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Abstract

Modern organizations ask employees not only to accomplish their tasks, but also to cooperate effectively and be
innovative. Psychological safety, the conviction of the employees that the workplace is a safe place, is an important
factor in predicting these behaviours, but the explanations for these effects are not fully known. The aim of this study is
to investigate the mediating role of work engagement and job crafting in the relationship between psychological safety
and three types of work performance: task performance, contextual performance, and creative performance. A cross-
sectional study was conducted on a sample of 316 employees (46.52% female). Data were collected with self-report
questionnaires. Work engagement and job crafting completely mediated the effect of psychological safety on task
performance and contextual performance, but the effect on creative performance was fully mediated only by work
engagement. The study contributes to the development of theory by providing an explanatory mechanism in the
relationship between psychological safety and three types of performance. From a practical perspective, fostering
psychological safety can help organizations to increase employees’ work engagement, job crafting, ultimately leading to
enhanced performance.
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Introduction

In the rapidly evolving landscape of modern
organizations, where innovation, adaptability,
and creativity are key drivers of success,
companies expect from employees not only to
perform in their tasks, but also to come up with
new ideas or to cooperate effectively (Frazier
et. al, 2017). An important factor in
stimulating such behaviors among employees
is psychological safety, representing the
conviction of the organization's members that
the workplace is a safe place for risk-taking
(Edmondson, 1999). Although studies show
that psychological safety is positively
associated with several types of workplace
performance (Frazier et al.,, 2017), the
mechanisms by which psychological safety
leads to performance are not fully understood
by researchers. Considering this gap in the
scientific literature, previous systematic
analyzes (Newman, Donohue, & Eva, 2017)
suggested the study of mediators in the
relationship between psychological safety and
performance in the framework of
organizational theories that are based on job
resources.

In line with the Conservation of Resources
(COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the Job
Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker,
2015), the aim of this study is to investigate
the mediating role of work engagement and
job crafting in the relationship between
psychological safety and three types of work
performance: task performance (fulfilling the
formal job requirements, responsibilities, and
tasks that are explicitly outlined in the job

description), contextual performance
(voluntary actions and behaviors that go
beyond an employee's formal job

requirements), and creative performance
(generating innovative ideas, solutions, and
approaches to tasks and problems) (Koopmans
et. al., 2011). From a theoretical point of view,
the present study contributes to the existing
literature by considering several types of
performance as outcomes of psychological
safety. In addition, the research contributes to
the understanding of the mechanisms by
which  psychological safety leads to
performance. From a practical point of view,
the study emphasizes the role that
psychological safety can have in the
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management of several types of performance
in organizations. The study can inform human
resources policies and training programs for
managers with the aim of increasing
psychological safety and indirectly the
performance of employees.

Psychological Safety and
Performance

Psychological safety refers to a shared belief
within a group or organization that one can
express ideas, opinions, concerns, and take
interpersonal risks without fear of negative
consequences, such as embarrassment,
marginalization or punishment (Newman et
al., 2017). The link between psychological
safety and job performance can be explained
through the lens of the Conservation of
Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989),
highlighting the significant role that
psychological safety plays in facilitating
resource accumulation and preservation,
ultimately leading to enhanced performance
(Newman et al., 2017). COR Theory is a
psychological framework that explains how
individuals strive to acquire, preserve, and
protect their resources in order to cope with
stress and maintain well-being (Hobfoll,
2001). The theory is based on several key

postulates that explain the underlying
principles and mechanisms of resource
dynamics.

