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ABSTRACT: Background: Novel cyber threats to organizations have greatly escalated due to the high digitalization
rates of organizations, and cybersecurity readiness is a critical capability of organizations and not a technical issue.
Although there is increased awareness, most organizations are ill-equipped due to weaknesses in human behavior,
governance, leadership commitment, technology infrastructure, and incident response mechanisms. This paper dis-
cusses organizational factors that play a major role in cybersecurity readiness. Methods: Primary data from 230
participants were collected using a questionnaire approach and analyzed using IBM SPSS software. The quantitative
methods adopted include descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s reliability test and Pearson’s Correlation analysis. Results:
The findings indicate significant positive relationships between employee training, technological assistance, incident
response planning and cybersecurity readiness, underscoring the importance of cybersecurity readiness. Conclusions:
There are significant relationships between employee cybersecurity training, security policy enforcement, manage-
ment support for cybersecurity, availability of cybersecurity tools, incident response planning, and organizational
cybersecurity readiness.

KEYWORDS: Cybersecurity readiness; employee training; security policy enforcement; management support; incident
response; cybersecurity tools

1 Introduction

This chapter sets the stage for the study by providing background on the growing significance of
cybersecurity readiness in organisations. It describes the problem statement, the research gap, the objectives
and the hypotheses that underpin the research. It sets the stage for exploring the impact of organisational
factors on cybersecurity readiness.

1.1 Motivation and Problem Statement

The rapid digitalization of organizations has fundamentally changed how they operate, communicate,
and store information [1]. The level of interconnection among digital infrastructures increases, making an
organization more susceptible to a host of cyber threats [2]. There has been an upsurge in the frequency
and complexity of cyber-attacks, such as ransomware, phishing, and advanced persistent threats, which
puts organizational defenses under pressure like never before [3]. These attacks are no longer considered
independent technical incidents but risks to the system that have the capacity to end the entire ecosystem of
operations. It has been found that many organizations are being exposed due to fragmented security designs
and inadequate preparedness systems [4]. The consequences of lapses in cybersecurity go well beyond
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monetary losses, which are further compounded by reputational losses, fines, and stakeholder trust [5].
Cybersecurity has become a high strategic value and not just a technical issue, and must be responded to by
the organization in this dynamic atmosphere.

Structural and human vulnerabilities are adding to the organizational cybersecurity problems that
advanced technical defense mechanisms cannot overcome. Cyber threats are frequent, and in most cases,
employees do not have knowledge of cyber risks, which may lead to unsafe work practices such as
weak passwords and social engineering attack vulnerability [6]. The literature shows that insider-related
vulnerabilities account for a substantial share of successful cyberattacks in contemporary organizations [7].
Besides the human factor, several institutions have a problem of poor infrastructure and a lack of constant
implementation of security measures [8]. Technological innovation usually occurs rapidly, reducing the rate
at which organizations adapt, leaving constant gaps between new threats and defense preparedness. These
facts underscore the importance of cybersecurity resiliency being an organization-wide strategy based on
culture, governance, and capability building.

Cybersecurity readiness has thus proven to be a significant framework for assessing organizations’
readiness against online attacks. Ready implies coordination of policies, technologies, employee skills, and
leadership determination to maintain long-term protection of information assets [3]. Scholars note that
readiness is an organization’s capability to predict, identify, and respond to cyber incidents effectively [6].
An increase in readiness has been linked with a faster response to an incident and a decreased disruption of
operations. Digitalization of organizations has occurred in a very fast manner, and this has fundamentally
changed how organizations are run, communicate, and store information. The degree of interconnection of
digital infrastructures rises, and it means that an organization is more prone to the impact of a hostage of
cyber threats [9]. The rate and sophistication of cyber-attacks, including ransomware, phishing, advanced
persistent threats, and so on, have increased, and this puts organizational defenses to the test like never
before [1]. Such attacks are no longer seen as isolated technical incidents but as a danger to the system that
can bring the whole ecosystem of operations to an end. As it has been discovered, numerous organizations
are being exposed because of poor security design and poor preparedness systems [4]. The after-effects
of cybersecurity failures extend far beyond a loss of money, which is, in turn, accompanied by a loss
of reputation, financial penalties, and lost confidence of the stakeholders. Cybersecurity has been a top
strategic value and not just a technical concern and should be addressed by the organization in this
dynamic environment.

The organizational cybersecurity issues that sophisticated technical defenses cannot overcome are being
compounded with the structural and human vulnerabilities [9]. Cyber threats are common, and most of the
time, employees lack awareness of cyber risks, which can result in wrong practices at work, like the use of
weak passwords and vulnerability to attacks through social engineering [5]. Compliance with regulatory and
industry requirements that are growing more and more demanding in terms of proving security capabilities
is also strengthened by preparedness. Moreover, robust cybersecurity preparedness helps build confidence
among stakeholders and gain a competitive edge in digitally oriented markets [8]. The above advantages
make readiness one of the elements of the modern organizational strategy.

1.2 Research Gap

Despite increased awareness of cybersecurity readiness, empirical studies examining the organizational
factors of preparedness [8] still reveal notable gaps. A large portion of the literature that exists is focused
on technical protection measures and ignores behavioral and managerial factors. Some researchers claim
that the effectiveness of cybersecurity is not comprehensible without analyzing the organizational culture
and dynamics of leadership [9]. Most past studies tend to view readiness as an ideal concept and not an
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operational construct that can be measured using operational variables [8]. The limitation deprives the
organizations of the right to come up with evidence-based improvement plans. A more analytical framework
embedded in the paper is needed to capture the general effects of organizational factors on preparedness.

The paper addresses the identified gap in the literature by systematically examining the advocates of
organizational readiness for cybersecurity. It takes into consideration training, governance, management
support, technological infrastructure, and incident response planning perspectives. This is one of the
features of the complicated nature of cybersecurity readiness in contemporary institutions. The empirical
measurement of the said relations by the study will yield practical findings on improving organizational
resilience. The outcome will be desired to support strategic decision-making and will result in the design of
holistic cybersecurity measures.

1.3 Specific Objectives

Given the research gap and need to study organizational cybersecurity readiness, the following research
objectives are put forward:

ROL: To examine the relationship between employee cybersecurity training and organizational cyber-
security readiness.

RO2: To determine the relationship between security policy enforcement and organizational cyberse-
curity readiness.

RO3: To assess the relationship between management support for cybersecurity and organizational
cybersecurity readiness.

RO4: To evaluate the relationship between availability of cybersecurity tools and organizational
cybersecurity readiness.

ROS5: To analyze the relationship between incident response planning and organizational cybersecu-
rity readiness.

1.4 Research Hypotheses

In line with the research objectives and existing theoretical and empirical evidence, the following
hypotheses are proposed to test the relationships between the study variables:

H1: There is a significant relationship between employee cybersecurity training and organizational cybersecurity
readiness.

H2: There is a significant relationship between security policy enforcement and organizational cybersecurity
readiness.

H3: There is a significant relationship between Management support for cybersecurity and organizational
cybersecurity readiness.

H4: There is a significant relationship between availability of cybersecurity tools and organizational cybersecu-
rity readiness.

H5: There is a significant relationship between incident response planning and organizational cybersecurity
readiness.

2 Literature Review

This section examines existing research on cybersecurity readiness and its antecedents. It draws on
theoretical and empirical research to offer a holistic view of the role of human, technology, and managerial
factors in preparedness. It also sets the conceptual and theoretical groundwork for this study.
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The section presents a literature review of current knowledge on organizational cybersecurity readiness
and its critical determinants. The review has been organized in a way that gives a logical flow starting with
conceptual premises up to empirical evidence. To start with, the notion of organizational cybersecurity
readiness is considered to define its multidimensional character. This is then followed by the discussion
of the main independent variables, which are employee cybersecurity training, enforcement of security
policies, management support, accessibility of cybersecurity tools, and incident response planning, which
are discussed as separate subsections to explain their theoretical and practical roles. This section moves on
to discuss the theoretical frameworks beneath the study, before concluding with an empirical review which
summarizes previous research on the study topic and identifies gaps in the existing research body. This
organized methodology helps improve clarity, provide coherence, and facilitate the creation of the study’s
conceptual framework.

2.1 Concept of Organizational Cybersecurity Readiness

Organizational cybersecurity readiness is a concept that defines how an institution is ready to foresee,
avert, identify, and react to cyber threats in a coordinated and sustainable way. According to scholars,
readiness is a state in which organizational structures, processes, and technologies are aligned in a manner
that enables effective handling of cyber risks [10]. This viewpoint states that readiness cannot be restricted
to technical controls, but it encompasses governance and behavioral aspects [11]. Researchers also note
that cybersecurity readiness is a dynamic state that enables organizations to counter the evolving threat
environment [12]. Readiness as a practical capability is an inherent capacity that must be strengthened during
organizational learning and strategic planning.

The concept of cybersecurity readiness is inherently multidimensional, as the modern digital world is
inherently complex. Several frameworks define readiness as being a set of awareness, prevention, detection,
and recovery capabilities [13]. Such schemes indicate that readiness implies coordination of human and
technological systems [14]. The readiness in the systems perspective can also take the form of an organiza-
tional maturity process, built over time through the provision of improvements [15]. Such a way of thinking
reinforces the idea of cybersecurity resilience, which is founded on lifelong review and improvement.
Companies that fail to recognize this dynamic nature are subjected to stagnation and vulnerability to
cyber threats.

The behaviour of employees and human capital development is also an aspect of the organizational
readiness area that is most critical. The most important aspect of cybersecurity readiness is employees’ level
of awareness and competence, as they are the first line of defense. It is empirically shown that organized
cybersecurity training programs can be applied effectively in enhancing the levels of readiness [16]. Human-
oriented models clarify that the organizational culture must be supportive of secure behaviors and shared
responsibility [17]. Security controls tend to be successful or unsuccessful depending on the behavioral
compliance with the set policies. Even technical investments cannot guarantee effective protection of
resources when personnel are not involved regularly.

Governance and policy implementation are other sub-factors underlying cybersecurity readiness. Good
governance plays a vital role in ensuring that the role of cybersecurity has been spelled out and embedded
in the leadership systems. The research demonstrates that executive commitment becomes one of the major
predictors of organizational readiness [18]. The existence of well-developed governance systems will allocate
resources and generate accountability for cybersecurity activities [10]. Adoption of a policy creates a certain
level of predictability by which employees can be governed and identifies limited areas of vulnerability within
the working processes. Cybersecurity becomes a strategy in the governance of organizations and is more
stable and resilient.
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Another significant basis of cybersecurity readiness in organizations is technological infrastructure. The
modern world requires technologies capable of detecting threats and destroying them immediately. There
are also findings that technological readiness is positive in ensuring continuity in operations in the event
of a cyber-incident [19]. Security platforms contain automation and analytics, which provide situational
awareness and response time [20]. However, technological infrastructure alone is insufficient; it must be
supported by effective governance and knowledgeable personnel to achieve organizational cybersecurity
readiness. Technology complements governance and human knowledge by enabling policy implementation,
strengthening monitoring capabilities, and supporting security awareness and informed decision-making.
The combination of tools, processes, and human resources leads to sustainable readiness.

