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Abstract 

Organizational transformation is often explained through favorable leadership, supportive culture, employee participation, workforce 

well-being, or stakeholder engagement, yet these literatures frequently treat their focal mechanism as if it were independently sufficient. 

This critical review examines how these five domains contribute to sustained organizational transformation while testing the assumptions 

that connect nominal practices to enacted mechanisms and short-term responses to durable organizational change. A structured critical-

review approach was used to compare construct definitions, evidence types, levels of analysis, temporal designs, contradictions, and 

contextual boundaries across an eligible management and organization literature published from 2017 to 2026. The verified curated 

screening ledger contained 55 candidate articles, of which 39 were retained after claim-fit and eligibility screening; raw database-

identification and duplicate-removal counts were not reproducibly available and were not inferred. The reviewed evidence indicates that 

transformation is better understood as a conditional and temporal organizational accomplishment than as the additive result of favorable 

practices. Leadership effects depend on how influence is enacted and received; culture operates alongside strategic and structural 

capabilities; participation can occur without consequential inclusion; implementation responses can diverge from employee well-being; 

and formal stakeholder arrangements may not produce substantive engagement. The review therefore develops a proposed integrative 

logic in which sustained transformation depends on compatibility among mechanisms operating across individual, organizational, and 

stakeholder levels. This synthesis is not a validated causal model. Its principal limitations arise from heterogeneous constructs, designs, 

contexts, time horizons, and uneven cross-level evidence. 
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Introduction 

Organizational transformation remains difficult to explain because successful change rarely corresponds to one intervention, 

leadership behavior, or implementation technique. Integrative evidence instead depicts organizational change as a 

configuration of practices whose effects depend on implementation and recipient responses [1]. The response literature is 

itself theoretically fragmented: employees may display supportive, resistant, ambivalent, or differently patterned cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral reactions rather than occupying a single support–resistance continuum [2]. Transformation therefore 

cannot be evaluated solely through managerial intent or implementation milestones. 

Time further complicates this problem. Everyday positive and negative events can alter how organizational change is 

interpreted even when they are not formal change milestones [3]. At broader process levels, turning points can reshape 

trajectories through how organizational actors connect past experience, present conditions, and anticipated futures [4]. These 
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findings make sustained transformation a temporal and multilevel problem. This review critically examines leadership, 

organizational culture, inclusion and participation, employee well-being, and stakeholder engagement as distinct but 

interacting domains, asking not simply whether each is beneficial, but under what conditions its presumed mechanism remains 

operative over time. 

 

Why organizational transformation research requires critical reassessment 

A recurrent weakness in transformation research is the movement from an observed favorable association to an implied 

universal success condition. Organizational-change evidence does not support such simplification: implementation practices 

work through different mechanisms and recipient responses [1]. Likewise, theoretically distinct employee reactions are often 

compressed into generalized acceptance or resistance [2]. Event-level evidence further indicates that apparently minor 

experiences may redirect a change trajectory [3], while process research shows that turning points can reconfigure what 

subsequent actions mean [4]. 

The critical issue is therefore not whether leadership, culture, participation, well-being, or stakeholder engagement “matters.” 

Each may matter. The more demanding question is whether the construct is measured at the appropriate level, whether its 

proposed mechanism is actually enacted, whether it persists through time, and whether favorable outcomes in one domain 

conceal deterioration in another. 

 

Critical review questions and analytical lens 

The review applies four linked questions. First, what does each transformation domain actually claim to explain? Second, 

which mechanism connects the focal construct to change-related outcomes? Third, at what level and time horizon is that 

mechanism evidenced? Fourth, which findings, contextual boundaries, or alternative explanations prevent the claim from 

being generalized? 

Leadership research illustrates why this lens is necessary. Reviews of leaders' effects on organizational change identify 

substantial theoretical and methodological gaps between leader characteristics, follower reactions, and organizational 

outcomes [5]. A leader-level association should therefore not be translated automatically into organization-level 

transformation success. The same discipline is applied to culture, inclusion, well-being, and stakeholder engagement. 

