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Abstract

Research suggests that in order to be creative and weather organisational changes, employees need
to feel psychologically safe (Edmondson, 1999). And yet today, many organisations operate in such a
way as to confound this: constant change, matrix structures, poor leadership and job insecurity

undermine mechanisms that can create Psychological Safety.

Psychological Safety has been considered a group construct (Edmondson, 1999). This study adds to
the field by investigating the role of Psychological Safety at an individual level, hypothesising that the

greater the individual’s psychological resources, the greater their levels of Psychological Safety.

The study measured psychological resources using three models: Kahn’s (1990) Psychological
Dimensions, Good’s (2009) Cognitive Flexibility and the Psychological Capital (PsyCap) model
(Luthans & Church, 2002). Extant research suggests that resilience is a result of the leveraging of
resources, therefore the role of resilience in the Psychological Capital model was hypothesised to sit

outside of the Psychological Capital model.

Focus groups, a student pilot study (N=40) and an employee study (N=160) supported the hypothesis
that resilience sits outside the Psychological Capital model. Results showed that attitudes of
Optimism and Hope predicted Psychological Safety and Self-Efficacy, Hope and Attentional Control
predicted Resilience. Underlying each of these were emotional resources, cognitive resources,
openness and self-consciousness. The greater the level of psychological resources, the more positive
the attitude and the greater the Psychological Safety and Resilience scores. A mixed methods
longitudinal study demonstrated skills that enable Hope, Optimism and Self-Efficacy as well as

openness could be developed within a half day workshop.

This research recognises that employees have a role to play in their own Psychological Safety and
resilience. Implications of the research and recommendations based on these findings are then
suggested for organisations and employees. Students were found to have less psychological

resources than employees though this requires further research.

Keywords: Psychological Safety, resilience, psychological resources, self-efficacy, hope, optimism,
cognitive flexibility.
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1. Background and Rationale

1.1 Introduction

Today’s fast moving and competitive environment in which organisations operate has been termed
VUCA: an American military term referring to Volatile, Uncertain, Complex and Ambiguous situations.
In response, to remain competitive, organisations have changed the way in which they operate. The
need to remain agile and responsive to changing and dynamic markets had led to flexible, project
based organisational structures (Popova, Shynkarenko, Kryvoruchko, & Zéman, 2018), remote
working and more flexible employment contracts (CIPD, 2019c). This can create an increased level of
uncertainty for employees (CIPD, 2013; Li, Liang & Farh, 2018). Simultaneously, demands on
employees have risen; demands on their time, their interpersonal skills, their cognitive skills, their
flexibility and ultimately their mental health (CIPD, 2013, 2019b; Quelch, & Knoop, 2018). Such
demands can deplete employee’s psychological resources to such an extent it can result in emotional

exhaustion (CIPD, 2019b; Sijbom, Lang, & Anseel, 2019; Vammen et al., 2019).

In conditions of “complexity and uncertainty” feeling psychologically safe is especially

important (Edmondson et al., 2016 p.80) as it enables individuals to put their energies into problem
prevention and solution creation, rather than into self-preservation (Schien, 1993). Psychological
Safety has been associated with the ability to be creative and innovative (Gong et al., 2012; Kark &
Carmeli, 2009), increased engagement at work (Kahn, 1990), performance (Carmeli, Tishler &
Edmondson, 2012; Schaubrook, Lam & Peng, 2011) and importantly in the VUCA environment, the

ability to establish “new routines” (Edmondson & Lei, 2014 p.34).

Psychological Safety has been considered a “group level phenomenon” (Edmondson & Lei, 2014
p.30) and extant research has been in the context of teams in non-VUCA organisations. However,
teams in today’s organisations are more geographically dispersed, remote and often with temporary
membership, (Cartwright, 2003; Edmondson & Harvey, 2017; Faraj & Yan, 2009; Gibson & Gibbs,
2006; Heerwagen, Kelly & Kampschroer, 2016; Mohrman, 1999). Therefore, the central research
question is whether we can continue to rely on teams or organisations to provide us with
mechanisms that create Psychological Safety? Should we be looking to intrinsic personal resources
for our Psychological Safety? If so, which personal resources are key to Psychological Safety? The
following chapter describes the rationale and context for this research, identifying the gap that it
intends to address and the benefits of doing so. Finally it will provide an overview of the subsequent

dissertation structure.
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1.2 The Environment Has Changed

Driven by globalisation, economic and political instability, social and cultural shifts and rapid
technological change (Asongu, 2015; Baard, Rench & Kozlowski, 2014; Griffin & Hesketh, 2003;
Haskel & Martin, 2001; Ployhart & Bliese, 2006; Truce, 2017) todays VUCA environment is
synonymous with new and unexpected challenges. Due to the many interconnected, sometimes
global, variables both within and outside of organisations the relationship between cause and effect
may not be known. Consequently organisations are dealing with “unknown unknowns” (Bennett &
Lemoine, 2014b, p.27) resulting in ill-defined problems and novel situations (Chan, 2000). These are
described as problems that are difficult to define or even to know which information is relevant to a
potential solution, of which there may be many (Mumford et al., 2000). Leveraging past experience
or historical data to address these no longer provides the competitive edge needed (Cousins, 2018;
De Meuse, 2010). In such dynamic, fast moving and uncertain environments, to remain competitive,
organisations need to be able to adapt quickly and innovatively to meet environmental demands
(Cartwright, 2003; Griffin & Hesketh, 2003; Pérez-Bustamante, 1999; Schuler, Jackson & Tarique,
2011).

The agility needed to meet these demands, requires changing organisational norms, processes,
operational models, structures and technology (Cartwright 2003; Chan, 2000). Indeed, change and
its increasing pace, has become the norm in organisations (Beechler & Woodward, 2009; Weick &
Quinn, 1999; Worrall & Cooper, 2012). The consequence of such rapid and continuous change is that
organisations are less predictable and stable (Beechler et al., 2009; McArthur, 2016) resulting in

increased ambiguity and uncertainty (McArthur, 2016).

As organisations experience pressure to change, so do the employees within them (Ployhart & Bliese,
2006). A new breed of employee is needed. One who is technologically, culturally, globally and
change literate with the skills and resources to be able to cope in todays “increasingly delayered,
disaggregated” organisations (Chambers et al., 1998 p.47). To succeed in this dynamic and uncertain
business environment organisations demand a high level of employee adaptability (Beechler &
Woodward, 2009; Chan, 2000; Griffin & Hesketh, 2003; Ployhart & Bliese, 2006; Wanberg & Banas
2000). Changes in organisational structure, technology and job assignments require workers to be
flexible in adopting new roles, modifying existing work behaviours, acquiring new skills, moving jobs
or even careers with increasing frequency (Chan, 2000; Ployhart & Bliese, 2006; Wanberg &
Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000). The pace of technological change means that existing knowledge soon
becomes obsolete (Shaffer, 2011). Employees are expected not only to gain the skills and knowledge

needed but to be able to apply them in innovative and creative ways in order to create competitive

S.A.Mather Student No:bq105606 28



University of Reading

advantage (Hill & Davis, 2017; Kark & Carmeli, 2009; Kroon, van Woerkom & Menting, 2017; Nelson
& McCann, 2010; Sharkie, 2005).

This has resulted in a demand for more highly educated workers, particularly across OECD
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) countries (Michaels, Natraj & Van
Reenen, 2014). In the UK the CIPD predicts knowledge intensive industries will increase the demand
for high-skilled labour, relying less on low- and middle-skilled employees (CIPD, 2015). The
dichotomy is that as the demand for such talents increases, globally there is a supply shortage
(Beechler & Woodward, 2009; Chambers et al., 1998; Jamrog 2004; Nelson et al., 2010; Schuler,
Jackson & Tarique, 2011). McKinsey and Company’s phrase “The War on Talent” is as relevant today
as it was in 1998. An aging population (Cracknell, 2010) is reducing the talent pool from which
organisations can draw. In 2011 the McKinsey Quarterly Review (Manyika et al., 2011) estimated
that by the end of 2020 the US will have a shortage of up to 1.5 million workers with degrees or
higher that will be needed to fill the skills profiles of future jobs. In the UK, 30% of the workforce is
over the age of 50 (CIPD, 2015), and while one-in-six of the UK population is currently aged 65 and
over, by 2050 this figure is estimated to be one in-four, posing a risk of critical knowledge loss in the
next 30 years. So the competition is high for the best talent who, if dissatisfied, can confidently take
their skill and knowledge and “walk out the door at any time” (Mohrman, Finegold, & Klein, 2002

p.140) — possibly straight into a competitors organisation.

Therefore, not only do organisations need to attract talent into roles that “demands creativity,
research, and the abilities of the mind” (Amar & Hlupic, 2016 p.240), they need to create
environments that enable these talents to generate outputs that are transformative and innovative
(Baer & Frieze, 2003; Greenspan, 1997). Therefore, creating an environment that encourages
innovation and creativity is becoming a critical organization competency (Nadler & Tushman, 1999;
Nelson & McCann, 2010; Schuler, Jackson & Tarique, 2011). Such an environment is one in which any
potential personal risks that may be associated with innovation-generating behaviour such as
learning from mistakes, voicing new ideas or challenging the status quo are minimal (Baer & Frese,
2003; Claxton, 2001; Edmondson, 1999; Edmondson & Mogelof, 2006; Hodgkinson et al., 2009;
West, 2000). Free from the fear of “interpersonal risk taking” (Edmondson, 1999 p.350) employees
are able to channel their cognitive and emotional resources into their role and workplace (May,
Gilson & Harter, 2004; Wanless, 2016a, 2016b). It is in this environment that employees feel
Psychologically Safe (Baer et al., 2003; Edmondson, 1999; Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004).
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1.3 Psychological Safety

Psychological Safety has been defined as feeling “able to show and employ one’s self without fear of
negative consequences to self-image, status or career” (Kahn, 1990, p708). Extant research has
identified the organisational mechanisms that contribute to Psychological Safety. These include
organisational structure (Bunderson & Boumgarden, 2010), work design (Hackman & Oldham, 1976),
role clarity (Frazier, Fainshmidt, Klinger, Pezeshkan & Vracheva, 2017) and job enrichment (Maslach,
Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001; May et al., 2004). Leadership styles have been shown to positively impact
Psychological Safety (Edmondson, 1999; Kahn, 1990) such as transformational leadership (Detert &
Burris, 2007), ethical leadership (Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009), servant leadership (Schaubroeck,
Lam & Peng, 2011), leader-member exchange (Coombe, 2010), trust in one’s leader (Madjar & Ortiz-
Walters, 2009) and the provision of a supportive work context (Frazier et al., 2017; Maslach et al.,
2001). The interaction with peers has also been shown to contribute to Psychological Safety
(Edmondson, 1999; Kahn, 1990) such as support from team members (Schepers et al., 2008), team
caring (Bstieler & Hemmert, 2010), and trust in team members (Zhang et al., 2010). Indeed, current
Psychological Safety definitions and measurements refer to the cognitive, motivational, and affective
state of a team at certain point in time as a result of team interaction (Edmondson & Mogelof, 2006;

Faraj & Yan, 2009; Marks, Mathieu & Zaccaro, 2001; Mayfield, Tombaugh & Lee, 2016),

And yet paradoxically, the consequences of the VUCA environment appears to confound these
mechanisms (De Meuse, 2003; Mumford et al., 2000) as organisation’s human resource strategies
strive to stay lean and agile (Direnzo & Greenhaus, 2011). Traditional employment relationships are
changing (Sharkie, 2005) resulting in a rise in the “gig-economy”, zero hour contracts and temporary
employment (De Witte, Pienaar & De Cuyper, 2016; Guest, 2017). Job descriptions and role clarity,
the “bedrock” of workers stability (De Smet, Lund & Schaninger, 2016 p.3), are now replaced with
blurred boundaries and fluid job assignments (Buhler, 2011; Cartwright, 2003; McArthur, 2016;
Mohrman, 1999). The security of team membership may now be replaced by virtual and multiple
team membership (Cartwright, 2003; Edmondson & Harvey, 2017; Faraj & Yan, 2009; Gibson &
Gibbs, 2006; Heerwagen Kelly & Kampschroer, 2016) which can create conflicting priorities and/or
communications (Mohrman, 1999). Organisational structures are becoming flatter (Ashkenas, 2012;
Craig 2016; Heerwagen et al., 2016), norms, processes and operational models are all changing
(Cartwright, 2003). And the change is constant (Bawany, 2016; Beechler et al., 2009; Cartwright,
2003; Greenspan, 1997; Heerwagen, Kelly & Kampschroer, 2016). The VUCA environment has led to
a pattern of worsening work environments (Kallaith & Kallaith, 2012) with increased pressure

(Mumford et al., 2000; Ployhart & Bliese, 2006) and uncertain goals or the means to achieve them
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(Mumford et al., 2000). All of which has a moderating effect on Psychological Safety (Faraj & Yan,
2009).

