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Abstract
The major objective this study is to examine how agility management practices affect organizational performance in Ethiopia's West Guji Zone telecom sector. Both primary and secondary data obtained through surveys and interviews were used in a descriptive and explanatory research design. Out of 278 employees, 164 participants were chosen for the sample. SPSS software version 27 was used to analyze the data, combining descriptive statistics with inferential analysis, such as multiple regression and correlation analysis. The results showed that agility practices and organizational performance were strongly positively correlated. The agility management techniques under investigation can account for about 76.3% of the variation in organizational performance, according to the R Square value of 0.763. Leadership agility (0.264) was the regression coefficient that most significantly affected performance, followed by strategic agility (0.248) and structural agility (0.171). The study comes to the conclusion that implementing agile management practices effectively improves organizational results, such as customer growth and operational efficiency. In order to succeed in a competitive climate, firms must prioritize agility in their management methods and cultivate a culture of adaptation and resilience. Ethiopian telecom can enhance its performance and better serve its customers' changing demands by investing in agility-focused training and technical solutions.
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1. [bookmark: _Toc138250517]Introduction 

Organizations operate in environments marked by rapid technological change, shortened product cycles, and rising customer expectations, necessitating agile forms of organization and management that sense, interpret, and respond quickly and precisely (Teece et al., 1997; Barney, 1991). Recent reviews corroborate that agility contributes to organizational performance across multiple dimensions, though contexts shape the strength of these effects (Wachter et al., 2024; Wehner et al., 2024). Systematic evidence indicates that service and financial sectors increasingly rely on near-real-time responsiveness and flexible decision-making to sustain competitive advantage (Gemechu, 2021; Tefera, 2022; Wachira, 2020; Khan, 2022). Organizational agility is best understood as a bundle of processes, structures, cultures, leadership behaviors, and technology that together enable sensing, rapid decision-making, and resource reconfiguration to exploit opportunities or mitigate threats (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997). A multidimensional view spanning strategic, structural, technological, and leadership/cultural agility captures how firms adapt strategy, organizational form, IT deployment, and leadership practice in turbulent environments (Weiss, 2024; Khan, 2022).
Operational definitions in recent empirical work emphasize strategic agility (flexible strategy and reprioritization), structural agility (modular, cross-functional configurations), technological agility (fast deployment and integration of information systems), and leadership/cultural agility (empowering leadership and experimentation) as key ingredients of effective agility (Management Review Quarterly, 2024; Wachira, 2020). Indicators of inadequate agility include longer processing times and higher error rates, declining customer satisfaction and retention, inefficiencies from rigid decision processes, and workforce disengagement during change, with pronounced effects where capacity and literacy gaps exist (Gemechu, 2021; Tefera, 2022; Wachira, 2020). In African public and quasi-public settings, weak agility has been linked to service breakdowns and missed targets, underscoring the need for context-sensitive research linking agility practices to performance outcomes (Karanja, 2019; Khan, 2022).
The dominant theoretical lenses the dynamic capabilities view and the resource-based view jointly explain how agility affects performance: sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring capabilities enable faster realignment of resources in turbulent environments, while valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable agility-related resources support sustained advantage (Teece et al., 1997; Barney, 1991). Empirical work suggests that agility enhances knowledge integration, reduces decision latency, and improves resource redeployment, which in turn boost productivity, customer satisfaction, and financial performance (Weiss, 2024; Gemechu, 2021). Yet findings are mixed across regions: some studies in East African banks and service organizations report positive associations, whereas Ethiopian cases highlight implementation gaps, training deficiencies, and communication barriers (Gemechu, 2021; Tefera, 2022; Wachira, 2020).
To advance theory and practice, researchers call for a contextually grounded, multidimensional model of organizational agility and an examination of its direct effects on performance, mediating mechanisms (e.g., knowledge integration, reduced latency), and boundary conditions (e.g., workforce skills, infrastructure, regulation) in emerging-market service organizations (Management Review Quarterly, 2024; Boise State University synthesis, 2025). Contemporary work also stresses the need for validated, multi-dimensional measurement models that capture strategic, structural, technological, and leadership/cultural agility simultaneously and with sensitivity to local contexts (Boise State researchers, 2025). In addition, studies should illuminate implementation barriers and unintended consequences in public and quasi-public sectors to guide policy and managerial practice in resource-constrained settings (Gemechu, 2021; Tefera, 2022).
Building on these foundations, recent empirical and theoretical work argues that organizational agility should be treated as a higher-order dynamic capability, with both reactive and proactive elements essential for sustaining digital transformation and performance gains (Technovation, 2025; Scaling organizational agility, 2023). Current evidence also suggests that intellectual capital and other intangible resources interact with agility to drive digital transformation effectiveness, reinforcing the need for integrated, multi-source capabilities in implementation (Technovation, 2025; Scoping studies, 2023). Therefore, current study investigate implementation barriers and potential unintended consequences of agility initiatives to provide evidence-based guidance for policymakers and managers in resource-constrained contexts and to refine agility theory by specifying mechanisms and boundary conditions relevant to emerging-market service organizations in Ethiopia local context.
1. What are the major types of agility management practices implemented in Ethio-telecom West Guji Zone branch?
2. How does strategic agility affect organizational performance in Ethio-telecom West Guji Zone branch?
3. What is the effect of structural agility on organizational performance in Ethio-telecom West Guji Zone branch?
4. What is the effect of technological agility on organizational performance in Ethio-telecom West Guji Zone branch?
5. [bookmark: _Toc138250527]How does the leadership agility affect organizational performance in Ethio-telecom West Guji Zone branch?
2. Literatures review
2.1 Conceptual literature Review 
[bookmark: _Toc138250537]2.1.1 Concept of Organizational Agility
