 

 Digital Agility: Assessed via a 10-item scale adapted from Srivastava et al. (2023). 

 Digital Mindset (DM): Captured using a 15-item scale derived from Valta et al. (2024). 

All items employed a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). To ensure 

linguistic accuracy and conceptual equivalence, the questionnaire underwent a rigorous back-translation process. 

Additionally, academic scholars and hotel industry practitioners reviewed the instrument to confirm clarity, cultural 

relevance, and practical applicability prior to data collection. 
 

Sampling and Data Collection 

The study targeted full-time employees in five-star hotels located in Greater Cairo, Egypt. A judgmental sampling 

approach identified suitable hotels, while convenience sampling was used to select individual participants. This strategy 

was deemed appropriate given practical constraints, including access, time, and organizational approvals. 

Data collection was conducted on-site following formal approval from hotel management and HR departments. 

Participation was voluntary, and respondents were informed of the study’s objectives. Confidentiality and anonymity were 

emphasized to encourage candid responses, and all data were reported in aggregated form. A total of 600 questionnaires 

were distributed, with 428 returned and deemed usable, yielding a response rate of 71.3%. According to Hair et al. (2010), 

who recommend a minimum of 10 respondents per observed variable, the required sample size for 42 measurement items 

was 420, indicating that the final sample was sufficient for statistical analysis. Only employees with at least one year of 

work experience were included to ensure familiarity with organizational processes and culture (Morrison, 1993). 
 

Analytical Strategy 

Data were analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) via WarpPLS version 8.0 

(Kock, 2021). PLS-SEM is a robust multivariate technique suitable for testing complex models with multiple latent constructs, 

particularly when data may deviate from normality and sample sizes are small to medium (Hair et al., 2017; Ali et al., 2018). 

The analysis proceeded in two stages: 

1. Measurement model assessment – evaluated construct reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. 

2. Structural model assessment – tested the hypothesized relationships among the variables. This two-stage approach 

ensured both the robustness and validity of the results while accommodating exploratory and confirmatory objectives. 
 

Assessment of Common Method Bias 

Potential common method variance (CMV) was addressed using both procedural and statistical remedies. Procedurally, 

participants were assured of confidentiality and anonymity to minimize social desirability bias. Additionally, items measuring 

independent, mediating, and dependent variables were placed in separate sections of the questionnaire to reduce context and 

priming effects. Statistical analyses confirmed the absence of significant CMV. Harman’s single-factor test indicated that no 

single factor accounted for more than 50% of the total variance. Moreover, Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values for all 

constructs were below 3.3 (Table 2), further supporting the conclusion that CMV was unlikely to affect the study’s findings. 

 

RESULTS 

Participants’ profile 

Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics of the 428 hotel employees who participated in the study. In terms of 

gender, the sample is predominantly male, with 264 respondents (61.68%), while females account for 164 participants 

(38.32%). This indicates a higher representation of male employees within the surveyed hotels.  
 

Table 1. Participant’s profile (N=428 hotel employees) 
 

Demographics Category Frequency Percent 

Gender 
Male 264 61.68 

Female 164 38.32 

Age 

18< 30 years 184 4.28 

30:<45 years 174 40.65 

45:60 years 70 16.36 

Education 

High school or below 84 19.63 

Undergraduate degree 282 65.89 

Postgraduate degree or above 62 14.49 

 

Regarding age distribution, most participants fall within the 18 to below 30 years and 30 to below 45 years categories, 

with 184 (43.0%) and 174 (40.65%) respondents respectively, showing that the workforce is largely composed of young to 
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middle-aged adults. A smaller proportion of employees, 70 individuals (16.36%), are aged between 45 and 60 years, 

suggesting fewer older employees in the sample. With respect to educational attainment, the majority of respondents hold 

an undergraduate degree, representing 282 employees (65.89%). Those with a high school education or lower comprise 84 

participants (19.63%), while 62 employees (14.49%) have obtained a postgraduate degree or higher. Overall, the table 

illustrates that the surveyed hotel employees are mostly male, relatively young, and generally well educated. 
 