The analytical lens consequently distinguishes formal provision from enacted practice, individual experience from 

organizational state, association from mechanism, short-term response from sustained adaptation, and evidence-supported 

relationships from the integrative relationships proposed in this review. Convergence is treated as meaningful only when 

evidence streams support compatible mechanisms rather than merely using similar favorable language. 

 

Review Method 

The article uses a structured critical-review design rather than a meta-analysis or an exhaustive systematic review. Review 

methodology should be matched to the purpose of the inquiry, with search, selection, and synthesis procedures made 

sufficiently transparent for readers to understand how the evidence base was constructed [6]. Management-review designs 

also differ in their aims and evidential claims; structured searching does not by itself convert a critical or integrative synthesis 

into a systematic or scoping review [7]. 

Accordingly, sources were examined for their direct ability to support a defined transformation claim, expose an assumption, 

identify a mechanism, reveal contradictory evidence, establish a construct boundary, or motivate a research need. The 

synthesis privileges claim-level fit over topical proximity. Evidence was compared qualitatively rather than pooled statistically 

because constructs, levels, contexts, and designs were not sufficiently commensurable to support a common effect estimate. 

 

Search boundaries and eligibility criteria 

The search was bounded to peer-reviewed journal articles published from 2017 through 2026 that directly informed leadership, 

culture, inclusion or participation, employee well-being, stakeholder engagement, organizational-change theory, or the 

review's methodological requirements. Journal standing, DOI verification, temporal eligibility, and exact claim fit were 

screened explicitly. Journal quartile was treated as a source-selection constraint rather than as evidence of methodological 

quality. 

Eligibility additionally required that a source support a specific manuscript claim rather than merely mention organizational 

transformation. Studies were excluded where their empirical context would require unjustified transfer across sectors, 

countries, organizational forms, stakeholder groups, levels of analysis, or technologies. Digitalization research was retained 

only when it illuminated organizational transformation rather than technology adoption alone. Methodological transparency 

was prioritized because review conclusions are necessarily bounded by the search and synthesis decisions through which 

evidence is selected [6].These appraisal boundaries are organized in Table 1 so that the five literatures are assessed through 

comparable questions without being treated as interchangeable domains.  
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Table 1. Critical appraisal tests for leadership, culture, inclusion, well-being, and stakeholder claims in sustained 

transformation 

Domain or 

assumption 

Claim critically 

tested 

Evidence 

required 

Common 

inference risk 

Level/time 

focus 

Appraisal 

question 
Why it matters 

Leadership 
Influence 

sustains change 

Enacted influence 

and responses 

Leader effect 

→ firm 

success 

Leader–

employee–

organization; 

over time 

Who 

experiences 

the 

influence? 

Separates intent 

from effect 

Culture 

Supportive 

culture enables 

transformation 

Cultural practice 

plus organizational 

change 

Culture → 

sufficient 

cause 

Organization; 

path dependent 

What else 

must change? 

Preserves 

strategic/structural 

conditions 

Inclusion and 

participation 

Voice improves 

transformation 

Consequential 

voice and 

experienced 

inclusion 

Participation 

→ inclusion 

Individual–

team–

organization; 

evolving 

Does voice 

alter 

decisions? 

Distinguishes 

presence from 

influence 

Employee 

well-being 

Successful 

change preserves 

employees 

Demands, 

resources, and 

well-being 

evidence 

Acceptance → 

well-being 

Individual/work 

design; during 

change 

What costs 

accompany 

adaptation? 

Prevents 

implementation-

only success 

Stakeholder 

engagement 

Engagement 

supports 

legitimacy/ 

adaptation 

Reciprocal, 

enacted 

stakeholder 

relations 

Consultation 

→ engagement 

Organization–

stakeholder; 

dynamic 

Whose 

interests 

affect action? 

Separates contact 

from consequence 

 

Study identification and screening 

The selection process was reconstructed only from counts that could be verified. The curated candidate ledger contained 55 

unique articles screened for date, peer-review status, journal eligibility, DOI integrity, article-domain relevance, and exact 

claim fit. Sixteen candidates were excluded because they were redundant with stronger selected evidence, insufficiently 

transformation-specific, excessively adjacent to the focal domains, or less useful for the planned claim than another eligible 

source. The resulting critical-review corpus contained 39 articles. 