The critical role of cybersecurity readiness is related to operational resilience and service continuity.
Best-prepared companies will be able to react better to any event of a cyber-attack. It is disclosed that a
prepared institution can recover more quickly than those that have not been prepared [13]. Virtualization
readiness also assists in compliance with regulatory norms and industry standards [11]. These security
controls assist in securing the organization’s plants as well as making sure the interested parties remain
assured. Readiness then becomes a stabilizing mechanism in digitally reliant environments.

Besides the effectiveness of the operations, there is a high strategic value of cybersecurity readiness.
The well-prepared institutions enjoy competitive advantages in the markets where trust is a critical element.
Stakeholder confidence has been established to be directly related to the perceptions of cybersecurity
capability [12]. A well-prepared readiness plan builds a good reputation and reduces the risk of disas-
trous failures [14,21]. The reputational risks facing those organizations that are unprepared extend well
beyond the direct financial losses. Strategic readiness positions institutions to succeed in unpredictable
digital environments.

On balance, organizational cybersecurity readiness is a complicated phenomenon, and it has human,
governance, and technological dimensions. Its definitions can be grounded in capability development,
emphasizing proactivity and the continuous process of adaptation. The concept underlines the need to make
cybersecurity a component of organizational strategy and culture. Companies that have an institutionalized
readiness are in a better position to overcome the shifting threats. A holistic readiness strategy also
determines the sustainability of digital activities within the present organizations.

2.2 Cybersecurity Training of Employees

It is typically acknowledged that the training of employees on cybersecurity can be regarded as one of
the foundations of cybersecurity readiness in the organization. Modern cyber threats tend to exploit human
vulnerabilities and not technology vulnerabilities. Research has continuously shown that employee behavior
is one of the factors that will either succeed or fail in an attack [22]. The training programs will be geared
towards solidifying awareness of phishing, malware, social engineering, and unsafe digital behavior [13].
Researchers believe that lifelong learning inculcates a proactive security attitude, resulting in low-risk
exposure for organizations [23]. The staff will not be mere users in their cybersecurity defense training.

Cybersecurity education is not only informational but is rather behavioral. It focuses on developing
behaviors that make employees act in accordance with organizational security policies. Research has
shown that sustained exposure to security education is a major contributor to observing safe computing
behaviors [12]. Behavioral reinforcement theories help focus on the fact that learning should be continuous,
but not episodic [24]. Simulations and real-life scenarios are especially useful in the training process of
resilience to social engineering attacks [25]. Routine training is institutionalized within organizations and
results in the detection of threats and the reporting of incidents.
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Another significant issue with employee training is that it helps develop an organizational security
culture. With a good security culture, shared responsibility and collective vigilance are promoted. Studies
have established that training has a direct effect on the inculcation of security-conscious norms among the
employees [18]. Training programs facilitated by leaders are an indication of the strategic significance of
cybersecurity [21]. Motivation and retention levels go up when the employees feel that training is a serious
process and not a show [26]. Cultural alignment will ensure the integration of cybersecurity into daily
decision-making.

Instructions and delivery of cybersecurity training rely on the design of the instruction. Conventional
lecture-based lessons are being supplanted by interactive, technology-based learning models. Experience
indicates that learning through experience enhances knowledge retention and behavioral change [10].
Training tools that are ramified encourage employees to engage in security training proactively [27]. Adaptive
learning systems enable organizations to individualize the training content based on the risk profile [28].
These inventions demonstrate that training must be modified to reflect the threat environment.

Cybersecurity training also contributes to making organizations prepared by improving their ability to
respond to an incident. The employees who have been trained and know how to detect the abnormalities will
report the suspected behavior at earlier stages. Research indicates that timely reporting is very influential in
derailing the severity of cyber-attacks [16]. Coordination is improved through training programs that include
incident response exercises [29]. Simulated drills train employees to respond calmly when they are under
pressure [30]. Trained staff acts as a pre-attack warning system to boost technical defenses.

Although cybersecurity training is beneficial, there are several challenges in implementing it. Organiza-
tions usually do not estimate the resources needed to maintain working programs. On research ineffectively
designed training could result in disengagement, as well as compliance fatigue [15]. Training initiatives
without executive involvement can be seen as having low priority [31]. Testing and evaluation systems
are required to assess the training success and implement changes based on the results [32]. Management
commitment and participation of employees must be unified in sustainable programs.

Employee cybersecurity is vital to the company’s strategy, beyond just reducing risks. Skilled workers
will help in the resilience and continuity of the organization in operation. As evidence shows, the level of
training investment is associated with a reduced number of successful cyber intrusions [20]. Companies
with established education programs rebound sooner after security attacks [33]. Continued learning enables
institutions to remain flexible in evolving threat environments [34]. Training as a long-term strategic resource
is exposed by such results.

In summary, staff cybersecurity training is a significant factor in defining organizational readiness. It
aids in the creation of awareness and behavior, as well as enhances the capacity for response to incidents. The
culture of security is influenced by training programs and enhances governance. Firms that invest in lifelong
learning gain resilience in cybersecurity, and this is sustainable. The gap between human vulnerability and
computer security is eventually bridged with proper training.

2.3 Security Policy Enforcement

Security policy is one component of organizational cybersecurity readiness. Policies constitute a formal
rule on how the subjects ought to behave, access control, and the protection of information assets. As
it has been discovered, clear cybersecurity policies reduce uncertainty and influence employee decision-
making [17]. Enforcement also ensures that the policies are not mere documents but operational standards
that constitute part of day-to-day practice [35]. Researchers repeatedly report that fewer security violations
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are observed in organizations with a strong enforcement culture [19]. Effective enforcement transforms
policy regimes into working governance instruments.

Cybersecurity performance concerns the connection between policy implementation and employee
adherence. Compliance is dependent on frequent monitoring and accountability procedures as well as
awareness. Studies have shown that strong enforcement goes hand in hand with adherence to cybersecurity
implementation, with the penalty program being conspicuous [36]. Behavioral models assume that the
consistency of enforcement underlies the organizational norms [11]. Whenever employees believe that
security policies are just and applied uniformly, there is a high likelihood of abiding by them [37]. The next
behavioral control is enforcement, which reinforces the institutional demands.

Leadership involvement is closely related to policy implementation. An indicator of the importance
of governance of cyberspace is the executive commitment. This has been demonstrated in the literature,
which indicates that organizations where leadership is actively supervised implement policies more con-
sistently [13]. Confirmative behavioral models of managers have a positive influence on the organizational
culture [24]. Obviously, active leadership will be justified by imposition of enforcement and reduced resis-
tance among employees [31]. Organizational commitment to cybersecurity purposes is improved through
policy-based enforcement.

The implementation of cybersecurity policies is enhanced using technological support systems. Auto-
mated monitors can detect violations of policies whenever they take place and reduce the role of manual
management. It has been hinted that the built-in security management systems increase the compliance
tracking capacity [10]. The auditing and logging technologies may provide a measurable record of digital
activities [23]. Such systems enable organizations to adopt policies systematically rather than reactively [26].
Technological reinforcement ensures that the enforcement mechanism can be scaled to complicated
environments.

Policy enforcement is also vital for standardizing security procedures and minimizing risks. Imple-
menting regulations brings consistency, which minimises procedural variation and limits opportunities for
intruders to exploit security weaknesses. It has been found that the implementation of a consistent policy
impedes the possibility of insider threats [18]. The enforcement structures offer a predictable environment
where the cybersecurity expectations are clearly spelt out [25]. Standardization increases the capacity of an
organization to withstand pressure through the minimization of loopholes in a process.

Over-enforcement or incorrect enforcement, however, would have undesired consequences. Excessive
discipline can create resentment among employees and lead to the cover-up of incidents. Studies have
cautioned against enforcement based on fear, as this would discourage prompt reporting of security
breaches [15]. Combined enforcement measures that incorporate both accountability and education are
more effective [29]. Companies have to develop ways of dealing with enforcement mechanisms that are
cooperative and not intimidating [28]. The implementation to be sustainable will need trust between the
management and the employees. Compliance and external accountability are also supported by the security
policy enforcement. Numerous sectors have strict cybersecurity guidelines that mandate documentation
with enforcement practices. It has been demonstrated that companies with formal enforcement systems in
place have higher compliance ratings [20].

2.4 Management Support for Cybersecurity

Management support is also a critical determinant of an organizations readiness for cybersecurity.
Leadership sets priorities, resources and creates the tone of the culture of security of the institutions. The
studies indicate that executive engagement is one of the critical determinants of the success of cybersecurity



494 ] Cyber Secur. 2026;8

measures [13]. The management should openly embrace cybersecurity programs to make employees perceive
them as necessities and not luxuries [33]. The researchers believe that leadership commitment helps fill the
gap between strategic intent and operational implementation [23]. Well-designed cybersecurity frameworks
cannot be sustainable without managerial support.

Top management is key to incorporating cybersecurity into the organizational strategy. Risk man-
agement and corporate governance are also increasingly involved in cybersecurity decisions. Research
shows that companies that integrate cybersecurity management at the board level are better prepared [18].
Strategic leadership also makes certain that the investments in cybersecurity are focused on the long-
term goals of the organization [36]. Security policies and enforcement mechanisms are supported by
executive sponsorship [26]. A strategy driven by leadership incorporates cybersecurity into institutional
planning processes.

Another important aspect of management support is resource allocation. Implementing cybersecurity
programs requires funding, talented staff, and technological infrastructure. There is evidence that low-budget
cybersecurity initiatives are associated with increased exposure to cyberattacks [10]. Commitment to bud-
geting by the management is an indication of the level of seriousness of the readiness of an organization [27].
Sufficient financing facilitates the constant upgrading of security devices and the training courses [25].
Sustainable readiness relies on a regular supply of resources as opposed to occasional investment.

The culture of an organization and employee engagement are also influenced by management support.
Leaders make the difference in how cybersecurity is regarded as a collective responsibility or a technical
task. The studies further indicate that supportive leadership promotes a positive security culture [16]. When
employees feel that the managers are involved in cybersecurity programs, they react better [24]. Cultural
enforcement encourages self-reporting of threats and compliance with security practices. Organizational
alignment is thus triggered by leadership behavior.

