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THE ROLE OF STRESS RESILIENCY AND PERCEIVED PROCEDURAL
FAIRNESS IN THE COPING PROCESSES OF LAYOFF SURVIVORS

The population of layoff survivors (i.e., those employees spared in a layoff) has
been a relatively overlooked group of people. How these individuals fare in the
aftermath of a layoff as weﬂaswhntvadablsemnmenhmhealﬂﬁercopingisof
patamount importance to industry leaders. Whatiskuownisthatpoorcopingonﬂlepan
of layoff survivors can impact a company’s productivity as well as disability rates,
Previous studies on layoff survivors have examined Percejved Procedural Fairness (layoff
survivors’ perceptions about how a recent layoff was handled) and Job Stress. However,
no studies to date have simultaneously examined the varisbles of Perceived Procedural
Faimess and Stress Resiliency with regard to Job Stress and Job Burnout. The goal of
this current study was to test the following hypotheses: (a) The higher the level of
Perceived Procedural Faimess, the lower the level of Job Burnout; (b) The higher the
lml of Perceived Procedural Fairness, the lower the level of Job Stress; (c) The higher
the level of Stress Resiliency, the lower the level of Job Burnout; (d) The higher the leve!
of Stress Resiliency, the lower the level of Job Stress; and (¢) Stress Resiliency will
moderate the effect of Perceived Procedural Fairness on Job Burnout. One hundred and
twenty-one participants from seven different companies representing six different work
sectors were used in this study. Participants completed four surveys: (a) Stress’
Resiliency was measured by the Stress Resiliency Profile (Thomas & Tymen, 1994); (b)
Perceived Procedural Fairness was measured by an unpublished scale written by Jim



Westaby (2000) and based upon the work of Brockner and colleagues (Brockner, DeWitt,

Grover & Reed, 1990; Daly, 1995; Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1991); (c) Job Bumnout was
measured by the Maslach Bumout Inventory — General Survey Version (Maslach &
Jackson, 1986); and (d) Job Stress was measured by the Job Stress Survey (Spiclberger &
Vagg, 1991). Two separated hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted.
Only hypothesis 3 was fully supported and hypotheses 2 and 4 were only partially
supported. Additional multiple regressions were conducted to determine relationships
between Stress Resiliency, Somatic Complaints and Job Burnout and Job Stress. Only

Somatic Complaints were found to be significantly correlated with overall Job Stress.
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CHAPTERI

Introduction

The phenomenon of corporate downsizing in the United States is widely
recognized. Qver the past two decades, companies of all sizes have reduced their
employee headcounts in an effort toward achieving increased profitability through cost
containment. From the early 1980s unﬁl the early 1990s, there were over 3.5 million
jobs eliminated in Fortune 500 companies (Lee, 1992). In addition, according to a
survey conducted in the latter half of the 1980s by the American Management
Association, firms employing more than 5000 people were found to have downsized two
thirds of their employee population (Greenberg, 1988). Lastly, the New York Times
noted that within the past twenty years, more than 43 million jobs have been ¢liminated
and that the rate of job loss peaked at a record number of 3.4 positions a year in 1992
(New York Times, 3/3/96). Unfortunately, this trend is likely to continue.

There are a variety of economic factors which currently exist and increase the
likelihood for further downsizings. Among these are: {a) An increase in mergers and
acquisitions, which result in personnel excess; (b) An increase in technological advances
resulting in lowered need for manpower; (c) An increase in international competition; and
(d) Slowed economic growth (Appelbaum, Simpson, & Shapiro, 1987). Others would

contend that downsizing has become so pervasive that it has evolved from being an



isolated phenomenon designed to rescue a dying company to a more universally accepted

way of managing in companies (Ropp, 1987).

What is not as readily realized however, is the extent and magnitude of the
devastating effects this has on the employees who remain after the downsizing. This
population of “survivors” is often overlooked in the aftermath of a downsizing. Bunker
(1997) asserts that emphasis is often placed by organizational leaders on the mechanics
of an organizational change, with far less attention paid to the human factors side of the
equation. They are often presumed to be “the lucky ones™ who were spared in the
layoff, and similarly grateful to remain émployed. Oftentimes, this is far from the truth.

Survivors are a unique group who collectively present with a distinct constellation
of symptoms (Noer, 1993). According to Noer, layoff survivors are likely to experience
a combination of anger, fear, guilt, and depression. In addition, he contends that they are
also likely to exhibit lowered levels of risk taking, which in tumn is likely to hurt future
productivity (Noer, 1997). Survivors are also prone to feeling betrayed and discarded by
their company (Farley, 1991), as well as experiencing lower morale (Brockner, 1988).
Survivors are often required to do more work with fewer resources, and are likely to
experience stress engendered by future job uncertainty (Dunlap, 1994; Lee, 1992). Job
security has also been demonstrated to have an adverse effect on work effort (Brockner,
1992). It is also known that the role of perceived procedurat fairness (how surviving
employees perceive the actual downsizing was handled) is significant in terms of the
resulting effect on morale, anger and feelings about their jobs and the organization

(Brockner, 1992; Moskal, 1992).



In surmmation, we have learned a fair amount about certain deleterious effects

downsizing has had on its survivors, as well as the significant effects that perceived
procedural faimess and job insecurity can have. However, it is critical to gam a better
understanding of this population for several reasons. First, one needs to learn about the
type and degree of ill effects there can be on the survivors themselves. To merely
acknowledge that this group is “stressed out™ averts the opportunity to uncover the
multi-layered psychological intricacies that this population experiences. One needs to
better understand how this group is responding to downsizings, in order to tailor
psychological interventions aocord.mgly Secondly, one needs to better understand the
impact of an organization’s behavior surrounding the actual downsizing as well as
aftermath on the coping ability of survivors. It is hoped that organizational interventions
and/or recommendations can be subsequently provided to allay some of the layoff

disruption.

Background of the Probiem

Effects on the Organization

Downsizing has been shown to have a negative impact with regards to safety
concems in the organization itself. Flannery, Hanson, Penk, and Pastva (1997) conducted
a case study in a mental health institution that underwent a recent downsizing. They
found a four-fold increase in the frequency of assaults on staff, as the hospital census
decreased. Another organizational outcome to downsizings has been an increase in
disability rates among the layoff survivors. In 1996, both Cigna Group Insurance

Managed Disability and the American Management Association surveyed approximately



300 large and mid-sized AMA-member companies during a downsizing period (Koco,

1996). They found a 70% increase in disability claims during that time period, and the
average duration of both short- and long-term disability claims ran an average 25%

longer at companies that eliminated jobs than those that did not.

Effects on Survivors — Non- rs

There are many measurable organizational outcomes following a downsizing.
Russell (1995) concluded following an analysis of mill and mine operations that among
these outcomes were job expansion and an increase in job responsibility. Similarly,
Tombaugh and White (1990) noted in a study conducted with layoff survivors of a
chemical company, that employees reported increases in role overload, role conflict, and
role ambiguity. Managers at this same study in contrast, reported the downsizing as
affording employees an increase in responsibility and decision making. This discrepancy
between what managers reported and what employees perceived is noteworthy, as it is
likely to be a pervasive phenomenon. Noer (1993) would contend that this perception of
managers is a clear example of the state of denial that many remain in, and could be
viewed as a type of rationalization on their part. Parker, Chmiel, and Wall (1997) too
noted how layoff survivors are often presented with job expansion coupled with greater
responsibility. As a likely outgrowth of these repercussions, some of the experiences
frequently reported by the survivors themselves will now be highlighted.

In David Noer’s 1993 seminal book, Healing the Wounds, he coined the tetm
“Jayoff survivor sickness.” By this he meant the collection of attitudes, feelings, and

perceptions experienced by those individuals still remaining in a work environment



following a downsizing or layoff. Included among these reactions were feelings of job
insecurity, unfairness, depression, stress, fatigue, reduced risk taking and motivation,

distrust and betrayal, as well as at times (perhaps surprisingly) optimism and continuing

commitment to their jobs. He likened the response of many layoff survivors to that of
individuals who had encountered a tranmatic event, such as a natural disaster or large-
scale calamity. Somewhat analogous to the survivor guilt experienced by an individual
surviving a plane crash would be the experience of an employee surviving a downsizing,
having witnessed numerous colleagues being terminated. In order to better understand
this phenomenon, Noer conducted research consisting of a combination of structured
interviews with employees and human resource personnel who had been spared in their
company's recent downsizing.

