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Abstract

This mixed-methods interdisciplinary study examines critical psychological dimensions
underpinning organizational sustainability. Utilizing qualitative interviews with 42 organizational
leaders, quantitative survey data from 218 organizations across 11 industries, and a systematic review
of 157 empirical studies, the research identifies key psychological constructs associated with
organizational resilience and adaptability. The integrated theoretical framework connects
psychological safety, positive psychological capital, leadership approaches, and organizational
systems within specific contextual moderators. Findings reveal significant associations between
psychological safety and innovation (r = .42, p < .001, 95% CI [.36, .48]), psychological capital and
organizational resilience (r = .38, p < .001, 95% CI [.32, .44]), and servant leadership practices and
employee well-being (r = .45, p < .001, 95% CI [.39, .51]). The study acknowledges important
limitations regarding causal inference and demographic generalizability. Implementation challenges
and measurement considerations are discussed, with evidence-based considerations for practitioners.
The study concludes with directions for future research in this evolving field.

Keywords: psychological sustainability; organizational psychology; mixed-methods research;
psychological safety; leadership; resilience

1. Introduction: The Evolving Landscape of Organizational Sustainability

The concept of organizational sustainability has undergone a significant evolution, expanding
from its traditional ecological and economic focus to encompass critical psychological dimensions
that are associated with an organization’s ability to thrive long-term (Pfeffer, 2018; Spreitzer et al.,
2021). Psychological sustainability —defined as the capacity of an organization to foster and maintain
the psychological resources, well-being, and adaptive capabilities of its members over time—has
emerged as a foundational element related to organizational resilience and effectiveness (Rothmann,
2022; Cooper et al., 2019).

Organizations that neglect these psychological foundations often experience concerning
patterns: elevated turnover (average 27% higher in the present study’s sample), diminished
productivity (23% lower in organizations scoring in the bottom quartile of psychological
sustainability measures), innovation deficits, and adaptation failures —regardless of how robust their
financial or environmental practices may be (Ramarajan & Roberts, 2022). This pattern has been
particularly evident during recent global disruptions, where organizations with strong psychological
infrastructures demonstrated greater adaptability and resilience (Carnevale & Hatak, 2020; Wang et
al., 2021).

Contemporary research increasingly recognizes that sustainable organizations operate as
complex human systems whose effectiveness appears fundamentally connected to the psychological
experiences and resources of their members (Ramarajan & Roberts, 2022; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).
However, the field remains fragmented, with research on psychological safety, well-being,
leadership, and work design often developing in isolation rather than as an integrated body of
knowledge (Batistic¢ et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021).
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1.1. Problem Statement and Research Gap

Despite growing recognition of psychological factors in organizational sustainability, three
significant gaps persist in the literature. First, research streams examining different psychological
constructs (safety, capital, leadership) have largely developed in parallel, with limited integration
(Batistic et al., 2023). Second, contextual factors that may moderate the effectiveness of psychological
sustainability approaches remain underexplored (Johns, 2018; Bamberger, 2008). Third,
implementation challenges have received insufficient attention, limiting practical application
(Nielsen & Randall, 2013; Kompier et al., 2022).

This study addresses these gaps through a mixed-methods approach integrating psychological,
organizational, and management perspectives to examine how psychological foundations are
associated with organizational sustainability across diverse contexts. By integrating qualitative
insights, quantitative analyses, and systematic review of existing literature, this research aims to
develop a more comprehensive understanding of psychological sustainability as an integrated
phenomenon.

1.2. Research Objectives

This study pursues four primary objectives:

1.  To develop and empirically test an integrated theoretical framework connecting psychological
sustainability constructs across individual, leadership, and systems levels

2. To identify the psychological constructs most strongly associated with organizational
sustainability outcomes across varied contexts

3. To examine how contextual factors moderate the relationships between psychological
sustainability practices and organizational outcomes

4. To identify implementation challenges and potential strategies for enhancing psychological
sustainability in organizations

2. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

2.1. Historical Development of Psychological Sustainability Concepts

The concept of psychological sustainability in organizations has evolved through several
historical phases. Early organizational psychology focused primarily on productivity and efficiency,
with limited attention to psychological factors (Taylor, 1911; Mayo, 1933). The human relations
movement (1930s-1960s) began recognizing social and psychological needs at work but maintained
a primarily instrumental view of their importance (McGregor, 1960; Maslow, 1954). The occupational
health psychology movement (1970s-1990s) expanded focus to stress, burnout, and well-being as
important outcomes in themselves (Karasek, 1979; Maslach, 1982).

The past two decades have seen acceleration in research on positive psychological resources at
work, including psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999), psychological capital (Luthans, 2002), and
meaning (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Most recently, the integration of these concepts into a
broader framework of psychological sustainability has emerged, recognizing their interconnections
and collective importance for organizational resilience (Pfeffer, 2018; Cooper et al., 2019).

This historical trajectory reflects growing recognition that psychological dimensions are not
merely supplementary additions to organizational functioning but potential prerequisites for
sustainable performance. However, these research traditions have largely developed in parallel
rather than in integrated fashion.
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2.2. Key Psychological Constructs: Definitions and Boundaries

To address potential construct boundary issues identified in previous research, this study
employs clearly defined operationalizations of key psychological constructs:

Psychological Safety: The shared belief that the team or organization is safe for interpersonal
risk-taking, including speaking up with concerns, questions, or mistakes without fear of negative
consequences to self-image, status, or career (Edmondson, 1999, 2019). This construct is distinct from
physical safety climate and from psychological security (which relates to job security rather than
interpersonal risk).

Psychological Capital (PsyCap): An individual’s positive psychological state of development
characterized by: (1) self-efficacy/confidence, (2) optimism, (3) hope (agency and pathways), and (4)
resilience (Luthans et al., 2007). PsyCap is distinct from human capital (knowledge, skills) and social
capital (relationship networks).

Psychological Well-being: A multidimensional construct encompassing subjective well-being
(hedonic, satisfaction-focused) and eudaimonic well-being (purpose, meaning, self-actualization) in
the work context (Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Fisher, 2010). This is distinct from merely the absence of
psychological distress.

Leadership Approaches for Psychological Sustainability: Leadership styles and behaviors that
are associated with fostering psychological resources and well-being, particularly authentic
leadership (self-awareness, balanced processing, relational transparency, internalized moral
perspective) (Walumbwa et al., 2008) and servant leadership (prioritizing follower development and
well-being) (van Dierendonck, 2011).

Organizational Systems for Psychological Sustainability: Formal and informal structures,
policies, practices, and cultural elements that systematically support the development and
maintenance of psychological resources and well-being (Grawitch et al., 2006).

Table 1 presents these constructs, their definitions, key measurement approaches, and
conceptual relationships and distinctions.

Table 1. Key Psychological Sustainability Constructs, Definitions, and Conceptual Boundaries.

Construct Definition Key Measurements Conceptual Distinctions

Team Psychological

Shared belief ¢ hatSafety SurveyDistinct from physical safety climate and

Psychological
sychologica team/organization is safe for

(Edmondson, 1999) psychological security; operates
Safety . . . Psychological Safetyprimarily at team/collective level vs.
interpersonal risk-taking Scale (Newman et al.,individual

2017)
PCQ-24 (Luth t al.,
Individual’s positive Q24 (Luthans et a Distinct from human capital and social
. . 2007) . .
Psychological =~ psychological  state OfIm it PsvCa capital; state-like (developable) rather
Capital development (hope, efficacy, p Y-Pihan trait-like; can be aggregated to

Questionnaire (Harms

resilience, optimism) team/org level

Luthans, 2012)
Workplace PERMA
Multidimensional constructProfiler (Kern, 2014) Broader than job satisfaction;
Psychological ~encompassing hedonic andPsychological Well-beingencompasses both pleasure/satisfaction
Well-being eudaimonic dimensions ofat Work Scale (Dagenais-and = meaning/purpose dimensions;
work experience Desmarais & Savoie,distinct from merely absence of distress
2012)
Authentic ~ Leadership

Leadership approaches

Leadership for . ) ._Questionnaire Focuses specifically on psychological
i associated with fostering
Psychological ) (Walumbwa et al., 2008) resource  development aspect of
. psychological resources and . . .. .
Sustainability l-bei Servant Leadershipleadership vs. task/strategic dimensions
well-bein
& Survey (van

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202511.0615.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 10 November 2025 d0i:10.20944/preprints202511.0615.v1

4 of 34

Dierendonck & Nuijten,

2011)
O izational ~ Health
Organizational Formal and informallnzgeangzciize 20;3) Systems-level  perspective  beyond
X 1 7 . . . .
Systems forstructures supporting Y individual practices; includes formal

Healthy Workplace
Practices Scale (Grawitch
et al., 2006)

Psychological psychological resources and and informal elements; addresses

Sustainability =~ well-being sustainability over time

2.3. Integrated Theoretical Framework

To conceptualize how various psychological elements are associated with organizational
sustainability, this research proposes an integrated framework connecting individual, leadership,
and systems-level factors (Figure 1). This framework illustrates the potential dynamic interactions
between psychological safety, positive psychological capital, leadership approaches, work design,
and well-being systems—all situated within specific contextual factors that may moderate their
relationships and effectiveness.

' i N i N
Individual Level Leadership Level
* Psychological Capital (Hope, Efficacy, Resilience, * Authentic Leadership
Optimism) » Servant Leadership
* Psychological Well-being * Psychological Safety Promotion
» Identity and Meaning * Well-being Orientation
» Individual Adaptability
' N i N
Team Level QOrganizational Systems Level
» Psychological Safety Climate  Work Design & Job Crafting
* Collective Efficacy +Well-being Systems
* Relational Coordination = Leaming Infrasfruciure
» Team Learning Capacity » Adaptive Capacity

Reciprocal Relationships Between Elements

Individual < Leadership Team « Systems
Leadership shapes individual resources; Systems enable team functioning; team
individual resources enable effective needs shape system design
leadership
Contextual Moderators

[ ]
1 |
1 ]
1 1
1 ]
1

1 Industry Characteristics Organizational Size Cultural Context Economic Conditions :
1

i i
1

1 Digitalization Level Workforce Demographics :
1
' i
!

Organizational Sustainability Outcomes

Innovation Performance ‘ ‘ QOrganizafional Resilience ‘ | Adaptive Capacity ‘ ‘ Employee Retention

| Customer Satisfaction | ‘ Financial Sustainability |

= Core Elements == Contexiual Moderators = Sustainability Outcomes

Figure 1. Integrated Framework of Psychological Sustainability.
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The framework proposes that psychological sustainability emerges from the reciprocal
influences between these elements, with contextual factors (industry, organization size, culture,
economic conditions) moderating these relationships. Each element has both potential direct
associations with sustainability outcomes and indirect associations through its influence on other
elements in the system.

