


[bookmark: _GoBack]
Original Research Article

PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY SCALE FOR FILIPINO PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS: PSYCHOMETRIC VALIDATION AND STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING 



.     
.
              . 
                     
	.
..


.

____________________________________________________________________________________________

*Corresponding author: Email: XYZ@ABC.COM
ABSTRACT

	Aims: This study aimed to develop and validate a Psychological Safety Scale tailored for Filipino public school teachers and to examine the relationships among its underlying dimensions using structural modeling.
Study Design: A quantitative, cross-sectional design was employed for scale development and validation.
Place and Duration of Study: The study was conducted among public school teachers in the Department of Education (DepEd) Northern Samar Division, Philippines, from October 2025 to January 2026.
Methodology: A 25-item instrument was developed from psychological safety literature and culturally grounded Filipino constructs. Content validity was evaluated by three experts. Data were collected through an online survey of public school teachers. The sample was divided for exploratory and confirmatory analyses. Exploratory Factor Analysis identified the factor structure, while Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modeling were used to evaluate model fit, reliability, and construct validity.
Results: Three dimensions of psychological safety emerged: Relational Leadership Safety, Collective Psychological Security, and Prosocial Organizational Commitment. The confirmatory model demonstrated excellent fit (CFI = 0.997, TLI = 0.996, RMSEA = 0.079, SRMR = 0.043). All factor loadings were statistically significant, and reliability estimates indicated strong internal consistency.
Conclusion: The Psychological Safety Scale demonstrated satisfactory reliability and validity for assessing psychological safety among Filipino public school teachers. The validated model highlights leadership, relational trust, and prosocial engagement as interconnected components shaping psychological safety in school organizations.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Psychological safety has emerged as a central construct in organizational and educational research because it captures individuals’ perceptions of the interpersonal consequences of speaking up, admitting mistakes, asking questions, and engaging in learning-oriented risk taking within a specific social context (Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Following its conceptual resurgence in the 1990s, psychological safety has been increasingly recognized as a foundational condition for learning, coordination, voice behavior, and adaptive performance in complex and interdependent work systems (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023). Meta-analytic and systematic syntheses consistently demonstrate that psychological safety is embedded in a broad and robust nomological network, shaped by leadership relations, work design, and supportive social contexts, and linked to key outcomes such as learning behavior, innovation, team effectiveness, and employee well-being (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017; Zhu et al., 2022).
A central insight from this body of work is the pivotal role of leadership and relational dynamics in cultivating psychologically safe environments. Meta-analytic evidence indicates that positive leader relations—such as inclusive and transformational leadership—exert moderate and relatively consistent effects on psychological safety, alongside strong contributions from peer support and interdependent work design (Frazier et al., 2017). These findings align with sector-specific reviews showing that psychological safety is enabled by multilevel conditions, including learning orientation, support, familiarity among members, and the management of hierarchy and status (O’Donovan & McAuliffe, 2020). Importantly, psychological safety has repeatedly been shown to function less as a direct predictor of performance and more as a social–psychological condition that enables critical mediating processes. Empirical studies demonstrate that its effects on team effectiveness operate through learning behaviors and efficacy beliefs rather than through simple direct pathways (Kim et al., 2020), and that these processes may be further conditioned by psychological empowerment and learning orientation (Jha, 2019; Patil et al., 2023).
Recent scholarship has also advanced understanding of psychological safety as a multilevel and structurally complex phenomenon. Rather than existing as a uniform team property, psychological safety can manifest as distinct microclimates within teams, with meaningful implications for learning and performance that are obscured by aggregate team means (Roussin et al., 2016). Complementary evidence shows that the strength or sharedness of psychological safety perceptions moderates its relationship with performance: higher agreement among members amplifies positive effects, while dispersed perceptions attenuate them, even when average levels appear adequate (Fyhn et al., 2023). These findings underscore the methodological necessity of careful construct specification, level alignment, and analytic rigor when studying psychological safety (Newman et al., 2017).
Despite its theoretical maturity, psychological safety research continues to face substantial measurement challenges. A recent meta-analysis and systematic review of 217 studies concluded that although existing psychological safety measures generally demonstrate acceptable internal consistency, there is considerable heterogeneity across samples and limited consensus regarding dimensional structure and construct composition (Liu et al., 2024). This lack of measurement convergence constrains cross-study comparability and theory accumulation, particularly when combined with the field’s heavy reliance on cross-sectional, self-report designs. Meta-analytic evidence further indicates that relationships between psychological safety and outcomes such as task performance are stronger when performance is assessed subjectively rather than objectively, raising concerns about common method bias and construct validity (Frazier et al., 2017). Similar concerns regarding referent clarity and outcome objectivity have been raised in adjacent literatures on trust and team performance, reinforcing the need for rigorous psychometric validation and structural modeling (De Jong et al., 2016).
Another persistent limitation of the psychological safety literature is its Western-centric empirical base. Although cultural context has been shown to moderate psychological safety relationships—most notably through dimensions such as uncertainty avoidance—research remains heavily concentrated in English-speaking Western countries (Frazier et al., 2017). Meta-analytic work on innovation behavior similarly demonstrates that cultural background and team type condition the strength of psychological safety effects, underscoring the risks of assuming cross-cultural equivalence (Zhu et al., 2022). These gaps are particularly salient for non-Western, high power-distance contexts such as the Philippines, where organizational life is shaped by strong hierarchical norms, relational obligations, and communal values. Philippine workplace scholarship highlights the influence of pakikisama, respect for authority, and community-oriented decision making on leadership, conflict management, and voice behavior (Gabriel et al., 2020; Martinez, 2023). Generational research further shows that Filipino workers hold differentiated implicit leadership schemas, emphasizing welfare, listening, recognition, and clear guidance—elements directly implicated in the interpersonal climates that enable or inhibit psychological safety (Salvosa & Hechanova, 2021).
Culturally grounded organizational research in the Philippines also demonstrates that psychosocial climates are shaped by shared values and relational norms. Studies on organizational resilience show that Filipino national values such as bayanihan, malasakit, and volunteerism enhance employee resilience through organizational processes, indicating that sociocultural resources meaningfully configure employees’ experiences of safety and support (Isidro & Calleja, 2021). Similarly, Philippine models of workplace wellness and “great place to work” environments emphasize relational quality, supervisory relationships, organizational culture, and aligned systems as drivers of positive employee attitudes and perceived productivity (Hechanova & Caringal-Go, 2018; de Guzman & Teng-Calleja, 2018). Filipino virtue ethics perspectives further argue that work-related constructs must be culturally resonant to be meaningful and actionable, cautioning against the uncritical transfer of Western-developed measures (Tablan, 2021). Evidence involving Filipino workers in cross-cultural contexts likewise underscores the central role of supervisor trust and workplace learning in shaping commitment, reinforcing the importance of relational safety for Filipino employees (Dang et al., 2020).
These cultural considerations are particularly consequential for public education systems, where work is inherently relational, interdependent, and subject to hierarchical governance. Scholarship across healthcare, medical education, and high-stakes team environments demonstrates that psychological safety is indispensable for learning and reflection, yet is easily undermined by judgment, silencing of dissent, or unmanaged power differentials (Tsuei et al., 2019; Kolbe et al., 2020; Brown, 2023). Systematic reviews of interventions targeting psychological safety and speaking up reveal mixed effectiveness, highlighting the limitations of short-term, single-component approaches and the need for longitudinal, multilevel strategies supported by leadership and objective evaluation (O’Donovan & McAuliffe, 2020). These insights resonate strongly with the realities of public school teachers, for whom psychological safety may shape instructional risk taking, collaboration, professional learning, and well-being, yet remains underexamined with contextually valid tools.
Taken together, the literature reveals a critical convergence of gaps: persistent measurement heterogeneity, limited psychometric validation in non-Western contexts, insufficient modeling of mediated and multilevel pathways, and a lack of culturally grounded instruments for public-sector educational settings (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023; Liu et al., 2024; Newman et al., 2017). In response, the present study aims to address these gaps by developing and validating a psychological safety scale tailored to Filipino public school teachers and by testing a theoretically grounded structural model using structural equation modeling. By anchoring the instrument in established psychological safety theory (Edmondson & Lei, 2014), incorporating insights on multilevel climate structure (Roussin et al., 2016; Fyhn et al., 2023), and explicitly situating the construct within Filipino sociocultural and institutional realities (Isidro & Calleja, 2021; Salvosa & Hechanova, 2021; Martinez, 2023), this study seeks to contribute a psychometrically sound, context-sensitive tool and an empirically supported model that can inform evidence-based leadership, collaboration, and teacher well-being initiatives in Philippine public schools.