One postulate posits that individuals are
inherently motivated to acquire and invest in
resources that they value. People seek to
obtain and maintain resources that contribute
to their well-being and functioning, which can
include tangible and intangible assets,
personal  characteristics, and  social
connections  (Hobfoll, 1989).  Another
postulate suggests that individuals are
sensitive to the potential loss of resources,
therefore individuals may engage in resource-
protective behaviors to avoid resource
depletion (Hobfoll, 2001). Finally, one
postulate posits that resource gain leads to a
positive cycle of resource accumulation and
increased well-being, meaning that when
individuals experience resource gains, they are
better equipped to acquire and preserve
additional resources, leading to enhanced
resilience and well-being (Hobfoll, 1989).
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In the COR framework (Hobfoll, 1989),
psychological safety, as an intangible
resource, becomes a crucial factor in the
process of protecting and acquiring resources.
The theory suggests that when employees feel
psychologically safe, they can better allocate
and mobilize their resources towards
achieving higher levels of job performance.
Psychological safety can represent a job
resource, which can be used to acquire other
relevant resources for increasing performance.
Also, psychological safety protects employees
from potential resource loss that may occur in
environments characterized by blame or fear
of punishment. Not being focused on
protecting existing resources due to an unsafe
environment, employees will be motivated to
invest existing resources to obtain even more
resources. In a psychologically safe
workplace, employees are more likely to feel
secure, enabling them to focus more on their
tasks, leading to improved job performance. In
such an environment, employees are more
likely to engage in risk-taking behaviors,
leading to the acquisition of wvaluable
information, knowledge, and skills. In the end,
they will reinvest these resources in work
activities, utilizing them optimally for job-
related performance.

An updated version of COR theory
(Hobfoll, 2001) suggests that resources can be
managed in a proactive manner (i.e., proactive
coping), in the sense that individuals seek to
accumulate reserves of resources and to put
themselves in circumstances that favor the
acquisition of subsequent resources in order to
cope with possible upcoming stressful events.
In our specific case, when employees are in a
psychologically safe environment, they do not
have to focus on avoiding certain resource
losses (e.g., loss of reputation as a result of
stigmatization, criticism or punishment of
personal initiatives). Therefore, as a proactive
coping strategy, employees will naturally be
motivated to prepare for future negative
situations and will try to accumulate additional
resources. Thus, they will invest existing
resources to perform at work and obtain
additional resources as a result of their high
performance.

In line with the predictions of COR theory
(Hobfoll, 1989; 2001), meta-analytical findings
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showed that psychological safety and in-role
performance are positively associated (Frazier
et al., 2017). The most studied explanatory
mechanism in this relationship is learning
behaviors (e.g., offering and seeking feedback,
discussing errors, experimenting with new
ideas). The role of this mediator is supported by
both qualitative and quantitative studies
(Edmondson, 1999). Team learning behavior
mediates the  positive link  between
psychological safety and team performance
(Kimetal., 2020). Kostopoulos and Bozionelos
(2011) differentiated between two types of
learning that can explain this relationship:
exploratory learning (a flexible and varied
approach to  tasks, discovering and
experimenting with new ideas) and exploitative
learning (selecting and refining ideas and
implementing them). Also, Google's People
Analytics Unit identified psychological safety
as the best predictor of success in teams
(Bergmann & Schaeppi, 2016).

Regarding  contextual  performance,
engaging in behaviors that go beyond formal
job requirements (e.g., initiating changes,
suggestions for improvement) involves an
investment of resources (e.g., time, energy)
and possible risks (e.g., disapproval from
colleagues or managers). Based on the COR
theory (Hobfoll, 1989; 2001), when the risks
of losing resources are limited, employees will
be naturally motivated to engage in behaviors
that develop individual, team, and
organizational resources. Psychological safety
creates a supportive environment which
motivates them to go beyond their formal
duties and engage in voluntary citizenship
behaviors. This explanation is supported by
meta-analytic results (Frazier et al., 2017), the
correlation between psychological safety and
contextual performance being .32.

The same reasoning can be applied to
creative performance. In a safe environment,
where there is no risk of losing certain
resources, employees can invest existing
resources to generate and test innovative ideas

(Frazier et al., 2017). For example, in
healthcare teams, psychological safety
increases creative performance through

information sharing and know-how sharing
(Kessel et al., 2012). Indeed, a recent meta-
analysis highlighted the positive relationship
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between psychological safety and creativity
(Frazier et al., 2017).

Hypothesis 1. Psychological safety is
positively related with task performance,
contextual  performance, and creative
performance.