Increasing insecurity at work (Chan 2000; Direnzo & Greenhaus 2011; De Witte et al., 2016) can
result in an employee’s cognitive and emotional resources being invested into self-protection
mechanisms (Bradley et al., 2012; Christian, Garza & Slaughter, 2011; May, Gilson & Harter, 2004;
Ruttan & Nordgren, 2016; Schien 1993) rather than innovation, creativity or problem solving.
Increased stress levels can compromise an employee’s ability to adapt, innovate and perform, as
stress-induced hormones have a detrimental effect on the brain’s pre-frontal cortex—the area
central to “intelligent, goal-directed behaviour” (Miller, Freedman & Wallis 2002 p.1123) and needed
to deal with complexity and adaptation (Arnsten, 1999 p.221). The workplace in which employees
have the time and space to invest their psychological resources in innovation-generating behaviour

seems further away than ever.

The rise of globalisation and technological advancement is not likely to slow down, at least not in this
author’s lifetime, so the need for organisations to remain lean and agile remains paramount to
survival in the VUCA world. In addition, organisations need employees who are adaptable, flexible,
smart thinking and innovative. The dichotomy seems to be that the former need seems to thwart the

latter.

In continuing to look to organisations and teams to be the sole provider of Psychological Safety
mechanisms, employees may be found wanting. Kahn’s (1990) definition of Psychological Safety
refers to being “able to show and employ oneself.....” (p.705). However using extrinsic organisational
mechanisms to create Psychological Safety will at best create an environment whereby the employee
is willing to show and employ oneself. Even if the “perfect” organisational mechanisms or team were
in place to create Psychological Safety, the reality is that Psychological Safety is a subjective concept
that is determined by individual’s beliefs or perceptions of their environment (Baer et al., 2003;
Baltes, Zhdanova & Parker, 2009; Edmondson, 1999; Rousseau et al., 1998; Siebert, Wang &
Courtright, 2011; Wanless 2016; Zinsser & Zinsser, 2016). Despite working in the same environment,
employees may attach different meanings to events and interactions depending on their individual
state and trait-like characteristics, past experiences and their available psychological resources
(Wanless, 2016). The extent to which an employee is able to show and employ oneself may depend
on more intrinsic psychological and emotional processes (Holtom, Mitchell & Lee, 2006; Stajkovic,

2006) than organisational mechanisms.

Kahn's (1990) Psychological Dimensions model identifies three dimensions needed for workplace

engagement. The Meaningfulness and Safety dimensions of his model refer to the extrinsic
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mechanisms for engagement such a meaningful work and relations with colleagues. However, to be
able to fully employ oneself at work, the individual also needs “a sense of possessing the physical,
emotional and psychological resources” (Kahn, 1990 p.714). This he refers to as the “Availability
Dimension” which includes emotional resources, insecurity (cognitive resources) and outside (work)

life.

Resource theories suggest that individuals navigate their world by adapting and leveraging their
intrinsic and extrinsic resources to maintain a sense of personal equilibrium and to deal with life’s
challenges (Carver, 1998; Masten et al., 1999; McEwen, 2016; Richardson, 2002; Tusaie & Dyer,
2004). Consistent with resource theories, Luthans, Avey, Avolio and Peterson define personal
resources as “measurable characteristics that predict positive outcomes and adaptation to adverse
circumstances” (2010, p.47). Obtaining, retaining, and deploying personal resources protects
individuals from situations that might otherwise adversely affect psychological or physical wellbeing
(King et al., 1999). Those rich in personal resources are able deploy these to cope and adapt to both
work and life challenges (Egeland, Carlson & Stroufe, 1993; Masten, Best & Garmezy, 1990; Taylor,
1983; Van Den Heuvel et al., 2010).

This suggests that in addition to extrinsic mechanisms, organisations need to ensure that employees
have the personal resources without which “positive psychological outcomes” may be undermined

(Hobfoll, 2002 p.311) which can lead to stress and depression (Kobasa, 1979; Hobfoll, 1989; Holahan
et al., 1999). Personal resources, such as those identified by Kahn include extrinsic non-work related
resources such social support and family. However, the personal resources to which this study refers

are the psychological resources an individual has available for Psychological Safety.

1.4 This Research

This research aims to address Psychological Safety from the perspective of the individual. To be able
to leverage psychological resources to maintain ones Psychological Safety may help contribute to
employee performance and resilience in VUCA environments. Given the increasing awareness in
employee wellbeing and mental health in the workplace, this research could not be timelier. In
understanding whether psychological resources can create the Psychological Safety necessary for
both organisations in terms of innovation, creativity and performance as well as employee wellbeing,
provides a new perspective on Psychological Safety as an individual as well as a group construct. This
research does not aim to exonerate organisations from their responsibilities in providing a

Psychological Safe environment. Indeed, organisations need to develop an environment that will
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create the “willingness” to employ the self at work. Perhaps it is the intrinsic psychological resources

that determine the ability to do so.

As this thesis will discuss, there are a plethora of proposed psychological resources and associated
models in the literature. As the literature review in this study discusses, the focus for this research is

on three psychological resource models.

The first is the Psychological Capital model (Luthans & Church, 2002) created as part of the Positive
Organisational Behaviour movement (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) identifies four
psychological resources needed for workplace performance: Hope, Optimism, Self-efficacy and
Resilience. The research will evaluate this model, arguing that resilience is better positioned as an

output of Hope, Optimism and Self-efficacy rather than input to the Psychological Capital model.

Hypothesised to replace resilience in the Psychological Capital model is Cognitive Flexibility. Cognitive
Flexibility is the ability to “shift avenues of thought and action in order to perceive, process and
respond to situations in different ways” (Eslinger & Grattan, 1993, p.17). This enables an awareness
of new environments, the suppression of habitual or automatic responses and the creation of new
thinking. Research suggests that those with cognitive flexibility are able to deal with complexity and
ambiguity, finding novel solutions to the new problems organisations face. This ability is also
associated with resilience to stress (Genet & Siemer, 2011). The Cognitive Flexibility model
developed by Good (2009) identifies the cognitive resources needed for this: openness/mindfulness
and attentional control. This study evaluates these as a key psychological resources for inclusion in

the Psychological Capital Model.

The final resource model is the Availability dimension of Kahn’s model. This includes cognitive and

emotional resources, self-consciousness and outside support.

In total, 10 psychological resources are studied initially in the context of Psychological Safety and

eventually resilience.

The research methodology is mixed method triangulation, using both qualitative and quantitative
methods. Focus groups provide the validation of the hypothesis that the individual has a role to play
in the creation of Psychological Safety. This is followed by two quantitative studies (one student, one
employee) using the existing measures of the psychological resources and well known tests of
divergent thinking and attentional control. Analysis on this data includes Principal Component
Analysis (PCA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and regression analyses. Finally data from the focus

groups and quantitative analysis is brought together in a longitudinal training study in which

S.A.Mather Student No:bq105606 33



University of Reading

participants were tested before and 4-6 weeks after training from which both quantitative and

qualitative data is drawn.

The outputs of the methodology are discussed both generally and in terms of the implications for

organisations and employees.

34
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Psychological Safety

Psychological Safety is defined as being “able to show and employ one’s self without fear of negative
consequences to self-image, status or career” (Kahn, 1990 p.708). Psychological Safety is thought to
be a necessary cognitive state for learning and adapting (Edmondson, 1999; Edmondson & Lei, 2014;
Frazier et al., 2017) as when feeling safe from “interpersonal risk” (Edmondson, 1999 p.354) it is
considered that employees are more likely to challenge, make mistakes or even fail without incurring
negative consequences (Schien & Bennis, 1965). As such, Psychological Safety has been widely
attributed to improved employee engagement (Kahn, 1990; May, Gilson & Harter, 2004), vitality
(Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Kark & Carmeli, 2009) and employee voice (Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit &
Dutton, 1998; Detert & Burris 2007). Psychological Safety has also been associated with improved
performance at employee, team and organisational levels. Employees who experience Psychological
Safety have been shown to feel less anxious (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) and demonstrate increased
creativity (Kark & Carmeli 2009; Bradley et al., 2012; Gong et al., 2012), decision making (Bradley et
al., 2012) and proactivity (Gong et al., 2012). Team collaboration (Edmondson, 1999, 2014),
information exchange (Gong et al., 2012, Frazier et al., 2017) and conflict mitigation (Bradley et al.,
2012; Carmeli, Tishler & Edmondson, 2012; Schaubrook, Lam & Peng, 2011; Tucker, Nembhard &
Edmondson, 2007) have also been shown to improve in environments where Psychological Safety is
perceived as high. At an organisational level a psychologically safe environment has been shown to
be related to quality improvement (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006) and increased acceptance of
change (Schien & Bennis, 1965; Schien 1993). To survive today’s uncertain and complex
environments, such attributes are considered particularly relevant (Edmondson, 1999; Hall, Dollard &
Coward, 2010; Edmondson, Higgins, Singer & Weiner, 2016). Research into the sources of
Psychological Safety has primarily focused on organisational resources. Zinsser and Zinsser (2016)
found in their qualitative research with staff of two pre-schools, organisational policies and practises
can generate different degrees of psychological safety. Hackman and Oldham’s Job Characteristics
Theory (1976) proposes that the design of work can impact Psychological Safety, specifically the level
of autonomy, role clarity and interdependence. Relationships with leaders provide employees with
cues as to organisational norms (Kahn, 1990). Consequently, research into the impact of leadership
styles on Psychological Safety have included transformational leadership (Detert & Burris, 2007),
ethical leadership (Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009), servant leadership (e.g., Schaubroeck, Lam, &

Peng, 2011), leader—member exchange (Coombe, 2010), leadership trust (e.g. Madjar & Ortiz-
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Walters, 2009). However, it is at the team level where most Psychological Safety research has
focused, in particularly relationships between team members (Bstieler & Hemmert, 2010; Bunderson
et al., 2010; Edmondson, 1999; Schepers et al., 2008; Zhang et al., 2010). Indeed, Psychological
Safety has been described as a group-level phenomenon (Bradley et al., 2012; Edmondson & Lei
2014; Idris et al., 2012; Parker et al., 2003), described by Edmondson as “a shared belief...that the
team is safe for interpersonal risk taking” (Edmondson, 1999 p.350). Furthermore, despite significant
changes in organisation and team environments over the 20 years since the Edmondson’s
Psychological Safety questionnaire was devised, it remains the standard for the measurement of

Psychological Safety. (See Appendix A for summary of studies).

However, in VUCA organisations,

teams may not only be remote and
y y Psychological Safety Questionnaire (Edmondson,

virtual but temporary with fluid 1999)

membership (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006; Scale: Strongly Disagree /Disagree/Neutral/ Agree /Strongly Agree

Faraj & Yan, 2009; Heerwagen et al., 1. When someone makes a mistake in this team, it is

2016; Edmondson, 2017). As a often held against him or her (R).

member of multiple teams, often 2.

with multiple reporting lines

(Mohrman, 1999), employees may 3.

In this team, it is easy to discuss difficult issues and
problems.

In this team, people are sometimes rejected for

struggle to answer questions being different (R).

referring to a single team (see 4. Itis completely safe to take a risk on this team.

5. ltis difficult to ask other members of this team for

help (R).

6. Members of this team value and respect each

Edmondsons Psychological Safety
Questionnaire: table 2.1). One of the
fastest growing flexible working

other’s' contributions.
trends is that of working from home;

between 2011 and 2018 the number Table 2.1 Edmondson’s Team Psychological Safety Questions (1990)

of employees working from home had increased by 51% (CIPD, 2019c, p.14). Consequently, the
increase in virtual teams has resulted in interactions between both colleagues and bosses being
virtual and more perfunctory thanks to email, IM and texts resulting in less of a social connection
(Mohrman, 1999; Cartwright, 2003). The traditional construct of a “team” has changed since the

development of Edmondson’s questionnaire.