Table 2. Results of psychometric properties 
 

Construct Indicators Loading CR CA AVE VIF Construct Indicators Loading CR CA AVE VIF 

Digital 
leadership 

(DL) 

DL1 0.633 

0.911 0.885 0.597 3.027 

Employee adaptive 
performance (EAP) 

EAP.1 0.833 

0.919 0.893 0.609 2.017 

DL2 0.787 EAP.2 0.743 

DL3 0.838 EAP.3 0.791 

DL4 0.808 EAP.4 0.748 

DL5 0.845 EAP.5 0.844 

DL6 0.717 EAP.6 0.774 

DL7 0.758 EAP.7 0.823 

Digital 
mindset 
(DM) 

DM1 0.715 

0.921 0.908 0.514 2.073 

EAP.8 0.802 

DM2 0.702 EAP.9 0.737 

DM3 0.726 EAP.10 0.701 

DM4 0.713 

Digital agility (DA) 

DA1 0.830 

0.918 0.900 0.529 3.142 

DM5 0.698 DA2 0.783 

DM6 0.753 DA3 0.783 

DM7 0.721 DA4 0.766 

DM8 0.729 DA5 0.734 

DM9 0.713 DA6 0.676 

DM10 0.718 DA7 0.636 

DM11 0.728 DA8 0.659 

DM12 0.712 DA9 0.662 

DM13 0.703 DA10 0.721 

DM14 0.713 
 

DM15 0.709 

 

Measurement model 

Table 2 reports the psychometric evaluation of the study constructs, including indicator loadings, reliability measures, 

convergent validity, and collinearity diagnostics. Overall, the results demonstrate that all constructs meet the recommended 

thresholds, confirming the adequacy of the measurement model. For digital leadership, the indicator loadings range from 

0.633 to 0.845, indicating acceptable to strong item contributions. The construct shows high internal consistency, with a 

composite reliability (CR) of 0.911 and Cronbach’s alpha (CA) of 0.885. The average variance extracted (AVE) value of 

0.597 exceeds the minimum recommended level of 0.50, supporting convergent validity. In addition, the variance inflation 

factor (VIF) of 3.027 remains within acceptable limits, suggesting no multicollinearity concerns. The employee adaptive 

performance construct demonstrates strong psychometric properties, with factor loadings between 0.701 and 0.844. 

Reliability is well established, as reflected by a CR of 0.919 and a CA of 0.893. The AVE value of 0.609 indicates that the 

construct explains a substantial portion of variance in its indicators. The VIF value of 2.017 further confirms that 

collinearity is not an issue for this construct. For digital agility, indicator loadings range from 0.636 to 0.830, which are 

generally acceptable. The construct exhibits high reliability, with a CR of 0.918 and a CA of 0.900. Although the AVE 

value is slightly lower at 0.529, it still exceeds the recommended threshold, supporting convergent validity. The VIF value 

of 3.142 is below the critical limit, indicating acceptable levels of collinearity. Finally, the digital mindset construct 

includes a larger number of indicators, with loadings ranging from 0.698 to 0.753. The reliability indices are strong, with a 

CR of 0.921 and a CA of 0.908, reflecting excellent internal consistency. The AVE value of 0.514 meets the minimum 

criterion for convergent validity, while the VIF value of 2.073 suggests that multicollinearity does not pose a concern. 

Although a small number of indicator loadings are slightly above the lower acceptable threshold (e.g., 0.633 and 0.636), they 

were retained because loadings above 0.60 are considered acceptable in PLS-SEM when composite reliability and AVE meet 

recommended criteria (Hair et al., 2017). In this study, all constructs demonstrate strong reliability and convergent validity, 

supporting the retention of these indicators to preserve the theoretical content validity of the measurement scales. 

Table 3 presents the correlations among the latent variables along with the square roots of the average variance 

extracted (AVE) on the diagonal, in accordance with the Fornell–Larcker criterion. The diagonal values—0.772 for digital 

leadership, 0.780 for employee adaptive performance, 0.728 for digital agility, and 0.717 for digital mindset—represent the 

square roots of the AVEs for each construct. In all cases, these values are higher than the corresponding inter-construct 

correlation coefficients. The correlation results indicate moderate positive relationships among the constructs. Digital 

leadership is positively associated with employee adaptive performance (0.565), digital agility (0.621), and digital mindset 

(0.582). Employee adaptive performance also shows notable correlations with digital agility (0.527) and digital mindset 

(0.676), suggesting meaningful relationships among these variables. Additionally, digital agility and digital mindset are 

moderately correlated (0.537). Importantly, since the square root of each construct’s AVE exceeds its correlations with 

other constructs, the results satisfy the Fornell–Larcker criterion. This confirms adequate discriminant validity, indicating 

that each construct is empirically distinct and captures a unique aspect of the conceptual model. 
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Table 3. Correlations among latent variables with the square root of AVEs 
 