This integrated framework extends existing theories in three important ways. First, it connects
previously separate research streams on psychological safety (Edmondson, 2019), psychological
capital (Luthans et al., 2015), and organizational well-being (Fisher, 2010) into a coherent system.
Second, it explicitly incorporates contextual contingencies as moderators rather than control
variables, addressing calls for more context-sensitive theories (Johns, 2018). Third, it adopts a multi-
level perspective that acknowledges the nested nature of psychological phenomena in organizations
(Klein & Kozlowski, 2000).

The framework also acknowledges potential tensions between elements. For instance,
psychological safety may sometimes conflict with certain aspects of psychological capital, as a strong
emphasis on optimism might inadvertently discourage the voicing of concerns that psychological
safety should enable. Similarly, certain leadership approaches might emphasize collective well-being
in ways that constrain individual job crafting opportunities. These tensions highlight the dynamic
balance required for psychological sustainability rather than simplistic maximization of each
element.

Theoretical Mechanisms

The framework proposes three key mechanisms through which these psychological elements
may interact to influence organizational sustainability:

1. Reinforcing cycles: The bidirectional arrows in the model represent potential reciprocal
relationships, where elements may mutually reinforce each other. For example, psychological
safety may enable the development of psychological capital by creating environments where
learning from failure is encouraged, while psychological capital may contribute to psychological
safety by providing individuals with the confidence to take interpersonal risks.

2. Resource conservation and expansion: Drawing on Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll,
1989), the framework suggests that psychological resources can buffer against demands and
stressors, while also creating opportunities for resource expansion. This helps explain why
organizations with strong psychological foundations may demonstrate greater resilience during
disruption.

3. Contextual activation: Different contextual factors may activate or amplify the influence of
specific psychological elements. For example, the association between psychological safety and
innovation may be stronger in knowledge-intensive industries where idea generation and risk-
taking are crucial for success.

2.4. Research Questions

Based on gaps identified in the literature and the integrated theoretical framework, this study
addresses four primary research questions:

1. What psychological constructs show the strongest associations with organizational
sustainability outcomes across varied contexts?

2.  How do leadership practices appear to be associated with the development of psychological
sustainability?

3. What implementation barriers do organizations face when attempting to cultivate psychological
sustainability?

4. How do contextual factors moderate the relationships between psychological sustainability
practices and organizational outcomes?

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.
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3. Methodology

3.1. Research Design

This study employed a sequential mixed-methods design (Creswell & Clark, 2017) incorporating
three primary data sources:

1. Qualitative interviews with 42 organizational leaders across diverse industries to explore
experiences and practices related to psychological sustainability (Phase 1)

2. Quantitative survey data from 218 organizations spanning 11 industries, collecting measures of
psychological constructs and organizational outcomes (Phase 2)

3. Systematic literature review of 157 empirical studies published between 2000-2024 examining
psychological dimensions of organizational functioning (Phase 3)

This triangulated approach allows for complementary insights into the complex phenomenon
of psychological sustainability while enhancing validity through methodological integration
(Johnson et al., 2007). The sequential design began with qualitative exploration to inform survey
development, followed by quantitative testing of relationships, and integration with systematic
review findings.

® D

Qualitative Exploration

* Semi-structured interviews with 42 organizational leaders

* Purposive sampling across diverse industries

* Thematic analysis of psychological sustainability practices

* Identification of contextual factors and implementation challenges

@ Integration Point 1

c

o

®

Quantitative Investigation

* Survey data from 218 organizations across 11 industries

* Multiple respondents per organization (n=1,532)

* Measurement of psycholegical construcis and ouicomes

+ Hierarchical linear modeling and structural equation modeling

o D

Systematic Literature Review

* Comprehensive review of 157 empirical studies (2000-2024)
* Meta-analytic integration of effect sizes

* ldentification of methodological patterns and limitations

* Analysis of contextual moderators across studies

@ Integration Point 2

Integrated Analysis
» Synthesis of findings across methods

=F refinement based on evidence
* Development of evidence-based implementafion considerations
* Identification of future research directions

Methodological Integration
This sequential design leverages complementary strengths of each method:

= Qualitative: Rich contextual insights into processes and experiences
. Q itati listical testing of ips and pattemns across contexts
« Systematic Review: Historical depth and methodolegical critique

i Integration occurs at multiple points, enhancing validity through triangulation while addressing
| limitations of each method in isolation

Figure 2. Sequential Mixed-Methods Research Design.
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3.2. Qualitative Methods

3.2.1. Participants and Sampling

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 42 organizational leaders selected through
stratified purposive sampling to ensure diversity across industry sectors, organizational size, and
geographic regions. The sampling frame was developed using industry association directories and
researcher networks, with attention to balanced representation across categories. Initial contact was
made with 68 potential participants, yielding a 62% participation rate.

Participants included:

e 16 C-suite executives (8 female, 8 male)
e 14 senior HR leaders (9 female, 5 male)
¢ 12 middle managers (5 female, 7 male)

Demographic diversity included: age range 36-64 years (M = 47.2, SD = 8.4); racial/ethnic
composition: 61.9% White, 14.3% Black, 11.9% Asian, 9.5% Hispanic/Latino, 2.4% multiracial.

Organizations represented diverse sectors including technology (n=9), healthcare (n=8),
manufacturing (n=7), financial services (n=6), education (n=5), retail (n=4), and non-profit (n=3),
spanning organizations with 50-75,000 employees. Geographic distribution included North America
(52%), Europe (24%), Asia-Pacific (19%), and Latin America (5%).

3.2.2. Interview Protocol and Data Collection

The semi-structured interview protocol was developed based on the integrated theoretical
framework and refined through pilot testing with four organizational leaders not included in the final
sample. The protocol contained 18 primary questions with potential probes, organized into five
sections: (1) organizational context, (2) psychological dimensions of organizational functioning, (3)
leadership approaches, (4) systems and practices, and (5) implementation experiences.

Key questions included:

¢  “How would you describe the psychological climate of your organization?”

e  “What practices have you found most effective in developing psychological resources?”
e  “What barriers have you encountered when implementing these approaches?”

e  “How do industry and organizational factors influence these practices?”

Interviews were conducted by the researcher and two trained research assistants between June
2022 and March 2023, either in person (n=13) or via video conference (n=29). Interviews lasted 60-90
minutes (M = 73.4 minutes, SD = 12.6), were audio-recorded with informed consent, and transcribed
verbatim, yielding 1,437 pages of text for analysis. Participants received transcripts for member
checking, with nine participants providing minor clarifications or corrections.

3.2.3. Qualitative Data Analysis

Interview data were analyzed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2019) through an
iterative coding process. Initial inductive coding by two researchers working independently
identified 78 preliminary codes. After comparing coding and resolving discrepancies, codes were
organized into 12 higher-order themes and 4 theoretical dimensions through axial and selective
coding. Initial inter-coder agreement was 83% (Cohen’s x = .81), with discrepancies resolved through
discussion to consensus.

To enhance analytical rigor, several techniques were employed:

e Development of a detailed codebook with definitions, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and
exemplars

e  Regular peer debriefing sessions to challenge emerging interpretations

e  Negative case analysis to refine themes

e  Maintenance of an audit trail documenting analytical decisions

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.
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e  Presentation of preliminary findings to a subset of participants (n=7) for feedback

NVivo 14 software facilitated data management and analysis. Thematic saturation was assessed
using the approach described by Guest et al. (2020), with no new substantive codes emerging after
interview 34 (see Appendix A for an example except from the qualitative codebook).

3.2.4. Researcher Reflexivity

The research team maintained reflexive journals throughout the qualitative phase to document
potential biases and their influence on data collection and analysis. The primary researcher had prior
experience in organizational consulting, which offered valuable contextual understanding but also
required vigilance against confirmation bias. Team composition (including researchers with
backgrounds in organizational psychology, management, and sociology) provided diverse
perspectives during analysis. Regular team discussions of potential biases and their influence on
interpretations were conducted and documented.

3.3. Quantitative Methods

3.3.1. Participants and Sampling

Survey data were collected from 218 organizations recruited through stratified random
sampling from industry databases. The sampling frame included organizations from manufacturing
(22%), services (26%), technology (18%), healthcare (14%), finance (10%), education (6%), and non-
profit (4%) sectors, with stratification by size (small: <100 employees; medium: 100-1000; large: >1000).
Organizations were initially contacted via email with follow-up phone calls, yielding a 27%
organizational response rate.

Within each participating organization, key informants (HR leaders or executives) identified
potential participants representing leadership, management, and non-supervisory roles. Multiple
respondents (3-12 per organization, M = 7.03, SD = 2.26) completed measures, resulting in data from
1,532 individual participants representing leadership (n=437), management (n=645), and non-
supervisory (n=450) roles. Individual response rate within participating organizations was 63%.

Participant demographics included: 54% female, 45% male, 1% non-binary/other; age range 22-
68 years (M = 41.3, SD = 9.7); tenure 1-32 years (M = 7.5, SD = 6.2); racial/ethnic composition: 64%
White, 13% Asian, 11% Black, 9% Hispanic/Latino, 3% multiracial/other.

Organizations represented diverse industries and sizes (small: 27%, medium: 45%, large: 28%)
from multiple geographic regions (North America: 42%, Europe: 31%, Asia-Pacific: 18%, other: 9%).

3.3.2. Measures

The survey included validated instruments measuring key psychological constructs and
organizational outcomes. All multi-item measures used 5-point or 7-point Likert-type scales. Table 2
presents the measures with reliability coefficients, validity evidence, and sample items.

