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Intro Results

Employee well-being is one of the most important outcomes in the workplace and needs to be
further explored in relation to psychological flexibility (Roche et al., 2026). Particularly,
investigating flexibility and inflexibility as two separable aspects of adaptive and maladaptive Table 2
self-regulation provides valuable insights (Doorley et al., 2020). This study adds to the literature
(and extends the findings of Howell and Demuynck, 2021 on students samples) by...

1. examining flexibility und inflexibility as separate-yet-related aspects of functioning, using

Correlation and Regression Coefficients of the MPFI composite scores

Correlation and regression coefficients for the associations of the MPFI composite scores with
functional, and perceived well-being

the MPFI (Cherry et al., 2021). Relatedness Isolation Growth Stagnation
2. investigating positive and negative aspects of well-being in order to explore the relative r B r B r B r B
impact of (in)flexibility with regard to need satisfaction vs. frustration, perceived well-being flexibility 185%* 140* 051 167*%  195%* 156* 029 116*
vs. ill-being (Martela, 2025; Roche et al., 2026). inflexibility 2110 - 175%%  40Q%*% 451X o 1g3%%  153% B3GRk BEGRer
3. the consequent use of work-specific operationalizations of well-being for further exploration
of the context-specific relevance of the MPFI. Personal initiative Burnout The correlation between flexibility and
r B r B inflexibility is r = -.256 (p <.001).
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Note: Pairwise deletion, Pearson correlations: n=244-274, related to behavior-oriented indicators (i.e.,
regression: n=243-274, *: p <.05, **: p<.01, ***: p<.001.  DOING, personal initiative).

Model

The needs-based framework by Martela (2025) considers functional well-being (i.e., the fulfillment
of human needs) as well as perceived well-being. In this study, two aspects of functional well-
being (LOVING, DOING), and perceived well-being (BEING) are examined (see Figure 1).

Figure 1
Research model (adapted from the needs-based framework of employee well-being by Martela, 2025)
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Stepwise regression analyses predicting personal initiative and burnout from flexibility
Data was collected as part of a cross-sectional study of 278 German employees with at least 20h/w of and inflexibility, controlling for DOING
working (62.3% female, 37.3% male, 0.4% non-binary). Participants” average age was 36.18 (SD = Personal initiative Burnout
13.53). About 5.7% had no vocational training, 20.8% were still in vocational training or college,
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(short description) item
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