The Mediating Roles of Work
Engagement and Job Crafting

Although previous studies have indicated
positive relationships between psychological
safety and different types of performance, the
explanatory mechanisms for  these
relationships are not fully understood. Based
on COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the Job
Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker,
2015), we expect work engagement and job
crafting to serially mediate the link between
psychological safety and performance. Work
engagement, from the perspective of the JD-R
model, refers to a positive and fulfilling state
of mind that employees experience when they
are fully absorbed, enthusiastic, and dedicated
to their work (Bakker, 2011). Job crafting,
when viewed from the JD-R perspective
(Bakker, 2015), refers to the process through
which employees actively and intentionally
modify their job demands and resources to
optimize their work experience and well-
being. It involves four types of behaviors: (1)
increasing structural job resources (e.g.,
seeking additional training opportunities,
requesting more flexible working hours, or
initiating job rotations to gain new skills), (2)
increasing social job resources (e.g., building
stronger networks with colleagues or seeking
out mentoring relationships), (3) increasing
challenging job demands (e.g., volunteering
for additional responsibilities, seeking out
opportunities to take on new projects, or
actively seeking challenges to enhance skill
development), and (4) decreasing hindering
job demands (e.g.,, reducing certain
responsibilities or avoiding demanding social
relationships at work) (Tims et al., 2012).

The JD-R model (Bakker, 2015) is based
on the premise that jobs can be described by
two main categories of factors: job demands
(aspects of a job that require sustained
physical, cognitive, or emotional effort from
the employee, such as workload, time
pressure, and role ambiguity) and job
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resources (factors that facilitate an individual's
ability to cope with job demands and achieve
work-related goals, such as social support,
feedback, and opportunities for development).
These factors influence employees' attitudes,
behaviors, and overall work outcomes. The
model proposes a motivation process that
employees go through in the workplace: when
job resources are high, they can lead to
increased work engagement, job satisfaction,
and  positive  performance  outcomes.
Employees are more likely to be motivated,
proactive, and resilient when they perceive
their job as providing them with the necessary
resources to perform well. According to the
JD-R model, when employees have resources,
they are more engaged in their work, which
makes them craft their job more. Finally, as a
result of job crafting behaviors, employees
will have more resources available and will be
more efficient in their work.

We expect psychological safety to be a
resource that starts this motivational process.
Based on the JD-R approach, psychological
safety can represent a resource that makes
employees more engaged in their work. When
the level of engagement is higher, employees
will seek to invest their existing resources to
obtain even more job resources. Employees
can achieve this through job crafting
behaviors, which will ultimately lead to higher
performance. Indeed, previous results support
the positive link between psychological safety
and both work engagement (Frazier et al.,
2017) and job crafting (Plomp et al., 2019) and
the mediating role of job crafting in the
association between psychological safety and
performance (Lee, 2022). In line with COR
theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the JD-R model
(Bakker, 2015), we expect work engagement
and job crafting to serially mediate the links
between psychological safety and task
performance, contextual performance, and
creative performance. Our expected model in
presented in Figure 1.

Hypothesis 2. Work engagement and job
crafting serially mediate the links between
psychological safety and task performance,
contextual  performance, and creative
performance.
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Figure 1. The proposed research model

Methods

Participants and Procedure

A total of 316 employees (46.52% female)
from Romania were included in the study,
with the age between 20 and 67 years (M =
44.31 years, SD = 10.77 years). 47.47% of the
participants had over 10 years of experience in
the company, 13.29% between 3 and 5 years,
followed by 17.72% between 5 and 10 years,
and 13.61% between 1 and 3 years. A non-
experimental, cross-sectional study was
conducted on a Romanian company, the
employees completed the questionnaires
during a periodic assessment. Before the
questionnaires  were administered, the
participants were briefed and informed that
data were confidential and the participation in
the study was voluntary.

Measurements

Psychological safety was assessed with the
Psychological Safety Scale (Edmondson,
1999), a questionnaire with 6 items (e.g.,
“Members of this organization are able to
bring up problems and tough issues. ”) scored
on a 5-point scale, a = .55, which had adequate

psychometric properties in previous studies
(e.g., Kark & Carmeli, 2009).

Work engagement was measured with
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et
al., 2006), a 7-points Likert-type
questionnaire, with 3 items for vigor (e.g.,
“When I wake up in the morning, I feel like
going to work.”; a = .86), 3 items for
dedication (e.g., “I am enthusiastic about my
work.”, a = .84), and 3 items for absorption
(e.9., “I am immersed in my job.”, a. = .65).
The internal consistency for the global score
was o = .87. The Romanian version of the
scale had adequate psychometric properties
for both the global score and for the three
factors in previous research (e.g., Virgd et al.,
2009).