[bookmark: _Toc138250538]The concept of organizational agility arises from exposure to dynamic, uncertain environments and the need to adapt to technological, market, and institutional shifts. It is multidimensional, spanning changes in strategy, structure, processes, technology, products/services, and stakeholder relations, though authors differ in emphasis (Tarekegn, 2020; Davis, 2021; Franklin, 2021; Blay, 2019). Tarekegn (2020) treats agility as the capacity to adapt involvement, offerings, markets, and interactions, linking external sensing to internal reconfiguration. Davis (2021) catalogues organizational manifestations such as mergers, governance changes, technology deployments, restructurings, and regulatory compliance, underscoring both strategic and structural facets. Franklin (2021) defines agility management as a leadership style and set of routines that enable units to cope with emergent changes, while Blay (2019) emphasizes continuous renewal of direction, structure, and capabilities to meet evolving stakeholder needs.
A synthesis of these views reveals key conceptual distinctions with empirical implications. Tarekegn’s (2020) capability-based view foregrounds sensing and boundary-spanning activities and suggests measures that capture cross-functional coordination and external linkages. Davis’s (2021) event-based perspective implies indicators such as restructuring frequency and technology rollouts, highlighting coexistence of episodic and continuous adaptation. Franklin’s (2021) focus on leadership directs attention to micro-foundations behaviors, routines, and incentives that translate strategy into flexibility. Blay’s (2019) emphasis on ongoing renewal ties agility to organizational learning and dynamic capabilities, suggesting longitudinal designs.
Empirically, findings are mixed due to differences in unit of analysis, sector, and how agility is operationalized. Studies emphasizing technology (platform adoption, system integration) often finds efficiency gains but may understate cultural and leadership constraints (Karanja, 2019). Work stressing leadership and culture reports stronger links to engagement and innovation but sometimes lacks robust performance metrics (Franklin, 2021). Two gaps emerge: (1) few studies integrate all four dimensions into a validated multidimensional model, risking omitted-variable bias when linking single-dimension measures to performance (Khan, 2022); (2) evidence from public/quasi-public sectors and SMEs in low- and middle-income countries is scarce, where constraints may alter mechanisms/outcomes (Kumalo, 2020; Gemechu, 2021).
Addressing these gaps matters practically for resource-constrained town administrations and regional financial institutions (Ongoto, 2022). Theoretically, an integrated multidimensional view enhances tests of dynamic capabilities and RBV predictions by mapping sensing/seizing/reconfiguring to observable practices and outcomes (Teece et al., 1997; Barney, 1991). 
2.1.2 Concept of Organization Performance
[bookmark: _Toc138250539]Organizational performance is a central concern for scholars and practitioners, and current work argues that performance requires proactive, value-adding behavior beyond routine tasks (Kaufmann, 2022). Discretionary effort by employees and units contributes to outcomes above target expectations, aligning with resource-based views that tie human capital and proactivity to sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). In competitive contexts, performance becomes essential for survival and effectiveness, with scholars stressing robust performance management across sectors (Gede, 2025; Anwar, 2021). Empirical work shows turbulent markets heighten the priority of performance-enhancing capabilities, shifting focus from efficiency alone to adaptability, innovation, and customer responsiveness (Cho, 2021).
Despite consensus on high performance, mechanisms driving sustained gains and the consequences of structural interventions remain debated. Empowering job and role design aligning tasks with skills, needs, and values fosters intrinsic motivation and discretionary effort, consistent with micro-foundations linking design to performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Spreitzer, 1995; Blay, 2019). By contrast, organizational-change strategies such as downsizing and mergers can depress performance through erosion of human capital, disrupted routines, and increased uncertainty (Abbasnejad, 2021). Thus, whether reorganizations yield net benefits depends on interactions with attitudes, skills, and routines.
Comparative reviews reveal empirical gaps. First, many studies treat “performance improvement” as a single outcome, masking differential effects where interventions may boost short-term financial metrics but harm engagement or service quality (Khan, 2022). Second, longitudinal, causal evidence tracing post-change performance trajectories is scarce, making it hard to separate transient costs from lasting gains. Third, contingency factors such as culture, leadership, workforce skill, and infrastructure that shape empowerment and redesign effects are under-specified (Kumalo, 2020; Gemechu, 2021). Finally, most evidence comes from private, advanced economies, with limited research on public, quasi-public, and SME financial institutions in developing countries where constraints may alter mechanisms and outcomes (Kumalo, 2020; Gemechu, 2021).
Theoretically, reconciling empowerment- and restructuring-focused views would refine dynamic capabilities and RBV by clarifying when human-centered investments complement or substitute structural interventions (Teece et al., 1997; Barney, 1991). Practically, decision-makers in resource-constrained settings need evidence on which role designs, empowerment strategies, and restructurings yield durable performance gains without harming employees or service quality (Ongoto, 2022). 
2.1.3 Measure of Organization Performance
Productivity is a foundational construct in organizational studies and economics, defined as outputs to inputs and used to assess value creation (Damioli, 2021). Yet literature shows conceptual plurality and measurement choices matter: partial productivity measures are common but can mislead when other inputs vary, while total/multi-factor productivity capture technology, routines, or unmeasured inputs (Griliches, 1996; Syverson, 2011; Solow, 1957) and influence whether researchers foreground labor or total factors as drivers (Aghion et al., 2019). Organizational performance (OP) encompasses financial and nonfinancial dimensions, and selecting indicators matters when linking productivity to outcomes. Financial metrics include revenue growth, ROA, profitability, and cost efficiency; nonfinancial metrics include service quality, efficiency, customer satisfaction/retention, engagement/turnover, and innovation outputs. Some studies aggregate these into composite indices; others spotlight tradeoffs between short-term financial gains and service quality or well-being (Cappelli & Neumark, 2001; Bloom et al., 2014).
Productivity determinants are multifaceted. Classic views emphasize capital and tech progress, while organizational research highlights human capital, practices, and design (Solow, 1957; Bloom & Reenen, 2007; Ichniowski et al., 1997). Management practices monitoring, target setting, incentives are linked to productivity across countries, signaling that managerial quality matters even with technology present (Bloom et al., 2012). Digital tools raise productivity when paired with process reconfigurations and up skilling (Bresnahan et al., 2002; Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2014). Macro factors also matter, requiring multilevel analyses to reconcile firm routines with structural conditions. Oli (2021) notes that productivity can rise via higher outputs or lower inputs, but this framing risks glossing qualitative differences between paths.