The cybersecurity responsiveness is influenced by the management structures. Quick response to
emerging threats should be decentralized with strategic control. Studies have shown that agile leadership
increases the efficiency of incident management [11]. Companies that have lax decision-making tiers respond
faster to cyber crises [31]. Communication with the executives makes the incident response process less
confusing [34]. Good governance ensures coordinated activity across departments.

Cybersecurity readiness is also enhanced by management accountability processes. Compliance is
higher in institutions that assess leaders based on their cybersecurity performance. It has been shown
that security-related performance measures and their outcomes motivate executive involvement [20].
Good reporting lines support managerial accountability [21]. Accountability systems converge the lead-
ership incentives and organizational security objectives [32]. Such mechanisms will make cybersecurity a
management priority rather than a marginal concern.

Management also supports cybersecurity due to the expectation of external stakeholders. The regulatory
bodies, clients, and even partners are continually insisting on demonstrating readiness. There is an indication
that leadership commitment enhances an organization’s reputation in virtual markets [14]. Positive pressure
by stakeholders may promote active investment in cybersecurity [35]. The competitive world recognizes
institutions that possess excellent executive management of security [28]. Management’s responsiveness to
external expectations increases institutional credibility.

To conclude, management support is a strategic tool of cybersecurity readiness. Leadership commit-
ment has an impact on culture, distribution of resources as well as effectiveness of governance. The presence
of the executive incorporates cybersecurity into organizational strategy and performance. Those institutions
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that put more emphasis on managerial involvement are more prepared sustainably. Effective leadership will
eventually make cybersecurity a technical issue into an organizational competency.

2.5 Availability of Cybersecurity Tools

One of the main technical aspects of organizational readiness is the availability of cybersecurity tools.
Contemporary organizations are based on a layered defense structure that incorporates hardware, software
and monitoring systems. It has been shown that the existence of sophisticated cybersecurity systems increases
threat detection levels to a considerable extent [22]. Security tools such as firewalls, intrusion detection
systems, endpoint protection and others form a defensive line to unauthorized access [34]. According
to researchers, institutional cyber defense relies on the technological infrastructure [20]. Organizational
preparation, per se, is constrained by the absence of adequate instruments, regardless of any policy or
training programs.

The cybersecurity tools support a real-time view of the organization’s networks and digital assets. Under
constant monitoring systems, anomalies are noted even before they can evolve into massive incidents. It
suggests that organizations that have automated threat analytics experience fewer successful breaches [24].
High-tech detection systems refer to those that use artificial intelligence to find out patterns associated
with malicious activity [15]. Automated monitoring systems can help reduce reliance on manual tasks and
minimize the risk of human error while allowing organizations to monitor their network continuously [26].
The presence therefore helps strengthen the defensive action against reactive action.

The cybersecurity tools are based on integration within the organization. Separated technologies merely
provide partial security when they have not been incorporated into governance processes. It has been shown
that interoperability improves cross-platform security coordination of response [18]. The centralized security
management systems enable the similarity in the implementation of policies across departments. Integrated
architectures reduce the gaps that may be exploited by attackers [38]. The tools, procedures and people can
only be successfully implemented through coordination.

The maintenance and regular upgrading of cybersecurity devices is also a significant aspect of cyber-
security. Hackers continue to advance their tactics and render the previous security systems ineffective.
Research indicates that there is a high reduction in vulnerability exposure in patch management and system
upgrades [10]. When they are not upheld by such organizations, they risk exploitation [29]. The automated
update systems enhance system resiliency and stability [30]. Maintenance is also used to ensure that defensive
technologies are not worn out in dynamic environments.

Forensic evidence used in understanding the attack vectors is provided by the logging systems. It has
been proven that those organizations that possess powerful logging skills are more effective in solving
incidents [16]. Technologies for backup and recovery reduce downtime in the event of breaches [36]. Incident
management platforms facilitate communication between the response teams [32]. Technical readiness thus
goes further to include recovery capability in addition to prevention.

Nevertheless, excessive dependence on technology without strategic planning may introduce new
risks. Complicated security systems can create operational blind spots if not well managed. The research
cautions that over-fragmentation of the tools decreases situational awareness [17]. Companies are known
to implement duplicate systems that add maintenance expenses yet do not add security [31]. The main
tool selection will be strategic so as to guarantee efficiency and effectiveness [25]. Technology should serve
organizational goals, not be their master.

Decisions regarding cybersecurity tools are a higher organizational priority. The institutions that are
more prepared exist because they allocate sufficient funds to finance infrastructure. Cybersecurity has
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been identified to support fewer incidents when invested in [14]. Financial commitment refers to social
commitment in the long term to digital resilience [27]. The strategic procurement believes in the truth that
tools are in congruence with the dynamic threat scenarios [28]. Technical readiness is thus a significant
component that involves budget planning.

In conclusion, operational defense and resiliency is dependent on the existence of cybersecurity
tools. Relevant tools enhance detection and management of incidents as well as visibility. They can be
useful only when combined with, and kept up to date and strategic alignment with governance struc-
tures. The readiness is enhanced by companies that make sound investments in information technology
infrastructures. Cybersecurity readiness eventually is complemented by technical capability on human and
managerial aspects.

2.6 Incident Response Planning

Another pillar of organizational readiness to cybersecurity is incident response planning. Even
advanced defense mechanisms fail to offer maximum protection against cyber-attacks. Research indicates
that readiness must also include mechanisms for responding to such eventualities to minimise the risk of
damage in the event of an occurrence [11]. Incident response plan is an official guideline of procedures
that delineate detection, containment, eradication, and recovery routines [24]. Researchers argue that
organizations that have put on record response frameworks experience fewer interruptions to their activities
when breaches occur [37]. The unexpected crisis is addressed through planning.

A plan, including the incident response plan, will assist in clarifying the roles and responsibilities of
the different units of the organization. Clear delegation will not cause confusion and wastage of time due to
emergencies. It has been established that the pre-established roles increase the coordination of activities and
the speed of decision making [15]. Incident command systems assist teams in acting when there is a need to
act [36]. The communication protocols ensure that the stakeholders receive the appropriate information to
the appropriate time [23]. Planned organization in cyber crises therefore boosts organizational control.

Training and simulation exercises are used to achieve good response planning. Practices have to be
made on how to stay operational in real conditions. It is demonstrated that simulation exercises increase
team readiness and confidence [13]. The repetition of exercises reveals weak points in the processes prior to
real accidents taking place [31]. Companies that practice incident response have shorter recovery times [26].
Experience converts theory into practice.

Learning and continuous improvement are also supported by incident response planning. Every
computer hack is an informative experience in the organizational weaknesses. The literature indicates that
institutional resilience improves following post-incident reviews [14]. Breach lessons are incorporated in
future defense mechanisms [35]. Feedback loops allow companies to streamline their policies and technical
controls [24]. Response frameworks that are based on learning transform failures into learning opportunities.

Jurisdiction between incident response and greater cybersecurity governance is crucial. The response
planning should be consistent with the policies and risk management strategies of the organization.
Studies have shown that integrated governance will help promote cross-departmental collaboration during
incidents [10]. Transparency will guarantee that the technical units and the top management team pull
together [29]. Combined structures prevent the absence of coordination and miscommunication [25]. The
integrity of the cybersecurity strategy is enhanced by integration.

Timely reporting and escalation mechanisms are the other significant aspect of incident planning. Early
detection can significantly reduce the extent of cyber damage. It is demonstrated that fast reporting systems
limit attackers’ lateral movement [16]. The staff must be familiar with the way and time in which they report
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suspicious activity [33]. Warning mechanisms help to improve the speed of decision-making [32]. Good
reporting systems build strong organizational perceptions.

The incident response plan also influences compliance with regulations and stakeholder trust. Many
sectors require documented response skills, as a section of the law. Research has revealed that prepared
organizations are more plausible in the eyes of the public when breaches occur, and that open response
mechanisms reduce the reputational harm [22]. Conformance with regulations helps institutions avoid
fines [34]. Readiness indicates the accountability of institutions during the crisis.

As a conclusion, incident response planning turns a haphazard battle against cybersecurity into a
set of rules. It defines the roles, enhances teamwork and promotes ongoing education. Good planning
incorporates systems for planning, training and communication. Companies that make response structures
institutional are more resilient during pressure. Being ready means that cyberattacks become manageable
rather than devastating.

2.7 Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework visualizes the determinants important to organizational cybersecurity
readiness by showing the direct effects of five independent variables on a single dependent variable. The
human-capacity dimension is employee cybersecurity training, which focuses on human knowledge and
awareness of cyber risk reduction. One of the most widely used governance and compliance measures,
where organizations regulate acceptable behavior and standardize security practices, is security policy
enforcement. Cybersecurity management support takes the strategic and leadership position in giving
a priority to cybersecurity in terms of commitment, funding, and decision-making. The technological
infrastructure needed to combat, detect, and respond to cyber threats is the availability of cybersecurity tools.
Incident response planning reflects an organization’s readiness and resiliency to address and recover from a
cybersecurity incident.

The framework is holistic because it treats all five variables as direct predictors of organizational
cybersecurity readiness, incorporating the human, managerial, technical, and procedural aspects. According
to this structure, the issue of cybersecurity readiness cannot be attributed to the influence of a single element
but is the result of interactive and collective efforts involving organizational policies, leadership support, staff
competence, technological capabilities, and response.

2.8 Underpinning Theory

The theoretical background of organizational cybersecurity readiness can be explained in terms of
the dynamic capability theory. This is the view of how organizations grow, combine and reorganize both
internal and external capabilities in order to respond to the rapidly changing environments. Cyber threats are
ever-changing, and institutions need to keep up with them more rapidly than adversaries. The researchers
explain that digital security readiness is one of the reflections of organizational dynamic ability [13]. Dynamic
capability is focused on the ability to perceive new threats, seize protective opportunities, and modify
structures to maintain resilience [31]. This theoretical prism makes cybersecurity an organizational strategic
operational capability and not an immutable technical necessity.

The dynamic capability theory emphasizes that learning and adaptation are important for cybersecurity
readiness. Organizations are forced to continue to obtain new information relating to vulnerabilities and
threat patterns. The research reports show that adaptive learning helps to increase the resilience of the
institute against cyber risks [35]. Cybersecurity readiness depends on the organization’s ability to translate
the learning from incidents into structural changes [18]. The feedback system is persistent, which enables
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modification of the policies and technical defenses [26]. Learning-oriented organizations thus are better
placed to be better equipped in the uncertain digital environments.

