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“This volume is edited by two leading figures in research on occupational health and wellbeing and contains contributions from major scholars in this field. The coverage of topics is comprehensive and well organized. The volume will be a major asset to researchers and practitioners in psychology and management.”

–Michael O’Driscoll, Emeritus Professor of Psychology, University of Waikato, New Zealand




“Cooper and Leiter lead outstanding teams of international scholars on the cutting edge of well-being at work. This five section volume delivers powerful content addressing the positive sides of the individual, the workplace, and the mechanisms for enhancing wellbeing.”
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“Cooper and Leiter’s Companion provides a timely insight into the broad spectrum of research on physical and mental wellbeing at work. This is a unique and much-needed publication for scholars, students, and practitioners interested in ensuring employee health and fulfilment.”

–Krystal Wilkinson, Senior Lecturer, Business School, Manchester Metropolitan University, UK




“Work can cause, contribute to, or trigger disease, and very often does so (pathogenesis). But it can also be a powerful promoter of health and wellbeing (salutogenesis). Much of the outcome depends on our working and living conditions. Two eminent scientists in this field, Cary L. Cooper and Michael Leiter, focus on both of these two aspects in this new, highly knowledgeable and extremely relevant volume.”

–Lennart Levi, Emeritus Professor of Psychosocial Medicine, Karolinska Institutet, Sweden




“This Companion provides an informative and up-to-date collection of articles by highly regarded scholars and practitioners regarding the nature, causes, and consequences of workplace wellbeing (and ill-being). Importantly, a range of practical interventions at the employee and organizational level are provided, making it a valuable resource for students, practitioners, and scholars.”

–Ashlea Troth, Associate Professor, Griffith Business School, Griffith University, Australia
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The state of the art of workplace wellbeing

Michael P. Leiter and Cary L. Cooper

It is no longer sufficient for employers to prevent injuries on the job; we expect employers to make a deliberate and constructive contribution to sustaining employees’ physical and mental wellbeing. It is not good enough to do no harm; responsible employers design work to enhance employees’ health and fulfillment at work. Despite evidence of this ideal gaining traction globally, it is a long way from becoming a reality.

Healthy work life remains more of a dream than a reality for most people for two main reasons: First, not every individual, business, or government has actively embraced improving employee wellbeing as a core business responsibility. Second, as becomes evident reading the state-of-the-art chapters in this volume, much remains to be discovered, designed, and shared about workplace wellbeing initiatives. Although research has clearly established advantages of employee wellbeing for organizational productivity and employee satisfaction (Robertson & Cooper, 2011), research has been slower to critically evaluate methods for enhancing employee wellbeing (Chen & Cooper, 2014). Moving research discoveries into practical, cost-effective practices remains a major challenge.

At the heart of the matter lie five core issues:


	Defining workplace wellbeing

	Identifying accountability for workplace wellbeing

	Articulating a strategic, holistic approach to workplace wellbeing

	Identifying initiatives that contribute to enhancing wellbeing

	Identifying leadership perspectives and capacities supportive of workplace wellbeing






Defining workplace wellbeing

Defining wellbeing presents something of a challenge. The research community – including the authors in this volume – have not even agreed upon the word’s spelling. Have we or have we not progressed beyond the hyphen? The editorial staff at Routledge will assure consistent spelling in the final proofs but their work will smooth over rifts. The starting point for defining the term accepts its multi-faceted nature (Dodge, Daly, Huyton, & Sanders, 2012). Workplace wellbeing encompasses physical health and comfort, mental health, a preponderance of positive over negative affect, and positive attitudes towards work. Dodge et al. (2012) moved away from well-being as a stable subjective state to emphasize its relational quality as an equilibrium of resources with challenges. Wellbeing from this perspective goes beyond how people feel at a moment to encompass how they make sense of their context, the expectations of others, and their confidence in their capacity to meet the challenges they encounter or anticipate encountering.

The broad, multi-faceted nature of wellbeing results in a rich, diverse research field, but one that presents challenges for incremental progress. For example, a study may assess physical well being with the single-item Global Health Status measure (DeSalvo, Bloser, Reynolds, He, & Muntner, 2006) and mental wellbeing with the five-item Mental Health Index (Ware & Sher-bourne, 1992) without explicitly addressing the question of equilibrium or respondents’ evolution of their work context. Developing shared perspectives on core conceptual dimensions of wellbeing will facilitate the development of widely accepted, theory-based measures. As demonstrated in this volume, the state of the art has developed to include credible measures with foundations in health psychology, psychologically healthy workplace models, and positive psychology.




Accountability

Article 7 (b) of the United Nation’s International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights states that citizens of member countries have the right to safe and healthy working conditions (United Nations, 1966). But as Albuquerque and Evans (2012) pointed out, these rights remain ideals without mechanisms to enforce their application. Substantive rights lack substance without procedural rights to assure their implementation, evaluation, and maintenance. The lack of explicit enforcement means that much of the progress in workplace health initiatives has occurred voluntarily. The nonmandatory pursuit of workplace health initiatives has reflected (1) convincing research demonstrating the cost-effectiveness of workplace health programs (e.g., Rongen, Robroek, van Lenthe, & Burdorf, 2013), (2) their contribution to attracting and retaining talent (Montague, Burgess, & Connell, 2015), and (3) the desire to maintain a positive corporate image (Arena et al., 2013). From all three perspectives, the physical and mental wellbeing of employees benefits businesses as well as the employees.

However, all is not entirely well with workplace wellbeing. For example, in the United States, 4,679 fatal workplace injuries occurred in 2014, up 2% from the number in 2013 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). At the very least, employees hope to return home alive at the end of the workday. Regarding physical health, many workers contend with equipment and workstations that fall well short of ergonomic ideals. The increased awareness of the negative consequences of excessive sitting has highlighted the shortcomings of many work settings for assuring that employees at minimum maintain their health rather than deteriorating as a consequence of their work.

The range of perspectives in this volume also convey the message that responsibility for work-place wellbeing does not rest solely on employers: Employees have a role to play as well. As with occupational safety, employees exercise some degree of discretion in the thoroughness with which they make use of workplace resources that support wellbeing. Making the most of workplace resources requires employees to develop the skills, attitudes, and inclinations to make wellbeing a core personal value as well as a corporate value. The power of employee attitude for safety and wellbeing was highlighted by Alberta Premier Rachel Notley, who credited the thorough occupational safety culture of the Canadian oil exploration employees with the evacuation without injury of 90,000 residents of Fort McMurray in the face of a monstrous forest fire (Enright, 2016). A community without a deep perspective on safety and wellbeing would be unlikely to take the correct actions on that scale in emergency situations.