Table 2. Key Measures, Sample Items, Reliability, and Validity Evidence.

Construct Measure Sample Item Reliability Validity Evidence

Independent
Variables

Convergent validity with team trust (r =

“Members of this team .65)
Team Psychological a = 2w =
Psychological are able to bring up Discriminant validity from team efficacy (r
afety Survey 91Test-retest r =
Safety problems and tough =.38)
(Edmondson, 1999) 3 .79 o o . .
issues” Predictive validity for learning behaviors
(r=.52)
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Convergent validity with optimism (r =

“1 feel confident o4 .71)
a = Yo =
Psychological PCQ-24 (Luthans et al,analyzing a long-term 03Test-retest Discriminant validity from trait measures
.93Test-retest r =
Capital 2007) problem to find a % (r=.39)
solution” ’ Predictive validity for performance (r =
.45)
) ) o Convergent  validity =~ with  ethical
. Authentic ~ Leadership”My  leader  solicitsa = 9lw = }
Authentic . . . leadership (r = .67)
. Questionnaire feedback to improve90Test-retestr=__ o
Leadership . . . Discriminant validity from LMX (r = .44)
(Walumbwa et al., 2008) interactions with others” .76 o L
Predictive validity for trust (r = .59)
Convergent validity with transformational
) leadership (r = .60)
Servant Leadership”My manager helps mea = 93w =_ | o )
Servant . Discriminant validity from transactional
. Survey (van Dierendonckto  further  develop.92Test-retest r = .
Leadership leadership (r = .32)

& Nuijten, 2011) myself” .81 . . )
Predictive validity for commitment (r =

.53)
Convergent validity with job

. “The job allows me to o
Work Design . a = 89w =characteristics (r =.72)
. . . make decisions about L o .
Work Design  Questionnaire (Morgeson .88Test-retest r =Discriminant validity from personality (r=

what methods I use to
& Humphrey, 2006) 74 .29)

complete my work” o L . .
Predictive validity for satisfaction (r = .56)

Convergent validity with perceived

. L “This organizationn = .88w =organizational support (r =.68)
Well-being ~ Organizational = Health A . .
. actively supports.87Test-retest r =Discriminant ~ validity from climate
Systems Index (McKinsey, 2020) Ny
employee well-being” .75 measures (r = .41)
Predictive validity for engagement (r=.49)
Dependent
Variables
. Convergent validity with creativity
. Innovation Performance . a = 8w =
Innovation “This team generates measures (r = .70)
Scale (Scott & Bruce, o .86Test-retest r = o O
Performance 1994) creative ideas” 79 Predictive validity for patents/new
' products (r = 41)
o . . Convergent validity with adaptability
Lo Organizational Resilience”We quickly adapt whena = 90w =
Organizational measures (r = .63)
o Scale (Kantur & Say,unexpected changes.89Test-retest r = o o
Resilience Predictive validity for recovery from
2015) occur” 77 . .
disruption (r = 47)
o Convergent validity with dynamic
. . . “Our organizationa = 86w = .
Adaptive Adaptive Capacity Scale . capability measures (r = .61)
. . effectively responds to.85Test-retest r = o o
Capacity (developed for this study) . Predictive validity for market share
market shifts” 74
changes (r =.39)
Moderating
Variables
Indust Industry Attribute”Our industry requires Factor analysis confirmed three distinct
ndustr
y. . Questionnaire continuous innovation toa = .83w=.82  dimensions: knowledge intensity, risk
Characteristics
(developed for this study)remain competitive” profile, digitalization level
o Structural ~ Dimensions”Decision-making in our . . o
Organizational o ) ) Factor analysis confirmed centralization
Survey (based on Pugh etorganization is highlya =.85w = .84 O . .
Structure and formalization dimensions
al.,, 1968) centralized”
GLOBE cultural“Managers in this culture
Cultural . . a = .81-89w =Established cross-cultural validity in prior
dimension scales (Houseare expected to be
Context .80-.87 research

et al., 2014) decisive and assertive”

Control variables included organization age, size (log transformed), prior financial performance
(3-year ROA), and industry growth rate. At the individual level, controls included tenure,
hierarchical level, and demographic variables.
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Additional organizational data were collected from archival sources, including:

e  Turnover rates (voluntary and involuntary, from HR records)
e  Financial performance (ROA, revenue growth, from annual reports and financial databases)
e  Public recognition (awards, rankings) related to workplace quality

3.3.3. Survey Administration and Data Collection

The survey was administered online using Qualtrics between September 2022 and May 2023.
Participants received an email invitation with a unique link and up to two reminders. The survey
took approximately 25-30 minutes to complete. To minimize common method bias, several
procedural remedies were employed (Podsakoff et al., 2012):

e  Temporal separation between predictor and outcome measures
e  Different response formats across measures

e  Counterbalancing of question order

e  Assurance of anonymity and confidentiality

¢  Elimination of ambiguous or complex items during pilot testing

3.3.4. Quantitative Analysis

Survey data were analyzed using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to account for the nested
data structure (individuals within organizations). Prior to analysis, data were screened for outliers,
missing values, and assumption violations. Missing data (4.3% of values) were handled using full
information maximum likelihood estimation after confirming data were missing at random (Little’s
MCAR test: x2 =273.41, df =246, p = .11).

Measurement models were assessed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to verify construct
validity, with acceptable fit indices (CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .056, SRMR = .047). Discriminant
validity was established using the Fornell-Larcker criterion, with square root of AVE exceeding inter-
construct correlations.

A series of analyses were conducted:

Descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables

HLM analyses testing direct relationships between psychological constructs and outcomes
Path analysis testing the relationships proposed in the theoretical framework

Moderation analyses examining contextual effects

U IR

Structural equation modeling (SEM) assessing the overall fit of the theoretical model

For moderation analyses, interaction terms were created by multiplying mean-centered
predictors and moderators. Multi-level SEM was conducted to test the full theoretical model
simultaneously.

Analyses were conducted using SPSS 28, Mplus 8.6, and AMOS 28 software. Effect sizes were
calculated and interpreted following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines and current best practices (Funder &
Ozer, 2019).

3.4. Systematic Literature Review

A systematic review following PRISMA guidelines (Page et al., 2021) was conducted to identify
empirical research on psychological dimensions of organizational sustainability.

3.4.1. Search Strategy and Selection Criteria

Comprehensive searches were conducted in three primary databases: PsycINFO, Web of
Science, and Business Source Complete. Search terms included combinations of:

v

e  DPsychological terms: “psychological safety,” “psychological capital,” “psychological well-

s

being,” “positive psychology”

% 1

° Organizational terms: “organization®,” “workplace,

a

employee,” “leadership”
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Ea

° Sustainability terms: “sustain®,” “resilience,

i

adaptation,” “long-term”

The initial search yielded 1,248 articles. After removing duplicates (n=387), 861 articles were
screened based on titles and abstracts, resulting in exclusion of 528 articles that did not meet criteria.
The remaining 333 articles underwent full-text review, with 176 excluded based on the following
criteria:

e  Non-empirical (theoretical, review, or commentary papers) (n=68)

e  Not peer-reviewed (n=21)

¢ Not in English language (n=17)

e  Published before 2000 (n=29)

¢  Did not substantially address psychological sustainability constructs (n=41)

The final sample included 157 studies for comprehensive coding and analysis.

| IDENTIFICATION

Records identified through database searching
(n=1,.248)
PsycINFO (n = 526)
Web of Science (n = 431)
Business Source Complete (n = 291)

v

Records after du plicates removed
(n=2861)

| SCREENING

v

Titles and abstracts screened
(n=861)

Records excluded (n = 528)
+* Not relevant to psychological sustainability (n = 317)
» Not organizational context {n = 103)

» Conference absfracts only (n = 108)

v

| ELIGIBILITY

Full-text articles assessed for eligibility
(n=1333)

Full-text articles excluded {n = 176)

» Non-empirical papers (n = 68)

+* Not peer-reviewed (n = 21)

* Not in English (n = 17)

* Published before 2000 (n = 29)

» Did not address psychelogical sustainability (n = 41)

v

] INCLUDED

Studies included in systematic review
(n=157)

Study Types:

» Cross-sectional (n = 103)

+ Longitudinal (n = 28)

» Interventionfexperimental (n = 14)
» Mixed methods (n = 12)

Figure 3. PRISMA Flow Diagram of Study Selection Process.

3.4.2. Coding and Analysis

Each study was coded by two researchers independently using a standardized protocol
capturing:
e  Study characteristics (design, sample, methods)
e  DPsychological constructs examined
e  Measures used
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¢  Organizational outcomes assessed
e  Contextual factors examined

o  Effect sizes and statistical findings
¢  Methodological quality indicators

Inter-coder agreement was 89% (Cohen’s k = .86), with discrepancies resolved through
discussion. Methodological quality was assessed using adapted criteria from the Mixed Methods
Appraisal Tool (MMAT; Hong et al., 2018).

Meta-analytic techniques were used to calculate weighted effect sizes (correlations converted to
Fisher’s z, weighted by sample size, then transformed back to correlation coefficients) across studies
examining similar constructs and outcomes. Heterogeneity was assessed using I? statistics, with
subgroup and meta-regression analyses conducted to examine potential moderators.

Publication bias was assessed using funnel plots, Egger’s test, and trim-and-fill analyses. Where
evidence of publication bias was detected, adjusted effect sizes were calculated.

3.5. Integrated Analysis

Following separate analyses of qualitative, quantitative, and literature review data, an
integrated analysis was conducted to identify convergent and divergent findings across methods.
This integration followed the weaving approach described by Fetters et al. (2013), where findings
from each method are compared and contrasted thematically.

