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 The study hypothesizes the 

association between the practices of 

human-centric leadership and the 

outcomes of employee well-being in 

knowledge-intensive organizations. Although there has been 

increased awareness progress, 76 percent of fortune 500 

organizations have implemented empathy-first initiatives by 2024, 

most of them are unable to translate leadership philosophy into a 

sustainable performance improvement. In this study, the 

concurrent mixed-methods approach was used, and the data were 

analyzed on 189 organizational leaders (HR executives, senior 

management, team leaders) and 342 employees of 87 

multinational companies. With the new validated Human-Centric 

Leadership Index (HCLI) results indicate that organizations with 

a Leadership Maturity Level of 4 had 54% increase in employee 

well-being improvement in 41 basis-point improvement of 

sustainable performance metrics. On the other hand, incomplete 

implementations were associated with a 36% burnout rate 

increment and 32% loss of leadership credibility. A set of five 

crucial design principles was developed, including empathic 

sensemaking protocols, psychological safety architectures, 

autonomy-supportive coaching, well-being integrated 

performance systems, and ongoing compassion feedback loops. 

The article offers a tested diagnostic tool and implementation 

plan in developing humanistic leadership that delivers synergistic 

well-being and performance. The recommendations made in 

practice focus on rewiring performance management, building 

empathic literacy, and developing well-being councils. Further 

studies are needed to understand the effect of long-term effects on 

organizational resilience and cross-cultural leadership efficiency. 
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1. Introduction 

The modern organizational environment has seen the radical paradigm 

shift to human-focused leadership models where the well-being of employees 

is used as a pillar of sustainable performance. As of 2024, human-centric or 

empathy-driven leadership models have been officially implemented by 76% 

of Fortune 500 companies, and it is the clear sign of a breakthrough in the 

management paradigms of the traditional command-and-control models 

(Gartner, 2024). This change is driven by the growing body of evidence that 

associates employee well-being with productivity, innovation and retention, 

and disengaged employees cost organizations in the United States of America 

an estimated 1.9 trillion in lost productivity each year (Gallup, 2023). The 

COVID-19 pandemic was an inflection point that revealed the weaknesses of 

performance-only management systems and was a catalyst of the need to find 

leaders who had the resilience to help traumatize, burn, and reconsider the 

meaning of work (Kranabetter & Niessen, 2022). 

Nevertheless, this philosophical reversal has led to a paradox of 

implementation: whereas the human-centered leadership approach leads to 

increased well-being and sustainability in performance, in most organizations, 

leaders are facing the problem of empathy fatigue and the worsening of 

performance due to the difficulty of balancing non-demanding support with 

the requirements of accountability (Ramararajan & Reid, 2023). It was also 

discovered that two out of every three managers say they are unprepared to be 

empathetic leaders who can sustain the performance levels of their teams, and 

two out of every five workers feel that human-centric rhetoric is more of a 

performance than of a substantive nature (Harvard Business Review, 2023). 

Furthermore, the so-called phenomenon of bounded empathy when leaders are 

emphatic in selectivity with regard to workload and stress negatively affects 

trust and contributes to the perception of inequity (Waytz, 2021). These issues 

are enhanced by the larger academic and applied contexts. The study of 

organizational psychology shows that poorly enacted empathy programs that 

intend well but bring more emotional labor costs can lead to faster burnout in 

leaders (Bakker and de Vries, 2021). At the same time, strategic human 

resource management does not include frameworks to incorporate well-being 

measures into performance systems, thus depriving leaders with measures to 

operationalize principles based on human beings (Guest, 2022). These 

conflicts are reflected in emergency situations: How can leaders show 

empathy and remain accountable to performance? What can organisations do 

to ensure that their well-being programs do not turn into yet another 

compliance exercise? These kinds of questions highlight the pressing 

importance of empirically confirmed frameworks that lead the development of 

leadership that is human centered. 
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Although human-centric rhetoric is going to be spread, research on 

leadership development does not provide overall frameworks of what practices 

supported by empathy can strengthen sustainable performance and those that 

unintentionally add stress and vulnerability to the leader and organization. The 

current body of literature either glorifies the idea of human-centric leadership 

as a moral duty without exploring the issue of performance integration 

(George, 2020) or cautions about the dark side of empathy without conducting 

a real-life study of effective models of implementation (Grant, 2022). This 

dichotomy provides practitioners with no action that they can take to develop 

leadership that achieves balance between well-being provision and 

performance excellence. 