Furthermore Edmondson’s’ questionnaire has been challenged around its approach in averaging
scores across multiple team members to create a single score for team Psychological Safety which
becomes sensitive to team size (Schepers et al., 2008). If Psychological Safety is the “extent to which

one believes that another will give you the benefit of the doubt” (Edmondson, 1990) and an
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individual’s belief about how others will respond (Carmeli & Gittell, 2009) [author italics], it is an
individual’s perception that determines their Psychological Safety (Carmeli & Gittell 2009; Frazier et
al., 2017; Kahn, 1990; Schein, 1993; Schein & Bennis, 1965). Although a team may share the same
mechanisms to create Psychological Safety, research into cognitive schemas, suggest that each
individual has their own program for decoding and interpreting external information in ways that are
meaningful for them (Roussin, 2008; Walsh, 1995). Within the same team, members may have
different levels of Psychological Safety. This suggests that as well as being a team construct,

Psychological Safety is also an individual construct.

2.1.2 Psychological Safety at the Individual Level

There is recognition that employee perceptions (Jones & James 1979; Schuler, 1975), emotional
reactions (Lodahl, 1964) and “psychological states” (Hackman & Oldman, 1976, p.250) can impact
employee performance. An extensive study by Jones and James (1979) involved measuring the
characteristics of 4315 men from the US Navy. Based on previous research of psychologically
meaningful measures of the work environment, 35 a priori composites were measured. These are
shown grouped into four categories: Job or Role, Leadership, Workgroup and Subsystem/

Organisation (see table 2.2).

Job or Role Leadership Subsystem and Organisation
1. Role Ambiguity 12. Support 24. Openness of expression
2. Role Conflict 13. Goal Emphasis 25. Organisation Communication
3. Job Autonomy 14. Work Facilitation (DOWN)
26. Interdepartmental co-operation
4. Job variety 15. Interaction Facilitation
27. Conflict of organisational goals
5. Job Importance 16. Planning and Co- N
Ol and objectives
6. Job Feedback Ordination 28. Ambiguity of organisational
17. Upward Interaction
7. Job Challenge structure
18. Confidence and Trust (UP) 29. Consistent applications of
8. Job Pressure I -
. _ 19. Confidence and Trust organisational policies
9. Efficiency of Job Design (DOWN) 30. Organisational esprit de corp
10. Job Standards 31. Professional esprit de corp
11. Opportunity for dealing Workgroup 32. Planning and Effectiveness
with others .
20. Co-operation 33. Fairness and objectiveness of the
21. Friendliness & Warmth reward process
. 34. Opportunities for growth and
22. Reputation for
. advancement
Effectiveness
. 35. Awareness of employee needs
23. Workgroup esprit de
and problems
corps

Table 2.2 Climate related variables arranged into four categories (Jones & James, 1979, pp212-213)
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A principal components analysis of the 35 a priori composites using varimax rotation led to a 5 factor
solution. The resulting dimensions were labelled: 1) Conflict and Ambiguity, 2) Job challenge,
importance & variety 3) Leader facilitation and support, 4) Workgroup co-operation, Friendship and
Warmth 5) Professional and Organisational esprit de corp (Jones & James, 1979, pp.218-219). A
comparison of these five dimensions with data from other samples: 398 firemen and 504 exempt
employees of a private health care program (52% were women), confirmed these findings. This
supported research both prior to and since the study on the elements of work on which perceptions
of climate are based, namely: task and role characteristics (Bray & Brawley, 2002; Hackman &
Oldham, 1976; Lawler & Hall, 1970), leadership (Hu et al., 2018; Rao-Nicholson et al., 2016; Vroom &
Mann, 1960), the team or workgroup (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Edmondson, 1999) and
organisational operations (Burke & Litwin, 1992; Mann & Williams, 1962; Porter 1963). Thus there
appears to be agreement as to what employees base their perceptions of climate on. However, all of

these are extrinsic organisational mechanisms.

Two measures of individual intrinsic mechanisms used by Jones and James (need for
acceptance/approval and self-confidence/ability) were used in a correlation analysis with the five
dimensions. This showed that Ego needs correlated positively with Job Challenge, Importance and
Variety and Professional esprit De corps. Self-esteem/confidence correlated with Job Challenge,
importance and variety and Workgroup co-operation, friendship and warmth. No further analysis
was reported therefore causal relationships between these variables are unknown. However, Jones
and James recognised the role of the employee as both “perceiver and cognitive processor” (1979,

p.20) of the psychological climate.

Psychological Safety has been recognised as an “intrapsychic” state (Edmondson & Mogelof, 2006
p.112); the individual has a role to play in the creation of their Psychological Safety, (Schein & Bennis,
1965; Edmondson, 1999, 2006; Kahn, 1990; Schein, 1993; Carmeli & Gittell, 2009; Frazier et al.,
2017). Edmondson herself has called for more research into the impact of dispositional factors on
psychological safety (Edmondson et al., 2016). Using the Costa & McCrae (1992) NEO Personality
Inventory, Edmondson & Mogelof (2006) researched the relationship of personality with
Psychological Safety. Twenty-six project teams (N=228) involved in innovative work were measured
daily on the NEO Personality Inventory and at the beginning, mid-point and end of their projects for
Psychological Safety. No significant differences in means for Psychological Safety were found
between t1, t2 or t3. Extraversion was shown not to be a predictor of Psychological Safety. At the
mid and end-points of the study, Openness positively predicted Psychological Safety and Neuroticism

negatively predicted Psychological Safety (see table 2.3).
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Although the greatest correlation with Psychological Safety in this study was Team Interaction
(t1=r.55 p<.01; t2, r=.44, p<.01) these results might suggest that the personality elements of

Openness and Neuroticism may influence the level of Psychological Safety. However, the measure of

Psychological Safety used in Neuroticism Openness Extraversion
this study was the
Y PSt1 -17* r=-.01 r=.10

“Encouragement” items (beginning)

PSt2 r=-25%* r=-.05 _ 1o
from the KEYS survey tool, 1wy oiny F=12.85,p<.001 | F=3.53, p<.06 T
designed to assess PSt3 r=-.35 r=.13 .

r=.17

organisational climate for (end-point) F=17.40, p<.001 F=1.41, p<.25

*p<.05 **p<.01 (N=228)

creativity (Amabile et al.
v ! Table 2.3 Results from Edmondson & Mogelof Longitudinal Study on Psychological

1996). As discussed above, Safety and NEO Personality Measures (2006)

most Psychological Safety studies use Edmondson’s’ questionnaire. Therefore the results in this
study should be treated with caution as to whether the same construct is being measured.
Furthermore, the teams were measured at the beginning, mid and end point of their projects.
However, as the projects were between 6 weeks and 10 months long, measures were taken at
different intervals. Teams also varied in size from 3 — 20 people. As measures were aggregated to

create team level results, the variances in team size may impact results.

To date, there has been little further research into the intrinsic mechanisms within the individual that
contribute to Psychological Safety. Work by Kahn (1990) acknowledged the role of both
organisational mechanisms and individual resources in creating the environment that “shape the
processes of people presenting and absenting their selves” at work (Kahn, 1990 p.694). These he

called the psychological dimensions of engagement (see table 2.4).

Kahn's (1990) studies were qualitative, beginning with studies of 16 counsellors at a summer camp,
average age 25.5 years, 9 men and 7 women. The second study was with 16 employees of an
architecture firm, average age 34.3 years, 10 men, and 6 women. Data collection was in the form of
observation, document analysis and 40-90 minute in-depth interviews that were recorded. In
particular, Kahn asked participants to recall situations where they had felt:”(1) attentive, absorbed,
or involved in their work, (2) uninvolved, detached, or distracted from their work, (3) differences
between how they responded to a work situation and how they would have responded if they had
not been at work, and (4) no differences from non-work behaviour to how they reacted to a work-

related situation” (1990, p.698).
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Dimensions of Psychological Conditions

Dimensions

Definition

Experiential
components

Types of
influence

Influences

Meaningfulness
Sense of return on investments of
self in role performances.

Feel worthwhile, valued,
valuable; feel able to give to
and receive from work and
athers in course of work.

Wark elements that create
incentives or disincentives for
investments of self.

Tasks: Jobs involving more or
less challenge, variety.
creativity, autonomy, and clear
delineation of procedures and
goals.

Roles: Formal positions that offer
mare o less attractive
identities, through fit with a
preferred seli-image, and status
and influence.

Work interactions: Interpersonal
interactions with more or less
promotion of dignity,
seli-appreciation, sense of
value, and the inclusion of
personal as well as
professional elements.

Safety

Availability

Sense of being able to show and
employ self without fear of negative
consequences to seli-image, status, or
CATBER,

Feel situations are trustworthy, secure,
predictable, and clear in terms of
behavioral consequences.

Elements of social systems that create
situations that are maore or less
predictable, consistent, and
nonthreatening.

Interpersonal relationships: Ongoing
relationships that offer more or less
support, trust, openness, flexibility, |
and lack of threat.

Group and intergroup dynamics:
Informal, often unconscious roles that
leave more or less room to safely
express various parts of self; shaped
by dynamics within and between
groups in organizations.

behaviors that show more or less
support, resilience, consistency, trust,
and competence.

Organizational norms: Shared system
expectations about member behaviors
and emotions that leave more or less
room for investments of self during
role performances.

Sense of possessing the physical,
emotional, and psychological
resources necessary for investing
self in role performances.

Feel capable of driving physical,
intellectual, and emotional energies
into role performance.

Individual distractions that are more
of less preoccupying in role
performance situations.

Physical energies: Existing levels of
physical resources available for
investment into role performances.

Emotional energies: Existing levels of
emotional resources available for
investment into role performances.

Insecurity: Levels of confidence in
own abilities and status,
self-consciousness, and ambivalence
about fit with social systems that
leave more or less room for
investments of self in role
performances.

Outside life: Issues in people's outside
lives that leave them more or less
available for investments of self
during role performances.

Kahn, 1990

Table 2.4 Kahn’s Dimensions of Psychological Conditions (1990, pp705)

In total, Kahn gathered 186 unique experiences. Analysis involved identifying moments of personal

engagement and disengagement and categorising them. Although this study was small and

exclusively from white, middle class participants, Kahn's identified three dimensions of engagement,

each of which reflects extant research.

1. Meaningfulness whereby there is a “sense of return on investments of self in role

performance” (1990, p.703). This reflected task and role characteristics as well as

interactions at work that generated a sense of it being worthwhile. This dimension reflects

the work of Hackman and Oldham (1974, 1976) whereby the design of the job is critical to

motivation.

2. Safety, i.e. Psychological Safety. Hackman and Oldham recognised the importance of

“psychological states” (1976, p.256) on work performance, however Kahn provides details as

to how this can be achieved: through interpersonal relationships, group and inter-group

dynamics, management style and organisational norms. Edmondson’s (1990) work on

Psychological Safety as a team construct reflects this.

3. Availability — Kahn identified that individual’s need a “sense of possessing the physical,

emotional and psychological resources” (1990 p.714) needed to be able to fully engage at
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work. The demands on individuals both in and out of work impacted their physical energy,
emotional energy, levels of insecurity (about themselves) and outside life. This recognises
that an individual’s intrinsic resources have a role to play in performance and in doing so

reflects extant resource models.

Hackman and Oldman’s (1976) resource model, the Job Demand-Resources (JD-R) model, focuses on
the role of job-related resources such as participation, job security, rewards, feedback and supervisor
support in mitigating the stress and reduced energy levels that the demands of a job can bring, such
as work overload. They define resources as “aspects of the job” (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner,
Schaufeli, 2001a p.501). The provision of sufficient job-related resources has been found to be
motivational (Hackman & Oldman, 1976) as through these employees achieve the psychological

states of meaning, accountability and satisfaction through their performance.

Bakker, Demerouti and Euwema (2005), in their study to determine the resources that can prevent
burnout, 1012 employees of a Dutch Education institution completed questionnaires on burnout, job
demands and the job resources of autonomy, social support, relationship with supervisor and
performance feedback. Those employees that reported having high job demands and low resources
had the highest levels of fatigue and demoralization. Similarly, Demerouti et al. (2001b) found that

the absence of job resources correlated with disengagement.

