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Abstract

This study investigates how leadership fairness, support, well-being, and digital adaptation
interact to shape employee functioning in digitally transforming banks. Using PLS-SEM
(N = 594), multigroup analysis, and mediation testing, the findings reveal that resource
activation operates through reciprocal emotional-technological pathways. Theoretically,
digital adaptation is shown to function as a resource converter, and well-being produces
cross-domain spillovers. Practically, Millennials and Generation X activate resources
differently, indicating the need for differentiated transformation strategies. Full and partial
mediation results underscore the centrality of support and adaptation as transmission
mechanisms. Future research should explore identity-based meaning construction in
digital change contexts.

Keywords: resource activation; digital transformation; mediation; generational differences;
well-being

1. Introduction

Digital transformation in banking has generated a fragmented body of research in
which efficiency gains coexist with growing concerns about employee strain and relational
deterioration (Felipe et al., 2025; Scholze & Hecker, 2024). These contradictions are espe-
cially salient in service-oriented environments, where improvements in coordination often
coincide with intensified monitoring and reduced autonomy (Ravid et al., 2023). In this
rapidly evolving context, teams must sustain cohesive, trust-based relationships despite

increasingly digital and standardized workflows—a challenge that current theories struggle

Blnieck opupdates ‘ to fully explain (Weritz et al., 2022).

Received: 8 April 2026 The core problem to solve is that digital transformation is eroding the relational
Revised: 13 May 2026 fabric of banking teams, undermining trust, mutual support, and coordinated engagement
Accepted: 19 May 2026 (Robina-Ramirez et al., 2022), dimensions collectively described as Team Relational Well-

Published: 20 May 2026 Being (TRW). As digital systems reshape interpersonal interactions, many employees report

Copyright: © 2026 by the authors.

declining relational quality and weakening social cohesion, especially in environments
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

where algorithmic procedures replace traditional interpersonal exchanges (Robina-Ramirez
This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and et al., 2021). Accordingly, the central research question—and the dependent variable

conditions of the Creative Commons  guiding this study—is: How do organizational resources sustain team relational well-being
Attribution (CC BY) license. under digital transformation, and do these mechanisms differ across generational cohorts?

Adm. Sci. 2026, 16, 240 https:/ /doi.org/10.3390 /admscil16050240


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=10.3390/admsci16050240&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-05-20
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/admsci
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4870-697X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7117-8645
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-0760-8583
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci16050240

Adm. Sci. 2026, 16, 240

2 of 25

This research question is the direct response to the relational problem created by digital
transformation, positioning TRW as the key outcome through which the success or failure
of resource activation can be understood.

Addressing this question requires moving beyond assumptions that resource-outcome
relationships operate uniformly across employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). This limita-
tion becomes evident when considering the Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) model, which
posits that resources buffer demands and support performance (Demerouti et al., 2001) but
often overlooks how digital contexts reshape the availability and interpretation of those
resources (Bakker et al., 2023). Conservation of Resources (COR) theory similarly assumes
stable resource valuation, a premise challenged when digital transformation alters how
employees perceive control, fairness, and support (Halbesleben et al., 2014).

The integration of JD-R and COR theories provides the conceptual foundation for
the research question. JD-R theory proposes that resources buffer demands and enable
adaptive functioning, while COR theory emphasizes the preservation, accumulation, and
loss of valued resources. However, digital transformation alters both the meaning and
accessibility of these resources: fairness becomes less visible under algorithmic procedures,
support becomes more ambiguous in digitally mediated communication, and purpose
becomes harder to interpret when interpersonal contact is reduced. These shifts create
uncertainty about whether traditional resource mechanisms still operate as expected. This
theoretical tension directly motivates the central research question: how do organizational
resources sustain team relational well-being under digital transformation, and do these
mechanisms differ across generational cohorts?

These theoretical constraints help explain persistent contradictions: digital systems
improve coordination yet intensify pressure (Scholze & Hecker, 2024). Consequently, orga-
nizational resources—such as perceived support—may no longer function consistently as
protective mechanisms in digitally mediated environments (Kurtessis et al., 2017). Similar
tensions emerge in leadership research, where fairness traditionally fosters trust and coop-
eration (Colquitt et al., 2013), yet algorithmic decision-making and process standardization
weaken relational signals of fairness (Colquitt et al., 2001).

A parallel paradox arises within the meaningful work literature. Although mean-
ingful work enhances well-being and resilience (Bailey et al., 2019; Robina-Ramirez et al.,
2021), digital restructuring can distance employees from the social impact of their work,
undermining its motivational value (Grant, 2007; Grant & Berry, 2011). These contradic-
tions are especially pronounced in rural banking, where digitalization threatens relational
embeddedness and community trust (Bednarik & Marshall, 2024).

Crucially, these issues intersect with ongoing debates about generational differences.
Although generational effects on work attitudes tend to be modest (Costanza et al., 2012),
evidence suggests that differences in technological socialization and accumulated experi-
ence shape how employees interpret fairness, purpose, and support (Ng & Feldman, 2012;
Rudolph & Zacher, 2017). Employees with longer professional trajectories may rely more
on institutional resources, whereas digitally socialized employees may prioritize purpose
and alignment (Twenge et al., 2010).

Building on these insights, this study proposes a dual-path resource activation frame-
work integrating institutional and meaning-based resources (Bakker et al., 2023). This
framework conceptualizes resource activation as sequential and context-dependent, align-
ing JD-R with the dynamic logic of COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018). By introducing
generational cohort as a boundary condition, it challenges assumptions of uniform resource
activation and argues that employees interpret and prioritize resources differently based
on their life course experiences.
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This integrative perspective reconciles contradictions between efficiency and strain,
and between stability and change, demonstrating that organizational resources are not
inherently protective but are activated differently depending on digital context, experience,
and generational positioning.

2. Conceptual Framework Built Through Qualitative Pretest

To address the research question—how organizational resources sustain team rela-
tional well-being under digital transformation and whether these mechanisms vary across
generational cohorts—this study incorporates a qualitative pretest as a theory-driven
refinement stage. This approach responds to a key limitation in prior research: domi-
nant frameworks such as the Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) model and Conservation of
Resources (COR) theory assume stable and universally interpreted resources, despite evi-
dence that digital contexts reshape how employees perceive fairness, support, and purpose
(Bakker et al., 2023; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Thus, the qualitative phase directly tackles a core
contradiction between theoretical stability and contextual variability.

Traditional resource activation assumes that resources such as fairness, support, and
purpose are stable, consistently interpreted, and reliably available. In contrast, digital trans-
formation disrupts these assumptions. Algorithmic decision-making weakens relational
cues of fairness; automated workflows reduce opportunities for interpersonal support; and
digital restructuring can obscure the social purpose of work. As a result, resource activation
becomes more volatile and context-dependent, requiring employees to reinterpret signals
that were previously stable. This distinction is central to the dual-path framework devel-
oped in this study, which conceptualizes resource activation as an emotional-technological
process shaped by digital mediation rather than a linear, uniform mechanism.

In contrast to studies relying on Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), this research
adopts an expert-informed, context-sensitive approach. While EFA identifies covariance
patterns, it does not ensure conceptual validity, particularly in complex organizational
settings (Haynes et al., 1995; Hardesty & Bearden, 2004). This limitation is especially critical
in digital transformation research, where constructs may overlap statistically but diverge in
meaning. By using a focus group, the study aligns with calls for stronger content validity
and theoretical clarity (Podsakoff et al., 2016; Sanchez-Oro & Ramirez, 2020), addressing
the tendency in JD-R research to prioritize model testing over construct refinement.

The qualitative pretest was conducted in rural banking branches in Extremadura
(Spain), a context where digitalization coexists with strong relational embeddedness
(Tables 1 and 2). This setting amplifies contradictions identified in the literature: efficiency
gains through digitalization contrast with disruptions to trust-based service relationships
(Bednarik & Marshall, 2024). The inclusion of diverse participants across generational
cohorts allows the study to examine whether inconsistencies in prior findings reflect real
differences or variations in interpretation.