Construct DL EAP DA DM 

Digital leadership (DL) 0.772    

Employee adaptive performance (EAP) 0.565 0.780   

Digital agility (DA) 0.621 0.527 0.728  

Digital mindset (DM) 0.582 0.676 0.537 0.717 

 

Table 4 reports the results of discriminant validity assessment using the Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratio of 

correlations. The HTMT values are evaluated against the recommended thresholds, where values below 0.90 indicate 

acceptable discriminant validity and values below 0.85 suggest a more stringent criterion. Overall, the results confirm that 

discriminant validity is well established for all constructs, as none of the HTMT ratios approach the critical cutoff values. 

This suggests that each construct measures a conceptually unique dimension within the research model. 

 
Table 4. Discriminant validity (HTMT) 

 

HTMT ratios (good if < 0.90, best if < 0.85) 

Construct DL EAP DA DM 

Digital leadership (DL)     

Employee adaptive performance (EAP) 0.629    

Digital agility (DA) 0.706 0.582   

Digital mindset (DM) 0.657 0.742 0.590  

 

Model Fit 

Appendix B summarizes the model fit and quality indices used to evaluate the robustness and adequacy of the proposed 

structural model. Overall, the results indicate that the model demonstrates a strong and acceptable fit according to the 

criteria suggested by Kock (2021). The average path coefficient (APC) is 0.455 and statistically significant at p < 0.001, 

confirming that the relationships specified in the model are meaningful. Similarly, the average R-squared (ARS) and 

average adjusted R-squared (AARS) values are 0.540 and 0.538 respectively, both significant at p < 0.001, indicating that 

the model explains a substantial proportion of variance in the endogenous constructs. Collinearity diagnostics further 

support the quality of the model. The average block variance inflation factor (AVIF) and the average full collinearity 

variance inflation factor (AFVIF) are 2.877 and 2.564 respectively, both well below the acceptable threshold of 5 and close 

to the ideal value of 3.3. These findings suggest that multicollinearity is not a concern in the model. In addition, the 

Tenenhaus goodness-of-fit (GoF) index is 0.536, which exceeds the benchmark for a large effect size, reflecting strong 

overall explanatory power. The remaining quality indices also meet or exceed recommended standards. The Sympson’s 

paradox ratio (SPR), R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR), statistical suppression ratio (SSR), and nonlinear bivariate 

causality direction ratio (NLBCDR) all equal 1.000, which represents the ideal value for each criterion. Collectively, these 

results confirm that the model is statistically sound, free from major estimation issues, and suitable for hypothesis testing. 

 

Structural model and hypotheses testing 

Table 5 and Figure 2 present the results of the direct effects analysis, including path coefficients, significance levels, 

effect sizes, and hypothesis testing outcomes. The findings indicate that all hypothesized relationships are statistically 

significant and supported, highlighting the strength of the proposed structural model. 

 

Table 5. Direct effects 
 

H 
Structural 

Paths 

Path 

Coefficient (β) 

P-

values 

Effect 

Size (f2) 
Result 

H1 DL EAP 0.19 <0.01 0.110 Supported 

H2 DL DM 0.61 <0.01 0.370 Supported 

H3 DL DA 0.85 <0.01 0.731 Supported 

H4 DM EAP 0.52 <0.01 0.352 Supported 

H5 DA EAP 0.10 <0.01 0.057 Supported 

DM R2: = 0.37, DA R2: = 0.73, EAP R2: = 0.52 

 

 

 
 

Digital leadership has a positive and significant effect on employee adaptive performance (β = 0.19, p <  0.01), with a 

small to moderate effect size (f² = 0.110), supporting Hypothesis 1. In addition, digital leadership strongly influences 

digital mindset (β = 0.61, p < 0.01), exhibiting a large effect size (f² = 0.370), which confirms Hypothesis 2. The 

strongest relationship is observed between digital leadership and digital agility (β = 0.85, p < 0.01), with a very large 

Figure 2. Final 

results of the study 
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effect size (f² = 0.731), providing strong support for Hypothesis 3. Furthermore, digital mindset shows a substantial 

positive impact on employee adaptive performance (β = 0.52, p < 0.01), with a large effect size (f² = 0.352), supporting 

Hypothesis 4. Digital agility also has a positive and statistically significant influence on employee adaptive performance (β 

= 0.10, p < 0.01); however, its effect size is relatively small (f² = 0.057), which nonetheless supports Hypothesis 5. 