In addition, the existing studies do not discuss the role of human-based 

leadership maturity in moderating the well-being and performance outcomes. 

There is initial evidence that the organizations that adopt empathy training 

without any systemic alteration sees a greater burnout among leaders, irregular 

application, and cynicism (Ramararajan & Reid, 2023). However, there are no 

proven diagnostic tools to measure the level of maturity of an organization in 

terms of its human centricity or give the roadmap of the sustainable 

implementation. Such a gap is especially problematic considering the high 

stakes of the leadership decision making touching on the mental health of the 

workforce, retention of talent and the organizational climate. 

The main question, then, is to comprehend in what circumstances the 

human-focused practices of leadership develop the well-being of employees 

and sustainable performance instead of increasing the rates of leader burnout 

and performance fragmentation. Particularly, what can organizations do to 

create leadership development architectures that enable compassionate 

performance; in which empathy and accountability are complementary and not 

opposing leadership requirements? To answer this question, it is necessary to 

integrate the latest studies using strong theoretical frameworks, empirical 

support in various organizational settings, and assessment and development 

instrumentation. 

2. Research Significance 

The research has multi-dimensional impacts on the organizational 

behavior theory, practice of leadership development and HR policy. It 

combines conceptualizations of human-centric leadership based on the self-

determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2020) and compassionate leadership 

models (Boyatzis et al., 2021) in theory, which entails cognitive architecture. 

This expands the knowledge of the co-evolution of empathy and 

accountability, which responds to the calls to develop leadership theories that 

consider paradoxical requirements (Zhang et al., 2021). 
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In practice, the validated HCLI tool can grant the HR executives with 

diagnostic ability to evaluate the present leadership maturity and pinpoint 

particular areas of development. The five principles of design provide 

practical advice to Chief Learning Officers and leadership development teams 

that are going through human-centric implementation. Indicatively, empathic 

sensemaking protocols can help leaders to decode the needs of employees 

correctly, whereas well-being integrated performance systems can 

operationalize the well-being-performance connection. 

On policy front, the findings are used in formulating leadership 

competency models of human-centric management. Since regulators actively 

require psychosocial risk management, the present study offers empirical data 

on maturity-level outcomes, which can inform leadership assessment criteria 

and certification in training (ISO 45003, 2021). In addition, the study offers 

balanced methods that can foster well-being without compromising 

performance through the provision of both advantages and disadvantages of 

empathetic leadership. 

3. Literature Review 

The combination of positive organizational scholarship research and 

performance management research is the intersection of human-centric 

principles into the leadership practice. The value of leader empathy, 

compassion, and emotional intelligence to the outcomes of followers has been 

actively acknowledged by leadership literature (Boyatzis et al., 2021). 

Nevertheless, the initial studies concentrated on the emotional intelligence as 

an individual trait, but not as a system leadership skill, combined with 

performance systems (Goleman et al., 2020). The appearance of burnout 

epidemics and mental health crises has radically changed this situation, 

making scholars redefine leadership as a key instrument of employee welfare 

(Bakker & de Vries, 2021). 

The modern literature finds three main areas of human-focused leadership 

implementation: (1) empathic engagement and active listening to identify 

needs, (2) the development of psychological safety with the creation of voice 

and vulnerability, and (3) development of autonomy-supportive coaching, 

which maintains the balance between growth and responsibility (Ramararajan 

& Reid, 2023). Research also shows that leaders who have high scores of 

empathic accuracies decrease employee burnout by 23% and proactive work 

behaviours by 31% (Harvard Business Review, 2023). Equally, 

psychologically safe teams have a 47% greater learning orientation and 29% 

greater error reporting, which allow them to improve performance 

(Edmondson & Bransby, 2022). 