The other theoretical approach to cybersecurity readiness is the socio-technical systems theory. This
model puts emphasis on the interdependence between the human actors and the technological infras-
tructure. It has been found that, in most cases, cybersecurity failures are largely attributed to the lack of
congruence between systems and individuals [10]. The socio-technical theory assumes that effective readi-
ness should entail a coordination of technical protection and human activities [33]. Organizations should
also come up with systems that facilitate safe decision-making as opposed to merely using enforcement [25].
Balanced integration is also used to ensure that technology complements human capacity.

The central contribution of the organizational culture to the outcomes of cybersecurity is also explained
by the socio-technical theory. Culture determines employees’ interpretation and adherence to security
policies. It has been shown that security-sensitive cultures minimize insider-related vulnerabilities [16].
Protective practices [28] are upheld through shared values. Trust and cooperation are enhanced by cultural
alignment when dealing with incident response [38]. Those institutions that integrate cybersecurity into their
organizational identity achieve better readiness outcomes.

Another theory relevant to explaining cybersecurity readiness is the resource-based theory. This
theory considers organizational capabilities as a strategic resource that creates competitive advantage. The
conceptualization of cybersecurity readiness may be in the form of value, uncommon, and not easily
reproducible [19]. Cybersecurity infrastructure investments within institutions build up protective resources
that cannot easily be duplicated by competitors [29]. Resource allocation is strategic and improves resilience
to changes in threats [15]. Cybersecurity is thus an investment in organizations that is long-term.

The institutional theory also explains why cybersecurity readiness frameworks are adopted in orga-
nizations. Security behavior is affected by external forces of regulators, partners, and industry standards.
According to research, the incentives that regulate expectations lead to readiness investment [22]. Ethics
within the organization influence the perception of cybersecurity responsibility [27]. Conformity demands
promote the use of a formal readiness framework [32]. External legitimacy is intended to serve as a driving
force for security investment.

Another point emphasized by institutional theory is the role of legitimacy in terms of stakeholder
trust. Companies should show a willingness to be credible in online markets. There is an indication that the
observable cybersecurity resources strengthen reputation [11]. Stakeholders also attach meaning to readiness,
viewing it as an indication of organizational reliability [24]. Cybersecurity governance entails long-term
investment, which is strengthened by public accountability [34]. Institutional survival is thus related to
cybersecurity performance through legitimacy.

In short, organizational cybersecurity readiness is grounded in dynamic capability, socio-technical,
resource-based, and institutional theoretical perspectives. All of these frameworks describe how orga-
nizations develop, maintain, and legitimize cybersecurity capabilities. The theories focus on adaptation,
integration, strategic resources and external pressures. They all constitute a broad prism through which readi-
ness in complex environments can be comprehended. Theoretical justification guarantees that cybersecurity
readiness is approached as a dynamic organizational system and not a technical problem.

2.9 Empirical Review

There is empirical research on the readiness of organizational cybersecurity that has more often been
aimed at determining the drivers of successful readiness. Most of the literature has highlighted the fact
that organizational behavior and governance systems play a significant role in determining readiness to
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cybersecurity. Quantitative studies indicate that universities that have established security systems face less
serious cyber-attacks [14]. Experimental data show that organized cybersecurity programs correlate with
enhanced operational resilience [33]. Researchers have noted that readiness has a positive relationship with
coordinated management practices [34]. These findings indicate the applicability of organizational systems
in influencing the security outcomes.

Cybersecurity training of the staff has been subject to a lot of examination as a measure of readiness.
Empirical research data would support the fact that awareness and susceptibility to social engineering attacks
decline with the use of training. Survey-based research has indicated that organizations that engage in
training periodically have higher readiness scores [10]. It is also confirmed through experimental work that
phishing exercises run in simulation make employees more alert [36]. Long-term behavioral change has been
observed in studies that have implemented long-term training [37]. These results advocate the relevance of
education as one of the central defense mechanisms.

Another area that has had much empirical analysis is security policy enforcement. It has been proposed
that organizations that are strict in their policy implementation have reduced incidences of internal security
breaches. Studies that apply compliance principles have shown that consistent behavior is reinforced by
predictable enforcement [18]. The cross-industrial analyses reveal that stronger enforcement structures
are associated with enhanced incident reporting [35]. Companies that have effective disciplinary systems
attain greater compliance amongst employees [13]. The implementation of policy thus acts as a stabilizer in
its operation.

Empirical support for management support as the key determinant of cybersecurity success has been
demonstrated. Leadership engagement affects funding, culture and strategic alignment. Research indicates
that the higher the level of cybersecurity maturity, the higher the executive sponsorship [22]. Companies that
have dynamic leadership management invest more money in protection procedures [23]. Empirical models
indicate that managerial engagement predicts greater employee engagement in security programs [12]. The
institutional readiness patterns are influenced by leadership commitment.

The empirical literature has also examined the availability of cybersecurity tools. Technical infrastruc-
ture directly affects the process of identifying and responding to threats within an organization. It has been
shown that institutions with sophisticated monitoring systems have fewer long-term breaches [20]. Evidence-
based research associates measures of technological investment and recovery performance [24]. Companies
that have implemented combined security systems report better situational awareness [26]. Technology thus
serves as a facilitator of operational defense.

Another dimension of readiness that is empirically validated is incident response planning. Studies
indicate that companies that have a written code of responding to cyber-attacks recover quicker. Case
analysis indicates structured response frameworks minimize the downtime of operations [31]. Experiments
with simulation show that coordination in prepared teams is improved [25]. The results of the empirical
assessments prove the strengthening of the crisis management abilities in the result of rehearsal exercises [11].
Planning will bring theoretical readiness to actual performance.

Empirical models have proposed that cybersecurity readiness arises from the interplay of various
organizational factors. Multivariate results indicate that training, governance, technology and leadership
are all predictors of readiness levels. Structural equation modelling research demonstrates that these
variables are mutually supportive [28]. Cross-sectional surveys have proved that readiness is best achieved
through balanced investment across dimensions [27]. The disproportionate vulnerability experienced is
in institutions that do not pay attention to any element [32]. Systemic integration is therefore necessary
in readiness.
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To conclude, the empirical literature provides strong evidence that organizational cybersecurity readi-

ness is multidimensional and measurable. The significance of training, policy enforcement, management

support, technological infrastructure, and incident response planning is always proven in studies. By

applying evidence-based methods, organizations can create more effective cybersecurity frameworks.

The summary of previous empirical studies is presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of empirical studies on cybersecurity readiness.

Author(s)  Methodology Key Variables Sample/Context Key Findings
Emplovee Regular cybersecurity training
[10] Survey traipnilzl Organizational significantly improves awareness and
(Quantitative) awarenegs’s employees reduces vulnerability to social engineering
attacks.
Cross- Policy Multi-sector Strong policy enforcement is positively
[18] sectional enforcement, oreanizations associated with compliance and reduced
survey governance & internal security breaches.
Empirical Management Corporate Executive involvement significantly
[22] regression support, or anIi)zations predicts cybersecurity maturity and
analysis leadership 5 resource allocation.
oo . Availability of cybersecurity tools
Quantitative Technological IT-dependent val VO CYDerseet vy .
[20] stud infrastructure firms enhances threat detection and operational
Y continuity.
Survey + . Organizations o .
[24] statistical Incident response with securit Organizations with structured response
modeling planning frameworksy plans recover faster from cyber incidents.
Surve Training, Combined human and managerial factors
[23] researc}; management Mixed workforce significantly improve cybersecurity
support readiness.
Cross- Integrated Cybersecurity readiness is best explained
[34] sectional cybersecurity Industry-wide through a combination of governance,
analysis factors training, and technology.
Experimental/ Training, Oreanizational Simulation-based training improves
[37] Simulation response & teams incident detection and response
study capability effectiveness.
- o . Cybersecurity readiness is a
Multivariate Organizational Multi-sector | YDEISCCLTY .
[32] analvsis svstems sample multidimensional construct influenced by
4 Y P interdependent factors.
3 Methods

This chapter discusses the research design used to study the factors affecting organisational cybersecu-
rity readiness. It explains the research design, sampling method, data collection, and analysis techniques used
to test the hypotheses. The purpose is to provide an overview of the research process to ensure transparency,

validity, and replicability.
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3.1 Research Design

This research was based on the quantitative cross-sectional survey research design to focus on exam-
ining the organizational factors that affect cybersecurity readiness. The quantitative method was correct as
the purpose of the study was to quantify the relationships between variables and test hypotheses with the
help of statistical methods. The quantitative designs make it possible to objectively measure perceptions and
behaviors, that is, to convert them into numerical values that can be represented in a statistical form. Cross-
sectional survey designs have been widely applied in cybersecurity and organizational research to examine
relationships among variables and provide empirical evidence on organizational phenomena. The study used
structured measurement to reduce subjectivity, thereby increasing reproducibility.

The survey design was cross-sectional, which entailed collecting data at a single point in time and on
a specific population. Cross-sectional studies are also useful where the researcher wants to measure the
current conditions of an organization instead of making long-term measurements. This design would enable
the researcher to obtain a picture of the cybersecurity readiness and its contributing variables among the
participating organizations. Past research has demonstrated that cross-sectional techniques can be effective
for assessing institutional readiness and governance practices [27,31]. The technique is also affordable and
allows the simultaneous analysis of multiple variables.

The questionnaire was well-designed to facilitate the same data-gathering process for all respon-
dents. The participants were all asked the same questions in the questionnaire, making the comparison
standardized. Measurement bias is minimized through consistency in data collection, thereby enhancing
validity in the quantitative research [25]. The design facilitated hypothesis testing by coming up with
structured numerical datasets. This approach to the study offered a secure foundation for statistical inference
and interpretation.

3.2 Study Population and Sampling

The target population was employees of organizations that depend heavily on digital information sys-
tems and network infrastructure. These workers engage with the cybersecurity tools, policies and operational
procedures directly in their day-to-day activities. Their experiences can help in giving a good insight into
organizational readiness. Having both technical and non-technical staff represented meant that there was
a representation of different organizational roles. It has been found that behavior influences cybersecurity
readiness at all levels of employees, not just in technical departments [33].

Participants were chosen using a simple random sampling method on the available population. Simple
random sampling ensures equal selection probabilities and minimizes sampling bias. The method enhances
the representativeness of the sample and external validity. It is commonly recommended in organizational
survey research that random selection helps avoid systematic exclusion of subgroups [16,23]. The sampling
frame consisted of the list of employees, and respondents were selected randomly.

