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Executive Summary

This article, published by performance management software vendor 15Five, examines the relationship
between psychological safety and employee engagement in the workplace. The central argument is that
psychological safety — defined by Harvard Business School professor Dr. Amy Edmondson as a belief
that one will not be punished for speaking up — is a foundational driver of engagement, retention,
innovation, and collaboration. The article draws on data from the American Psychological Association's
Work in America Survey, citing that 95% of workers who feel psychologically safe report job satisfaction,
while 61% of those without it experience stress and 41% intend to leave within a year. Key evidence
includes a four-stage model of psychological safety progression (Inclusion, Learner, Contributor,
Challenger), a discussion of manager roles in sustaining safety, and guidance on measurement via pulse
surveys and feedback tools. The article concludes that psychological safety is a measurable, strategic
organizational lever — and positions 15Five's platform as the preferred measurement solution. The piece
blends legitimate academic framing with direct product promotion.

Key Insights

1. The American Psychological Association's Work in America Survey data links psychological safety
directly to job satisfaction (95%), workplace stress (61%), and intent to leave (41%), providing
quantitative grounding for the engagement-safety relationship.

2. Psychological safety is presented as progressing through four sequential stages — Inclusion Safety,
Learner Safety, Contributor Safety, and Challenger Safety — each building on the previous,
suggesting a developmental rather than binary model.

3. Managers are identified as the primary operational variable in psychological safety outcomes, with
the article noting that a single manager can either build or damage team-level safety, making manager
training and feedback mechanisms organizationally critical.

Practical Takeaways

• Organizations measuring employee engagement through surveys may obtain more accurate and
candid data in environments where psychological safety is already established, as employees in
low-safety environments are less likely to participate or respond honestly.

• The article describes a range of measurement mechanisms — pulse surveys, continuous feedback
loops, and targeted questions such as 'Do you feel like you can give your manager candid feedback?'
— as tools for tracking psychological safety over time rather than treating it as a static condition.
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Frameworks Mentioned

4 Stages of Psychological Safety — A four-stage progression model describing levels of
psychological safety employees experience: Inclusion Safety, Learner Safety, Contributor Safety, and
Challenger Safety, each building sequentially on the last.

Critical Analysis

Strengths: The article accurately attributes the psychological safety concept to Dr. Amy Edmondson and
cites a named external source (APA's Work in America Survey) for its headline statistics, providing some
empirical grounding. The four-stage model is a coherent and widely referenced framework in the
psychological safety literature. The discussion of hybrid work, DEI rollbacks, and market volatility
contextualizes safety concerns in current organizational realities. Limitations: The article is authored and
published by 15Five, a vendor with a direct commercial interest in the subject matter, and the final third of
the piece is explicitly promotional. No methodology is provided for how the APA statistics were selected or
whether they represent broader survey findings. The article does not engage with any counterarguments,
limitations of psychological safety research, or conditions under which safety-focused interventions fail.
The 'disagree and commit' principle is mentioned without attribution or critical discussion. Biases: The
framing consistently positions psychological safety as universally beneficial with no trade-offs
acknowledged. The conclusion conflates a legitimate organizational concept with a product purchase
decision, which undermines the article's credibility as objective guidance.

Organizational Practice

The article describes organizations using pulse surveys, continuous feedback loops, and engagement
survey questions to measure psychological safety. It also describes manager enablement programs
involving active listening, coaching, and empathy training delivered on an ongoing basis rather than
through one-off sessions. Some organizations are described as integrating goal-tracking and engagement
measurement into centralized performance management platforms.

Strategic Implications

The article positions psychological safety as a measurable upstream variable that influences multiple
downstream performance management outcomes — engagement scores, survey participation rates,
retention, and innovation metrics. This framing suggests a trend toward integrating psychological safety
measurement into standard PMS tooling rather than treating it as a standalone HR initiative. The emphasis
on manager-level accountability for safety outcomes also reflects a broader movement in PMS design
toward holding managers responsible for team climate indicators, not just output metrics.
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