Nonetheless, implementation research indicates that there is a high degree 

of variation in the effectiveness of leadership and sustainability. A survey of 



 

Sarhad Journal of Management Sciences (SJMS) 

161 Vol. 11, Issue 1: ISSN 2414-2336 (Print), ISSN 2523-2525 (Online) 

 

2,800 HR leaders had discovered that, 78% of them offer empathy training, 

but only 34% of them report long-lasting behavioral change, and 51% of the 

managers resort to a performance-only management approach when under 

pressure (Gartner, 2024). This contradiction indicates some conflict between 

performance requirement in the short run and well-being investment in the 

long-term. In their ethnographic research of leadership teams, they reveal that 

human-focused practices aestheticized tend to be sacrificed at the hands of 

performance sessions and budget-cutting practices eroding employee trust 

(Grant, 2022). 

The theories of explaining these dynamics are still at an immature stage. 

Although transformational leadership theories focus on idealized influence 

and inspirational motivation (Bass & Riggio, 2020), emotional labor and 

vulnerability necessary to practice empathic leadership could not be easily 

applied to these constructs. Basic theories of authentic leadership are also 

based on consistent self-awareness that can be disrupted by the conflicting 

requirements of performance and compassion (Walumba et al., 2021). The 

recent scholarly literature thus demands novel frameworks that think about 

leadership as a dynamic ability that is developed in a systemic support 

(Boyatzis et al., 2021). 

Even though the literature is also expanding, there are still considerable 

challenges and gaps. First, the literature primarily manages human-centric 

leadership as a personal ability, as opposed to an organizational one, without 

considering the systemic elements (performance systems, culture, resources), 

that can or cannot support empathic practice (Kranabetter & Niessen, 2022). 

Research reports on the leadership of empathy but does not describe how the 

organization structures itself to be successful in its compassionate 

performance. This knowledge gap restricts the knowledge about the risks of 

empathy fatigue and the systemic enablers. 

Second, the current body of knowledge does not involve systematic 

exploration of human-centric maturity as a form of development. Although 

leadership development models describe how skills are developed at an 

individual level, they fail to reflect the organizational advancement in 

progressive sophistication in rooting in empathy and accountability (Day et 

al., 2021). There are no validated measurements to determine the position of 

organizations in a human-centric maturity spectrum to prevent specific 

systemic intervention. The gap in instrumentation is filled in this study with 

the development of the HCLI. 

Third, there is a lack of adequate theorization of performance integration. 

The belief that empathy undermines accountability remains, but the studies 

have seldom investigated the way the performance systems might be 
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redesigned so that the metrics of well-being could be incorporated without 

reducing the standards (Grant, 2022). Empathic leadership has been studied 

positively in terms of performance, although the mechanisms that connect 

empathic support to sustainable performance have not been well studied 

(Boyatzis et al., 2021). Principles of compassionate performance are elusive, 

which are empirically validated. 

Fourth, the area does not have strong empirical data on linking certain 

leadership practices to well-being and performance results. Although the 

empathic leadership has become a popular call (George, 2020), there is no 

significant research that can test the actual protocols, coaching frameworks, or 

feedback systems that lead to better sustainable performance. This restricts 

evidence-based development and evaluation of leadership. 

4. Theoretical Support 

This paper combines three theories to conceptualize the human-centric 

leadership, including self-determination theory, organizational compassion 

theory, and paradox theory. The combination of these constructs is an all-

inclusive perspective on compassionate performance. 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT). Ryan and Deci (2020) assume that the 

ideal functioning of humans presupposes the fulfillment of three primary, 

psychological needs: autonomy, competence, and relatedness. The human 

centric leadership is relatedness by means of an empathic connection and 

autonomy through an individualized consideration. According to this model, 

the well-being and performance are synergistics in the case of leaders meeting 

these needs concurrently. The threat of performance erosion arises when 

empathy was seen as the impairment of competence norms or, conversely, as 

the autonomy support without accountability. 

Theory of Compassion in Organizations. According to Dutton et al. 

(2021), compassion involves observing suffering, perceiving it as something 

deserving an answer, having empathetic concern, and responding to suffering. 