2. methodology 

2.1 Research Design
This study employed a quantitative, non-experimental research design with a psychometric validation and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) orientation to develop and validate the Psychological Safety Scale for Filipino Public School Teachers. The design was explicitly theory-driven and sequential, following established standards in scale development research to ensure systematic construct identification, instrument operationalization, measurement validation, and structural model testing (DeVellis, 2017; Hair et al., 2022; Kline, 2023). No variables were manipulated and no interventions were introduced; instead, naturally occurring perceptions of psychological safety were measured and analyzed. This design was appropriate given the study’s primary objective of validating a measurement instrument and testing hypothesized structural relationships rather than establishing causal effects.

2.2 Participants and Sampling Procedure
The respondents consisted of 2,480 public school teachers and teaching-related personnel from elementary, junior high school, senior high school, and integrated schools under the Department of Education (DepEd) Division of Northern Samar. Participation was voluntary. To strengthen psychometric rigor and reduce the risk of capitalization on chance, the complete dataset was randomly divided into two independent subsamples using a 40%–60% split, a procedure widely recommended in factor analytic and SEM research (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006; Hair et al., 2019). The Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) subsample comprised 992 respondents, while the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and SEM subsample consisted of 1,488 respondents. Both subsamples demonstrated substantial heterogeneity in demographic, professional, and institutional characteristics, supporting stable factor extraction, robust parameter estimation, and generalizability of the validated scale within the public school context.

2.3 Instrument Development
The Psychological Safety in Teaching Scale was developed through a systematic synthesis of psychological safety literature from organizational and educational contexts, followed by contextualization to reflect the lived professional experiences of Filipino public school teachers. An initial pool of 25 Likert-type items was generated to represent theoretically grounded dimensions of psychological safety in teaching, including freedom to speak up, interpersonal respect, leadership support, collegial trust, and absence of fear of negative consequences. Items were carefully worded to reflect routine instructional and organizational interactions in public schools and were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. This procedure ensured content relevance and contextual appropriateness prior to empirical testing, consistent with best practices in culturally and occupationally grounded scale development (DeVellis, 2017).

2.4 Data Collection Procedure
Data collection followed established ethical and administrative protocols within DepEd. Formal approval was obtained from the Schools Division Office, and coordination with school heads facilitated the dissemination of the survey link to eligible respondents. Participants were informed of the purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of participation, confidentiality safeguards, and the intended use of the data. Informed consent was obtained through an introductory statement indicating that proceeding with the online survey signified voluntary agreement to participate. The survey was administered using an online platform, enabling standardized data collection across geographically dispersed schools, minimizing data entry errors, and ensuring efficient handling of a large sample, consistent with recommendations for large-scale educational and organizational research (Dillman et al., 2014; Evans & Mathur, 2018).

2.5 Data Analysis
Data analysis followed a staged, theory-guided psychometric and SEM procedure, consistent with contemporary standards in scale validation research (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012; Hair et al., 2022; Kline, 2023). Preliminary analyses involved data screening, descriptive statistics, and assessment of factorability using the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity.

2.6 Exploratory Factor Analysis
Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted on the 40% subsample using Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) with Promax oblique rotation, reflecting the theoretical assumption that dimensions of psychological safety in teaching are conceptually related. Decisions regarding factor retention and item inclusion were guided by multiple criteria, including eigenvalues greater than one, inspection of the scree plot, magnitude of factor loadings (≥ .40), absence of substantial cross-loadings, and conceptual interpretability (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). The resulting factor structure provided the empirical foundation for confirmatory testing.

2.7 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted on the independent 60% subsample using maximum likelihood estimation to validate the factor structure identified during the exploratory phase. A correlated-factor measurement model was specified, and model adequacy was evaluated using multiple fit indices, including the chi-square statistic (χ²), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) with confidence intervals, and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). Model fit was interpreted using established cutoff criteria, with greater emphasis placed on incremental and residual-based indices due to the sensitivity of χ² to large sample sizes (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Brown, 2015; Kline, 2023).

2.8 Psychometric Evaluation
The psychometric quality of the scale was assessed through evaluations of reliability and validity. Convergent validity was examined using Average Variance Extracted (AVE), while discriminant validity was assessed using the Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations, a stringent criterion for construct distinctiveness (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Henseler et al., 2015). Internal consistency reliability was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, and ordinal alpha, providing multiple indicators of measurement consistency and addressing limitations associated with reliance on a single reliability coefficient (McNeish, 2018; Kline, 2023).