Effect

Relationship Studies  Size 95% Cl  Forest Plot
P

Psychological Safety Relationship
Psychological Safety — Team [0.42,
Learning E QL 0.54] ‘
Psychological Safety — [0.37,
Innovation it Qe 0.47] ‘
Psychological Safety — [0.33,
Adaptability 27 038 pag | y
Psychological Capital Relationships
Psychological Capital — [0.24,
Performance 35 0.29 0.34] ‘ .
Psychological Capital — [-0.33,
Retention 2 028 33 —
Psychological Capital — [0.28,
Adaptability 2 033 p3g | *
Leadership Relationships
Servant Leadership — [0.38,
Psychological Safety L 28 0.48] ‘
Authentic Leadership — Trust [0.42,
Climate =50 047 g5z ‘ *
Transformational Leadership [0.33,
— PsyCap 2] 038 a3 | e
Work Design Relationships
Autonomy — Psychological [0.31,
Capital 0 036 gaq |
Skill Variety — Innavation 33 R e | e

. [0.36,
Job Crafting — Engagement 27 0.41 0.46] ‘ ——
‘Overall Meta-Analytic Effects

[0.36,

Overall Effect 157 038 g [

Notes: Forest plot displays meta-analytic correlations {p) with 95% confidence intervals. Effect sizes represent comected
corelations accounting for measurement error and sampling error. The vertical red line represents zero correlation. Blue dots
represent point estimates, and horizontal lines represent 95% confidence intervals. The black dot represents the overall
weighted mean effect across all studies.

Heterogeneity: I = 67.2% overall, indicating substantial variability in efiects across studies that may be explained by
moderators such as industry type, cultural context, and methodological factors.

Figure 4. Forest Plot of Meta-Analytic Findings.
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Identification of patterns of confirmation, expansion, and discordance across methods
Examination of meta-inferences that emerge from the combined evidence
Critical analysis of how different methods illuminated different aspects of the phenomenon

This integration process was iterative and reflexive, with attention to how methodological

limitations in each approach might influence the combined interpretation.

Research
Question/Theme

Psychological Safety
and Organizational
QOutcomes

Qualitative Findings

Leaders described
psychological safety as
“the oxygen™ for
organizational functioning

Practices included
normalizing failure,
modeling vulnerability,
separating idea
generation from
evaluation

Implementation
challenges noted,
especially in hierarchical
cultures

Quantitative Findings

Significant relationships
with:
+ Innovation (B = 42 p <

.001)

- Adaptability (f = 37, p <
.001)

+ Reduced tumover (=
-31, p<.001)

Mediated leadership-
innovation relationship

Systematic Review
Findings

Meta-analytic
relationships with:

= Team learning (p = .48,
95% CI [.42, .54])

= Innovation (p = .42, 95%
CI[.37, .47])

= Adaptability (p = .39,
95% CI [.33, .45])

Stronger in knowledge-
intensive industries

Convergence: Strong agreement across methods on the importance of psychelogical safety for innovation and

adaptability

Complementary insights: Qualitative data revealed implementation mechanisms not visible in quantitative data;
systematic review identified contextual moderators

Psychological Capital
and Resilience

Leaders described

intentional development of

efficacy, hope, resilience
and optimism

Development practices
varied by career stage
and cultural context

Gender differences noted
in manifestation of
psychological capital

Significant relationships
with:

+ Organizational resilience
(B=.38,p=.001)

* Performance during
disruption (p=.32,p <
.001)

+ Employee retention (§ =
27, p<.01)

Different PsyCap
components had unique
outcome relationships

Meta-analytic
relationships with:

+ Performance (p = .29,
95% CI [.24, .34])

= Retention (p = -.28, 95%
CI[-.33,-23])

= Adaptability (p = .33,
95% CI [.28, .38])

Stronger during
organizational change

Convergence: Consistent relationships with resilience and retention outcomes across methods
Complementary insights: Qualitative data highlighted development practices and demegraphic differences;
systematic review identified temporal contingency (stronger during change)

Leadership Approaches
and Psychological
Sustainability

Shift from "command and
control” to "cultivate and
connect” leadership
philosophies

Practices included
developmental
conversations,
vulnerability, meaningful
delegation

Gender and racial
dimensions of leadership
noted as critical factors

Servant leadership —
well-being (B = 45, p <
001

Authentic leadership —
trust (B = .49, p < .001)

Leadership effects
partially mediated by
psychological safety

Some non-linear
relationships observed
(inverted-U)

Meta-analytic
relationships:

= Servant leadership —
safety (p = .43, 95% Cl
[.38, 48])

= Authentic leadership —
trust (p = .47, 95% CI [42,
52])

Cultural moderation
effects identified
Gender composition as
significant moderator

Convergence: Clear agreement on the importance of servant and authentic leadership approaches
Divergence: Quantitative data suggested possible diminishing returns at high levels (non-linear effects) not

mentioned in other methods

Complementary insights: Qualitative data revealed implementation challenges; systematic review identified cultural

and gender moderators
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Meta-analytic
relationships:

= Autonomy — PsyCap (p
= .36, 95% CI[.31, .41])

= Job crafting —
engagement (p = .41, 95%
CI[.36, .46])

Intervention studies
showed significant effects
Comprehensive
approaches more effective

Convergence: Strong agreement on the importance of autenomy and job crafting across methods
Complementary insights: Qualitative data revealed implementation processes; guantitative data identified
synergistic interaction effects; systematic review provided intervention evidence

Contextual Factors
Moderating
Relationships

Leaders emphasized
contextual adaptation as
critical

Factors included
regulatory environments,
cultural nerms, industry
crisis cycles, growth
phases

Digital transformation
creating new
manifestations of
psychological constructs

Significant moderating
effects of:

» Industry knowledge
intensity (y = .24, p < .01)
+ Organizational size (y =
-18, p = .05)

+ Cultural power distance
(y=-22,p<.01)

- Digitalization level (y =
19, p < .05)

Meta-analytic moderators:
= Industry type (knowledge
vs. manufacturing)

- Organizational size
(small/medium vs. large)

« Cultural context (power
distance)

+» Economic conditions

= Workforce
characteristics

Convergence: Strong agreement across methods on the importance of contextual factors as moderators
Complementary insights: Qualitative data highlighted specific adaptation processes; quantitative and review
provided statistical validation of moderating effects

Implementation
Challenges and
Strategies

Nuanced implementation
challenges identified:

+ Resource competition

+ Measurement difficulties
+ Middle management
bottlenecks

+ Inconsistent application

Successful strategies

included small wins,

champions, accountability

Common barriers
reported:

+ Competing priorities
(73%)

+ Measurement difficulties
(68%)

+ Middle management

resistance (64%)

Middle-out collaborative
approach most effective
(M =3.86 vs. 3.14)

Success factors in
implementation:

= Senior leadership
commitment (84% vs.
37%)

= Middle manager
involvement (76% vs.
31%)

« Integrated measurement
(71% vs. 29%)

Implementation typically
followed S-curve pattern

Convergence: Agreement on key barriers (competing priorities, measurement, middle management)
Complementary insights: Qualitative data revealed process challenges; quantitative data identified effective
approaches; systematic review provided success factors and implementation trajectory

Qualitative Findings

Quantitative Findings

@ Complementary Insights

Systematic Review Findings @ Convergence @ Divergence

Summary of Integration: This joint display illustrates how findings from different methodological
approaches converged on key relationships while providing complementary insights into mechanisms,
processes, and contextual factors. The mixed-methods approach allowed for triangulation of core findings
{enhancing validity) while also providing a more comprehensive understanding than any single method
could offer. Areas of divergence were limited but highlight important nuances in how psychological
sustainability manifests across contexts.

Figure 5. Joint Display of Integrated Findings.

3.6. Limitations of Research Design

Several limitations of the research design warrant acknowledgment. First, the cross-sectional

nature of the quantitative data limits causal inferences. While the sequential mixed methods design

and time-lagged collection of some organizational outcomes provide stronger evidence than purely
cross-sectional approaches, causal relationships cannot be definitively established. Future research
employing experimental or longitudinal designs would be valuable for establishing causality.
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Second, while the sample was diverse across industries and regions, it remained weighted
toward Western cultural contexts (73% of organizations), limiting generalizability to other cultural
settings. The underrepresentation of organizations from collectivist cultures and developing
economies is a particular limitation given the potential cultural contingency of psychological
constructs.

Third, despite efforts to mitigate common method bias, some measures were collected from the
same respondents, potentially inflating correlations. While statistical tests suggest this bias was not
severe, it remains a limitation, particularly for individual-level constructs.

Fourth, the study’s focus on formal organizations may limit applicability to emerging forms of
organization such as platform-mediated work and collaborative commons. Future research should
examine how psychological sustainability manifests in these alternative organizational forms.

4. Results

4.1. Preliminary Analyses and Descriptive Statistics

Table 3 presents means, standard deviations, reliability coefficients, and correlations among the
main study variables. All measures demonstrated acceptable reliability (a > .80), and correlations
were generally in the expected directions. Notably, the correlation matrix shows that while
psychological sustainability constructs were positively related to each other, the magnitudes (r = .32
to .56) suggest they are distinct rather than redundant constructs.

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Coefficients, and Correlations Among Key Study Variables.

Variable M SD1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Psychological Safety 3.64 0.78 (.92)

2. Psychological Capital 3.82 0.67 .42*** (.94)

3. Authentic Leadership 3.45 0.84 .51*%** 36" (.91)

4. Servant Leadership 3.230.92 47** 32%** 56*** (.93)

5. Work Design (Autonomy) 3.51 0.76 .38*** .33** 35*** 41** (.89)

6. Well-being Systems 3.19 0.89 .44*** 31*** 49** 52*** 36*** (.88)

7. Innovation Performance 3.42 0.82 42%** 357 20%* 310 36*** .28 (.87)

8. Organizational Resilience 3.38 0.75 .37*** 38 32%%* 340 30*** 31%%* .39*** (.90)

9. Adaptive Capacity 3.27 0.79 .36*** 35%** 30*** 33* D7** pOF* 43¥* 56 (.86)

*Note: N = 218 organizations. Reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s a) appear on the diagonal in parentheses. p <
05, % p < .01, ** p < .00L.

Tests for common method bias included Harman’s single-factor test, which indicated that the
first factor explained 28.4% of variance, below the 50% threshold suggesting problematic common
method bias. Additionally, a common latent factor analysis showed that the average variance
explained by the method factor was 11.7%, below the 25% threshold suggesting concern (Podsakoff
et al,, 2012).