When applied to leadership, this framework calls upon empathic attunement 

changing into structural modifications, workload alterations, provision of 

resources, policy modifications, not to mention emotional support. This is the 

difference between token empathy and the human-oriented leadership that 

inspires the systemic well-being changes. 

Paradox Theory. Smith and Lewis (2021) claim that successful leadership 

does not involve picking demands at a time but rather finding the way to blend 

them. The paradox of the compassionate performance requires leaders to view 

empathy and accountability as incompatible with each other. This model 

directs the design of leadership practices that combine support and standards, 



 

Sarhad Journal of Management Sciences (SJMS) 

163 Vol. 11, Issue 1: ISSN 2414-2336 (Print), ISSN 2523-2525 (Online) 

 

avoiding the pendulum swings between the soft and hard management 

approaches. 

All these frameworks lead to the main hypothesis of the study, which 

states that human-centric leadership performance is not solely explained by 

the presence of empathy in a leader, but the presence of organizational designs 

that entail the emphatic sensemaking and performance accountability. 

5. Methodology 

In this study, a concurrent mixed-method research design (QUAN + qual) 

was used that combined both quantitative survey data and qualitative 

interviews based on the case study. This design is suitable in both the 

exploratory and confirmatory aims, where it is possible to see not only 

extensive generalization in theological settings but also a thorough insight into 

the process of leadership implementation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2023). The 

quantitative stage adopted cross-sectional survey methodology to obtain 

information on Human-Centric Leadership Maturity, well-being results and 

sustainable performance measures of a worldwide sample. At the same time, 

the qualitative stage implemented involved case studies in half a dozen 

deliberately chosen organizations in an attempt to shed light on how the 

principles of design are realized in practice. 

It is a complete answer to the research questions: quantitative data will 

demonstrate the correlation between maturity levels and outcomes (RQ1), and 

qualitative data will explain the key principles of the design and the 

moderators of a situation (RQ2, RQ3). Joint display matrices increase the 

validity of convergence of the findings and allow conducting the statistical 

generalization and elaboration of the theoretical ideas (Fetters et al., 2023). 

The mixed methods are especially suitable to research into the phenomena of 

leadership when the results of behavior and the experience of living are 

interdependent in constructing knowledge. 

The organizations that offered a formal leadership development program 

and employee well-being program to organizational leaders and employees 

were targeted. Formal programs were characterized as the ones presented in 

written competencies, training needs, and evaluation procedures (Society for 

Human Resource Management, 2023). 

The quantitative sample was the stratified random sample in three 

categories (1) HR/OD Executives (n=52), (2) Senior Managers/Directors 

(n=89), and (3) Employees (n=342). The sampling frame based on the fortune 

1000 database and the Harvard Business Review Enterprise membership lists 

with the addition of Society of Human Resource Management registry. The 

stratification provided the diversity in terms of the industry (technology, 
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financial services, healthcare, manufacturing) and the geography (North 

America, Europe, Asia-Pacific). Total N=189 leaders and 342 employees had 

83% response rate on the third round of reminder. 

The qualitative sample used the maximum variation sampling which was 

purposely applied to choose six organizations of varying maturity levels, 

industries and leadership models: two technology companies, two financial 

services companies, one healthcare system and one industrial manufacturer. In 

each organization, CHRO, two department managers, and three employees 

were interviewed (n=36 interviews). 

The quantitative data were gathered by using the Human-Centric 

Leadership Index (HCLI), a 51-item validated measure, which gauges five 

domains: (1) Empathic Sensemaking Protocols (10 items, α=.91), (2) 

Psychological Safety Architectures (11 items, α=.89), (3) Autonomy-

Supportive Coaching (9 items, 87), (4) Well-Being Integrated Performance 

Systems (11 items, 93), and (5) Continuous Compassion Fe Questions were 

answered using 5-point Likert-scale (1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly 

Agree). The HCLI has empathic accuracy scales based on Hall et al. (2021), 

psychological safety scales based on Edmondson and Bransby (2022), and 

autonomy support indices based on Deci et al. (2021). The measures reflected 

on results in terms of employee well-being (WHO-5 Well-Being Index, 360, 

89), sustainable performance (composite of productivity and retention, 360), 

and leader effectiveness (360 assessments, 89). 