A strategic, holistic approach to workplace wellbeing

A strategic, holistic approach to workplace wellbeing goes beyond measuring engagement versus burnout or reducing sickness absence. A holistic model includes primary (wellbeing audits), secondary (e.g., training and development on safety, physical health, and workplace diversity), and tertiary (e.g., employee assistance program [EAP]) perspectives (Giga, Cooper, & Faragher, 2003). A holistic model has both a long-term perspective (considering employees’ productivity and thriving over their lifetime) and a broad perspective (considering the physical, emotional, cognitive, social, and spiritual dimensions of life).


Primary

Wellbeing audits provide an essential quality of infrastructure for a psychologically and physically healthy workplace. They make a definitive statement of organizational values by assessing the employees’ perspectives on the qualities that define a constructive and fulfilling workplace. Although such audits include indicators of problems or shortcomings, their principal focus is on the positive qualities that the organization hopes to sustain and develop. In assessing these qualities organizations imply a commitment to enhancing them.

Wellbeing audits take a long-term perspective in that they occur as a regular part of organizational life. Rather than responding to obvious problems reactively, their focus remains on actions that organizations can take to build on their strengths. Providing reports summarizing audit responses to operating units within participating organizations, for example, provides a benchmark for assessing progress, evaluating leadership, and defining needs for further training for leaders and others within the units.




Secondary

Training for wellbeing includes skills as well as attitudes and perspectives that organizations hope to encourage to support workplace wellbeing. In parallel with core training on workplace safety, secondary initiatives on wellbeing provide information and inspiration to employees regarding practices and opportunities for enhancing their physical and mental wellbeing in the course of carrying out their responsibilities. These initiatives may be as simple as encouraging employees to adopt workstations with a standing as well as sitting option or establishing routines for moving around more often during the course of their workdays. To complement primary initiatives, such as providing healthier food options at work, training initiatives can provide opportunities to explore new foods that may not have previously been part of some employees’ repertoires. Similarly, training and fun events encourage employees to make good use of exercise facilities. Often, building awareness does not suffice; training and marketing complete the training cycle, ensuring a good return on an organizational investment in wellbeing.

In the global economy of the 21st century, workforces have become increasingly diverse on multiple dimensions – gender, age, national origin, family structure, religion, and profession, among others. Leaders cannot reasonably assume that everyone entering their workforce shares values about work, assumptions about workplace roles, or the degree of formality that is appropriate for workplace communications. While this diversity of backgrounds brings strengths and perspectives to workplaces, it requires active dialogue among employees to establish a coherent workplace culture. To begin the process, a facilitated conversation within workgroups about their expectations and assumptions helps to clarify how people interpret signs of civility and respect. Subsequently, explicit discussion of workplace culture would be included as part of the process of integrating new employees into the workgroup.




Tertiary

Broad-based EAPs build wellbeing in the course of alleviating acute problems. Such programs may take a prospective approach to facilitating employees’ recovery from a physical injury through physiotherapy or occupational therapy. The aim includes both recovery from the injury as well as insuring that employees establish a new level of physical wellbeing. Similarly, treatment in the wake of emotional disturbances contributes to employees’ resilience when encountering potentially distressing incidents at work. Ideally, EAPs would link to active lifestyle coaching for employees to assure that they establish routines for exercise, mindfulness, or other practices that help to maintain their capacity to thrive through their work and in their personal lives. In that way the treatment options responding to injuries or disruptive events include both recovery as well as enhancing employees’ capacity to address future challenges.






Practical, effective, validated intervention

Although meaningful progress has occurred in designing, implementing, and evaluating organizational interventions to enhance wellbeing, much work remains to be done. Intervention research presents serious challenges regarding costs, timescales, and the complexity of the research/organization relationship.

Nielsen (2013) described a challenge in organizational intervention research arising from that complex relationship inherent in applied research. Sound ethical methods call upon a participatory approach to the design and implementation of interventions. Informed consent works directly in opposition to the double-blind randomized control trial that is the gold standard for evaluating the effectiveness of interventions. When participants have full knowledge of the research questions, it is difficult to disguise a control group activity as the actual intervention unless it shares so many features with the intervention that has a similar impact on participants. The process inherently underestimates the potential for human qualities beyond the research design to influence implementation and evaluation. For example, a manager’s enthusiasm for a healthy workplace initiative may influence the thoroughness of its implementation, the extent of employees’ participation, and the response set that participants bring to evaluation surveys. A meaningful proportion of a work unit’s benefit from a program may arise from that enthusiasm rather than the program design. Nielsen (2013) points out that the theoretical framework for intervention research rarely encompasses the full scope of human and design factors that can play a role in determining the outcome.

These concerns emphasize the argument for going beyond one-off initiatives to improve some dimension of workplace wellbeing to refining a comprehensive perspective on the nature of wellbeing. An essential principle along these lines is emphasizing that wellbeing does not reside solely within individuals but is a quality of social relationships, workgroups, organizational units, and entire organizations. The process of designing, implementing, and evaluating intervention needs to appreciate the essential role of context for any intervention process.

The need for well-designed interventions is underscored by the intervention conundrum (Leiter & Maslach, 2015; Leiter, Peck, & Gumuchian, 2015). Problems with wellbeing – however defined – arise effortlessly. Neglect and inaction undermine wellbeing. However, actions to improve wellbeing require careful planning, dedicated commitment, money, and coordinated action. Progress requires a concerted effort sustained over a considerable time. It also requires organizations to be ready for change in order to implement new policies and practices in a meaningful and enduring fashion, upsetting the status quo (Holt, Armenakis, Harris, & Feild, 2007).

Another dimension of the researcher/organizational relationship concerns access to institutional data. Intervention studies require organizational records to supplement information available through surveys, interviews, and observation. A simple willingness to share such information with researchers constitutes one step towards such access, but it is not sufficient in itself. Rarely is organizational data readily available in a manner that aligns perfectly with the time frame and the organizational structure associated with the intervention. That sort of alignment requires dedicating the time and talents of people with the technical expertise to seek out the relevant information in the organizational databases, structure that information as needed to address research questions, and make the information available to the interested parties. Usually people with these capabilities are entirely too busy already, requiring a genuine commitment from leadership to provide information on absences, indicators of presenteeism, or productivity measures.