Increasing output often involves innovation, market expansion, or quality gains, which can yield sustainable productivity and improvements in financial and nonfinancial metrics. Reducing inputs downsize or intensify work can boost short-term metrics but may erode morale, human capital, and long-run innovation or service quality (Cappelli & Neumark, 2001; Bloom et al., 2014). Restructuring studies show mixed results: some achieve immediate cost cuts but later harms to innovation and service quality, while lean transformations with participatory redesign can sustain engagement and improve multiple performance dimensions (Kets de Vries, 2001; Abbasnejad, 2021; Boyer & Freyssenet, 2000).
Productivity is context dependent, especially in services, where outputs are intangible and multi-objective goals (e.g., equity, accessibility) exist (Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). Digitalization can reduce costs and speed service in banking/telecoms, but results depend on legacy systems, regulation, and staff skills (Gretton & Sobel, 2018; Wachira, 2020). In low- and middle-income countries, institutional weaknesses and skill gaps limit gains from tech, making organizational practices and training crucial mediators for translating productivity into financial and nonfinancial improvements (Bloom et al., 2013; Kumalo, 2020). Empirical gaps include: (1) reliance on partial or self-reported measures; (2) scarce causal designs; (3) under-specified mechanisms linking practices to OP indicators; (4) limited analysis of distributional effects; and (5) few context-rich studies in public/SME sectors in developing countries (Khan, 2022; Bloom & Reenen, 2007; Kumalo, 2020; Gemechu, 2021). Integrating macro, firm, and individual levels could reconcile technology versus management effects. Practically, managers need guidance on which indicators to prioritize and whether to pursue output- or input-oriented strategies, plus sequencing of technology, change, and training (Ongoto, 2022). 
[bookmark: _Toc138250529]2.2 Theoretical Review
Several theories model the effects of agility management practices on organizational performance. The most relevant of these theories, which explain the relationship between agility management practices and organizational performance, are reviewed below
Kotter’s staged model of leading change translates process dynamics into managerial tasks that map onto the four agility dimensions. Creating urgency, forming a guiding coalition, articulating a clear vision, removing obstacles, and delivering short-term wins are sequential yet interdependent, reducing common failure modes (Kotter, 1996; Kotter, 2008). Each agility dimension connects to specific Kotter mechanisms: Leadership agility: operationalized by guiding coalition breadth and narrative framing; broad, cross-hierarchical coalitions and compelling visions mobilize support and reduce unit resistance, enabling faster, coherent shifts (Kotter, 1996). Strategic agility: advanced through iterative sense making and clear strategic communication; frequent, transparent updates mediate top-down intent and employee alignment. Structural agility: emerges when barriers are removed and early wins prove value; fewer bureaucratic layers and visible successes favor flatter, modular structures. Technology agility: aided by pilot-based rollouts and visible performance gains; rapid, iterative pilots yield higher adoption and lower abandonment (Kotter, 2008; Seefeldt, 2022).
Dynamic capabilities theory offers a strategic lens for these linkages. Teece et al, (1997) argue that sustained advantage in turbulent environments comes from sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring. Strategic agility derives from strong sensing and seizing, enabling quicker pivots; technology agility arises when sensing ties to technology scouting and modular architectures, speeding value realization. Reconfigurable structures and ambidextrous units support dynamic deployment and capability redeployment (Teece, 1997; Teece, 2007).
Contingency and structural adaptation theories refine when Structural Agility matters by stressing fit with environmental conditions. In dynamic markets, decentralized, flexible structures outperform centralized ones, and strategic pivots interact with structural flexibility to affect performance (Donaldson, 2001; Burns & Stalker, 1961; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Technology adoption depends on both technical features and social processes; TAM and diffusion theory explain how pilot success and perceived benefits drive adoption, while socio-technical design and participatory leadership improve fit and sustain use (Davis, 1989; Rogers, 2003; Baxter & Sommerville, 2011; Venkatesh, 2000).
Across these strands, leadership theories adaptive, transformational, and situational act as the enabling mechanism. Adaptive leadership emphasizes sense making under uncertainty; transformational leadership builds commitment; situational leadership matches behaviors to context. Together, leadership agility predicts higher Strategic, Structural, and Technology Agility and mediates performance links.
An integrative, multilevel view follows: leadership agility at the micro level triggers unfreezing and sense making; strategic agility guides sensing and seizing; structural agility provides reconfigurable scaffolding; and technology agility enables piloting, scaling, and integration. Testable hypotheses emerge: leadership agility boosts strategic, structural, and technology agility; strategic agility mediates leadership agility and performance; structural agility moderates the strategic-agility–performance link; technology agility mediates strategic agility’s effect on operational outcomes. Measurement should target: Leadership Agility (sense making, coalition breadth, adaptive speed); Strategic Agility (sensing routines, renewal frequency, strategic scope); Structural Agility (decentralization, modularity, coordination); Technology Agility (pilot velocity, modular IT, usefulness, adoption). These links enable precise tests of which dimensions drive performance under varying conditions.
3. [bookmark: _Toc138250548]Methodology
3.1 [bookmark: _Toc138250550][bookmark: _Toc138250551]Research Design and approach 
The study employed a descriptive and explanatory design to address the research questions directly. This choice enabled a clear portrayal of respondent demographics and captured their opinions on how agility management techniques influence organizational performance. The explanatory component was pursued to illuminate the relationships and potential causal linkages among the key variables under investigation. A mixed-methods strategy was adopted, combining quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis. The qualitative strand focused on articulating the nuanced connections between agility management techniques and organizational performance, while the quantitative strand relied on a survey questionnaire to yield measurable evidence. This integrated approach was selected to achieve a robust, well-rounded understanding of the issue: it supports statistical assessment and provides in-depth insights into participants’ perspectives, thereby strengthening the validity and comprehensiveness of the findings.
3.2 [bookmark: _Toc138250553]Target Population and sample 
The target population for this study included all staff members of Ethio-telecom in the selected branches within the West Guji Zone, as well as agents at the kebele levels, totaling 278 individuals. The sample of the study was determined using Yamane (1967) assuming 95% confidence interval and 5% significance level  