The sample size of 230 respondents was determined to be adequate to conduct multivariate statistical
analysis. The adequate sample size is essential to the statistical power. Empirical studies suggest that sample
sizes must exceed 200 to conduct trustworthy research on organizations [15,28]. The selected sample fit these
criteria and enabled the test of hypotheses in a strong manner. The determination of the sample was based
on the formula with which Yamane (1967) advises to determine the sample in survey research:

Yamane’s (1967) formula is used to determine the sample size:

n=N/(1+N(e)"2)
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where:
n = sample size
N = population size
e = margin of error (0.05)
Assuming a population (N) of 541 employees:
n = 541/(1 + 541(0.05)" 2)
n = 541/(1 + 541 x 0.0025)
n = 541/(1 + 1.3525)
n = 541/2.3525
n =230

Therefore, the calculated sample size is approximately 230 participants.

3.3 Data Collection Instrument and Procedure

The data to be used in this study were gathered with the help of a structured questionnaire, which is
specifically created to assess the level of organizational cybersecurity readiness and factors that determine it.
Quantitative research. Structured questionnaires are popular in quantitative studies as a useful instrument
for creating standardized, comparable data from large groups of respondents. The tool was created based
on existing cybersecurity models and previous empirical research on security behavior in organizations.
The structured items provided a measure of consistency in measuring and reduced bias during the data
collection by the researcher. In survey research, standardization is important because it enables the researcher
to interpret questions consistently across participants and to apply reliable statistical analysis [10,18].

The questionnaire was divided into several blocks related to the study variables: employee training in
cybersecurity, enactment of security policies, management support, access to cybersecurity tools, incident
response planning, and general organizational readiness. The different dimensions of the concept were
measured using multiple statements per construct. The use of multi-item measurement in social science
research is suggested to increase both reliability and minimize measurement error [23]. The questionnaire
was sent electronically so that many people can participate in it and the data can be captured easily. This is
because electronic surveys eliminate the possibility of transcription error, enable automatic summation of
responses, and enhance the accuracy of data [27].

The five-point Likert scale, commonly used to measure perceptions and attitudes in organizational
studies, was used to collect responses. The answers were on a scale of:

1—Strongly Disagree

2—Disagree
3—Neutral
4—Agree

5—Strongly Agree

The Likert scale provides respondents with an opportunity to respond to a question with differing levels
of agreement, thus yielding ordinal data that can be summed into continuous indices for use in statistical
modelling. This has been applied best in cybersecurity research in which perceptions and behavioral
inclinations have to be measured [33]. The scale offered enough sensitivity to identify the differences between
respondents and at the same time was easy to use and interpret.
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The questionnaire was pilot tested with a small group of participants before its full implementation to
determine its clarity and structure. Johnson (2013) indicates that pilot testing is an essential step in instrument
validation, as it helps uncover unclear wording and enhance internal consistency [25]. The feedback of pilot
respondents was used to make amendments to the final questionnaire. The refinement process improved face
validity and congruence with the research objectives.

3.4 Variable Measurement

The study used five independent variables and one dependent variable, measuring them with composite
scales based on Likert items. The recommendation to use composite measurement is common since it
represents a range of possible aspects of a construct and enhances reliability as opposed to single-item
measurements [20]. All the variables had been operationalized with a number of statements reflecting
theoretical dimensions that were recognized in previous literature on cybersecurity.

The independent variables were employee cybersecurity training, enforcement of the security policy,
management support for cybersecurity, provision of cybersecurity tools and a cybersecurity incident
response plan. All the independent variables were assessed using multi-item indices that indicated behav-
ioral practices, organizational policies, leadership commitment, technical infrastructure and preparedness
processes. The responses were summed to obtain an average score for each construct. Aggregation minimizes
random measurement error and improves the stability of the variables [24].

The dependent variable was cybersecurity readiness at the organizational level. This construct is
used to assess readiness, threat detection, response, and recovery after cyber-attack incidents. A multi-
dimensional measure guaranteed that there was a broad representation of readiness as opposed to a technical
definition. The previous studies highlight that readiness is not a specific characteristic but a compound
ability of the organization [23]. The index scores were higher, denoting greater institutional readiness. All
operational definitions were done to guarantee the correspondence between conceptual constructs and
empirical measurement. The items were all directly related to theoretical underpinnings as covered in the
literature review.

The information in this study was gathered by having a structured electronic questionnaire filled under
an online survey platform (Google Forms). The online platform enabled highly effective distribution, the
captured data was standardized, and transcription errors were minimal. The complete survey instrument
used for data collection is provided in Appendix A.

A diversity of responses was achieved by spreading the questionnaire through several channels to ensure
sufficient coverage. These platforms were email invitations, organizational communication networks, and
professional social (e.g., LinkedIn and WhatsApp groups). The study was described to participants briefly,
and a consent statement was presented before they could access the questionnaire.

The data were collected over four weeks (e.g., January-February 2026), which gave participants enough
time to reply. To increase response rates, reminder messages were sent every now and then.

The questionnaire consisted mainly of closed-ended questions, with responses on a five-point Likert
scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). This method was used to guarantee uniformity in
answers and allow quantitative analysis. The tool targeted six constructs, which included employee training
on cybersecurity, implementation of security policies, management support, provision of cybersecurity tools,
incident response plan, and organizational cybersecurity readiness.
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Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria:

Study participants were recruited when they:

Were workers of companies that use digital systems and network infrastructure.
Had fundamental exposure to organizational cybersecurity practices.

The subjects were not eligible when they:

v Had responses (participation) that had not been completed.
v Gave Inconsistent or invalid responses (e.g., straight-lining all items)
v/ Preprocessing and Cleaning of Data.

The dataset was pre-processed to attain quality and reliability before analysis. The following steps have
been used:

v Deletion of blank answers.

v Duplicate entry screening.

v/ Determination and removal of patterns of response which signify low levels of engagement (e.g., same
answer to all questions).

v/ Consistency of the Likert-scale responses in terms of coding and validation.

These processes ensured that the end dataset used in the analysis was accurate, complete, and had the
statistical capacity to be tested.

3.5 Data Analysis Techniques

The data analysis was performed with the assistance of statistical software to ensure accuracy and
reliability. The analysis involved descriptive statistics, reliability test, and Pearson’s correlation. The selection
of these methods followed the purpose of the research and the hypothesis-testing model. The first one was
the descriptive statistics of frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations. Descriptive analysis
will give a summary of the characteristics of the participants and distributions of their responses. It helps
researchers to discover trends, central tendencies, and variability in the data set [10]. The inferential results
can be interpreted using descriptive statistics as well to put the results in context.

The second step involved a reliability test using Cronbach’s alpha. Reliability testing determines the
internal consistency of the items in a questionnaire within a construct. Cronbach’s alpha is a popular measure
of scale reliability that is applicable in organizational research. When the value is above 0.70, this is normally
acceptable given that the items are intended to measure the same underlying concept [20]. The reliability
tests helped to ascertain that the questionnaire yielded consistent measurements of the constructs.

3.6 Ethical Considerations

All the stages of the research were based on ethical principles. The questionnaire was completed by
participants who provided informed consent. The consent statement described the study’s purpose, voluntary
participation, and the right to withdraw at any time without penalty. Open consent protocols help protect
participants’ autonomy and support ethical research practice [11].

The study was conducted with strict confidentiality. No personally identifiable information was col-
lected, and responses were anonymized before analysis. The data were stored securely and were accessible
only to the researcher. Protecting participants’ privacy promotes honest responses and upholds ethical
standards in organizational research.
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This study involved an anonymous, voluntary questionnaire survey that posed minimal risk to partici-
pants and was conducted in accordance with the ethical guidelines of the authors’ institution and the relevant
ethical standards for research involving human participants.

3.7 Data Availability

Data created and examined in this research can be found in publicly available data to enhance trans-
parency and reproducibility. Before sharing the data, all personally identifiable information was removed to
preserve participants’ confidentiality. The data consist of survey responses, variable codes and records that
allow the analysis to be recreated.

3.8 Limitations of the Study

It is important to note that this study has some shortcomings despite its contributions. To begin with,
the research design that was used was a cross-sectional study, which involves the collection of data at a single
time. This leads to the inability to determine causal relationships between variables conclusively, and the
results are indicative of relationships and not causation.

Second, the research was based on self-report, and it is prone to response bias, such as social desirability
bias and subjectivity of survey questions. Even though the necessary steps were taken to provide anonymity
and ensure honesty, one cannot be sure that those kinds of biases can be fully removed.

Moreover, the study’s context is organization-specific, i.e., cybersecurity practices, governance struc-
tures, and resource availability would vary across organizations. That is why it must be taken into
consideration when applying the findings to other settings. It is recommended that future studies use
a longitudinal design, examine other organizational settings and employ more sophisticated modeling
methods (e.g., structural equation modeling) to further support and apply them.

4 Results

The results of the statistical analysis carried out on the collected data are presented in this section. The
results are presented in subsections according to the study objectives and hypotheses, which include demo-
graphic characteristics, descriptive statistics, reliability and inferential statistics. This section aims to present
and interpret the data about organizational factors that affect cybersecurity readiness straightforwardly.

4.1 Demographic Characteristics

The demography of the respondents gives a valuable background on which the study results can be
understood. There were 230 respondents, and most of them were females (62.6%) as opposed to males
(37.4%). Such gender distribution indicates that female involvement in the surveyed organizations is strong
and can be attributed to changing workforce trends in technologically oriented environments. A more
gender-balanced sample reinforces the representativeness of perceptions of cybersecurity readiness, since
the organizational security culture is shaped by employees’ diverse experiences and opinions.

The Demographic characteristics of participants (N = 230) is presented in Table 2.

Regarding age, the greatest percentage of respondents were in the age group of 25-29 years (49.6%), then
came those between the ages of 18-24 years (21.3%). The age group of 30-34 years was the most represented,
with 19.1%, and 10.0 years was the least represented with 35 years and above. This means the workforce is
mostly youth, implying high exposure to current digital applications and up-to-date cybersecurity measures.
Organizational readiness, as demonstrated in Fig. 1, can be positively affected, as younger employees are
usually more flexible in the face of technological change. Nevertheless, a younger population can also
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mean insufficient professional experience in the long term, which can affect strategic decision-making on
cybersecurity matters.

Table 2: Demographic characteristics of participants (N = 230).