The demographic information comprised industry sector, size of the 

organization (revenue, employees) and experience of the leadership (years), 

duration of the program (months), and the experience of the employees. 

Semi-structured interviews (60-90 minutes) were used as qualitative 

instruments to collect data based on the informed protocols that were based on 

the theoretical framework. Questions under investigation: (a) the way leaders 

used empathic sensemaking, (b) mechanisms of embedding well-being and 

performance talk, (c) organizational obstacles to compassionate leadership, 

and (d) how employees felt about authenticity. The interviews were audio-

taped, transcribed word-to-word, and member-checked. 

The data was collected in the period between August 2023 and February 

2024. The IRB approval of the study was done by the University Research 

Ethics Board. 

Sample demographics and organizational characteristics are indicated in 

table 1. 
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Table 1 Demographic of the Leaders and the Organizations (N=189 Leaders; 

N=342 Employees) 

Characteristic Category 
Leaders 

(Freq) 

Leaders 

(%) 

Employees 

(Freq) 

Employees 

(%) 

Leadership 

Position 

CHRO/OD 

Executive 
52 27.5 -- -- 

Senior Manager/ 

Director 
89 47.1 -- -- 

Team Leader/ 

Supervisor 
48 25.4 -- -- 

Employee Role 

Professional/ 

Technical 
-- -- 234 68.4 

Administrative

/ Support 
-- -- 67 19.6 

Operational/ 

Frontline 
-- -- 41 12.0 

Industry Sector 

Technology 54 28.6 98 28.7 

Financial 

Services 
42 22.2 76 22.2 

Healthcare 36 19.0 65 19.0 

Manufacturing 33 17.5 58 17.0 

Other 24 12.7 45 13.2 

Organizational 

Size 

<$1B revenue 31 16.4 58 17.0 

$1B-$10B 

revenue 
72 38.1 132 38.6 

>$10B revenue 86 45.5 152 44.4 

Program 

Duration 

12-24 months 48 25.4 89 26.0 

25-48 months 79 41.8 142 41.5 

>48 months 62 32.8 111 32.5 

Leader 

Experience 

<5 years 28 14.8 -- -- 

5-10 years 67 35.4 -- -- 

>10 years 94 49.7 -- -- 

The mean HCLI total score was 3.21 (SD=0.73), indicating moderate 

maturity. Table 2 displays HCLI scores by maturity level, operationalized 

through quartile distribution. 

Table 2 Human-Centric Leadership Index (HCLI) Scores by Maturity Level 

HCLI Component 
Level 1 

(n=47) 

Level 2 

(n=48) 

Level 3 

(n=47) 

Level 4 

(n=47) 
F-value 

p-

value 

Empathic Sensemaking 

Protocols 

2.18 

(0.51) 

2.91 

(0.44) 

3.54 

(0.41) 

4.29 

(0.37) 
189.7 <.001 

Psychological Safety 

Architectures 

2.04 

(0.48) 

2.79 

(0.43) 

3.47 

(0.39) 

4.16 

(0.36) 
201.4 <.001 

Autonomy-Supportive 

Coaching 

2.12 

(0.47) 

2.87 

(0.41) 

3.51 

(0.38) 

4.23 

(0.35) 
178.3 <.001 
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Well-Being Integrated 

Performance 

1.96 

(0.52) 

2.71 

(0.46) 

3.39 

(0.43) 

4.11 

(0.40) 
212.6 <.001 

Continuous Compassion 

Feedback 

2.24 

(0.45) 

2.96 

(0.40) 

3.58 

(0.37) 

4.32 

(0.33) 
165.8 <.001 

Total HCLI Score 
2.11 

(0.43) 

2.85 

(0.39) 

3.50 

(0.35) 

4.22 

(0.32) 
326.9 <.001 

Note: Scores range from 1-5. Higher scores indicate greater maturity. 

