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 Background: Digital transformation initiatives frequently fail despite 

substantial investments, with success rates remaining below 30% across 

industries.  

Objectives: This study investigated the critical determinants of successful 

digital transformation in Industry 5.0 contexts by integrating five 

theoretical frameworks to examine four key constructs: Transformational 

Leadership Attributes, Strategic Alignment and Vision, Organizational 

Culture for Innovation, and Human-Centric Design and Employee 

Readiness. 

Methods: Employing a qualitative, interpretivist multiple-case design, 

the study drew upon 18 semi-structured interviews conducted across three 

case entities, each featuring C-level executives and senior managers as 

informants. Analytical procedures followed Braun and Clarke’s six-stage 

framework for thematic analysis, applied to the transcribed corpus. 

Findings: Five overarching themes emerged: (1) Visionary Leadership as 

the Catalyst for Transformation, (2) Strategic Alignment and Agility, (3) 

Culture as the Foundation for Innovation, (4) Human-Centric Design and 

Employee Empowerment, and (5) Technology as an Enabler.  

Conclusion: This study provided the first qualitative, cross-national 

empirical evidence integrating all four determinants simultaneously in 

Industry 5.0 contexts, demonstrating that successful digital transformation 

requires synchronized orchestration of leadership vision, strategic agility, 

cultural readiness, and human-centric technology integration. The 

findings offer actionable insights for organizations navigating the industry 

4.0 to 5.0 transition. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

In the context of an increasingly technology-mediated global economy, digital transformation 

has risen to the status of a strategic necessity for organizations aspiring to preserve competitive parity. 

Notwithstanding considerable capital allocation toward digital technologies, a notable share of 

transformation endeavors fall short of realizing their anticipated results. Both industry analyses and 

scholarly research converge on estimates indicating that roughly 70 percent of such initiatives fail to 

meet their stated goals, a pattern that produces squandered resources, operational turbulence, and 

foregone strategic opportunities (Verhoef et al., 2021; Vial, 2019). Such a pronounced rate of 

unsuccessful outcomes highlights the inherent complexity characterizing digital transformation. 

Unlike technology adoption alone, this phenomenon demands a systemic reconfiguration of four 

interdependent domains: strategic orientation, corporate culture, business processes, and executive 

leadership. 
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Additional complexity and opportunity arise from the advent of Industry 5.0 within this 

contextual domain. Distinct from its predecessor Industry 4.0, which concentrated on automation, 

networked connectivity, and data driven operational logic and whose sociotechnical considerations 

remained circumscribed to optimizing human machine interaction under efficiency centric 

production paradigms, Industry 5.0 represents a paradigmatic departure toward human centricity. 

Under this new model, advanced technologies including artificial intelligence, robotics, and the 

Internet of Things are deployed with the explicit purpose of augmenting human labor and improving 

well being, rather than effecting labor substitution (Rijwani et al., 2025; Xu et al., 2025). This human 

centric paradigm converges with wider societal movements favoring sustainability, inclusiveness, 

and ethically grounded technological deployment. Consequently, Industry 5.0 emerges as an 

organizational framework capable of fostering entities that are simultaneously technologically 

sophisticated, socially accountable, and economically resilient. 

Despite the growing interest in Industry 5.0, there remains a significant gap in the academic 

literature regarding the specific determinants of successful digital transformation within this new 

paradigm. While numerous studies have examined digital transformation in the context of Industry 

4.0, focusing on factors such as technological infrastructure, data analytics capabilities, and process 

automation (Ross et al., 2006; Tarafdar et al., 2020; Verhoef et al., 2021), relatively few have 

explored how the human-centric principles of Industry 5.0 reshape the requirements for successful 

transformation. Moreover, existing research has often examined individual determinants in isolation 

such as leadership (Christensen et al., 2015; Waldman et al., 2001), organizational culture (Hartl & 

Hess, 2017; Kane et al., 2015), or strategic alignment (Karimi & Walter, 2015; Ross et al., 2006) 

without providing an integrated framework that captures the interplay among these factors. 