Variable Category n %
Male 86 374
Gender Female 144 62.6
18-24 years 49 21.3
Ace 25-29 years 114 49.6

5 30-34 years 44 19.1
35 years and above 23 10.0
High school 52 22.6
. Diploma/Certificate 116 50.4
Level of Education Bachelor’s degree 39 17.0
Others 23 10.0
Less than 1 year 49 21.3
. . . 1-3 years 110 478
Years of Experience in Cybersecurity 4-6 years 48 209
More than 6 years 23 10.0

Employee Cybersecurity Training

Security Policy Enforcement

Management Support for Cybersecurity Organizational

Cybersecurity Readiness

Availability of Cybersecurity Tools

Incident Response Planning

- Independent Variables (IVs) - Dependent Variable (DV)

Figure 1: Determinants of organizational cybersecurity readiness.

The level of educational attainment indicated that the majority of the respondents had Diploma or
Certificate education (50.4%), with 22.6% having high school education, 17.0% having bachelor’s degree qual-
ifications, and 10.0% having other qualifications. Such distribution means that the population is moderately
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educated and highly vocationally oriented. Practical use of training may not depict high-level theoretical
knowledge, yet it may depict more tangible cybersecurity.

Experience in cybersecurity also puts the sample in perspective. The respondents were identified to have
experience of 1-3 years almost half (47.8%) and less than one year (21.3%). Respondents who had 4-6 years’
experience made up 20.9 and only 10.0 years had over six years’ experience. This means that most respondents
are young professionals. Although the lack of experience can be an issue when it comes to dealing with
advanced threats, it also implies a constantly growing workforce with cybersecurity competencies. In general,
the demographic profile is characterized by a young and moderately educated and developing professional
population, which should be taken into consideration when decoding organizational readiness outcomes.
The distribution of gender among the participants is also supported by the pie chart in Fig. 2 below:

GENDER

B Male
B Female

Figure 2: Participants’ gender distribution.

4.2 Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics reveal that the perceptions of cybersecurity readiness are mostly positive in
all dimensions that were measured. The mean scores of all items were between 3.59 and 3.86 on a five-
point Likert scale, which implies that the respondents were inclined to agree with the statements that the
cybersecurity structures and practices exist in their organizations. The standard deviations were not too high
(around 0.60-0.82), which means that responses were rather consistent, and there was no significant spread
of the data around the mean.

The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 3.

The items concerned with cybersecurity training of employees showed statistically significant high
means, and the best score (M = 3.86, SD = 0.81) was obtained regarding the statement that the company
provides adequate training on the use of information systems safely. The respondents also accepted that
cybersecurity training made them more skilled in detecting threats and more employee readiness in case of
a cyber-attack. These results indicate that companies have realized the significance of lifelong learning as one
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of the fundamental defensive measures. The fairly constant standard deviations suggest that the perceptions
of respondents are shared, which means that the training practices are institutionalized and not individual.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics.

Std.

N Mean L.
Deviation

Cybersecurity training of employees in my organization is a regular

. 230 3.7348 0.72636
practice.

The offered training on cybersecurity enhances the skills of employees 230 37087 074004
to detect cyber threats.

The company offers sufficient training in safe usage of information
systems.

230 3.8565 0.81005

Training regarding cybersecurity is provided to both non-technical and

. 230 3.7652 0.81825
technical personnel.

Training processes can increase the readiness of employees during

230 3.7348 0.72636
cyber-attacks.

The organization has well-documented cybersecurity policies. 230 3.7174 0.81640
Staff management is conversant with cybersecurity policies. 230 3.7174 0.81640
The organization has a firm policy of cybersecurity. 230 3.5957 0.75748
Failure to adhere to the policies of cybersecurity is punishable. 230  3.6261 0.80891

Security policies help to determine day-to-day business that deals with

. . 230 3.7449 0.60858
information systems.

The top management puts emphasis on cybersecurity programs. 230 3.7217 0.62370

The management offers sufficient resources to cybersecurity activities. =~ 230  3.7087 0.74024

There is a proactive role of leadership in cybersecurity awareness
programs.

230 3.7870 0.74927

The management checks the cybersecurity posture of the organization

. 230 3.7652 0.81825
on a regular basis.

The strategic planning of the organization incorporates cybersecurity. 230 3.7348 0.72636

The organization possesses sufficient cybersecurity platforms to secure

. 230 3.7174 0.81640
its systems.

There is regular updating of firewalls and antivirus software. 230 3.7174 0.81640
There exist intrusion prevention or intrusion detection systems. 230 3.5957 0.75748
The cybersecurity tools are capable of identifying possible threats. 230 3.7174 0.81640

Employees are provided with the required cybersecurity technologies. ~ 230  3.5957 0.75748

The company possesses a documented plan of cybersecurity incident
response.

230 3.6261 0.80891

(Continued)
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Table 3 (continued)

Std.

N Mean L.
Deviation

There are procedures that employees know when there is an incident

230 3.7449 0.60858
related to cyber.

There is a clear role and responsibility for incident response. 230 3.7217 0.62370
The incident response plan is drilled or exercised on a regular basis. 230  3.7087 0.74024
The organization is capable of reacting fast to cybersecurity attacks. 230  3.7870 0.74927

The company has been fully prepared to curb cyber-attacks. 230 3.7652 0.81825

The problem of cybersecurity is controlled in the organization. 230  3.7348 0.72636
The company is able to identify cyber threats in time. 230  3.7174 0.81640

Whenever such incidents as cyber are reported, they are handled

. 230 3.7174 0.81640
efficiently.

On the whole, the organization has a great extent of cybersecurity
readiness.

Valid N (listwise) 230

230 3.7130 0.81755

It was also the same with responses on policy enforcement as far as security is concerned. The majority
of the participants concurred that their organizations had written down their cybersecurity policies and
they were aware that their policies were used in the information system’s day-to-day activities. Nevertheless,
there are some slight differences in the means of the statements about policy firmness and punishment for
not obeying the requirements, which indicate that the enforcement intensity is not uniform. This can be
interpreted to mean that there are policies, but there may be variation in terms of implementing the policies
at different departments or at different levels within an organization.

Management support measures had a high level of agreement, especially on the involvement of
leadership in awareness programs and frequent review of the cybersecurity posture. Such findings suggest
that executive engagement is positively perceived by the respondents as being active and visible. Similarly,
the results under items related to the availability of cybersecurity tools indicate that organizations already
have the necessary defensive infrastructure, but the scores of intrusion detection systems are slightly lower,
which implies the possibility of enhancing advanced technical features.

Lastly, items that assessed incident response planning and general readiness indicated that there were
positive perceptions towards readiness, ability to respond quickly, and effective management of incidents.
The mean score of preparation of organization (M = 3.71) shows moderate-high organizational readiness.
Taken together, the descriptive statistics have made the picture of active organizations developing cyber-
security capacity, though some spheres of operation could use more effective enforcement and investment
in technology.

4.3 Reliability and Validity Results

The reliability test generated Cronbach’s alpha of 0.964 on the 30 questionnaire items, meaning that the
internal consistency was extremely high. The alpha value of more than 0.70 is typical of a research study in



510 ] Cyber Secur. 2026;8

the social sciences, whereas the alpha value of more than 0.90 is associated with high reliability. Thus, the
coefficient received indicates that the measuring tool is quite stable and the items always measure the same
underlying constructs concerning organizational.

The reliability results are presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Cronbach’s reliability test.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
0.964 30

4.4 Pearson’s Correlation

The results of the correlation show that positive correlations between all the variables of the study are
strong and statistically significant (p < 0.01) and prove that organizational cybersecurity readiness is directly
connected to its main determinants. The training of employees on cybersecurity is significantly correlated
with readiness (r = 0.742), which suggests that readiness is likely to be higher in organizations that invest in
employee capacity building. Training increases awareness and compliance in the behavior of employees and
decreases vulnerabilities of human nature. Previous research also highlights workforce education as one of
the key foundations of cybersecurity resilience and a direct contributor to threat detection capacity [23,27].

The Pearson correlation results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Pearson’s correlation on the relationship between different variables.

Employee Security Management Availability of Incident Organizational
Cybersecurity Policy Support for Cybersecurity Response Cybersecurity
Training Enforcement Cybersecurity Tools Planning Readiness
Employee Pearson 1 0.535%* 0.918*+ 0.379%* 0.794%* 0.742%*
Cybersecurity Correlation
YTrainin Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
& N 230 230 230 230 230 230
P
o catson 0.535%* 1 0.678** 0.937 0.805%* 0.887*
Security Policy ~ Correlation
Enforcement  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
N 230 230 230 230 230 230
Management - cars0n 0.918** 0.678** 1 0.521%* 0.929** 0.859**
Support For Correlation
PPOTEEOY g, (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Cybersecurit &
4 ¥ N 230 230 230 230 230 230
P
Availability Of P 0.379** 0.937% 0.521 1 0.604** 0.835%*
CYbeTrselcumy Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0018 N 230 230 230 230 230 230

(Continued)
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Table 5 (continued)

Employee Security Management Availability of Incident Organizational
Cybersecurity Policy Support for Cybersecurity Response Cybersecurity
Training Enforcement Cybersecurity Tools Planning Readiness
Incident Pearson 0.794** 0.805** 0.929% 0.604** 1 0.829%*
Resbonse Correlation
Plal}l)nin Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
J N 230 230 230 230 230 230
P
Organizational = 0' 0.742%* 0.887** 0.859% 0.835%* 0.829% 1
Cyé’er;f’cumy Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
cadiness N 230 230 230 230 230 230

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Security policy enforcement shows an even stronger association with readiness (r = 0.887), underscoring
the importance of formal governance structures. Well-defined policies establish standardized security behav-
ior and minimize operational uncertainty. The studies show that the more stringent the cybersecurity policies
are in organizations, the greater the institutional maturity and the defensive posture [35,37]. Policies are a
continuation of strategy to practice and therefore play an important role in the protection of an organization.

Ready is also strongly associated with management support (r = 0.859), which also demonstrates the
strategic value of leadership in the cybersecurity culture. Executive commitment affects how funding is made,
accountability mechanisms, and priorities in security initiatives. It is always shown in the literature that
engagement of leadership in the implementation of cybersecurity is a deciding factor in success [34,39].

Likewise, the relationships of readiness with the availability of cybersecurity tools (r = 0.835) and
incident response planning (r = 0.829) are high. Readiness planning and technological infrastructure
facilitate quick reaction and restoration of cyber-incidents. Researchers state that the best cybersecurity
solution arises out of the combination of human, procedural, and technical protection and not a single-
level intervention [25,32]. All these findings are consistent with the multidimensionality of organizational
cybersecurity readiness.

4.5 Hypotheses Testing

The hypothesis testing results indicate that all five proposed hypotheses were supported, as each
independent variable exhibited a positive and statistically significant relationship with organizational
cybersecurity readiness (p < 0.001). As presented in Table 6, these findings confirm that strengthening organi-
zational, technical, and human-related cybersecurity practices significantly enhances overall organizational
cybersecurity readiness.