Leadership and skills where they are needed

For the most part, supervisors receive training on managing schedules and budgets – but most challenges arise from managing people. Providing meaningful and enduring support for employees’ wellbeing requires leaders at every level of an organization to have a long-term perspective on people that includes their fulfillment and thriving as well as their contribution to productivity and their role in the logistics of getting the work done.

To address the contributions to wellbeing of positive social encounters at work, supervisors need skills and perspectives allowing them to operate effectively on three levels: one-on-one conversations, mediating strained relationships between employees, and maintaining a respectful workgroup climate. The first level concerns supervisors’ capacity to conduct one-on-one conversations with employees on difficult issues. When employee performance falls short of expectations, the immediate point of contact rests with first-line managers (FLMs). Without confidence in their capacity to conduct these conversations, FLMs will shy away from what they anticipate to be a confrontation. That outcome would leave performance problems neglected until they reach crisis proportions. Without a refined degree of empathy, FLMs will fail to conduct the conversation in a way that employees perceive as fair and respectful. Many employees report feeling unjustly treated at work. The process of performance evaluation – as an annual ritual or a incident-based response – challenges employees’ sense of mastery in their work. Conveying focused and meaningful criticism of performance while conveying respect and fair-handedness presents significant challenges. However, doing so makes a meaningful contribution to employee wellbeing.

A second level of social sophistication for FLMs occurs when they intervene in strained working relationships among people on their units. Mediation is a sophisticated skill as it involves clarifying opposing positions, searching for a resolution, and encouraging people to move towards a shared solution. The perception of justice plays an important role in mediation and conflict resolution because people have concerns about their FLM taking the other party’s side against them. This kind of intervention contributes seriously to workplace wellbeing because social mistreatment at work serves as a major contributor to distress (Day & Leiter, 2014; Hershcovis, 2011). Unresolved incivility between colleagues has the potential to spiral into more intense mistreatment involving a larger circle of individuals in the workplace. Strained relationships in this way may contribute to workplaces becoming socially dysfunctional over time.

The third level of social sophistication concerns the overall social climate of the workgroup. Although everyone on a unit contributes to defining its social ambiance to some degree, FLMs play an outside role. With training, support, and encouragement, FLMs can set a tone for employees that enhances the level of civility in their social encounters with one another. Simple acts of acknowledging one another or expressing appreciation for colleagues’ contributions to shared tasks contribute to defining a workplace culture (Leiter, 2012). The leaders’ behavior regarding these qualities conveys to employees that these are legitimate and important ways to interact with one another.

On another level, the actions and attitudes of senior leadership convey the true organizational value for respect and wellbeing to leaders throughout the organizational structure. The salience of these values depends on more than the good intentions of executives or the occasional inspiring words from the CEO. These values become embedded through repeated conversation, ongoing organizational communications, and expert coaching to help individual leaders build a wellbeing perspective into their day-to-day work.

It was back in 1968 that Bobby Kennedy, the best president the United States never had, gave a powerful speech at the University of Kansas when on the election trail for the Democratic nomination of president, when he argued that Gross National Product was not a measure of a society’s success, rather it was Gross National Wellbeing:


Too much and for too long, we seemed to have surrendered personal excellence and community values in the mere accumulation of material things. Our Gross National Product now is over $800 billion a year, but that GNP – if we judge the United States by that – that GNP counts air pollution and cigarette advertising, and ambulances to clear our highways of carnage. It counts special locks for our doors and the jails for the people who break them. It counts the destruction of the redwood and the loss of our natural wonder in chaotic sprawl. It counts napalm and counts nuclear warheads and armored cars for the police to fight the riots in our cities. … Yet the GNPs does not allow for the health of our children, the quality of their education or the joy of their play. It does not include the beauty of our poetry or the strength of our marriages, the intelligence of our public debate or the integrity of our public officials. It measures neither our wit nor our courage, neither our wisdom nor our learning, neither our compassion nor our devotion to our country, it measures everything in short, except that which makes life worthwhile.








The structure of this book

We have organized the book into five sections: models of wellbeing, personal qualities contributing to wellbeing, job insecurity and organizational wellbeing, workplace supports for wellbeing, and initiatives to enhance wellbeing.


Models of wellbeing

The first section presents a variety of models of wellbeing to demonstrate the range of concepts that people have brought to bear on this complex, multi-faceted issue.

In Chapter 2, Jill Flint-Taylor and Alex Davda develop the concept of individual resilience. They reflect upon the ways in which resilience develops and changes over the life span to identify principles relevant to interventions to enhance resilience. They review efforts to apply the resilience construct to teams or organizations, noting the insights drawn from this work and the challenges for future research on this level of construct. The chapter notes the importance of diversity of team composition for resilience.

In Chapter 3, Ben J. Searle and Michelle R. Tuckey explore the value of differentiating challenge, hindrance, and threat in the stress process with its implication for wellbeing. Essentially, they note ways in which distinct qualities of workplace demand have strikingly different implications for developing or inhibiting wellbeing at work.

In Chapter 4, Christina Maslach and Cristina G. Banks consider the range of psychological connections with work. They present their ideas as part of a thorough historical perspective on psychological health within work psychology. Their primary message for intervention design concerns the importance of giving a central role to employees’ personal motives and aspirations in order to create viable and enduring workplace designs.

In Chapter 5, Peter Hosie, Russel PJ Kingshott, and Piyush Sharma review research and theory on the determinants of mental health at work. They provide an integrative framework to understand and evaluate current initiatives on the policy level to improve workplace wellbeing as well as a framework for subsequent research on policy developments.

In Chapter 6, E. Kevin Kelloway provides an overview of research methods and measures for assessing wellbeing at work. He points out the paucity of rigorous research that evaluates the impact of interventions in a credible fashion. He also makes recommendations for developing a rigorous but practical approach to intervention research regarding workplace wellbeing.




Personal qualities contributing to wellbeing

Models of wellbeing have pointed towards both personal and organizational factors contributing to wellbeing. This section of the book considers enduring personality characteristics as well as an enduring personal activity: sleep.

In Chapter 7, Thomas A. Wright and Dorothy Klotz write on character, personality and wellbeing. They consider the cardinal qualities of character – valor, industry, integrity, critical thinking (wisdom), and self-regulation – as well as the Big Five personality traits – extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, and stability. They review existing research and reflect on future research initiatives focusing on character and personality in wellbeing research.