2.9 Structural Equation Modeling
Structural Equation Modeling was conducted using the validated measurement model to examine the structural relationships among the latent constructs of psychological safety in teaching. SEM enabled the simultaneous estimation of measurement and structural components and allowed direct testing of whether the hypothesized structural model adequately represented the interrelationships among psychological safety dimensions. Model adequacy was evaluated using the same goodness-of-fit indices applied in the CFA, and interpretation focused on the magnitude and direction of structural paths rather than causal inference, consistent with the study’s cross-sectional, non-experimental design (Hair et al., 2022; Kline, 2023).

3. results and discussion

3.1 Profile of Respondents

Table 1 summarizes the demographic and professional characteristics of the respondents included in the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) samples. The distribution of respondents by sex was comparable across both subsamples, with females comprising the majority (EFA: 81%; CFA: 82%) and males accounting for the remaining proportion. This distribution reflects the prevailing composition of the public school teaching workforce and indicates consistency between the two samples.
In terms of age, respondents were distributed across a wide range of age groups in both the EFA and CFA samples, with the largest proportions falling within the 30–44 age brackets. Smaller but notable representations were observed in both the younger (25–29 years) and older (45 years and above) age groups. This spread demonstrates that the samples included teachers at different stages of their professional life span.
With respect to teaching position, most respondents in both samples held Teacher I–III positions, while a smaller proportion occupied Master Teacher I–III positions. This distribution ensured representation across instructional career levels within the public school system. Similarly, respondents were drawn from both elementary and secondary curriculum levels, with elementary teachers comprising slightly more than half of each sample and secondary teachers representing a substantial proportion.
The respondents also varied in length of service, with representation across all tenure categories, ranging from five years or below to twenty-five years and above. The largest groups in both samples were teachers with six to ten years of service, followed by those with longer teaching experience. This range indicates inclusion of both early-career and more experienced teachers.

Table 1. Profile of Respondents in the EFA and CFA Sampples
	 
	EFA Samples (40%)
	CFA Samples (60%)

	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Sex
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Female
	803
	81%
	1213
	82%

	Male
	189
	19%
	275
	18%

	Total
	992
	100%
	1488
	100%

	Age
	
	
	
	

	20-24 years
	3
	0%
	8
	1%

	25-29 years
	105
	11%
	155
	10%

	30-34 years
	217
	22%
	296
	20%

	35-39 years
	196
	20%
	302
	20%

	40-44 years
	158
	16%
	236
	16%

	45-49 years
	134
	14%
	210
	14%

	50-54 years
	95
	10%
	131
	9%

	55-59 years
	62
	6%
	106
	7%

	60-64 years
	22
	2%
	44
	3%

	Total
	992
	100%
	1488
	100%

	Teaching Position Description
	
	
	
	

	Master Teacher I-III
	133
	13%
	160
	11%

	Teacher I-III
	859
	87%
	1328
	89%

	Total
	992
	100%
	1488
	100%

	Curriculum Level
	
	
	
	

	Elementary
	582
	59%
	902
	61%

	Secondary
	410
	41%
	586
	39%

	Total
	992
	100%
	1488
	100%

	Length of Service (in years)
	
	
	
	

	11 - 14 yrs.
	198
	20%
	302
	20%

	15 - 19 yrs.
	137
	14%
	208
	14%

	20 - 24 yrs.
	86
	9%
	128
	9%

	25 yrs. and above
	122
	12%
	188
	13%

	5 yrs. and below
	165
	17%
	267
	18%

	6 - 10 yrs.
	284
	29%
	395
	27%

	Total
	992
	100%
	1488
	100%



3.2 Preliminary Data Screening and Descriptive Statistics
Initial data screening indicated that the dataset was complete, with no missing values across all 25 items, resulting in a valid listwise sample of 992 respondents for the Exploratory Factor Analysis. This completeness ensured that all cases could be retained for subsequent multivariate analyses without the need for data imputation or casewise deletion.
Descriptive statistics showed that item means ranged from 4.04 to 4.50, with relatively low standard deviations (approximately 0.60 to 0.87), indicating sufficient response variability across items. Skewness values across the items were negative, ranging from −0.42 to −1.46, while kurtosis values ranged from 1.54 to 4.44. These values fall within acceptable ranges commonly reported for Likert-type scale data in large samples and indicate no extreme departures from normality. Overall, the descriptive statistics suggest that the items were well-distributed and suitable for factor analytic procedures
The suitability of the data for factor analysis was evaluated using the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Table 2). The KMO value of 0.974 indicates excellent sampling adequacy, suggesting that the correlations among items were sufficiently compact to yield reliable and distinct factors. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (χ² = 22,432.85, df = 300, p < .001), indicating that the correlation matrix was not an identity matrix and that meaningful relationships existed among the variables. These results confirm that the data met the necessary assumptions for conducting Exploratory Factor Analysis.


Table 2. KMO and Bartlett's Test
	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	 
	0.974

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	22432.85

	
	df
	300

	 
	Sig.
	0




3.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

3.3.1 Factor Extraction and Communalities
Maximum Likelihood extraction was employed in the Exploratory Factor Analysis to identify the latent structure of psychological safety in teaching. This extraction method is appropriate for construct-oriented research because psychological safety is theorized as an underlying psychological condition reflected through shared variance among observed indicators rather than as a purely descriptive aggregation of items (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017). Its use is also consistent with prior large-scale empirical and meta-analytic studies on psychological safety that emphasize theory-driven measurement and subsequent confirmatory testing (Newman et al., 2017).
The extraction communalities ranged from .489 to .794, indicating that the latent factor solution accounted for a substantial proportion of variance across the items. Most items demonstrated moderate to high communalities, suggesting strong alignment with the underlying psychological safety constructs, while a small number of items showed lower yet acceptable values. This pattern indicates that the factor solution adequately captured the shared variance among items and supports the coherence of the proposed measurement structure, consistent with prior reviews noting acceptable psychometric performance across psychological safety measures despite contextual adaptations (Liu et al., 2024).