However, the JD-R model was developed using jobs that were carried out individually and did not
address group working or any interpersonal or situational moderators. The job characteristics
required to create positive psychological states when there is a team, or indeed multiple teams,
involved in the execution of a task may be different. Furthermore, although Hackman and Oldman
recognised a role for individual intrinsic resources, the model focuses on the provision of extrinsic
resources to counteract job demands. Such resources are reflected in Kahn’s Meaningfulness and

Psychological Safety Dimensions.

And yet not all resources have equal value. As Hobfoll (1989, 2002) recognises, a resource is that
which is “valued by the individual or that serve as a means for attainment” (1989 p.516). What one
person values, another may not. For example job security has been found to be a more valuable
resource to older employees than younger ones (Cheng & Chan, 2008). Merely deploying extrinsic
resources is not necessarily sufficient to have the desired effect of engagement, performance or
Psychological Safety. It is how individuals perceive and appraise these external resources that will

determine their effects (Jones & James, 1979; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007).
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This paper does not suggest that the external organisational mechanisms are not important in the
creation of Psychological Safety. However, for employees to rely only on external Psychological
Safety mechanisms places the responsibility of Psychological Safety solely on the organisation,
potentially positioning the employee in a passive, and in today’s climate, precarious position. Many
of the traditional antecedents to Psychological Safety such as work design characteristics and group
dynamics (Kahn, 1990; Frazier et al., 2017) have changed. Today’s teams are more “permeable”
(Faraj & Yan 2009 p.605), and virtual (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006) with blurred boundaries (Heerwagen et
al., 2016). The ability to answer Edmondson’s Team Psychological Safety questionnaire with one
simple answer becomes almost impossible given that employees are now members of multiple and

changing teams (Mohrman, Cohen & Mohrman, 1995; Faraj & Yan, 2009).

If Psychological Safety is a construct at organisational, group and the individual level (Kahn 1990;
Baer & Frese, 2003; Hudson, 2004; Gong et al.,2012), the Meaningfulness and Safety dimensions of
Kahn’s model point to the organisational and group level extrinsic resources that create an
environment in which an employee would be willing to show and employ self at work. Perhaps it is
the Availability dimension that identifies the individuals own internal psychological resources that
provide the cognitive capacity to perceive and appraise these external resources positively. To what
extent is Psychological Safety determined by intrinsic psychological resources: perceptions,
characteristics, filters and circumstances (Baer & Frese, 2003; Carmeli & Gittel, 2009). And if
psychological resources are important, is the Availability dimension of Kahn’s model able to
determine whether an employee is not just willing but “able to show and employ self” (1990, p.708)

fully at work?

2.1.3 Psychological Resources

The Availability dimension of Kahn’s model refers to the “physical, emotional and psychological
resources” (Kahn, 1990, p.705) needed to be able to fully engage in work. Psychological resources
are contained within the self and are what “people draw upon to help them withstand threats posed

by events and objects in their environment” (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978, p.5).

Spanning various industries such as healthcare, clinical psychology, social care, and education,
resource models such as the Transactional Stress model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987), the Conservation
of Resources model (Hobfoll, 1989) and the Job Demand - Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007) all refer to the importance of personal resources in dealing with stressful situations in order to

maintain mental wellbeing. Appendix B provides a summary of key resource theories.
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Despite the sheer number of differing resource theories there is general agreement that personal
resources enable individuals to cope with situations that are perceived as adverse, threatening or
challenging (Luthans et al., 2010; Pearlin & Shooler, 1978; Van den Heuvel et al., 2010). Furthermore,
there appears to be consensus that excessive demands deplete personal resources thereby reducing
the ability to manage life’s demands (Baumeister et al., 1998; Hobfoll, 2002; Holahan et al., 1999;
Keinan et al., 1999; King et al., 1999; Norris & Kaniasty, 1996). However how excessive demands

deplete resources is much debated.

One school of thought suggests that we have finite resources (Baumeister, Muraven & Tice, 2000;
Muraven & Baumeister, 2000; Muraven, Shmueli & Burkley, 2006) therefore excessive demands on
our resources will lead to their depletion, known as ego depletion (Baumeister et al., 1998; Hobfoll,
2002; Hobfoll et al., 2003; Holahan et al., 1999; Keinan et al., 1999; King et al., 1999; Norris &
Kaniasty, 1996).

However, this strength model, is not without its challengers. Job, Dweck and Walton refer to this as a
“limited resource theory” (2010, p.1687) demonstrating in 3 studies on college students (N=183) that
those who had a “non-limited resource” mind-set displayed less evidence of ego-depletion. Students
were measure on their belief about resources using six questions such as “After a strenuous mental
activity your energy is depleted and you must rest to get it refuelled again” (limited-resource theory)
and “Your mental stamina fuels itself; even after strenuous mental exertion you can continue doing
more of it” (non- limited-resource theory) (2010, p.1687). Ego depletion was also measured using the
Stroop Test, identifying all the ‘e”’s in a document and 8 challenging IQ questions respectively.
Findings indicated that (self-control) willpower was able to moderate ego depletion. A subsequent
longitudinal study with university students (N=41) to measure the ability to self-regulate during times
of stress using three time points during a term: the first at the start of term in April, the second in
May and the last in June during final exam week. Self-control or regulation has been used for
experiments in this field as this requires effort thereby placing increased demands on psychological
resources. However, this is an indirect measure of resource capacity (Hagger, 2010). Self-regulation
was measured by consumption of unhealthy food, procrastination instead of studying and personal
goal striving. Analyses revealed that a limited-resource theory mind-set at time 2 predicted worse
self-regulation on all three measures at the stressful time point, time 3; consumption of unhealthy
food, procrastination rather than studying and self-regulation with respect to personal goal striving.
Together, these results suggest that ego-depletion may be a result of a belief about whether
resources are finite or not. Of course, what the study does not reveal is whether the belief about
whether you have limited resources depends on the amount of psychological resources you have at

the time. Perhaps a limited-resource mind-set is a result of ego depletion in itself. Furthermore, it is
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possible that those with a non-limited mind-set feel fatigue and experience ego-depletion, but either
don’t notice or react to it while those who have a limiting mind-set, heed the ego depletion and

choose to preserve their energies (Francis & Job, 2018).

Research has also posited that the extent to which we can exercise self-control is not a product of
the amount of psychological resources available but of how the brain allocates glucose (Beedie &
Lane, 2012), in particular for cognitive processes that are effortful (Gailliot et al., 2007). In one
research study, glucose levels were measured in 110 students before and after watching a video. In
this study, half the participants were asked to focus their attention on a specific aspect of the video
(attentional control group) and half were instructed to watch the video normally (control group).
Blood glucose levels were significantly lower for the attentional control group after watching the
video than before watching the video. For the control group, glucose levels were not statistically
significantly different before and after the video viewing. Other experiments which measured
whether cognitive efforts decrease glucose levels have had mixed results (Inzlicht, Schmeichel &
McCrae, 2014; Kurzban, 2010; Molden et al., 2012) with some researchers concluding that ego-

depletion is not energy dependant.

For example, Inzlicht, Schmeichel and McCrae (2014) argue that from an evolutionary perspective,
being able to apply self-control to manage hard-wired responses such as fear, in order to eat, to find
shelter, to procreate etc. is an advantage. Having a limit to this capacity therefore would threaten
survival. They explain ego depletion in the context of motivation and attention. In this model, the
apparent loss of energy after self-control tasks is the result of changes in motivational priorities.
Muraven & Slessareva (2003) found that incentivising performance by adding a financial reward for
performance resulted in greater self-control despite resources having “depleted” in a previous task.
In one experiment students were asked to suppress their emotional responses whilst watching a
funny video. They were then required to drink a bitter tasking beverage as a further test of their
motivation. When students were well paid for this task, they drank more of the bitter tasting drink
that the group who were not paid, and the same amount as those in a group which was well paid but
had no depletion task. This study demonstrated that providing a motivator enabled those who were
depleted to perform as well those who weren’t. Inzlicht et al., (2014) consider depletion as
indicating that motivation, emotion and attention are reduced for “have to” tasks and increased for
“want to tasks”. An example of this would be after physical activity, when motivation moves from
exercise to rest. Fatigue they argue is less about low energy and rather a signal to change one’s
activities. Baumeister et al., (2016, 2018) challenge this, arguing that the motivation/attention theory
rests on the assumption that it is beneficial to disengage from have-to activities in favour of want-to

ones. This, they argue, would be counterproductive if not dangerous.
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Despite the conflicting theories, a meta-analysis of 83 experiments with 198 tests of ego-depletion by
Hagger (2010) found some commonalities across experiments. Specifically the analysis showed that
the more complex the task, the more cognitive processes were required leading to greater ego-
depletion (as measured by self-control). This suggests that, while self-control draws from a single,
common psychological resource, task performance is also impacted by perceptions of fatigue,
difficulty and effort required. Incentives can therefore reduce the impact of ego-depletion on self-
control. Hagger (2010) argues that Baumeister et al.,’s (2000) Strength Model, Job et al.,’s (2010)
Limited Resource Model and Inzlicht et al.,’s (2012) motivational model may be reconcilable,
however until a more objective measure of ego-depletion is found, alternative hypotheses will

continue to exist.

It is not within the scope of this thesis to conclude this debate, but rather to examine particular

psychological resources in the context of Psychological Safety.

There are many suggestions as to which psychological resources are important in managing and
engaging with the challenges of our environment. These include: personal hardiness (King et al.,
1999; Kobasa, 1979), control (Cozzarelli, 1993; Judge et al., 2005; Kobasa, 1979; Maier & Seligman,
1976; Taylor, 1983), self-esteem (Cozzarelli, 1993; Rini et al., 1999; Rosenberg, 1965; Stajkovic, 2006;
Taylor, 1983; Thoits, 1995), creativity and wisdom, (Luthans & Youssef, 2007c ; Seligman & Steen,
2005), humour, (Carver et al., 1993; Luthans & Youssef, 2007; Seligman & Steen, 2005), authenticity
(Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, 2007b), EQ, (Luthans & Youssef 2007c; Seligman & Steen, 2000),
optimism (Carver, Scheier & Segerstrom, 2010; Peterson 2000) and courage (Luthans & Youssef
2007c). This suggests that there are multiple resources available from which individuals can draw to
help them cope with environmental challenges. However, research supporting the possible benefits

of specific personal resources is not always consistent.

One challenge results from the difficulty in defining personal resources. For example, although social
support has been cited as a personal resource (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; Holahan et al., 1999; King
et al., 1999; Norris & Kaniasty 1996; Sarason, Sarason & Shearin, 1986; Thoits, 1995) what constitutes
social support is debated. In particular, social support has been differentiated by the perception that
individuals have of the social support available versus the actual support they receive (Barrera, 1986;
Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; Lakey & Bennett-Cassady, 1990). Indeed, Barrera (1986) argues that
‘social support’ is a complex process and therefore the researchers need to consider carefully which

aspect of ‘social support’ they wish to measure.

A further challenge relates to how psychological resources should be measured. An example of this

comes from research by Makikangas and Kinnunen’s (2003) into the role of optimism in moderating
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work stressors amongst 457 employed individuals in Finland. Using the six item LOT scale (Scheier,
Carver & Bridges, 1994) they found a significant negative relationship between optimism and the
work stressors of time pressures, lack of control and organisational climate was found. However,
Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti & Shaufeli (2007) also used the LOT to measure optimism,
combined with a range of other personal resources including self-efficacy, organisational based self-
esteem and optimism found that these measures did not moderate the perceptions of job demands

but did mediate between job resources and exhaustion or engagement.

The challenge in understanding personal resources is in the variety of resources that might be tested,
their definitions, the difference in measurements and how data is analysed. It is also not clear

whether there is overlap between some personal resources. For example, Smith et al. (1989) in their
study with 156 undergraduate students, argued that optimism was “contaminated” with neuroticism
(p.646). However, in a larger study of 4309 undergraduate students, Scheier, Carver & Bridges (1994)

found that optimism accounted for a smaller variance than in the Smith et al. (1989) study.

There is however, some consensus in the literature over the main psychological resources needed to
enable individuals to deal with life’s stresses. These are Meaningfulness, Self-Efficacy/Mastery and a

Positive Outlook. The research supporting these three resources is discussed below.

