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Abstract

Reorganization in any organization is a stressful process for sure. This is a known fact. The questions
this research aims to answer are: How is the relationship between resilience and stress and their
perception of the climate in the workplace environment in Indian employees who face organizational
reorganization? A quantitative cross-sectional online survey was conducted among employees working
in the sectors of life sciences, information technology (IT), manufacturing, banking, and general
business using three adapted tools: a 15 item resilience scale (Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale), a 15
item stress scale (Perceived Stress Scale) and an organizational climate questionnaire, in which three
subscales were considered: communication, leadership support, and peer support. The answers were
matched in all three questionnaires for each respondent (46 resilience, 43 stress and 39 climate
responses; 35 respondents answered all three). The findings revealed that resilience is moderate to high
and stress is moderate, not at crisis level. While climate had a positive impact on resilience, the peer
support was assessed as the strongest of all three dimensions with communication being ranked the
lowest. It turned out that resilience had a negative correlation with stress (r_s=-0.51), but a positive one
with communication, leadership, and peer support (r_s=0.42 to 0.55). In addition, the climate factors had
significant correlations between themselves, with the greatest one being that of communication and
leadership (r_s=0.83). With regard to the findings obtained with robust regression, peer support proved
to be the only predictor of resilience (an effect which was not a robust one), while job insecurity
appeared the only predictor of stress. In conclusion, resilience can be considered as the component both
of the organizational climate and stress. However, there was high intercorrelation between climate
components and they overlapped.

Keywords: Psychological Resilience, Organisational Restructuring, Perceived Stress, Organisational
Climate, Leadership Support, Peer Support, India

1. Introduction

Restructuring has now become a normal aspect of Indian organizations - it is no longer an exception but
the norm. The impacts of globalization, digitization, and competition continue to force organizations to
merge, downsize, redesign positions, and realign departments. It may be the case that this helps increase
efficiency in the organization. But this does not mean that individuals within the organization are spared
from the impact of this. New reporting lines are created. Long-held procedures become altered
overnight. Relationships that were long assumed suddenly get broken. This results in the inevitability of
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anxiety, confusion about expectations, and insecurity of employment - all of which affect motivation and
performance.

And here comes into play the importance of resilience. Resilience as an abstract concept refers to coping
with adversity. The workers that have resilience have better emotional regulation and fast adaptability. It
IS quite obvious that with the help of resilience, people overcome obstacles, while others cannot do it. So
it works as a kind of a buffer, which absorbs part of the shock caused by the restructuring of the
company before affecting their performance or wellbeing. However, there is one aspect — such quality
does not come from nowhere. There are certain aspects such as leadership effectiveness, information
communication, peer relations, and social support that affect the level of resilience.

In recent years, there have been numerous concerns raised about the issue of stress at work and mental
health in India, but surprisingly, none in the field of literature in regard to restructuring. There is plenty
of literature on stress management, but none in relation to any transition process. Here lies the
importance of this study, the effort to understand the phenomenon of restructuring and its relationship to
resiliency in regard to stress perception.

Large Information Technology firms such as Infosys have made acquisitions in order to enhance their
digital capabilities [15]. Restructuring has been done because of the disruptions caused by the pandemic.
The focus of this paper will be on the employees — common people who are part of all this disruption —
and how they relate to stress.

There are several theories on resilience that have been developed elsewhere and are brought in here
without much modification. The purpose of this paper is to raise a challenge to this trend and present a
theory of resilience based on personal hardiness, stressors and coping mechanisms, especially
community and organizational ones.

However, there is a clear advantage in practical terms as well. Research findings about factors
contributing to resilience will help HR and management reduce attrition [5]. On the one hand, there is
the issue of policy, with the introduction of labor codes in India being oriented toward the welfare of
workers, and, on the other hand, there is a human factor as well, especially in a country like India where
work and home environment are combined.

2. Literature Review

In today’s professional organisational psychology, psychological resilience within work setting is no
longer perceived as a static trait. The emphasis has shifted from the idea of psychological resilience as
the static trait to the idea of the ability that allows the individual to preserve or regain functional well-
being in the situation of uncertainty due to synergy of the individual abilities and social systems [6].
Further, it has been proposed by Indian scholars that resilience is an organisational trait which develops
within the context of supportive leadership, psychological safety and mental well-being ecosystem. In
terms of the restructuring process in India, empirical research findings indicate that restructuring
increases stress and job insecurity, which cause anxiety due to bad communication and injustice. In the
empirical research done in India, it seems that there is some evidence that resilience acts as a protective
factor against burnout and depression, and the manner in which people deal with stress in the process of
change is influenced by both coping styles and organizational support [23]. There are four interrelated
themes that emerge from this literature review.

Conceptualising Psychological Resilience at Work in India

Since then, trait theories of resilience have become largely outdated in favor of process-based theories of
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resilience [24]. The work of Luthar, et al. (2000) [22] and Bonanno (2004) [6] defined resilience as the
process of dealing with adversity, rather than as a stable trait of individuals, which is now a commonly
accepted assumption in contemporary meta-analyses and guidelines regarding resilience [6]. On the
heels of this development, the psychological capital approach, pioneered by Luthans, et al. (2007) [21],
treated workplace resilience as a multifaceted concept — resilience as a combination of individual and
organizational aspects of resilience. According to this approach, resilience depends not only on self-
efficacy, optimism, and emotional regulation, but also on interpersonal support networks,
communication systems, and structure allowing for adaptation. Workplace resilience involves a two-way
interaction between individual and organization.

The systems approach, nonetheless, may be pushed even further. Work resilience has to be perceived
more of a collective strength rather than an individual one, resulting from being a member of the mental
wellness ecosystems, effective leadership, and psychological safety [16]. Resilience at work in India is
created via constant learning, empathic leadership, and HR practices that consider the impacts of trauma;
that is why they will be able to cope with the disruption. Stress management in the Indian workplace
supports the same message: there should be culturally competent and psychologically aware leaders and
HR practices, making it a norm to talk about stress and mental well-being.