Regarding the model’s explanatory power, digital leadership accounts for 37% of the variance in digital mindset (R² = 

0.37) and 73% of the variance in digital agility (R² = 0.73). Collectively, digital leadership, digital mindset, and digital 

agility explain 52% of the variance in employee adaptive performance (R² = 0.52). These results indicate that the model has 

strong predictive capability and that the proposed relationships meaningfully explain employee adaptive performance. 

Table 6 presents the results of the mediation analysis using the bootstrapping approach recommended by Preacher & 

Hayes (2008). The analysis examines whether digital mindset and digital agility mediate the relationship between digital 

leadership and employee adaptive performance. Mediation is assessed based on the significance of indirect effects and the 

exclusion of zero from the 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. 

For Hypothesis 6, digital mindset is found to significantly mediate the relationship between digital leadership and 

employee adaptive performance. The indirect effect is 0.317, with a standard error of 0.033 and a t-value of 9.612, 

indicating strong statistical significance. The corresponding 95% bootstrapped confidence interval ranges from 0.253 to 

0.382, which does not include zero, confirming the presence of partial mediation. This suggests that digital leadership 

enhances employee adaptive performance in part by fostering a stronger digital mindset among employees. 

Similarly, Hypothesis 7 examines the mediating role of digital agility in the relationship between digital leadership and 

employee adaptive performance. The indirect effect is 0.085, with a standard error of 0.033 and a t-value of 2.576. The 

95% bootstrapped confidence interval spans from 0.020 to 0.150, again excluding zero, thereby supporting the partial 

mediating effect. Although the magnitude of this indirect effect is smaller compared to that of digital mindset, it still 

indicates that digital leadership contributes to employee adaptive performance through improved digital agility. 

Overall, the mediation analysis confirms that both digital mindset and digital agility serve as significant mediators 

between digital leadership and employee adaptive performance. These findings highlight the importance of internal 

cognitive and capability-based mechanisms in translating digital leadership into enhanced adaptive performance outcomes. 

 
Table 6. Mediation analysis’ Bootstrapped Confidence Interval 

 

Hypo. Indirect Path 
Path a 

 

Path b 

 

Indirect 

Effect 
SE t-value 

Bootstrapped Confidence Interval 
Mediation 

95% LL 95% UL 

H6 DL→DM→EAP 0.610 0.520 0.317 0.033 9.612 0.253 0.382 Yes 

H7 DL→DA →EAP 0.850 0.100 0.085 0.033 2.576 0.020 0.150 Yes 

 

DISCUSSION 

The findings of this study reinforce and extend emerging evidence on the pivotal role of digital leadership in shaping 

employee outcomes within dynamic work environments. Supporting Hypotheses H1–H3, digital leadership demonstrated 

significant positive effects on employees’ adaptive performance, digital mindset, and digital agility. These results underscore 

that leaders with strong digital competencies are instrumental in enabling employees to navigate change and adopt new 

technologies—a conclusion echoed in hospitality research showing that digital leadership enhances operational performance 

through employee engagement and technology integration in five-star hotels (Hussein et al., 2024). Moreover, the observed 

impact of digital leadership on digital mindset and agility aligns with prior studies suggesting that digitally competent leaders 

cultivate a learning-oriented culture and promote adaptability, thereby strengthening staff readiness to meet evolving service 

demands (Hamouche et al., 2026). The positive relationships between digital mindset and adaptive performance (H4), and 

between digital agility and adaptive performance (H5), highlight the importance of employees’ internal readiness and 

capability for effective adjustment to digital transformation. Contemporary research emphasizes that a growth-oriented 

mindset enhances digital self-efficacy, supporting performance in technology-intensive contexts (Liu & Kamioka, 2025).  

Similarly, both organizational and individual agility underpin performance resilience in turbulent environments, 

particularly as digital strategies become central to service delivery (Alakaş, 2024). Together, these findings illustrate that 

employees’ cognitive and behavioral adaptations are key mechanisms linking digital leadership to adaptive outcomes. 

Although digital agility significantly influences adaptive performance, its effect size is smaller than that of digital mindset. 