2.1.3.1 Meaningfulness

Meaningfulness or purpose (Baumeister & Vohs, 2002; Kobasa, 1979; Taylor, 1983) is
considered a key resource in maintaining a sense of stability (Bauermeister & Vohs, 2002). A
qualitative study by Taylor (1983) investigated how 78 women with breast cancer adjusted to
this life-threatening event. One important factor was found to be their search for meaning:
their need to understand why they developed cancer, or a way to attribute their cancer to
specific causes. The hypothesised causes provided by the women were not correlated with
adjustment. Nor did any specific attributional explanations contribute more to adjustment or
acceptance than another. The cognitive processes involved in finding meaning were shown to
aid adaptation and coping. As a comparison, Taylor interviewed the spouses of cancer suffers.
This group were significantly less likely to provide causal attributions for the cancer although

affected by their partner’s cancer.

Meaning becomes a narrative that we construct, using our filters, cognitive schemas and past
experiences (Singer, 2004). And herein lies the challenge in measuring meaningfulness; it is a

subjective measure (CIPD, 2019b) and definitions vary.
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Further attempts have been made to measure meaning in the context of the workplace.
Kobasa (1979) studied 86 high stress/low illness executives and 75 high stress/high illness
executives in order to understand the characteristics that create “hardiness”. Those with high
stress but low illness demonstrated a sense of meaningfulness (as opposed to nihilism) as
measured by the Nihilism versus Meaningfulness scale in the Alienation Test (Maddi, Hoover &
Kobasa, 1982). While this scale measures cognitive control, Kobasa equated this with “the
ability to find meaning in stressful life events” (1979, p.5). Others have used a more job-related
approach such as Hackman and Oldham’s Job Diagnostic Survey (1974: see Appendix C),
defines meaningfulness as task significance. The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire used
by James and James (1989) measures job satisfaction and job importance. In recent research
into workplace trends, the CIPD define meaningful works as having “a sense of pride and
achievement at a job well done’ (CIPD, 2019b p.28). However, there are only a “handful of
published measures of meaningful work” (Steger, Dik & Duffy, 2012). Even fewer exist in the

context of Psychological Safety.

Brown and Leigh (1996), created their own measures of Psychological Safety and
Meaningfulness in order to determine how these factors contributed to job involvement,
effort and performance. In two studies of employees (N=147 and N= 161) across 3 companies,
Psychological Safety was measured using 5 questions on Supportive Management, 3 questions
on Clarity and 4 questions on Self Expression. For meaningfulness, 4 questions concerning

contribution, 3 questions about recognition and 2 questions about job challenge were created.

Analysis performed at individual variable levels rather than at Psychological Safety and

Meaningful level

MEANINGFULNESS
demonstrated that all
Contribution Recognition Challenge
H > _29** .43*** .18
variables were E Management Support 7% 5gF¥ P
3
correlated (see table 2 [ty = SgF - Ao 5%
®© . B 35**
2.5 for correlations). A = I
L | Self-Expression 49 .B5* 27%*
. g 52% 51% 237
confirmatory factor 4
analysis was used to KEY:  +peos Sample 1
. . **p<.01
model the contribution ***p<001  [Sample 2
of each of these Table 2.5 Correlation between Meaningfulness and

. . Psychological Safety (Brown & Leigh, 1996
variables to the higher s g fety (Brow 9 )

order factor of Psychological Climate. The model indicated that each Psychological Safety and

Meaningfulness dimension had a statistically significant path to Psychological Climate (see
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figure 2.1). Although this work began to supportive
Management

operationalise Kahn’s theoretical model, it .
provided little clarity as to the relationship 2 %’

g \5}&
between Psychological Safety and 3 h
Meaningfulness_ Contribution ,_.24!2. )

- Psychological
i X ;: ) Climate
One assumption of these measures is that @
Recognition

meaning is related to the characteristics of the |z
job, however this does not necessarily hold fﬂg Self-

3 Expression
(Arnold et al., 2007). Piccolo and Colquitt’s £
(2006) research into the job characteristics Challenge
needed for organisational citizenship —
behaviours with 217 employees and their Figure 2.1 Psychological Climate as a higher order

factor of Meaningfulness and Psychological Safety
supervisors, found that it was relationships (Brown & Leigh, 1990. p.364).

with inspiring, intelligence and influential

leaders that created meaning, more than the perceived characteristics of the job. More recent
definitions and measures of meaning have focused on meaning as a construct: Martela’s
(2018) study defines meaning as having three components: significance, self-realisation and
broader purpose. This is reflected in Steger et al.,’s (2012) Work as Meaning Inventory. Using
370 employees from a research university, Steger et al., (2012) developed the measure to
move beyond job specific elements. They considered three factors: Positive meaning, Meaning
Making through Work and Greater Good Motivations (see table 2.6). Using confirmatory factor

analysis, the resulting 10

. . . Subscale Item Loading on
item questionnaire
Sub-Scale
achieved a significant good Positive Meaning | 1.1have found a meaningful career 92
. 4. 1 understand how my work contributes to my life .60
flt' 5. | have a good sense of what makes my job meaningful .82
8. | have discovered work that has a satisfying purpose. .87
AShmOS and DUChon'S Meaning making 2.l view my wark as contributing to my persaonal growth .70
Through Work 7. My work helps me better understand myself .82
(2000) Workplace 9. My work helps me make sense of the world around me .86
Spl rituality sca |e was Greater Good 3. My work really makes no difference to the world (R) .60
Motivations 6. | know my work makes a positive difference in the world .80
dEVE|Op6d USiI’lg 696 10. The work | do serves a greater purpose .88
employees of four US Table 2.6 Items from the Work as Meaning Inventory (WAMI) and Factor

Loadings (Steger, Dik, & Duffy (2012)
hospital systems. The 66

survey questions loaded on six factors of: conditions of community, meaning at work, inner
life, blocks to spirituality (in the workplace), personal responsibility and positive connections

with other individuals. However, the challenge with such measures is that without measuring
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workplace performance, it is difficult to quantitatively measure the “bottom line” benefit of

meaningfulness at work.

There is much to suggest that meaning is a key psychological resource to deal with life and
work stresses. An international study of 15000 employees across 8 countries in the early
1980s indicated that work ranked either the most, or second most important aspect of the
respondent’s life (Harpaz & Fu, 2002). Those who said their work was meaningful and/or
served some greater social or communal good report better psychological adjustment and

well-being (Arnold, et al., 2007).

Perceiving one’s work to be meaningful or purposeful and to serve a higher purpose are key.
The CIPD argue that those who find their work meaningful have higher well-being (CIPD, 2016)
and that this is therefore critical for future job design (CIPD, 2015).

2.1.3.2 Mastery/Self-efficacy

Unlike meaningfulness, there is a significant body of research on self-efficacy. This has been
defined as a belief in ones belief in one’s capability. Mastery and Self-Efficacy have been
demonstrated to be key to coping (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978; Thoits, 1995), stress and
psychological adaptation (Rini et al., 1999; Thoits, 1995) and exercising control (Bandura, 1997)
In one study, Judge, Locke and Durham (1998) expanded Bandura’s model of task specific self-
efficacy to create a new 10 point generalised self-efficacy scale: this was thought to measure
core self-evaluations (CSE) of the perceptions of an individual’s ability to cope with life. Their
study of 3 sample groups and their significant others: 165 Doctors and their significant others,
158 Business college graduates and 132 Israeli students and their significant others showed
that self-efficacy correlate significantly and positively with life satisfaction. The four
component CSE model was tested using CFA and showed positive relationships with job and

life satisfaction for all groups.

Given that Psychological Safety has been considered primarily a team construct, research
investigating the relationship between individual self-efficacy (SE) and Psychological Safety has
been scarce. Work by Roussin et al. (2018) with 129 nurses and physicians in a hospital in
Spain used Edmondsons Psychological Safety questionnaire, the Occupational Self-Efficacy
scale and a self-measure of participative performance to investigate the relationship between
Psychological Safety and self-efficacy (Schyns & Von Collani, 2002). Using a regression analysis
they found that Psychological Safety was a strong predictor of speaking up when colleagues
made a mistake, with self-efficacy contributing little to the regression analysis. In contrast,

Psychological Safety accounted for 19% of the variance, in a measure of when speaking up if
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unclear about something and self-efficacy added a further 11% to this variance. This provides
an interesting perspective, suggesting that self-efficacy may only affect employee voice in
particular types of scenarios for speaking up. However, this study measured hypothetical
responses to scenarios. This should be treated with caution as there is debate as to whether

hypothetical scenarios provide accurate representation of actual intent

The presence of strong employee voice, or the willingness to speak up infers that the
individual feels psychologically safe enough to voice their opinions (Avey, Wernsing & Palanski,
2012). In their study into ethical leadership and employee voice, Wang et al. (2015)
demonstrated that Self Efficacy was significantly related to Employee Voice. An interesting
study tested the hypothesis that managers with low self-efficacy would not solicit or
implement the outputs of employee voice (Fast, Burris & Bartel, 2014).The five-point
Solicitation of Voice scale and a measure of perceived self-efficacy (Chen, Gully & Eden, 2001)
was used to assess managerial efficacy. Results showed that managerial self-efficacy was
positively related to solicitation of employee voice. The role of the leader has been recognised
as being a key element in team Psychological Safety (Detert & Burris, 2007; Edmondson et al.,
2016; Schaubrook, Lam & Peng, 2011), however this study suggests why leaders may resist
employee voice and how the leaders own self-view can impact individuals Psychological Safety.
A further study particularly relevant for today’s uncertain environments tested 78 employees
on a measure of self-efficacy, role ambiguity and levels of stress (Thompson & Gomez, 2014).
Results indicated that self-efficacy moderates the relationship between role ambiguity and

levels of stress.

Although research investigating the specific relationship between self-efficacy and
Psychological Safety is limited, there is research which suggests that self-efficacy is a key
personal resource for dealing with either life or work challenges. One explanation for the
current findings is that self-efficacy may contribute to Psychological Safety by moderating the
environmental uncertainties, encouraging leaders to listen to others and creating job
satisfaction. However, in these studies there is a lack of consistency around the measurement

of self-efficacy which will be further discussed in this thesis.

2.1.3.3 Optimism

Having a positive outlook has been cited as being key to dealing with life’s stresses. The belief
that good things will happen is referred to as optimism (Carver & Scheier 1990, 2002;
Cozzarelli 1993; Rini et al., 1999) and has been linked to happiness, perseverance, achievement

and health (Cozzarelli, 1993; Peterson, 2000; Segerstrom et al., 1998; Snyder et al., 2001;
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Taylor et al., 2000). However, to date, there have been no studies specifically exploring the
role of optimism in Psychological Safety. Once again most likely this is due to Psychological

Safety having been seen as a team construct.

Research has been presented to suggest that meaningfulness, self-efficacy and optimism may be
important resources for Psychological Safety. The construct of meaningfulness in this study is that
defined by Kahn (1990) and used by May et al., (2004) measuring extrinsic mechanisms of
meaningfulness such as task importance and supervisor relations. This research aims to determine
the relationship (if any) between an individual’s intrinsic psychological resources and Psychological
Safety. Thus the focus will be on intrinsic resources such as self-efficacy and optimism. Kahn’s s

model defines psychological resources in his “Availability” Dimension, which has four categories:

1. Physical Energies: Existing levels of physical resources available for investment into role

performances.

Kahn identifies the need to have the physical energy to carry out your role. His initial research
demonstrating this was based on physically demanding roles, but later research with office
based employees suggested that physical exhaustion could be present as a result of long hours.
Rest and sleep have shown to restore personal resources (Barnes et al., 2011; Baumeister,
Muraven & Tice, 2000; Zohar et al., 2005). Without sufficient sleep or rest, energy and
emotional resources are depleted, therefore reducing their availability when dealing with

challenge or adversity (Zohar et al., 2005).

2. Emotional Energies: Existing levels of emotional resources available for investment into role

performances.

In emotionally charged situations expressing or suppressing emotions at work requires the
deployment of cognitive resources (Xanthopoulou, Bakker & Fischbach, 2013). The Conservation
of Resources model (Hobfoll, 1989) and the Job Demand-Resource model (Bakker, 2011) suggest
that having plentiful cognitive resources would enable better management of emotional

resources.