In Chapter 8, Christopher J. Budnick and Larissa K. Barber consider sleep as an essential process in supporting wellbeing at work and beyond. They consider the relationship of wellbeing and sleep as reciprocal, with each enhancing or constraining the other in an amplifying dynamics. They identify gaps in existing research on these questions, proposing directions for future research.




Job insecurity and organizational wellbeing

Workplace wellbeing initiatives do not always operate against a neutral background. Often they function in direct opposition to forces that weaken or actively undermine employees’ wellbeing.

In Chapter 9, Tahira M. Probst, Robert R. Sinclair, and Janelle H. Cheung provide an overview of research on the impact of economic stressors on employees, specifically unemployment, underemployment, and job insecurity. They note personal, organizational, and broader social factors that shape individual vulnerability to these stressors. They also provide suggestions for future research and action to counter economics stressors at work.

In Chapter 10, Luo Lu and Chun-Yi Chou provide an overview of long working hours and presenteeism in Asia. They draw upon social cognitive theory (SCT) to consider the distinct implications of working long hours in Confucian-influenced societies. Central to their perspective is the role of self-efficacy within the SCT framework of environment, individual, and behavior.

In Chapter 11, Ashlyn M. Patterson, Alexandra C. Chris, and M. Gloria Gonzalez-Morales consider the deleterious implications for wellbeing of workplace incivility. They reflect upon the subjective nature of incivility, the role of culture in interpreting uncivil behavior, and the measurement of incivility. They contrast incivility with its opposite, civility, to propose future research directions.




Workplace supports for wellbeing

The design and management processes of workplaces have implications for wellbeing. Structural qualities and policies have enduring implications as they remain constant for extended periods.

In Chapter 12, Chris Boyko and Rachel Cooper consider the physical design of offices and other workplaces for employees’ wellbeing. They note four central qualities for workplace quality: noise and air quality; light and lighting; windows, views and nature; and privacy. They consider the implications for contemporary alternative workplace designs such as group settings versus individual offices. They note the importance of personal control in the experience of office space.

In Chapter 13, Heather Spence Laschinger and Emily Read consider the implications of policies that support workplace empowerment for employee wellbeing. The implications of a sense of mastery or agency in one’s work relates to fundamental psychological motives. They call upon Kanter’s theory of structural empowerment in their evaluation of research in this area.

In Chapter 14, Gretchen Spreitzer, Peter Bacevice, and Lyndon Garrett consider coworking policies and their implications for wellbeing at work. They consider the delicate balance of autonomy versus community as a primary issue in employees’ thriving at work, and they discuss the potential of coworking policies as part of workplace wellbeing initiatives.

In Chapter 15, Marian N. Ruderman, Cathleen Clerkin, and Jennifer J. Deal draw upon the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) model to consider the deleterious effects of long work hours on wellbeing. The chapter considers five approaches for alleviating the impact of long work hours: sleep, mindfulness, physical movement, social connection, and positivity.

In Chapter 16, Clare Stovell, David Collinson, Caroline Gatrell, and Laura Radcliffe consider workplace policies with implications for work-life balance with an emphasis on working fathers. They emphasize the issue of matches and mismatches of workplace policies with the aspirations and values of employees. In reviewing potential interventions or policy developments, they acknowledge the potential conflict between improving balance with gender roles regarding work and career.




Initiatives to enhance wellbeing

An essential test of any theory or research model rests in its capacity to produce positive change in employees’ sense of wellbeing. This section considers a variety of initiatives for enhancing wellbeing. The range of approaches considered here demonstrate the wealth of ideas being considered.

In Chapter 17, Tim Anstiss and Jonathan Passmore consider the role of coaching in improving workplace wellbeing. Coaching focuses primarily on the factors that are within individuals’ scope of control within work life with emphasis on pacing throughout the workday and recovery activities when away from work.

In Chapter 18, Matthew J. Grawitch, David W. Ballard, and Kaitlyn R. Erb consider the contribution of the American Psychological Association’s Psychologically Healthy Workplace program. They consider four psychological connections with work – engagement, workaholism, exhaustion, and satisfaction – within a model of workplace wellbeing. They note the contribution of material support, emotional support, and need fulfillment as sustaining wellbeing.

In Chapter 19, Evangelia Demerouti, Despoina Xanthopoulou, Machteld Van den Heuvel, Lonneke Dubbelt, and Heather J. Gordon outline the myriad ways in which job resources contribute to wellbeing at work. In this chapter, they provide a valuable overview of the perspective of the JD-R model to the challenge of assessing, supporting, and enhancing wellbeing at work. They focus on the role of leaders in facilitating employees’ access to resources.

In Chapter 20, Oi Ling Siu provides an overview of the most prominent techniques for stress management in the workplace, including cognitive behavior therapy, meditation, relaxation, mindfulness, and exercise. In this chapter she reflects on the research support for the efficacy of these various techniques. She also considers strategies for combining various approaches to achieve a comprehensive workplace wellbeing initiative.

In Chapter 21, Gemma Ryde provides an in-depth consideration of the potential for physical exercise to contribute to workplace wellbeing. In addition to reflecting on contemporary initiatives, she provides a historical perspective on the evolution of physical activity programs in workplaces over recent decades.

In Chapter 22, Arla Day and Samantha A. Penney present a three-component framework of wellbeing initiatives in terms of an initiative’s (1) content and focus, (2) context, and (3) program development and implementation processes. They emphasize the importance of relationship factors of trust, caring, and respect in developing, implementing, and sustaining workplace wellbeing initiatives.

In Chapter 23, Maria Karanika-Murray, Henna Hasson, Ulrica von Thiele Schwarz, and Anne Richter consider in-depth initiatives to improve workplace wellbeing through enhancing organizational leadership. They present a leadership development program that is practical, actionable, and aligned to the organizational goals for workplace wellbeing. They also identify important directions for subsequent research to assess the contribution of such initiatives.

In Chapter 24, Akihito Shimazu and Daniel Goering review a participatory approach towards enhancing workplace wellbeing in Japan. They consider complementary actions to both reduce the negative impact of stressful conditions while proactively building resources to support well-being. They reflect on participatory approaches to developing wellbeing and their distinct role in Japanese culture.