Job crafting was measured with the Job
Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012; Oprea &
Stefan, 2015), a questionnaire with 21 items
on a 5-points scale and 4 sub-scales:
increasing structural job resources (e.g., “I try
to develop my capabilities.”, a = .74),
decreasing hindering job demands (e.g., “I
make sure that my work is mentally less
intense.”, o = .82), increasing social job
resources (e.g., “I ask my supervisor to coach
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me.”, a = .80), and increasing challenging job
demands (e.g., “When an interesting project
comes along, | offer myself proactively as
project co-worker.”, a = .83).

Task performance was measured with nine
items (“You achieve the objectives of your
job.”) from Goodman & Svyantek’s
Performance Scale (Goodman & Svyantek,
1999), a= .87. Contextual performance was
measured with seven items (“You assist your
colleagues with their duties.””) from Goodman
& Svyantek’s Performance Scale (Goodman
& Svyantek, 1999), o= .78. Creative
performance was measured with three items
on a 7-points scale (e.g., “How creative is your
work? Creativity refers to the extent to which
the employee develops ideas, methods, or
products that are both original and useful to
the organization.”) (Oldham & Cummings,
1996), o = .90.

Statistical Analysis

We used R (Version 4.2.3; R Core Team,
2022) and the R-packages dplyr (Version
1.1.2; Wickham et al., 2023), flextable
(Version 0.9.1; Gohel & Skintzos, 2023),
Hmisc (Version 5.0.1; Harrell Jr, 2023),
kableExtra (Version 1.3.4; Zhu, 2021), lavaan
(Version 0.6.15; Rosseel, 2012), mvtnorm
(Version 1.1.3; Genz & Bretz, 2009), naniar
(Version 1.0.0; Tierney & Cook, 2023), papaja
(Version 0.1.1; Aust & Barth, 2022),
PerformanceAnalytics (Version 2.0.4,
Peterson & Carl, 2020), psych (Version 2.3.3;
Revelle, 2023), readxl (Version 1.4.2;
Wickham & Bryan, 2023), sasLM (Version
0.9.8; Bae, 2023), tinylabels (Version 0.2.3;
Barth, 2022), xts (Version 0.13.1; Ryan &
Ulrich, 2023), and zoo (Version 1.8.12; Zeileis
& Grothendieck, 2005) for all our analyses.

In order to verify the univariate normality,
the initial assumptions assessment was
performed by descriptive univariate analysis,
data screening for outliers, and missing cases
analysis; the Mardia indicator (Mardia, 1970)
was computed to assess multivariate

Silvia Petrov, Bogdan Oprea, Cristian Opariuc-Dan

normality. Internal consistency was assessed
using the o Cronbach indicator. A
confirmatory factor analysis based on
diagonally weighted least squares was used to
test the factorial validity and the dimensional
structure of the instruments. Finally, the main
SEM model was assessed based on robust
SEM techniques and the parameters were
estimated.

Results

An initial descriptive analysis was performed
to assess the univariate normality assumptions
for the scalar variables. Some extreme outliers
were identified for Vigor (lower than 3), but
only 22 (1.18%) cases were extreme, sO we
decided to remove entire cases. Results
suggested that Increasing structural job

resources, Task performance, Creative
performance,  Vigor, Dedication, and
Absorption  were  negatively  skewed.

Decreasing hindering job demands and
Increasing social job resources were positively
skewed. Also, Decreasing hindering job
demands and Increasing challenging job
demands were platikurtic and Task
performance, Vigor, Dedication, and
Absorption were leptokurtic. The multivariate
normality assumption based on Mardia
coefficient (Mardia, 1970) was not met, as the
Mahalanobis  distances  from  centroid
coordinates were between 1.45 and 7.23. A
statistically significant multivariate positively
skewed (Mardia = 15.99, Skewness = 842.30,
p < .001) and a statistically significant
multivariate leptokurtic distribution (Mardia =
160.08, Kurtosis = 8.98, p < .001) were
observed.