The qualitative pretest revealed that team adaptability is not inherently relationally
beneficial. Participants emphasized that adaptation under digital pressure may generate
temporary strain, ambiguity, or conflict, particularly when roles shift rapidly or when
adaptation is perceived as imposed rather than collectively coordinated. This indicates that
the relational consequences of adaptability are conditional rather than universally positive.
However, when adaptation is enacted through shared interpretation, fair leadership, and
adequate support, it can strengthen coordination and relational stability. This duality
explains why adaptability emerged as a process distinct from relational well-being, while
still retaining the potential to influence it under favorable conditions.

The findings validate and challenge existing theory. Table 3 shows that all constructs
were recognized as relevant; however, participants revealed important conceptual tensions.
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Fair leadership (FL) and Perceived Organizational Support (POS), often treated as dis-
tinct, were experienced as closely linked yet functionally different: fairness as procedural
legitimacy and support as relational care. This challenges JD-R assumptions of discrete,
additive resources.

Table 1. Qualitative pretest objectives.

Expected Contribution to

Objective of the Pretest Analytical Focus the Model Link to Generational Perspective
Do employees recognize and Validation in rural banking . D1ffe.rences in cohgrt
Assess construct relevance interpret constructs context interpretations (Mannheim, 1952;
meaningfully? Rudolph & Zacher, 2017)
Detect conceptual overlap Are constructs redundant? Improve parsimony Cohort d1ffe(1;ir;le:pm perceived
Identify missing dimensions Are key aspects absent? Add contextual relevance Cohort-specific concerns
Refine construct meanin How are constructs Improve clarit Differences in meaning
& experienced? p y attribution (Ng & Feldman, 2012)
Are distinct mechanisms Ground dual pathways . . .
Inform pathway structure ovident? (JD-R; COR) Differences in pathway salience

Table 2. Overview of focus group design and procedure.

Element Description
Methodological approach Qualitative focus group
Context Rural banking (Extremadura, Spain)
Sampling strategy Purposive (age, role, tenure diversity)
Participants Multi-level, multi-cohort employees
Data collection Semi-structured discussion
Duration 90 min
Analysis Thematic (deductive + inductive)
Focus Construct validation and generational interpretation

Table 3. Construct refinement based on qualitative pretest.

Construct Initial Status Final Decision Rationale
Fair Leadership (FL) Core Retained Procedural fairness, distinct from support
Perceived Organizational Support (POS) Core Retained Relational care, distinct from fairness
Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA) Core Refined Process-oriented
Team Relational Well-being (TRW) Core Refined Emergent team state
Social Purpose of Work (SPW) Core Retained Strong motivational relevance
Subjective Well-Being (SWB) Core Retained Affective-cognitive evaluation
Job Satisfaction Exploratory Dropped Redundant
Commitment Exploratory Dropped Outcome variable
Individual Adaptability Exploratory Dropped Subsumed at team level

Similarly, Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA) and Team Relational Well-being (TRW)
were distinguished as process versus outcome. This finding contradicts studies that im-
plicitly equate adaptation with positive relational outcomes, highlighting that adaptation
under digital pressure may not automatically enhance team cohesion.

Crucially, the analysis identifies two interrelated resource activation pathways. The
justice-based pathway links fairness to support and coordinated adaptation, while the
well-being—purpose pathway links subjective well-being to social purpose and relational
functioning. This dual structure challenges linear assumptions in JD-R and COR, suggesting
that resources operate through differentiated but complementary mechanisms.

Generational differences emerged not as distinct processes but as variations in resource
salience. Employees with longer tenure emphasized institutional stability, whereas digitally
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Team Dynamic
Adaptability (TDA)

socialized employees prioritized meaning and engagement. This finding reconciles con-
tradictions in generational research by positioning cohorts as boundary conditions rather
than sources of fundamentally different behavior.

The qualitative pretest strengthens the conceptual model (see Figure 1) by resolv-
ing theoretical ambiguities, grounding constructs in lived experience, and aligning the
framework more closely with the complexities of digital transformation in banking.

Subjective Team R‘elational
Well-Being (SWB) Well-Being (TRW)
Social Purpose
of Work (SPW)
Fair Leadership (FL) Perceived Organizational
Support (POS)

Figure 1. Model.

3. Literature Review

Building on the dual-path framework identified in the qualitative pretest, this section
develops the theoretical foundations of the proposed resource-activation model. Team
Relational Well-Being (TRW) is understood as a collective state of trust, mutual respect,
and coordinated engagement within the team (Gittell et al., 2008; Edmondson & Lei, 2014).
Subjective Well-Being (SWB) follows Diener et al.’s (1999) definition as employees” affective
and cognitive evaluation of their work experience, including emotional balance and overall
satisfaction. Social Purpose of Work (SPW) is defined as the perception that one’s work
contributes to the welfare of others and has social or moral significance (Grant, 2007). Team
Dynamic Adaptability (TDA) refers to the team’s capacity to adjust roles, routines, and
coordination patterns in response to changing demands (Christian et al., 2017; DeChurch
& Mesmer-Magnus, 2010). Fair Leadership (FL) is grounded in organizational justice
theory and refers to the transparent, consistent, and respectful enactment of decisions
and procedures (Colquitt et al., 2001). Perceived Organizational Support (POS) refers to
employees’ perception that the organization values their contribution and cares about their
well-being (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Kurtessis et al., 2017).

These definitions anchor the constructs in established theoretical traditions while
allowing their meaning to be reconsidered under digital transformation. Existing research
offers valuable insights into fairness, support, adaptation, purpose, and well-being, but the
evidence remains fragmented and sometimes contradictory. Some studies report strong
positive effects of these resources, whereas others find weak, inconsistent, or negative
relationships under conditions of digitalization, monitoring, role instability, or reduced
interpersonal contact. This fragmentation suggests that traditional resource mechanisms
may not operate uniformly in digitally mediated environments.

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/admsci16050240


https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci16050240

Adm. Sci. 2026, 16, 240

6 of 25

Accordingly, this literature review adopts a structured and integrative approach. First,
it distinguishes between traditional resource activation—where resources are stable, rela-
tionally visible, and consistently interpreted—and digitally mediated resource activation,
where algorithmic systems, reduced face-to-face interaction, and technological standardiza-
tion alter the meaning and accessibility of resources. Second, it integrates contradictory
findings to highlight the theoretical tensions that motivate the dual-path framework. Third,
it organizes the literature around two core pathways identified in the qualitative pretest:
a justice-based pathway and a well-being—purpose pathway. This structure provides the
conceptual basis for the hypotheses developed below.

3.1. Team Relational Well-Being (TRW)

Research on Team Relational Well-Being (TRW) highlights important conceptual tensions
across studies examining how teams sustain trust, cohesion, and coordinated engagement.
While many scholars argue that adaptive coordination strengthens TRW by enabling mutual
adjustment and shared understanding (Christian et al., 2017; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus,
2010; Gittell et al., 2008), other findings complicate this assumption. TRW is fundamentally
collective: it depends on synchronized interaction patterns rather than individual emotional
states or isolated prosocial tendencies. Under conditions of digital transformation or high-
pressure coordination, adaptation can introduce uncertainty, shifting roles, or conflict that
temporarily undermines relational stability (Rico et al., 2008). Research also reveals that
employees differ in how they interpret adaptive demands. Individuals accustomed to con-
stant change may treat adaptability as routine, reducing its relational impact (Ng & Feldman,
2012; Rudolph & Zacher, 2017), whereas others interpret adaptation as a stabilizing signal of
competence and reliability (Baltes, 1997; Costanza et al., 2012). These contradictions show that
TRW is context-dependent rather than universally strengthened by adaptability, requiring
models that integrate both structural and perceptual dimensions of team functioning.