This difference suggests that cognitive readiness toward digital technologies may play a more foundational role in shaping 

adaptive behavior. In other words, employees who possess a strong digital mindset are more likely to interpret technological 

change positively and engage in adaptive behaviors consistently, whereas digital agility reflects the situational execution of 

these behaviors during specific operational challenges. Mediation analyses (H6 and H7) further demonstrate that digital 

mindset and digital agility serve as psychological and capability-based pathways through which digital leadership influences 

adaptive performance. This mediating role aligns with recent theoretical developments emphasizing internal cognitive and 

behavioral processes as critical in explaining how leadership fosters performance amid digital disruption (Yang et al., 2025).  

By revealing both direct and indirect effects, the results suggest a layered influence process: digital leaders not only 

provide strategic direction but also cultivate the internal capacities that enable employees to adapt, innovate, and excel. 

The findings collectively underscore that digital leadership enhances employee adaptability through multiple mechanisms. 

Leaders influence organizational priorities and employee attitudes toward digital innovation, creating contexts in which staff 

feel empowered to experiment with new tools and processes—conditions that nurture agility and an open mindset, essential for 

thriving in dynamic service sectors (Sacavém et al., 2025). Consistent with Social Cognitive Theory, these outcomes reflect 
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active psychological and behavioral adaptations shaped by leadership cues (Al-Romeedy, 2026). By empirically linking digital 

mindset and agility to performance, the study extends prior work showing that employees’ attitudes and capabilities enable 

them to manage uncertainty, innovate service delivery, and maintain high performance—insights particularly relevant to 

hospitality, where responsiveness and customization are paramount (Hasanein et al., 2026; Hussein et al., 2024). 

Finally, the mediation results indicate that the effects of digital leadership on adaptive performance are not solely direct 

but also operate by enhancing employees’ internal capacities (Albannai et al., 2026). This mechanism resonates with 

contemporary digital transformation literature, highlighting that leaders influence performance not only through strategic 

guidance but also by fostering learning and adaptive processes, emphasizing the interplay between leadership practices and 

individual dynamic capabilities (Wang et al., 2024).Overall, the results illustrate the multifaceted role of digital leadership 

in enabling workforce adaptability during digital transformation. By fostering a progressive digital mindset and 

strengthening agility, leaders empower employees to engage in adaptive behaviors essential in today’s volatile, technology-

driven hospitality landscape. This integrated perspective advances both theory and practice by identifying the cognitive and 

capability-based pathways through which leadership drives performance in digital contexts, offering actionable insights for 

managers aiming to cultivate resilient, adaptive, and high-performing teams. 

 

THEORITICAL IMPLICATIONS 

This study makes several substantive theoretical contributions by extending Social Cognitive Theory into the domain of 

digital leadership and adaptive performance within hospitality contexts. While Social Cognitive Theory has traditionally 

been employed to explain learning, self-regulation, and behavior in relatively stable environments, this research advances 

the theory by situating it within digitally volatile service settings characterized by constant technological change and 

operational uncertainty. By doing so, the study demonstrates that the theory remains highly relevant for explaining behavior 

under conditions of continuous digital disruption, rather than episodic change. 

A key theoretical contribution lies in explicating the distinct yet complementary roles of cognitive orientation and 

behavioral capability in the leadership–performance relationship. Prior applications of Social Cognitive Theory have often 

emphasized either cognitive mechanisms or behavioral outcomes in isolation. This study advances the theory by 

empirically distinguishing digital mindset as a cognitive interpretive mechanism and digital agility as a behavioral 

enactment mechanism, thereby clarifying how leadership influence is cognitively internalized and behaviorally executed. 

This separation refines the theory’s explanatory power by showing that cognition and behavior operate as sequential, rather 

than interchangeable, processes in digitally intensive work environments. Furthermore, the study extends Social Cognitive 

Theory by repositioning leadership as a dynamic environmental stimulus rather than a static contextual factor.  

In this framework, digital leadership is not merely a background condition shaping behavior indirectly; it actively 

structures employees’ sensemaking processes and action possibilities as digital conditions evolve. This perspective enriches 

the theory by highlighting leadership’s role in continuously recalibrating cognitive expectations and behavioral repertoires, 

offering a more dynamic view of environmental influence aligned with modern digital work realities. Another important 

theoretical contribution concerns the conceptualization of adaptive performance. Rather than treating adaptive performance as 

a general or dispositional outcome, the study embeds it within a social cognitive process in which adaptation emerges from 

repeated cycles of interpretation and action. This reframing advances Social Cognitive Theory by demonstrating how adaptive 