Most of the Spearman’s p correlations
were statistically significant (see Table 1),
with values between .08 and .58 and the
correlation matrix was positively defined.
Only contextual performance was associated
with psychological safety, partially supporting
Hypothesis 1.
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Study Variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Psychological safety 2438 6.07

2. Work engagement 1418 3.03 .26

3. Job crafting 1599 435 .32%**  20***

4. Task performance 30.31 387 .08 AGFFE 1 gFHF

5. Contextual performance 2256 316 21**%*  45¥Rk B4Rk Bk

6. Creative performance 1550 374 25 S0FFE - 21xFk B4R BEAx

Note. *** p < .001.

We further analyzed a model in which work
engagement and job crafting serially mediated
the links between psychological safety and the
three  types of work  performance.
Convergence was acquired after 66 iterations,
estimating 21 parameters, based on 316 data,
and a saturated model was obtained (2 = 0

analyzing the path coefficients, we found that
the direct relationships between psychological
safety and the three types of performance were
not statistically significant and the relationship
between job crafting and creative performance
was not statistically significant, therefore
these paths were eliminated, gaining 4 degrees
of freedom and resulting in an over-identified
model that could be tested.

53426

=)

K
Work
Engagement
(R?=.108)

df= 0, p = NA, CFI = 1, SRMR = 0,
RMSEA=0, p = NA, 90% CI [0, 0]). By
367%5 ¥y
Psychological
Safety

.178**

w =

419/ 381%* 3
Job Crafting
(R?=.194)

232

Contextual Task Creative
Performance Performance Performance
(R2=.293) (R2=. 235) (R2=. 341)
k 7.060 11.425 9.233

3.855* ._!3 593°*.

2.341%*

Figure 2. Estimates for the relationships between psychological safety, work engagement, job

crafting, and performance
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A plausible, well sustained model was
observed after 62 iterations, estimating 17
parameters, based on 316 participants, and the
fit indices were acceptable (y2 = 18.99, df = 4,
p =.001, CFl = .97, SRMR = .04, RMSEA =
.04, 90% ClI [0, 0.10], p = .48) (see Figure 2).
Psychological safety had a direct, positive, and
statistically significant effect on job crafting
(B =.55,z=4.82,p<.001, g =.28), as well
as a positive and statistically significant
indirect effect, mediated by work engagement
(B=.80,z=7.26, p<.001, S =.58), therefore
we concluded that work engagement partially
mediates the effect of psychological safety on
job crafting. Work engagement was the
strongest predictor for all three types of
performance: creative performance (B = .28, z
=11.38, p < .001, g = .58), task performance
(B =.23,z=17.13, p <.001, g = .47), and
contextual performance (B =.18,z=7.44,p<
.001, B = .44). Work engagement and job
crafting completely mediated the effect of
psychological safety on  contextual
performance (B =1.03,z=9.24,p<.001, =
1.22) and on task performance (B = 1.05, z =
8.47, p < .001, g = 1.10), but the effect on
creative performance was fully mediated only
by work engagement (B = 1.08, z = 9.04, p <
.001, p=1.17).

Discussion

The present research had two objectives. First
of all, we investigated the relationship between
psychological safety and three types of
performance: task performance, contextual
performance, and creative performance.
Secondly, we tested the serial mediation effect
of work engagement and job crafting in the
relationship between psychological safety and
the three types of performance. Psychological
safety was positively associated with contextual
performance and job crafting. This finding is in
line with the theoretical assumptions and the
previous studies indicating positive links
between psychological safety and performance
(Frazier et al., 2017) and job crafting (Lee,
2022; Plomp et al., 2019). Similar results were
also obtained by the practitioners from Google's
People Analytics Unit; in their analysis,
psychological safety was the most important
factor in predicting the performance of the
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teams (Bergmann & Schaeppi, 2016). Contrary
to our expectations and previous findings,
psychological safety was not related with task
and creative performance. Previous reviews on
psychological safety indicated that its effects
are conditioned by certain factors. The links
between psychological safety and its outcomes
are weaker in an uncertainty-avoidance culture,
but this moderating effect was not found for
citizenship behaviors (Frazier et al., 2017).
Therefore, the lack of relationships with task
and creative performance in this study may be
due to the sample consisting of employees from
a single company that could have a culture
based on uncertainty avoidance.