3.2. Subjective Well-Being (SWB)

Research on Subjective Well-Being (SWB) remains theoretically influential yet empiri-
cally fragmented (Robina-Ramirez et al., 2021), especially when applied to multigenera-
tional banking work under digital transformation. Classic approaches conceptualize SWB
as a broad evaluation of life satisfaction and affect (Diener et al., 1999), but this stability
assumption contrasts sharply with evidence that contemporary banking environments
expose employees to volatile emotional demands and fluctuating digital stressors (Sdnchez-
Hernédndez et al., 2025). For instance, while theories of positive affect emphasize that
frequent positive emotions enhance resilience (Fredrickson, 2001; Robina-Ramirez et al.,
2021), empirical studies reveal that rapid technological change can erode emotional balance,
disproportionately affecting older employees with lower digital efficacy. This contradiction
challenges universalist claims about the benefits of positive affect.

Similarly, psychological energy has been linked to personal resources (Xanthopoulou
et al., 2007), yet digital transformation research shows that technostress drains resources
faster than they can be replenished, especially when organizational support is uneven
across generations. The assumption of stable emotional equilibrium (Indrayanti et al., 2025)
also fails to account for persistent uncertainty in algorithm-driven banking workflows,
where younger employees may adapt more quickly than older cohorts. While recent
work suggests technological change should not inherently harm well-being (Mansuroglu &
Smith, 2026), banking evidence indicates substantial variation based on leadership fairness,
training access, and team relational climates. These contradictions highlight SWB as an
emergent, context-dependent state, rather than a stable psychological construct, requiring
more nuanced, generation-sensitive theorization.
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H1. Subjective Well-Being (SWB) positively influences Team Relational Well-Being (TRW).

3.3. Social Purpose of Work (SPW)

Social Purpose of Work (SPW) is widely regarded as a core motivational resource that en-
hances employees’ sense of significance, moral contribution, and psychological engagement.
Research consistently shows that perceiving one’s work as socially meaningful strengthens
intrinsic motivation, fosters prosocial behavior, and reinforces positive affective states (Grant,
2007; Bailey et al., 2019). These mechanisms widen cognitive flexibility (Fredrickson, 2001)
and encourage cooperative and helping behaviors, reflecting the deep motivational pull of
purpose-driven work (Grant & Berry, 2011).

Yet, several contradictions emerge when examining SPW across different organiza-
tional contexts. A major limitation in existing studies is the assumption that the effects of
SPW are uniformly positive. Under demanding conditions—such as burnout risk, emo-
tional dissonance, or moral strain—meaningful work can paradoxically intensify pressure,
amplifying employees’ sense of responsibility rather than alleviating it. This challenges the
notion that purpose invariably strengthens motivation.

A second tension concerns generational differences in the value placed on purpose.
Millennials tend to emphasize identity alignment and purpose as central to their work
experience (Twenge et al., 2010; Costanza et al., 2012), making them more responsive
to meaning-related cues. In contrast, Generation X employees may prioritize stability,
predictability, and role clarity, suggesting that SPW is not an equally salient resource across
cohorts (Rudolph & Zacher, 2017).

Structural and technological changes—such as digitalization, reduced interpersonal
contact, or role ambiguity—can weaken employees’ perception of making a meaning-
ful social contribution. When SPW becomes obscured by technological mediation, its
motivational force diminishes. These contradictions indicate that SPW is deeply context-
dependent, requiring multi-level models that integrate organizational conditions, genera-
tional expectations, and resource activation dynamics.

H2. Social Purpose of Work (SPW) positively influences Team Relational Well-Being (TRW).

H3. Subjective Well-Being (SWB) positively influences Social Purpose of Work (SPW).

3.4. Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA)

Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA) refers to a team’s ability to adjust responsibilities,
reinterpret emerging challenges, and modify coordination routines in response to changing
demands (Christian et al., 2017; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010). Research generally
portrays TDA as a positive functional resource, enabling teams to remain flexible, respon-
sive, and resilient during uncertainty. However, important limitations and contradictions
emerge when examining adaptability across different organizational contexts.

A major tension concerns the ambivalent effects of adaptation. Although adaptability
can promote effective adjustment, it may also introduce temporary strain, ambiguity, or
conflict during periods of rapid change, especially when roles shift or procedures become
unstable (Rico et al., 2008). In digitally transforming environments, adaptation may feel
compulsory rather than empowering, reducing the extent to which employees perceive
it as a constructive capability. Studies also show that employees who are accustomed
to continuous change, a hallmark of digital workplaces, tend to become less sensitive to
traditional resource cues such as procedural fairness or managerial reassurance (Ravid et al.,
2023). In contrast, other research highlights that cumulative experiences of fair processes
can bolster confidence during adaptation, mitigating uncertainty (Hobfoll et al., 2018).
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A second contradiction arises from generational and experiential differences. Employees
socialized in high-change, digital environments often view adaptability as routine and may
attribute little developmental or motivational significance to it (Ng & Feldman, 2012; Rudolph
& Zacher, 2017). Conversely, employees who value stability or predictability may interpret
adaptive behaviors as important signals of security and competence, particularly under
conditions of technological disruption (Baltes, 1997; Costanza et al., 2012). Taken together,
these contradictions reveal that TDA is context-dependent rather than universally beneficial,
shaped by digital pressures, interpretive differences, and generational expectations.

Although the qualitative findings highlight that adaptation does not automatically
enhance relational well-being, they also indicate that when adaptation is collectively co-
ordinated and supported, it can reinforce trust, mutual reliance, and team cohesion. In
digitally transforming environments, teams that successfully reinterpret challenges and
adjust routines together often experience stronger relational bonds. Therefore, while the
relationship is not unconditional, the dominant expectation—supported by both theory and
participant accounts—is that higher levels of coordinated adaptability will be associated
with higher relational well-being.

H4. Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA) positively influences Subjective Well-Being (SWB).
H5. Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA) positively influences Team Relational Well-Being (TRW).

Hé. Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA) positively influences Social Purpose of Work (SPW).

3.5. Fair Leadership (FL)

Fair Leadership (FL) is traditionally viewed as a stabilizing organizational resource
that fosters legitimacy, trust, and cooperative behavior within teams (Colquitt et al., 2001,
2013). Grounded in organizational justice theory, fairness signals procedural consistency,
transparent communication, and respectful treatment—conditions that support relational
stability and collaborative functioning. However, under digital transformation, the as-
sumed clarity and impact of fairness cues become more ambiguous. Digitally mediated
contexts characterized by algorithmic decision-making, reduced face-to-face interaction,
and standardized procedures may weaken or distort the relational meaning of fairness,
making it appear as procedural compliance rather than genuine interpersonal consideration
(Ravid et al., 2023).

This shift complicates the effectiveness of FL as a relational resource. Employees may
no longer interpret fairness cues uniformly, particularly when digital systems obscure
leaders’ intentions or limit personalized interaction. Generational perspectives add another
layer of complexity. While empirical evidence shows that overall cohort differences remain
modest (Costanza et al., 2012), a lifespan approach suggests that employees interpret
fairness differently depending on their accumulated work experiences and technological
socialization. Those with longer professional trajectories may assign greater significance
to fairness as a signal of stability and legitimacy (Ng & Feldman, 2012), whereas younger,
digitally socialized employees may rely less on fairness cues and more on meaning-based
or purpose-driven indicators when navigating change. As a result, the relational influence
of Fair Leadership becomes context-dependent, shaped by digitalization, interpretive
variability, and generational expectations.

H7. Fair Leadership (FL) positively influences Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA).

HS. Fair Leadership (FL) positively influences Subjective Well-Being (SWB).
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H9. Fair Leadership (FL) positively influences Team Relational Well-Being (TRW).

H10. Fair Leadership (FL) positively influences Social Purpose of Work (SPW).

3.6. Perceived Organizational Support (POS)

Perceived Organizational Support (POS) is traditionally understood as a central con-
textual resource that signals institutional care, recognition, and protection, thereby reducing
the interpersonal and performance risks employees face, especially under demanding con-
ditions (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Kurtessis et al., 2017). Within the JD-R framework,
POS strengthens employees’ psychological capacity to cope with uncertainty, legitimizes
proactive behavior, and reinforces a sense of organizational commitment and stability
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).

However, digital transformation challenges several underlying assumptions about
how POS operates. As banks adopt algorithmic decision-making, automated workflows,
and standardized procedures, employees may find it increasingly difficult to interpret
supportive signals from the organization. Reduced face-to-face interaction and heightened
performance monitoring can blur the distinction between genuine support and procedural
formality, weakening the relational meaning traditionally associated with POS. In such
environments, support may be perceived as abstract or distant, diminishing its motivational
and protective value.