Schweiger, Ivanvevich, and Power (1987) identified five additional major
concems among survivors in a firm acquired through a merger and acquisition. These
were: loss of identity, lack of information and anxiety, an obsessive concern about their
own continued survival, lost talent, and family repercussions. There has been further
evidence provided supporting the linkage between increased stress and organizational
restructuring accomplished through downsizing (Tombaugh & White, 1990). Other
researchers have noted that downsizing survivors tend to have decreased job satisfaction,
lowered organizational commitment, greater strain, and are more likely to leave work and
have higher rates of absenteeism (Brockner, Grover, Reed, DeWitt, & O’Malley, 1987;
Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1991; Wong & McNally, 1994). Lastly, Brockner, Grover,
Reed, and DeWitt (1992) examined the relationship between survivors® level of job

insecurity and work effort. They found that individuals experiencing moderate levels of



job insecurity as measured by high levels of job threat (as well as high levels of

individual and organizational control over subsequent layoffs occurring) as well as
individuals experiencing low levels of job threat coupled with a low sense.of control were
more likely to exhibit a greater increase in job effort. Conversely, they found that
individuals who experienced low job insecurity (low job threat coupled with a higher
sense of control) or high job insecurity (high threat coupled with a lower sense of control)
did not exert as high a work effort as the previously cited research.

In addition, there is genera! agreement that employees who survive a downsizing
are more likely to experience job siress.- Worry and perceived threat to future
employment are among some of these related emotions (Brockner, 1988, Brockner, et al,,
1992). While Karasek (1979) did not directly investigate the concept of job stress and
- layoff survivors, he did research the interactions between job demands, decision latitude,
and job strain. He found that the combination of low decision latitude coupled with high
job demands led to both higher mental strain and lower job satisfaction. Shaw and
Barret-Power (1997) provide a stress-based view of downsizing, outlining areas for
further research. This in turn, appears to be also correlated with a higher likelihood of

dissatisfaction and intent to leave the organization.

Effects on Survivors - Managers

Other researchers have focussed more exclusively on the managers who survive a
downsizing. Kets de Vries and Balazs (1997) examined the reactions of managers who
were respongible for implementing the downsizing process. From data obtained from

the implementation of the layoff, they identified five different coping styles observed:



(a) compulsive/ritualistic, (b) abrasive, (¢) dissociative, (d) alexithymic/anhedonic, and

(e) depressive. )

The compulsive/ritualistic style is typified by the person’s need for control, which
tends to be fulfilled by a rigid attention to rules, procedures, and schedules. In addition,
their affective presentation appears aloof and restrained. Their approach to authority is
conducted with total deference, whether it is given or demanded. The major defensive
pattern with this group was that of isolation. Kets de Vries and Balazs define thisas a
splitting of affect from cognition, which manifests itself in such.pattems as
rationalization, compartmentalization, and intellectualization. These individuals were
likely to execute a downsizing with precision to detail, barring any tolerance for any type
of deviation. This rigidity in procedural conduct seemed to convince themselves and
others of the adequacy of such procedures.

The abrasive style is typified by individuals exhibiting impatience, a degree of
arrogance, and a lack of interpersonal skills. There is a tendency to openly display
contempt for subordinates, which not surprisingly, minimizes their self-confidence and
desire to exhibit any type of work initiative. This coping style is further typified by signs
of “reactive narcissism,” often appearing as emotional coldness, grandiosity,
vindictiveness, and a sense of entitiement. This narcissism accounts for a blurring of
boundaries, where others are likely to be viewed as extensions of themselves to be used
for their own benefit. Splitting (delineating objects into either all “good” or all “bad” isa
common defensive mechanism for this group. As such, it is not uncommon for this
group to view individuals being laid off as the “bad” people, ultimately responsible for

the downsizing in the first place.



The dissociative style is typified by an individual who removes from conscious

awareness designated thoughts, images, feelings, sensations, and desires. Such
managers described themselves as being detached from the downsizing pr;)cess, even
while in the midst of firing high numbers of employees. This style is best described by
an individual who has lost the capacity to experience emotions, who ultimately feels
like an automaton or outside observer.

The alexithymic style is somewhat similar to the dissociative style, insofar as
these individuals seem to have a lessened ability to feel as well. They tend to have great
difficulty in experiencing and rwognmng emotions. They tend to expetience a type of
disconnect between their bodies and their minds, and as such often ignore or dismiss
distress signals emanating from either source. In order tp avert feeling emotions, these
individuals tended to resort into “doing,” which often took on robotic qualities.

The anhedonic style is typified by a loss of interest in all activities, which
previously provided pleasure. These individuals frequently reported boredom, and
became more inclined to avoid normal work activities. This was manifest in higher
reported instances of procrastination and difficulty concentrating, culminating in higher
degrees of ineffectiveness.

Lastly, the depressive style, as the name would imply, was typified by a flattening
affect, and difficulty in responding to the appropriate mood of the occasion. Unique to
this style of coping, was a tendency toward self-accusation, resulting in a pervasive_
feeling of guilt. Oftentimes, these individuals blamed themselves for the harm caused to

the employees who they were charged with firing.



Bunker (1997) who heads the Center for Creative Leadership, described findings

derived from intensive workshops conducted for senior level managers charged with the
task of initiating and overseeing layoffs. This was done in conjunction with senior
leaders working in the Canadian federal govemment. The aim of the 5-day process-
oriented course is for leaders to discover their own transitional vulnerability and better
understand the impact of both owning and not owning such vulnerability. A culmination
of interpretive data from 25 editions of this experiential course led Bunker to make
several observations pertaining to management’s handling of the downsizing process
and concurrent expectations for other el;lployees, as well as their own reactions as
survivors themselves.

With respect to management’s handling of the downsizings, they appeared
somewhat oblivious to the fact that employees were feeling stuck and angry, yet were
somehow expected to “charge forward” with the new work order at hand. In terms of
the managers’ own experiences as survivors, he noted their experiencing a profound
sense of violation, a need to grieve, a lack of leadership skills around people issue, as
well as a gap in the “ability to leamn.”

In addition, he noted their tendency to wait for the problems to go away or to
blame others for causing them and/or not fixing them. He also noted a tendency for
managers to wear protective masks — that is, fecling compelled to act upbeat when in fact
they were feeling quite frastrated and powerless on the inside. This seemed to shield
them from the conflict inherent in both having to adhere to painful expectations of their
{eadership role coupled with the reality of their own ongoing survivor pain.

Unfortunately, masking creates its own difficulties. Employees are apt to perceive an



image lacking in candor and anthenticity, which can lead to further frustration at not

having their feclings validated. He felt that by far, the greatest problem exhibited by
senior leaders was the inability to recognize and respond empathically to the emotional

recovery needs of the survivors around them.

Factors Moderating the Impact of Downsizing — Procedural Fairness

To date, researchers focusing on downsizing have identified the phenomenon of
procedural faimess as a significant factor as it relates to survivors of layoffs. Procedural
fairness refers to how an individual perceives the faimess of a decision to be, Individuals
are likely to be influenced by the fairness of the procedures used to derive one's
outcomes, independent of either the favorability or fairness of the outcomes received.
That is, despite a negatively impending event such as job loss, employees can perceive
this event either negatively or positively. How news of an impending downsizing is
communicated to employees appears to be one.important factor. Equally important
appears to be the extent to which employees are allowed involvement in the unfolding
downsizing process (how they may be involved in designing or implementing related
decisions).

Some previous research has been done on procedural fairness and downsizing.
Brockner, Davy, and Carter (1985) examined the relationship between positive inequity,
self-esteem and productivity. They derived the concept of positive inequity from
previous literature on equity theory (Adams, 1965). According to equity theory, workers
are very concerned with being treated fairly. As such, they believe their work input

should equal that of comparable others. Any deviation from perceived equity (whether it



is positive — that is, you would perceive yourself to be overly compensated relative to

othets, or whether it is negative — that is, you would perceive yourself to be under
compensated relative to others) would be likely to elicit behavior or belief changes
designed to restore a sense of faimess.