3. Insecurities: Levels of confidence in own abilities and status, self-consciousness and
ambivalence about fit with social systems that leave more or less room for investment of self in

role performances

Kahn noted that employees who felt insecure did not engage fully in the workplace. Insecurities
about their ‘self’ led to “inner debates” that resulted in “little room” for engagement in external

activities (Kahn, 1990, p.716). Psychological resources were spent on concerns about being
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judged, their abilities, their status, their role or managing values dissonance. The management,
suppression or avoidance of such self-talk or negative automatic thoughts have been shown to
deplete available cognitive resources (Baumeister et al., 1998; Mikulincer, Dolev & Shaver,

2004).

4. Outside life: Issues in people’s outside lives that leave them more or less available for

investments of self during role performances.

Having a perceived social support network has been found to be a coping resource through the
provision of emotional or experiential support (Carmeli, 2007; Sarason, Sarason & Pierce, 1990;
Thoits, 1995; Werner, 1993). However, more recently, research has produced data to suggest
that social support had no modifying effect on workplace stress (Vammen et al., 2019) or

emotional demands (Huynh, Xanthopoulou & Winefield, 2013).

The rise of the Positive Organisational Behaviour movement has resulted in further research into the
psychological resources required for performance in the workplace (Bakker et al., 2005, 2008;
Luthans et al., 2007c, 2010; Luthans, Avey & Patera, 2008a; Luthans & Avolio, 2009a; Peterson et al.,
2011). Historically, research on intrinsic psychological resources was focused on dysfunctional
human behaviour: thus ‘personal coping resources’ were framed in the context of psychiatric
symptoms (Wheaton, 1983); ‘internal resources’ in the context of schizophrenia (Kohn, 1972);
generalised resistance resources in the context of health and disease, later referred to as “sense of
coherence” (Antonovsky, 1993); resources for cognitive adaptation in the context of health (Taylor,
1983); psychological resources in the context of physical health (Taylor et al., 2000) and personality
characteristics as coping resources for stress (Aldwin, Sutton & Lackman, 1996). In the organisational
context, this would suggest that researchers are attempting to find new ways to improve people, by
finding the faults in and shortcomings of performance (Luthans et al., 2007a; Seligman &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000; Sheldon & King, 2001). The Positive Organisational Behaviour (POB)
movement looked to change this by moving away from “repairing the worst things in life to also
building positive qualities” (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p.5). POB has been defined as “the
study and application of positively oriented human resource strengths and psychological capacities
that can be measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance improvement in today’s
workplaces” (Luthans, 2002 p.698). It aimed to study the positive traits and characteristics of
managers and employees, to shift some of the organisational emphasis from some of the “worst
things in life”, to the “best things in life” (Luthans & Church, 2002 p.58). In doing so, this aims to

enable both the individual and organisations to “thrive and prosper” (Luthans & Church, 2002 p.58).
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In order to operationalise this, Luthans (2002) identified the “positive psychological capacities” (p.59)

required of employees, creating the construct of Positive Psychological Capital.

2.2 Positive Psychological Capital

2.2.1 The Origins of Psychological Capital

The “psychological capacities” to which Luthans refers are also referenced as “capabilities” (Luthans,
2002 p.699), “positive capacities” (Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, 2007b, p.6), “psychological resources”
(Avey, Luthans & Youssef, 2010 p.431; Wang et al., 2017,p.4) “constructs” (Luthans et al., 20073,
p.542; Peterson & Luthans, 2003, p.26) “positive concepts” (Luthans & Jensen, 2002, p.304)
“positive states” (Luthans et al., 2005, p.249), “factors” (Luthans et al., 2006a, p.388) and “psychic
resources” (Hmieleski & Carr, 2007 p.1). For the purpose of this thesis, these will be referred to a

Psychological Resources.

The process by which Luthans and Church (2002) selected the final Psychological Capital resources is
not documented. Of the 61 articles published by Luthans and colleagues between February 2002 and
January 2020 on the topic Psychological Capital, its four components are presented as a fait
accompli. Youssef-Morgan (2014) states that the final components were drawn from the positive
psychology literature, the principles of which are to focus on the positive qualities than “make life
worth living” (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p.5). Organisational behaviour theories and
practises often stem from psychological research on human failings and weaknesses with a view to
fixing the dysfunctional. Positive Psychology looks to understand the strengths that enable

performance, growth and achievement.

In identifying the psychological resources for employee performance, Luthans was keen to ensure
that their characteristics should be applicable and relevant for organisations, meeting specific

criteria. These criteria were:

e The psychological resources should reflect the Positive Organisational Behaviour movement
by reflecting positive states (Luthans et al., 2013). Indeed, this criterion has been used
synonymously with positivity (Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, 2007b; Story et al., 2013).

e The psychological resources needed to be grounded in theory with valid measurement and
discriminant validity.

e Importantly they needed to be related to performance improvement, and therefore be

“state-like” to enable continued development (Luthans, 2002).
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e The psychological resources should be relatively unique to the field of organisational
behaviour (Luthans, 2002, p.699; Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, 2007b, p.11). This is defined by
Youssef-Morgan (2014) as ensuring the psychological resources identified were work-related
and set within a positivist paradigm, with an “emphasis on tangible results and quantifiable

performance outcomes” (p.132).

Early work on Positive Organisational Behaviour identified the resources that were considered
appropriate to meet the selection criteria. These included Confidence (or Self-Efficacy), Hope,
Optimism, Subjective Wellbeing and Emotional Intelligence (Luthans & Church, 2002). However, by

2004 Subjective Wellbeing and

. . -] ) o
Emotional Intelligence had been Q T r} ] Y
g X3 S x58% &g
replaced with resilience. Although y 3 2 = g Ex & S
o £ T % 28 5 &
Luthans and Church (2002) argued § g S g E C= § 3
that emotional intelligence had
o A Current Psychological Capital Resources
“problems with measurement” (p.70
P (P70 Htficacy v v v v v
no explanation for the replacement Hope v v v v v
of Subjective Wellbeing was given. Optimism v v v v v
Ultimately it was concluded that the Resilience v v v v v
resources that “best meet the POB Cognitive & Affective Strengths (Current Possible Additions)
criteria and are currently most Creativity v ? v ? ?
” “ . Wisdom v v v v ?
relevant” and can “be most readily
Flow v v v v v
managed for competitive advantage Wellbeing v v v v v
(Luthans & Youssef, 2004 p.154) Humour v v v ? v
were hope, optimism, self-efficacy Social or Higher Order Strengths (Future Inclusions)
and resilience. In their book of 2007, Emot'ional 2 2 2 ? >
Luth tal id further 5 Intelligence
uthans et al., consider a further Spirituality v v v v v
resources for possible inclusion in the Authenticity v v v v v
model and a further 6 for possible Courage v v v ? ?
future inclusion (see table 2.7). Gratitude v v ? ? v
i v v v ? v
However in the most recent studies ROl :

Table 2.7 Psychological Resources Considered for Inclusion in the

using PSyChOIOglcal Capltal, the Psychological Capital Model (Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, 2007, pp145 — 206)

original four resources of Hope,
Optimism, Self-Efficacy and Resilience are used (Chatterjee & Mohanty, 2020; Gu, Tang & Wang,
2019; Miao et al., 2020; Morgan, Parker & Roberts, 2019; Sun & Huang, 2019).
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2.2.2 The Components of Psychological Capital

These four unique and yet associated constructs (Avey et al., 2011) together created the higher order
construct of Psychological Capital (Luthans, 2002; Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Luthans, Youssef, &

Avolio, 2007b). The following section will review each of these resources individually.

2.2.2.1 Optimism

Based on the work of Scheier & Carver (1985), optimism refers to an individual’s
expectations and beliefs about outcomes. Optimism is the belief that “good, rather than
bad things will happen and that things will go your way” (Scheier & Carver, 1985, p.219).
Considered to reflect a “belief about the nature of the world” (Rotter, 1966 p.10) optimism
was thought to be a general, trait-like concept referred to as dispositional optimism

(Scheier & Carver, 1985, 1992).

Optimism has been linked to happiness, perseverance, achievement and health (Cozzarelli,
1993; Peterson, 2000; Segerstrom et al., 1998; Seligman, 1998; Snyder, Sympson & Michael,
2001; Taylor et al., 2000). Indeed, early studies into optimism focused on its role on both
physical and mental health outcomes (Fibel & Hale, 1978; Mulkhana & Hailey, 2001; Scheier
& Carver, 1985; Tiger, 1995). Building on research around expectancy for success (Fibel &
Hale, 1978; Phares, 1957; Rotter, 1966) Scheier and Carver explored the effects of
situation-specific expectations, determining that expectation for success resulted from a
general self-regulatory mechanism that manages discrepancies between current and
desired state. Research on optimism and methods of coping led them to consider optimism
a strong predictor of behaviour (Scheier & Carver, 1985). In a study of 290 undergraduates,
published in 1986, Scheier and Carver measured optimism using the Life Orientation Test
(Scheier & Carver, 1985) and Ways of Coping Checklist (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980, 1985).
Optimism was shown to be positively associated with the use of problem focused coping
and positive reinterpretation in controllable situations. For uncontrollable situations,
optimism was positively correlated with acceptance/resignation. This study was repeated
several weeks later providing the students with hypothetical situations. Responses were
written by participants, then coded for analysis. Partial correlations (controlling for the
number of words) confirmed the findings of the quantitative study: significant positive
correlations were found between optimism and problem focused coping and positive re-

interpretation.

While research by Carver and Scheier has primarily focused on emotional and physical

health, studies in the workplace context suggest that optimism is a predictor of job
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satisfaction and performance. Jensen et al. (2007) issued 90 bank employees (managers
and tellers) with the LOT, amended to measure sate hope and Hackman and Oldham’s
(1980) scale for job satisfaction. Participants were asked to rate their performance,
however their supervisors also provided information as to participants performance, based
on organisational competencies. A significant positive relationship was found between
optimism and job satisfaction for both and managers. Similarly, significant positive
correlations were found between optimism and self-rated job performance. However
when the relationship between optimism and supervisor rated performance was tested,
managers data showed a strong positive correlation but the relationship was not significant

for tellers.

Other studies on the relationship between optimism and job performance have been less
conclusive. Wanberg and Banas’ (2000) study on 130 Housing Association officials found
that correlations between optimism (measured using the LOT) and job satisfaction
(measured using the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire: Cammann et al.,
1983) was not significant. However, in a study with call centre employees (Tuten &
Neidermeyer, 2004) a strong negative correlation was found between optimism (LOT) and
both a nine item job satisfaction questionnaire devised for the study and self-reported
performance. Additionally, optimists were shown to have lower perceptions of stress and
work-conflict than pessimists. Interestingly a key difference between these studies was that
where the trait LOT measurement was used (Tuten & Neidermeyer 2004; Wanberg &
Banas, 2000), correlations between optimism and work variables were low. The study using
a state measure of the LOT, showed positive correlations between these variables (Jensen
et al., 2007). Indeed, work by Kleumper, Little and DeGroot (2009) explored the difference
between state and trait optimism on job related outcomes such as job satisfaction and
performance. Using state LOT and trait LOT in addition to Hackman and Oldham’s job-
satisfaction scale (1975) and an internal organisational measure of task performance as

rated by the participant’s supervisor, 118 workers of a residential youth treatment facility

were surveyed. Traits were Trait Job Task
assessed upon joining the Optimism | Satisfaction performance
. . imi * * *k
organisation, and 3 State Optimism 0.64 0.44 0.16
. . * )
months later. Astable 2.8 | Trait Optimism 030 0.01
Job Satisfaction 0.02

shows, the correlations

*=p<.05 **p<.10

between job satisfaction ) , o o
Table 2.8 Correlations between Trait Optimism, State Optimism. Task

and task performance Performance and Job Satisfaction (Kleumper, Little & DeGroot, 2009)
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were stronger for state optimism than for trait optimism. A hierarchical regression analysis
indicated that for job satisfaction, trait optimism was a stronger predictor than state
optimism although for task performance state and trait optimism were significant

predictors.