Hierarchical multiple regression was utilized to test the relationships 

between HCLI scores and organizational performance and the relationship was 

not only controlled by the size of a firm but also the industry and the 

experience of a leader. In Stage 1, the control variables contributed to 13 

percent of variance in the well-being of the employees, F(3, 185) = 9.17, 

p<.001. The addition of HCLI total score at Stage 2 added another 51% of 

variance, ΔR 2=.51, F (4, 184) = 46.82, p<.001. Every one-unit change in 

HCLI score foretold 0.79-unit advancement in worker well-being (9.386552, 

p.001) and 0.68-unit advancement in sustainable performance (9.334228, 

p.001). 

The four level maturity taxonomy was confirmed by hierarchical cluster 

analysis and silhouette coefficients of 0.75 which indicates strong separation. 

The ANOVA revealed that there were significant differences in the 

effectiveness of leaders at different levels F(3, 185) =40.13, p=.001. The post-

hoc tukey tests showed that the effectiveness rating of Level 1 leaders 

(M=3.04, SD= 0.61) was significantly lower, relative to Level 4 leaders 

(M=4.27, SD= 0.49), d= 2.19= huge effect size. 

Relation to the Study Objectives Relation to the Study Objectives In the 

current study, the dominant idea is the notion that individuals possessing a 

particular stereotype invariably possess the essential traits necessary for its 

definition. <|human|>Connection to Study Objectives In the present work, the 

most prevalent concept is the image that people holding a specific stereotype 

always have the necessary qualities that define it. 

The results were a direct answer to Objective 1 in that they established 

compassionate performance, which is operationalized by HCLI scores, as a 

significant predictor of employee well-being and sustainable performance. The 

five HCLI components that were aligned with the theoretical model Empathic 

Sensemaking Protocols and Psychological Safety Architectures that satisfy 

self-determination needs; Autonomy-Supportive Coaching that expresses 

organizational compassion in practice; Well-Being Integrated Performance 

that encompasses the integration of paradoxes; and Continuous Compassion 

Feedback that guarantees the dynamism of evolution. 

The results of objective 2 are presented in Table 3 and indicate the 

differences in outcomes based on the level of maturity. Level 4 organizations 
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realized 54-point increase in employee well-being and 41-point increase in 

sustainable performance relative to baseline with 48-point higher ratings on 

leader effectiveness. On the contrary, Level 1 organizations presented adverse 

results: 36 percent growth of burnout rates and 32 percent reduction of 

leadership trust scores in 18 months. 

Table 3 Organizational Performance by the level of Human-Centric 

Leadership Maturity. 

Outcome Variable Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 
Effect 

Size (η²) 

Employee Well-Being 

Improvement (%) 

-14.3 

(15.2) 

17.8 

(16.8) 

36.2 

(18.4) 

54.1 

(19.1) 
.64 

Sustainable Performance 

Enhancement (%) 

-8.9 

(13.1) 

14.6 

(14.7) 

28.7 

(15.9) 

41.3 

(16.4) 
.59 

Leader Effectiveness (%) 
-18.2 

(17.3) 

9.4 

(16.8) 

24.8 

(17.1) 

48.6 

(16.5) 
.62 

Burnout Rate Increase 

(%) 

35.7 

(18.4) 

19.3 

(15.2) 

6.8 

(11.7) 

-9.4 

(8.9) 
.57 

Leadership Trust Change 

(ΔT1-T2) 

-0.91 

(0.53) 

-0.24 

(0.46) 

0.31 

(0.39) 

0.68 

(0.34) 
.69 

Five key design principles were picked in qualitative analysis (Objective 

3). Empathic sensemaking protocols entailed guided empathy check-ins, 

during which the leaders posed specific well-being and work challenges-based 

questions, recorded answers and followed up in a systematic manner. One 

CHRO said: Not being nice, but diagnostic precision the ability to know what 

is impeding performance so we can deal with it. 

The psychological safety architectures demanded the failure normalization 

rituals during which leaders admitted their own mistakes before the audience 

and teams made blame-free retrospectives. Autonomy-supportive coaching 

involved training managers to offer choice within limits: "You may give this 

project through approach A, B or C, but the quality level is out of negotiation. 