performance can be understood as a cumulative behavioral outcome grounded in leadership-shaped cognition and agility-

driven execution. As such, the study shifts adaptive performance from being an abstract capability to a socially constructed 

and theoretically traceable outcome. By empirically validating both direct and mediated pathways, the study also strengthens 

the internal coherence of Social Cognitive Theory in organizational research. The findings confirm that leadership influence 

does not dissipate when cognitive and behavioral mechanisms are introduced; instead, it operates through them. This 

reinforces the theory’s core proposition that environmental, cognitive, and behavioral elements function interdependently 

rather than hierarchically. In doing so, the study provides robust empirical support for applying Social Cognitive Theory to 

complex organizational phenomena involving leadership, digital transformation, and performance adaptation. 

Finally, the hospitality context itself contributes to theoretical enrichment. Much of the existing social cognitive 

literature has been developed in manufacturing, education, or generalized organizational settings. By demonstrating the 

theory’s applicability within hotel enterprises—where service immediacy, emotional labor, and technological mediation 

intersect—the study broadens the contextual boundaries of Social Cognitive Theory. This extension underscores the 

theory’s versatility and opens new avenues for its application in service-dominant and digitally enabled industries. 

 

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The findings of this study provide clear execution-oriented implications for hotel organizations seeking to enhance 

adaptive performance in digitally dynamic environments. Given the confirmed direct effect of digital leadership on adaptive 

performance, hotel executives should reconceptualize digital leadership as a core operational capability rather than a support 

function. Practically, this can be implemented by incorporating digital leadership competencies into leadership development 

programs, including digital adaptation indicators in managerial performance appraisal systems, and requiring department 

managers to lead periodic digital problem-solving meetings during operational briefings. This requires embedding digital 

leadership responsibilities into managerial roles, performance evaluations, and daily supervisory practices, ensuring that 

leaders consistently demonstrate adaptive responses to digital disruptions rather than merely endorsing digital initiatives at a 

strategic level. The positive effects of digital leadership on employees’ digital mindset and digital agility indicate that 

leadership influence must be enacted simultaneously at cognitive and behavioral levels. From an execution standpoint, hotel 
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managers should deliberately structure leadership interactions to shape how employees think about digital change while 

enabling immediate action. For example, managers can integrate short digital learning discussions into daily shift briefings, 

assign employees rotating responsibility for resolving minor digital service disruptions, and encourage supervisors to openly 

analyze digital challenges encountered during operations. This can be operationalized by integrating digital decision-making 

responsibilities into frontline roles, encouraging leaders to openly discuss digital challenges during operations, and 

legitimizing on-the-spot adjustments to digital workflows when service conditions require rapid adaptation. 

The direct influence of digital mindset on adaptive performance suggests that managing digital transformation as a 

mindset-shaping process is critical. Practically, hotel organizations should move beyond technology-centered training and 

introduce structured reflection mechanisms that allow employees to reinterpret digital challenges as solvable and 

manageable. This can be implemented through brief “digital reflection sessions” incorporated into shift handovers, where 

employees discuss recent digital service issues and identify alternative responses for similar future situations. Embedding 

brief digital debriefings into shift handovers or post-service reviews can systematically reinforce constructive digital 

interpretations, strengthening employees’ readiness to adapt when conditions change. 

Similarly, the confirmed effect of digital agility on adaptive performance underscores the importance of redesigning 

work systems to support rapid execution. Hotel managers should critically assess procedural rigidity, approval layers, and 

digital task dependencies that slow adaptive responses. In practice, organizations can establish simplified digital escalation 

protocols, empower frontline employees to resolve routine digital service disruptions without managerial approval, and 

implement quick-response guidelines for handling technology-related service interruptions. Reducing bureaucratic 

constraints, granting situational autonomy in digitally mediated service tasks, and simplifying escalation protocols enable 

employees to translate leadership intent into immediate adaptive action during live service encounters. 

The mediating roles of digital mindset and digital agility further imply that leadership-driven improvements in adaptive 

performance unfold through identifiable internal mechanisms rather than instant outcomes. For practitioners, this means that 

the success of digital leadership initiatives should be evaluated not only through performance indicators but also through 

intermediate signals such as changes in employees’ digital attitudes and responsiveness. Organizations can operationalize this 

monitoring process by incorporating short internal surveys measuring digital confidence and agility into quarterly employee 

assessments, allowing managers to track cognitive and behavioral readiness for digital adaptation. Regular monitoring of these 

indicators allows organizations to adjust leadership practices before performance consequences fully materialize.  