3.3.2 Criteria for Factor Retention
Factor retention in the exploratory analysis was guided by a combination of statistical and conceptual criteria, including Kaiser’s eigenvalue-greater-than-one rule, inspection of the scree plot, the proportion of total variance explained, and theoretical interpretability of the resulting factor structure. The use of multiple decision criteria is consistent with psychological safety research, which emphasizes that factor solutions should be both empirically defensible and conceptually aligned with the multidimensional nature of the construct (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Newman et al., 2017).
Application of Kaiser’s criterion indicated the retention of three factors, as only three components yielded eigenvalues exceeding one. The first factor accounted for the largest proportion of variance, followed by the second and third factors, with the three-factor solution collectively explaining more than 70% of the total variance prior to rotation. After rotation, variance was more evenly distributed across the three factors, supporting clearer differentiation among dimensions while maintaining substantial overall explanatory power. This pattern is consistent with prior syntheses of psychological safety research, which highlight the construct’s multidimensional structure and the importance of retaining interpretable factors that capture shared variance across leadership, interpersonal, and behavioral domains (Frazier et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2024).

	Table 3. Total Variance Explained

	Factor
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	14.222
	56.889
	56.889
	7.444
	29.776
	29.776

	2
	2.523
	10.091
	66.98
	4.867
	19.469
	49.245

	3
	1.133
	4.534
	71.514
	4.609
	18.437
	67.682

	Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.



3.3.3 Scree plot inspection
Further support for the three-factor solution was obtained through visual inspection of the scree plot. As shown in the scree plot, there is a sharp decline in eigenvalues from the first to the second factor, followed by a noticeable reduction through the third factor and a clear leveling off thereafter. This distinct “elbow” or point of inflection after the third factor suggests that factors beyond this point contribute minimally to explaining variance and largely reflect random error or residual variance. According to Cattell’s (1966) scree test, only factors appearing before the point where the curve flattens should be retained, while those forming the scree should be discarded. The clear elbow observed in the present scree plot provides strong visual confirmation that a three-factor solution is optimal.


Fig 1. Scree plot inspection
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3.3.4 Theoretical Interpretability
Beyond statistical criteria, the three-factor solution was evaluated in terms of theoretical interpretability, a key consideration in the development of psychologically grounded measurement instruments. Psychological safety is consistently described in the literature as a multidimensional construct encompassing interpersonal risk-taking, relational trust, and engagement within work contexts (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017). In the present analysis, each retained factor was defined by a coherent cluster of items with substantial loadings and minimal cross-loadings, allowing clear conceptual distinction among dimensions while preserving their theoretical relatedness.
Each factor reflected a meaningful aspect of teachers’ experiences within the school environment, consistent with prior syntheses that emphasize the role of leadership interactions, peer relations, and collective behaviors in shaping psychological safety perceptions (Newman et al., 2017; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023). Additional factors beyond the third failed to demonstrate conceptual clarity and were not supported by theory, aligning with existing reviews that caution against retaining dimensions that do not contribute substantively to understanding psychological safety as a coherent construct (Frazier et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2024). The three-factor solution therefore provided a parsimonious and theoretically grounded representation of psychological safety in teaching.

3.3.5 Rotation Method
Following factor extraction, an oblique rotation (Oblimin with Kaiser normalization) was applied to allow the factors to correlate. This approach is appropriate given that psychological safety is theorized as a multidimensional construct with interrelated components rather than independent dimensions (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017). Prior syntheses of psychological safety research consistently emphasize that leadership support, interpersonal relations, and collective engagement tend to co-occur and reinforce one another in organizational and educational settings (Newman et al., 2017; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023). Allowing factor correlations therefore provides a more accurate representation of teachers’ responses and supports the conceptual coherence of the extracted structure.

3.3.6 Number of Factors Extracted
The exploratory analysis yielded a three-factor solution that explained approximately 67.7% of the total variance, indicating that a substantial proportion of shared variance among the items was captured by the retained factors. The variance was distributed across the three factors without a single dominant dimension, consistent with the view of psychological safety as a multidimensional construct encompassing distinct yet related psychosocial processes (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017). This pattern aligns with recent reviews noting that well-specified psychological safety measures typically reflect multiple, theoretically meaningful dimensions rather than a unidimensional structure (Newman et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2024).

	Table 4 Factor Loadings

	Factor
	SS Loadings
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	
	6.911
	
	27.644
	
	27.644
	

	2
	
	6.097
	
	24.386
	
	52.030
	

	3
	
	3.918
	
	15.674
	
	67.704
	

	


3.3.7 Inter-Factor Correlations
The extracted factors demonstrated moderate to strong inter-factor correlations, ranging from 0.433 to 0.753, indicating that the dimensions were related but not redundant. This pattern is consistent with theoretical accounts of psychological safety, which describe it as a multifaceted construct comprising interconnected psychosocial processes rather than isolated dimensions (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017). The presence of meaningful inter-factor correlations supports the use of oblique rotation and aligns with prior reviews noting that leadership, interpersonal relations, and collective behaviors underlying psychological safety tend to co-occur within organizational contexts (Newman et al., 2017; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023).

	Table 5. Inter-Factor Correlations

	 
	1
	2
	3

	1
	
	—
	
	0.753
	
	0.433
	

	2
	
	 
	
	—
	
	0.618
	

	3
	
	 
	
	 
	
	—
	

	



3.3.8 Model Fit Measures
The adequacy of the three-factor solution was supported by acceptable model fit indices. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was 0.061, with a narrow 90% confidence interval (0.057–0.064), indicating that the model demonstrated an acceptable approximation of the observed covariance structure. The Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI) value of 0.950 further suggests a well-fitting model. Although the chi-square statistic was statistically significant, this outcome is commonly observed in large samples and does not, by itself, indicate poor model fit. Taken together, the fit indices support the adequacy of the extracted factor structure and are consistent with prior psychometric and review studies emphasizing rigorous model evaluation in psychological safety research (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2024).

	Table 6. Model Fit Measures

	
	RMSEA 90% CI
	
	Model Test

	RMSEA
	Lower
	Upper
	TLI
	BIC
	χ²
	df
	p

	0.061
	
	0.057
	
	0.064
	
	0.950
	
	-513.576
	
	1059.560
	
	228
	
	< .001
	

	



3.3.9 Factor Loadings and Item Retention
Item retention and factor interpretation were guided by the magnitude and clarity of factor loadings derived from the oblimin-rotated pattern matrix. All retained items demonstrated substantial primary loadings on their respective factors, indicating strong alignment with the underlying latent dimensions of psychological safety. The absence of problematic cross-loadings and the consistency of loadings within each factor suggest a clear and coherent factor structure. This pattern is consistent with established psychological safety research, which emphasizes the importance of retaining items that capture distinct yet related aspects of interpersonal safety, collective functioning, and engagement in organizational contexts (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017).
Across the three factors, items exhibited moderate to very strong loadings and acceptable uniqueness values, indicating that a substantial proportion of item variance was explained by the extracted factors. The strength and consistency of these loadings support the internal coherence of each factor and align with prior systematic reviews noting that well-performing psychological safety measures are characterized by clearly defined item–factor relationships and minimal redundancy (Newman et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2024). Overall, the factor loading pattern provides empirical support for the retention of all items and confirms the adequacy of the three-factor solution in representing psychological safety among public school teachers.