The research that has been carried out with the help of samples taken from Indians has also tried to
validate the construct of resilience. For instance, in a study done by Malik et al. (2018) [23], in which
the Resilience at Work Scale was used in the Indian IT industry sample, it was proved that this construct
is valid in India because it provides reliable results with the factor validity. Thus, the concept of
resilience can be operationalized in a usual organizational environment in India. It was also shown that
there is positive correlation between resilience and engagement and negative one with burnout.
Organisational Restructuring and Employee Stress in India

Restructuring has now become common practice in business organizations in India owing to
globalization, innovations, competition, and many other reasons. The research done on stress caused by
restructuring has always arrived at the same conclusion, which is that the process causes insecurity and
stress when there is poor communication or when the process is seen as unfair [26]. The evidence from
Indian companies reveals that the process of restructuring causes low morale, loyalty, and trust, and
confusion in role expectations.

The findings of a critical review of corporate restructuring in the Indian market show that high level of
job insecurity, role ambiguity and low communication are linked to low job satisfaction, engagement,
and psychological well-being of employees in the situation of corporate restructuring. There are no
ambiguities in the findings obtained during the review: communication and support in the process of
corporate restructuring are essential for companies to minimize damage to the psychological well-being
of their employees. Overall, the impact of corporate restructuring goes beyond organizational efficiency
and includes psychological well-being, emotional stability and commitment. In the industry such as IT,
service and manufacturing, where corporate restructuring is likely to occur along with rapid
technological changes and challenging performance objectives, the stress level of employees is rather
high — hence, the need for resilience from the theoretical perspective [23].

Resilience as a Buffer During Change in Indian Workplaces

Thus, is it really possible that resilience enables workers to shield themselves from the negative
influence generated by the difficult workplace environment? Research proved by science confirms that
yes, but with certain nuances. More precisely, as Malik, et al. (2018) [23] state, among the IT employees
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in India "high levels of resilience lead to increased levels of employee engagement”. It means that in
addition to being able to shield from the negative influence, resilience can also generate some favorable
circumstances.

Additional evidence on the influence of resilience on well-being can be provided, going further than just
coping. Specifically, in cases of organisational restructuring — uncertainty, lack of role clarity, real threat
of dismissal — those employees who are more resilient appear to have better abilities to regulate
emotions, reframe, and keep a purpose in life [23]. Additionally, Indian professionals with high
resilience scores were found to use more effective forms of coping such as problem-solving and social
support seeking rather than avoidant and withdrawal ones. Thus, resilience can be regarded as one of the
most important variables in explaining differences in response to change [27].

Coping Strategies and Organisational Support in Indian Settings

In India, coping research includes problem solving, help-seeking, emotion management, and reframing
of the situation in a positive way. In India, resilience can be observed through the actions rather than
through the scores obtained on a scale.

Adjustment Stress and Coping Strategies of Young Indian Employees is a study on stress due to
adjustment as young professionals. Sources of stress for young professionals included workload stress,
role ambiguity, and social network pressure. Ways of handling such stress included mentoring, formal
orientation process, and mentoring from peers and supervisors. However, what the authors focused on
was the need for further research on office politics, boundary management, and assertiveness.

Another critical issue for building up coping skills is the establishment of culturally sensitive processes
such as the use of confidential “wellness circles” and employee-assistance programs to promote
constructive discussion on mental well-being within the context of hierarchy-based corporate structure
found in India. Structures need to conform to cultural and organizational hierarchies in order to be
effective. These structures need to fit into the normal routines of leadership instead of being separate
structures which will never be implemented. This is true to the idea that workers need access to coping
resources and organizational assistance for resilience building [31].

In summation, resilience is a more dynamic and context-dependent construct, which is driven by the
interactions between individual capabilities and organizational dynamics [36]. Restructuring in India is
invariably associated with stress, anxiety and poor morale due to lack of communication and perceptions
of inequity in change initiatives. Furthermore, research evidence with regards to Indian IT professionals
and corporate employees indicate that resilience functions as a protective mechanism for changes and
allows people to maintain their engagement and coping skills amid work pressures [23].

The Present Study

In regard to resilience issues, the Indian corporate environment has seen research conducted, but much is
still to be accomplished particularly in relation to the problems associated with business mergers, staff
redundancy, and re-organised teams. There have not been many empirical studies which would focus
specifically on the problems faced by individuals who undergo through these events, and only a few
have included both quantitative and qualitative research techniques instead of relying strictly on cross-
sectional research methods irrespective of the participants' roles. The relationship between stressors,
coping mechanisms and organisational support was hardly ever explored using conceptual frameworks
designed specifically for the Indian conditions, and even the measurement scales were primarily
developed somewhere else [23].
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In particular, two areas in which this research was based were lacunas. First, not many studies have been
done in India that involve the issue of organizational restructuring involving employees through designs
of restructuring that actually happen and not through cross-sectional studies. Second, there is a lack of
examination of factors of stress, coping, and organizational support in an Indian context of
organizational restructuring, making it hard to develop intervention programs that would deal with the
ecological framework of resilience. The gap is filled by this research through dealing with the issue of
Indian employees undergoing organizational restructuring.

3. Method

A guantitative and cross-sectional research design has been adopted to understand the phenomenon of

resilience in the Indian organizational setting during restructuring and its association with stress and

organizational climate (communication, leadership support, and peer support).

Hypotheses

e H1: The perception of organizational support (Communication, leadership support, peer support)
significantly correlates with resilience during restructuring.

e H2: Resilience significantly correlates with the perception of stress.

e H3: Leadership and Peer Support significantly predict resilience even after controlling for the
variance of stress.

e H4: Resilience significantly predicts stress even after controlling for the variance of job insecurity
and climate variables..

Participants

The participants recruited for the study were employees from Indian firms who are currently going

through or have gone through in the previous year the process of organizational change in the form of

merger, acquisition, downsizing, departmental restructuring, etc. in sectors such as life sciences, IT,

manufacturing, banking, and general business. The participants were recruited through an online survey

employing non-probability (convenience) sampling method, and therefore, the sample selected is not a

representative sample of Indian employees. The number of respondents was different in each case due to

missing values. The number of participants who responded to each questionnaire was 46 for the

resilience scale, 43 for the stress scale, and 39 for the Organizational Climate Questionnaire. As the

responses to the three questionnaires were matched on the basis of email address, the number of matched

cases was 41 in case of resilience and stress, 35 in case of resilience and climate, 35 in case of stress and

climate, and 35 in case of all three questionnaires.