In Chapter 25, Debra Gilin Oore and Norman Dolan consider conflict resolution initiatives as having far-reaching implications for workplace wellbeing. They note that social relationships at work have broad implications for wellbeing versus distress. The chapter considers the range of approaches to conflict management and resolution in contemporary workplaces.
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Models of wellbeing
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The resilient person and organization

Jill Flint-Taylor and Alex Davda


Overview

The concept of resilience is attracting considerable interest in today’s climate of uncertainty and change. It is not a new topic, however, even in the work context. For many years there has been a well-established stream of research and practice relating to the development of individual resilience, with the cognitive behavioral approach (Neenan, 2009) being particularly well documented in the popular press and academic literature. Recently, the growing influence of the positive psychology movement (Snyder & Lopez, 2009) has led to an expansion of the range of approaches and interventions seen to be relevant to strengthening resilience in individuals and organizations. Further insights and practical guidance are also emerging from the neurobiological approach to treating mood and anxiety disorders (Southwick & Charney, 2012).




Resilience and pressure

In this chapter we review some of the main trends in resilience research and discuss implications for building resilience in the organizational context. It is important to emphasize at the outset that the nature and determinants of resilience are very different at individual, team, and organizational levels. At every level, however, resilience is defined and distinguished from related concepts (such as performance) by its relationship to pressure: the management of pressure is integral to both the process and the outcomes of building resilience. At the individual level, pressure plays a central role in the development of resilience, which in turn delivers better outcomes in coping with future pressures. That is, under the right conditions, a high level of “stretch” pressure can be instrumental in building resilience, while staying in one’s comfort zone over the long term can have a detrimental effect. Similarly, exposure to negative experiences that are difficult but mild enough not to inflict lasting damage can have an inoculating effect (Khoshaba & Maddi, 1999), and may even positively influence the underlying neuro-biological mechanisms of resilience (Haglund, Nestadt, Cooper, Southwick, & Charney, 2007).

The processes and outcomes of managing pressure are also integral to understanding and defining resilience at the team and organizational levels. When leaders improve the way work-place pressures are managed for the group as a whole, this is reflected in positive employee survey results, especially in relation to high levels of wellbeing, job satisfaction, and employee engagement. When negative (hindrance) pressure is allowed to get the upper hand, this leads to undesirable outcomes such as higher levels of employee stress, increased intentions to quit, lower job satisfaction, and lower commitment (Podsakoff, LePine, & LePine, 2007). These outcomes in turn have implications for employee retention, customer satisfaction, productivity, and other measures of organizational performance (Robertson & Cooper, 2011). Therefore, the capacity of individuals and teams to manage pressure is central to an organization’s ability to take advantage of stretching opportunities, manage risk, and generally deal with environmental and industry change, competition, and tough economic conditions in a resilient way.

As indicated earlier, increasing the resilience of a group (team or organization) is not simply a matter of strengthening the personal resilience of individual employees. Similarly, resilient teams form just one element of organizational resilience. Many studies of organizational resilience relate to systems, processes, technology, and other factors outside the scope of this chapter. Here we focus on the resilience of people at both the individual and group level.




The resilient person

In general conversation, describing someone as “resilient” would not typically lead to being challenged to explain what you mean. The everyday use of the term is widely understood, particularly in relation to the behavior and outcomes that might be expected when someone comes under pressure. However, scratching the surface of this shared understanding reveals a very different picture. For example, many people view resilience as a fixed trait, while others see it more as a resource that develops through experience. Similarly, within the academic arena a number of diverse perspectives on the nature of resilience have emerged over the years, although a certain level of consensus now appears to be developing on some of the most fundamental principles.

The terms individual, personal, emotional, and psychological resilience are largely interchangeable. Together they encompass many “broad and multidimensional construals of resilience, which conflate stress, coping skills, emotions, cognitions, and environmental characteristics” (Lightsey, 2006, pp. 101–102). One of the most important and unifying trends in recent years has been the growing recognition of resilience as complex and dynamic.

There is a long-established tradition of studying resilience in the context of deprivation and other serious life challenges during childhood (Masten & Narayan, 2012; Rutter, 2007). However, there is growing support for the view that “resilience does not come from rare and special qualities, but from the everyday magic of ordinary, normative human resources in the minds, brains and bodies of children, in their families and relationships and in their communities” (Masten, 2001, p. 235).

Studies of personal resilience over the lifespan have identified the following factors that make a positive contribution to strengthening resilience (summarized by Masten & Wright, 2010):


	Learning to manage your attention, emotional reactions and behavior effectively (self-regulation)

	Building strong relationships and drawing on them for support (relationships and social support)

	Having the intellectual ability to analyze a situation and come up with a good response (although the relationship between intellect and personal resilience is not a linear one)

	Enjoying the challenge of overcoming obstacles and mastering new skills

	Getting in touch with what really matters to you (sense of meaning, purpose or “coherence”)

	Being part of a community with shared beliefs, practices, and traditions (especially in the context of how to view loss and adversity in general)



From this perspective, individual resilience can be viewed in terms of capability, process, and outcome, since it develops and plays out through the complex interaction between person and situation. An early argument for this view was put forward by Masten, Best, and Garmezy (1990). As an alternative to a strict trait approach, they proposed a more open-process model of resilience in which adaptation to stress is conceived of as a dynamic process involving both internal capabilities and external resources. This view has gained ground over the years; it is now well-evidenced and widely subscribed to among those researching resilience from diverse perspectives and traditions (Reich, Zautra, & Hall, 2010).

Some of these researchers use the term resiliency to differentiate the personal characteristics element from the overall process of resilience. This can be a useful distinction, but we have observed that in organizational practice use of the term resiliency risks perpetuating an overemphasis on fixed traits at the expense of a more nuanced understanding. In particular, it can lead to an underappreciation of the role played by attitudes, emotions and other “state-like” constructs. This in turn results in underestimating the importance of context, an issue that we address specifically at a later point. Overall, therefore, we support the use of resilience as a single, umbrella term (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) that reflects the complex and multidimensional nature of personal resilience rather than seeking to reduce it to a unitary or a dichotomous construct.


The resilient person – a workplace perspective

An individual’s capacity to manage everyday pressure is clearly important across his or her life, but for many people the workplace is where this capacity is most frequently tested. Some studies have focused on the need for resilience in particularly challenging jobs such as social work (e.g., Howard, 2008). Others have taken the view that many work contexts are subject to increasing levels of challenge and change, making resilience widely relevant to individual wellbeing and organizational performance.