Where 
n is the sample size.
e is tolerable margin of error
N is population size, So, by using the above formula the sample size for the study were determined from the study population 278, study sample for this research were:
= 278/1.695 = 164
[bookmark: _Toc138250555]The study population was sampled using both probability and non-probability sampling procedures. While simple random sample was employed to pick participants for the self-administered survey, purposive sampling was used to select the case organization and interview subjects. Since the participants were all the same, simple random sampling was chosen.
To achieve the research objectives, this study solely employed primary data sources. Primary data consists of raw information collected directly from firsthand experiences, providing unfiltered insights into the outcomes of the research. The primary data was obtained from respondents through interviews and self-administered written scale questionnaires. The questionnaires served as structured research instruments, designed for statistical analysis of the responses. They included two sections: the first section contained six questions addressing demographic characteristics, while second section comprised questions measuring the study’s variables using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). This approach was chosen to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the impact of organizational agility on performance through direct input from the participants. Finally, unstructured interview questions were used, guided by probing principles  
3.3 [bookmark: _Toc138250559]Reliability and Validity
[bookmark: _Toc138250560]The researcher collaborated with senior researchers and management personnel from Ethio-telecom branch offices to review the questionnaires before distribution to ensure the study’s validity. The review covered the questions’ layout, item length, relevancy, and clarity. Feedback from these discussions led to instrument modifications that improved appropriateness and increased response rates. Additionally, the questionnaire’s content was further validated using insights from a pilot survey. A previously validated questionnaire developed by Catherine (2019), who focused on agility management issues affecting organizational performance, was used to assess reliability. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was reported at 0.85, indicating a high level of reliability and exceeding the acceptable threshold of 0.70
3.4 Methods of Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc138250562]The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software, version 27, was used to analyze the data. Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, were reported, alongside inferential statistics such as correlation analysis and multiple regressions. Tables, frequency distributions, and percentages were used to present the basic findings and demographic data, analyzed using descriptive methods. Correlation analysis evaluated the relationships between the independent variables structural agility, strategic agility, technological agility, and leadership agility and the dependent variable, organizational performance. Multiple linear regressions was employed to examine the causal effects between the predictors and the response variable
4. [bookmark: _Toc138250565]Results and Discussions
[bookmark: _Toc138250568]The data analysis results are presented in this section, along with field findings. Both descriptive and inferential statistics are used to address the study objectives. Descriptive statistics summarize central tendency and dispersion (means and standard deviations), while multiple linear regression and Pearson correlation analyses are the primary inferential tools. To maximize the response rate, the researcher used a drop-and-pick method to distribute 164 questionnaires in total. Of these, 153 were completed and returned, yielding a 93% response rate.
4.1 An overview of practices of study concepts in case organization 
[bookmark: _Toc138250482]4.1.1 Strategic Agility 
The mean and standard deviation values of the participants' assessments on the several facets of strategic agility within the company are summarized in Table 1. The data show the highest mean value for environment scanning procedures, at 3.6405, indicating a very favorable view of how these activities promote agility. However, the relatively large dispersion (SD = 0.8320) suggests substantial variation in individual judgments and room for improvement in consistent practice. Conversely, efforts to promote rapid strategic planning and agile responses yield the lowest mean, 3.4118, reflecting only a moderately positive perception that sits above neutral. The higher variability (SD = 0.9426) indicates mixed experiences across participants, with some rating these practices more positively than others. Overall, strategic agility items cluster around an average mean of 3.5294, signaling generally favorable assessments but also highlighting pockets of underperformance. The pattern high mean with relatively wide spread for environment scanning and lower mean with greater spread for promotion practices implies that organizations should standardize and reinforce promotion and implementation processes to align perceptions. 
Table 1: Descriptive summary results of strategic agilities 
	Strategic Agilities Aspects
	N
	Mean
	SD