Raw search-engine or database-identification counts were not reproducibly available, and repeated publisher or search hits 

had not been maintained as a formal database-record set. A raw duplicate-removal count was therefore also unavailable. These 

values are not estimated. A separate formal report-retrieval stage was not used in this targeted critical-review workflow. This 

limitation is preferable to retrospectively manufacturing the appearance of systematic-review precision [7]. Figure 1 presents 

the verified flow and makes the non-reportable stages visible rather than smoothing them away. 
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Figure 1. Study selection preserves leadership, culture, inclusion, well-being, and stakeholder evidence within a bounded 

critical-review corpus 

 

Critical appraisal and coding 

Critical appraisal focused on what each source permitted the review to claim rather than assigning an artificial universal 

quality score. Coding distinguished conceptual definition, empirical operationalization, level of analysis, study design, 

temporal structure, analytical method, contextual boundary, reported limitation, contradiction or null finding, and the 

difference between association and mechanism. Review methodology supports such explicit alignment between review 

purpose and synthesis procedure [6]. 

Particular attention was given to inferential slippage. Individual acceptance was not treated as an organizational transformation 

outcome; representation was not treated as experienced inclusion; technology adoption was not treated as transformation; 

stakeholder satisfaction was not treated as legitimate engagement; and formal leadership or governance arrangements were 

not treated as evidence that their intended mechanisms were enacted. Where the evidence supported only a contextual 

association or theoretical proposition, the permitted interpretation was correspondingly restricted. This appraisal logic allowed 

apparently compatible claims to be separated from claims that merely shared positive terminology. 

 

Cross-domain synthesis method 

The synthesis proceeded by comparing the five domains through a common analytical sequence while preserving their 

differences. For each domain, the review identified the dominant claim, the mechanism presumed to connect it to 

transformation, the principal level and time scale at which evidence was generated, the evidence pattern supporting or 

constraining that mechanism, and dependencies on other domains. The fragmented theoretical landscape of employee change 

responses demonstrates why findings cannot be integrated by simple accumulation [2]. Likewise, management-review 

methodology requires synthesis choices to remain appropriate to the type of evidence and the purpose of the review [7]. 

Cross-domain convergence was therefore recognized only when literatures implied compatible organizational requirements. 

Contradictions were retained when one domain's presumed success condition could undermine another, when evidence 

operated at mismatched levels, or when short-term implementation outcomes obscured later reversal. Missing links were 
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coded rather than filled by inference. Table 2 records this evidential architecture and establishes the questions against which 

the subsequent domain analyses are evaluated. 

 

Table 2. Evidential architecture of the five mechanisms implicated in sustained organizational transformation 

Transformation 

domain 

Dominant 

literature claim 

Principal 

mechanism 

Typical 

level/time scale 

Evidence 

pattern 

Dependency 

on another 

domain 

Missing cross-level 

link 

Sustained-

transformation 

implication 

Leadership 
Direction enables 

change 

Influence and 

sensemaking 

Leader–

employee; 

episodes 

Conditional 
Participation, 

culture 

Leader behavior → 

organizational 

persistence 

Direction must 

remain credible 

and enacted 

Culture 
Shared conditions 

enable adaptation 

Norms, 

capability, 

renewal 

Organization; 

path dependent 
Contextual 

Leadership, 

structure 

Culture → 

individual 

experience 

Culture cannot 

substitute for 

capability 

Inclusion/partic

ipation 

Voice improves 

adaptation 

Belonging, 

safety, 

influence 

Individual/team; 

evolving 
Uneven 

Leadership, 

governance 

Voice opportunity 

→ consequential 

action 

Participation must 

alter experience 

or decisions 

Well-being 

Sustainable change 

preserves 

functioning 

Demands, 

resources, work 

design 

Individual/job; 

over change 
Conditional 

Culture, 

leadership 

Employee strain → 

organizational 

trajectory 

Adaptation costs 

cannot be hidden 

by compliance 

Stakeholder 

engagement 

External 

relationships 

support adaptation 

Reciprocity, 

influence, 

relational 

resources 

Organization–

stakeholder; 

dynamic 

Context 

dependent 

Leadership, 

governance 

Engagement practice 

→ durable 

legitimacy/resilience 

Formal contact 

must become 

substantive 

engagement 

 