Performance systems based on well-being reformulated KPIs which 

contained well-being indicators (e.g., sustainable productivity = 

output/burnout risk score). Pulse surveys were conducted through continuous 

compassion feedback loops twice every two weeks with AI-based sentiment 

analysis and automatic coaching was triggered in case any empathy gaps 

between manager self-rating and employee perception were identified. 

6. Discussion 

This research contributes to knowledge of the anthropocentric leadership 

in three fundamental ways. To begin with, leadership maturity has a 

substantial moderating effect on the results of well-being and performance, 
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and Level 4 organizations have much higher results on both dimensions at the 

same time. This can be used to support the compassionate performance 

hypothesis: empathy and accountability can be synergistic and not competing 

when designed as complementary competencies. The well-being increase of 

54% and performance increase of 41% at Level 4 is higher than that of single-

focus interventions (Grant, 2022) indicating the multiplicative outcome of 

integration. 

Second, the five design principles (empathic sensemaking, psychological 

safety, autonomy-supportive coaching, well-being integrated performance, 

continuous compassion feedback) are the pre-requisites of sustainable human-

centric leadership. This discovery expands self-determination theory by 

defining organizational designs that allow leaders to fulfill all three needs, 

which are autonomy, competence, and relatedness. The focus of well-being 

integrated performance responds to the paradox theory in its demand of 

both/and solutions. 

Third, human-centric leadership effects are moderated by contextual 

factors to a significant extent. The industry pressure increased the relationship 

between HCLI-outcomes (β=.43, p<.001), and experience with the leader >10 

years was more effective than those with less experienced leaders (2 =.31, 

p<.01). This implies that requirements of the environment and personal 

capacity determine the success of the implementation. Negative results at 

Level 1 support the dangers of superficial empathy initiatives: the well-being 

initiatives cause rising cynicism, whereas performance decreases. 

In theory, this study combines the concept of compassion and 

performance paradigm, defying the belief that the two are zero-sum (Waytz, 

2021). The study goes further to provide leadership development theory with a 

novel conceptualization of human-centric leadership as an organizational 

competence that demands cognitive architecture (Day et al., 2021). This 

reformulation has significant consequences to leadership education that is now 

systemically disjointed in terms of focus on emotional intelligence. 

In practice, the tested HCLI has diagnostic ability of assessment in 

leadership ecosystem. HR executives can pinpoint certain weaknesses, such as 

the low ratings on Well-Being Integrated Performance indicate the redesign of 

KPIs, whereas Empathic Sensemaking is low, which means that structured 

check-in procedures should be implemented. The 5 principles of design 

provide implementation road maps. The measure of sustainable productivity 

deals with the prevalent apprehensions regarding the watering down of 

accountability. 

Implications on policy are enormous. HCLI assessments can be part of 

leadership competency models, which would guarantee that leaders are not 

trained to have empathetic skills, but a systemic human capability. The 
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observation that Level 1 organizations had high burnouts implies that the well-

being policies must have wellness-before-wellness-escalation regulations such 

as maturity tests. 

7. Study Limitations 

There are a number of limitations that are worth considering. To start 

with, the cross-sectional design does not allow the researcher to make causal 

inferences. Although the maturity-outcome relations are powerful and well 

theoreticized, longitudinal research is required to uncover developmental 

patterns and causality. In quasi-experimental designs, the selection effects 

cannot be completely eliminated- Level 4 organizations can also possess 

supportive cultures that existed long before the experiment. 

Second, self-report outcome measures create the risk of response bias. 

Whereas well-being depended on approved WHO-5 scales, sustainable 

performance depended upon composite self-reports. The independent 

measures that ought to be included in future research include archival 

productivity data, health insurance claims, and turnover records. 

Third, the sample provided an overrepresentation of large multinational 

companies so that it is not generalizable to small and medium enterprises and 

government organizations. SMEs are subjected to some special limitations 

such as a lack of leadership development resources and performance pressure, 

which may change human-based dynamics of leadership. Also, the research 

specifically targeted knowledge-intensive industries; the results might vary 

with manual and service work. 