In their experiment with a staged layoff, it was found that individuals with higher
self-esteem in positive inequity situations were less productive than individuals with
lower self-esteem in positive inequity situations. It was deduced from these findings that
in order for the survivors to ameliorate their own feelings of guilt at being a survivor,
ﬂmyfeltﬁwneedtooompensatethrougﬂexlmworkeﬂ’ort It could also be speculated
that individuals with lower self-esteem felt unworthy of being a survivor, and therefore
needed to correct this perceived inequity. In addition, their study revealed an overall
tendency for layoff survivors to experience increased feelings of remorse and to develop
more negative attitudes toward their co-workers.

Ammstrong-Stassen (1998) examined the influence of gender and organizational
level on how survivors appraise, cope with, and emotionally react to downsizing. Survey
questionnaires were administered to layoff survivors at a telecommunications company
in order to discern what differences may exist along gender lines regarding perceived
injustice. She considered two closely related concepts as falling under this category: (a)
procedural justice (which includes the rules used for implementation of a layoff, as well
as what explanations are given to employees for the layoff) and (b) distributive justice
(which includes judggments made regarding the selection of employees to be laid off).
She found female technicians perceived both greater procedural and distributive justice

than did their male counterparts, female clerical employees, or male supervisors.
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In addition, the perception of procedural faimess (overall perceived fairness of the
procedures used to select the employees to be laid off) has been depicted as a moderating
variable in many of the aforementioned negative consequences experienced by all
survivors, Brockner & colleagues (Brockner et al., 1992) examined the influence of prior
commitment to an institution with perceived procedural faimess. Organizational
commitment can be understood as varying degrees of loyalty felt for one’s company or
work organization. Most definitions have included an employee’s belief in the
organizations’ values or goals, a willingness to exert extra effort on the organization’s
behalf, and the employees’ intention to remam with the organization (Mowday, Porter, &
Steer, 1982). In the 1992 study, Brockner et al.’s concept of organizational commitment
encompasses a deeper level of trust. It measures an individual’s congruency between
their attitudes and supportive behavior (to the company), which is due to belief in the
company’s cause or a desire to support those workers enacting such a cause. The results
of their field study showed that surviving employees, who were previously highly
committed to their organization and who felt simultaneously unjustly treated by the
organization, exhibited the more negative reactions, following the downsizing. These
measured negative reactions included their current level of organizational commitment,
level of work effort, and turnover intention.

This work gained further support in recent research conducted by Wiesenfeld,
Brockner, and Martin (1999). Negative emotions were reported as more frequently
experienced by participants who witnessed a portrayal of an unfair organizational
downsizing. The negative emotions experienced tended to be in the domain of self-

consciousness. Insofar as survivors perceived procedural injustice, Brockner (1990)
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demonstrated that survivors would become more withdrawn from their jobs. Mishra and
Spreitzer (1998) posited that perceived trust and justice influenced snrviv?r’s appraisal
and responding to a downsizing, insofar as the downsizing could be evaluated as a
threat or not. Davy and colleagues (1991) examined procedural fairness and its
connection with global process control. They determined that global process control
was & direct antecedent of procedural fairess. Furthermore, they determined that
perceptions of procedural faimess and job security had direct effects on job satisfaction.
In addition, these researchers found that job security mediated between these variables

and organizational commitment.

Faciors Moderating the Impact of Downsizing — Communication

Related to procedural fairness is the notion of communication during the
downsizing process. According to Bunker (1997), openness in communication, coupled
with related involvement and participation are key factors that can help mitigate negative
impact on survivoré. This view is supported by several other researchers involved with
organizational change (Brockner, DeWitt, Grover, & Reed, 1990; Richey, 1992). The
perception of job insecurity as experienced by layoff survivors has been cited asa
relevant factor by several researchers. Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) found that a
layoff survivor’s level of job insecurity depends upon both perceived threat of job loss
and perceived control. As such, increasing the use of effective communication among
layoff survivors has been linked with reducing uncertainty regarding job security
(Hunksayer & Coombs, 1998). In addition, Brockner and colleagues (1987)

demonstrated that there is a significant decrease in organizational commitment among



layoff survivors following downsizings. As such, increasing the use of effective

communication has been shown {0 increase erganizational commitment in this
population as well (Grosman, 1989). Lastly, Schweiger & DeNisi (1591) suggest that
effective communication prior to a corporate merger can reduce the negative impact of
such a change, specifically by minimizing survivors® feelings of uncertainty and

enhancing feelings of trust within their company.

Statement of the Problem

The present study seeks to build\upon our existing knowledge of the important
roles which both Pex;ceived Procedural Faimess and Stress Resiliency, as well as and
subsequent Job Stress and Job Burnout play in bettering our understanding of survivor
syndrome. What this study aims to achieve is partialling out the effects of a major
organizational/internal factor such as Perceived Procedural Fairness along with a major
individual factor such as Stress Resiliency on the degree of heatthy coping of downsizing
survivors. Research on hardiness is directly related to stress resiliency (Maddi, Kahn, &
Maddi, 1998). These authors contend that hardiness encompasses perceptions of control,
commitment, and challenge, which help mitigate stressful circumstances encountered.
Hardy individuals are betier able to tumn stressful and potentially debilitating events into
developmentally positive experiences. In this way, one will be able to distinguish the
relative weight of the role which an external variable (such as Perceived Procedural
Faimess) plays in successful coping as well as the relative weight of an internal variable

(such as Stress Resiliency).



While the phenomenon of job burnout is of critical importance, the existing

literature on the topic has not yet infiltrated the research conducted with layoff survivors.
A common factor among individuals experiencing high degrees of Job Burnout appears
to be the perception of controllability (Glass, McKnight, and Valdimarsdotti, 1993;
McKnight & Glass, 1995). Another significant factor appears to be the extent to which
employees experience differences in actual vs, perceived work demands (Miller, Reesor,
McCarrey, & Leikin, 1995). Lec and Ashforth (1996) conducted a meta-analysis on
Maslach’s three dimensions of Burnout .(Emoﬁonal Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and
Diminished Personal Accomplishment) and their relationship to turnover intentions,
organizational commitment, and contrel coping. In this way, managers may gain further
insight into needed changes in how layoffs are conducted. In addition, employee
assistance professionals and/or human resource personnel may see the eventual merit in
embarking on company-wide implementations of Stress Resiliency trainings, to offset the

lowered Stress Resiliency found in certain employees.

Hypotheses
In order to fully investigate the role which Perceived Procedural Fairness and
Stress Resiliency play in the coping processes of layoff survivors, a sample of male and
female surviving employees in nine Fortune 100 and 500 companies across the United
States will be assessed for this purpose. Surviving employees participating in this study
will be given four measures to complete: (a) A measure of Perceived Procedural Faimess,
(b) A measure of Stress Resiliency, (¢) A measure of Job Stress, and (d) A measure of

Job Burmout. Analyses of the respective weighting of Perceived Procedural Fairness and
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Stress Resiliency will be obtained, as well as a determination of any moderating effects
Stress Resiliency has on Perceived Procedural Fairness.

The purpose of the present study is to begin to fill the gap in the literature
regarding what factors contribute most heavily to the coping processes of layoff
survivors. Of particular interest in this research are the predictor variables of Perceived
Procedural Faimess and Stress Resiliency. Three research questions were developed
from this: (a) How strong a role does Perceived Procedural Faimess play with regard to
the coping processes of layoff survivors? (b) How strong a role does Stress Resiliency
play with regard to the coping procm-of layoff survivors? (¢) Does Stress Resiliency
have a moderating effect on Perceived Procedural Faimess?

The hypotheses of the present study are the following: It is predicted that the
predictor variables of Perceived Procedural Faimess and Stress Resiliency will be
positively correlated with the criterion variables of Job Stress and Job Burnout.
Specifically, (a) It is predicted that the higher the Perceived Procedural Faimess score,
the lower the degree of Job Burnout; (b) It is predicted that the higher the Perceived
Procedural Fairness score, the lower the degree of Job Stress; (c) It is predicted that
the higher the level of Stress Resiliency, the lower the degree of Job Bumout; (d) It is
predicted that the higher the level of Stress Resiliency, the lower the degree of Job
Stress; and (e) It is predicted that Stress Resiliency will moderate the effect of Perceived

Procedural Fairness on both Job Burnout and Job Stress.