Measures

Resilience Scale

The resilience scale used in the current study is a 15-item scale adapted from the Connor-Davidson

Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) [9] for the Indian workplace setting. This scale assesses the resilience in the

workplace on a 5-point scale (1 = hardly ever true, 5 = almost always true), with a score range of 15 to

75, where high scores show high resilience. The original CD-RISC scale is known to have excellent

internal consistency (o = 0.85-0.90) and test-retest reliability, and construct and convergent validity has

been established in a wide range of populations, including Indian samples. As the current scale is a

modified and shorter version of the original, it cannot be assumed to have all these characteristics; the

internal consistency of the current scale in the current sample was excellent (Cronbach's a = 0.88), but

its factor structure was not studied.
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Stress Scale

The stress measure used in this study was adapted from the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) [7] and served
to evaluate stress experienced by employees during the process of reorganisation. The scale is made up
of 15 questions that are answered according to a 5-point scale where 1 means “almost never” and 5
“almost always”. There was not a single positive statement in the scale, therefore, none of the scale
items needed to be reversed-scored. This way, the scale scores vary between 15 and 75, the higher the
score, the greater the perception of stress. Question 8 of the scale, which evaluates feeling of uncertainty
whether or not you will continue to have your current job, was additionally considered separately as a
job insecurity indicator. The scale reliability coefficient was excellent (o = 0.92).

Organisational Climate Questionnaire

Organisational Climate Questionnaire is a brief scale, derived from Organisational Climate Scale (OCS)
[29] and evaluates communication, leadership and peer support in organizations in India. The responses
to the items were measured on a 5-point scale (from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”) and the
higher the score, the more favourable climate it indicates. The reliabilities are in the range from 0.70 to
0.90 and the construct validity is provided by factor analysis. The convergent validity is proven by
positive correlation with job satisfaction and organizational commitment [29]. The scale consisted of 20
items and the 15 items composing three subscales analyzed here (communication, items 1-5; leadership
support, items 6-10; peer support, items 11-15) were utilized, and the subscale score is the average of the
five items. The Cronbach’s a for the present sample was 0.84 for communication, 0.86 for leadership
support and 0.84 for peer support.

Procedure

Questionnaire survey was conducted through the Internet using participants from the various sectors
taking part in this research. In addition to this, it was made sure that the participants were aware of the
fact that their participation in this research is completely voluntary, that there will be no linkage between
their performance and any sort of evaluation of their performance in the future. Since companies in India
follow hierarchical structure, the survey was done without supervision.

Data Analysis

The questionnaires were then paired based on the respondents’ e-mails, and the data were cleaned for
missing values and outliers. There were several items answered with more than one response option (5
for resilience, 11 for stress and 27 for climate); their responses were averaged. Composite variables for
resilience, stress and climate were generated. Descriptive statistics for all variables were computed, and
Cronbach’s alpha for each measure was computed. Since the resilience scores were not normally
distributed (Shapiro-Wilk W = 0.89, p < 0.001), Spearman correlations were calculated between
resilience, stress and climate measures using all matched pairs. Regression analysis was robustly
undertaken (using Huber M estimation of standardized scores) on the models that were developed for the
relation of resilience with its predictors (stress, leadership support, and peer support) and for the relation
of stress with its predictors (resilience, job insecurity, communication, and leadership support). The
predictive models were based on the sample of 35 respondents with full data. Sensitivity analysis was
undertaken for the sensitivity of the results with respect to the methodology of developing scores for
multiple-response questions, the case with lowest score, overlapping climate questions in resilience, and
job insecurity question in stress score.
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Ethical Considerations

Specific sensitivities for organisational restructuring research within an organisation which has
hierarchical structure were taken into account. One needs to note that all participants took part
voluntarily and confidentially, therefore, an informed consent was acquired from all the participants [2].
Only email addresses of participants were gathered in order to be able to match the responses in the three
questionnaires, and they were not used for anything else and deleted before analysis. The other
personally identifiable information concerning the respondents was not collected at all. Researchers
were trained in the aspects of the trauma-informed approach, and moreover, the participants were free to
decline answering certain questions or even participating in the research in general. Referral services
were provided to those participants who were quite upset by the research process..

4. Results

The instruments that were used to collect data were:

e A 15 item resilience scale based on Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) for Indian work
place setting.

e A 15 item stress scale based on Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) measuring the intensity of stress during
the reorganisation process.

e An Organisational Climate Questionnaire of 20 items out of which only the three five item sub scales
of communication, organisational leadership and colleague (peer) support were considered, once
again adapted for Indian organisations.

The participants were from various industries in India including Life Sciences, IT, manufacturing,

banking, other general businesses and belonged to various job profiles such as marketing, sales,

administration and technical. Out of all the responses obtained, 46 were taken for resilience analysis, 43

for stress analysis and 39 for Organisational Climate Questionnaire analysis..

Composite scores were generated for all the three scales based on the widely used approach to scoring

through the Likert scale. Resilience was assessed through 15 items and stress through 15 items that were

scored in the 1-5 scale, where high scores showed high resilience levels and high stress levels
respectively; stress items were negatively worded, therefore, none of them needed to be reversed.

Climate subscales (five items each) were rated on the 1-5 scale, where higher scores indicated high

support levels. Items that had more than one answer were scored as the mean score of all the options

chosen.