	The strategic planning effected the performance of employees
	153
	3.5556
	.85754

	The organization investing in their employees to equip them to handle new challenges that come with agility
	153
	3.6340
	.93718

	Our company has a well-established environment scanning practices that motivate employees in the context of agility
	153
	3.6405
	.83204

	This company has a well-established agility response mechanism
	153
	3.4510
	.91004

	The bank being keen to promote team members to ensure quickly plan & frame strategy to respond agility
	153
	3.4118
	.94263

	The model of Strategic Agility in our organization is effective in achieving organizational goals  
	153
	3.6209
	.91771

	The office guides all employees about agility strategies
	153
	3.5163
	.85920

	Appropriate training programs was provided that provided by the company to cope up with agility
	153
	3.4575
	.93180

	The prepared plan well implemented
	153
	3.4706
	.88896

	Framed strategy able to respond to competitors by creating competitive advantages
	153
	3.5359
	.92499

	Average of Means
	
	3.5294
	0.90021


4.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc138250576]Structural Agility 
[bookmark: _Toc138250483]As indicated by the mean and standard deviation values, the results in Table 2 provide light on how participants perceived different facets of structural agility inside the company.
The statement about structural agility's capacity to adapt to organizational objectives has the highest mean value, 3.7386. This score indicates that respondents have a very favorable opinion of how well the organizational structure facilitates goal attainment. With a standard deviation of 0.97178, this item shows a modest degree of response variability. This variation implies that although a large number of participants concur that structural agility is useful, some respondents have different views. The statement that the organizational structure is more focused on top-level strategic decision-making, on the other hand, is associated with the lowest mean value, 3.3856. A slightly favorable perception is indicated by this value, which is still above the neutral threshold of 3. The comparatively high standard deviation of 1.0645, however, indicates a considerable degree of response variability. This implies that there may be a wide range of perspectives on the emphasis of organizational structure, with some individuals having less favorable judgments of the process of making strategic decisions. The organization's structural agility procedures are usually seen favorably, as indicated by the average mean of 3.5209. The standard deviations' emphasis on variability points to areas where employee perceptions vary, especially with relation to the emphasis on high-level decision-making.
Table 2 Descriptive summary results of structural agilities 
	Structural agilities aspects
	N
	Mean
	SD