Significance of the Study

There are many significant deleterious effects of downsizing. One cannot afford
to overlook these effects, as they involve both the survivors as well as the organizations

they work in.

Effects on the Survivors

Burke and Greenglass (1999) found that full-time nurses who had survived a
recent downsizing reported greater emotional exhaustion, poorer physical health and had
a higher absenteeism rate. Asperdisabﬂityrates,bo&CigmemlnsmaneeManaged
Disability and the American Management Association (1996) reported a significant
increase in disability claims among layoff survivors. In addition, after a recent hospital
downsizing, Flannery and colleanges (1997) reported higher frequency rates of assaults
on staff. Appelbaum (1991) reported as commonplace among layoff survivors decreases
in productivity and company loyalty as well as a tendency toward an increase in staff

turnover.

Effects on the Organization

Armstrong-Strasser (1994) reported that employees who had a higher degree of
perceived job threat, while not engaging in a form of control coping, were more likely to
experience lower reported job performance. Similarly, Brockner et al. (1992) noted that
employees who experienced a high degree of job insecurity (as indicated by feeling a
higher degree of job threat, coupled with lower levels of control) were more likely to

exhibit lower levels of work effort,
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Clearly, neither the effects on the survivors themselves or the effects on the
organization can be singly dismissed or overlooked as there is tremendous overlap
between the two. It is thus essential to determine the relative weight that the variables of
perceived procedural faimess and stress resiliency play in the eventual coping ability of

survivors, in order to tailor both individual and organizational interventions accordingly.

Definition of Terms

The data for this research has been gathered utilizing four testing instruments
designed to measure four distinct ﬁctofs: (a) A Perceived Procedural Faimness subscale
was designed by Jim Westaby (2000), based upon previous research of Brockner,
DeWitt, Grover, and Reed (1990); Daly (1995) and Davy, Kinicki, and Scheck (1991),
(b) Stress Resiliency, as measured by the Stress Resitiency Profile (Thomas & Tymon,
1995); (c) Job Burnout, as measured by the Maslach Bumnout Scale (Maslach & Jackson,
1996); and (d) Job Stress, as measured by the Job Stress Survey (Spielberger & Vagg,

1991).

Perceived Procedural Fairness

Perceived Procedural Fairness refers to the overall perception of surviving
employees as to how they felt the actual downsizing was conducted. Among some of the
areas of concern involve: (a) Was adequate advance notice given regarding the
forthcoming layoff? (b) Was the layoff justified? And (c) Did management offer adeguate

reasons for the layoff? (Brockner, 1992; Moskal, 1992). Perceived Procedural Faimess



will be measured by the subscale developed by Jim Westaby (2000). The subscale

contains twenty-six questions, and response choices range from 1 — 5, and will alternately
denote relative levels of both positive and negative perceptions of procedural fairness.
A higher score on this scale reflects a more positive perception of Procedural Fairness,

whereas a lower score reflects a more negative perception of Procedural Fairness.

Stress Resiliency

Stress Resiliency is closely related to hardiness, and measures an individual’s
ability to cope when faced with strmﬁll, adverse situations (Kobasa, 1979). Thomas and
Tymon (1995) have operationalized three aspects of Stress Resiliency: (a) Deficiency
Focusing, (b) Necessitating, and (c) Low Skill Recognition. Stress Resiliency will be
measured by the Stress Resiliency Scale developed by Thomas and Tymon (1995). The
scale consists of 18 items and response choices range from 1 — 7. The three
aforementioned aspects of Stress Resiliency will be measured, and participants will be
subsequently categorized as being either most stress resilient, moderately resilient, or

most predisposed to stress.

Deficiency Focusing

This refers to an individual’s tendency to focus on the negatives of a situation,
and to minimize the positives. This is similar to Beck’s cognitive-behavioral (1976)
cognitive distortion of “Black and White thinking.” This subtype of Stress Resiliency is

measured by Thomas and Tymon’s (1995) Stress Resiliency Scale.



Necessitating

This refers to an individual’s tendency to resort to imperatives such as “should” or
“must” statements. This is similar to Beck’s cognitive-behavioral (1995) cognitive
distortion of “Must and Should statements.” A person resorting to Necessitating is likely
to feel that tasks are inflexible demands and that they have little control in their decision
making. This subtype of Stress Resiliency is measured by Thomas and Tymon’s (1995)

Stress Resiliency Scale.

Low Skill Recognition

This refers to a tendency to minimize one’s own competencies and attribute
successes to external forces. Implicit in this belief is that an individual does not
recognize the role of their own abilities in producing their own successes. This subtype

of Stress Resiliency is measured by Thomas and Tymon’s (1995) Stress Resiliency Scale.

Job Burnout

The authors of the Maslach Burnout scale General Survey version (Maslach,
Jackson, & Leiter, 1996) have operationally defined three subcales related to Job
Burnout: (a) Exhaustion, (b) Cynicism, and (c) Professional Efficacy. Job Bumout will
be measured by the Maslach Burnout Scale (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996), General
Survey version, The scale consists of sixteen test items and response items ranging from
0 — 6, which corresponds to relative levels of experienced frequency.

Participants will be measured on the three aforementioned subscales of Burnout,

and will be categorized in each category as experiencing either high, moderate, or low



levels of Exhaustion, Cynicism, and Professional Efficacy respectively. Based on this

analysis, participants will then be categorized as experiencing either high, average, or low

degrees of Bumout.

Exhaustion
This represents the degree to which an individual feels fatigued by their work.
This subtype of Job Bumout is measured by the Maslach Burnout Scale - General survey

version (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).

Cynicism

This represents the degree to which an individual remains indifferent or distant in
their attitude toward their work. This represents an attitude specifically toward the work
itself, and not to personal relationships at work. This subtype of Job Bumout is measured

by the Maslach Burnout Scale — General survey version (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter,

1996).

Professional Efficacy

This represents the degree to which an individual focuses on their own
professiomal expectations of themselves. Specifically, it measures an individual's
expectation of their own continued effectiveness at work. This subtype of Job Burnout is
measured by the Maslach Burnout Scale ~ General survey version (Maslach, Jackson, &

Leiter, 1996).



Job Stress

The authors of the Job Stress Survey (Spiclberger & Vagg, 1991) wanted to
identify sources of generic occupational stress. They contend that job stress isa
combination of perceived severity of particular job stressors as well as the frequency of
their occurrence. They cite job stress pressure and lack of organizational support as two
critical stressors. Job Stress will be measured by the Job Stress Survey (Spielberger &
Vagg, 1991). The measure consists of sixty test items and measures two types of job
stress as well as experienced frequency of these stressors. The two types of Job Stress
(JobPr&ssmeand[mkofOrgmﬁmﬁonhlSuppoﬁ)areratedona 1 — 9 scale, where
lower numbers represent lower amounts of experienced stress and higher numbers
represent higher amounts of experienced stress. Participants also rate the frequency of
these two types of job stressors on a 0 — 9 scale, which corresponds to number of days
on which the event occurred during the past 6 months. The Job Stress Survey yields
three scales of Job Stress (Job Stress Index, Severity, and Frequency) and six subscales
of Job Stress (Job Stress Pressure Index, Severity, and Frequency) and (Lack of
Organizational Support Index, Severity, and Frequency). According to a participant’s job
status (managerial or non-managerial), their scores will be compared with published

normative data corresponding to their job category.

Job Stress Pressure

This directly relates to pressures experienced in an individual’s work day,
including: working overtime, meeting deadlines, doing excessive paperwork, etc. This
subtype of stress is measured by the Job Stress Survey (Spiclberger & Vagg, 1991).



Lack of Organizationa! Support

This directly relates to perceived problems regarding support within the
organization. This includes difficulty getting along with supervisors or poorly motivated
coworkers, as well as a lack of opportunity for advancement. This subtype of stress is

measured by the Job Stress Survey (Spielberger & Vagg, 1991).