4.2. Psychological Safety and Organizational Outcomes

4.2.1. Quantitative Findings

Hierarchical linear modeling revealed that psychological safety was significantly associated
with innovation performance (3 = .42, p <.001, 95% CI [.36, .48]), organizational adaptability (3 = .37,
p<.001, 95% CI [.31, .43]), and reduced turnover (3 =-.31, p <.001, 95% CI [-.37, -.25]) after controlling
for industry, size, and organizational age.

Organizations in the top quartile of psychological safety measures demonstrated 27% higher
innovation performance (t(216) = 7.64, p < .001, d = 0.87) and 23% lower voluntary turnover (t(216) =
6.82, p <.001, d =0.79) compared to those in the bottom quartile.
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Mediation analyses showed that psychological safety appeared to partially mediate the
relationship between leadership behaviors and innovation outcomes (indirect effect = .18, 95% CI[.12,
.24], p <.01), suggesting that leadership may influence innovation partly through its association with
psychological safety.

4.2.2. Qualitative Findings

Thematic analysis of interview data revealed psychological safety as the most frequently
mentioned foundation for organizational sustainability, referenced by 38 of 42 participants. Leaders
described psychological safety as “the oxygen that allows everything else to function” (P7,
Technology CEO) and “the prerequisite for honest conversations about what’s working and what
isn’t” (P15, Healthcare Executive).

Leaders identified several organizational practices that they believed fostered psychological
safety:
¢  Normalizing failure through structured debriefs
e  Modeling vulnerability from senior leadership
e  Separating idea generation from evaluation
e  Creating forums specifically designed for constructive dissent

As one technology leader explained: “We deliberately create spaces where people can say ‘I
think we’re heading in the wrong direction” without career repercussions. That’s not natural —it
requires constant reinforcement and modeling from the top” (P33).

Notably, several leaders described significant challenges in implementation. A manufacturing
executive explained: “Creating psychological safety sounds simple in theory but required us to
overcome decades of hierarchical culture where speaking up was career-limiting” (P23). A
technology leader noted the contextual challenges: “Psychological safety means something different
in our Asian offices than in our European ones—the practices that work in one context often fail in
another” (P9).

Leaders also identified potential downsides when psychological safety is pursued without
complementary elements: “There’s a risk that psychological safety becomes ‘everyone’s opinion is
equally valid” which isn’t true in technical domains. We needed to balance safety with clarity about
expertise” (P17, Healthcare).

4.2.3. Systematic Review Findings

Meta-analytic integration of 43 studies examining psychological safety showed significant
relationships with team learning behavior (o = .48, 95% CI [.42, .54]), innovation implementation (o =
42, 95% CI [.37, 47]), and organizational adaptability (o = .39, 95% CI [.33, .45]). Heterogeneity was
substantial (I2 = 68.4%), suggesting important moderating factors.

Longitudinal studies were limited (n=7) but showed stronger effects than cross-sectional designs
(0=.51vs.0=.39, Q=7.31, p <.01), providing stronger, though still limited, evidence for potential
causal relationships.

Moderator analyses revealed that psychological safety appeared more strongly associated with
outcomes in knowledge-intensive industries (0 = .52, 95% CI [ .46, .58]) than in manufacturing settings
(0=.37,95% CI[.31, .43]; Q=9.63, p <.01), and stronger in Western cultural contexts (o = .47, 95% CI
[.41, .53]) than in high power distance cultures (o = .34, 95% CI [.28, .40]; Q=8.12, p <.01).

Methodological quality assessment indicated that 64% of studies relied exclusively on self-report
measures, and only 16% employed multi-level analytical approaches appropriate for team-level
constructs like psychological safety. Publication bias analyses suggested some evidence of bias
(Egger’s test: p = .04), with trim-and-fill analysis yielding a slightly reduced but still significant
adjusted effect size (padjusted = .41, 95% CI [.35, .47]).
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4.3. Positive Psychological Capital (PsyCap) and Resilience

4.3.1. Quantitative Findings

Organizational-level psychological capital demonstrated significant relationships with
organizational resilience (3 = .38, p <.001, 95% CI [.32, .44]), performance during disruptive periods
(B=.32, p<.001, 95% CI [.26, .38]), and employee retention (3 = .27, p <.01, 95% CI [.21, .33]).

Structural equation modeling (CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .052, SRMR = .044) showed that
psychological capital partially mediated the relationship between organizational systems and
resilience outcomes (indirect effect = .14, 95% CI [.08, .21], p <.01).

Further analyses of PsyCap components revealed differential relationships with outcomes: hope
was the strongest predictor of innovation (8 = .36, p <.001, 95% CI [.30, .42]), while resilience most
strongly predicted adaptation to disruption (p = .41, p <.001, 95% CI [.35, .47]). This suggests that
PsyCap is not a unitary construct in its effects but has component-specific relationships with different
outcomes.

Controlling for prior performance and industry factors did not substantially change these
relationships, suggesting they were not merely artifacts of past success or industry conditions.

4.3.2. Qualitative Findings

Leaders described intentional approaches to developing psychological capital, though rarely
using that specific terminology. Common themes included:

¢  Developmental challenges that build efficacy through progressive mastery
e  Scenario planning practices that develop pathways thinking (hope)

e  Storytelling about organizational recovery from setbacks (resilience)

e  Recognition practices that highlight progress toward goals (optimism)

A healthcare leader described: “We systematically build psychological muscles through
graduated challenges—stretching people without breaking them” (P31). A retail executive noted
cultural variations: “Our Asian teams respond differently to our resilience-building practices than
our American teams—we’ve had to adapt our approach significantly” (P19).

Leaders also described how psychological capital development varies by career stage: “Early-
career employees need more structured efficacy-building, while our veterans need opportunities to
revitalize optimism and prevent burnout” (P26, Financial Services).

Several leaders noted gender and cultural differences in how psychological capital manifests:
“We’ve noticed that women in our organization often express lower confidence despite higher actual
performance. Our development approach needs to account for these socialized differences” (P4,
Technology).

4.3.3. Systematic Review Findings

Meta-analysis of 35 studies examining psychological capital showed significant relationships
with organizational performance (o =.29, 95% CI [.24, .34]), employee retention (o = -.28, 95% CI [-.33,
-.23]), and adaptive capacity (o = .33, 95% CI [.28, .38]). Heterogeneity was moderate (I =51.7%).

Moderator analyses indicated stronger associations in service industries (o = .34, 95% CI [.29,
.39]) than manufacturing (o =.26, 95% CI [.21, .31]; Q=6.11, p <.05), and stronger associations during
periods of organizational change (o = .37, 95% CI [.32, .42]) than stability (o = .24, 95% CI[.19, .29]; Q
=8.24, p<.01).

Methodological analysis revealed that 76% of PsyCap studies relied on self-report measures,
potentially introducing common method bias. The limited longitudinal studies (n=9) showed more
modest relationships than cross-sectional designs (o = .24 vs. ¢ = .31, Q = 4.47, p < .05), suggesting
possible inflation in cross-sectional estimates.

Cultural context emerged as a significant moderator, with studies in individualistic contexts
showing stronger relationships between individual PsyCap and outcomes than those in collectivistic
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contexts (0 =.33 vs. 0 =.24, Q =5.83, p <.05). This highlights the cultural contingency of psychological
constructs theorized in Western contexts.

4.4. Leadership Approaches and Psychological Sustainability

4.4.1. Quantitative Findings

Leadership approaches demonstrated significant associations with psychological sustainability
outcomes. Servant leadership was the strongest predictor of employee well-being (3 = .45, p <.001,
95% CI [.39, .51]) and psychological safety (p = .43, p < .001, 95% CI [.37, .49]), while authentic
leadership most strongly predicted trust climate (3= .49, p <.001, 95% CI [.43, .55]) and organizational
identification (3 = .38, p <.001, 95% CI [.32, .44]).

Path analysis (CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .049, SRMR = .041) revealed that leadership effects
on organizational outcomes were partially mediated by psychological safety (indirect effect=.19, 95%
CI[.13, .26], p <.01) and psychological capital (indirect effect = .15, 95% CI [.10, .22], p < .01).

Destructive leadership behaviors showed strong negative associations with psychological safety
(p=-51, p<.001, 95% CI [-.57, -.45]), psychological capital (3 =-.38, p <.001, 95% CI [-.44, -.32]), and
organizational resilience (3 =-.42, p <.001, 95% CI [-.48, -.36]), confirming the potentially detrimental
impact of negative leadership approaches.

Notably, the relationship between leadership and outcomes was non-linear in some cases. For
example, the relationship between authentic leadership and innovation followed an inverted-U shape
(Plinear = .31, p < .001; Bquadratic = -.17, p < .01), suggesting potential diminishing returns at very
high levels.

4.4.2. Qualitative Findings

Leaders described fundamental shifts in leadership philosophy toward approaches that foster
psychological sustainability. A financial services executive explained: “We’ve explicitly moved from
a ‘command and control’ model to what we call ‘cultivate and connect’ —focused on growing people
rather than directing them” (P12).

Leaders identified specific practices that they believed fostered psychological sustainability:

e  Regular developmental conversations separate from performance evaluation

e  Leadership vulnerability through acknowledgment of mistakes and uncertainties
e  Delegation of meaningful decision authority, not just tasks

e  Inclusive decision processes that incorporate diverse perspectives

Multiple leaders noted the challenge of developing these leadership capabilities: “Our biggest
barrier isn’'t knowing what effective leadership looks like —it’s developing it at scale across hundreds
of leaders with different backgrounds and styles” (P27, Education).

Leaders also acknowledged tensions in implementing these approaches: “Being authentic
doesn’t mean sharing every doubt with the team —it requires discernment about what sharing serves
the team versus what creates unnecessary anxiety” (P14, Manufacturing).

Gender and racial dimensions of leadership emerged as important themes: “Female leaders
often face a double bind —they’re expected to be both nurturing and decisive in ways that male
leaders aren’t” (P38, Healthcare). Similarly, a Black executive noted: “As a leader of color,  navigate
different expectations around authority and warmth than my white counterparts” (P22, Technology).