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Resilience and Stress

Variable N | Total M | Total SD | Min | Max | Item M | Item SD
Resilience (adapted

CD-RISC) 46 |56.14 9.56 17 75 3.74 0.64
Stress (adapted PSS) 43 | 43.93 11.99 20 75 2.93 0.80

Note: Both the scales are 15-item scales rated from 1 to 5, (range 15-75); CD-RISC = Connor—Davidson
Resilience Scale; PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. “Item M” and
“Item SD” show the mean per item score.
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Organisational Climate Subscales (N = 39)

Subscale M SD

Communication 3.32 |0.87
Leadership Support | 3.55 | 0.83
Peer Support 3.70 | 0.68

Essentially, this case study performed quite well in coping with organisational change, but the
environment where they operated could be improved even further. They experienced medium stress
levels. The environment was very supportive. Communication was their worst aspect.

Resilience Level

The mean score for this item stands at 56.1, which out of the 75 possible scores is rather high (item mean
score 3.74; between “sometimes true” and “often true”). This is a good indicator in relation to
transformation since a highly resilient employee is expected to readily adapt to change, deal with
ambiguity and be able to bounce back in case he or she meets with some obstacles during the process. It
should also be noted that nearly a third of the staff (35% percent) received an item mean of 4 (“often
true”) and above, which means that they are reasonably ready from the psychological point of view to go
through a transformation period, while a handful of employees received very low scores (the lowest
scores are 17 and 38). This is an important advantage since the success of any change initiative hinges
on the readiness of the staff to stay committed amid change. This does not imply that the staff is going to
stay unaffected by change. Even relatively high scores for average resilience do not guarantee lack of
stress.

Stress Profile

Given the fact that a stress mean is 43.9 out of 75 (an item mean is 2.93 which is almost ‘sometimes
true’), the measure of stress is positioned right in the centre of the scale making up only 48% of the
possible scale. The measure of stress was also higher than that of resilience (SD = 12.0) ranging between
20 and 75. In other words, the moderate level demonstrates that the employees experienced certain level
of stress but did not have too many stress factors affecting them. This is a really significant point in the
context of the organisational restructuring because such an activity typically entails the emergence of a
great number of stress factors such as uncertainty, overloading, and emotional exhaustion. Moderate
level proves that the employees could handle such stress factors without being affected by these factors,
otherwise the organisational intervention would have been helpful in their coping with the factors
preventing them from reaching the state of burnout and disengagement..

Climate Pattern

All the climate subscales score more than 3.0, which indicates that people have positive attitudes
towards the environment. Strong peer support indicates that colleagues have been one of the valuable
sources of information, and it is very essential to recognize this aspect during the transition phase since it
may play a crucial role during this period when all the formalities of change are going on. The aspect of
weak communication is also quite interesting, despite the fact that this score is above the midpoint.
Weak communication indicates lack of clarity, consistency and transparency in the entire process of
change.
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Figure 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Composite Scores

Means and Standard Deviations of Composite Scores
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Note. Resilience and Stress are 15-item totals (possible range 15-75; left panel); Communication,
Leadership, and Peer Support are subscale means scored 1-5 (right panel). Error bars show £1 SD.

Figure 2: Distributions of Composite Scores

Distrbutions of Compasae Scores
Recilience Stress Cammunication

Correlational Analysis
Table 3: Spearman Correlations Among Study Variables (Pairwise Complete Cases, N = 35-41)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Resilience —

2. Stress —0.51*%** | —

3. Communication | 0.55*** | —0.45** —

4. Leadership 0.42* —0.56*** | 0.83*** —

5. Peer Support 0.45** —-0.33 0.34* 0.34* —
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Spearman’s correlations were performed because resilience is not normally distributed; robust regression
methods were employed in subsequent modelling. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.

Two features that stand out right away are the following: first, resilience showed negative correlation
with stress but positive with climate factors; second, climate factors showed significant correlation with
each other, especially communication and leadership.

Overall Pattern

Furthermore, there was also an inverse relationship between stress and resilience, which means that the
higher the level of stress was, the lower the level of resilience was. In addition, resilience was positively
correlated with communication, leadership, and peer support, which means that high level of peer
support was related to high levels of resilience. On the other hand, stress was negatively correlated with
communication and leadership, as well as peer support, but this last correlation was marginal (p =
0.051). However, it should be noted that climate variables were significantly correlated among
themselves, as well as with communication and leadership, which have very high correlation, which
means that all these factors are not independent climate characteristics. As the answers in the
questionnaires were matched (as the study used Spearman correlation test, because of non-normal
distribution of the data on resilience), and as removal of the participant with the lowest score changed
the results slightly, then the correlations shown here are not coincidences.

Resilience and Stress

It was found that there was a significant negative correlation between Resilience and Stress (r = -0.51; p
< 0.001) that was more significant only than the negative correlation between stress and leadership
support (r = -0.56). High Resilience participants had a negative correlation with high stress that provided
information about the effect size that was significant in behavioral science and confirmed that resilience
is a protective factor, not an additional resource, despite the fact that the cross-sectional design is unable
to confirm this. Employees who can quickly restore themselves after a difficult situation and who are
flexible in difficult situations might be more ready to cope with stressful situations. It is especially true
in the organizational setting where stress becomes one of the major barriers for change implementation.
People suffering from stress do not react well to changes.

Resilience and Climate

The correlation of resilience with each of the three climate variables was positive with coefficients 0.55
for communication, 0.42 for leadership, and 0.45 for peer support. Among them, the strongest relation
between the two under discussion was between communication and resilience and followed by peer
support and leadership. In other words, in this particular case resilience was not just an individual trait
since the more assistance was provided to employees by their peers, leaders, and communication was
better, the more resilient they seemed to be. As far as the correlations with communication is concerned,
it could be viewed indirectly as reducing uncertainty and enhancing trust. The correlation with peer
support shows how important ordinary relationships are for preserving mental balance. It should be said
that three out of nine resilience questions (question numbers 4, 6 and 9) deal with talking to somebody,
fair treatment by the organisation and team support which makes the mentioned correlations somewhat
distorted; without those the correlations were significant but slightly decreased (communication 0.46,
leadership 0.34, peer support 0.43).

Climate Variables

The highest correlation coefficient, throughout the whole matrix, was obtained between communication
and leadership, with the value of 0.83, meaning that effective communication can be expected when
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there is supportive leadership (it is possible that the two scales partially measure the same thing). Peer
support was also positively correlated with both communication (0.34) and leadership (0.34), but less
strongly. It means that the climate dimensions are related and not independent from each other, so that
the change in one dimension can affect the others.