Generational perspectives further complicate this picture. While differences across
cohorts are generally modest (Costanza et al., 2012), a lifespan developmental view suggests
that employees rely on POS differently depending on their professional history and techno-
logical socialization. Those with longer careers may depend more heavily on institutional
reassurance during periods of digital disruption, interpreting POS as a stabilizing signal of
organizational commitment (Ng & Feldman, 2012). Younger employees, socialized within
digitally fluid environments, may instead place greater emphasis on meaning-based or
identity-related cues, reducing the relative influence of POS on their work experience. Un-
der digital transformation, POS remains valuable but becomes context-dependent, shaped
by changes in communication, relational interpretation, and generational expectations.

H11. Fair Leadership (FL) positively influences Perceived Organizational Support (POS).

H12. Perceived Organizational Support (POS) positively influences Team Dynamic Adaptability
(TDA).

H13. Perceived Organizational Support (POS) positively influences Subjective Well-Being (SWB).

H14. Perceived Organizational Support (POS) positively influences Team Relational Well-Being
(TRW).

H15. Perceived Organizational Support (POS) positively influences Social Purpose of Work (SPW).

While many studies highlight the positive effects of fairness, support, and adaptability,
the evidence is far from uniform. Research on organizational justice shows that fairness
does not always translate into higher trust or cooperation, particularly when procedural
transparency is low or when digital systems obscure the source of decisions (Ravid et al.,
2023; Colquitt et al., 2013). Similarly, although perceived organizational support is generally
associated with well-being and performance, several studies report weak or inconsistent
effects in highly standardized or technologically mediated environments, where support
signals become ambiguous or depersonalized. Adaptability, often portrayed as a uni-
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versally beneficial capability, has also been shown to generate strain, role ambiguity, or
conflict under conditions of rapid technological change (Rico et al., 2008). Including these
contradictory findings clarifies that resource activation under digital transformation is not
linear or uniformly positive, but contingent, unstable, and context dependent.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Research Design, Population, and Sample

The study used a sequential mixed-methods design, beginning with a qualitative
focus group to refine constructs and ensure contextual fit, followed by a quantitative phase
testing a dual-path resource activation model across generations. Data were collected
from employees in rural banking branches in Extremadura (Spain), a region marked
by digital transformation and strong community-based service traditions. This setting,
combining standardized digital procedures with relational expectations, offered a relevant
context for examining adaptation and well-being. Of 658 branches contacted, an electronic
survey yielded a final cleaned sample of 594 respondents. Participants were classified
into Generation X and Millennials following established typologies, enabling multigroup
comparisons. Sample sizes met PLS-SEM requirements, and controls included gender, role,
and tenure.

4.2. Selection of Indicators

All constructs were assessed using multi-item reflective scales adapted from validated
instruments in organizational behavior research. A seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree; 7 = strongly agree) captured response variability.

Item selection was informed by prior literature and a qualitative pretest, which con-
firmed contextual relevance and supported retaining the model’s six dimensions. Wording
adjustments ensured alignment with digitally transforming banking environments, empha-
sizing digital procedures, coordination demands, and community-based service. A panel
of banking managers reviewed the questionnaire to verify clarity and relevance, leading to
minor refinements without altering the theoretical meaning or validity of the constructs
(see Table 4).

Table 4. Measurement indicators and supporting literature.

Constructs Indicators Authors

Team members can rely on one another when digital or operational

Team Relational Well-Being (TRW)

TRW1 . Gittell et al. (2008)
challenges arise.

TRW2 Collaboration within the team remains constructive even under De Jong et al. (2016)

performance pressure.
Team members maintain mutual respect and cohesion during .

TRW3 . Edmondson and Lei (2014)
technological changes.

TRW4 Team members coordinate effectively despite evolving digital procedures. Christian et al. (2017)

TRW5 Team members can openly address Pr(?blems arising from digital processes Uhlemann et al. (2025)

without undermining mutual trust.
Team Dynamic Adaptability (TDA)

TDA1 Our team redistributes responsibilities when new digital demands arise. Maynard et al. (2015)

TDA? In our team, we adjust coordination routines to respond to changes in Uitdewilligen et al. (2018)
systems or procedures.

TDA3 Our team collectively 1nterprets new challenges and develops DeChurch and Mesmer-Magnus (2010)
appropriate responses.

TDA4 Our team responds quickly to unexpected changes in digital tools, tasks, Dekate and Mehta (2025)

or processes.
TDA5 Our team incorporates new technologies while maintaining clarity about Abhari (2025)

roles, priorities, and workflows.
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Table 4. Cont.

Constructs Indicators

Authors

POS1
POS2
POS3

POS4

POS5

SPW1
SPW2
SPW3

SPwW4

SPW5

FL1
FL2
FL3
FL4

FL5

SWB1
SWB2
SWB3

SWB4

SWB5

Perceived Organizational Support (POS)
The organization demonstrates concern for the team’s well-being
during change.
The organization recognizes and values the team’s contributions at work.

The organization provides adequate support when adapting to new systems.

The organization provides timely training and assistance when a new
technology changes the team’s tasks.
When digitalization creates pressure or uncertainty, the organization offers
practical support and sufficient follow-up.
Social Purpose of Work (SPW)
My work contributes positively to the local community.
I feel that my work benefits customers beyond financial transactions.
Serving community needs gives meaning to my daily tasks.
Even in highly digitalized processes, I understand how my work creates real
value for customers and the community.
My work allows me to make a contribution that I consider valuable and
socially useful.
Fair Leadership (FL)
Supervisory decisions are applied equitably to all team members.
Leaders communicate their decisions transparently and explain
their reasoning.

Team members are treated with dignity and respect by their supervisors.
In digital contexts, leaders clearly explain how decisions affecting the team
are made.

In digital contexts, leaders review and correct possible biases
in decision-making.

Subjective Well-Being (SWB)
I feel satisfied with my overall work situation.
I frequently experience positive emotions in my work activities.

I have sufficient psychological energy to cope with work-related stress.
In my regular work, I feel emotionally balanced and able to maintain a
positive state.

Technological changes in my job do not significantly undermine my
overall well-being.

Eisenberger et al. (1986)

Kurtessis et al. (2017)
Hobfoll et al. (2018);
Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002)

Khalequzzaman et al. (2025)

Khalequzzaman et al. (2025)

Grant (2007)
Grant and Berry (2011)
Bailey et al. (2019)

Rojas et al. (2025)

Cnossen and Nikolova (2025)

Colquitt et al. (2001)
Colquitt et al. (2013)
Dirks and Ferrin (2002)
van Roekel et al. (2025)
Bauwens and Cortellazzo (2025);

van Roekel et al. (2025)

Diener et al. (1999)
Fredrickson (2001)
Xanthopoulou et al. (2007)

Indrayanti et al. (2025)

Mansuroglu and Smith (2026)

The decision to retain a multi-path structure is grounded in the qualitative pretest,
which revealed that employees interpret fairness, support, purpose, and adaptation as in-
terdependent yet distinct resources. This aligns with recent calls in organizational behavior
research to avoid oversimplifying resource dynamics in digitally transforming environ-
ments, where emotional, technological, and relational processes interact in non-linear ways.
The model therefore reflects the lived complexity of digital transformation rather than an
artificially reduced representation.

While the study employs a rigorous mixed-methods design, the quantitative phase
is cross-sectional, capturing employees’ perceptions at a single point in time. This design
is appropriate for testing the structural relationships proposed in the dual-path resource
activation framework; however, it does not allow for the assessment of temporal dynamics.
Given that digital adaptation and well-being processes may fluctuate as transformation
progresses, future research should adopt longitudinal or panel designs to examine how
resource activation unfolds over time.