This study addresses these gaps by investigating the critical determinants of successful digital 

transformation in the context of Industry 5.0, drawing on an integrated theoretical framework that 

synthesizes insights from Transformational Leadership Theory (Bass, 1985), Sociotechnical Systems 

Theory (Trist & Bamforth, 1951), Dynamic Capabilities Theory (Teece et al., 1997), Organizational 

Culture Theory (Schein, 2010), and the Technology-Organization-Environment (TOE) Framework 

(Tornatzky et al., 1990). Specifically, the research examines four key independent constructs: (1) 

Transformational Leadership Attributes, (2) Strategic Alignment and Vision, (3) Organizational 

Culture for Innovation, and (4) Human-Centric Design and Employee Readiness. Each of these 

constructs is operationalized through specific sub-variables, and their influence on the dependent 

variable, Successful Digital Transformation in the Era of Industry 5.0, is explored through qualitative 

inquiry. 

 

Table 1. Literature Gap Analysis 

Study 
Geographic/Se

ctoral Context 

Theoretical 

Lens 
Methodology 

Gap Addressed by 

Present Study 

Warner-

Søderholm et 

al. (2018) 

Multi-national 

(Europe, US, 

Asia); cross-

sector 

Leadership 

theory 

Quantitative 

survey 

Limited to leadership; no 

Industry 5.0 focus; lacks 

integration of culture, 

strategy, and human-

centric design 

Gaffley & 

Pelser (2021) 

South Africa; 

manufacturing 

only 

Strategic 

management 

Conceptual 

framework 

Single-sector; no empirical 

validation; no human-

centric or Industry 5.0 lens 

Sangarathas & 

Shanmugathas 

(2025) 

Sri Lanka; 

family-owned 

SME 

Phenomenology Qualitative 

(single case) 

Single case; SME-specific; 

lacks multi-sector and 

cross-national comparison 

Rijwani et al. 

(2025) 

Literature 

review; no 

empirical 

context 

Industry 5.0 

technologies 

Systematic 

review 

Conceptual only; no 

empirical evidence on 

organizational 

determinants 

Vial (2019) Cross-sector; 

primarily 

Digital 

transformation 

frameworks 

Systematic 

literature 

review 

No Industry 5.0 focus; 

lacks qualitative depth on 

human-centric factors 
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Study 
Geographic/Se

ctoral Context 

Theoretical 

Lens 
Methodology 

Gap Addressed by 

Present Study 

Western 

contexts 

Present Study UAE and India; 

manufacturing, 

healthcare, 

financial 

services 

Integrated 

framework: 

Transformational 

Leadership, 

Sociotechnical 

Systems, 

Dynamic 

Capabilities, 

Organizational 

Culture, TOE 

Qualitative 

multiple-case 

study – 18 

semi-

structured 

interviews 

across three 

case 

organizations 

First qualitative study to 

examine all four 

determinants (leadership, 

strategy, culture, human-

centric design) 

simultaneously in Industry 

5.0 contexts; cross-national 

and multi-sector empirical 

evidence 

 

As Table 1 illustrates, prior research has typically focused on single determinants (e.g., 

leadership or strategy), single sectors, or single geographic regions, and has rarely integrated the 

human-centric principles central to Industry 5.0. Moreover, much of the existing literature on 

Industry 5.0 remains conceptual or technology-focused, with limited empirical investigation of the 

organizational and human factors that enable successful transformation. This study fills these gaps 

by providing the first qualitative, cross-national, multi-sector empirical investigation that integrates 

leadership, strategic alignment, organizational culture, and human-centric design within a unified 

theoretical framework tailored to the Industry 5.0 context. 

The research is guided by the following overarching question: What are the critical 

determinants of successful digital transformation in the context of Industry 5.0, and how do 

transformational leadership, strategic alignment, organizational culture, and human-centric design 

interact to enable or constrain transformation outcomes. By addressing this question, the study aims 

to provide actionable insights for organizational leaders, policymakers, and scholars seeking to 

understand and facilitate digital transformation in an era where technology and humanity must 

coexist and co-evolve. The findings contribute to both theory and practice by elucidating the 

mechanisms through which organizations can build agile, innovative, and human-empowered digital 

ecosystems that drive sustainability, employee empowerment, and long-term competitive advantage 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

2.1. Industry 5.0: The Human-Centric Paradigm 

Industry 5.0 constitutes a substantial evolutionary departure from Industry 4.0. Its defining 

characteristic lies in the synergistic integration of distinctly human attributes including creative 

capacity, discretionary judgment, and value based reasoning with sophisticated technological 

systems such as artificial intelligence, robotics, and the Internet of Things (European Commission, 

2021; Xu et al., 2025). A marked departure from the Industry 4.0 emphasis on automation and 

efficiency maximization, Industry 5.0 elevates a tripartite set of guiding pillars to the foreground. 

Specifically, these pillars are human centricity, sustainability, and resilience (Haleem et al., 2022; 

Xu et al., 2025). 