The latter view is discussed by Cooper, Flint-Taylor, and Pearn (2013), in the context of exploring what managers and organizations can do to support the strengthening of personal resilience. Based on a review of the literature, the authors propose four clusters of “personal resilience resources” relating to (1) self-confidence, (2) sense of purpose, (3) personal adaptability, and (4) social support. The aim is to provide a framework that captures the complex nature of resilience while making it easier for individuals to take stock, identify specific strengths and risks, and work out what approaches would be most useful in sustaining and building on their current resilience capability. Once the complexity of resilience is appreciated, it becomes evident that there are many different approaches that can be used to strengthen it. These approaches are drawn from various fields of theory and practice, including cognitive therapy and positive psychology.

The work of the positive psychology movement has had a significant impact on the study of resilience in organizations. For example, the construct of psychological capital (PsyCap) has been linked to work performance, satisfaction, and organizational commitment (Luthans, Norman, Avolio, & Avey, 2008). PsyCap represents a trait-state continuum spanning across pure positive traits (intelligence), trait-like constructs (conscientiousness), state-like psychological resources (including resilience), and positive states (moods and emotions).

Another approach with particular relevance for the work context is centered on the construct of “hardiness,” conceptualized as encompassing three components: control (influencing events), commitment (engagement/purpose), and challenge (seeing problems as challenges, not threats). Hardiness is said to act as a resistance resource that can mitigate the adverse effect of stressful life events (Kobasa, Maddi, & Khan, 1982). Evidence has shown that hardy people perform better and stay healthier in the face of stress. Hardiness has been associated with fewer physical and mental health symptoms in Gulf War soldiers (Bartone, 1999) and lower levels of somatic and psychological distress in university students (Beasley, Thompson, & Davidson, 2003). Hardiness has also been shown to increase the use of planned coping mechanisms and the influence of positive affect in people who have experienced job loss (Crowley, Hayslip, & Hobdy, 2003). Leader performance has been predicted by hardiness (Bartone, Eid, Johnson, Laberg, & Snook, 2009).

Later discussions of hardiness present the “3Cs” as “resilient attitudes” rather than dispositions (Maddi & Khoshaba, 2005, p. 13) and add “two vital skills of transformational coping and social support” (p. 19) which are described as complementing the resilient attitudes (p. 5). As a result of these revisions, the hardiness approach now aligns well with some of the most important research trends and findings summarized in the previous section. In terms of categorizing the personal characteristics associated with resilient outcomes, the hardiness attitudes and skills also reflect many elements of the core themes that emerged from the literature review mentioned earlier (Cooper et al., 2013).

Based on their research in the field of sport, Clough, Earle, and Sewell (2002) developed a model of “mental toughness,” extending the hardiness model to include the notion of confidence (an individual’s confidence in his or her own abilities and interpersonal confidence). In a broader work context, mental toughness ratings were found to be higher for people in senior positions, with mental toughness generally increasing with age, suggesting that it can be developed (Marchant et al., 2008). More work needs to be done to establish the generalizability of the “mental toughness” construct outside the domain of sport (Crust, 2008). Nevertheless, together the constructs of mental toughness and hardiness help to demonstrate the relevance of a dynamic, interactive, and developmental view of resilience in the context of organizational performance and developmental interventions.




The resilient person – personality and individual differences

These days, rather than looking for a specific resilience trait (or set of traits), researchers are interested in understanding the complex relationships between many different personality traits and the capacity, process, and outcomes of resilience. The main framework used in these studies has been the influential and widely researched Five-Factor Model (FFM) of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which describes personality in terms of five broad clusters of traits. 1 For example, hardiness has been found to be positively related to the FFM constructs of Extraversion and Openness to Experience, and negatively related to Neuroticism (Parkes & Rendall, 1988; Maddi, 2002).

More broadly, a review of the literature on personality and coping with adversity concluded that personality influences the frequency of exposure to stressors, the type of stressors experienced, and appraisals of stressors (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). Reported findings included the following: Neuroticism is associated with perceiving events as highly threatening and coping resources as low; Conscientiousness predicts low stress exposure; Agreeableness is associated with low levels of interpersonal conflict and social stress; Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience are associated with perceiving events as challenges rather than threats, and with a positive assessment of coping resources.

Interestingly, it appears that an individual’s response to stress is not simply a matter of the presence of specific traits, but also of the interaction between traits. For example, someone who scores high on Neuroticism and low on Conscientiousness is more likely than average to experience stress and see events as threatening, while those with low Neuroticism and high Extra-version scores typically respond in a more resilient way (Grant & Langan-Fox, 2006; Vollrath & Torgersen, 2000).

The complex relationships between personality traits and resilience highlight the need to take context into account, as discussed later in this chapter. For example, being well-organized and conscientious can be helpful for managers, as their need for order can be useful in preempting problems and coping with more predictable stressors. However, a manager who favors an unstructured approach and is more open to experience may be more able to respond in a flexible way and generate creative solutions during times of uncertainty and ambiguity (Flint-Taylor, Davda, & Cooper, 2014).

Some studies have included additional psychological constructs alongside FFM personality traits in their investigation of personal resilience. Looking at the way resilient people appeared actively to generate positive emotions when faced with potentially stressful circumstances, Tugade and Fredrickson (2004) suggested that people use a variety of strategies, relating to humor, relaxation, and optimism. Studying reactions to the September 11, 2001, attacks, they found that low levels of Neuroticism, high levels of Extraversion and high levels of Openness to Experience were all associated with resilient outcomes. Self-confidence or self-efficacy has also been identified as core to resilience, negatively correlated with Neuroticism, and positively correlated with Extra-version (Skodol, 2010). Competence (a facet within Conscientiousness) has been shown to be closely associated with self-esteem and internal locus of control (Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991).

The characteristic of optimism has also been identified as central to resilience. A resilient person is optimistic and hopeful about the outcome of even difficult situations such as physical illness or the loss of a significant other (Peterson, 2000). Although optimism and pessimism are clearly related, the underlying personality characteristics associated with optimistic and pessimistic thinking are not direct, polar opposites. Introverts who are emotionally stable (low on Neuroticism) may be rather serious and “downbeat” in style, without believing that things will generally turn out badly. Conversely, a “neurotic extravert” may be full of anxiety and become discouraged quite easily, but then bounce back again quickly in response to a positive turn of events.

In summary, it is difficult to overemphasize the extent to which personal resilience is complex and multidimensional, even at the level of personality. As we now know that past experiences, current psychological state, and context are integral to an individual’s resilience, it is not surprising that it can be difficult to design a resilience training program to suit everyone.