Furthermore, the present study uses self-report measures due to the relational and
perceptual nature of the constructs. Nonetheless, future research would benefit from
incorporating multi-source data—such as supervisor ratings, behavioral indicators, or
digital performance logs—to reduce common method bias and triangulate the mechanisms
identified in the model.
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4.3. Hypotheses and Model

The hypotheses derive directly from the combined logic of JD-R and COR theories
under digital transformation. JD-R predicts that resources should enhance well-being and
relational functioning, while COR suggests that employees will activate resources strategi-
cally to prevent loss and maintain stability. However, digital transformation modifies how
these resources are perceived and utilized. Fairness may activate support only when rela-
tional signals remain interpretable; purpose may enhance well-being only when employees
can still perceive the social value of their work; and adaptation may function as a resource
converter only when teams can collectively reinterpret technological demands. These
theoretical mechanisms underpin the directional expectations embedded in the hypotheses.
The conceptual framework and proposed relationships are presented in Figure 2.

SWB TRW

Figure 2. Model: Constructs and Indicators.

Hypotheses:

H1: SWB positively influences TRW.
H2: SPW positively influences TRW.
H3: SWB positively influences SPW.
H4: TDA positively influences SWB.
H5: TDA positively influences TRW.
Heé: TDA positively influences SPW.
H7: FL positively influences TDA.
HS8: FL positively influences SWB.
HO: FL positively influences TRW.
H10: FL positively influences SPW.
H11: FL positively influences POS.
H12: POS positively influences TDA.
H13: POS positively influences SWB.
H14: POS positively influences TRW.
H15: POS positively influences SPW.
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4.4. Data Collection and Processing

Data collection was carried out through a structured questionnaire distributed elec-
tronically through 230 managers of rural banking branches in Extremadura, reaching 594
employees. To ensure strong engagement and maximize response rates, follow-up phone
calls were conducted, allowing researchers to clarify the study’s purpose and encourage
participation. This combined strategy—digital distribution supported by personalized
contact—proved effective for securing a high number of completed questionnaires, particu-
larly in a geographically dispersed rural banking context.

Hypotheses were tested using PLS-SEM with SmartPLS 4 (SmartPLS GmbH, Oststein-
bek, Germany), suitable for complex latent-variable models (Hair et al., 2022). Analysis
followed a two-step approach: first, evaluating measurement model reliability, consistency,
and validity; second, assessing the structural model through path coefficients, significance,
R?, and direct and indirect effects. Multi-Group Analysis (MGA) was conducted to as-
sess structural differences between generational cohorts (Millennials vs. Generation X),
consistent with the study’s focus on generational variation in resource activation.

5. Results

The analysis applies PLS-SEM to rigorously test the proposed model, with the measure-
ment model validating latent organizational constructs and the structural model assessing
relationship strength and direction. This approach reveals how organizational resources
function as activation mechanisms shaping well-being and team relational functioning in
digital banking contexts.

5.1. External Model

Indicator reliability was assessed through outer loadings, using the recommended
threshold of 0.70 as a reference criterion (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). As shown in Table 5, all
retained indicators exceeded this threshold, supporting adequate indicator reliability and
confirming that the items adequately represent their corresponding latent constructs.

Table 5. Outer model loadings.

FL POS SPW SWB TDA TRW

FL1 0.744
FL2 0.789
FL3 0.806
FL4 0.804
POS1 0.875
POS2 0.832
POS3 0.892
SPW1 0.825
SPW2 0.846
SPW4 0.792
SWB1 0.910
SWB2 0.867
SWB4 0.901
TDA1 0.871
TDA2 0.831
TDA3 0.810
TRW1 0.776
TRW2 0.828
TRW3 0.734
TRW4 0.767

The measurement scales underwent rigorous reliability testing. Cronbach’s alpha and
composite reliability exceeded 0.70, confirming construct coherence and stability (Nunnally
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& Bernstein, 1994). Convergent validity was verified via AVE, with all constructs surpassing
0.50, indicating indicators capture more variance from their constructs than error. Full
statistics are reported in Table 6.

Table 6. Validity and Reliability.

Cronbach’s  Composite Reliability Composite Reliability =~ Average Variance

Alpha (rho_a) (rho_c) Extracted (AVE)
FL 0.794 0.797 0.866 0.618
POS 0.834 0.834 0.900 0.751
SPW 0.758 0.761 0.861 0.674
SWB 0.873 0.874 0.922 0.797
TDA 0.787 0.790 0.876 0.701
TRW 0.781 0.785 0.859 0.604

Discriminant validity was tested using the Fornell-Larcker criterion, requiring each
construct to share more variance with its indicators than with other constructs. As Table 7
shows, all constructs meet this condition, confirming conceptual distinctiveness, preventing
overlap, and enhancing the model’s interpretive power and robustness.

Table 7. Discriminant validity matrix (Fornell-Larcker Criterion).

FL POS SPW SWB TDA TRW
FL 0.786
POS 0.529 0.867
SPW 0.440 0.495 0.821
SWB 0.584 0.713 0.720 0.893
TDA 0.640 0.488 0.506 0.570 0.838
TRW 0.595 0.640 0.684 0.741 0.701 0.777

Discriminant validity was also examined using the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT)
ratio (Henseler et al., 2015). All values remained under the 0.90 threshold, indicating that
constructs are well separated and demonstrate strong empirical distinctiveness (see Table 8).

Table 8. Discriminant validity matrix (Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio Criterion).

FL POS SPW SWB TDA TRW
FL
POS 0.648
SPW 0.565 0.621
SWB 0.696 0.835 0.885
TDA 0.805 0.603 0.652 0.687
TRW 0.756 0.796 0.881 0.894 0.894

These results provide strong evidence of discriminant validity among the constructs
included in the proposed resource-activation model (Henseler et al., 2015). Model fit was
assessed using the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), with values below 0.08
indicating an acceptable fit between the proposed model and the observed data.

5.2. Structural Model Analysis

Table 9 indicates that the model has substantial explanatory and predictive power. The
R? values show that the model explains a meaningful proportion of variance in the endoge-
nous constructs, particularly TRW, which reaches an R? value of 0.707. This suggests that
FL, POS, TDA, SPW, and SWB jointly provide a strong explanation of relational functioning
in digitally transforming banking teams. In addition, the positive Q*-predict values across
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all endogenous constructs indicate that the model has out-of-sample predictive relevance.
Overall, these results support the proposed resource-activation framework and show that
organizational resources and adaptation mechanisms are important predictors of TRW in
the banking digital transformation context.

Table 9. Structural model results.

Constructs R-Square Q2-Predict
POS 0.280 0.277
SPW 0.534 0.190
SWB 0.590 0.337
TDA 0.441 0.408
TRW 0.707 0.352

Table 10 reports the f effect sizes, which indicate the incremental contribution of each
predictor to the explained variance of the endogenous constructs. FL shows substantial
effects on POS (f> = 0.388) and TDA (f> = 0.361), suggesting that fair leadership plays an
important role in activating organizational support and digital adaptation during banking
digital transformation. POS shows its strongest effect on SWB (f> = 0.450), indicating
that perceived organizational support is a central predictor of employees’ subjective well-
being. In addition, SWB has a substantial effect on SPW (f?> = 0.414), while TDA shows a
meaningful effect on TRW (f? = 0.192). By contrast, several direct effects involving FL or
POS on SPW and TRW are small or negligible, suggesting that these relationships operate
mainly through indirect or mediated pathways rather than through strong direct effects.
Overall, the f? results support the proposed resource-activation logic by showing that FL,
POS, SWB, and TDA make uneven but theoretically meaningful contributions to the model.

Table 10. f-square.