	There is a well-defined organizational structure existed in our company 
	153
	3.4314
	.99845

	Delegation accomplished in organization is efficient and effective 
	153
	3.6471
	.93521

	Decision-making process and structure supports implementation on time
	153
	3.4248
	.94377

	The line of communication encouraging the flow of information 
	153
	3.4248
	1.0741

	There are clear lines of authority and responsibility in our organization
	153
	3.5882
	.97014

	Structural agility able to respond in organizational goals
	153
	3.7386
	.97178

	Structural agility able to respond change in competitive environment
	153
	3.4967
	.95369

	Decision-making being de-centralized
	153
	3.5229
	1.0947

	Span of control designed in an efficient way
	153
	3.5490
	1.0509

	Organization structure more focused on top level strategic decision
	153
	3.3856
	1.0645

	Average of Means
	
	3.5209
	1.0057


4.2.3 Technological Agility 
[bookmark: _Toc138250484]The results presented in Table 3 highlight participants' perceptions of various aspects of technology agility within the organization, as indicated by the mean and standard deviation values.
The highest mean value, 3.6797, corresponds to the statement about IT providing superior information management capabilities. This score reflects a strong positive perception among respondents regarding the effectiveness of IT in enhancing information management. The standard deviation for this item is 0.92944, suggesting moderate variability in responses, indicating that while most participants recognize the value of IT in this area, there are differing opinions among some. On the other hand, the lowest mean value of 3.4510 relates to the statement about technology being necessitated by the need for increased efficiency, reduced transaction time, and cost reduction, which ultimately enhances organizational performance. Although this mean is still above the neutral threshold of 3, it indicates a more cautious perception among participants. The standard deviation for this item is relatively high at 1.04467, indicating significant variability in responses. This suggests that opinions on the necessity of technology for efficiency and cost reduction vary widely, with some respondents expressing stronger concerns or skepticism about its effectiveness. The average mean of 3.5641 indicates a generally positive perception of technology agility practices within the organization. However, the variability shown in the standard deviations highlights areas for potential improvement, particularly regarding perceptions of technology's role in enhancing efficiency and reducing costs. Addressing these concerns may help align employee perceptions and enhance the overall effectiveness of technology agility initiatives.
Table 3 Descriptive summary results of technology agilities 
	Technology Agilities Aspects
	N
	Mean
	SD

	IT providing superior information management capabilities
	153
	3.6797
	.92944

	 IT providing analytical decision support
	153
	3.5948
	.86174

	IT enhanced communication for achievement of enhanced organizational performance
	153
	3.5294
	.91808

	Organization also promoting information systems (IS) as platforms that foster agility 
	153
	3.6013
	.95518

	Facilitating technology coordinate work activities enhanced organizational performance
	153
	3.5033
	.88201

	Technological capabilities being an important part of basis through which organization can launch and sustain organizational success
	153
	3.5752
	.90097

	Technological agility, such as Internet computing, customer relationship management, and supply chain management, allow firms to rapidly respond to agility
	153
	3.4967
	.93277

	Enterprise resource planning (ERP) helps organizational cross function work that leads to competitive advantage
	153
	3.6078
	.90492

	Technology has been necessitated by the need for increased efficiency of activities, reduction in transaction time and/or reduces costs and thus enhanced organizational performance
	153
	3.4510
	1.04467

	Technology helps the organization in sharing of knowledge and development of skills in addressing their organizational problems
	153
	3.6013
	1.05967

	Average of means
	
	3.5641
	0.93895


4.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc138250578]Leadership Agility
[bookmark: _Toc138250485]The mean and standard deviation values in Table 4 provide an overview of how participants perceived several facets of leadership agility within the company.
The statement about organizational leaders supporting agility projects has the highest mean value, 3.6013. This score indicates that respondents have a favorable opinion of how well leadership promotes organizational agility. Although many participants believe that leadership is important in fostering agility, there are some conflicting views, as indicated by the item's standard deviation of 0.98234, which shows substantial heterogeneity in responses. On the other hand, the statement that organizational leaders are dedicated to making sure that agility spreads smoothly throughout the organization has the lowest mean value, 3.1961. A comparatively weakly positive perception is indicated by this value, which is barely above the neutral threshold of 3. This item's standard deviation is 0.93934, indicating a degree of answer variability that suggests participants' varying opinions on leadership commitment to agility diffusion. The organization's leadership agility practices are generally seen favorably, as indicated by the average mean of 3.417. Nonetheless, the existence of both greater and lower means values, as well as the variation shown by standard deviations, points to certain areas that require development. 
Table 4 Summary of statistical results of Leadership agility 
	Leadership agility aspects
	N
	Mean
	SD