The leadership assumption 

Leadership is frequently treated as an initiating condition for transformation, but recent evidence supports a more conditional 

interpretation. Change-management requirements can expand under crisis and technological disruption, making preparedness 

part of the leadership context rather than a stable background condition [8]. Responsible-leadership scholarship further extends 

evaluation beyond internal execution toward stakeholder and ethical responsibilities [9]. Even within employee-facing change, 

however, desirable leadership behaviors are not simply additive: experimental evidence indicates that people- and task-

oriented behaviors can interact conditionally rather than producing a universal optimum [10]. Leadership should therefore be 

understood as an influence mechanism whose effects depend on what followers experience, which demands are created or 

buffered, and whether leadership behavior remains compatible with organizational and stakeholder conditions. 

 

The organizational-culture assumption 

Culture is similarly easy to overstate. Digital transformation is broader than technology adoption [11] and entails strategic 

and organizational reconfiguration [12]. Sustaining such change may require continuing strategic renewal through dynamic 

capabilities [13]. Empirical research links culture with digital transformation and innovation, but such associations do not 

make culture independently sufficient [14]. Indeed, proposed mediation through digital leadership and culture has not always 

been supported [15]. Adoption and performance should also remain analytically distinct [16]. Transformation may become 

constrained by path-dependent organizational choices [17] and can involve structural reconfiguration beyond technological 

installation [18]. Culture therefore appears less as a singular driver than as part of an organizational configuration in which 

capabilities, structures, historical trajectories, and strategic choices determine whether supportive norms can be enacted. 

 

The inclusion and participation assumption 

Inclusion requires more than formal access. Inclusive-leadership theory distinguishes belongingness from being valued for 

uniqueness [19], while meta-analytic evidence identifies psychological safety as an important individual- and group-level 

condition associated with speaking up and other work outcomes [20]. Reviews nevertheless show substantial heterogeneity 

in how psychological safety is conceptualized and measured [21]. Voice also has a temporal problem: even longitudinal 

employee-voice research often under-theorizes how voice develops and changes over time [22]. Participation itself can involve 

silencing, balancing, or other unequal treatments of interests rather than inclusion by definition [23]. During digital 

transformation, willingness to participate additionally has employee-level psychological antecedents [24]. Consequently, the 

relevant transformation mechanism is not the existence of participation structures but whether people can safely exercise voice 

and whether that voice becomes consequential. 

The employee well-being assumption 
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Transformation can achieve implementation milestones while imposing costs on employees. Job Demands–Resources theory 

provides a useful mechanism-level lens because changing demands and resources can activate both strain and motivational 

processes [25]. Work-design research likewise rejects technological determinism: automation and digital systems can improve 

or degrade work characteristics depending on design choices and context [26]. Workplace mental health and well-being are 

themselves multidimensional rather than reducible to one morale indicator [27]. In digital transformation, reducing employee 

resistance and protecting well-being are therefore analytically separate objectives [28]. Contemporary evidence concerning 

artificial intelligence reinforces the need to evaluate employee well-being independently rather than infer it from technological 

uptake [29]. Sustained transformation cannot reasonably be defined only by continuing implementation if the work system 

progressively erodes the resources required for employees to function within it. 

 

The stakeholder-engagement assumption 

Stakeholder engagement is also more demanding than contact or consultation. The field conceptualizes engagement as 

relational and processual [30]. Recent theorizing distinguishes participation, inclusion, and democratic quality as 

complementary but non-equivalent aspects of more holistic engagement [31]. Empirical process research further shows that 

heterogeneous stakeholders can move between engagement and disengagement during strategy development [32]. Formal 

multistakeholder structures do not guarantee substantive influence because leaders' sensemaking affects how engagement is 

enacted [33]. Stakeholder dialogue must likewise be distinguished from generic communication [34]. Political attribution and 

institutional conflict can reshape engagement practices [35], while multi-stakeholder settings introduce interdependencies that 

dyadic analysis can miss [36]. Stakeholder satisfaction is also distinct from internal organizational performance [37]. Finally, 

stakeholder-management practices can contribute to resilience processes as organizations evolve [38]. Engagement is 

therefore best treated as a dynamic external relationship whose value depends on reciprocity, influence, context, and 

continuing organizational responsiveness. 