Table 7. Factor Loadings
	 
	Factor
	 
Uniqueness

	
	1
	2
	3
	

	1. My school head listens to teachers’ ideas and suggestions with respect.
	0.969
	 
	 
	0.225

	2. I feel comfortable approaching my principal when I encounter challenges in teaching.
	0.853
	 
	 
	0.273

	3. My supervisor treats mistakes as learning opportunities rather than failures.
	0.684
	 
	 
	0.467

	4. School administrators encourage us to share feedback for improvement.
	0.815
	 
	 
	0.271

	5. My school head shows genuine concern for teachers’ professional well-being.
	0.915
	 
	 
	0.212

	6. Teachers in this school feel safe expressing their opinions during meetings.
	0.786
	 
	 
	0.209

	7. Open discussions about problems are encouraged among staff.
	0.767
	 
	 
	0.246

	8. I can admit my mistakes without fear of embarrassment or punishment.
	0.517
	 
	 
	0.504

	9. Teachers freely share ideas that could improve school performance.
	0.551
	 
	 
	0.303

	10. Conflicts are discussed constructively in our school.
	0.615
	 
	 
	0.304

	11. Teachers in our grade level or department cooperate to achieve common goals.
	 
	0.667
	 
	0.443

	12. Decision-making in our team involves everyone’s input.
	 
	0.804
	 
	0.301

	13. I feel that I belong to a supportive and united teaching team.
	 
	0.936
	 
	0.234

	14. The school personnel trust and respect each other’s ideas.
	 
	0.754
	 
	0.234

	15. Collaboration among teachers enhances our job satisfaction.
	 
	0.653
	 
	0.331

	16. Feeling safe to express myself helps me perform teaching tasks more effectively.
	 
	0.624
	 
	0.353

	17. I can focus better on my work because I trust my colleagues and administrators.
	 
	0.696
	 
	0.266

	18. Psychological safety in our school motivates me to put extra effort into my duties.
	 
	0.53
	 
	0.312

	19. Supportive feedback from leaders improves my teaching performance.
	 
	 
	 
	0.382

	20. I can ask for help from my colleagues to accomplish difficult tasks.
	 
	0.65
	 
	0.378

	21. I help other teachers even when it is not part of my formal duties.
	 
	 
	0.803
	0.332

	22. I volunteer for school programs or activities beyond my assigned tasks.
	 
	 
	0.685
	0.495

	23. I willingly share teaching resources with other teachers.
	 
	 
	0.817
	0.277

	24. I assist new teachers in adjusting to the school environment.
	 
	 
	0.793
	0.358

	25. I support initiatives that promote the welfare of our school community.
	 
	 
	0.764
	0.363

	Note. 'Minimum residual' extraction method was used in combination with a 'oblimin' rotation



4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using an independent subsample (n = 1,488) to validate the three-factor measurement model of psychological safety identified in the exploratory phase. The model specified three correlated latent constructs with each item constrained to load on its theoretically corresponding factor and factor correlations freely estimated to reflect the interrelated nature of psychological safety dimensions in school settings. This specification is consistent with established conceptualizations of psychological safety as a multidimensional construct shaped by leadership, interpersonal relations, and collective behaviors (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017). The resulting measurement structure reflects contemporary views that psychological safety develops through supportive leadership climates, is sustained through collegial trust and engagement, and is enacted through prosocial and collective actions within organizations (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023; Liu et al., 2024).

4.1 Model Fit

4.1.1 Chi-square Model tests
	As shown in Table 8, the chi-square tests for both the user-specified and baseline models were statistically significant. This pattern is commonly observed in large-sample psychometric and structural modeling studies and reflects the sensitivity of the chi-square statistic to sample size rather than definitive evidence of poor model fit. In psychological safety research, reviewers emphasize that chi-square results should be interpreted in conjunction with alternative fit indices, particularly when validating multidimensional measurement models in large datasets (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017). Consistent with recent reviews of psychological safety measurement, reliance on incremental and approximate fit indices provides a more appropriate basis for evaluating model adequacy than chi-square significance alone (Liu et al., 2024).

Table 8. Chi-square Model tests
	Model
	χ²
	df
	p-value
	Interpretation

	User Model
	2,500.647
	246
	< .001
	Significant

	Baseline Model
	700,298.627
	276
	< .001
	Significant

	Scaled User Model
	2,500.647
	246
	< .001
	Significant

	Scaled Baseline Model
	132,986.112
	276
	< .001
	Significant



4.1.2 Absolute fit indices Model Fit Indices
	Table 9 presents the absolute fit indices for the measurement model. The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) values across the classical, robust, and scaled solutions ranged from 0.043 to 0.044, indicating a close correspondence between the observed and model-implied correlations. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) for the classical and scaled models was 0.079, with a narrow 95% confidence interval, reflecting an acceptable level of approximate model fit. This pattern of fit indices is consistent with established psychometric evaluations of psychological safety measures, which emphasize the use of multiple absolute fit indices to judge model adequacy in large samples (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2024).

Table 9. Absolute fit indices Model Fit Indices
	Model Type
	SRMR
	RMSEA
	95% CI (Lower)
	95% CI (Upper)
	RMSEA p-value
	Interpretation

	Classical
	0.044
	0.079
	0.076
	0.081
	< .001
	Acceptable model fit

	Robust
	0.043
	—
	—
	—
	—
	Acceptable model fit

	Scaled
	0.043
	0.079
	0.076
	0.081
	< .001
	Acceptable model fit



4.1.3 Incremental Model fit indices
Table 10 summarizes the incremental fit indices for the measurement model. The Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), and Bentler–Bonett Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI) all exceeded 0.99, indicating excellent model fit relative to the baseline model. These results suggest that the specified measurement structure provides a substantial improvement over a null model and captures the covariance structure among items effectively. The Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) further indicates an acceptable balance between model fit and model complexity. This pattern of strong incremental fit aligns with prior psychometric and review studies emphasizing rigorous model evaluation in psychological safety research (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023).