	There’s adequate top management support 
	153
	3.3464
	1.00210

	Leadership style adopted in the organization helps in effective agility diffusion
	153
	3.3922
	.91935

	Organizational leaders promoting agility initiatives 
	153
	3.6013
	.98234

	Organizational leadership enough creative in ensuring agility implementation effectively
	153
	3.4183
	.99084

	Organizational leaders are committed in ensuring smooth diffusion of agility across the organization 
	153
	3.1961
	.93934

	Leadership inspiring and leading by example 
	153
	3.4444
	.99266

	The management team takes responsibility for creating an environment in which all personnel feel supported and motivated 
	153
	3.4902
	.86692

	The management inspiring and empowers employees to respond to environmental agility
	153
	3.3529
	.93521

	Committed leadership at the top and across the organization guide organizational behavior towards agility management
	153
	3.4248
	1.01756

	Successful agility management getting a commitment from organizations leaders
	153
	3.5033
	.96739

	Average of mean
	
	3.417
	0.96137



4.3 Inferential analysis 
4.3.1 Association between study concepts 
[bookmark: _Toc138250487]The Pearson correlation analysis, which looks at the relationship between organizational performance and different facets of agility strategic, structural, technological, and leadership is shown in Table 5's results. Strong positive links between organizational success and each type of agility are indicated by the correlation coefficients. In particular, the strongest association between organizational performance and leadership agility (r = 0.797) is followed by technical agility (r = 0.758), strategic agility (r = 0.788), and structural agility (r = 0.775). With p-values of 0.001, all correlations are statistically significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), meaning that there is very little probability that these associations would have happened by accident. These results reveal that good leadership is essential to reaching performance objectives since they show that increases in leadership agility are most closely linked to improved organizational performance. 
Table 5 Pearson correlation analysis
	Variables 
	Organization Performance

	Strategic Agility
	Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
	.788**
.001

	Structural Agility
	Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
	.775**
.001

	Technology Agility
	Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
	.758**
.001

	Leadership Agility
	Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
	.797**
.001
153


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
4.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc138250587]Multiple Regression Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc138250491] The results (Table 6) show a robust model (R² = 0.763), with 76.3% of the variance in organizational performance explained by the agility dimensions. Among the predictors, leadership agility has the strongest impact: β = 0.264, t = 4.50, p = 0.001, indicating that adaptive leadership substantially boosts performance. Strategic agility also shows a strong positive effect: β = 0.248, p = 0.001, meaning adaptable strategic planning is linked to higher performance. Structural agility contributes positively as well: β = 0.171, t = 3.03, p = 0.003, suggesting that rapid, flexible organizational structures support better outcomes. Technology agility adds a smaller but significant boost: β = 0.125, p = 0.032, indicating tech capabilities improve performance, though less strongly than leadership or strategic and structural agility. Overall, all four agility dimensions positively relate to performance, with leadership agility driving the largest incremental gain and technology agility providing a meaningful but comparatively smaller contribution. These results imply that effective leadership, strategic adaptability, structural flexibility, and tech-capability development collectively enhance organizational performance.


         Table 6 Regression model coefficients
	               Model 
	Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
	Standardized 
Coefficients 
	t-value
	Sig.          R Square