Figure 3: Correlation Heatmap of Study Variables

Correlation Heatmap of Study Variables
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Figure 4: Scatterplots of Resilience Against Stress, Leadership, and Peer Support
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In the regression analysis of resilience, peer support was found to be the only predictor, but stress and
leadership support were not significant after controlling for other variables (R? = 0.31). There was no
problem of multicollinearity among predictors (variance inflation factors below 1.5).

Table 4: Regression of Resilience on Stress, Leadership Support, and Peer Support

Predictor B (std) | SE z p
Stress -0.14 0.17 |-0.84 | 0.403
Leadership Support | 0.25 0.17 |1.48 |0.138
Peer Support 0.31 0.15 | 2.08 |0.038*

Note. Outcome variable: Resilience (total score). N = 35. Standardized coefficients (B) from Huber
robust regression; SE = standard error; Rz = 0.31, F(3, 31) = 4.64, p =0.009. *p < 0.05.
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Interpretation of Predictors

Stress showed a negative but insignificant relationship with resilience (f=-0.14); when leadership and
peer support were taken into account, stress did not become a significant predictor of resilience. Support
by leaders demonstrated a positive but not significant relationship with resilience ($=0.25). Peer support
had a positive and significant relationship with resilience (f=0.31); with the increasing levels of peer
support there are also increasing levels of resilience; peer support was the only significant predictor. The
model accounted for 31% of the variance in resilience, F(3, 31) = 4.64, p = 0.009. In the second
regression model predicting stress (Table 5), job insecurity was the only significant predictor (=0.40, p
= 0.005), while resilience (f=-0.27, p = 0.069), communication (f=0.06) and leadership (p=-0.30) were
not significant. This model accounted for 44% of the variance in stress. Communication and leadership
are strongly correlated (variance inflation factor of about 3.3); that's why estimation of their separate
effects is difficult. Regarding the hypotheses, H1 and H2 were supported, H3 was only partially
supported (peer support, but not leadership support, was significant), and H4 was not supported.
Sensitivity analyses. With the exception of one, the findings proved to be robust in the face of the
various tests conducted. Recoding the multiple answer questions as missing rather than the mean of the
selected options yielded the same correlation pattern (resilience and stress p = —0.49) and regression
results (peer support B =0.32, p = 0.039; job insecurity p = 0.42, p = 0.011). Deleting the lowest scoring
individual (total = 17) had a minimal effect on the correlation between resilience and stress (p = —0.47)
while leaving the regression results intact. Deleting the job insecurity variable from the sum of stress
variables did not alter the correlation between resilience and stress (p = —0.50) while leaving job
insecurity as a predictor variable (B = 0.32, p = 0.035), indicating that it is not just an artefact of
correlation. On the other hand, the peer support effect on resilience proved to be quite weak: it barely
reached significance using ordinary least squares (p = 0.058), became insignificant with
heteroscedasticity consistent standard errors (p = 0.100), and insignificant (f = 0.27, p = 0.090) upon
removing three of the resilience items related to climate.

Table 5: Regression of Stress on Resilience, Job Insecurity, Communication, and Leadership
Predictor B(std) |[SE |z p
Resilience (Total) -0.27 0.15 |-1.82 | 0.069
Job Insecurity (Q8) | 0.40 0.14 |2.82 |0.005**
Communication 0.06 0.22 |0.26 |0.797
Leadership -0.30 0.23 |-1.33 |0.184

Note. Outcome variable: Stress (total score). N = 35. Standardized coefficients from Huber robust
regression; Rz = 0.44, F(4, 30) = 5.95, p = 0.001. **p < 0.01. Job insecurity is item 8 of the stress scale
and is therefore also part of the outcome score.

5. Discussion

Resilience at moderate to high level (mean item score 3.74/5), moderate stress (mean item score 2.93/5)
and moderately positive perceptions of organisational climate (subscale scores from 3.32 to 3.70) were
reported by the employees. As proportions of the possible range of each scale, the highest score was
obtained for resilience (about 69%), followed by climate subscales (58%-68%) and stress (48%). It
means that support was neither high nor low and communication was the least effective climate
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dimension. The possible interpretation may be that employees had access to personal resources for
coping while organisational resources were moderately developed.

The point is self-evident that resilience is a dynamic trait, which helps a person to adapt to adverse
circumstances effectively [9, 22], and research within the field of occupational health science has shown
repeatedly that resilient individuals cope much more effectively psychologically with such sources of
stress than those who are not resilient [32]. In this particular case, resilience will work as a compensating
trait because employees utilize their reappraisal, problem-solving, and habit-forming skills, but receive
moderate support from the organization.

From the results of correlation analysis, it is clear that the variables climate of communication,
leadership, and peer support co-existed, with the correlation between communication and leadership
being the highest (p = 0.83) and correlations between both of them and peer support being lower (p =
0.34). This can be considered in relation to the view of organisational climate as an emergent process,
which is created due to interactions between different organisational processes [34]. Therefore,
communication and leadership seem to be strongly connected with the experience of the workplace for
employees [39], but these two variables can measure the same construct in part.

Climate variables too were significantly linked to well-being among the selected respondents, as
measured through the positive association between resilience and communication, leadership, and peer
support (p = 0.42 to 0.55), negative association between stress and these measures (p = —0.33 to —0.56),
and models’ explanation of 31% and 44% variances in resilience and stress, respectively. These are
medium to large correlation coefficients. On the other hand, in multiple regression analysis of climate
variables with resilience and stress as outcomes, most of the dimensions of climate did not show an
independent association, whereas those which did depended on model specification. Several factors can
be attributed to the above observation, and there is more than one possibility at a time. It is because of
high overlap among the various dimensions of climate. Also, resilience and stress are variables which
depend on various factors, including one's personality, coping techniques, previous negative experience,
non-job resources, e.g., financial or family ones, job load, role ambiguity, et cetera [6, 12]. In addition,
there is the question of measurements, since the used questionnaires were the modified versions of the
scales which construct validity had not been proven yet, and some questions about resilience overlapped
the ones about the climate in terms of their meaning partially. Moreover, there is the question of timing,
since the climate can affect resilience and stress simultaneously with a certain delay. Finally, the
question of indirect effect of organisational support remains.