FL POS SPW SWB TDA TRW

FL 0.388 0.001 0.042 0.361 0.005
POS 0.003 0.450 0.056 0.045
SPW 0.099
SWB 0.414 0.048
TDA 0.031 0.055 0.192

TRW

To enhance interpretability, the analysis distinguishes between core and peripheral
pathways. The justice-based sequence (FL—POS—TDA) and the well-being—purpose
sequence (SWB—SPW—TRW) are presented as the primary mechanisms. Secondary
paths with marginal effect sizes are retained for theoretical completeness but are explicitly
labeled as supplementary. This distinction improves clarity without compromising the
conceptual integrity of the model. Table 11 shows a clear asymmetry between significant
and non-significant paths, revealing important theoretical and empirical tensions. Strong
effects such as SWB—SPW (H3, 3 = 0.686) and FL—TDA (H7, 3 = 0.530) confirm resource-
activation mechanisms consistent with Bakker and Demerouti’s (2017) JD-R theory, which
argues that supportive contexts rapidly translate into psychological resources. Similarly,
POS—SWB (H13, 3 = 0.520) reinforces the view that perceived support enhances well-
being, echoing Allan et al. (2016) on meaning and socio-emotional reinforcement. Digital
demands also show robust effects—TDA—TRW (H5, 3 = 0.331)—aligning with Abhari
(2025) on predisposition to transformation.
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Table 11. Path coefficients.

Original Sample (O) 2.5% 97.5% T Statistics | O/STDEV | p Values
H1: SWB—TRW 0.221 0.119 0.330 4.088 0.000
H2: SPW—TRW 0.250 0.187 0.320 7.389 0.000
H3: SWB—SPW 0.686 0.609 0.751 19.065 0.000
H4: TDA—SWB 0.201 0.127 0.272 5.417 0.000
H5: TDA—TRW 0.331 0.275 0.381 12.299 0.000
Hé6: TDA—SPW 0.165 0.088 0.239 4.297 0.000
H7: FL—TDA 0.530 0.470 0.586 17.838 0.000
H8: FL—+SWB 0.181 0.094 0.263 4.167 0.000
H9: FL—-TRW 0.056 —0.013 0.122 1.643 0.101
H10: FL—SPW —0.037 —0.104 0.031 1.062 0.288
H11: FL—POS 0.529 0.477 0.579 20.350 0.000
H12: POS—TDA 0.208 0.150 0.270 6.752 0.000
H13: POS—SWB 0.520 0.461 0.582 16.753 0.000
H14: POS—TRW 0.168 0.086 0.248 4.087 0.000
H15: POS—SPW —0.056 —-0.121 0.017 1.574 0.116

In contrast, non-significant effects of FL—-TRW (H9) and FL—SPW (H10) suggest
that leadership fairness alone is insufficient to shape teamwork or social purpose of work,
contradicting the broader relational claims in Bailey et al. (2019). These null paths highlight
contextual constraints, supporting findings by Costanza et al. (2012) on generational vari-
ability, where fairness perceptions do not uniformly activate team or well-being outcomes
across age cohorts.

Table 12 compares structural paths for Millennials (M) and Generation X (Gen-X),
revealing generational asymmetries in how leadership, support, and digital transformation
activate well-being and teamwork resources. Both groups show strong, significant effects
for FL—POS, FL—-TDA, POS—SWB, and SWB—SPW, indicating that fairness and per-
ceived support remain core resource triggers across age cohorts. These patterns align with
Bakker and Demerouti’s (2017) Job Demands—Resources theory, which predicts universally
strong activation of motivational pathways.

Table 12. Multigroups Analysis MGA.

Orig Orig Mean Mean STDEV  STDEV  t Value t Value p Value  p Value

M GEN-X M GEN-X M GEN-X M GEN-X M GEN-X
FL—POS 0.516 0.569 0.518 0.571 0.031 0.050 16.875 11.418 0.000 0.000
FL—SPW —0.043  —0.008 —0.041 —0.006 0.040 0.071 1.083 0.118 0.279 0.906
FL—-SWB 0.187 0.162 0.187 0.160 0.049 0.086 3.812 1.887 0.000 0.059
FL—TDA 0.536 0.507 0.536 0.507 0.034 0.064 15.896 7.969 0.000 0.000
FL—TRW 0.055 0.061 0.053 0.056 0.041 0.066 1.342 0.929 0.180 0.353
POS—SPW  —0.050 —0.079 —0.049 —-0.071 0.038 0.085 1.319 0.922 0.187 0.357
POS—SWB 0.505 0.567 0.507 0.574 0.035 0.064 14.532 8.910 0.000 0.000
POS—TDA 0.193 0.259 0.194 0.261 0.036 0.067 5.405 3.865 0.000 0.000
POS—TRW 0.170 0.157 0.168 0.154 0.046 0.094 3.672 1.679 0.000 0.093
SPW—TRW 0.243 0.279 0.244 0.286 0.038 0.076 6.449 3.688 0.000 0.000
SWB—SPW 0.684 0.689 0.682 0.679 0.041 0.088 16.825 7.842 0.000 0.000
SWB—TRW 0.216 0.238 0.220 0.244 0.062 0.117 3.471 2.036 0.001 0.042
TDA—SPW 0.152 0.212 0.152 0.213 0.044 0.078 3.470 2.708 0.001 0.007
TDA—SWB 0.198 0.202 0.198 0.198 0.043 0.076 4.649 2.670 0.000 0.008
TDA—TRW  0.341 0.291 0.340 0.284 0.031 0.056 11.111 5.164 0.000 0.000

Note: M: Millennials; Gen-X: Generation X.
However, the magnitude of effects differs. Generation X consistently shows higher

coefficients for emotional and relational pathways (e.g., POS—SWB = 0.567 vs. 0.505), re-
flecting greater socio-emotional stability consistent with lifespan developmental principles
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outlined by Baltes (1997) and generational attitude research (Costanza et al., 2012). Millen-
nials, by contrast, exhibit stronger responsiveness to digital transformation mechanisms
(e.g., POS—TDA = 0.259 vs. 0.193), supporting findings from Abhari (2025) indicating
younger workers’ greater receptivity to digital change.

Non-significant paths—such as FL—+SPW and FL—TRW for both cohorts—highlight
limitations identified in the meaningful-work literature (Bailey et al., 2019), where leader-
ship fairness alone does not guarantee improved social purpose of work. Overall, the MGA
reveals that while foundational resource processes operate similarly, their strength varies
systematically by generation, shaped by differing motivational orientations and digital
adaptation patterns.

Table 13 further clarifies the relational architecture linking FL, POS, TDA, SWB,
SPW, and TRW through specific indirect effects. Several relationships with weak or non-
significant direct effects in Table 11 show significant indirect effects, suggesting that these
relationships operate mainly through mediated pathways. For example, the indirect effects
involving FL, POS, TDA, SWB, and SPW indicate that leadership fairness and organiza-
tional support influence downstream relational outcomes primarily through sequential
resource-activation mechanisms. This pattern is consistent with JD-R theory, which suggests
that organizational resources often shape well-being and relational functioning indirectly
by activating motivational, adaptive, and socio-emotional processes.

Table 13. Specific indirect effect.