Limitations of the Study

There are some potential threats to internal validity in this study. The dependent
measures of Job Stress andJobBurnm.ltlwill only be measured at one point in time. It is
plausible that employees reporting high levels of both Job Stress and Job Burnout
experienced these prior to the layoff, and have little to no relationship to the layoff at all.
It could be that such employees are experiencing Burnout due to an ongoing unhealthy
relationship with their supervisor, or to the nature of the job itsclf. By not establishing a
baseline of Job Stress for a particular job, it could well be the case that a particular job
carries with in an intrinsically higher level of Stress. In addition, there are several threats
to external validity in this study. In addition, because the subject pool will be exclusively
comprised of corporate employees, one may need to consider the generalizability of this
population to the general working population which includes many human services

industries.

Summary
There have been a number of damaging effects of downsizing both on the

survivors themselves and the organization which has retained them. Noer (1993) first
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developed the term “layoff survivor sickness” which aptly captures the compilation of
deleterious emotional effects on downsizing survivors and draws parallels to individual’s
who have experienced other traumas such as natural disasters and relatedt;-agedies. Itis
now also clear that survivors experience disruption in their work effort and production
(Appelbaum, 1991; Brockner, et al,, 1992). In addition, survivors experience an increase
in absenteeism and a decline in physical health (Burke & Greenglass, 1999).

These effects cannot be overlooked, as the likelihood for future downsizings
looms (Appelbaum et at., 1987). As an outcome of this study, it is hoped that two critical
variables, Perceived Procedural Fam and Stress Resiliency can be better understood
in terms of their relative impact on the healthy coping of layoff survivors. From this
enhanced understanding, human resource personnel and organizational psychologists
can tailor both individual and organizational interventions accordingly.



CHAPTER ]I

Review of the Literature
Effect on Survivors
The toll taken in the aftermath of a layoff has both individual and organizational
effects on its survivors. This section will outline the range of these effects in the
following order: (a) Emotional effects, fb) Effects on health, (c) New Expectations, (d)
Effect on performance, (¢) Effect on job security, (f) Effect on turnover intention, (g)

Effect on company loyalty, and (h) Effects on managers.

Emotional Effects

To date, there have been few studies conducted empirically studying the
emotional effects of downsizing on survivors. More recently, the relationship between
downsizing and the manifestation of anger, hostility, and psychosomatic reactions in
hospital-based nurses was investigated by Greenglass and Burke (2000). A correlational
study was conducted with the delivery of a mail-in survey to 1363 nurses, the majority of
whom were women (94%). There were five types of measures assessed in this study:

1. Downsizing Measures included the Restructuring Initiatives Index (which
measures a variety of restructuring activities such as closing of units and beds and

workload; the Impact of Restructuring Index, which measures the negative effects on



health care; and the Hospital Facilites Upkeep Index, which measures the degree of

deterioration in hospital services and facilities, such as cleanliness.

2. Hospital Support Measures included the administration’s Vision of the
Hospital in the future; the administration’s efforts to encourage nurses to participate in
hospital restructuring decisions and the extent to which the administration disseminated
information and boosted the morale of hospital staff.

3. Job Measures included workload, the use of generics (the extent to
which generic workers replaced nurses) and Job deterioration (the extent of deterioration
in nurses jobs, including the perceived llkllhood of being laid off.

4, Measures of Anger, Hostility, Depression, Anxiety, and Psychosomatic
manifestations.

5. Measures of Coping styles included both Control Coping and Escape
Coping.

There were several salient findings in this study, all of which were significant at a
minimum p < .05. Finding I was the following: Psychosomatic symptoms increased with
more work and restructuring initiatives. Specifically, there were positive comrelations
between excessive workload, anxiety, frustration, job dissatisfaction, and psychosomatic
symptomotology. Higher levels of depression, anxiety and psychosomatic
symptomotology were associated with perceptions that restructuring initiatives had -
lowered health care quality, had negatively affected working conditions and staff morale,
and made it difficult to provide services.

Finding 2 was the following: Nurses were less likely to experience psychosomatic

reactions when they had a clearer sense of the hospital’s future. The authors explain



this by the belief that having added information increases an individual’s sense of

control, or predictability. Jackson (1983) supports this contention by addmg that
perceived control is associated with decreased stress and improved health. The role
which enhanced communication plays during a downsizing will be addressed in greater
detail in the forthcoming subsection titled Perceived Procedural Fairness. The role
which perceived individual control contributes to one’s relative levels of Stress
Resiliency will be addressed in the forthcoming subsection titled Stress Resiliency.

Finding 3 was the following: Anger and hostility were associated with more
restructuring initiatives. Specifically, the greater the replacement of generic workers for
nurses and an increase in workload and job deterioration resulted in higher levels of anger
and hostility.

Finding 4 was the following: Hostility increased with greater workload,
restructuring initiatives and its impact, the substitution of generic workers for nurses, a
lessening of hospital upkeep and job deterioration.

The final finding was the following: In terms of coping styles, anger was higher
with escape coping and lower with self-efficacy coping. It should be noted that the
majority of the pool of participants was female, and therefore generalizability to the
general population should be done cautiously.

As previously indicated, most of what is currently known about survivors’
emotional reactions to downsizing has been observational in nature. According to
Industry Week staff writer Brian Moskal (1992), survivors often feel an initial sense of
relief for having been spared in the layoff, and then quickly feel a sense of sadness for the

loss of their co-workers and friends. He based these impressions on observations of



survivors from Computer, a company that experienced rapid growth in the 1980s, and
later underwent a series of downsizings. )

The experience of profound sadness by survivors is a universally agreed
phenomenon. According to Jeanie Duck, an East Coast Business Consultant (Moskal,
1992), it is imperative that survivors have the opportunity to grieve over what has
transpired since their downsizing. She believes that employees need to openly discuss
the cutbacks with both colleagues and managers alike. She contends that managers
need to make themselves available to such discussions, lest they appear aloof and
exempt from the pain. She further adds that unprocessed grief can have several
deleterious consequences. Such survivors might be apt to sabotage new strategic
initiatives, if they are still clinging to the image of their company in the past. Similarly,
displaced anger toward the company could manifest itself in the badmouthing of new
projects.

Another common emotion experienced by survivors is a sense of guilt. Michael
Perlman, a principal member of a West Coast external employee assistance program,
bases his impressions from clinical observations of employees seen in his EAP (Moskall,
1992). He contends that survivors experience a type of guilt similar to that which is
experienced by individuals who survive a plane crash, or similar disaster. He adds that
oftentimes, there are accompanying fears and anxieties of “being the next one to go.”

There has been a wide range of notable emotional effects observed among iayoff
survivors. Among these were increases in psychosomatic symptoms and hostility when

both workload increased and when restructuring initiatives occurred as well as when



participants had a more obscured view of their organization’s long-term goals. In

addition, several researchers noted that feelings of grief and guilt tend to emerge among
the survivors of a downsizing. One can speculate as to the significant ramifications these
emotional effects can have both in the short and long-term, as well as both individually

and systemically.

Effects on Health

The significance in highlighting the physical ill effects experienced by
downsizing survivors should be appareﬁt Employees experiencing either repeated bouts
of a physical illness or that of a chronic condition are more likely to incur higher rates of
absenteeism on the job (Burke & Greenglass, 2000).

The connection between an employee’s perception of negative impact on the
organization due to restructuring initiatives and increased levels of somatization were
previously detailed in the subsection Emotional Effects (Greenglass & Burke, 2000).

To recap, the more nurses perceived that restructuring had negatively affected working
conditions, staff morale and health care quality, the higher was their level of
somatization.

Burke and Greenglass (2000) sought to determine whether or not significant
differences with regard to physical health, medication use, and the experience of
psychosomatic symptoms existed between full and part-time nursing staff who had
survived a downsizing. These researchers utilized mailed surveys to hospital-based

union member nurses in Ontario. A total of 1362 participants were included in the study.
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Physical health was measured by a six-item scale, asking participants to indicate if they
had been diagnosed with a variety of physical conditions within the past three years.
Among some of the conditions listed were: migraine headaches, ulcers, and high blood
pressure. Medication use was measured by a five-item scale indicating how often they
took various medications. Among those listed were: tranquilizers, sleeping pills, and
pain medication. Psychosomatic symptoms were measured by a thirty-item scale, asking
participants how often they experienced particular symptoms within the past three
months.

Among those listed were: dlzaness, faintness, poor appetite, and lower back pain.
Their study indicated that full-time nurses experienced significantly poorer physical
health and greater medication use than part-time nurses. However, there was no apparent
significant difference in experience of psychosomatic symptoms between the two groups.
The authors speculated that the two former significant differences were more likely
influenced by the fact that the full-time nurses were of greater age, had spent more hours
on the job, and had greater work-family conflict.