In more practical terms, moderate to higher levels of individual resilience and moderately positive levels
of organizational support suggest that a combined effort is needed. Implementation of interventions
aimed at increasing the adaptive potential of an individual — through resilience workshops, stress
management seminars, etc. — can yield immediate results on its own. However, a change in the long run
would likely also require the involvement of an organization, through improved communications,
leadership programs designed to promote supportive supervisory behavior, and actions designed to
enhance cooperation among peers rather than to assume it [28]. In light of how close communication
proved to be tied to leadership support (p = 0.83) and resilience (p = 0.55), developing better
communication can be an especially effective strategy.

For future research, a process-oriented, multilevel approach will be useful in revealing the underlying
causal mechanisms of the study with the use of large samples, valid measures with an established factor
structure, and climate measures that are distinct from the resilience measure. With the help of a
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longitudinal design, it is possible to investigate how climate acts as a predictor of changes in resilience
or stress levels over time rather than as a correlate at one occasion. The mediating effects of climate on
stress through its indirect effects through psychological safety, perceived control, or role clarity can be
investigated with mediation analysis. Moderation analysis can be done using resilience as a moderator in
order to find out how resilience acts as a buffer against climate effects on stress.

Key Theoretical Findings

There were two other patterns which seemed to have some theoretical value. First of all, it was the
usefulness of peer support as a resource in the workplace that contributed to resilience; peer support was
the only factor that had a significant impact on resilience in the regression analysis (f = 0.31), though it
did not remain statistically significant in any other specification, but it showed positive correlation with
resilience (p = 0.45) and marginal negative correlation with stress (p = —0.33, p = 0.051). This pattern
can be viewed as an example of conservation of resources gain cycle when resources create additional
resources [12]. Second, there is a concept of leadership support, which had positive relations with
resilience (p = 0.42) and the highest negative relationship with stress (p = —0.56). This implies that if
workers see leadership as available and supportive, their levels of stress become lower, and at the same
time resilience increases. It relates to the social exchange approach to the interactions between leaders
and employees [38]; however, its role appeared insignificant in the presence of other factors’ influence.
Overall, one may suggest that peer network and management skills are the most efficient tools for
building resilience.

Comparison With Literature

The general structure of the pattern is similar to previous literature on work resilience and organisational
climate. It has been shown in previous studies that communication, leadership, and good relationships
between peers tend to interrelate and contribute to a better working atmosphere [32, 34]. Such a situation
can be observed in the current pattern as well; the elements of the climate are significantly related to
each other, especially communication and leadership, and also to resilience and stress in the expected
direction. This indicates that communication, leadership, and peer support form a single system.
However, the climate and its link to well-being might indicate a reverse tendency in relation to the links
seen in the correlation between the level of resilience and the level of organisational support. In
particular, according to previous literature, it was found that organisational support is usually linked to
high resilience and low levels of stress [3, 17, 31]. Other researchers suggested that organisational
support has an indirect impact on the level of resilience by helping workers cope with stress due to
increased psychological and social resources [1, 18].

In the case of multivariable models, however, only a few climate variables kept their independent effect
significant. One possible explanation could be the substantial overlapping between these variables
(communication and leadership were correlated at 0.83), making it hard to measure their independent
contribution in such a small sample size; in the stress model, only job insecurity was significant. Another
possible explanation might be that there were already considerable amounts of personal resilience
among the sampled employees before the study. When people already had enough internal resilience
resources, the effect of the support received at work on stress reduction could be hard to identify. It
would be consistent with prior studies, according to which resilience can be an internal protective factor,
capable of counteracting adverse events independently [6, 37]. Moreover, it would be consistent with
conservation of resources theory, according to which personal and environmental resources have a
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complicated relationship, and the role of the latter becomes less visible with high levels of the former
[12, 13].

The methodology itself should be a part of the narrative as well. Cross-sectional study tends to
underestimate slow developing relationships, as well as score variability can lower significance of
correlations [25, 30]. It is possible that influence of organisational support can act through mediators like
psychological safety, sense of control and role clarity [10]. Considering all this, it cannot be said that the
impact of organisational climate itself is negligible; rather, correlation indicates that it has some
importance.

The association between resilience and stress (p = —0.51) follows similar logic as previous studies which
considered resilience as a protective factor from strain and maladaptive affect. It has been shown earlier
that more resilient individuals experience higher psychological well-being and adaptation, especially in
the case of challenging or uncertain circumstances [9, 32, 35]. This specific relationship is contextual
and tends to be observed more frequently when the workload is high and the nature of change is
fundamental for the organization [20]. However, in the current stress model, the relationship between
resilience and stress was not significant when other variables such as job insecurity, communication and
leadership were controlled for (B = —0.27, p = 0.069), implying that a portion of the relationship is
related to the context of work. The only significant predictor of stress (f = 0.40) in the current study was
job insecurity, which is consistent with the key role of uncertainty about one's future in restructuring. As
it is one of the items of the stress score, this result should be treated cautiously.

All these facts prove that the concept of resilience and organisational support is far from being simple
and is more complex than that of the main effects approach. Of course, organisational climate has an
influence on well-being, but the influence is conditional to such factors as individual resilience and job
demands. It has been proven previously that climate influences stress indirectly through mediating
factors such as social support, perceived control and psychological safety, while individual resilience
can moderate the relationship [19, 33]. What is more, leadership behaviors can affect resilience
indirectly through role clarity, empowerment and work meaning [4, 11].

Thus, on the whole, the obtained results confirm and add to the literature available on this matter.
Firstly, they corroborate the view of interdependencies among climate dimensions as the part of an
integrated supportive environment [34] and resilience as a protective factor for stress [9, 32]. Yet the
minor independent effects identified for the climate dimensions in this study show that in studying such
kind of information one needs to take into consideration individual resources, situational context, and
indirect relations. In the future, the research will be benefited by conducting long-term studies in order to
assess deferred effects of organisational support on wellbeing [10, 25].