Table 10 Incremental Model fit indices
	Fit Index
	Value
	Interpretation

	Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
	0.997
	Excellent model fit

	Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI)
	0.996
	Excellent model fit

	Bentler–Bonett Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI)
	0.996
	Excellent model fit

	Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI)
	0.888
	Acceptable parsimony-adjusted fit



4.1.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Estimates
The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) results provide strong empirical support for the adequacy of the three-factor measurement model of psychological safety in teaching. All estimated factor loadings were statistically significant at the .001 level, indicating that each observed item contributed meaningfully to its designated latent construct. Unstandardized factor loadings ranged from 0.423 to 0.757, exceeding the minimum acceptable threshold of 0.40 commonly recommended for well-theorized measurement models in CFA (Hair et al., 2022; Kline, 2023). The associated standard errors were consistently small, ranging from 0.011 to 0.018, suggesting stable and precise parameter estimates and indicating that the model was well identified and supported by the sample size.
For the Relational Leadership Safety factor, item loadings ranged from 0.487 to 0.757, with the highest loadings observed for items related to teachers’ perceived safety in expressing opinions during meetings and school heads’ genuine concern for teachers’ professional well-being. These findings suggest that leadership behaviors that legitimize teacher voice and demonstrate care are particularly salient indicators of psychological safety within hierarchical school contexts. Even the lowest-loading item—teachers’ ability to admit mistakes without fear—remained well above the acceptable cutoff and demonstrated strong statistical significance, confirming its relevance to the construct.
The Collective Psychological Security factor exhibited loadings between 0.430 and 0.634, reflecting a coherent set of indicators related to cooperation, trust, belongingness, participatory decision-making, and help-seeking behaviors. Although the magnitude of loadings for this factor was comparatively moderate, this pattern is consistent with literature indicating that collective and relational constructs often manifest through multiple interrelated behaviors rather than through highly dominant single indicators (Kline, 2023). All items showed high z values (31.72–42.38), further supporting the robustness of the factor.
For Prosocial Organizational Commitment, factor loadings ranged from 0.423 to 0.445, with all items reaching statistical significance at p < .001. These results indicate that discretionary behaviors such as helping colleagues, volunteering for school activities, sharing resources, mentoring new teachers, and supporting school-wide initiatives form a unified prosocial dimension. While these loadings are lower than those of the leadership-related factor, they remain acceptable for constructs capturing voluntary, extra-role behaviors, which are often more situational and context-dependent in nature (Hair et al., 2022).
Across all factors, the z statistics were notably high, ranging from 28.89 to 43.29, far exceeding the critical value of 1.96 for statistical significance at the .05 level. This pattern confirms that all estimated parameters were significantly different from zero and that the relationships between observed variables and latent constructs were strong and reliable (Byrne, 2022). Taken together, the CFA results demonstrate satisfactory item-level validity and provide compelling evidence that the proposed Psychological Safety in Teaching Scale possesses a sound and empirically supported measurement structure.

Table 11 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Estimates
	Scale Item
	Estimate
	SE
	Z
	p

	Relational Leadership Safety
	
	
	
	

	1. My school head listens to teachers' ideas and suggestions with respect.
	0.677
	0.02
	39.82
	< .001

	2. I feel comfortable approaching my principal when I encounter challenges in teaching.
	0.678
	0.02
	40.08
	< .001

	3. My supervisor treats mistakes as learning opportunities rather than failures.
	0.547
	0.02
	30.77
	< .001

	4. School administrators encourage us to share feedback for improvement.
	0.643
	0.02
	39.41
	< .001

	5. My school head shows genuine concern for teachers' professional well-being.
	0.729
	0.02
	42.12
	< .001

	6. Teachers in this school feel safe expressing their opinions during meetings.
	0.757
	0.02
	43.29
	< .001

	7. Open discussions about problems are encouraged among staff.
	0.703
	0.02
	42.32
	< .001

	8. I can admit my mistakes without fear of embarrassment or punishment.
	0.487
	0.02
	28.89
	< .001

	9. Teachers freely share ideas that could improve school performance.
	0.629
	0.02
	38.62
	< .001

	10. Conflicts are discussed constructively in our school.
	0.686
	0.02
	39.18
	< .001

	Collective Psychological Security
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11. Teachers in our grade level or department cooperate to achieve common goals.
	0.46
	0.01
	33.24
	< .001

	12. Decision-making in our team involves everyone's input.
	0.565
	0.02
	38.29
	< .001

	13. I feel that I belong to a supportive and united teaching team.
	0.634
	0.02
	40.48
	< .001

	14. The school personnel trust and respect each other's ideas.
	0.624
	0.02
	41.3
	< .001

	15. Collaboration among teachers enhances our job satisfaction.
	0.46
	0.01
	35.26
	< .001

	16. Feeling safe to express myself helps me perform teaching tasks more effectively.
	0.518
	0.01
	36.53
	< .001

	17. I can focus better on my work because I trust my colleagues and administrators.
	0.609
	0.01
	42.38
	< .001

	18. Psychological safety in our school motivates me to put extra effort into my duties.
	0.545
	0.02
	36.37
	< .001

	20. I can ask for help from my colleagues to accomplish difficult tasks.
	0.43
	0.01
	31.72
	< .001

	Prosocial Organizational Commitment
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21. I help other teachers even when it is not part of my formal duties.
	0.423
	0.01
	36.08
	< .001

	22. I volunteer for school programs or activities beyond my assigned tasks.
	0.428
	0.01
	30.09
	< .001

	23. I willingly share teaching resources with other teachers.
	0.445
	0.01
	39.65
	< .001

	24. I assist new teachers in adjusting to the school environment.
	0.434
	0.01
	35.73
	< .001

	25. I support initiatives that promote the welfare of our school community.
	0.429
	0.01
	36.69
	< .001
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Figure 2. CFA Measurement Psychological Safety for Filipino Teachers

4.1.5 Psychological Safety Factors, Item Coverage, and Filipino Cultural Lens

4.1.5.1 Relational Leadership Safety (Items 1–10) clusters items that operationalize psychological safety as a leader-shaped climate where teachers can speak up, surface problems, admit errors, and manage disagreements without fear of interpersonal penalty. The item content maps to empirically established antecedent domains in the broader psychological safety literature—particularly “positive leader relations” (e.g., listening, approachability, supportive response to mistakes) and a supportive work context that legitimizes voice and feedback (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017; Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Within the Filipino cultural lens specified in the table, this factor is expressed through relational and moral values that make leadership “safe” in a hierarchical workplace: pakikipagkapwa (Items 1, 9) and pakikipag-usap (Item 4) emphasize respectful person-to-person recognition and dialogue; pakikiramdam (Item 2) highlights leader attunement in moments of difficulty; pagpapakatao (Item 3) and malasakit (Item 5) emphasize humane and caring leadership; while meeting-based voice and conflict items (Items 6, 10) locate psychological safety in formal spaces where dissent and disagreement must be managed without silencing (Newman et al., 2017; Frazier et al., 2017; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023). This Filipino value framing is consistent with Philippine organizational evidence that employees’ experience of “good workplaces” is strongly shaped by supervisor relationships, coworker relationships, and cultural expectations of care and respect (de Guzman & Teng-Calleja, 2018; Salvosa & Hechanova, 2021), as well as national values such as malasakit and bayanihan that structure collective action and support (Isidro & Calleja, 2021).