Zeitlin (1995) reported on the effects of organizational downsizing and stress-related
illness in the U.S. maritime shipping industry. This industry has experienced a loss of
75% of its jobs in a working lifetime. What it has endured ﬁ'om an organizational
change perspective over the past twenty years has foreshadowed many of the problems
in the industrial U.S. today. Those having particular relevance to the current study at
hand are: (a) The coping with rapid economic and/or technological change which could
easily result in the need for less manpower, and (b) A declining industrial job base.



In the mid 1970s, the National Maritime Research Center established the

Merchant Marine Accident Data Base. This consists of the career long illness/injury
reports of 22,763 seaman, representing 222,875 incidents. Of the 82,100 ﬂlness reports
contained within this data base, a total of 11,903 reports (14.5% of all reported illnesses)
were considered to be stress-related. The eight diseases chosen were the following: (a)
cardiovascular disease, (b) hypertension, (c) heart attack, (d) psychoneurosis, (€) suicide,
(f) peptic ulcer, {g) arthritis, and () asthma.

From his analysis of the data base, he determined that seaman who were higher in
rank {i.e., licensed deck and engine pa'sdnnel) versus seaman lower in rank (i.c.,
unlicensed engine personnel) experienced a significantly higher (p <. .05) stress-related
disease rate. Zeitlin (1995) speculates that the higher stress levels experienced among the
licensed personnel are due to several factors. Among these are: (a) declining job
opportunities due to downsizing, (b) accommodating to ongoing technological and
situational changes, and (c) the difficulties of handling supervisory responsibility in times
of diminishing management authority.

The physical ill effects experienced by layoff survivors has understandably gained
attention in recent years. Increases in psychosomatic symptomology as well as that of
stress-related diseases were noted in this population. The fiscal consequences for the

upsurge in medical problems for this group are apparent.

New Expectations from Survivors
According to David Noer from the Center for Creative Leadership (Chaudron,

1994), layoff survivors are likely to expericnce a host of altered expectations regarding



their organizations. Survivors are likcljr to expect that any training received after the

layoff will include trensferable skills and not be solely focused on their curreat work
environment.

Similarly, survivors are likely to expect “job shopping” to be anticipated by
their employers, given the tenuousness of their current positions. It is conceivable that
clashes could occur in corporate cultures which are insensitive or in denial about such
modified employee expectations. A company which insists on employees remaining
beholden or dependent on a single company may encounter escalating tensions. It
seems apparent that both employer and surviving employee endorse common
expectations in this regard.

Layoff survivors are apt to possess new expectations of their management, given
the ensuring changes in their organization. Among these are the expectation that future
job training necessarily includes transferable skills, as well as the fact that survivors in
tenuous job positions will likely consider more stable, alternate job possibilities outside
of their current firm. This shift in employee loyalty needs to be recognized in order to

offset any ensuing conflicts with management.

Effect on Performance

According to David Noer from the Center for Creative Leadership (Chaudron,
1994), in order to ameliorate stress, layoff survivors are likely to become risk-adverse in
 the aftermath of a downsizing. He further contends that the avoidance of risk-taking is
likely to affect productivity in today’s business world.

Several studies have systematically examined how productivity is affected in the
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aftermath of a downsizing. In 1991, research was conducted in the Air Defense Systems
Division of General Dynamics Corporation, which had recently undergone a 29%
reduction in its workforce (Richey, 1992).

Employee surveys were distributed with the intent of collecting data on the
following topics: (&) the effect of the layoffs on job performance, morale, and loyalty to
the company; (b) the effectiveness of the communication process; (c) the fairness with
which laid off employees were treated by the company; (d) the supportiveness of family
and co-workers during the layoff period; and (e) the effectiveness of various
outplacement services offered to laid off employees.

A comparison was made among three employee groups: (a) employees who were
going to be laid off, (b) employees who had already been laid off and were no longer
working for the company, and (¢) employees who were neither laid off or on layoff
notification. For the purposes of this subsection, only data relevant to the layoff
survivors and their performance will be discussed here. A total of 260 survey
questionaires were returned from the three subject groups. A total of 90 surveys were
completed by the survivor group, which represented a 60% return rate.

The findings that 29% of the survivors indicated that their job performance had
either decreased or decreased significantly, yet 19% of the survivors indicated that their
job performance had either increased or increased significantly. How might this latter
finding be accounted for? While previous research has indicated that an initial increase
in productivity following a downsizing is not unlikely (Appelbaum et al., 1987), when

this does occur, it is often followed by depression and lethargy. Other researchers have
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contended that in order to cling onto their jobs, survivors will put forth an increased work
effort (Brockner ctal., 1992). .

In 1994, Armstrong-Stassen designed a study to investigate layoff survivors’
reactions with regard to job performance, organizational commitment, and turnover
intentions from a stress and coping perspective. Survey questionnaires were distributed
to 200 technical employees in a major telecommunications company. In addition, 22 in-
depth interviews were conducted. The purpose of conducting the interviews was to
provide a context for interpreting the questionnaire results.

The majority of the participants were male (76%), the remainder (24%) were
female, Coping resources were operationalized as encompassing the following three
measures: (a) Optimism: as measured by the Life Orientation Test (Scheirer & Carver,
1985); (b) Mastery: as measured by Pearlin and Schooler’s (1978) Sense of Mastery
Scale; (c) Social support: as measured by the Supervisor and Co-worker Support
subscales (Caplan et al., 1975). Stress appraisal was operationalized as the perceived
threat to one’s job and relevant items were adapted from Jick (1979). Coping strategies
were measured by the Coping scale from Latack (1986). Organizational commitment
was measured by the Organizational commitment scale by Cook and Wall (1980).
Turnover intention was measured by items taken from Cammann et al. (1983) and are
part of the Michigan Organization Assessment Questionnaire. Lastly, job performance
was assessed by a single survey question asking participants to describe their current job
performance.

Armstrong-Stassen (1994) distinguished two coping styles relevant to her

research: control coping versus avoidance coping. Control coping consists of actions and
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cognitive appraigals that are more proactive in nature, whereas avoidance coping consists
of actions and cognitive appraisa.lé that are more avoidant and escapist in nature. She
predicted that control coping would be significantly positively related to organizational
commitment and job performance and negatively associated with tumover intention. In
addition, she predicted that escape coping would be negatively related to organizational
commitment and job performance and positively associated with turnover intention.

Both these predictions were confirmed. Survivors with a high perceived threat of
job loss who engaged in high control coping reported significantly higher job
performance than those withhighperoeive;l threat of job loss who did not engage in
control coping. Survivors with high perceived threat of job loss who resorted to escape
coping reported significantly lower job performance than those with high perceived threat
who did not use escape coping.

The findings in this study should however, be considered cautiously, as the pool
of participants underrepresented females, as well as the fact that only one test item was
used to measure job performance. Moreover, it is conceivable that employees may not be
as objective regarding their own performance and that a supervisor might be a more
objective judge.

Lastly, survey data collected from 909 companies who had downsized within the
past five years provided the basis for research conducted by Raber, Hawkins, and Wesley
(1995). Survey questionnaires were distributed to human resource managers in
companies who sustained layoffs within the past five years. Questions were targeted to
the survivors in their respective companies.

With regard to job performance, two important findings surfaced: (a) Eighty-four
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percent of the human resource managers reported that survivors performed competently
after the downsizing; (b) 75% of employees were reported as maintaining productivity,
and (c) 66% of employees were reported to be able to work in teams after downsizing.
The effect on employee performance has been studied among layoff survivors.
Both decreases and (seemingly paradoxical) increases in work performance have been
noted. In addition, the relationship between an employee’s coping style and job
performance was demonstrated. The link between performance, productivity, and

profitability is clear and likely to be an important concern to an organization’s viability.