Theoretical Integration

Here, it is worth mentioning the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory as one possible point of origin
for the research. According to COR, people tend to acquire, maintain, and preserve resources needed for
coping and adaptation in stressful situations [12]. This concept is useful because such activities as
communication, supervision, and peer support could be viewed as workplace resources, while resilience
can be understood as personal resources that help employees cope with stress. In COR theory, resources
do not act independently but work together and reinforce one another [12]. It could be assumed so due to
the idea of clustering climate characteristics as workplace resources such as communication,
supervision, and peer support work together and complement each other.
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Additionally, the findings are also consistent with the social support theory, stating that emotional,
informational, and instrumental support provided by others serves as protection from stress and
improves adaptation. At work, support provided by leaders and peers is a source of comfort, guidance,
and a feeling of belonging; therefore, such support helps the employees cope with the organizational
stress [8, 14]. The positive and significant relationships found in this research between leadership
support, peer support, and resilience are consistent with the social support theory because the greater
was the perceived support of employees, the greater was their resilience to the organizational problems.
Leadership support, however, did not have an independent significant effect.

One more explanation is based on the concept of person-environment fit, according to which well-being
is achieved through the matching of one’s personal traits and the environment. According to this theory,
results would be more favorable when an individual’s skills, needs, or values are compatible with those
of the environment. Hence, resilience could be viewed as the indicator of the coping mechanisms of the
employee himself or herself, whereas the climate variables would be considered critical features of the
external environment. The moderate (instead of strong) correlation between resilience and the climate
variables and their limited impact as independent variables can be explained by the fact that support by
itself may not lead to any significant impact until it is aligned with the needs of a particular employee
depending on the job requirements and the conditions of work. An employee may find himself or herself
in the supportive environment but feel stressed due to the mismatch between the provided support and
the challenges faced by him or her. At the same time, employees with higher potential for coping could
remain resilient despite the moderate support from the environment.

Together, these three theories create a more comprehensive understanding of the pattern of correlations
than any one theory taken in isolation. While COR theory explains how resource accumulation and
synergy in the working environment take place [12], social support theory explains how social support
provided by the leader and fellow workers serves as a buffer against stress and fosters adaptation [8]. It
is thanks to person-environment fit theory that we are able to understand why it is critical that the impact
of social support depends on the extent to which the environment fits the coping skills and job
requirements of a particular individual. Resilience certainly cannot be regarded as an inherent personal
quality; quite the opposite!

Implications for Practice

The following conclusions can be drawn by companies that intend to create a better workplace and
develop resiliency among their employees.

First of all, taking into account the close relation of communication with leadership and peer support,
one may say that the organizational climate should be viewed as a holistic system. In this regard, partial
solutions such as better communication from above without any changes in the methods of supervision
and peer interaction will hardly result in success. Instead, a combination of integrated approaches
involving communication, leader behavior, and peer interaction might complement each other.
Improvement in communication within the company with the purpose to provide better transparency will
be much more effective when combined with the program for training leaders on how to be open too and
group work in order to ensure that communication becomes part of supportive interaction rather than
messages alone.

In the second place, considering that the correlation between climate and resilience is positive and
moderate, one should speak about the significance of the context in the organisation when discussing
coping with stress in terms of employees’ work-related issues. One should not consider that the efforts

IJFMR260590544 Volume 8, Issue 5, September-October 2026 16



http://www.ijfmr.com/

i International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR)

IJFMR E-ISSN: 2582-2160 e Website: www.ijfmr.com e Email: editor@ijfmr.com

of the organisations in creating organisational climate are useless only due to the small particular effect
of each climate dimension, as this may mean that there are some other factors which affect the resilience
of a person besides organisational climate and that the role of climate becomes clear in the case of
moderated correlations under certain conditions (e.g., organisational crisis/change). In this regard, the
results of the research show that it is useful to continue working with the leaders and develop them
regarding their ability to listen, think rationally and give feedback to others as this will help a person
withstand stressful situations. In other words, the steps taken by managers to reduce uncertainty through
better communication are useful. The creation of trust and solidarity through team-building will help
maintain resilience due to the creation of social capital that is used during difficult times. It is advisable
for organisations to invest in leadership training, improved communication, and team building as a
preventive measure against a problem.
Third, resilience must not be considered as only an individual characteristic. Although the majority of
the employees were resilient in terms of their personal capabilities, it cannot be denied that the
environment of their work setting also played an important part in how their resilience was employed
and sustained. Coping skills and support are connected since support enables individuals to cope better
using their own coping skills while its absence will eventually cause even the most resilient individual to
breakdown. This is the reason why both individual and system-based approaches should be considered
rather than choosing one over the other. The individual approach includes: professional training on
adaptive coping strategies, stress management courses, cognitive appraisal and problem solving training,
and employee assistance programs or resilience coaching. While the system approach involves dealing
with the stressors such as realistic workload, role definition, flexibility of work, and development of
behaviors by making leaders accountable and peers mentoring each other.
Implications by Stakeholder
The following should be taken into consideration by human resource professionals and OD specialists
based on the above-mentioned results: focusing on interventions involving the peer network, as peer
support was the only significant unique predictor of resilience (B = 0.31); working on increasing the
manage’s approachability and ability to listen (leadership support was correlated the most highly with
stress, p = —0.56, and it was correlated 0.42 with resilience); ensuring constant and clear communication
(communication was correlated most highly with resilience, p = 0.55, and it was the lowest-rated climate
dimension, M = 3.32); and directly dealing with job security by providing timely and true information
about the role's future, as job security was the only significant predictor of stress (f = 0.40). In terms of
managers, the same reasoning is applicable, i.e., conducting brief check-ins regularly, with the help of
the peer network; letting people know that they are supported by providing access to training and
clarifying roles; and taking action when there are the first symptoms of stress.
Prioritising Interventions