4.1.5.2 Collective Psychological Security (Items 11–18, 20) captures psychological safety as a shared, team-level condition sustained through cooperation, inclusive decision-making, belongingness, trust/respect, and help-seeking. The content coverage directly aligns with well-established team mechanisms in the literature: interdependence and peer support as strong contributors to psychological safety (Frazier et al., 2017), and the role of psychological safety in enabling learning-oriented collaboration and team functioning (Newman et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2020). Items 11–15 emphasize collaborative work routines and relational trust, which is also consistent with meta-analytic evidence that intrateam trust is positively related to team performance and is particularly consequential under interdependent task conditions—an environment analogous to school-based teaching work where coordination and shared goals are central (De Jong et al., 2016). The Filipino cultural lens specified in the table situates these team processes in bayanihan (Items 11, 20), kapwa (Items 12–13, 17), and paggalang (Item 14), reflecting a collective orientation where inclusion and mutual respect underpin coordinated work and shared ownership. This framing is coherent with Philippine evidence that bayanihan and malasakit are salient national values in organizational functioning and resilience, supporting the relevance of these cultural constructs as interpretive anchors for collective safety (Isidro & Calleja, 2021), and with broader accounts of Filipino social culture emphasizing hierarchy, harmony (pakikisama), and community-oriented cooperation (Martinez, 2023).

4.1.5.3 Prosocial Organizational Commitment (Items 21–25) represents the behavioral manifestation of psychological safety through discretionary, extra-role, and community-welfare behaviors—helping colleagues (Item 21), volunteering for school programs (Item 22), sharing resources (Item 23), mentoring newcomers (Item 24), and supporting school-wide welfare initiatives (Item 25). This aligns with the nomological pattern in which psychological safety is associated with a wide range of positive work behaviors and outcomes, including cooperation and supportive contexts that strengthen engagement and contribution (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017). The Filipino cultural lens operationalizes these behaviors as culturally meaningful forms of prosociality—bayanihan (Items 21, 25), pakikisama (Item 22), and sharing/mentoring norms (Items 23–24)—thereby framing prosocial commitment not only as an organizational outcome but also as a culturally grounded expression of collective responsibility and care. This cultural interpretation is consistent with Philippine organizational scholarship emphasizing culturally shaped workplace values and relational norms in leadership and employee behavior (Salvosa & Hechanova, 2021; Gabriel et al., 2020), and with evidence that bayanihan, malasakit, and volunteerism function as organizationally relevant national values that support collective functioning (Isidro & Calleja, 2021).

Table 11. Psychological Safety Factors, Item Coverage, and Filipino Cultural Lens

	Dimensions
	Item No.
	Item Statement
	Specific Conceptual Coverage
	Filipino Cultural Lens / Value

	Relational Leadership Safety
	1
	My school head listens to teachers’ ideas and suggestions with respect.
	Leadership openness; legitimization of teacher voice
	Pakikipagkapwa – recognizing teachers as equals whose voices matter

	
	2
	I feel comfortable approaching my principal when I encounter challenges in teaching.
	Leader accessibility; approachability in times of difficulty
	Pakikiramdam – emotional sensitivity and attunement of leaders

	
	3
	My supervisor treats mistakes as learning opportunities rather than failures.
	Non-punitive response to error; learning-oriented leadership
	Pagpapakatao – humane and compassionate treatment

	
	4
	School administrators encourage us to share feedback for improvement.
	Feedback culture; openness to upward communication
	Pakikipag-usap – respectful and open dialogue

	
	5
	My school head shows genuine concern for teachers’ professional well-being.
	Emotional and professional support from authority
	Malasakit – genuine care and concern for others

	
	6
	Teachers in this school feel safe expressing their opinions during meetings.
	Psychological voice safety in formal, hierarchical spaces
	Lakas ng loob supported by a non-threatening environment

	
	7
	Open discussions about problems are encouraged among staff.
	Leader-enabled collective problem solving
	Bayanihan – shared responsibility in addressing issues

	
	8
	I can admit my mistakes without fear of embarrassment or punishment.
	Protection of dignity; freedom from fear
	Respect for amor propio (personal dignity)

	
	9
	Teachers freely share ideas that could improve school performance.
	Innovation through voice; idea sharing
	Pakikipagkapwa and pakikisama

	
	10
	Conflicts are discussed constructively in our school.
	Safe conflict management; respectful disagreement
	Pakikisama balanced with mature dialogue

	Collective Psychological Security
	11
	Teachers in our grade level or department cooperate to achieve common goals.
	Task-oriented cooperation; shared goals
	Bayanihan – collective effort toward shared outcomes

	
	12
	Decision-making in our team involves everyone’s input.
	Participatory decision-making; inclusion
	Kapwa orientation – shared ownership

	
	13
	I feel that I belong to a supportive and united teaching team.
	Sense of belonging; emotional inclusion
	Pakikipagkapwa – shared identity and connectedness

	
	14
	The school personnel trust and respect each other’s ideas.
	Interpersonal trust and mutual respect
	Paggalang – respect as a core social value

	
	15
	Collaboration among teachers enhances our job satisfaction.
	Positive affect from collaboration
	Pakikisama – harmony in working relationships

	
	16
	Feeling safe to express myself helps me perform teaching tasks more effectively.
	Safety–performance linkage
	Lakas ng loob enabled by social acceptance

	
	17
	I can focus better on my work because I trust my colleagues and administrators.
	Cognitive focus enabled by relational trust
	Emotional security through kapwa-based trust

	
	18
	Psychological safety in our school motivates me to put extra effort into my duties.
	Intrinsic motivation supported by safety
	Loob – inner drive shaped by relationships

	
	20
	I can ask for help from my colleagues to accomplish difficult tasks.
	Help-seeking behavior; interdependence
	Bayanihan and relational reliance

	Prosocial Organizational Commitment
	21
	I help other teachers even when it is not part of my formal duties.
	Voluntary helping; altruistic behavior
	Bayanihan – mutual aid