Table 6: Conclusions on hypotheses.

Hypothesis Relationship Tested r-Value p-Value Decision

Employee Cybersecurity Training —

H1
Organizational Cybersecurity Readiness

0.742 0.000  Supported

Security Policy Enforcement — Organizational

H2
Cybersecurity Readiness

0.887 0.000  Supported

(Continued)
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Table 6 (continued)

Hypothesis Relationship Tested r-Value p-Value Decision

Management Support — Organizational

H3 0.859 0.000 S ted
Cybersecurity Readiness UppOrte
Availability of ity Tool
H4 vailability of Cybersecurity Tools = 0.835  0.000  Supported
Organizational Cybersecurity Readiness
Inci R Planni izational
H5 ncident Response Planning — Organizationa 0.829 0000  Supported

Cybersecurity Readiness

5 Findings, Limitations, and Future Work

This chapter discusses the findings of this research and their implications with regard to the rele-
vant literature and theory. It describes the findings’ contribution to the understanding of organisational
cybersecurity readiness and their value to organisations.

5.1 Key Findings

A quantitative analysis of the factors shaping cybersecurity readiness was conducted. It shows that
cybersecurity training, security policy enforcement, management support, cybersecurity tool availability
and incident response planning are positively associated with cybersecurity readiness. Particularly, security
policy enforcement and management support are the most important predictors, suggesting that governance
and leadership play a critical role in enhancing cybersecurity readiness. This research supports the notion
that cybersecurity readiness is a multifaceted construct shaped by the interplay of human, technical, and
organisational factors.

5.2 Interpretation of Findings and Comparison with Previous Studies

The results of this research show that organizational cybersecurity readiness is strongly and positively
connected with internal structural and behavioral aspects. The outcomes of the Pearson correlation reveal
that the correlation of each of the investigated variables with cybersecurity readiness is statistically signif-
icant, which means that readiness is not a chance occurrence but a systematic relationship between the
variables and the major dimensions of the organization. This implies that cybersecurity readiness must be
regarded as an organizational potential integrated into governance frameworks, people, and technologies
instead of being a technical process [32].

One of the most positive relationships between security policy enforcement and organizational readi-
ness for cybersecurity was observed. This observation means that organizations that have developed policies
that are clear and have implemented them religiously are more likely to show increased levels of readiness.
Efficient execution of the policies can make cybersecurity more than an abstract notion and make it an
orderly and functioning practice. This is consistent with previous research that has found institutionalized
policy frameworks to be key to attaining cybersecurity maturity [40]. Policies thus play a vital role as a critical
link between strategic intent and operational security practices in day-to-day operations.

Cybersecurity management support similarly reported a positive and high direction relationship with
organizational readiness. This shows that the level of commitment of a leader relates closely to the level
of preparation. By ensuring the top management takes an active lead in emphasizing cybersecurity, it
impacts the organization by making it a priority within the organization, shaping the allocation of resources,
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and holding people accountable. The observation aligns with the current body of knowledge that has
demonstrated a positive link between leadership participation and the resilience of an organization alongside
the culture of security [37,41]. The involvement of executives will ensure that cybersecurity is incorporated
into their strategic decision-making and not restricted to technical areas.

The training on employee cybersecurity was also revealed to have a high positive correlation with
cybersecurity readiness, which, again, stresses the necessity to develop human capital. The employees are dual
actors and can be both weak spots and active lines of defense in organizational systems. The correlation is
rather high, suggesting that the higher the readiness rates in organizations that invest in continuous training,
the more likely it is to reach the highest levels. This improves earlier studies that highlight the need to establish
sustainable cybersecurity defense as one that greatly depends on human-based interventions and behavioral
awareness [42]. Training helps improve employees’ ability to detect and respond to threats such as phishing
and social engineering attacks.

Organizational readiness also demonstrated a strong, positive relationship with cybersecurity tools.
It means that technological infrastructure is an important facilitator of cybersecurity readiness. Firewalls,
intrusion detection systems, and monitoring platforms can help to increase threat detection and response.
Nevertheless, in line with the earlier research, technology does not suffice to be effective unless it is properly
incorporated into its organizational procedures and human competence [37,43]. This further justifies the
necessity of harmonization between technical investments and governance structures.

The cybersecurity readiness was also strongly correlated with incident response planning, which
emphasizes the role of readiness over prevention. Companies that have clear response systems are likely to
have an increased degree of readiness, since they are in a better position to handle and recover after a cyber-
attack. This is in line with already known facts that structured response planning can help organizations
become more resilient and less vulnerable in case of a cyber crisis [43]. Readiness, however, does not entail
only defense measures but also the ability to recover.

On the whole, these results align with previous research that conceptualizes cybersecurity readiness
as a multidimensional variable dependent on interrelated organizational factors [37]. The strong, robust
correlations among the variables confirm that cybersecurity readiness is the outcome of the interaction
among leadership, governance, human behavior, and technological infrastructure. Other interdependence
patterns have been noted to be similar across comparative industry studies, further attesting to the strength
of these findings [44].

In addition, the high interrelationships between the independent variables indicate that cybersecurity
functions are not independent parts but a unitary system. Enhancing a single aspect, such as training or
enforcing a policy, is likely to strengthen other aspects of readiness, creating a chain reaction of increased
readiness. This observation supports the systems-oriented approaches that contend that organizational
resilience is gained by integrative and comprehensive initiatives as opposed to independent ones [45]. As
a result, cybersecurity maturity can be described as the coordinated advancement across various areas
of organizations.

5.3 Theoretical and Practical Implications for Organizations

Theoretically, the results support the socio-technical systems theory in cybersecurity. The findings have
shown that readiness is not exclusively technological but a result of relations among human, structural, and
technical subsystems. This substantiates the theoretical models that consider organizations as complex adap-
tive systems [46]. The topic of cybersecurity should thus be viewed from an interdisciplinary perspective.

The research also contributes to organizational readiness theory by extending it to digital risk manage-
ment. Conventional readiness models are change management-based or crisis response-based. Current data
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indicate that cybersecurity readiness has the same structural principles. Leadership convergence, procedural
precision, and workforce capability create organizational readiness [47]. Cybersecurity may, therefore, be
presented as a readiness field.

The other theoretical implication is institutional theory. The high power of policy enforcement indicates
that cybersecurity behavior is determined by formal rules and norms. There are institutional pressures that
facilitate standardization and compliance. Security practices become internalized in the organization when
policies are made part and parcel of the way of life. Institutional research highlights the strength of organized
governance in controlling behavior [48]. Security culture develops through institutional reinforcement.

In practice, the findings provide practical advice to organizations. Firstly, cybersecurity policies must
be a priority in their development and ongoing updating. The policies should be made easy to understand
and backed up by enforcement. Frequent compliance reviews and audits are effective. Organizations that fail
to maintain policies are likely to experience inconsistency and vulnerability.

Second, the executive leadership should be able to demonstrate visible support for cybersecurity
efforts. Examples of activities that should be performed by leaders include budget allocation, involvement
in awareness initiatives, and the incorporation of cybersecurity indicators into performance management
activities. An apparent dedication creates a sense of responsibility. Employees perceive leadership behavior
as an indicator of organizational priorities.

Third, employee training should not be a one-time event. Training should be updated to keep up with
new threats. Exercises and simulations are better at enhancing retention through scenarios. The awareness
programs must involve all organizational positions, not just IT staff. A trained workforce can be viewed as a
proactive defensive barrier.

Fourth, cybersecurity equipment needs to be strategic and coordinated. The tools must align with an
organization’s risk profile. Periodic reviews and evaluations are necessary. The policy should be enhanced by
technology in terms of enforcing and training. Maximal protection is achieved through integration.

Lastly, institutionalization of incident response planning is required. The companies are expected to
have documented procedures and perform regular drills. Strict role allocation enhances response speed.
Resilience is enhanced through learning experiences of simulated incidents. Well-equipped organizations
will heal soon and have fewer long-term effects.

To recap, cybersecurity readiness is enabled by long-term organizational consistency, not quick fixes.
The results indicate the relevance of coordinated governance, commitment of leaders, development of the
workforce, and technical capability. Companies that fear dynamic digital threats are better positioned to
embrace cybersecurity as a strategic discipline.

5.4 Broader Organizational Meaning and Strategic Implications

In addition to the statistical ties found in the research, the results indicate that the concept of
cybersecurity readiness should be regarded as a strategic management function rather than a technical issue.
Companies that elevate cybersecurity to the executive level are also more likely to embed protective practices
across operational levels, ensuring continuity and alignment. Cybersecurity is becoming a component of
institutional sustainability and a risk management pillar in strategic governance frameworks [32]. This
perspective reverses the concept of the preparatory phase as long-term organizational investments.

The interrelationship between the predictors signals the fact that cybersecurity readiness is a rein-
forcement process in the organizational systems. Leadership commitment increases the implementation of
policies and thus the degree of employee conformity and the effectiveness of the training programs. The
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systems-based research proves that resilience is a result of the agreement between the work of governance,
behavior, and infrastructure [40]. Dividend investments do not always lead to long-term defense effects.

The other significant implication concerns the contribution of organizational culture to the develop-
ment of secure behavior. By constantly reinforcing expectations regarding cybersecurity, the employees
will develop the habits of protection as an integral part of their work processes. Cultural normalization
reduces the need for surveillance and enhances voluntary adherence to security measures. Research on
organizational behavior demonstrates how cultural embedding is the key to the sustainable performance of
cybersecurity [43]. Culture makes cybersecurity not a requirement, but rather a sense of identity.

The results also indicate the importance of learning-oriented organizations. There is adaptive capacity
within the institution, which regularly assesses its posture, conducts drills, and revises policies in response
to changing threats. Adaptive learning can enable organizations to foresee vulnerabilities to the occurrence
of incidents. Studies have highlighted that lifelong learning is a key difference between the resilient and the
reactive digital institutions [42]. Static approaches cannot match dynamically evolving threats.

As a risk management approach, readiness acts as a shock absorber of operational impact. Incident
response planning minimizes uncertainty by providing systematic channels in crisis situations. Companies
that have a disaster response procedure rehearsed recover more quickly and cause less damage in the long run.
In the literature on risk governance, readiness is always one of the key factors of institutional resilience [43].
The response capacity is organized to turn the disruption into an organizational risk.

The findings also indicate that resource constraints do not prevent organizations from achieving pre-
paredness. Numerous factors identified in this study, such as leadership involvement and policy transparency,
rely more on organizational discipline than on financial size. Smaller institutions can reinforce preparedness
through governing and behavioral congruency. The availability of cybersecurity in research has proved that
efficient measures can be applied to protect a system through well-organized management methods [45].
Technology is not always sophisticated.