Finally, the results highlight the need for alignment across human resource systems. Recruitment criteria, leadership 

development programs, and performance appraisal frameworks should explicitly prioritize cognitive openness to digital change 

and behavioral responsiveness in digital contexts. To support implementation, hotel organizations can include digital 

adaptability scenarios in recruitment interviews, introduce leadership workshops focused on managing digital change in service 

environments, and integrate digital agility metrics into employee performance reviews. Training programs should emphasize 

scenario-based simulations that require employees to adapt digital tools under realistic service pressures, reinforcing the link 

between leadership influence, agile execution, and adaptive performance. Such alignment ensures that digital leadership is 

institutionalized as a driver of sustained adaptability rather than dependent on individual managerial discretion. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study examined the influence of digital leadership on employees’ adaptive performance in hotel enterprises 

through the mediating roles of digital mindset and digital agility, drawing on Social Cognitive Theory. The findings 

demonstrate that digital leadership directly enhances employees’ adaptive performance while simultaneously fostering a 

stronger digital mindset and greater digital agility. Furthermore, both digital mindset and digital agility positively influence 

adaptive performance and partially mediate the relationship between digital leadership and adaptive performance, 

confirming that leadership promotes employee adaptability through both cognitive and behavioral mechanisms.  

The study contributes to the digital leadership literature by providing an integrated Social Cognitive Theory framework 

that explains how leadership translates into adaptive employee behaviors in digitally intensive hospitality environments.  

By distinguishing digital mindset as a cognitive mechanism and digital agility as a behavioral capability, the research 

offers a more comprehensive understanding of the processes through which digital leadership enhances workforce 

adaptability. These findings also emphasize that successful digital transformation depends not only on technological 

investments but also on leadership practices that cultivate employees' digital readiness and responsiveness.  

From a managerial perspective, the results suggest that hotel organizations should invest in developing digitally 

competent leaders who encourage continuous learning, strengthen employees' digital mindset, and create work 

environments that support agile responses to technological change. Such efforts are likely to improve employees' adaptive 

performance and enhance organizational resilience in increasingly dynamic hospitality settings. Overall, this study provides 

robust empirical evidence that digital leadership is a critical driver of adaptive performance and highlights the importance 

of developing employees' cognitive and behavioral capabilities to achieve sustainable success during digital transformation. 

 

Limitations and Future Research  

Despite its contributions, this study entails several limitations that warrant consideration and offer meaningful directions 

for future research. First, the cross-sectional nature of the research design limits the ability to capture the temporal 

processes through which digital leadership shapes employees’ cognitive orientations and behavioral capabilities. Adaptive 

performance in digitally intensive environments is inherently dynamic, suggesting that longitudinal or time-lagged designs 

could provide richer insights into how digital mindset and digital agility develop and interact over time as leadership 
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practices and technological conditions evolve. Second, the empirical focus on hotel enterprises, while theoretically 

appropriate, suggests caution in generalizing the findings to other service sectors with different operational characteristics. 

The hospitality context is distinguished by high levels of customer interaction, real-time service delivery, and emotional 

labor, which may amplify the influence of digital leadership on adaptive behavior. Future research could test the proposed 

framework across other digitally enabled service sectors, such as healthcare, logistics, or financial services, to assess the 

robustness of the identified mechanisms under different organizational and task environments. 

Third, the reliance on self-reported data introduces the potential for perceptual bias and common method variance, despite 

the use of validated measurement instruments and rigorous analytical procedures. Employees’ evaluations of leadership 

behavior, mindset, and performance may be shaped by subjective interpretations or situational factors beyond the scope of the 

current model. Subsequent studies could enhance empirical rigor by incorporating multi-source data, including supervisor 

assessments or objective indicators of digitally adaptive behavior, to strengthen causal inference and measurement validity. 

Additionally, the study models digital mindset and digital agility as mediators operating independently between digital 

leadership and adaptive performance. While this approach clarifies their distinct explanatory roles, future research may 

benefit from exploring more complex process configurations. For example, reciprocal or reinforcing relationships between 

mindset and agility could be examined to determine whether adaptive behavior feeds back into cognitive readiness over 

time, thereby capturing adaptation as an iterative rather than linear phenomenon. Finally, although the theoretical 

framework is grounded in Social Cognitive Theory, future research could extend the explanatory scope by integrating 

complementary perspectives. The incorporation of theories related to role identity, job demands and resources, or paradox 

management may further illuminate how employees navigate competing expectations and technological pressures in 

digitally transformed service environments. Such extensions would not detract from the social cognitive foundation 

established in this study, but rather deepen understanding of adaptive performance as a multifaceted organizational outcome. 
 