 

Convergences across transformation domains 

Across the five domains, a consistent critical pattern emerges: nominally favorable arrangements are weaker evidence than 

mechanisms that are actually experienced and consequential. Complementary leadership behaviors are conditional rather than 

automatically additive; participation can coexist with silencing; and reduced resistance need not establish employee well-

being [10, 23, 28]. Similar distinctions recur between technology adoption and transformation, formal stakeholder structures 

and enacted engagement, and organizational intent and employee experience. 

The convergence is therefore not that five “success factors” should be accumulated. Rather, sustained transformation appears 

to require continuing compatibility among mechanisms operating at different levels. Leadership must be receivable, culture 

must coexist with adaptive capability, voice must influence something consequential, adaptation must remain tolerable for 

employees, and external engagement must survive beyond formal consultation. This compatibility claim is an original 

synthesis of the reviewed evidence and requires empirical validation. 

 

Contradictions and incompatible assumptions 

Several literatures contain assumptions that cannot simply be combined. Dynamic capabilities may coexist with digital 

leadership and culture without producing the expected mediation chain; stakeholder participation can be formally present 

without satisfying inclusion or democratic standards; and multistakeholder structures can exist while engagement is enacted 

unevenly [15, 31, 33]. These are not identical contradictions. One concerns an unsupported statistical mechanism, another a 

conceptual distinction, and another the gap between formal structure and practice. 

The critical task is therefore to ask whether an apparent conflict reflects genuine incompatibility or a mismatch in level, time 

horizon, construct definition, or design. Table 3 retains these distinctions instead of treating contrary findings as noise. 

 

Table 3. When apparently compatible transformation assumptions diverge and what can reconcile them 

Assumption A Assumption B 
Apparent 

contradiction 

Level/time/context 

mismatch 

Evidence needed 

for reconciliation 

Unresolved 

remainder 

Consequence 

for the proposed 

model 

More supportive 

leadership 

improves change 

Leadership 

combinations are 

conditional 

Positive behaviors 

need not add 

linearly 

Individual response 

vs organization 

outcome 

Longitudinal 

multilevel 

leadership studies 

Optimal 

combinations 

remain context 

dependent 

Treat leadership 

as enabling, not 

sufficient 

Supportive culture 

enables 

transformation 

Capabilities/mediation 

may fail to operate as 

expected 

Culture presence ≠ 

operative pathway 

Firm-level 

constructs; often 

cross-sectional 

Repeated 

capability–culture–

behavior measures 

Direction of 

influence 

remains 

uncertain 

Separate cultural 

condition from 

mechanism 
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Participation 

produces inclusion 

Participation may 

silence some interests 

Formal voice ≠ 

consequential 

influence 

Opportunity vs 

lived experience 

Trace whose input 

changes decisions 

Unequal voice 

may remain 

hidden 

Require 

consequential 

participation 

Low resistance 

indicates successful 

change 

Well-being can 

deteriorate 

independently 

Compliance ≠ 

sustainable 

functioning 

Immediate response 

vs accumulated 

strain 

Joint longitudinal 

resistance/well-

being data 

Delayed costs 

may be missed 

Preserve well-

being as separate 

criterion 

Multistakeholder 

form produces 

engagement 

Engagement depends 

on enactment 

Structure ≠ 

substantive 

relationship 

Governance form 

vs relational 

practice 

Compare formal 

rights with actual 

influence 

Legitimacy 

remains context 

dependent 

Require enacted 

stakeholder 

responsiveness 

 

Missing cross-level and temporal mechanisms 

The literature is particularly weak where transformation crosses levels and unfolds over time. Longitudinal qualitative 

evidence from a planned workspace change shows that employees can display different cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

response patterns across the same change process rather than a stable reaction [39]. This matters because organizational claims 

are frequently inferred from measurements taken at one employee level and one moment. 