The paper also stresses collective responsibility. The culture of cybersecurity is also promoted when it
is not concentrated on the IT departments but through the departments that share it. Sharing of ownership
fosters faster discovery and immediate response. According to organizational security studies, distributed
accountability is a resilience multiplier [46]. Multi-layered defense is achieved through shared responsibility.

The other strategic implications are compliance with regulations and stakeholder trust. A firm that is
well prepared in cybersecurity will be more likely to meet evolving regulatory demands. Ready is a predictor
of institutional reliability and risk perception. Governance scholarship is linked to cybersecurity maturity,
stakeholder trust, and competitive legitimacy [47]. Reliance on apparent security capability is becoming
more reliable.

It must also incorporate cybersecurity in the overall organizational plan. Security planning should
overlap with business continuity, human resource development, and operational management. Communi-
cation among functions reduces the blind spots and increases readiness. It is proven that efficiency and
resilience improve with integrated governance structures [48]. Cybersecurity must become a priority within
the organization.

Finally, the findings highlight how the online space is transforming leadership. To mobilize strategic
action, modern executives must transform technical risk into strategic action. Leadership effectiveness is
now part of online literacy and digital cybersecurity governance. The literature on leadership focuses on the
influence of executives who can help organizations emerge from technological uncertainty [49]. Adaptive
capacity is determined by strategic leadership. When combined, these implications support the idea that
cybersecurity readiness is a dynamic capacity of an organization. Long-term resilience is characterized by
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the interaction of governance, culture, learning, and leadership. Organizations that make cybersecurity
a strategic discipline develop structures capable of absorbing disruption. The modern resilience theory
considers readiness as an ongoing process of adaptation [50]. The willingness to read thus makes it a
characteristic of contemporary institutions.

6 Findings, Limitations, and Future Work
6.1 Summary of Key Findings

The Pearson correlation analysis provided valuable insights into the association between the indepen-
dent variables and organizational cybersecurity readiness. The results suggest that the five organizational
variables comprising employee cybersecurity training, security policy enforcement, management support,
cybersecurity tools availability, and incident response planning are all positively related to cybersecurity
readiness with significant and statistically significant correlations.

In particular, the relationship between employee cybersecurity training and organizational readiness
was found to be strongly positive, indicating that ongoing training improves employees’ ability to identify
and respond to cyber threats. On the same note, when security policies were implemented, a strong
correlation with readiness was observed, indicating that the more policies are well implemented, the greater
the organization’s cybersecurity readiness.

One of the strongest influences, with an extremely high positivity coefficient with cybersecurity
readiness, was management support. This underscores the importance of leadership commitment in driving
security initiatives, allocating resources, and fostering a culture of cybersecurity in organizations. Also,
access to cybersecurity tools was closely linked to readiness regarding the significance of technological
infrastructure for identifying and averting, as well as responding to, cyberattacks.

Cybersecurity readiness also had a strong positive relationship with incident response planning,
meaning that organizations with established response procedures are better able to deal with and recover
from cyberattacks.

On the whole, the outcomes of the correlation analysis indicate that cybersecurity readiness is a
complex, multidimensional construct formed by related organizational, human, and technological factors.
The robustness of the connections also indicates that improvements in any of the areas can greatly enhance
the organizations overall cybersecurity readiness.

6.2 Cybersecurity Research Contributions

This research paper is relevant to the field of cybersecurity research because it empirically confirms a
multidimensional organizational readiness model. Although there is significant literature on cybersecurity
that focuses on the technical aspects of the issue, this study shows that organizational and managerial
issues also play an important role. The results are associated with socio-technical approaches that perceive
cybersecurity as a complex system of governance, culture, and technology.

The study also applies organizational readiness theory to cybersecurity. It shows that readiness for cyber
threats is in line with crisis management and institutional resilience principles. The quantitative study of
correlating leadership backing, policy implementation, training, and response preparation with measurable
readiness outcomes provides a systematic foundation for prospective empirical research.

The other contribution is the possibility to demonstrate the interdependence among factors in organi-
zational cybersecurity. The predictors do not act alone; they form a self-affirming network. This knowledge
at the systems level extends to the development of a theoretical discussion of cybersecurity maturity and the
role of integrated security governance.
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6.3 Practical Recommendations

Based on the findings, several feasible recommendations can be provided on how organizations can
better prepare for cybersecurity. First, businesses should aim to provide and establish cybersecurity policies.
The policies are to be appropriately documented, made known to all employees, and updated periodically to
reflect changes in emerging threats. This should be enforced through mechanisms that ensure they remain
in charge and always remain in compliance.

Secondly, top management must be an advocate of cybersecurity measures. The presence of top
management indicates that the organization is dedicated and encourages employee contributions. It is
suggested that leaders allocate sufficient resources, incorporate cybersecurity into strategic planning, and
inculcate a culture of shared accountability.

Third, companies ought to have constant employee training programs. They should be trained both
technically and non-technically, and updated frequently to address emerging threats. There can be simulated
drills and practical workshops to raise awareness and response power.

Fourth, technological investments must be presented in line with the organization’s needs. Cybersecu-
rity instruments will need ongoing maintenance, proper setup, and the ability to be incorporated into broader
governance frameworks. Human and procedural controls should not be substituted by technology. Lastly,
incident response planning should be institutionalized. Organizations should document procedures, limit
roles, and conduct regular drills. Being prepared reduces the recovery period and the operational loss after
the cyber-attack.

6.4 Methodological Limitations and Contextual Limitations

This research has several limitations, even though it makes some contributions. First, the study was
cross-sectional, meaning it measured perceptions at a single point in time. Cybersecurity readiness is not
static, and longitudinal research would provide a clearer picture of how preparedness evolves.

Second, the research was based on self-reported survey data. In structured questionnaires, standardized
measurement is obtained; however, responses may be influenced by social desirability bias or subjective
perceptions. Future analyses might be enhanced by using observational or mixed-method approaches.

Third, the sample was also confined to a given organizational setting and might not be representative of
all industries and geographic regions. Cybersecurity settings across sectors vary, and situational factors may
affect readiness variables. The findings should therefore be generalized carefully.

6.5 Future Study Recommendations

The work should be pursued in several important directions that future research should follow up
on. Longitudinal studies can also examine changes in cybersecurity readiness in response to new threats,
regulatory requirements, or restructuring. To understand the concepts of sustainability and adaptation, it is
appropriate to observe readiness over time.

A mixed-method study, using surveys, interviews, or case studies, could help shed more light on
organizational culture and decision-making practices. The qualitative data would be included alongside the
quantitative data and would provide contextual information.

It would also be useful to conduct comparative research across industries and nations. Cybersecurity
governance differs significantly across sectors and regulatory settings. Cross-context studies would be useful
in determining universal principles and context-specific practices.

Another research area that must be presented in future studies is the impact of emerging technologies,
including artificial intelligence, automation, and cloud infrastructure, on readiness development. With the
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development of digital ecosystems, the model of organizational cybersecurity must also change. Lastly,
researchers should examine the psychological and cultural aspects of cybersecurity behavior. Understanding
employees’ perceptions of risk, responsibility, and accountability may improve training and governance
practices.
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Appendix A

Structured Questionnaire

Section A: Demographic Information

Tick (V) or select the most appropriate option.
1. Gender
O Male O Female O Prefer not to say

2. Age Group

Below 25 years
25-34 years

35-44 years

45-54 years

55 years and above

3. Highest Level of Education

O0o0ooaod

Diploma
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctorate

Other (Specify):

4. Years of Work Experience

O0Oo0ooad

O Less than 2 years
O 2-5years

O 6-10 years

o Over 10 years
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Section B: Enforcement of Security Policy
1
No Statement Strongl 2 3 4 Stroil {
) . gy Disagree = Neutral = Agree gy
Disagree Agree
The organization has well
1 . . O O O O O
documented cybersecurity policies.
Staff management is conversant with
2 . . o m] ] o ]
cybersecurity policies.
3 e organization has a firm policy of - . - - -
cybersecurity.
Failure to adhere to the policies of
4 . . O O O O O
cybersecurity is punishable.
Security policies help to determine
5 day to day business that deals with O ] ] ] |
information systems.
Section C: Management Supporting Cybersecurity
No Statement Stroln 1 2 3 4 Strosn 1
) rongTy Disagree  Neutral  Agree gy
Disagree Agree
] The top manageme?nt puts emphasis - - - - -
on cybersecurity programs.
The management offers sufficient
2 . s O O O ] O
resources to cybersecurity activities.
There is a proactive role of leadership
3 . . O O O O O
in cybersecurity awareness programs.
The management checks the
4 cybersecurity posture of organization O O | i o
on a regular basis.
The strategic planning of the
5 organization incorporates O O O O |

cybersecurity.
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Section D: Availability of Cybersecurity Tools

J Cyber Secur. 2026;8

! 2 3 4 >
No. 1 1
o Statement St}'ong y Disagree  Neutral  Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
The organization possesses sufficient
1 cybersecurity platforms to secure its O ] O O ]
systems.
There is regular updating of firewalls
2 i, o o ] o o
and antivirus software.
There exist intrusion prevention or
3 . . . ] O O O O
intrusion detection systems.
The cybersecurity tools are capable of
4 . o . O o O ] o
identifying possible threats.
Employees are provided with the
. . . O O ] O O
required cybersecurity technologies.
Section E: Incident Response Planning
No Statement Stroln 1 2 3 4 Strosn 1
) rongty Disagree = Neutral = Agree gy
Disagree Agree
The company possesses a
1 documented plan of cybersecurity O ] O O ]
incident response.
There are procedures that employees
2 know when there is an incident O ] O O O
related to cyber.
There is a clear role and responsibility
3 s . ] O ] O O
of incident response.
The incident response plan is drilled
4 . - | o m] ] O
or exercised on a regular basis.
The organization is capable of
5 O O O O |

reacting fast to cybersecurity attacks.
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Section F: Organizational Cybersecurity Readiness

1 2 3 4 >
No. Statement St.rongly Disagree  Neutral  Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
The company has been fully prepared
! tg ctz,rb cyber attachsI.) ’ . . . . .
5 The problem of cyberse'curi'ty is - - - - -
controlled in the organization.
3 The company is ab?e t9 identify cyber - - - - -
threats in time.
Whenever such incidences as cyber
4 are reported, they are handled ] ] O O O
efficiently.
On the whole, the organization has a
5 high extent of cybersecurity o o ] ] ]
preparedness.
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