Appendix (A) measurement scales 
 

Digital 
leadership 

(DL) 

DL1 I am involved in decisions that affect my work and my digital work environment 

DL2 My digital literacy is encouraged by my manager. 

DL3 When there is a need for questions about digitalization, I receive support from my manager. 

DL4 I get regular feedback on the quality of my digital work. 

DL5 I get all the information I need to do my digital job. 

DL6 I am supported by my manager to better understand and use digital applications. 

DL7 In my department, digital working methods are encouraged. 

 
Employee 
Adaptive 

performance 
(EAP) 

EAP.1 I knows that every customer requires a unique approach 

EAP.2 I can easily change to another approach when he or she feels that his or her approach is not working 

EAP.3 I like to experiment with different approaches 

EAP.4 I do not change his or her approach from one customer to another (–) 

EAP.5 I is very sensitive to the needs of his or her customers 

EAP.6 I find it difficult to adapt his or her style to certain customers (–)* 

EAP.7 I varies his or her approach from situation to situation 

EAP.8 I try to understand how one customer differs from another 

EAP.9 I feel confident that he or she can effectively change his or her approach when necessary 

EAP.10 I treat all customers pretty much the same (–) 

Digital 
agility 
(DA) 

DA1 I can quickly adapt and respond to the changing digital landscape 

DA2 I can leverage digital tools and technologies to automate manual tasks 

DA3 I can leverage digital tools and technologies to enable collaboration across teams 

DA4 I can quickly learn and adapt to new technologies, processes, and best practices 

DA5 I can support institutions to remain competitive and enhance student experiences 

DA6 I can quickly shift to online or hybrid learning models 

DA7 I can experiment with new technologies and teaching methods 

DA8 I take the shortest possible time to develop my skills, adjust to new environment, and collect information 

DA9 I take a personal interest in collecting information about my organization and other related organization 

DA10 I have the potential to transform the way we teach and learn 

Digital 
Minset 
(DM) 

DM1 I am aware of the high growth potential of IT 

DM2 I always think of the future growth of IT as an exponential curve 

DM3 I always have the long-term exponential growth projections of IT in mind 

DM4 When using IT, I always think about what else I could use it for besides its intended functions 

DM5 I always see potential new use cases for IT that go beyond the intended use 

DM6 I enjoy developing or using IT that is generic and versatile 

DM7 If I developed IT, I would always provide possibilities for alternative use cases 

DM8 I often think about how IT can be combined in a way similar to a modular IT 

DM9 I enjoy recombining IT from existing components of a variety of technology fields to create new things 

DM10 I always notice that digital products consist of different (digital) components 

DM11 I always think about combining different IT when solving problems 

DM12 I always see potential for digital products or services to transform entire markets 

DM13 I always recognize how IT could replace established solutions 

DM14 I always see potentials for existing business models being replaced by disruptive IT 

DM15 
I regularly think about how the business model of my company/employer could be replaced by a more effective 

unexpected IT 
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Appendix (B): Model fit and quality indices (Kock, 2021) 
 

 Assessment Criterion Mark 

Average path coefficient (APC) 0.455, P<0.001 P<0.05 √ 

Average R-squared (ARS) 0.540, P<0.001 P<0.05 √ 

Average adjusted R-squared (AARS) 0.538, P<0.001 P<0.05 √ 

Average block VIF (AVIF) 2.877 acceptable if ≤  5, ideally ≤ 3.3 √ 

Average full collinearity VIF (AFVIF) 2.564 acceptable if ≤ 5, ideally ≤ 3.3 √ 

Tenenhaus GoF (GoF) 0.536 small ≥ 0.1, medium ≥ 0.25, large ≥ 0.36 √ 

Sympson's paradox ratio (SPR) 1.000 acceptable if ≥ 0.7, ideally = 1 √ 

R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR) 1.000 acceptable if ≥ 0.9, ideally = 1 √ 

Statistical suppression ratio (SSR) 1.000 acceptable if ≥ 0.7 √ 

Nonlinear bivariate causality direction ratio (NLBCDR) 1.000 acceptable if ≥ 0.7 √ 
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