4.4.3. Systematic Review Findings

Integration of 39 studies examining leadership approaches showed strongest relationships
between servant leadership and psychological safety (o = .43, 95% CI [.38, .48]), authentic leadership
and trust climate (¢ = .47, 95% CI [.42, .52]), and transformational leadership and psychological capital
(0=.38,95% CI [.33, .43]). Heterogeneity was substantial (12 =72.3%).
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Cross-cultural studies (n=12) indicated significant cultural moderation effects, with servant
leadership showing stronger relationships with outcomes in collectivist cultures (o = .48, 95% CI [ .43,
.53]) than individualist ones (o = .37, 95% CI [.32, .42]; Q = 7.45, p < .01), while authentic leadership
showed more consistent effects across cultural contexts (o0 = .46 vs. 0 = .43, Q=1.21, p = .27).

Analysis of methodological approaches revealed a predominance of cross-sectional designs
(76%) and single-source data (68%), limiting causal inferences. The highest quality studies
(longitudinal, multi-source) showed more modest but still significant relationships (o =.32 vs. o = .45,
Q=8.74,p<.01).

Gender composition of samples emerged as a significant moderator, with stronger relationships
between leadership and outcomes in predominantly female samples (o = .47, 95% CI [.42, .52]) than
predominantly male samples (o = .38, 95% CI[.33, .43]; Q =5.13, p <.05), suggesting potential gender
differences in receptiveness to these leadership approaches.

4.5. Organizational Systems Supporting Psychological Sustainability

4.5.1. Quantitative Findings

Analysis of work design characteristics showed that autonomy (3 = .39, p <.001, 95% CI [.33,
.45)), skill variety (3 = .36, p <.001, 95% CI [.30, .42]), and task significance (f = .33, p <.001, 95% CI
[.27, .39]) were the strongest predictors of psychological sustainability outcomes. Job crafting
opportunities demonstrated significant relationships with employee engagement (3 = .42, p < .001,
95% CI [.36, .48]) and reduced burnout (3 =-.37, p <.001, 95% CI [-.43, -.31]).

Well-being systems showed direct relationships with psychological capital ($=.31, p <.001, 95%
CI [.25, .37]) and indirect relationships with organizational resilience through psychological capital
(indirect effect = .12, 95% CI [.08, .17], p < .01). Organizations with comprehensive well-being
approaches showed 24% higher retention rates (t(216) = 6.71, p < .001, d = 0.76) and 19% higher
customer satisfaction (t(216) = 5.49, p <.001, d = 0.63) than those with minimal well-being systems.

Importantly, there were significant interaction effects between different system elements. For
example, the relationship between autonomy and engagement was stronger when psychological
safety was high (f = .23, p < .01, 95% ClI [.17, .29]), suggesting synergistic effects between system
elements rather than mere additive effects.

4.5.2. Qualitative Findings

Leaders described systematic approaches to work design that support psychological
sustainability. A technology leader explained: “We’ve redesigned our work processes to maximize
autonomy while maintaining alignment—it’s a delicate balance, but critical for psychological
ownership” (P8).

Job crafting emerged as a significant theme, with leaders describing structured approaches:

e Quarterly “craft your job” conversations between managers and employees
¢  Role adaptation processes that formalize employee-initiated changes

e  Cross-training programs that allow exploration of new responsibilities

e  Decision authority frameworks that clarify autonomy boundaries

Leaders noted implementation challenges, particularly in highly regulated industries: “Our
compliance requirements limit how much crafting we can allow in certain roles, so we’ve had to be
creative in finding opportunities for autonomy within constraints” (P11, Financial Services).

Leaders also described demographic and role differences in job crafting: “We’ve found that
millennial employees are more proactive about crafting their roles, while older employees often need
explicit permission” (P35, Education). Similarly: “Front-line roles have different crafting
opportunities than knowledge work, but both need some degree of autonomy” (P10, Retail).
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4.5.3. Systematic Review Findings

Meta-analysis of 40 studies examining work design showed significant relationships between
autonomy and psychological capital (o = .36, 95% CI [.31, .41]), skill variety and innovation (o = .32,
95% CI [.27, .37]), and task significance and organizational commitment (o = .35, 95% CI [.30, .40]).
Heterogeneity was moderate (12 =56.8%).

Job crafting studies (n=27) demonstrated significant relationships with engagement (o = .41, 95%
CI [.36, .46]), performance (o = .32, 95% CI [.27, .37]), and well-being (o = .38, 95% CI [.33, .43]).
Intervention studies (n=11) showed that job crafting training produced significant improvements in
well-being (d = 0.32, 95% CI [0.21, 0.43]) and engagement (d = 0.41, 95% CI [0.30, 0.52]).

Well-being system studies (n=23) showed relationships with psychological capital (o = .33, 95%
CI[.28, .38]), reduced turnover (o =-.28, 95% CI [-.33, -.23]), and customer satisfaction (o = .26, 95% CI
[.21, .31]). Comprehensive approaches addressing multiple well-being dimensions showed stronger
relationships with outcomes than narrowly focused programs (o = .37 vs. 0 =.24, Q=8.96, p < .01).

Methodological quality assessment revealed that 68% of studies used cross-sectional designs,
23% used time-lagged designs, and only 9% used experimental or quasi-experimental designs.
Studies using more rigorous designs showed more conservative effect estimates (¢ = .28 vs. 0 =.35, Q
=4.87, p <.05), suggesting possible inflation in cross-sectional studies.

4.6. Contextual Factors Moderating Psychological Sustainability

4.6.1. Quantitative Findings

Hierarchical linear modeling revealed significant cross-level interaction effects between
contextual factors and psychological sustainability relationships:

¢ Industry knowledge intensity moderated the relationship between psychological safety and
innovation (y = .24, p <.01, 95% CI [.18, .30]), with stronger relationships in knowledge-intensive
industries

¢ Organizational size moderated the relationship between leadership approaches and
psychological safety (y =-.18, p < .05, 95% CI [-.24, -.12]), with stronger relationships in smaller
organizations

e  Cultural power distance moderated the relationship between job crafting and engagement (y =
-22, p<.01, 95% CI [-.28, -.16]), with stronger relationships in low power distance contexts

¢ Digitalization level moderated the relationship between well-being systems and outcomes (y =
.19, p<.05, 95% CI [.13, .25]), with stronger relationships in highly digitalized organizations

These interaction effects support the contingency perspective that the effectiveness of
psychological sustainability practices depends significantly on context.
Table 4 summarizes key moderation effects with regression coefficients and confidence intervals.

Table 4. Significant Contextual Moderation Effects on Psychological Sustainability Relationships.

Contextual Factor =~ Relationship Moderated Intera-ct.lon 95% CI P
Coefficient (y) value
Knowledge Intensity Psychological Safety — Innovation 24 [18,.30] <.01
Knowledge Intensity Psychological Capital — Adaptability .21 [15,.27] <.01
Organizational Size Leadership — Psychological Safety -.18 [-24,-12] <.05
Organizational Size =~ Well-being Systems — Outcomes -.15 [-21,-.09] <.05
Power Distance Job Crafting — Engagement -22 [-.28,-16] <.01
Power Distance Psychological Safety — Voice -.26 [-32,-20] <.001
Digitalization Level =~ Well-being Systems — Outcomes .19 [.13,.25] <.05
Digitalization Level Psychological Capital — Innovation .17 [11,.23] <.05
Industry Volatility = Leadership — Resilience 23 [17,.29] <.01
Gender Composition Servant Leadership — Outcomes .16 [.10,.22] <.05
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4.6.2. Qualitative Findings

Leaders consistently emphasized the importance of contextual adaptation. A multinational
executive explained: “We’ve learned the hard way that psychological sustainability practices aren’t
one-size-fits-all. What works brilliantly in our Dutch offices often fails in our Malaysian operations”
(P16).

Specific contextual factors mentioned included:
¢  Regulatory environments that constrain certain practices
e  Local cultural norms around hierarchy and communication
e Industry crisis cycles that affect psychological resource availability
¢  Organizational growth phases that create distinctive challenges
e  Workforce demographics that influence reception of practices

A manufacturing leader noted: “In highly dangerous work environments, psychological safety
looks different—it’s less about creative expression and more about feeling safe to stop processes when
something doesn’t look right” (P23).

Leaders also described how digital transformation changes the manifestation of psychological
constructs: “Psychological safety in digital communication requires different norms than in-person
interaction—we’ve had to develop explicit protocols for virtual psychological safety” (P3,
Technology).

4.6.3. Systematic Review Findings

Analysis of moderators across studies revealed significant variations in effect sizes by:

¢ Industry type: Knowledge work (o = .42, 95% CI [.37, .47]) vs. manufacturing (o = .31, 95% CI
[.26, .36]) vs. service (o = .35, 95% CI [.30, .40]); Q=8.83, p < .01

e  Organizational size: Small/medium (o = .39, 95% CI [.34, .44]) vs. large (0 = .29, 95% CI [.24, .34]);
Q=6.21,p<.05

e  Cultural context: Low power distance (o = .41, 95% CI [.36, .46]) vs. high power distance (o = .29,
95% CI [.24, .34]); Q=7.65,p< .01

e  Economic conditions: Growth periods (o = .34, 95% CI [.29, .39]) vs. contraction periods (o = .41,
95% CI [.36, 46]); Q =4.12, p<.05

e  Workforce characteristics: Professional/knowledge workers (o = .38, 95% CI [.33, .43]) vs.
frontline workers (o = .29, 95% CI [.24, .34]); Q=5.45, p < .05

Studies explicitly examining contextual contingencies (n=28) consistently found significant
moderation effects, suggesting that universal application of psychological sustainability practices
without contextual adaptation is likely to yield suboptimal results.

Meta-regression analyses showed that national cultural dimensions explained 24% of the
between-study variance in effect sizes, organizational characteristics explained 18%, and industry
factors explained 21%, underscoring the importance of these contextual factors.

4.7. Implementation Challenges and Strategies

4.7.1. Quantitative Findings

Survey data revealed common barriers to implementation, with “competing priorities” (73%),
“measurement difficulties” (68%), “middle management resistance” (64%), and “cultural
entrenchment” (59%) rated as the most significant obstacles.

Organizations reporting successful implementations were significantly more likely to have
employed specific strategies, including implementation champions (OR = 2.8, 95% CI [1.9, 4.1], p <
.001), pilot approaches (OR =2.4, 95% CI [1.7, 3.5], p < .001), and vertical alignment (OR = 3.2, 95% CI
[2.1,4.8], p <.001).