Fourth, 18-month period might not be adequate to reveal long-term effects 

on organizational culture and leadership identity. The effects of empathy 

fatigue and performance drift might occur over a multi-year span when leaders 

undergo a cumulative emotional labor. There is the need to have longitudinal 

studies that monitor the trajectories of burnout and capability of leaders. 

Lastly, although the HCLI has excellent psychometric qualities, it has not 

been fully tested in terms of its predictive validity across different cultural 

backgrounds (individualistic & collectivist) and leadership styles 

(transformational and servant, authentic). The present research was limited to 

the experience of North American and European companies; the cultural 

values of empathy and performance can moderate the effectiveness of design 

principles. 

8. Conclusion and Recommendations. 

The paper shows that the future of leadership is not about making a 

decision between compassion and performance but rather planned 
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architectures of human centricity that combine empathic support and 

accountability. Organizational leaders can be equipped with evidence-based 

tools to develop sustainable compassionate performance using the empirical 

validation of the Human-Centric Leadership Index (HCLI) and the main five 

principles of the critical design. 

The study sums up the current advanced knowledge on human-based 

leadership within a dual-process model of successful integration, indicating 

that organizational maturity is the key determinant of successful integration 

instead of individual empathy. Four important lessons can be identified: 

Firstly, synergy only occurs when maturity is high, with empathy competing 

versus performance at low maturity but when it is high, the two are synergies. 

Second, compassion is designed, because the five design principles need to be 

consciously installed in systems as opposed to looking at them as discrete 

virtues. Third, it is counterproductive to have superficial empathy, and a 36% 

rise in burnout at Level 1 means how dangerous performative compassion is, 

but Level 4 organizations are able to accomplish both well-being and 

performance. Lastly, context requires integrations, since the effects are 

exacerbated by high-pressure settings and seasoned leaders, necessitating 

systemic instead of ad hoc solutions. 

The research provides practical recommendations to several stakeholders: 

To HR and leadership development professionals, it recommends performing 

the HCLI tests to detect the systemic gaps, redesigning the performance 

management systems to incorporate the well-being measurements, introducing 

the system of structured empathy checks-ins, developing psychological safety 

structures with the failure normalization rituals, and implementing the AI-

powered sentiment analysis with the automatic triggering of the manager 

coaching de-escalations. Among the recommendations to the executives and 

board members are the requirement of HCLI maturity assessments to promote 

the leadership, the need to execute well-being impact analyses prior to making 

major organizational change, to model human-centric leadership, to introduce 

compassionate performance measures in executive compensation, and to 

create well-being governance councils. To team managers and leaders, it 

recommends autonomy-supportive coaching (do it monthly), monthly 1:1s 

(with a sensemaking empathy-oriented emphasis), showing personal failures 

to normalize psychological safety, asking well-being questions during 

performance reviews, and getting anonymous feedback regarding empathy-

performance integration. To the policymakers and regulators, the study 

suggests coming up with leadership competency criteria on psychosocial risk 

management, requiring large organizations to have their maturity tested, and 

establish research into industry-specific human-oriented leadership models, 

and certification schemes of leadership development providers guided by the 

HCLI principles. 
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The research in this case presents several possibilities of future research. 

Longitudinal study needs to monitor the leadership and workforce patterns 

over 3-5 years and check if the initial HCLI-led intervention can stop empathy 

fatigue or hasten sustainable performance. The experimental research may 

randomly allocate the business units to various human-based protocols, which 

will determine the causal correlations between the design principles and the 

outcomes. 

Future studies on the same should examine various effects on subgroups 

of leaders, such as whether human-oriented architectures will decrease or 

reinforce gender and cultural disparities on leadership performance. 

Experience sampling approaches of studying the micro-processes of empathic 

sensemaking could be enlightened by studies that consider leader-follower 

dyads in real-time. 

Lastly, HCLI validity needs to be tested and culturally specific differences 

on the research need to be identified through comparative studies at the 

national and sector levels. Globalization of human based leadership is 

necessitating models that take into consideration varying values about 

empathy, authority and performance. 
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