In line with previous meta-analytical
findings (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011;
Rudolph et al., 2017), work engagement was
positively related with job crafting and all
three forms of performance and job crafting
was associated with task, contextual, and
creative performance. Work engagement and
job crafting mediated the links between
psychological safety and performance. This
result is in accordance with a previous study,
in which job crafting was a mediator in the
relationship between psychological safety and
performance (Lee, 2022). The mediating
effects identified in the present study
contribute to a deeper understanding of how
psychological safety leads to positive
consequences for  organizations. Most
previous studies highlighted as explanatory
mechanisms only variables related to learning:
individual learning behaviors (e.g., offering
and seeking feedback, discussing errors,
suggesting new ideas) (Edmondson, 1999),
exploratory learning, exploitative learning
(Kostopoulos & Bozionelos, 2011), and team
learning behaviors (Kim et al., 2020).
Therefore, the current research highlights
additional explanations for the positive effects
of psychological safety.

Theoretical and Practical
Implications

In their literature review, Newman and
colleagues (2017) argued that future studies
should use the COR theory (2001) to provide
a more in-depth understanding of the
mechanisms through which psychological
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safety influences workplace outcomes. They
suggested that this theoretical framework can
explain how workplace resources lead to the
emergence of a climate of safety and how
psychological safety positively influences
performance and well-being at work. The
current study contributes to the development
of theory in the field by following these
suggestions and offering an explanatory
mechanism in the relationship between
psychological safety and three types of
performance (task, contextual, and creative).
Based on COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the
JD-R model (Bakker, 2015), we argued that
psychological safety is an important resource
in the workplace. When employees feel that
they are working in a safe environment, they
will be more engaged in work and will seek to
create more resources through job crafting.
Finally, the resources accumulated through
job crafting behaviors will be used by
employees to have a higher performance.
Previous studies also support the mediating
role of engagement and job crafting in the
psychological safety-performance relationship
(Idris et al., 2015; Lee, 2022). Identifying this
motivational process is a step forward in
understanding the mediating mechanisms that
explain the relationship between
psychological safety and performance.

From a practical perspective, by
implementing strategies to foster
psychological safety, organizations can reap
numerous benefits, including increased
employees’ work engagement and a higher
frequency of job crafting behaviors, ultimately
leading to enhanced performance. Kolbe and
colleagues (2020) recommended a series of
explicit  strategies (e.g., transparency,
clarifying expectations, inviting feedback,
offering support, paraphrasing) and implicit
strategies (e.g., confidentiality, positive regard,
empathy, listening, circular seating) for
improving psychological safety at work.
Managers can learn to use these strategies in
training programs delivered by practitioners
from the field of industrial-organizational
psychology. By providing a supportive and
secure environment, organizations can
promote psychological safety, enabling their
employees to effectively allocate and protect
their resources, leading to improved job
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performance and overall organizational
success. At the organizational level, an
organizational culture based on psychological
safety can be promoted, in order to increase
work engagement and stimulate job crafting
behaviors. At the managerial level, leadership
development programs can include specific
recommendations for increasing psychological
safety among teams. At the individual level,
psychoeducational interventions can be carried
out to raise awareness of the importance of
psychological safety and to encourage the
improvement of the workplace climate.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study has a series of limitations. First,
being cross-sectional, this research capture
data at a single point in time, therefore it is not
possible to establish causal relationships
between variables. Future longitudinal studies
can provide a more comprehensive
understanding of how variables change over
time and of causal relationships. Secondly, the
data were collected through self-report
questionnaires, so the study has a number of
vulnerabilities (e.g., common method bias,
desirability bias). By using multiple sources of
data collection in future studies, researchers
can avoid these vulnerabilities. Thirdly, the
current study was based on the assumption of
linearity in the relationship between the
studied variables. However, in a recent
research, the relationship between
psychological safety and performance was
curvilinear; a moderate level of psychological
safety was associated with the highest
performance (Eldor et al., 2023). Future
studies could explore the curvilinear
relationship between psychological safety and
the three types of performance in order to
highlight the possible negative consequences
of ‘too much’ psychological safety. Also, the
low internal consistency for the measurements
of the two variables (i.e., psychological safety
and absorption) could represent a vulnerability
of the study by raising concerns regarding the
reliability of these measurements. Finally, the
effect of psychological safety on performance
can be moderated by different variables.
Therefore, future studies could test the
moderating role of different variables in the
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relationship between psychological safety and
the three types of performance.
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