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1 	(Constant)
	.706
	.132
	
	5.329
	.001            .763 

	Strategic Agility
	.248
	.061
	.278
	4.077
	.001

	Structural Agility
	.171
	.056
	.228
	3.029
	.003

	Technology Agility
	.125
	.058
	.160
	2.166
	.032

	Leadership Agility
	.264
	.059
	.309
	4.500
	.001


            a. Dependent Variable: Organizational Performance 
4.4 Discussion of Results
The findings of this study highlight the significant impact of agility management practices on organizational performance within Ethio-telecom in the West Guji Zone. The quantitative analysis, supported by qualitative insights, offers a comprehensive view of how various dimensions of agility strategic, structural, technological, and leadership contribute to enhanced performance outcomes.
The analysis revealed a strong positive relationship between strategic agility and organizational performance, with an unstandardized coefficient of 0.248. This aligns with findings from Methode (2019), who emphasized that aligning agility with organizational goals significantly enhances performance. Qualitative data corroborated this, as many respondents noted that well-defined strategic planning and environmental scanning practices motivated employees, facilitating agility (Davis, 2021). This supports previous research indicating that strategic agility fosters a proactive approach, allowing organizations to adapt effectively to market changes (Khan, 2022). Structural agility also exhibited a positive correlation with organizational performance, with a coefficient of 0.171. This finding is consistent with Karunakaran (2022), who found that organizations with flexible structures could respond more effectively to external changes. Qualitative responses highlighted that respondents perceived a clear hierarchy and effective communication flow as essential for decision-making, reinforcing the notion that well-defined structures enhance operational efficiency (Ali, 2021). This aligns with earlier studies that indicate a direct link between structural flexibility and improved organizational outcomes (Wachira, 2020). Technological agility was found to have a significant but comparatively weaker effect on performance, with a coefficient of 0.125. This aligns with Tavitiyaman (2022), who noted that while technology plays a crucial role in enhancing efficiency, it may not be as critical as strategic and structural agility. Qualitative findings indicated mixed perceptions regarding the effectiveness of new technologies in improving performance. Some respondents expressed concerns about the adequacy of training and support systems, which confirms the challenges highlighted by Gemechu (2021). Leadership agility was identified as the most influential factor, with a coefficient of 0.264. This finding is consistent with Joiner (2019), who argued that effective leadership is crucial for fostering an agile culture within organizations. Qualitative feedback revealed that respondents appreciated leaders who promoted agility initiatives and created a supportive environment for change, reinforcing the importance of leadership in achieving agility (Gerald et al., 2020). This aligns with earlier studies that emphasize the role of leadership in minimizing resistance to change and enhancing organizational adaptability (Tesfaye, 2020).
The triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data strengthens the validity of the results. While the quantitative analysis demonstrated significant correlations between agility practices and performance metrics, qualitative insights provided context to these findings by illustrating how employees interpret and experience these practices daily. Overall, the study confirms the existing literature on the importance of agility management in enhancing organizational performance. By integrating both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, the results offer a well-rounded understanding of how agility practices can be effectively implemented in the telecommunications sector, particularly in the context of Ethiopian organizations, which often face unique challenges in adopting such frameworks (Kumalo, 2020).
5. Conclusion and implication 
The study's objective is to investigate how agile management techniques affect organizational performance in Ethiopian telecom in the West Guji Zone. According to the study's findings, agility is essential for improving a number of performance metrics. The results show that organizational outcomes like operational efficiency, customer growth, and overall productivity are positively impacted by the effective implementation of agile management approaches, which include strategic, structural, technical, and leadership agility. This indicates that companies who implement agile concepts are better able to adapt to the changing needs of the telecom industry. Ethiopian telecom can successfully negotiate the challenges of a constantly shifting market environment by cultivating a culture of adaptability and resilience. The results make a substantial theoretical contribution to the body of knowledge already available on agility management. They emphasize how different aspects of agility are interrelated and how they affect organizational performance as a whole. This study backs up the idea that agility is a basic quality that businesses need to have in order to succeed in competitive contexts rather than just a response to outside forces. By offering a framework for comprehending how particular agility practices might be incorporated into organizational strategy, the knowledge acquired can guide future study and improve the field's theoretical underpinnings and real-world applications. Practically speaking, the report emphasizes how crucial it is for businesses like Ethiopian Telecom to adopt thorough agility management procedures. For practitioners, this entails giving top priority to training and development programs that improve leadership agility, which is essential for creating an atmosphere that supports creativity and quick decision-making. Additionally, developing an organizational culture that encourages adaptability is crucial for successfully responding to changes in the market. Investing in cutting-edge information systems and other technical solutions that promote agility will be essential for increasing operational effectiveness. By adopting these strategies, businesses can better position themselves to gain long-term competitive advantages and satisfy changing consumer demands, which will eventually improve business performance and success in the telecom industry.
5.1 Limitation and suggestion for future research 
There are a number of limitations to the study that looks at how agility management techniques affect organizational performance in Ethiopian telecom in the West Guji Zone. First, the study was carried out inside a single company, which can restrict how broadly the results can be applied to other situations or sectors. The effectiveness of agility management techniques may be impacted by the particular difficulties and dynamics that various industries may encounter. Furthermore, the use of employee self-reported data may introduce bias because participants may have given socially acceptable responses rather than their actual opinions. The cross-sectional nature of the study also limits the ability to draw causal conclusions about the relationships between agility practices and organizational performance, as changes over time were not captured.  Future studies should examine numerous firms in a variety of industries to improve knowledge about agility management techniques and how they affect organizational performance. Comparative research may shed light on how various circumstances affect the use and efficacy of agility strategies. Additionally useful would be longitudinal studies, which may monitor changes over time and establish causal links between performance outcomes and agility techniques. Additionally, using qualitative techniques like focus groups or interviews could enhance the information gathered and provide more in-depth understanding of how employees regard agility management. Lastly, a more thorough understanding of the difficulties businesses encounter in implementing agile management techniques may be obtained by looking at the influence of outside variables, such as market circumstances or legislative modifications. 
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