The resilient person – developmental interventions in an organizational context

The starting point for personal resilience development clearly varies widely from one individual to another, not simply in terms of each person’s overall capacity but also in terms of which elements are stronger and which are weaker. So, for example, one person may be particularly good at drawing on social support but inclined to take a pessimistic view when things go wrong, while one of their colleagues neglects their support network when under pressure at work but makes time for exercise however busy they are.

Such individual differences are easily accommodated within a one-to-one coaching approach, which is well suited to helping someone evaluate and increase his or her current resilience capacity. For example, coaching based on a cognitive-behavioral solution-focused approach has been shown to enhance goal attainment, increase resilience and workplace wellbeing, and reduce depression and stress (Grant, Curtayne, & Burton, 2009).

Another proven approach involves a program of workshop sessions and self-managed individual activities, contextualized to a particular work environment, spread over a number of weeks, and using a variety of developmental techniques. These techniques are typically drawn from the treatment of anxiety and depression, and increasingly also from research findings in the field of positive psychology (Proudfoot, Corr, Guest, & Dunn, 2009; Seligman & Fowler, 2011; Waite, 2004). Good results have also been achieved by using an integrated approach to strengthening resilience through selection and development, for example in a call center context (Callaghan & Thompson, 2002). These studies include performance outcomes such as improved sales and retention, in addition to improved wellbeing and personal resilience.

However, few organizations have an appetite for implementing tailored programs that extend over a period of time; the most common format is that of a resilience workshop lasting one day or less. A systematic review of work-based resilience training interventions in the period 2003–2014 found a lack of coherence in design and implementation, and only tentative evidence for an impact on performance and other outcomes beyond individual resilience (Robertson, Cooper, Sarkar, & Curran, 2015). This does not detract from the performance-related outcomes reported in the individual studies cited earlier, but it does emphasize the importance of being prepared to invest in a well-validated design when introducing a resilience development intervention for an organization.

Today, techniques from cognitive-behavioral and positive psychology form the core of most well-validated resilience development interventions. These techniques include disputing pessimistic assumptions, reframing problems, merit finding, avoiding thinking traps, applying strengths-based development, learning new skills, and practicing mindfulness (Cooper et al., 2013). Additional insights and support for such approaches come from the study of behavioral, biological, and situational factors associated with a resilient response to adversity or trauma (Yehuda, Flory, Southwick, & Charney, 2006). The latter approach is particularly helpful in emphasizing the resilience benefits of looking after one’s physical condition, facing fears, finding a resilient role model, and developing a robust set of core beliefs and values.

In addition to using one of the two broad approaches described earlier (individual coaching or an extended program of contextualized activities), there are a number of other factors to consider when introducing resilience-building programs. In particular, organizations are often surprised by the negative impact of failing to establish individual and organizational readiness, conditions already proven to be critical for the effective introduction of leadership development programs (Robertson, 2004).




The resilient organization

When it comes to resilience in organizations and communities, the term is used quite specifically by a number of disciplines, including change management, technology, disaster recovery, economics, and sociology, as well as psychology. We have observed that this frequently causes confusion, and is often what lies behind being challenged to explain what one means in referring to resilience in a work context. For our purpose here we focus on the emerging construct of team resilience, which we regard as being absolutely fundamental to building a resilient organization in any context.

As our introductory discussion on resilience and pressure makes clear, to understand what equips a team to respond in a resilient way we need to go beyond the personal resilience of individual team members to study the team as a unit. Research on this is still in its early days, but there is growing interest in extrapolating definitions of resilience from the study of individuals to the study of teams (West, Patera, & Carsten, 2009). The question of team resilience has been explored from various angles, including a systems approach (Edson, 2012), positive psychology (West et al., 2009), and the management of posttraumatic stress (Paton, 2003).

One approach has been to adapt individual resilience measures to suit the team context. For example, one study adapted the PsyCap questionnaire (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007) to investigate the predictive relationship between team-level positive psychological capacities (team optimism, team resilience, and team efficacy) on the one hand, and team outcomes including cohesion, cooperation, coordination, conflict, and team satisfaction on the other hand (West et al., 2009). Another study adapted items from various sources to produce a team resilience survey, which was then used to investigate the view that good relationships and constructive interactions among team members are central to team resilience.

Some of the main findings to date include: the value of collective positive emotions for team resilience and performance (Meneghel, Salanova, & Martínez, 2014), four main resilient characteristics of elite sport teams (Morgan, Fletcher, & Sarkar, 2013), and increased team effectiveness in a crisis situation when team members have a similarly positive disposition (Kaplan, LaPort, & Waller, 2013). It is worth noting that the latter finding is quite specific, and that there are also ways in which diversity is likely to benefit team resilience, although these require further investigation. One of the most recent and comprehensive accounts of team resilience to date (Alliger, Cerasoli, Tannenbaum, & Vessey, 2015) describes the three behavioral strategies (minimize, manage, and mend) that resilient teams use to deal with pressures, stressors, and difficult circumstances, and describes four sets of actions that leaders can take to improve team resilience.

Flint-Taylor and Cooper (2017) propose a framework for building team resilience that draws on their research on workplace pressure, personal resilience, and leaders’ impact, together with related research in areas such as positive psychology and team effectiveness. Their focus is on what leaders and managers can do to build team resilience, a discussion that complements their detailed review of what can be done to support the development of personal resilience in the organizational context (Cooper et al., 2013). It is our firm belief that, working together, organizations and those who work in them can do much to strengthen resilience at the individual, team, and organizational levels.




Looking ahead

The broad area of team resilience is one that is likely to attract more attention in future, both from researchers and from organizational practitioners. More specifically it is worth highlighting the need for further research on the relationship between team diversity and team resilience. Other topics of increasing interest and importance include the neurobiological approach, the design and validation of resilience assessments, and approaches that do more to factor in the role that context plays in the processes and outcomes of resilience.


Team diversity

Related findings from the wider literature on diversity and team effectiveness suggest a complex relationship between team diversity and team resilience. For example, while culturally homogenous teams may benefit from stronger social integration and good communication, culturally diverse teams often gain an advantage through enhanced creativity and general satisfaction (Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010). A diversity of knowledge and skills has a particularly strong effect on a team’s ability to innovate (West, Hirst, & Richter, 2004), but it is also generally accepted that diversity of any kind helps to reduce the risk of unhealthy consensus or “group think.” Further research designed to look specifically at diversity and team resilience would be very worthwhile.