Existing evidence demonstrates both the relevance of levels and the incompleteness of their integration: psychological safety 

operates across individual and group analyses, voice research still under-theorizes time, and repeated employee observations 

show response trajectories rather than fixed states [20, 22, 39]. What remains insufficiently established is how these micro-

level changes aggregate into organizational persistence, how stakeholder reactions feed back into internal processes, and when 

accumulated strain or disengagement becomes a turning point rather than a temporary disturbance. 

 

Toward an integrated model of sustained organizational transformation 

The review therefore proposes that sustained transformation be treated as a compatibility state, not a collection of independent 

success factors. Five mechanisms must remain analytically distinct: enacted leadership and direction, adaptive organizational 

culture and capability, consequential inclusion and participation, resource-preserving work design and well-being, and 

substantive stakeholder engagement. The model does not claim that each is empirically necessary in every transformation. 

Compatibility is temporal. Turning points can redirect organizational trajectories [4], and capability pathways can fail to 

operate as hypothesized [15]. Participation can become non-consequential [23], implementation responses can diverge from 

well-being [28], and stakeholder engagement can deteriorate into disengagement [32]. The proposed model therefore adds 

feedback and reversal: deterioration in one mechanism can constrain others even when formal transformation activities 

continue. 

Figure 2 visualizes this distinction between evidence-supported domain mechanisms and the newly proposed cross-domain 

compatibility architecture. 

 

 
Figure 2. Sustained organizational transformation requires compatible leadership, culture, participation, well-being, and 

stakeholder mechanisms across time 
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Necessary, enabling, and context-dependent conditions 

The evidence does not justify declaring a universal list of empirically necessary conditions. A more defensible distinction is 

proposed. Some conditions are enabling because they make a mechanism more feasible, such as psychological safety for voice 

or organizational resources for sustainable work. Others are context-dependent, including preparedness under crisis conditions 

or stakeholder practices under political conflict. 

A condition should be described as necessary only after designs capable of testing necessity across relevant contexts support 

that inference. In the present synthesis, leadership, culture, participation, well-being, and engagement are therefore treated as 

interacting domains whose relevance and configuration can vary. The proposed compatibility state refers to the continuing 

viability of their operative mechanisms, not to the permanent presence of one prescribed practice in every organization. 

 

Failure pathways and transformation reversal 

Sustained transformation can fail without a single dramatic collapse. Path-dependent choices may progressively narrow 

organizational options [17]. Participation may remain formally available while interests are silenced [23]. Rising demands 

may exceed available resources even when employees continue to comply [25]. Stakeholders may shift from engagement 

toward disengagement [32]. Everyday events and turning points can then alter how these accumulating conditions are 

interpreted [3]. 

These pathways should remain distinct because their remedies and evidence requirements differ. The proposed model 

nevertheless treats them as potentially interactive. Resource strain may reduce participation; diminished participation may 

weaken detection of operational problems; stakeholder disengagement may amplify legitimacy or adaptation difficulties. Such 

cross-domain propagation remains a hypothesis requiring longitudinal multilevel testing rather than an established causal 

cascade. 

 

A critical research agenda 

Future research should discriminate among mechanisms rather than ask generally whether transformation “works.” The voice 

literature already demonstrates the need for stronger theorization of time in longitudinal designs [22]. Similar requirements 

apply across domains: studies should follow leadership enactment and employee interpretation jointly, distinguish cultural 

conditions from capabilities, observe whether participation changes decisions, track well-being alongside implementation 

outcomes, and examine stakeholder engagement as a changing relational process. 

The key methodological advance would be designs capable of rejecting parts of the proposed synthesis. Table 4 therefore 

converts the review's major uncertainties into research programs specifying levels, temporal structures, comparisons, and 

evidence that could separate competing explanations. 