Human-centricity in Industry 5.0 involves designing technological systems that augment 

human capabilities rather than replace them, positioning workers as problem-solvers and co-creators 

(Haleem et al., 2022; Van Der Schaft et al., 2024). This paradigm shift recognizes that sustainable 

competitive advantage in digital economies derives not solely from technological capabilities but 

from the synergistic integration of human and technological resources (Narkhede et al., 2023; 

Sangarathas & Shanmugathas, 2025). Recent research emphasizes that Industry 5.0 requires 

organizations to balance technological innovation with ethical considerations, employee well-being, 

and societal impact (Attaran et al., 2023; Peppard & Ward, 2004). 

The transition to Industry 5.0 necessitates fundamental changes in organizational structures, 

processes, and cultures (Baker, 2000; Vial, 2019). Leaders must navigate the tension between 

technological efficiency and human empowerment, creating environments where employees feel 
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valued, empowered, and capable of contributing meaningfully to digital transformation initiatives 

(Bican & Brem, 2020; Ross et al., 2006). This requires new forms of leadership that combine 

technological literacy with emotional intelligence, ethical awareness, and commitment to human 

development (Schein, 2010; Verhoef et al., 2021). 

 

2.2. Transformational Leadership in Digital Contexts 

Sociotechnical Systems Theory, pioneered by Trist and Bamforth (1951) and further 

developed by Pasmore (1988), emphasizes the interdependence of social and technical subsystems 

within organizations (Trist & Bamforth, 1951; Pasmore, 1988). The theory posits that optimal 

organizational performance is achieved when both the technical system (comprising tools, 

technologies, and processes) and the social system (comprising people, relationships, and culture) 

are jointly optimized. This perspective is particularly relevant to digital transformation, which 

inherently involves the integration of new technologies with existing organizational structures, 

processes, and human resources. 

Within the Industry 5.0 paradigm, Sociotechnical Systems Theory offers a productive 

analytical framework for comprehending how organizations may architect digital ecosystems that 

amplify rather than erode human functional capacities. Evidence from Sangarathas and 

Shanmugathas (2025) supports the proposition that sociotechnical congruence between technological 

investment and socio cultural context constitutes a determinant of digital transformation success, 

based on their case study of a family owned SME in Sri Lanka. Concurrently, Van Der Schaft et al. 

(2024) demonstrated through a multi layered sensemaking framework that employee experiences of 

digital transformation are mediated by social and psychological factors, thereby establishing these 

dimensions as focal points for organizational attention during technological change initiatives. 

Several limitations characterize the existing sociotechnical literature despite its acknowledged 

contributions. Critics point to inadequate engagement with emergent digital technologies, 

specifically artificial intelligence, machine learning, and advanced robotics, all of which engender 

new forms of human machine relationality and pose previously unencountered ethical and design 

challenges. An additional shortcoming concerns the sectoral concentration of research. A 

preponderance of studies has focused upon manufacturing and industrial environments, whereas 

service sectors including healthcare and finance have received considerably less scholarly attention, 

despite featuring fundamentally different configurations of human technology interplay. This study 

extends Sociotechnical Systems Theory by examining how organizations across diverse sectors 

design and implement human-centric digital solutions in the industry 5.0 era. 

 

2.3. Strategic Alignment in Dynamic Environments 

Dynamic Capabilities Theory, initially proposed by Teece et al. (1997) and later extended by 

Teece (2007), conceptualizes organizational aptitude along three dimensions. These dimensions 

comprise the sensing of environmental change, the seizing of novel opportunities, and the 

reconfiguration of resources and competences in response to evolving conditions. The digital 

transformation domain renders these capabilities especially indispensable, given that rapid 

technological flux, shifting consumer expectations, and mounting competitive pressures compel 

organizations toward continuous adaptation and ongoing innovative activity. 

Empirical evidence indicates that organizations possessing robust dynamic capabilities exhibit 

superior performance outcomes in digital transformation initiatives. Karimi and Walter (2015) 

demonstrated that dynamic capabilities functioned as a mediating mechanism between information 

technology investments and organizational agility, thereby equipping firms to address market 

disruptions with greater efficacy. In a complementary finding, Verhoef et al. (2021) contended that 

digital transformation necessitates the cultivation of novel capabilities across domains including data 

analytics, customer engagement, and ecosystem orchestration. 