Further research has investigated the role of state in levels of optimism. Fibel and Hale
(1978) noted that an individual’s evaluation of a particular situation could alter the
expectation of success. Kavussanu and McAuley (1995) observed the positive impact of
exercise on optimism. Carroll, Sweeny and Shepperd (2006) noted that changes in
environmental conditions, in this case anticipating personal feedback, resulted in a decline
in optimism levels. These findings suggest the importance of a more state-like aspect to
optimism. While the research evidence supports the theory that optimism is both trait and
state like (Kluemper, Little & De Groot, 2009; Luthans, 2002; Luthans & Youssef, 2007;
Seligman, 2006) these might have different impacts on behaviour. Peterson (2000) uses
“big optimism” and “little optimism” to define trait and state elements respectively. Big
optimism, or trait optimism, enables people to be positive without any specific
expectations — “free floating” optimism (Peterson, 2000 p.45). For example, “One day | will
travel abroad”. This reflects the motivational and emotional aspects of Optimism. There is
no specific plan or action to this. State optimism however, includes a cognitive element:
which adds a reality check to optimism. As such, situations or context may override the
more general trait optimism; “I can’t travel abroad at the moment because | don’t have
enough money, but | will one day” (Carver & Scheier, 1990; Kluemper et al., 2009; Peterson,

2000).

State like optimism appears to enable individuals to focus on outcomes that are most likely
to be successful. Aspinwall, Richter and Hoffman (2001) observed that when provided with
(unsolvable) anagram tasks, participants high in optimism disengaged from activities that
would not reap success sooner than those low in optimism. However, where success was
possible, those high in optimism outperformed those low in optimism. This suggests that
those who are high in optimism are able to evaluate tasks that are unlikely to achieve a
successful outcome and switch away from them, reallocating cognitive resources to tasks in
which they could achieve success sooner than those with low optimism. Those high in
pessimism have been found to spend longer in denial and disengagement (Carver et al.,

1993; Klein & Helweg-Larsen, 2002; McKenna, 1993; Scheier, Weintraub & Carver, 1986).
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Optimism may be particularly important when working in a VUCA environment. Changes
can be imposed as a result of external forces or internal decisions. Being high in optimism
may enable acceptance of the change given that it is not possible to control this. In support
of this, a study with 197 directors or CEQ’s of Small — Medium Enterprises (SME’s) in
Singapore was designed to understand the factors that enable successful organisational
change. The results demonstrated a correlation between successful organisational change
and optimism about the organisation (Tan & Tiong, 2005). However, the direction of this

relationship is not clear.

Volatility and ambiguity may scupper efforts to understand the future and plan ahead. A
lack of understanding as to the cause and effect of an issue may diminish confidence in
outcomes (Bennett & Lemoine, 20144, b). However, the optimist may still believe that
whatever the outcome, it will be positive. That is not to advocate “blind” optimism, always
believing in a successful outcome may be unrealistic. Even when made aware of increased
crime, Tyler and Cook (1984) discovered that although individuals acknowledged the
increase in crime at a societal level, they still did not believe it would happen to them.
Indeed, in this day of increased awareness of internet fraud and identity theft, most users
of IT still select weak passwords and use the same password multiple times (Yan et al.,
2004). Optimism needs to be balanced to mitigate against the naive setting of unrealistic
goals, the ability to have “dreams but not fantasies” (Peterson, 2000 p.51). The

Psychological Capital model mitigates the risk of blind optimism with the inclusion of Hope.

2.2.2.2 The Hope Component of Psychological Capital

There have been challenges as to whether Hope and Optimism describe separate factors
(discussed further in the Results section). Certainly they both work from the same premise -
that human behaviour is goal directed. However, Carver and Scheier (2002), Snyder et al.
(1996) and Luthans (2002) seek to differentiate them. Whereas Optimism refers to the
individual’s belief or confidence in successful outcomes, hope refers to action; the belief
that goals can be achieved despite any potential obstacles through agency i.e. goal directed
energy and pathways, and means to meet the goals. Hope and optimism are considered
separate because there are times when belief that a goal can be reached is less about how
the goal is achieved (hope), and more of a belief that it can be (optimism). Scheier and
Carver (2002) use the example of recuperating cancer patients. They remain optimistic that
the cancer will not return. Whether it does may be out of their control. There may be no

personal agency involved (hope), just a belief and confidence that it won’t. Hope and

S.A.Mather Student No:bq105606 58



University of Reading

Optimism have a symbiotic relationship. Optimism provides the belief in a successful
outcome, while Hope provides the belief in the means to the outcome. If optimism is the
‘wish’, then hope is the “willpower” and the “waypower” to a successful outcome (Youssef

& Luthans, 2007 p.778).

Research into hope has provided evidence that higher hope is related to increased self—
esteem, sporting and academic achievement (Cheavens, Michael & Snyder, 2005; Curry et
al., 1997; Snyder et al.,1991), improved recovery from ill health or injury (Barnum et al.,
1998; Callan, 1989), recovery from mental illness (Elliott et al., 1991; Irving et al., 2004,
Snyder et al., 1991), management of pain (Snyder et al., 2005) and psychological wellbeing
(Wrobleski, & Snyder, 2005). In the workplace, higher hope has been linked with higher
performance, satisfaction and retention rates (Luthans & Jensen, 2002; Peterson & Luthans,
2003) and engagement (Ouweneel et al., 2012). Leaders with higher hope were shown to
create higher quality solutions to work problems (Peterson & Byron, 2008). This has
implications for organisations, because if hope has a state like component, then these skills

may be able to be developed in leaders, thereby improving performance.

Snyder, Irving & Anderson (1991) defined Hope as having two distinctive cognitive
components: personal agency (goal directed energy) and pathways to goal achievement.
These were initially considered to be, and measured as, dispositional traits. However, hope
has been recognised as a state that can be developed through educational interventions
(Luthans et al., 2006a; Snyder et al., 1991; Valle, Huebner & Suldo, 2006). As such, Snyders
Adult Hope Scale, the most “widely used measure” (Scioli et al., 2011, p.82), has also been

developed as a State Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1996).

There is criticism that the conceptualisation of hope as an expectation of goal achievement
is too narrow (Herth, 1992; Scioli et al., 2011). Herth (1992) argues that as well as the goal
achievement expectation, hope also contains the elements of time-orientation and future
focus. He used this conception to develop a 30 item Herth Hope Scale and a 12 item
abbreviated version, the Herth Hope index accordingly. However this was developed for the
clinical context using qualitative data from chronically ill patients which might make it

unsuitable for use in workplace settings.

Scioli et al. (2011) also define hope as multi-dimensional, arguing that it consists of
“biological, psychological and social resources” which includes “mastery, attachment,
survival and spiritual systems” (p.79). A six factor, 56 item Comprehensive Trait Hope Scale

(CHS-T) and 4 factor, 40 item Comprehensive State Hope Scale (CHS-S) were developed.
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However, the factor most relevant to POB criteria is the 8 question mastery factor, which
mirrors Snyder’s Hope scale, measuring goals and pathways, the remaining 5 factors not

being work related.

Defining hope as a “positive motivational state” (Snyder, Irving, and Anderson, 1991 p.287)
in which there is agency and pathways to goals, might increase the risk of setting unrealistic
goals. False hope syndrome has been posited by Polivy and Herman (2000). In their work
with dieters, they find that more often than not, people set unrealistic goals in terms of
time taken or impact of goal achievement, creating False Hope Syndrome. This they
believed was due to participant’s over-confidence in managing the physical and mental
obstacles that come with weight loss and thus not revising their expectations after failure

to achieve their target weight.

Despite the findings of Polivy and Herman (2000), there has been much criticism of the
construct of False Hope (Corrigan, 2014; Lowe, 2003; Snyder & Rand, 2003). Extant research
has found that those with high hope were able to review goals, set and achieve challenging
goals and were able to manage cognitive and physical obstacles to goal achievement
(Snyder, Cheavens & Sympson, 1997; Snyder, 2002; Irving et al., 2004). Garland (1983,
1985) found that even unattainable goals or stretch goals led to improved performance
from the pre-goal target. This suggests that those in Polivy and Herman’s (2000) study had
particularly low hope. In a dieter study, those who “failed” blamed themselves rather than
the program but credited the programme, rather themselves for success (Polivy, 2001), the
exact opposite of the expected explanatory style of an optimist. This suggests that these
dieters may also have been low in optimism. Interestingly, the dieters, having described
their ideal weight (often unrealistically at up to a third of their body weight), were
described in the study as having “failed” to achieve this, even if some weight was lost
(Polivy, 2001). The research by Seek Lee et al (2016, 2018) on the relationship between
growth mind-set and hope, might suggest that this binary fixed mind set of “failed” weight
loss may have impacted on levels of Hope. In their research with both workers (N=368) and
mothers (N=290), hope was shown to be positively related to a growth mind-set (Seek Lee
& Jang, 2018; Seek Lee, Ui Park & Kyoung Hwang, 2016). However, as Polivy & Herman’s
(1999) study measured neither hope, optimism or growth mind set it is not possible to

determine the impact of each factor.

Unlike optimism, hope is considered a solely cognitive process through which realistic and

yet challenging goals are set. Any emotions are considered a consequence of this process
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rather than an input to the process (Luthans, Youssef-Morgan & Avolio, 2015; Snyder et al.,
1991). Luthans et al., (2015) argue that hope is more than just goal setting. It is “opening
ourselves up to new possibilities and experiences beyond what we thought was possible”
(p.100). Goal setting leads to learning, growth and creative problem solving. This is
particularly important in a VUCA environment whereby organisations are dealing with
“unknown unknowns” (Bennett & Lemoine, 2014b p.1) resulting in ill-defined problems and
novel situations (Chan, 2000). Employees are expected to be able to adapt and learn (Pérez-
Bustamante, 1999; Griffin & Hesketh, 2003). To develop innovative and creative ways to
solve unfamiliar problems (Hill & Davis, 2017; Kark & Carmeli, 2009; Nelson & McCann,
2010). Optimism can offer a positive view of outcomes. Hope offers the pathway and
agency to achieve this. However our employee needs to have the belief that they have the

capability to follow hope’s pathway to goals. Self-Efficacy is required.

2.2.2.3 The Self-Efficacy Component of Psychological Capital

Self-Efficacy is defined as a belief in one’s capabilities, either generally (trait level) or to
execute a specific task within a given, specific context (state level), (Bandura, 1986, 1997;
Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998a) and is based on the work of Bandura’s social learning (1977)
and social cognition theories (Bandura & Wood, 1989). Note, self-efficacy is not ability per
se but the individual’s perception or cognitive appraisal of their ability (Bandura 1977,

1982a; Luthans 2002; Stajkovic 2006).

Self-Efficacy (or mastery) has been associated with coping and resilience. Studies by Thoits
(1994), Werner (1993), Rini et al. (1999) and Rutter (1987) identify self-efficacy as being a
key mechanism in dealing with life challenges such as relationships, childhood adversity,
pregnancy and parental loss, respectively. Bandura’s work on self-efficacy originated in the
clinical context of dealing with fears and phobias (1977, 1982a). However, research has
extended this to the workplace and has demonstrated significant relationships between
self-efficacy and performance (Bandura & Locke 2003; Cervonne, 1991; Stajkovic & Luthans
1998a, b; Tierney & Farmer 2002; Wood, Bandura & Bailey 1990). Those with high self-
efficacy have been shown to be more accepting of challenging goals (Eden & Ravid, 1982)
show more perseverance and effort towards high or challenging goals (Locke & Latham,
1990) and have improved quality of analytical thinking and problem solving (Bandura &
Wood, 1989; Wood & Bandura, 1989; Wood, Bandura, & Bailey, 1990). In their meta-
analysis of self-efficacy and work performance, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998a)

demonstrated that self-efficacy was positively related to work performance. Particularly
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relevant for today’s environments, Thompson and Gomez, (2014) studied the role of self-
efficacy in moderating workplace stressors such as role ambiguity. Findings showed that
self-efficacy moderated the relationship between role ambiguity and depression. In highly
role ambiguous situations, those with low levels of self-efficacy showed increased levels of

depression.

Bandura’s work measured the magnitude and strength of an individual’s self-efficacy (1977,
1982a, 1982b) identifying four sources of self-efficacy: performance accomplishments,
vicarious experience, persuasion by others and physiological environment which

acknowledges the affective element in perceived efficacy (1977).

Performance accomplishments: research suggests that the more successes we have,
the more our perception of our efficacy increases. Bandura, Blanchard and Ritter
(1969) in their work with snake phobias, found that having mastered their fear of
snakes in the laboratory, participants were able to apply this in subsequent
encounters with snakes outside of this environment. Research by Lane, Lane and
Kyprianou (2004) on 205 postgraduate management students found that perceived
past academic success was positively correlated with self-efficacy to pass the post-
graduate qualification. Lane’s (2002) work with boxers indicated that self-efficacy

scores were predicted by perceived performance.