Effect on Job Security

In 1998, Armstrong-Stassen wanted to examine layoff survivors and how the
variables of gender and organizational level may affect their ability to appraise, cope
with, and emotionally react to downsizing. Her research population consisted of 236
employees from a telecommunications company who had recently survived a layoff.
Participants included clerical employees, technicians, and managers. To note, the
technicians were placed into two groups. Group 1 had only experienced this as their
first downsizing, while Group 2 had endured five downsizings to date. Utilizing surveys,
she wanted to look at levels of perceived job insecurity, perceived injustice, sense of
powerlessness, coping strategies, and emotional reactions. Perceived job insecurity was
assessed through an index developed by Jick (1979), which assesses the degree of
wotry about job security, the likelihood of being laid off, and expectations for the future
of the organization.

There were two salient findings related to job security in this study. First, on the
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overall, male and female layoff survivors did not differ in perceived job insecurity.
Secondly, while no significant difference existed between clerical employees, supervisors
and technicians with regard to perceived job insecurity, significant differences did exist
between the two groups of technicians. There were significantly higher levels of
perceived job insecurity in Group 2 (those who had endured five previous layoffs) as
compared with Group 1 (who had only endured this recent layoff). This would suggest
that job insecurity is more strongly affected by the number of times one has survived a
layoff, as compared with factors such as gender or job position.

In 1994, Dunlap conducted a qualitative study examining the main effects of
job security, desire for justice, and level of job enrichment in layoff survivors. Structured
interviews were conducted with six layoff survivors from a computer software
development and training company. Two middle managers and four non-managers
were interviewed in this study. |

There were three salient themes which emerged in regard to the survivor’s job
security:

1. In order to shield themselves from a future downsizing, those interviewed
reported that many employees seemed to take on additional, unfulfilling responsibilities
in order to appear indispensable.

2. At times, employees would report being given varying levels of workload.
Because of this variability, these same employees were unclear about management’s
expectations of them, and subsequently how they might be evaluated.

3. Employees often reported a fear of making mistakes, and subsequently

reported a lowering of risk-taking and innovation, At times, this was reported to lead to
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decreased levels of employee contribution.
While the number of interviews was clearly limited in this study, valuable themes
emerged regarding the impact job insecurity has on job performance.

The effect on job security has been explored with regard to layoff survivors.
Varying factors seemed to generate or exacerbate an employee’s level of job security. In
particular, the greater the number of layoffs which one has lived through appears to
decrease the perception of job security. In addition, in response to an increased level of
experienced job insecurity, employees were found to lower their level of risk taking and
innovation as well as commitment to an increase in job tasks in order to appear more
indispensable. Job insecurity also appeared increased by unclear expectations from
management, fueling concerns about their own job evaluation. As such, one can readily

speculate as to the longer-term corrosive effects of job insecurity.

Effect on Turnover Intentions

In 1994, Mone wanted to determine what effect individual-level factors such
as self-esteem, personal goals, task self-confidence, job satisfaction, and organizational
commitment had on layoff survivors® intentions to leave the downsized organization. In
this study, Mone posed three specific questions:

1. Are self-efficacy and self-esteem predictive of intent to leave a downsized
organization?

2. If it is shown that self-efficacy and self-esteem are predictive of such
intentions, are the effects indirect or direct? Are the effects mediated by other factors

such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment and/or personal goals?
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3 How do the relationships among aspirations, self-concepts and the intent
1o leave an organization vary in downsized versus non-downsized organizations?

Survey questionaires were distributed to 145 layofY survivors at an industrial
anufacturing company which had undergone a 25% reduction in headcount four
weeks prior. The majority of respondents were male (76.6%). Eight measures were
assessed in the study: (a) Self-efficacy was measured by four job duty subscales. These
measured varying levels of attained mastery for core job duties; (b) Global self-esteem
was measured by Rosenberg’s (1965) scale; (c) Role self-esteem was measured by two
itemns developed by Mone (1994) which tap how importent an employee feels in their
organization and work team; (d) Task self-esteem was measured by five items developed
by Hollenbeck and Brief (1987) which tap mastery of one’s main job task, performing
one’s main job task as well as one would like, and confidence in performing well; ()
Goal setting was measured by six item# from Locke and Latham’s (1990) scale; (f) Job
satisfaction was measured by Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) scale; and (g) Organizational
commitment was measured by Allen and Meyer’s (1990) Affective Commitment Scale.

There were several noteworthy findings in this study: (a) Self-efficacy was
positively and significantly related to intent to leave a downsized organization; (b) Task
and role self-esteem were not significantly better predictors of intent to leave than was
general self-esteem; (¢) Self-efficacy and sclf-esteem affect personal goals, job
satisfaction, and organizational commitment, which in turn, influences intent to leave; (d)
Higher self-efficacy leads to greater task and role self-esteem and to higher personal
goals. This in turn enhances job satisfaction and commitreent which reduce the intent to
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leave; (¢) Higher task self-esteem increases role and general self-esteem, and higher role
self-esteem enhances commitment, thus reducing an intent to leave; and (f) The direct
effects of self-efficacy and role self-esteem are to increase the intent to leave a downsized
organization.

As downsized companies will strive to retain their remaining surviving
workforce, it will become increasingly important to become cognizant of the
aforementioned individual level factors that might influence a surviving employee to
leave the organization.

Mone’s (1994) study demonstrated how among layoff survivors, self-efficacy and
self-esteem influence the intent to leave a downsized organization. This highlights the
importance of these two variables and watrants further querying into how they can be

better bolstered.

Effect on Company Loyalty

Brian Grosman (1989), a Canadian attomey, described some noteworthy
observations he made while working in 8 downsized law firm. He noted how unrealistic
corporate expectations arise when companies resort to using euphemisms to describe
the current state of the organization.

In particular, he found a tendency in his firm to distort the reality of ongoing
layoffs and uncertainty and espouse misleading concepts such as: We are your corporate
family and We endorse employee participation in decision making. These expectations
in turn, are likely to be placed upon those managers who are doing the actual firing.

They are likely to feel compelled to justify the act of firing, and as such, are apt to feel
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{what might appear to be paradoxical} hostility toward the employees who are to be fired.
Subsequently, these (ambivalent) managers are likely to feel their firing behavior
is an act of disloyalty to their peers, associates, and employee-participants. Similarly,
those being terminated as well as their surviving colleagues are apt to view the managers’
behavior as a breach of the original employment contract they entered, which likely
implied implicit or explicit employment longevity. He contends that this will likely
culiminate in feelings of pervaisive cynicism among managers and surviving employees.
Among surviving employees and managers, distuption of company loyalty has
been noted. In the afiermath of a downsizing, a chain of events can ensue, fostering
feelings of disloyalty throughout the organization. One can only speculate as to the long-

term effects of such systemic negativity.

Effect on Managers

Duke Kroft, group manager of data processing for Steelcase Inc., noted several
distinct reactions displayed by managers in the aftermath of a layoff (Moskal, 1992).
Initially, managers were apt to feel guilty about having to terminate certain subordinates.
Soon after, they described feeling angry about having to make cutbacks in their
department when they were already lean on manpower. Ultimately, many managers
noted their tendency to bury themselves in their own work, which became “back
burnered” during the period that the layoffs were being conducted. This resulted
in their inability to walk around and be physically accessible to subordinates who might
have needed their support at the time. Lastly, Kroft noted that managers needed to

modify their behavior in the case of a layoff which was large-scale in scope, as opposed



to one which was performance-based, with only a handfull of employees being

terminated. [nthcfonnermse,nﬁanagersneededtooonﬁnuaﬂyreasmthose
employees that their terminations were not performance-based.

Luthans and Sommer (1999) conducted a longitudinal, quasi-experimental field
study in order to determine whether differences existed between managers and other staff
members in a downsized health care organization. They wanted to determine two things:
(a) Were there signiﬁcantdiﬂ'ereﬂces between managers and other front line staff in
terms of perceptions of job attitudes, and (b) Were there differences between managers
and other front line staff members in terms of their reactions to downsizing.

The study was conducted in a medical rehabilitation hospital in the Midwest over
a 3-year period. The total number of participants was 848, this represented 95% of the
managers and 60% of the full-time staff. Control groups were used and consisted of
departments within the company wluch had not been affected by downsizing. Four
scales representing four distinct types of work attitudes were administered to both
groups. These fours measures were: (a) Organizational cominitment ({as measured by
the Organizational Commitment Scale (Mowday, Steer, & Porter, 1979); (b) Job
satisfaction (as measured by the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldman, 1980); (¢)
Supervisor support (as measured by the Supervisor Support Scale (Pearce, Branyiczki, &
Bakasci, 1994); (d) Workplace trust (as measured by a scale tapping the perception of
shared work objectives and mutual support, developed by Pearce et al. (1992).