	
	22
	I volunteer for school programs or activities beyond my assigned tasks.
	Extra-role participation
	Pakikisama and civic-mindedness

	
	23
	I willingly share teaching resources with other teachers.
	Knowledge and resource sharing
	Pagbabahaginan – sharing as moral obligation

	
	24
	I assist new teachers in adjusting to the school environment.
	Mentoring; socialization of newcomers
	Pag-aaruga and utang na loob

	
	25
	I support initiatives that promote the welfare of our school community.
	Commitment to collective welfare
	Kapwa and bayanihan at the institutional level




5. Reliability and Validity of the Psychological Safety Scale for Filipino Public School Teachers

5.1 Reliability indices
Table 12 demonstrates strong and consistent reliability and convergent validity across the three psychological safety dimensions. Relational Leadership Safety and Collective Psychological Security exhibit very high internal consistency, as reflected in Cronbach’s α and ordinal α values exceeding .94, with corresponding omega coefficients (ω₁–ω₃) also above .94, indicating stable and coherent latent constructs when modeled within an SEM framework (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2016). Prosocial Organizational Commitment, while comprising fewer items, likewise shows robust reliability (α = .891; ordinal α = .950; ω ≈ .88), which is considered satisfactory given the reduced indicator count (Kline, 2016). The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values for all three factors (.785–.797) exceed accepted thresholds, indicating that each construct explains a substantial proportion of variance in its indicators and supporting convergent validity. Overall, the reliability profile aligns with contemporary evaluations of psychological safety measures, which report acceptable-to-strong internal consistency across diverse contexts (Liu et al., 2024).

	Table 12 Reliability indices

	Variable
	α
	Ordinal α
	ω₁
	ω₂
	ω₃
	AVE

	Relational Leadership Safety
	
	0.953
	
	0.971
	
	0.955
	
	0.955
	
	0.970
	
	0.789
	

	Collective Psychological Security
	
	0.943
	
	0.969
	
	0.941
	
	0.941
	
	0.951
	
	0.785
	

	Prosocial Organizational Commitment
	
	0.891
	
	0.950
	
	0.881
	
	0.881
	
	0.882
	
	0.797
	

	



5.2 Discriminant validity
Table 13 presents the Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratios among the three psychological safety dimensions. All HTMT values are below the conservative threshold of .90, indicating adequate discriminant validity among the constructs. The highest association was observed between Relational Leadership Safety and Collective Psychological Security (HTMT = .874), which is theoretically expected given the central role of leadership in shaping collective safety perceptions, yet the value remains within acceptable bounds, supporting construct distinctiveness (Frazier et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2017). The HTMT ratios involving Prosocial Organizational Commitment (.613–.745) further demonstrate that while prosocial behaviors are related to leadership and collective safety, they represent a separable dimension reflecting behavioral expression rather than safety perception itself. Overall, the HTMT results confirm that the three factors capture related but empirically distinguishable components of psychological safety, consistent with multidimensional conceptualizations reported in systematic and meta-analytic reviews (Liu et al., 2024; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023).

	Table 13 Heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations

	 
	Relational Leadership Safety
	Collective Psychological Security
	Prosocial Organizational Commitment

	Relational Leadership Safety
	
	1.000
	
	0.874
	
	0.613
	

	Collective Psychological Security
	
	0.874
	
	1.000
	
	0.745
	

	Prosocial Organizational Commitment
	
	0.613
	
	0.745
	
	1.000
	

	



6. Structural Equation Modeling
The structural equation model illustrated in Figure 2 depicts a three-factor correlated measurement structure of psychological safety among public school teachers. Each latent construct—F1 (Relational Leadership Safety), F2 (Collective Psychological Security), and F3 (Prosocial Organizational Commitment)—is specified as a reflective factor with clearly delineated indicators, and no cross-loadings are shown. This clean specification indicates strong factorial discipline and supports the stability of the factor structure previously established through exploratory analysis, consistent with best practices in confirmatory factor analysis (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2016).
The standardized factor loadings from the latent variables to their respective indicators are uniformly high, demonstrating strong relationships between each construct and its observed measures. This pattern indicates that the items function as reliable and substantive indicators of their intended psychological safety dimensions, minimizing concerns related to weak indicators or construct underrepresentation. Such strong and homogeneous loadings align with contemporary evaluations of psychological safety measures, which emphasize robust indicator–construct alignment as a marker of sound psychometric quality (Liu et al., 2024).
The moderate correlations among the latent factors suggest that while the three dimensions are empirically related, they remain conceptually distinct. This configuration is theoretically coherent with established psychological safety literature, which conceptualizes safety as a multifaceted construct shaped by leadership practices, collective relational dynamics, and behavioral expressions rather than a single undifferentiated perception (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2017; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023). Overall, the figure provides visual and empirical confirmation that psychological safety among teachers is best represented as an integrated yet multidimensional system operating within school organizations.
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Figure 3. SEM of Psychological Safety Scale for Filipino Public School Teachers

7. Conclusion
This study developed and validated a Psychological Safety Scale specifically designed for Filipino public school teachers using a rigorous psychometric and structural equation modeling approach. The findings demonstrate that psychological safety in the Philippine public school context is best represented as a multidimensional construct comprising Relational Leadership Safety, Collective Psychological Security, and Prosocial Organizational Commitment. The stability of this three-factor structure across exploratory and confirmatory analyses affirms the conceptual coherence and measurement robustness of the scale.
The instrument exhibited excellent psychometric properties. Item-level analyses showed strong response quality and consistency, while factor analytic results confirmed clear construct delineation and substantial explained variance. Confirmatory modeling provided strong evidence of model adequacy, with multiple fit indices indicating that the proposed structure accurately represents the underlying data. Reliability and validity assessments further established that each dimension is measured with high internal consistency, strong convergent validity, and adequate discriminant distinction from the other dimensions.
Substantively, the results highlight psychological safety as a relational and collective phenomenon within schools. Leadership practices that promote openness, accessibility, and non-punitive responses to error form the foundation of psychological safety. These conditions support the development of trust, belongingness, and cooperative engagement among teachers, which in turn foster voluntary, prosocial behaviors that strengthen the broader school community. Together, these dimensions reflect how psychological safety is established, sustained, and enacted in everyday school life.
By grounding the measurement model in the lived realities of Filipino public school teachers, this study contributes a context-sensitive and empirically sound tool for assessing psychological safety in educational settings. The validated scale provides a robust foundation for future research, program evaluation, and organizational diagnostics aimed at enhancing teacher well-being, collaboration, and professional engagement in public school systems.
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