In the Industry 5.0 context, dynamic capabilities take on additional significance, as 

organizations must not only adapt to technological change but also reconfigure their operations to 

prioritize human-centricity, sustainability, and ethical considerations. However, existing research on 

dynamic capabilities has been predominantly quantitative and focused on large, established firms in 

Western contexts, with limited qualitative exploration of how dynamic capabilities are developed 

and enacted in emerging markets or in the context of Industry 5.0’s human-centric principles. This 
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study addresses this gap by qualitatively examining how organizations in the UAE and India develop 

and deploy dynamic capabilities to navigate the transition to Industry 5.0. 

 

2.4. Organizational Culture and Innovation 

According to the framework advanced by Schein (2010) and Schein & Schein (2017)), 

organizational culture comprises the taken for granted assumptions, consensual values, and collective 

beliefs that govern organizational behavior and shape decisional logics. Scholarly consensus 

recognizes culture as a fundamental mediating variable in organizational change processes, digital 

transformation among them. Cultures that valorize innovation, experimental conduct, and learning 

orientation demonstrate positive associations with transformation success. In contrast, cultures 

marked by risk avoidance, steep hierarchical structures, and change resistance function as significant 

impediments to transformation efforts (Hartl & Hess, 2017; Kane et al., 2015). Research by Kane et 

al. (2015) identified organizational culture as one of the most significant barriers to digital 

transformation, with many organizations struggling to shift from traditional, hierarchical cultures to 

more agile, collaborative, and innovation-oriented cultures. Similarly, Hartl and Hess (2017) found 

that cultural alignment between digital initiatives and existing organizational values was a key 

predictor of transformation success. 

Organizational culture under the Industry 5.0 paradigm must simultaneously support 

innovation and agility while also internalizing the human centric principles that distinguish this era. 

Specifically, a cultural profile emphasizing empathy, inclusivity, and ethically grounded practices 

becomes essential. Within such a culture, employees gain the agency to collaborate with advanced 

digital technologies in ways that advance their personal well being and professional growth 

trajectories. Despite widespread scholarly recognition of culture's importance, extant literature 

predominantly conceptualizes culture as a fixed, homogeneous entity. This static treatment obscures 

the fluid and contested processes through which cultural transformation unfolds during digital change 

efforts. By examining how organizational culture transforms in response to Industry 5.0 initiatives 

and how leadership action shapes culture to facilitate human centric digital ecosystems, this study 

makes an original contribution to the literature. 

 

2.5. Human-Centric Design and Employee Readiness 

Tornatzky et al. (1990) proposed the TOE Framework as a comprehensive analytical apparatus 

for understanding the determinants shaping both adoption and implementation of technological 

innovations (Nguyen et al., 2022). According to this framework, three distinct categories of factors 

exert influence. The first category, technological factors, refers to the attributes and performance 

characteristics of the innovation in question. The second category, organizational factors, captures 

internal firm attributes including scale, structural configuration, and resource availability. The third 

category, environmental factors, encompasses external market and institutional conditions such as 

industry dynamics, regulatory mandates, and competitive rivalry intensity. 

The TOE Framework has been widely applied in research on digital transformation, with 

studies demonstrating its utility in explaining variation in adoption and implementation outcomes 

across different organizational and environmental contexts (Oliveira & Martins, 2011; Tornatzky et 

al., 1990). An empirical application of the TOE Framework by Oliveira and Martins (2011) examined 

factors shaping cloud computing adoption. The study revealed that three variables in particular, 

namely technological compatibility, the organization's state of preparative readiness, and the 

intensity of external competitive forces, each exerted significant predictive influence. 

The TOE Framework offers considerable utility for examining how firms traverse the 

multifaceted interplay of technological affordances, organizational competencies, and external 

environmental limitations under Industry 5.0 conditions. A significant limitation of the framework, 

however, concerns its neglect of human agency and cultural variables, both of which constitute core 

elements of Industry 5.0's foundational commitment to human centricity. Moreover, the framework 

has been applied primarily in quantitative studies, with less qualitative exploration of how 

organizations interpret and respond to technological, organizational, and environmental factors in 

practice. This study extends the TOE Framework by integrating it with theories of leadership, culture, 

and sociotechnical systems, and by applying it qualitatively to examine how organizations in the 

UAE and India navigate the industry 5.0 transition. 
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2.6. Integrated Theoretical Framework 

Drawing on the five theoretical perspectives reviewed above, this study develops an integrated 

conceptual framework that positions four key determinants as antecedents of successful digital 

transformation in the Industry 5.0 era: (1) Transformational Leadership Attributes, (2) Strategic 

Alignment and Vision, (3) Organizational Culture for Innovation, and (4) Human-Centric Design 

and Employee Readiness. These determinants are conceptualized as interdependent and mutually 

reinforcing, with each contributing uniquely to the overall transformation outcome. Figure 1 visually 

represents the conceptual framework, illustrating the relationships among the five theoretical 

components and the four key determinants. 