 

Table 4. Research programs capable of discriminating among competing explanations of sustained transformation 

Unresolved 

mechanism 

Why current 

evidence cannot 

decide it 

Required 

level(s) 
Temporal design 

Comparison or 

counterfactual 

Key 

evidence/outcome 

Consequence if 

resolved 

Leadership 

enactment → 

sustained 

adaptation 

Leader behavior and 

organizational 

outcomes are often 

separated 

Leader, 

employee, 

organization 

Repeated 

multiwave 

Similar changes 

with different 

enacted leadership 

Changes in 

interpretation, 

behavior, persistence 

Tests whether 

leadership is 

enabling or 

merely correlated 

Culture vs 

adaptive capability 

Culture and 

capability constructs 

may overlap or be 

cross-sectional 

Team, 

organization 

Longitudinal 

process 

Similar cultural 

profiles with 

different capability 

trajectories 

Renewal, structural 

adaptation, 

implementation 

persistence 

Clarifies 

operative 

mechanism 

Voice opportunity 

→ consequential 

participation 

Opportunity does not 

establish influence 

Employee, 

team, decision 

system 

Event-linked 

longitudinal 

Decisions with 

versus without 

traceable employee 

influence 

Whose input changes 

decisions and later 

responses 

Tests 

consequential-

inclusion 

requirement 

Implementation 

progress → well-

being 

sustainability 

Compliance and 

strain can diverge 

Employee, job, 

organization 

Repeated 

before/during/after 

change 

Comparable 

implementation 

with different 

demand–resource 

profiles 

Well-being, 

functioning, retention, 

adaptation 

Tests hidden 

sustainability 

costs 

Stakeholder 

structure → 

substantive 

engagement 

Formal 

representation may 

differ from enacted 

influence 

Organization, 

stakeholder 

ecosystem 

Longitudinal 

comparative case 

Similar governance 

structures with 

different relational 

practices 

Influence, 

disengagement, 

responsiveness 

Separates 

governance form 

from engagement 

mechanism 
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Cross-domain 

compatibility → 

persistence or 

reversal 

No integrated causal 

model is validated 

Individual 

through 

ecosystem 

Longitudinal 

multilevel 

Transformations 

with similar goals 

but different 

mechanism 

configurations 

Persistence, recovery, 

reversal, boundary 

conditions 

Directly 

challenges the 

proposed 

synthesis 

 

Implications for organizational transformation practice 

The review cautions against managing transformation through a dashboard of nominally positive indicators. High participation 

rates may conceal weak influence; low resistance may coexist with declining well-being; stakeholder meetings may not 

constitute substantive engagement; and favorable cultural language may not indicate adaptive capability. 

A more defensible practice implication is to monitor mechanisms and trajectories. Leaders can examine whether employee 

voice changes decisions, whether workloads and resources remain viable, whether stakeholder relationships are strengthening 

or deteriorating, and whether everyday events or turning points are changing interpretations of the transformation. These are 

evidence-informed monitoring priorities rather than proven implementation prescriptions. Their value lies in detecting 

incompatibility early enough for reassessment rather than assuming that continued rollout demonstrates sustained 

organizational change. 

 

Review limitations 

This review is selective rather than exhaustive and does not constitute a meta-analysis. Its boundaries privilege peer-reviewed 

Q1 journal articles with verifiable DOIs published from 2017–2026, which necessarily excludes relevant evidence outside 

those constraints. The source base also spans conceptual articles, reviews, experiments, cross-sectional studies, qualitative 

process research, and context-specific empirical designs. 

Consequently, apparent convergence may partly reflect differences in constructs and methods, while contradictions may arise 

from mismatched levels or time horizons. Raw identification and deduplication totals were not reproducibly available and 

were not reconstructed. The integrated compatibility architecture is therefore a critical synthesis of the selected literature, not 

a prospectively validated model. Its generalization across sectors, organizational forms, countries, technologies, and 

institutional environments requires direct testing. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Successful organizational transformation is not adequately explained by accumulating favorable leadership, culture, inclusion, 

well-being, and stakeholder practices. The reviewed evidence instead supports distinctions between formal arrangements and 

enacted mechanisms, short-term responses and temporal trajectories, and individual experiences and organizational or 

stakeholder-level outcomes. This review proposes that sustained transformation depends on continuing compatibility among 

these domains while remaining vulnerable to path dependence, silencing, resource strain, disengagement, and turning points. 

The proposed architecture is neither universally causal nor implementation-ready. Its value is analytical: it identifies where 

apparently positive transformation conditions can diverge, where evidence remains cross-level or temporally incomplete, and 

which empirical tests are required to determine whether compatibility genuinely sustains organizational change. 
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