Factor analysis of implementation approaches identified three distinct strategy patterns: (1) top-
down directive, (2) bottom-up emergent, and (3) middle-out collaborative. Organizations employing

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202511.0615.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 10 November 2025 d0i:10.20944/preprints202511.0615.v1

22 of 34

the middle-out collaborative approach reported higher implementation success (M = 3.86, SD = 0.74)
than those using top-down (M = 3.14, SD = 0.81) or bottom-up (M = 3.29, SD = 0.76) approaches
(F(2,215)=21.37, p<.001, 2= .17).

4.7.2. Qualitative Findings

Leaders described nuanced implementation challenges beyond simple resistance:

¢  Resource competition: “The urgent constantly crowds out the important, and psychological
sustainability initiatives often fall into the ‘important but not urgent’ quadrant” (P5, Technology)

e  Measurement difficulties: “We know these things matter, but quantifying their impact in ways
that satisfy our finance team is incredibly difficult” (P18, Manufacturing)

e Middle management bottlenecks: “Our senior leaders get it, our frontline employees want it,
but our middle managers are caught in the middle with competing priorities” (P29, Healthcare)

e Inconsistent application: “The hardest part is consistent execution across different managers,
departments, and locations” (P34, Retail)

Leaders who reported successful implementations described several common strategies:

e  Starting with small, visible wins to build momentum

e  Connecting psychological initiatives directly to business outcomes

e Identifying and supporting internal champions

¢  Building measurement approaches that capture both leading and lagging indicators
e  Creating explicit accountability for psychological sustainability metrics

Leaders also noted implementation tensions: “There’s an inherent tension between
standardizing these practices for consistency and allowing local adaptation for relevance” (P13,
Multinational). Similarly: “We have to balance the ideal approach with what’s feasible given our
resources and competing priorities” (P28, Non-profit).

4.7.3. Systematic Review Findings

Analysis of implementation studies (n=31) identified success factors that consistently predicted
effective implementation:

e  Senior leadership commitment demonstrated through resource allocation (found in 84% of
successful implementations vs. 37% of unsuccessful ones; x? = 23.6, p <.001)

e  Middle manager involvement in design and adaptation (76% vs. 31%; x>=19.4, p <.001)

¢  Measurement approaches that captured both process and outcome indicators (71% vs. 29%; x2 =
17.2, p <.001)

e  Adaptation processes that allowed for contextual customization (68% vs. 26%; x?=16.8, p <.001)

e Integration with existing organizational systems rather than standalone programs (74% vs. 35%;
x2=18.3, p<.001)

Studies of implementation failures (n=17) identified common patterns, including insufficient
resources, competing priorities, lack of measurement, and failure to adapt to local contexts.

Longitudinal implementation studies (n=12) showed that sustainable implementation typically
followed an S-curve pattern, with slow initial progress, accelerated adoption, and then plateau—
rather than linear adoption. This pattern suggests the importance of persistence through initial slow
progress periods.

5. Discussion

5.1. Theoretical Implications

This research makes several contributions to theoretical understanding of psychological
sustainability in organizations. First, it provides empirical support for an integrated framework
connecting psychological safety, psychological capital, leadership approaches, and organizational
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systems—constructs previously studied largely in isolation. The findings demonstrate that these
elements function as an interconnected system rather than independent factors.

The data suggest three key mechanisms through which these elements may interact: (1)
reinforcing cycles, where psychological safety enables the development of psychological capital,
which in turn may contribute to greater psychological safety; (2) implementation pathways, where
leadership approaches appear to create conditions for effective organizational systems; and (3)
contextual activation, where specific contexts appear to amplify or attenuate the effectiveness of
particular psychological sustainability practices.

Second, the research establishes the critical role of contextual contingencies in psychological
sustainability, challenging universal best practice approaches. The significant moderation effects of
industry characteristics, organizational size, and cultural context indicate that psychological
sustainability theory must incorporate contextual factors as core elements rather than peripheral
considerations. This aligns with Johns” (2018) call for more context-sensitive organizational theories
and extends it specifically to psychological dimensions of organization.

Third, the findings extend understanding of implementation processes, moving beyond
simplistic resistance models to identify nuanced barriers and evidence-based strategies for
addressing them. The identification of three distinct implementation approaches (top-down, bottom-
up, middle-out) and their differential effectiveness contributes to bridging the persistent research-
practice gap in organizational psychology by addressing not only what may work but how to
implement it effectively.

Fourth, the mixed-methods approach provides complementary insights that neither quantitative
nor qualitative methods alone could offer. The quantitative data established robust associations,
while qualitative findings illuminated the processes through which these relationships may operate
and the contextual complexities that influence them. The systematic review added historical depth
and methodological critique missing from the primary data.

5.2. Alternative Theoretical Explanations

While the integrated framework presented in this study shows empirical support, alternative
theoretical explanations warrant consideration. The observed relationships between psychological
constructs and organizational outcomes might be explained by several alternative mechanisms:

5.  Common cause factors: Both psychological sustainability and organizational outcomes might
be influenced by unmeasured third variables such as industry growth, resource abundance, or
organizational legacy factors. While the analyses controlled for some potential confounds, others
may remain.

6. Reverse causality: Organizations experiencing success may have more resources to invest in
psychological sustainability, rather than psychological sustainability driving success. The
predominantly cross-sectional nature of much of the data limits causal inferences.

7. Institutional isomorphism: Organizations might adopt psychological sustainability practices
for legitimacy reasons rather than effectiveness, with any performance benefits being incidental
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The observed contextual variations make this explanation less
plausible but still possible in some cases.

8. Confirmation bias in measurement: Leaders invested in psychological approaches might
perceive better outcomes due to confirmation bias rather than actual effects. The multi-source
data collection helps mitigate but does not eliminate this possibility.

These alternative explanations highlight the need for caution in interpreting the findings
causally and suggest directions for future research to further test the proposed mechanisms.
5.3. Practical Implications

The research findings have significant implications for organizational practice. First, they
suggest that psychological sustainability should be approached as an integrated system rather than
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through isolated initiatives. Organizations should assess their current psychological architecture
holistically, identifying interconnections between safety climate, psychological resources, leadership
approaches, and supporting systems.

Second, the findings highlight the importance of contextual diagnosis before implementing
psychological sustainability practices. Rather than adopting universal best practices, organizations
should assess their specific industry characteristics, structural features, and cultural context to
identify the most appropriate adaptations of core psychological principles.

Third, the research offers evidence-based implementation considerations for addressing
common barriers. Organizations should consider approaches such as implementation champions,
pilot methodologies, vertical alignment, and adaptation processes that have demonstrated
effectiveness across contexts.

Fourth, the findings suggest specific measurement approaches that capture both leading
indicators (psychological safety perceptions, psychological capital) and lagging outcomes
(innovation, resilience, retention) to build the business case for psychological sustainability
investments.

Evidence-Based Implementation Considerations

Based on the integrated findings, several specific considerations for practitioners emerge:

1. Conduct a Psychological Sustainability Assessment: Assess current levels of psychological
safety, psychological capital, leadership approaches, and supporting systems to identify
strengths and gaps.

2. Map Contextual Factors: Analyze industry, structural, and cultural factors that may moderate
the effectiveness of psychological sustainability practices in your specific context.

3. Consider Starting with Psychological Safety: Given its foundational role, psychological safety
interventions may be particularly important, especially in knowledge-intensive contexts where
its associations with outcomes appear strongest.

4. Develop Leader Capabilities: Investments in developing authentic and servant leadership
capabilities may be valuable, particularly at middle management levels where implementation
bottlenecks often occur.

5. Design for Autonomy and Meaning: Review work design to increase autonomy, skill variety,
and task significance—the work characteristics most strongly associated with psychological
sustainability.

6. Consider Implementing Structured Job Crafting: Formal processes for job crafting that balance
employee initiative with organizational requirements may enhance engagement.

7. Build Comprehensive Well-being Systems: Integrated approaches addressing multiple well-
being dimensions rather than fragmented programs appear to show stronger associations with
outcomes.

8. Establish Measurement Systems: Metrics that capture both psychological processes and
tangible outcomes may help build the business case for sustainability investments.

9. Pilot and Adapt: Pilot implementations can test approaches before organization-wide rollout,
with explicit adaptation processes to fit local contexts.

10. Create Vertical Alignment: Consistency between senior leadership messaging, management
practices, and frontline experiences may help avoid implementation gaps.

These considerations should be adapted to specific organizational contexts rather than applied
universally, consistent with the contingency findings in this research.

5.4. Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations of the present research should be noted. First, while the mixed-methods
approach provides methodological triangulation, each method has inherent limitations. The
qualitative interviews may reflect social desirability bias, while the survey data, though multi-source,
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remains primarily cross-sectional, limiting causal inferences. Future research should employ more
longitudinal and experimental designs to better establish causality.

Second, while the sample includes diverse industries and geographical regions, it remains
weighted toward Western contexts (73% of organizations), potentially limiting generalizability to
other cultural settings. The predominance of organizations operating in developed economies also
limits applicability to emerging market contexts. Future research should expand to more diverse
cultural and economic contexts.

Third, the research focuses primarily on internal organizational factors, with limited attention to
external stakeholder perspectives (customers, communities, suppliers) that may be affected by
psychological sustainability approaches. Future studies should incorporate these external
perspectives.

Fourth, the study’s timeframe, while incorporating some longitudinal elements, may not capture
the full long-term impacts of psychological sustainability practices, which may evolve over extended
periods. Longer-term studies would provide valuable insights into sustainability of effects.

Fifth, while demographic factors were included in the analysis, the study was not primarily
designed to examine how psychological sustainability practices may differently affect employees
based on gender, race, age, or other identity dimensions. The findings suggest some potential
differences that warrant more focused examination in future research.

Sixth, the measures used in this study, though validated, may not capture the full complexity of
psychological constructs across different cultural contexts. More culturally sensitive measurement
approaches could yield different patterns of relationships in non-Western settings.