Perceived successful performance not only develops our resilience against any
failures (as long as they don’t outnumber the successes), but also increases our

perception of efficacy, but only in other similar activities (Bandura, 1977).

Self-Efficacy can vary in magnitude depending on the complexity of the task. Despite
their findings that self-efficacy was correlated to work performance, Stajkovic and
Luthans (1998a) acknowledged that that task complexity moderated self-efficacy.
Self- efficacy can be high for simple tasks, but lower for tasks that are perceived as
more complex, although what is determined as “complex” is subjective (Campbell,
1988). The strength of self-efficacy is also dependant on the duration of experiences
of success and thus the extent to which self-efficacy has been reinforced (Bandura,

1994).

Vicarious Experience: Seeing those around you succeeding in achieving a task
without negative consequences may increase the strength of your self-efficacy.

Bandura et al. (1969) noticed that levels of fear towards snakes dropped after having
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watched just 2 videos of people successfully handling snakes. The more videos
watched, the greater the drop in fear levels. An interesting study on attitudes
towards police based on vicarious experiences (“someone you know/don’t know has
had a positive/negative experience of the police) showed that negative vicarious
experiences unsurprisingly increased negative attitudes toward the police, while
positive vicarious experiences were associated with a reduction in negative attitudes

toward the police (Rosenbaum et al., 2005).

There is little research into vicarious experience in organisations, although vicarious
learning had been recognised as a valuable both between and within organisations.
Kim and Miner (2007) studied vicarious learning between 2,696 US banks over five
years noting that failure, or near failure, produced valuable learning for remaining
banks. Manz and Sims (1981) argues the importance of vicarious learning in
establishing behaviour change in employees. Employee’s observing successful
behaviours in others may imitate or model such behaviours. Certainly in the context
of Psychological Safety, the team leader’s behaviour in particular sets the tone for

what behaviour results in success or failure (Edmondson, 1999).

However, vicarious experience relies on a comparison process between the individual
and the others who they see succeeding. This affective process of self-evaluation
may not necessarily improve self-efficacy. Langer (1979) observed that the presence
of another “superior” individual led to a reduction in performance of a task in which
there was previous success. Therefore, self-efficacy might also be dependent on the
perceptions of the person being observed, their judgements and values about others

and what they are doing.

Persuasion by others: Bandura (1977) acknowledged the weakness in the effect of
persuasion by others on self-efficacy, since the process of someone merely telling
you that you can do something, does not make it so. As he found in his study with
snakes: merely learning the facts about snakes did not change the negative attitude
towards them (Bandura et al., 1969). The value here, Bandura suggests, is around the
others encouraging achievement. Although the relationship between parties and
associated affective processes such as trust and Psychological Safety will impact the
effectiveness of the persuasion. This is particularly relevant in the workplace where
persuasion may lead employees to be suspicious of agendas (Edmondson & Harvey,

2017; Schabracq & Cooper, 2000).
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Physiological environment (emotional arousal). This acknowledges the role of the
individual’s affective and psychological processes on perceptions of self-efficacy.
Bandura refers to the emotional arousal created by the environment. Where the
environment is perceived as threatening or generating fear, this debilitates
performance (Arnsten, 2009; Ball et al., 2013; Bandura, 1977; Figueira et al., 2017)

ultimately impacting perception of efficacy.

Optimism and Self-Efficacy share a commonality. Bandura (1977) describes self-efficacy as
consisting of two expectations: Efficacy Expectation he defines as what an individual
believes they can do and Outcome Expectations he defines as what they believe the likely
outcome of what they can do will be. The outcome expectation relates to Optimism: the
confidence that the outcome or goal can be achieved (Bandura, 1997; Carver, Scheier &

Segerstrom, 2010).

Confidence refers to having certainty about the -

output of one’s efficacy (Stajkovic, 2006 p.1208) g + i?gli?awism g?os:;::;ne Action

and can be derived from self-efficacy. Bandura § fﬂriz?:j?;eange

illustrates the relationship between ones self- g

efficacy and outcome judgement (confidence) in E _| Resignation Self-Devaluation
u Apathy Despondency

a four box model (see table 2.9), illustrating that &

an individual may be “assured of their _ +

capabilities but give up trying because they OUTCOME JUDGEMENT

Table 2.9 Self-Efficacy Mechanisms in

expect their efforts to produce no result”
Human Agency (Bandura, 1982a, pp140)

(1982a, p.140).

Relationships between confidence and self-efficacy as separate constructs have been
identified. Leganger, Kraft and R@ysam (2000) measured 421 Norwegian Smokers on their
self-efficacy at giving up smoking and their outcome expectancies of doing so (positive or
negative). A regression analysis indicated that self-efficacy, negative outcomes and positive
outcome expectations accounted 33% of the variance in intention to quit. This suggests
that that self-efficacy is as important as outcome expectations in changing smoking

behaviour.

Stankov et al. (2012) measured confidence and self-efficacy in maths (N=1940 15 year old
students) and English (N=1786 15 year old students). Defining confidence as being “certain

about the success of a particular action” (p.747), students were measured on their self-
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efficacy, asked to perform English and Maths tests and then asked to rate their confidence

of their answer being correct.

For English and Maths accuracy and confidence were highly correlated, but correlations
were lower between self-efficacy and accuracy, and self-efficacy and confidence (see table

2.10).

Regression analysis showed that of .
Accuracy Confidence

the seven predictors of English and

Maths achievement, confidence was | Confidence 57 .69
the highest predictor for both English

Self-Efficacy 29 31 35
and Maths (see table 2.11). 14 )

English scores lower half of cell (N=1605)
Maths scores higher half of cell (N=1727)
However, in a similar study, (Pajares | NoP scoresreported.

& Miller, 1994) self-efficacy was Table 2.10 Correlations between Accuracy, confidence
) and self-efficacy in Maths and English (Stankov, Lee,
established to be the greatest Luo & Hogan, 2010).

predictor of maths performance.

Pajeres and Miller argued that beliefs regarding confidence are part of an individual’s self-
concept and “represent different phenomena” (p.194). Working with 350 undergraduates,
self-efficacy concerning maths was tested using Dowling’s (1978) maths self-efficacy scale

and the maths performance using his Mathematics

Problems Performance scale. Perceived importance |Predictors of English Achievement:

of maths was tested using a measure adapted from B t-tests
Shell, Murphy and Brunning, (1989) while maths Confidence 26 25.93%*
self-concept was tested using the Self-Description Self-Efficacy | -.00 -.021

ionnaire (Marsh, 1992). Correlation n
Questionnaire (Marsh, 1992). Correlations betwee Predictors of Maths Achievement

maths self-efficacy and maths performance, maths B t-tests
self-efficacy and maths self-concept and maths self- | confidence 65 33.74%*
concept and maths usefulness were high. Path

Self-Efficacy .05 2.08

analysis confirmed that self-efficacy significantly
#*=p<,001

predicted maths and self-concept. However, using
Table 2.11 Predictors of English and

self-concept to measure confidence, even at a Maths achievement, Stankov, Lee,
Luo & Hogan (2012)

specific level of maths, may be erroneous as by

their own admission, confidence is only part of self-concept. Shavelson, Hubner and

Stanton (1976) argue that the variety of definitions of self-concept make measurement
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“imprecise” (p.408) and their research identified 17 different conceptual dimensions that

could be considered self-concept.

In today’s environment, where jobs are “broader and more complex” (Chen, Gully & Eden,
2001 p.77) and change rapid, discrepancies between performance and self-efficacy
expectations are more likely (Bandura, 1977). The rise of unexpected and new problems
can create confusion and uncertainty as to what to do despite years of experience (Jentz &
Murphy, 2005). Role ambiguity, role conflict and workplace uncertainty have been shown
to undermine self-efficacy (Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Jex & Gudanowski, 1992; King & King,
1990; Li & Bagger, 2008; Thompson & Gomez, 2014). Addressing today’s problems with
yesterday’s solutions will not always work (Petrie, 2011). As a result, the building blocks of
self-efficacy have the potential to be eroded. Past performance accomplishments or

vicarious experience cannot be relied upon to increase perceptions of efficacy.

Self-efficacy is still an important personal resource. However, in the VUCA context, its
definition may need to be modified. The skills of today’s employee are cognitive, “knowing
what to do, when you don’t know what to do” (Sepielli, 2014 p.1), testing new ideas and
risk taking (Wilson & Lawton-Smith, 2016), problem solving and adapting (Pulakos et al.,
2000) and self-awareness (Petrie, 2011).

2.2.2.4 The Resilience Component of Psychological Capital

Early studies of resilience were in the context of mental health with the aim of identifying
the antecedents to the development of “competent or maladaptive behaviour” (Garmezy,
1986 p.501). Resilience research focused on children or adolescents deemed at “high risk”
from adverse factors such as poverty (Cicchetti & Garmezy 1993; Cicchetti & Rogosch 1997;
Egeland et al., 1993; Masten et al., 1990; Werner, 1993), low social economic status and
family instability (Masten et al., 1990; Werner, 1993), parental mental health (Beardslee &
Podorefsky, 1988; Garmezy, 1987; Masten et al., 1990; Werner, 1993), abuse and neglect
(Cicchetti et al., 1997; Egeland et al., 1993) and more recently the impact of war (Masten &
Narayan, 2012; Werner, 2012). These studies in developmental psychology share a
common view that despite adversity or threats to normal development (Masten, 2001)

resilience leads to good, or at least better than expected, outcomes (Windle, 2011).

While research into resilience has almost exclusively studied children, some longitudinal
studies have followed these children into adulthood: examples include the Oakland Growth

Study, the Berkley Guidance Study and the Berkley Growth Study from the 1920’s and
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1930’s, Project Competence (Garmezy, Masten & Tellegen, 1984), the Kauai Studies by
Werner (1993) and the Mother-Child study by Egeland Carlson & Sroufe (1993). By
comparing those who ultimately achieved good outcomes in life despite early or continuing
adversity, with those who did not, researchers identified factors that contribute to
resilience. These included perceived social support (Gordon & Coscarelli 1996; Garmezy
1991; Hauser & Allen 2007; Luthar et al., 2000; Masten, et al., 1990; Masten & Narayan,
2012; McEwan, 2016; Rutter, 1987; Ryff & Singer, 2003; Tusaie & Dyer, 2004; Werner,
1993), social skills (Jowkar, Friborg & Hjemdal, 2012; Masten & Narayan, 2012), intelligence
(Werner, 1993) and the environment (Garmezy, 1991; Gordon & Coscarelli,1996; Luthar et
al., 2000; Masten et al., 1990). Such contributors to resilience have been termed
protective factors (Garmezy, 1991; Richardson, 2002; Werner, 1993, 1995, 2012), assets
(Bardoel, 2014; Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005; Richardson, 2002;) resources (Britt, 2016;
Cicchetti & Rogosch, 1997; Cohn et al., 2009; Egeland et al., 1993; Fergus & Zimmerman,
2005; Gordon & Coscarelli, 1995; Masten, 2001; Masten & Narayan, 2012; Shin, Taylor &
Seo, 2012; Staudinger, Marsiske & Baltes, 1993; Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003), energy
(Richardson, 2002) and strengths (Cicchetti & Garmezy, 1993; Luthar & Brown, 2007).

Adult research on resilience has primarily been in the context of psychological challenges
such as bereavement and loss (Bonanno, 2004; Stroebe & Schut, 1999), post-traumatic
stress syndrome (Fikretoglu & Liu, 2012; King et al., 1999; Maguen et al., 2006), depression
(Dykman, 1998; Hobfoll et al., 2003; Holahan et al., 1999) and aging (Jeste et al., 2013; Ryff
& Singer, 2003; Staudinger et al., 1993). Unlike research with children, studies with adults
appear to suggest that adult resilience is a result of personal attributes such as
mastery/self-efficacy/competence (Elder, 1998; Glantz & Sloboda, 2002; Hauser & Allen,
2007; Sutcliffe & Vogus 2003), optimism (Chang & Sanna 2001; Gillespie, Chaboyer &
Wallis, 2007b; Gillespie et al., 2007a; Luthans, 2002; Scheier & Carver, 1985), planning
(Masten et al., 2004; Rutter, 2012), self-enhancement (Bonanno, 2004), personal agency
(Glantz, 2002; Hauser & Allen, 2007) as well as the individuals value or belief systems
(Coutu, 2002; Masten et al., 2012). By dr