Original Sample Standard Deviation T Values
Sample (O)  Mean (M) (STDEV) Statistics O/STDEV 7
FL—POS—SPW —0.029 —0.028 0.019 1.544 0.123
FL—-POS—SWB 0.275 0.276 0.022 12.520 0.000
FL—-SWB—TRW 0.040 0.041 0.015 2.589 0.010
FL—-POS—TDA 0.110 0.111 0.018 6.140 0.000
POS—SWB—TRW 0.115 0.116 0.029 3.932 0.000
TDA—SWB—SPW 0.138 0.137 0.027 5.116 0.000
FL—POS—TRW 0.089 0.088 0.023 3.931 0.000
TDA—SWB—TRW 0.044 0.045 0.014 3.126 0.002
FL—-TDA—SPW—TRW 0.022 0.022 0.007 3.315 0.001
POS—TDA—SWB—TRW 0.009 0.009 0.003 3.050 0.002
FL—+SWB—SPW—TRW 0.031 0.031 0.009 3.273 0.001
FL—POS—SPW—TRW —0.007 —0.007 0.005 1.434 0.152
TDA—SWB—SPW—TRW 0.034 0.034 0.008 4.085 0.000
FL—-POS—TDA—TRW 0.036 0.036 0.006 6.085 0.000
POS—TDA—SWB—SPW 0.029 0.028 0.006 4.493 0.000
FL—POS—TDA—SPW 0.018 0.018 0.005 3.382 0.001
FL—-POS—TDA—SWB 0.022 0.022 0.005 4.514 0.000
FL—POS—TDA—SWB—TRW 0.005 0.005 0.002 3.048 0.002
FL—-POS—TDA—SWB—SPW 0.015 0.015 0.004 4.273 0.000
FL—-TDA—SWB—SPW—TRW 0.018 0.018 0.005 4.034 0.000
FL—-TDA—SPW 0.088 0.087 0.020 4.339 0.000
FL—-TDA—SWB 0.106 0.106 0.021 5.128 0.000
POS—TDA—SPW 0.034 0.034 0.010 3.499 0.000
POS—TDA—SWB 0.042 0.041 0.009 4.740 0.000
FL—-TDA—TRW 0.175 0.175 0.018 9.667 0.000
POS—TDA—TRW 0.069 0.069 0.010 6.648 0.000
FL—SPW—TRW —0.009 —0.009 0.009 1.023 0.306
POS—SPW—TRW —0.014 —0.014 0.010 1.458 0.145
SWB—SPW—TRW 0.171 0.172 0.026 6.617 0.000
POS—TDA—SWB—SPW—TRW 0.007 0.007 0.002 3.800 0.000
TDA—SPW—TRW 0.041 0.042 0.013 3.256 0.001
POS—SWB—SPW—TRW 0.089 0.090 0.014 6.447 0.000
FL—-TDA—SWB—TRW 0.023 0.024 0.008 3.065 0.002
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Table 13. Cont.
Original Sample Standard Deviation T Values
Sample (O)  Mean (M) (STDEV) Statistics O/STDEV 7
POS—TDA—SPW—TRW 0.009 0.009 0.003 2.856 0.004
FL—POS—SWB—TRW 0.061 0.061 0.015 3.980 0.000
FL—-TDA—SWB—SPW 0.073 0.072 0.015 4915 0.000
FL—POS—SWB—SPW 0.189 0.189 0.017 11.106 0.000
FL—POS—TDA—SPW—TRW 0.005 0.005 0.002 2.799 0.005
FL—POS—SWB—SPW—TRW 0.047 0.047 0.008 6.108 0.000
FL—POS—TDA—SWB—SPW—TRW 0.004 0.004 0.001 3.677 0.000
FL—SWB—SPW 0.124 0.123 0.030 4.106 0.000
POS—SWB—SPW 0.357 0.356 0.025 14.514 0.000

Key pathways such as FL—POS—SWB (0.275) and TDA—SWB—SPW (0.138) illus-
trate strong partial mediation, reflecting mechanisms described by Allan et al. (2016),
who emphasize that well-being emerges through layered socio-emotional processes rather
than isolated cues. Similarly, multi-step chains such as FL—-TDA—SWB—SPW—TRW
mirror findings by Abhari (2025) that digital transformation readiness operates through
psychological adaptability rather than direct leadership influence.

A few relationships show patterns approaching full mediation, especially where direct
effects are non-significant yet indirect chains are robust, consistent with Barsade’s (2002) and
Bailey et al.’s (2019) observations that emotional and meaningful-work dynamics require
relational intermediaries. Moreover, the cumulative cascade from POS and TDA into SWB
and SPW resonates with lifespan-development perspectives such as Baltes (1997), highlight-
ing that well-being activation depends on sequential resource gains. Overall, the mediation
evidence positions POS, TDA, and SWB as central transmission mechanisms, transforming
leadership influence into downstream well-being and teamwork outcomes. All mediation
paths were retained because they correspond to theoretically meaningful mechanisms iden-
tified during the qualitative pretest. Paths with small effect sizes are reported transparently
but interpreted cautiously to avoid overstating their substantive importance.

6. Discussion

Although the proposed model integrates multiple mediation paths, this structure
reflects the dual-path resource activation framework identified in the qualitative pretest.
Employees consistently distinguished between justice-based and purpose-based mecha-
nisms, indicating that resource activation under digital transformation is not linear but
operates through differentiated emotional-technological pathways. Simplifying the model
by removing these mechanisms would risk omitting theoretically essential processes that
emerged directly from employee interpretations and would reduce the explanatory co-
herence of the dual-path framework. The evaluation of the structural model reveals that
R? and Q?-predictive jointly clarify how effectively the model captures the mechanics of
resource activation in digitally transforming banking environments. Whereas R? indicates
how much variance in outcomes—particularly teamwork well-being—is explained, Q?-
predictive demonstrates whether these relationships possess real predictive utility rather
than representing mere statistical patterns. This distinction is essential, echoing early
warnings by Rossiter (2002) about construct realism and by Hardesty and Bearden (2004)
regarding the need for predictive adequacy in behavioral models. Taken together, these
indicators affirm that the model does not simply describe relationships but meaningfully
forecasts how employees convert resources into adaptive functioning.

Building on this predictive foundation, the final model advances the literature by illus-
trating that resource activation in digital banking is fundamentally multi-layered, dynamic,
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and reciprocal. Rather than treating digital demands as unidirectional stressors, the model
shows that digital adaptation operates as a mediating resource-converter, transforming
technology-induced pressures into enhanced emotional, situational, and teamwork out-
comes. This challenges the conventional JD-R framing of digitalization as predominantly
demanding and aligns with more contemporary perspectives such as Scholze and Hecker
(2024), while moving beyond them by demonstrating how technology can expand—not
erode—employee well-being. The findings reinforce the need to reinterpret JD-R and COR
theories in digitally transforming environments. Rather than functioning as stable protec-
tive factors, resources become fluid, contingent, and mediated by technology. This explains
why some pathways operate strongly while others weaken or become inconsistent. Digital
transformation alters the visibility, meaning, and relational interpretation of resources,
requiring employees to activate them through new emotional-technological processes. By
clarifying these mechanisms, the study provides a more coherent theoretical account of
how JD-R and COR operate under digital transformation, addressing the fragmentation
noted in earlier versions of the manuscript.

These insights deepen theoretical understanding of cross-domain spillover, where
emotional, relational, and technological pathways jointly shape well-being. This echoes but
extends the relational coordination framework of Gittell et al. (2008), showing that support
and adaptation reinforce one another in a mutually amplifying loop. By capturing these
reciprocal dynamics, the model surpasses the static assumptions criticized by Creswell
and Plano Clark (2018) and instead offers a more context-responsive interpretation of
behavior during organizational transformation. The findings also complement lifespan
developmental views by Baltes (1997), who emphasizes the need for ongoing selection,
optimization, and compensation across life domains—reflecting how employees reorganize
resources in response to technological change. Moreover, the buffering role of digital
adaptation mirrors evidence by Brandao and Matias (2024) showing that resources protect
well-being across work-life boundaries. Finally, the model extends Grant’s (2007) insights
on prosocial motivation by demonstrating that well-being activation increases not only
personal functioning but also collective performance within teams.

The strength of hypotheses H11, H3, and H7 further reinforces these theoretical
contributions. The prominence of H11 (FL—POS) underscores fairness as a fundamental
precursor of support perceptions, reflecting justice processes articulated by Colquitt et al.
(2001) and elaborated by Li and Cropanzano (2009). Meanwhile, H7 (FL—TDA) reveals
that leadership fairness fosters digital readiness, consistent with voice-readiness research
by Detert and Burris (2007) and the trust-based mechanisms described by Dirks and Ferrin
(2002). H3 (SWB—SPW) emerges as the strongest well-being pathway, affirming emotional-
transfer processes noted by Dunn et al. (2008) and the upward spirals of positive emotion
proposed by Fredrickson and Joiner (2002).

At first glance, the significant positive effect of TDA on TRW (3 = 0.331, p < 0.001) may
appear inconsistent with the qualitative finding that adaptation under digital stress does
not automatically enhance cohesion. However, these results are complementary rather than
contradictory. The qualitative insights identify boundary conditions: adaptability can under-
mine relational stability when it is experienced as chaotic, imposed, or unsupported. The
quantitative model, by contrast, captures the average effect across the sample, showing that
when adaptation is enacted under conditions of fairness, support, and shared interpretation,
it tends to strengthen relational well-being. Thus, the qualitative findings highlight the risks
and contingencies of adaptation, while the quantitative results reflect the prevailing pattern
in this organizational context. Together, they provide a more nuanced understanding of
how adaptability functions as a relational resource during digital transformation.
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Generational differences enrich this discussion. Millennials and Generation X mobilize
resources differently: Millennials exhibit stronger digital-adaptation pathways, reflecting
identity-readiness patterns described by Oyserman (2009), whereas Generation X demon-
strates greater emotional stability, aligning with the developmental consistency described
by Rudolph and Zacher (2017). This divergence parallels value-based differences noted
by Ng and Feldman (2010), demonstrating that digital transformation is not uniformly
experienced but filtered through generational identities.