Table 6: Prioritisation of Interventions to Build Resilience During Restructuring

. . K
Priority | Intervention ey_ . Cost
statistic
High Peer mentoring pairs B=0.31 Low
) Change and job-securit = 0.55;
High g — J Y|P b Low
communication =0.40
. Manager rtive-| rshi .
Medium 6.1 gge supportive-leadership p=-0.56 | Medium
training
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Priority | Intervention y . Cost
statistic
Low Individual coaching None High

Key statistic. Peer support B for resilience (not robust for all criteria); communication p with resilience
and job insecurity P for stress; leadership support p with stress; not examined = not checked. Priorities
are chosen at the discretion of the researcher by analysis of results of this paper as well as cost of
measures and feasibility; cost estimates are qualitative assessments rather than measurements. The
impact of any treatment is not assessed in the paper and there are no effect sizes (one standard deviation
for peer support corresponds to 0.31 standard deviations for resilience, or 3 points, or 5% of the mean).
The table above represents the priorities of the interventions based on the evidence found in this
research, cost and feasibility. It is vital to bear in mind that it is always important to take into account the
limited availability of resources while building up resilience through organizational changes. The peer
mentoring pairs are the first priority in this list because peer support was the only significant unique
predictor of resilience, and this kind of intervention does not involve high costs. People are selected in
such a way that they can cooperate and help each other in times of organizational change. This
intervention utilizes internal resources and, therefore, no expensive external inputs are needed.
Communication for change and job security is as important and inexpensive as the other two
dimensions. Communication had the highest correlation with resilience and was the lowest rated climate
dimension, and job insecurity was the only significant predictor of stress. Structured and timely
communication of information regarding change can be helpful since employees go through stress
during the period of change due to lack of information and uncertainty and lack of clarity about what is
going to happen next; communication will resolve all such problems and will give employees an
understanding of what, why, and how the change is going to happen, and that includes continuity of their
roles.

The supportive-leadership training for managers follows next. Leadership support proved to have the
highest correlation with stress, and it adds to the competence of the manager in dealing with the stresses
of the employee, both the psychological ones. It is the managers who determine the manner in which the
changes will be seen by their employees, either positively or not, depending on how the manager
communicates with them and leads them. Although it is costlier compared to peer mentoring, it affects
several people at once and since communication was so closely linked to leadership, it would reinforce
the communication.

The coaching activity, as the most personal one, has not been evaluated in a positive way as regards the
organizations because of its high cost, compared to its benefits, and it was not accounted for during this
study. Coaching is aimed to assist those workers who require additional attention due to their stress and
adaptation problems. The goal setting, coping strategies and personal problems of the worker can be
discussed confidentially and no third party will be involved.

It looks like the matrix reflects the combination of broad activities with leadership development as the
optimal way to solve this particular problem. First of all, peer mentoring and communication activities
have to be undertaken because they are fairly affordable and feasible and can include many employees at
the same time. Afterwards, supportive-leadership training has to be undertaken by managers in order to
promote supporting behaviors among leaders. Coaching is needed to help particular employees.
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Limitations and Future Directions

There are a number of factors that could affect the results interpretation of the study. Firstly, one should
admit that the data used in the study are cross-sectional, thus no causal relationship can be identified. It
is uncertain whether these relationships are bidirectional, meaning that either organisational support
contributes to higher resilience or vice versa: people with high resilience get better support from their
companies. Second, the size of the sample used in the study is rather limited as only 35 participants have
completed all three surveys (thus the correlation and regression analysis was done for 35 to 41 cases).
Thirdly, the sample used was obtained via non-probability sampling and, thus, is non-representative.
Moreover, the measurements were modified versions of previous scales that have not been validated in
this sample, the resilience scale is measuring some of the same things as the climate scale, and there are
some participants that have given several answers to the single answer question and these answers were
taken on an average. There were also two issues related to correlation; first, there were very high
correlations between the communication and leadership scales. Second, the job insecurity item is a
component of the stress score. The only significant predictor in the current analysis was peer support,
but it was not robust to alternative models. There are some variables that were not controlled, such as
age, years of experience, types of roles, workload, and other personal-life pressures.

6. Conclusion

In our study, the components of the organisational climate were surely interrelated — most notably
communication and leadership, as well as both of them being moderately associated with resilience and
stress in the correct direction (absolute p between 0.33 and 0.56). The level of resilience was moderate to
high and that of stress moderate. This means that the employees seem to be able to cope with the
challenges of the working environment to a certain degree due to the moderate degree of the
organisational support. In the regression models, only peer support was significant for resilience, and job
insecurity for stress. In other words, the coping of the employees seems to depend not only on their
personal abilities, but also on the organisational climate. However, the contributions from the individual
climate dimensions were not statistically distinguishable from each other.

Overall, the results are consistent with the theoretical propositions about organisational resources being
the key predictors of psychological adaptation and functioning. Still, the variance that is not accounted
for (around 69% for resilience and 56% for stress) suggests that resilience and stress can not be
understood in terms of the organisational context alone. These constructs might depend on a variety of
different variables such as individual characteristics, work-related factors, past experiences and many
other aspects which go well beyond the organisational context. Therefore, the results provide additional
support for the idea that resilience should be considered as a dynamic construct which relies on
interaction between a person and the environment.

With regard to practical implications, the above findings further emphasize the importance of
communication skills development and leadership, as well as peer support, particularly when there is
uncertainty. Communication will minimize confusion. Leadership is important in building an
environment of trust. Peer support will give comfort and assistance in problem-solving. The above
findings however indicate the need to look at coping resources that an individual may possess—the
resilience factor should be taken into consideration together with organisational support, and the issue of
job insecurity should be addressed directly. This is not to say that resilience should be ignored because it

IJFMR260590544 Volume 8, Issue 5, September-October 2026 19



http://www.ijfmr.com/

i International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR)

IJFMR E-ISSN: 2582-2160 e Website: www.ijfmr.com e Email: editor@ijfmr.com

is difficult to measure compared to climate score. In the future, any intervention strategy aimed at
improving the wellbeing of employees should take this resilience factor into consideration.
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