 
Figure 1. Integrated Conceptual Framework for Digital Transformation in Industry 5.0 

 

The conceptual framework is structured as a multi-layered model. At the foundation, the five 

theoretical frameworks including Transformational Leadership Theory, Sociotechnical Systems 

Theory, Dynamic Capabilities Theory, Organizational Culture Theory, and the TOE Framework are 

represented as interconnected pillars that provide the theoretical grounding for the study. These 

pillars converge to inform four key determinants, depicted as intermediate constructs: (1) 

Transformational Leadership Attributes (operationalized through vision articulation, empowerment, 

and change management), (2) Strategic Alignment and Vision (operationalized through digital 

strategy formulation, agility, and resource allocation), (3) Organizational Culture for Innovation 

(operationalized through risk tolerance, collaboration, and learning orientation), and (4) Human-

Centric Design and Employee Readiness (operationalized through user-centered design, digital skills 

development, and employee well-being).  

These four determinants are shown as directional arrows pointing toward the dependent 

variable which is Successful Digital Transformation in Industry 5.0, represented at the apex of the 

model. Bidirectional arrows among the four determinants indicate their interdependence and mutual 

reinforcement. The framework also includes contextual factors (technological, organizational, and 

environmental) from the TOE Framework, depicted as surrounding the model to indicate their 

Successful Digital Transformation in the Era 

of Industry 5.0 

▪ Integration of Human-Centric & Smart 

Technologies 

▪ Process Automation and Innovation 

▪ Employee Empowerment through 

Technology 

▪ Customer-Centric Digital Services 

▪ Sustainability-Driven Tech Adoption 

Transformational Leadership Attributes 

Inspirational Motivation 

Intellectual Stimulation 

Individualized Consideration 

Idealized Influence 

Change Advocacy 

Strategic Alignment and Vision 

• Digital Strategy Integration 

• Leadership Alignment Across Functions 

• Resource Commitment for 

Digitalization 

• Agile Planning and Execution 

• Performance Metrics for Digital Success 

Organizational Culture for 

Innovation 

❖ Openness to Experimentation 

❖ Learning Culture 

❖ Risk-Tolerance & Psychological 

Safety 

❖ Cross-Functional Collaboration 

❖ Empathy and Perspective-Taking 

Human-Centric Design and Employee Readiness 

✓ Digital Literacy and Competency 

✓ Employee Involvement in Tech Design 

✓ User Experience (UX) Consideration 

✓ Change Management Support 

✓ Workplace Flexibility through Technology 

H1 

H2 

H3 

H4 
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moderating influence on the relationships among determinants and outcomes. This integrated 

framework advances literature by synthesizing multiple theoretical perspectives into a cohesive 

model that captures the complexity of digital transformation in the industry 5.0 context. It recognizes 

that successful transformation is not the result of any single factor but rather the product of synergistic 

interactions among leadership, strategy, culture, and human-centric design, all situated within a 

broader technological, organizational, and environmental context. 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

3.1. Research Paradigm and Design 

The research philosophy underpinning this study is interpretive and qualitative, predicated on 

the ontological assumption that social reality emerges as a construction shaped by the meanings and 

interpretive frameworks individuals attach to their lived experiences (Walsham, 1995). An 

interpretive approach is particularly well-suited to exploring complex, context-dependent 

phenomena such as digital transformation, where understanding the perspectives, motivations, and 

sensemaking processes of organizational actors is essential (Myers, 1997). The research employed a 

multiple-case study design, which allows for in-depth exploration of the phenomenon of interest 

across different organizational contexts while enabling cross-case comparison and pattern 

identification (Yin, 2009). Multiple-case studies are particularly valuable for theory building and for 

examining how contextual factors shape the manifestation and outcomes of organizational processes 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). 

 

3.2. Case Selection and Sampling  

Three organizations were selected as case sites, each representing a different industry sector 

and each actively engaged in digital transformation initiatives aligned with Industry 5.0 principles. 