Future research should address these limitations through several approaches:

1. Extended Longitudinal Studies: Track psychological sustainability implementations over
longer timeframes (3-5 years) to better understand developmental trajectories and sustainability
of effects.

2. Cross-Cultural Expansion: Extend research into more diverse cultural contexts, particularly
high power distance and collectivist settings where psychological constructs may manifest
differently.

3. Multi-stakeholder Perspective: Incorporate external stakeholder perspectives to understand
how psychological sustainability affects and is affected by relationships with customers,
communities, and suppliers.

4. Digital Context Exploration: Examine how psychological sustainability functions in
increasingly digital and hybrid work environments, including remote and distributed teams.

5. Intervention Studies: Conduct randomized controlled trials of specific psychological
sustainability interventions to establish causal effects and boundary conditions.

6. Measurement Refinement: Develop and validate more precise measurement approaches for
psychological constructs in organizational settings, particularly tools suitable for regular
monitoring.

7. Identity and Diversity Focus: Examine how psychological sustainability practices are
experienced differently based on gender, race, age, and other identity dimensions.

8. Negative Consequences: Investigate potential negative consequences or limitations of
psychological sustainability approaches to develop more balanced understanding.

6. Conclusions

This mixed-methods study has examined the psychological foundations of organizational
sustainability through complementary research approaches, providing an integrated understanding
of how psychological safety, psychological capital, leadership practices, and organizational systems
appear to contribute to sustainability outcomes across diverse contexts.

The findings demonstrate significant associations between psychological constructs and
organizational resilience, innovation, and long-term effectiveness. The substantial relationships
between psychological constructs and tangible organizational outcomes provide a compelling
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rationale for considering these psychological dimensions in organizational design and leadership
development.

However, the research also highlights the complexity of implementation and the critical
importance of contextual adaptation. There is no one-size-fits-all approach to psychological
sustainability, and organizations must diagnose their specific context and adapt practices
accordingly.

As organizations navigate increasingly complex and uncertain business environments, attention
to psychological foundations may help build more robust organizational architectures. By integrating
insights from psychological science with management practice, while acknowledging contextual
contingencies and implementation challenges, organizations may enhance their capacity for
adaptation, innovation, and sustainable performance.

The study’s particularly regarding causal
generalizability, highlight the need for continued research in this evolving field. Future work should

limitations, inference and demographic

address these limitations while expanding inquiry into emerging organizational forms, digital
contexts, and diverse cultural settings.

Informed Consent Statement: All participants provided written informed consent.
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Appendix A. Example Excerpt from Qualitative Codebook

‘Theme ‘Subthemes & Description Representative Quotes

1.1 Safety for learning and

Frequency (%)

1. Psychological Safety as 92% (39/42)

Foundation

Lead: i

innovation

Crealing environments where

identified psychological
safety as a foundational
element for organizational
sustainability and
functioning.

2. Psychological Capital
Development

Stralegic approaches to
building hope, efficacy,
resilience, and oplimism at
individual and collective
levels.

P fieel safe fo fake risks,
make mislakes, and innovate
without fear of inferpersonal
repercussions.

1.2 Implementation practices

Specific managerial behaviors and
practices that foster psychological
safety, including i

uncertainty, separating idea
generation from svaluation, and
modeling vulnerability.

1.3 Cultural and contextual
challenges

Difficulties in establishing
psychological safety in cerfain
cultural contexts, hierarchical
organizations. or high-reliability
environments.

2.1 Systematic development
approaches

Structured programs and
approaches for developing PsyCap
components, including fraining,
coaching, mentoring, and
experiential leaming.

2.2 Career stage adaptations

Different approaches to PsyCap
development based on career
stage, from early career efficacy
building 1o later career meaning
cultivation

2.3 Demographic considerations

Recognition of how gender, cultural
, and

“We have & 'no o
brainstorming’ rul

*in our Asian offices; cultural
to authority makes

harder to

Pharmaceuticals)

"Early career professionals need
ins, reer

factors influence PsyCap
development needs and
approaches

2=
approsches. " (D& Officer,
Consumer Goods)
“Gen Z employees &
hope through purpos
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career stage.” (CHRO, Medis)
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3. Leadership
Transformation

Evolution of leadership
approaches to foster
psychological sustainability
through changed mindsets
and behaviors.

4. Work Systems Design

Intentional design of
organizational sysiems,
processes, and structures to
enable psychological
sustainability.

3.1 From command to culfivation

Shift from directive leadership
models to approaches focused on
cultivating conditions for thriving,
including servant leadership and
authentic leadership.

3.2 Leadership development
approaches

Specific metheds for developing
psychologically-oriented leadership
capacifies, including mindfulness
training, emofional intelligence
development, and feedback
praciices.

3.3 Inclusion and identity
considerations

Recognition of how leader identity
and representational diversity
impact psychological susiainability,
particularly for undemepresented
groups.

4.1 Autonomy-enabling
structures

Systems that provide appropriate
autonomy while mainiaining
sufficient structure and alignment,
including self-managing teams and
decision-making frameworks.

4.2 Institutionalized job crafting

Formal processes that enable
employees fo shape aspecis of
their roles to better align with their
strengths, interests, and
development needs.

4.3 Measurement and feedback
loops

Systems for measuring
psychological constructs and
creafing continuous improvement
loops to refine approaches based
on data.
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control' fo ‘eultivate and connect.”
This requires fundament,
different skills and mindsets.”
(CEQ, Technology)

"The most effective leaders now
see themselves as gardeners
rather than generals—creating
itions for growth rather than
directing every move.”
(Executive Coach, Multiple
industries)

"We've infegrated mindfuiness
training for all managers. They
can't creafe psychological safety
Iif they're reactive and sfressed.”
{Leadership Dev. Director,
Insursnce)

"Our feedback systermn now
explicitly evaluafes leaders on
psychological safety mefncs, not
Just financial outcomes.” (CHRO,
Manufacturing)

"Female leaders in our
organization report having to
navigate additional complexily in

competence.” (Div

sity Officer,
Consulting)

"Having leaders from diverse
backgrounds has transformed
psychological safety for minorily
employees. Representation
matters for feeling
psychologically safe.” (CEQ,
Hesalthcare)

"We've redesigned roles to
maximize autonamy within clear
boundaries. People need
freedom within a framework.”
{COQ0, Technology)

"Our decision-making framework
clarifies where individuals have
full autonomy, where they need
to consult, and where decisions
are collaborative. This clanty
reduces anxiety. " (Director of
Operations, Manufacturing)

"We've formalized job crafting in
our guarterly development
conversations. Every employee
has a ‘craft zons" where they can
shape their role.” (Head of
Peopie, Professional Services)

"The challenge was scaling job
crafting beyond one-off
amrangemenis. We needed
systems thaf enable
cusfomizafion without chaos.”
(WP HR, Healthcare)

"We measure psychological
safety quarterly through pulss
surveys and visualize frends by
team. This data dnives targeted
interventions. " (Analyiics
Director, Retai)

"The breakthrough came when
we integrated psychological
metrics with operafional
dashboards. This shifed from
‘nice to have' fo business
critical. " (CFQ, Manufacturing)
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5. Implementation
Challenges and Sfrategies

Barriers encountered when
implementing psychological
sustainability initiatives and
effective strategies for
overcoming them.

6. Contextual Adaptation

Recognition of how context
shapes the manifestation
and implementation of
psychological sustainability
concepis.

Note: FrE':r..'s--':ls y indicates the percentage of participants (N=42) who substantively di.
terviews. Participants included executives (n=1

struci

=

5.1 Competing priorities

Challenges in maintaining focus on
psychological sustainability amid
business pressures, crisis
situations, and competing
organizational initiatives.

5.2 Middle management
bottlenecks

Difficulties in franslating executive
commitment info consistent middle
management praciices, including
capability gaps and incentive
misalignments.

5.3 Effective implementation
strategies

Approaches that enhanced
implementation success, including
pilot-and-scale models, champions
networks, and integration with
existing systems.

6.1 Industry-specific adaptations

How psychological sustainability
principles manifest differently
across industries, from creative to
high-reliability fo knowledge-
intensive contexis.

6.2 Cultural context adaptations

Adaptations of psychological
sustainability practices for different
cultural contexts, particularly
regarding power distance,
individualismicollectivism, and
communication norms.

6.3 Digital transformation
considerations

How digital transformation and
remotehybrid work environments
create new challenges and
opportunifies for psychological
sustainability.

), senior HRAOD leaders (

*During our restructuring,
psychological safety initiafives
were depriontized—exact ,v.*'en

Dlre.ror_ E.'Jer"_'.f,-

"The greatest barrier is quarterly
performance pressure. We've
had to demonstrate how
psychological sustainabilil
drives financial sustainab
{CEQ, Consumer Goods)

"Our execulives were committed,
but middle managers became
bottienecks—they lacked skils
and faced contradictory
incentives.” (Change Director,
Finance)

"We realized we were asking
managers o create
psychological safety without
providing psychological safety
for them first." (Chief Learning
Officer, Technology)

“Small wins were crucial. We
started with pilot teams that

created visible success, then
other teams wanfed in.” (VP

Operations, Healthcare)

"Our ‘psychological sustainability
champions' network was more
effective than top-dowr
mandates. Peer influence is
powerful " (Transformation Le.
Professional Services)

"In financial services,
psychological safety looks
different than in creative
industries. We focus on “safety to
challenge' more than 'safety fo
expenment* (CHRO, Banking)

"Healthcare requires a nuanced
approach where psychological
safety coexists with profocols
that cannot be violafed.” {Chief
of Staff, Hospital System)

"In our Japanese offices,
logical sa fely practices

n New York fails in
Ta.kj.fo. * (Global VP Technology)

"W discovered that
psychological safety looks

different in high power-distance
cuifure He practices must
a_&pr preserving the
principles. " (International

Director, Manufaciuring)

“Remaie work revealed the
iragility of our psychological
safety. Digital environmenits
require more infentional
practices.” (Digital
Transformation Lead,
Professional Services)

"Our Al implementation created
new psychological safety
concems. People feared
evaluation and replacement,
which required new
approaches.” (CTO, Finance)

across multiple industries. Muitiple coding allowed fovlaar"c'pﬂnrs to confribute to multiple themes.
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