A neurobiological approach

At the same time as general interest in resilience has increased among academics and practitioners in various fields, there has also been rapid progress in developments within the science of neurobiology. From this has emerged a steadily growing stream of research on the neurobiology and psychobiology of individual resilience (Feder, Nestler, Westphal, & Charney, 2010; Russo, Murrough, Han, Charney, & Nestler, 2012). The focus of much of this research is based on the recognition that there are many ways of strengthening the factors that protect individuals from the negative effects of stress, and that it is useful to study this from multiple perspectives including that of genetic influences on biological processes. This approach is, therefore, consistent with the idea that research and practice should address the need for a greater understanding of the complexity and multidimensional nature of the forces at play in building and sustaining resilience.




Assessing resilience

Unsurprisingly, there appear to be as many different measures of individual resilience as there are theoretical frameworks for describing and researching the topic. Cooper et al. (2013) summarize and discuss the range of measures available, together with conclusions from published reviews of the field (e.g., Windle, Bennett, & Noyes, 2011). Some of these measures are considerably more robust and well-validated than others, and as is not uncommonly the case with psychometric tools there is often a weak relationship between validity and popularity with organizational practitioners. In addition to continued efforts to improve and evaluate existing measures, it is to be hoped that the advances in knowledge described in this chapter will be applied to help develop a new generation of resilience assessments that take proper account of the interaction between a person and their situation, and of the multiple perspectives on resilience as capability, process, and outcome.

When it comes to developing assessments of team resilience, it is very early days, with most approaches to date drawing on existing person or situation measures and extrapolating these to the construct of team resilience. While these methods have their value they also have their limitations, and there is an argument to be made for a more integrated approach that looks at team resilience from different perspectives (Flint-Taylor & Cooper, in press).




Importance of context

As our review of the individual resilience literature makes clear, in looking at what contributes to a resilient person, much time is spent seeking to understand the person and focusing on assessment and development strategies designed to target the individual. The trend is influenced by popular research focused on personality and other individual constructs like hardiness (Kobasa et al., 1982), ego depletion (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998), mental toughness (Clough et al., 2002), and emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1998).

This approach clearly has its merits and attractions, as such characteristics prove beneficial across a range of situations and personal resilience is rapidly coming to be seen as today’s popular life skill. Yet the focus appears somewhat skewed towards the individual end of the person–situation interaction. Less time is spent understanding the person’s context and the multitude of factors that contribute to this, thereby affecting the process and outcome aspects of resilience. Unfortunately, this can have negative consequences for individuals and organizations. It is still all too common for both an individual’s career and general wellbeing to be undermined by ill-informed assumptions about resilience because the person has been labelled in a particular way without proper acknowledgement of situational influences (Flint-Taylor & Davda, 2015). Someone may, for example, be overlooked for promotion because a brief but difficult episode in their home life has led their boss to label them “lacking in resilience.” As trained practitioners, we are not void of blame, since the classic resilience-building technique of encouraging clients to focus on changing how they think about and respond to the situation may unintentionally detract from exploring contextual factors and the extent to which these lie within the client’s control.

Context can be explored and understood through a number of lenses: an individual’s life as a whole; his or her organization, workplace, team, friendships, and personal relationships. All of this rich information helps to contextualize the assessment and development of resilience to an individual’s situation. There are some strands of research that help us to understand the role of context in resilience processes and outcomes. For example, studies of workplace stress have identified the situational or hygiene factors that contribute to creating a stressful work environment (HSE, 2001). Research by Karademas (2006) has looked at the role of social support in self-efficacy and optimism (factors known to contribute to personal resilience), highlighting a productive network of relationships and ultimately a supportive environment as beneficial. Other studies have explored the stress and wellbeing implications of the “fit” between a person and their work environment (Edwards & Rothbard, 1999).

However, just as personal resilience research is too much about the person, the study of environmental factors often appears too far removed from the individual. For example, organizational stress and wellbeing audits are rarely designed to factor in individual differences among employees, although it is quite common to find group-level differences in personality traits known to be associated with effective stress management, wellbeing, and resilience. In other words, these audits and associated research studies risk entirely attributing certain findings to situational factors (workplace stressors), when in fact the results should be explained in terms of a common trend in the interaction between individuals and their situation. Therefore, it is fundamental we focus on the process of interaction between individuals and their work and life situation.

Through consulting with a range of organizations and by conducting specific research with the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children (NSPCC) in the charity sector (Davda, 2012), we realized that simply taking into account the environment as a whole was not enough to truly contextualize the nature and complexity of resilience in different situations. Contextualizing resilience is similar to calls for Situational Leadership (Graeff, 1997; Hersey, Blanchard, & Natemeyer, 1979). The core concept is that different types of resilience are required in different situations and, therefore, context becomes “king.” The implication is that your approach to a challenging situation should be tailored by factoring a deep understanding of that situation in your interventions and approaches.

For example, there are times when confidence and purpose are fundamental to resilience and there are times where overconfidence and a dogmatic, rigid purpose can actually create further stress in you and in others. Equally, there are work situations that require particular behaviors to be magnified or toned up/toned down. We all come to situations with our personality, ability, and other characteristics that underpin our capacity to respond in a resilient way, but then there is an interaction between us and our context. This makes both the building and exercising of resilience very much a process and an outcome rather than an isolated set of characteristics.






Application and conclusion

The authors of this chapter recently conducted an applied research project that incorporated several of the core principles and emerging agenda themes discussed here. Our study involved the design and validation of an integrated resilience assessment and development intervention, taking account of both sides of the person–situation interaction as well as addressing individual and team resilience. The context chosen for the research was that of working for an international development organization and being posted away from one’s home country to lead a team working in a conflict-affected region or a similarly difficult environment. An initial inquiry stage was carried out to inform the development of the resilience assessment and development materials and procedures, with a focus on evaluating and improving participants’ capacity to respond in a resilient way as well as their ability to strengthen team resilience. Participants undertook a set of online assessments prior to engaging in a blended learning program with a strong emphasis on self-managed learning and peer engagement. The results of this study support the value of the approach for improving resilience at the individual and team levels, and the benefit of extending the approach to other organizational contexts in future.

This is an exciting and productive time for research on resilience in individuals and organizations, with a steady stream of findings emerging to inform the work of practitioners and the resilience-building activities of leaders and managers. To benefit from this, it is essential to establish a clear, shared understanding of what is meant by resilience, and of the many different ways in which it can be strengthened at individual, team and organizational levels.



Note

1 The five factors, or broad clusters of personality traits, are Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism.
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