The organizations were located in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) and India, two rapidly developing 

economies with significant investments in digital infrastructure and Industry 5.0 technologies. The 

case organizations were: 

1) Case A: A large manufacturing firm in the UAE specializing in advanced materials and smart 

manufacturing, with over 2,000 employees and a strong focus on integrating AI-driven robotics 

with human expertise. 

2) Case B: A mid-sized healthcare provider in India operating a network of hospitals and diagnostic 

centers, employing approximately 1,500 staff and implementing digital health platforms, 

telemedicine, and AI-assisted diagnostics. 

3) Case C: A financial services organization in the UAE offering retail and corporate banking 

services, with over 3,000 employees and undergoing a comprehensive digital transformation 

involving AI-powered customer service, blockchain-based transactions, and data analytics. 

 

Purposive sampling was used to select participants within each case organization. Participants 

were senior leaders and executives with direct involvement in digital transformation initiatives. A 

total of 18 semi-structured interviews were conducted: six interviews in each of the three case 

organizations. The decision to conduct six interviews per case was guided by purposive sampling 

logic: six participants per case allowed for representation across the C-suite and senior management 

levels (CEO, CIO, CTO, and senior functional managers), ensuring coverage of strategic, 

operational, and human dimensions of transformation. Data redundancy (theoretical saturation) was 

observed within each case by the fifth and sixth interviews, as participants’ accounts began to 

converge on consistent themes, indicating sufficient depth of coverage for the purposes of this study 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Yin, 2009). 

 

3.3. Data Collection 

The study employed semi-structured interviews to generate empirical data. This format 

provides sufficient latitude to investigate participants' lived experiences and interpretive frameworks 

in depth, yet retains sufficient structure to ensure that all key thematic areas corresponding to the 

research questions are systematically addressed (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). An interview protocol 
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was developed based on the integrated conceptual framework, with questions organized around the 

four key determinants: transformational leadership, strategic alignment, organizational culture, and 

human-centric design. Each interview spanned 60 to 90 minutes and was administered either in 

person or through video conferencing technology, with modality contingent upon participant 

schedules and expressed preferences. Audio recordings were made with explicit participant consent, 

followed by verbatim transcription. Supplementary data collection encompassed secondary sources, 

specifically organizational documentation (strategic plans, digital transformation roadmaps, and 

internal communications) as well as publicly available materials (annual reports, press releases, and 

industry reports). These secondary data provided both contextual anchoring and a mechanism for 

triangulating evidence obtained from the semi structured interviews. 

 

3.4. Data Analysis 

The study operationalized Braun and Clarke (2006) six phase thematic analysis protocol for 

interview data examination. Phase one, data familiarization, required the research team to engage in 

iterative reading and rereading of interview transcripts. Phase two, initial code generation, proceeded 

inductively to isolate data elements relevant to the research questions. Phase three, theme search, 

entailed grouping codes into preliminary themes reflective of cross dataset meaning patterns. Phase 

four, theme review, involved systematic refinement to verify that themes remained coherent, 

empirically supported, and clearly differentiated from one another. Phase five, theme definition and 

naming, required articulating precise descriptions of each theme's scope and substantive content. 

Phase six, report production, culminated in a written presentation of findings with representative 

quotations for each theme. The research team employed NVivo 12 to organize, code, and retrieve 

data efficiently. Regular team discussions during the analytical process served to safeguard coding 

consistency and thematic rigor. 

 

3.5. Strategies for Ensuring Rigor and Trustworthiness 

In accordance with Lincoln and Guba (1985) framework for establishing trustworthiness in 

qualitative research, the study implemented strategies addressing four criteria. For credibility, the 

study employed data source triangulation encompassing interviews, organizational documents, and 

public materials, combined with extended data immersion and member checking. The member 

checking process involved returning preliminary interpretations to selected participants for 

confirmation of accuracy and experiential alignment. For transferability, the research furnished rich, 

detailed descriptions of case contexts, participant profiles, and findings, thereby allowing readers to 

determine the degree of applicability to other organizational environments. For dependability, a 

detailed audit trail was maintained throughout the research process, documenting all procedural steps 

including data acquisition, coding decisions, and thematic development. For confirmability, 

reflexivity practices were institutionalized through regular team reflection on underlying 

assumptions, interpretive biases, and analytical choices. Additionally, multiple coders were 

employed to independently verify coding consistency and theme identification. 