The mediation analysis offers a crucial theoretical insight: well-being and digital
adaptation serve as transmission channels rather than passive outcomes. Partial mediation
indicates that leadership and support exert influence through both direct and indirect
routes, consistent with the multidimensional resource logic described by Halbesleben
et al. (2014). Full mediation emerges when indirect pathways fully carry the relationship,
revealing psychological and digital processes as necessary conduits. These findings extend
relational perspectives from Grant (2007) and deepen understanding of adaptive resource
cycles akin to those described by Hobfoll et al. (2018). Ultimately, the results position
resource activation as a cascading system, explaining how emotional, relational, and digital
capacities jointly sustain performance during transformation. The findings should be
interpreted with caution given the cross-sectional and single-source nature of the data.
Although the mediation results provide valuable insights into how fairness, support, and
adaptation shape relational well-being, the absence of longitudinal or multi-source data
limits the strength of causal claims. Digital transformation is a dynamic process, and
resource activation may vary as employees accumulate experience with new systems.
Future studies employing longitudinal and multi-informant designs would therefore offer
a more rigorous test of the temporal and cross-level mechanisms proposed here.

7. Conclusions

This study demonstrates that resource activation during digital transformation is shaped
by intertwined psychological, relational, and technological mechanisms. By analyzing well-
being, support, and adaptation across generations, the research highlights how employees
mobilize resources unevenly, revealing patterned differences in emotional stability, digital
readiness, and leadership sensitivity that together shape transformation outcomes.

7.1. Theoretical Conclusions

The results reveal that resource activation is systemic rather than linear, advancing
earlier work that saw digital demands mainly as stressors. Instead of functioning as isolated
predictors, digital adaptation, well-being, and support form a reciprocal amplification
network, where each reinforces the others. This finding moves beyond traditional JD-
R formulations proposed by Bakker and Demerouti (2017) and refined by Bakker et al.
(2023), offering a richer account aligned with multidimensional frameworks advocated by
Halbesleben et al. (2014). Digital adaptation emerges not merely as a coping response but
as a resource-converter, echoing transformation predisposition arguments by Abhari (2025)
and complementing socio-emotional spillover dynamics described by Barsade (2002).

The study contributes theoretical nuance to lifespan and generational research. Mil-
lennials’ stronger responsiveness to digital pathways and Generation X’s greater affective
consistency suggest that transformation unfolds through age-contingent resource strategies,
extending perspectives by Rudolph and Zacher (2017) and challenging static age-effect
views. These results refine identity-based motivation arguments by Oyserman (2009),
demonstrating that generational identity shapes not only motivational readiness but also
the mechanisms through which digital adaptation translates into well-being. The findings
also resonate with the optimization—compensation logic of Baltes (1997), indicating that
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employees tailor resource deployment according to developmental rhythms and accumu-
lated competencies.

The layered mediation effects advance leadership and meaning-making theories. Lead-
ership fairness influences outcomes primarily indirectly, operating through psychological
and digital intermediaries rather than direct behavioral effects. This reinforces justice-
climate insights from Colquitt et al. (2001) and relational trust dynamics identified by Dirks
and Ferrin (2002). Yet the present study adds a novel dimension: leadership produces its
strongest effects only when filtered through digital readiness, echoing technology-related
boundary conditions highlighted by Scholze and Hecker (2024) and complementing well-
being research by Brandao and Matias (2024). Moreover, the cascading emotional pathways
support upward-spiral theories described by Fredrickson and Joiner (2002) and intersect
with prosocial motivation perspectives by Grant (2007), indicating that well-being amplifica-
tion contributes to both individual flourishing and collective functioning in transformation
contexts. Together, these theoretical contributions show that digital transformation is best
understood through multi-pathway, multi-level, and generationally differentiated resource
activation processes.

7.2. Managerial Practices

Designing integrated activation architectures. Managers should build transformation
strategies that intentionally link fairness practices, organizational support mechanisms,
and digital-skill development into a unified resource-activation cycle. Rather than treating
leadership development, digital training, and well-being programs as isolated initiatives,
they should be synchronized so that each amplifies the others. This approach finds indirect
support in relational coordination theories by Gittell et al. (2008) and motivational-meaning
perspectives by Allan et al. (2016), showing that employees respond best when emotional
and technical systems reinforce one another. Practically, leaders can increase transparency
during digital rollouts, pair technological explanation with socio-emotional reassurances,
and ensure support structures are visible and equitable. The goal is to build a climate where
fairness encourages openness, openness fosters digital confidence, and digital confidence
strengthens well-being—producing a continuous upward activation loop.

Tailoring transformation strategies to generational resource profiles. Given that Mil-
lennials activate resources primarily through digital readiness and Generation X through
emotional stability, management should design differentiated transformation pathways.
Millennials benefit from autonomy, technology-enriched learning, and rapid-innovation
tasks, whereas Generation X benefits from structure, predictability, and relational anchoring.
These insights align with identity-based readiness ideas from Oyserman (2009) and work-
value shifts observed by Ng and Feldman (2010). A practical application is to implement
dual transformation tracks: exploratory digital labs for younger cohorts and relationally
anchored transition programs for older ones. Cross-generational mentoring—where Mil-
lennials coach digital tools and Generation X contributes experience-based judgment—can
harness complementary strengths. This ensures equitable participation and enhances collec-
tive adaptability. Ultimately, managers create a culture where transformation is experienced
as supportive rather than destabilizing, reinforcing well-being and strengthening team
climate across demographic divides.

Future studies should examine how employees’ sensemaking and identity-based
interpretations of technological change influence resource activation patterns. Investigating
how workers construct meaning around fairness, competence, and digital legitimacy
can uncover deeper cognitive-emotional mechanisms, offering new insights into how
resource systems emerge, stabilize, or destabilize across varying occupational, cultural,
and technological contexts. Future research should examine the conditions under which
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adaptability strengthens or weakens relational well-being, potentially through moderated
mediation models. This would allow for a more precise identification of when adaptation
becomes a relational resource and when it becomes a source of strain.

A key limitation is the absence of external contextual moderators—such as institutional
pressures, cultural norms, or organizational governance structures—that may reshape re-
source activation pathways. These contextual forces could alter how leadership, adaptation,
and well-being interact under different transformation conditions. A further limitation
concerns the complexity of the structural model. While the inclusion of multiple mediating
mechanisms reflects the dual-path resource activation framework identified in the quali-
tative phase, it also increases the model’s analytical density. Future research may benefit
from testing more parsimonious or modular versions of the framework, focusing on the
strongest pathways or examining each resource activation sequence independently. Such
simplification would enhance generalizability and facilitate replication across different
organizational contexts.

A further limitation concerns the cross-sectional nature of the research design. Al-
though the model identifies statistically significant mediation mechanisms, the use of
single-time-point data restricts the ability to draw strong causal inferences. Resource acti-
vation processes—particularly those involving emotional and technological pathways—are
inherently dynamic and may unfold over time. A longitudinal design would therefore
allow for a more precise examination of temporal ordering and causal direction, especially
in the case of sequential mediations. Future studies should incorporate repeated measure-
ments to capture how fairness, support, adaptation, and well-being evolve during digital
transformation.

The study relies exclusively on self-reported data, which may introduce common
method variance. Multi-source data collection—such as managerial assessments of adap-
tation, peer-rated relational functioning, or objective indicators of digital performance—
would reduce perceptual bias and strengthen the robustness of the findings. Integrating
such data sources would provide a more comprehensive and externally validated under-
standing of resource activation across generational cohorts.
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