 

3.6. Ethical Considerations 

This study adhered to the highest standards of research ethics. Ethical approval for this study 

was obtained from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) [Anonymized] under Approval Reference 

Number IRB‑2025‑DT‑001. Given the cross-national nature of the study, ethical requirements in 

both the UAE and India were carefully reviewed and addressed. In the UAE, the study complied with 

the ethical guidelines of the UAE Ministry of Education and the National Research Ethics 

Committee, which emphasize informed consent, confidentiality, and the protection of participants’ 

rights. In India, the study adhered to the ethical standards set forth by the Indian Council of Medical 

Research (ICMR) for research involving human participants, particularly in the healthcare sector 

(Case B), including additional safeguards for patient data confidentiality and institutional approval 

from the participating hospital network’s ethics committee. 

The study adhered to rigorous ethical protocols. All participants received detailed information 

about the research purpose, procedural steps, and participant rights, after which written informed 

consent was secured. Confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed, with all identifying markers 
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eliminated from interview transcripts and published reports. Data security was maintained through 

password protected storage systems, with access limited solely to members of the research team. 

Participants were notified of their unconditional right to withdraw from the investigation at any time 

without penalty. Special attention was directed toward safeguarding voluntary participation and 

preventing any form of coercion or improper influence, a consideration particularly pertinent given 

the hierarchical organizational structures characterizing certain case sites. 

 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1. Research Results 

The thematic analysis yielded five overarching themes: (1) Visionary Leadership as the 

Catalyst for Transformation, (2) Strategic Alignment and Agility, (3) Culture as the Foundation for 

Innovation, (4) Human-Centric Design and Employee Empowerment, and (5) Technology as an 

Enabler, Not a Driver. 

 

4.1.1. Theme 1: Visionary Leadership as the Catalyst for Transformation  

Participants across all three case organizations consistently identified visionary leadership as 

the single most critical determinant of successful digital transformation. A CEO from Case A 

(manufacturing) stated: “Digital transformation is not a technology project; it’s a leadership project. 

If the CEO and the top team are not fully committed, if they don’t have a clear vision of where we’re 

going and why, the whole thing falls apart.” This underscores the centrality of leadership 

commitment consistent with Transformational Leadership Theory’s emphasis on inspirational 

motivation (Bass, 1985). A CTO from Case C (financial services) elaborated on the leader’s role in 

sensemaking, and a senior manager from Case B (healthcare) described the importance of leadership 

visibility and accessibility, illustrating the individualized consideration dimension of 

transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006). 

 

4.1.2. Theme 2: Strategic Alignment and Agility 

The second major theme centered on strategic alignment and strategic agility. A Chief Strategy 

Officer from Case A stated: “Every digital initiative we undertake has to answer the question: How 

does this support our strategic goals?” A CIO from Case C noted the tension between alignment 

and agility: “Agility doesn’t mean chaos. It means having the structures and processes in place to 

make quick, informed decisions.” In healthcare (Case B), agility was tempered by regulatory 

compliance: “We pilot, we test, we learn, and then we scale.” 

 

4.1.3. Theme 3: Culture as the Foundation for Innovation 

Organizational culture emerged as a foundational determinant of digital transformation 

success. A senior executive from Case A articulated: “Culture eats strategy for breakfast. We’ve 

worked hard to build a culture where people feel safe to experiment, to fail, to learn.” This resonates 

with Schein’s (2010) argument that culture operates at the deepest level of organizational life. A 

manager from Case B (healthcare) described the challenges of shifting a hierarchical, risk-averse 

culture, noting that “it’s still a work in progress,” extending the organizational culture literature by 

showing that culture is a dynamic, contested terrain (Kane et al., 2015; Hartl & Hess, 2017). 

 

4.1.4. Theme 4: Human-Centric Design and Employee Empowerment 

The fourth theme centered on designing digital solutions that prioritize human needs and 

empowering employees to actively participate in transformation. A CTO from Case A described the 

organization’s human-robot collaboration philosophy: “We don’t see robots as replacements for 

humans; we see them as partners. We use AI to handle repetitive, physically demanding tasks, freeing 

up our workers to focus on problem-solving, quality control, and innovation.” This exemplifies the 

human-centric design principle central to Industry 5.0 (Rijwani et al., 2025; Xu et al., 2025). A senior 

manager from Case B (healthcare) underscored participatory design: “We now involve doctors and 

nurses from the very beginning, in the design, in the testing, in the refinement.” 
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4.1.5. Theme 5: Technology as an Enabler, Not a Driver 

The fifth theme reflected a shared understanding that technology is an enabler, not the primary 

driver of digital transformation. A CEO from Case C stated: “The real transformation is about 

changing how we think, how we work, how we serve our customers. Technology enables that, but it 

doesn’t drive it.” A CIO from Case A echoed: “Having the technology is not enough. You have to 

know how to use it, you have to integrate it into your processes, you have to train your people.” 

These statements align with the sociotechnical systems perspective (Trist & Bamforth, 1951; 

Pasmore, 1988) and the dynamic capabilities literature (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2007). 

The five themes illuminate the complex, multifaceted nature of digital transformation in the 

Industry 5.0 context. Together, they demonstrate that successful digital transformation requires the 

orchestration of multiple, interdependent determinants, each of which is necessary but not sufficient 

on its own. 

 

4.2. DISCUSSION 

4.2.1. Theoretical Contributions 

Several important theoretical advances are advanced by this study regarding digital 

transformation within Industry 5.0 contexts. Chief among these is the synthesis of five distinct 

theoretical perspectives. Through this synthesis, the study achieves a level of comprehensiveness and 

analytical subtlety in characterizing digital transformation determinants that surpasses the 

explanatory scope of prior research efforts. Second, the study extends existing theories by applying 

them to the specific context of Industry 5.0. Third, the study contributes to the dynamic capabilities 

literature by providing qualitative, process-oriented insights. Fourth, the study advances the 

organizational culture literature by showing that culture is a dynamic, contested terrain. Finally, the 

study extends the TOE Framework by integrating it with theories of leadership, culture, and 

sociotechnical systems. 

 

4.2.2. Practical Implications 

The findings have several important implications for organizational leaders, managers, and 

policymakers. First, leaders must recognize that digital transformation is fundamentally a leadership 

challenge. Second, organizations must ensure strategic alignment and agility. Third, cultural 

transformation must be a central priority. Fourth, organizations must adopt a human-centric approach 

to technology design. Fifth, organizations must resist the temptation to view technology as a silver 

bullet. The findings suggest that organizations which recognize digital transformation as a holistic, 

multi-dimensional endeavour which requiring sustained leadership commitment, strategic discipline, 

cultural courage, and an unwavering focus on human flourishing are better positioned to navigate the 

transition to Industry 5.0 successfully. Leaders are therefore encouraged to invest in leadership 

development, cultural change programmes, and participatory design processes alongside 

technological investments. 

 

4.2.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Several constraints temper the contributions of this study despite its substantive findings. A 

primary limitation relates to the sample configuration. With only three case organizations and 18 

participants drawn exclusively from the UAE and India, the study's external validity or 

generalizability to other geographic and organizational contexts remains circumscribed. Second, the 

cross-sectional design cannot capture the dynamic evolution of transformation over time. Third, the 

study focuses on senior leaders’ perspectives, omitting middle managers and frontline employees. 

Future research should employ longitudinal, mixed-methods, or quantitative approaches and include 

broader stakeholder perspectives. 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

This study represents the first qualitative, cross-national, multi-sector empirical investigation 

to simultaneously examine the four critical determinants of successful digital transformation 

including transformational leadership, strategic alignment, organizational culture, and human-centric 

design within the emerging Industry 5.0 paradigm. By integrating five theoretical frameworks into a 
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unified conceptual model, the research advances theoretical understanding of how these determinants 

interact and mutually reinforce one another. The findings synthesize insights from 18 senior leaders 

across manufacturing, healthcare, and financial services organizations in the UAE and India, 

revealing that while transformational leadership and innovation-oriented culture serve as 

foundational enablers across all sectors, the enactment of strategic agility and human-centric design 

is shaped by industry-specific regulatory environments, workforce characteristics, and competitive 

dynamics. The study challenges the techno-centric assumptions that dominated Industry 4.0 

discourse, demonstrating that technology functions as an enabler rather than a driver of 

transformation. 

Looking forward, the significance of this study extends beyond its immediate empirical and 

theoretical contributions to its implications for organizations navigating the critical transition from 

Industry 4.0 to Industry 5.0. The findings offer a roadmap for leaders seeking to build agile, 

innovative, and human-empowered digital ecosystems. The study underscores that the Industry 5.0 

transition is not merely a technological upgrade but a fundamental reimagining of the relationship 

between humans and machines, between efficiency and well-being, and between competitive 

advantage and social responsibility. In an era where the pace of technological change continues to 

accelerate and societal expectations for ethical, inclusive, and sustainable business practices 

intensify, the insights generated by this study provide both a theoretical foundation and a practical 

guide for organizations aspiring to thrive in the human-centric future of Industry 5.0.  
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