The first hypothesis stated that both managers and non-managers would
experience less positive work attitudes following a downsizing. Of the four work

attitudes, all except supervisor support significantly declined for both groups. In
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addition, organizational commitment and job satisfaction were significantly different for
both managers and non-managers in those departments affected by downsizing.

The second hypothesis stated that managers would report higher levels of
organizational trust and workgroup trust as compared with non-mangers. In addition,
managers reported higher levels of supervisor support than did non-mangers.

Lastly, while job satisfaction for both managers and non-mangers declined over
the downsizing period, there was no significant difference between these two groups.

There are several implications one can draw from this. The first is that both
managers and non-managers are more likely to target their frustrations externally
toward the organization rather than toward their immediate colleagues. This is
supported by the fact that supervisor support did not decline over the course of the
downsizing, while other significant work attitudes did.

The second implication concerns the fact that overall, managers reported little
change in work attitudes over the 3-year duration of the downsizing petiod. Insofar as
managers were more actively involved in the plans and progress of the unfolding layoff
plans, they were likely to have a longer-term vision for benefits to this organizational
overhaul.

In addition, it was noted that there were parallel declines in work attitudes
between departments that were being downsized, as well as in those departments that
were not. While at first glance this might seem peculiar, it could be the case that the non-
affected departments were feeling empathy toward those in the affected departments.
These last two implications are strongly related to perceived procedural fairness, one of

the criteria variables latter discussed at length.
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Finally, Armstron-Stassen (1997), investigated the effect of repeated downsizings
on surviving managers in a major U.S. corporation. Questionaires were distributed to
38remainingmanagersataf‘ortune 100 company which had undergone a series of
layoffs in previous years. Specifically, Armstrong-Stassen wanted to determine: (a) The
effect of being subjected to a series of layoffs; (b) How surviving managers coped with
the downsizings; (c) What were the levels of job strain and bumnout among surviving
managers; (d) What was the level of support and commitment surviving managers
perceived from their organization; and (¢) What was the level of commitment to their
own organization among surviving managers.

Through the distribution of surveys, surviving managers were asked to indicate
how many layoffs they had endured during their tenure at the company. Responses
ranged from 1-9 times. Coping strategies consisted of four types: (a) positive thinking,
(b) direct action, (c) help-seeking, and (d) avoidance/resignation. Outcome measures
consisted of the follﬁwing: (a) Job-related strain was measured by 4-items taken from the
Job-Tension scale (Kahn et al., 1964); (b) Burnout was measured through the emotional
exhaustion subscale of the Maslach Bumout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981); (c)
Perceived Organizational Support was measured by the Survey of Perceived
Organizational Support scale (Eisenberger et al. 1986); (d) Organizational commitment
was assessed by the Affective and Continuance Commitment scales (Meyer et al. 1993).

There were several important results in this study:

1. Managers who were subjected to greater numbers of repeated downsizing
reported higher levels of continuance commitment to the company. Continuance

commitment refers to one’s intention to remain in a company after weighing the costs of



leaving the company with the lack of alternatives available and associated sacrifices

involved. | i

2. Managers who were declared surplus (and thus needed to find a job
elsewhere in the company or risk being 1aid off) were less likely to engage in direct
action and positive thinking coping, reported significantly higher levels of both job-strain
and job burnout, perceived significantly less support from their organization and reported
higher continuance commitment.

3. Managers who had been subjected to higher numbers of layoffs reported
few long-term negative effects, as compared with managers who had been exposed to
fewer layoffs. This finding is particularly intriguing as it may relate to the notion of
stress resiliency and hardiness — one of the criteria measures in this study which will be
later addressed in greater detail.

While a major limitation to this study is its small sample size, the variables
investigated are of the upmost significance in survivor research. As such, replication of
this study with a larger population would be warranted.

The effects on managers in a downsized organization vary greaﬂy, Feelings of
guilt and anger on the one hand appeared to be generated. Similarly, managers who were
declared surplus within the organization reported experiencing higher levels of job strain
and job burnout. On the other hand, it appears that other managers in some sense were
buffered from the stress of the layoff and ensuing reorganization because of their active
involvement in the logistics and implementation of such, The variability of such reactions
should be highlighted and more systematically studied.

Perceived Procedural Fairness
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One of the critical variables expressed by layoff survivors is procedural faimess,
As a downsizing is being conducted, those employees being retained by their company
(the survivors) need to have a grasp of what they can expect from their company both
in the short and long term. These expectations are likely to emanate from two sources:
distributive fairness and procedural fairness. The former refers to a survivor’s perception
of how the terminated employees were treated following the layoff announcement. For
example, were the terminated workers given adequate severance pay or were they given
any outplacement assistance in finding another job. Distributive faimess can be
conceived as a subset of procedural Fairness. Procedural faimess refers to how the
outcomes of the layoff decision were determined. It can be distinguished as having two
aspects to it: structural and interpersonal (Folger & Bies, 1989). The former deals with
how the decisions are made; the latter deals with the considerateness and social
sensitivity of the people in positions of responsibility. How an organization
communicated the news of the impending layoff, for example, is a critical consideration.
Were clear explanations offered to employees? Was the news communicated in a timely
manner? Were the explanations offered to employees fair and reasonable? It is
conceivable that employees experiencing these variables in the negative may view the
recent layoff as a more unpredictable situation. In turn, this could color their feelings of
trustworthiness toward their company, even in matters unrelated to downsizing
(Brockner, Wiesenfeld, Reed, Grover, & Martin, 1993).

The concept of perceived fairness (Brockner et al., 1993) is strongly related
to Procedural Fairness. The former embodies a broader conceptualization of how an

individual feels he/she was treated in a particular situation. Brockner and colleagues
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conducted two studies examining the role perceived fairness played in relation to other
salient survivor variables. The first study was a field survey of 597 layoff survivors

in small, company-owned retail stores throughout the U.S. Specifically, this correlational
study sought to determine the interrelatedness between the independent variables of: (a)
perceived job quality relative to before the layoff, (b) perceived fairness, and (c)
survivors’ perceptions of their co-workers' reactions to the layoffs on the dependent
variables of survivors’ retrospective self-reports regarding their organizational
commitment relative to before the layoff and survivors’ retrospective self-reporis
regarding their turnover intentions relative to before the layoffs.

The i.nd;q)endent variable of (a) perceived job quality was measured by five items
taken from a related scale by Hackman and Oldman (1980); (b) perceived faimess was
measured by validated related test items drafted by Brockner and colleagues (1993); and
(c) perceived co-workers’ reactions were measured by validated related test items drafted
by Brockner and colleagues (1993). A control variable measuring survivors’ prior
attachment to the terminated employees was also incluM in the study. Two validated
related test items were drafted by Brockner and collegues in 1993 to assess this.

The dependent variables of organizational commitment was measured by a
related scale developed by Schwyhart and Smith (1972) and turnover intention was
measured by a related validated test item drafted by Brockner and colleagues (1993).

There were several pertinent results in this study:

1. Survivors® reported a significantly lower level of organizationat

commitment when they perceived job quality was diminished, perceived faimess was
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survivors’ prior attachment to the layoff victims was relatively high.

2. Survivors reported greater turnover intentions when the perceived
job quality diminished and when perceptions of co-workers’ reactions were more
negative

3 Perceived fairness had a more positive relationship with organizational
commitment when prior attachment to layoff victims was high ~ that is, when perceived
faimess was low rather than high, it was more closely related to the favorability of their
co-workers reactions.

4, A perceived change in job quality yiclded a stronger change in
organizational commitment when perceptions of co-workers’ reactions were relatively
favorable and when perceived fairness was relatively bigh.

5. A perceived change in job quality yielded a stronger change in tumover
intention when perceptions of co-workers’ reactions were relatively favorable and when
perceived fairness was relatively high.

Brockner and colleagues (1993) conducted a second study in the form of a
laboratory experiment. Their aim was to determine the effect perceived job quality and
perceived fairess had on participants’ perceptions of the study’s significance as well as
their overall reaction to haven taken part in the study.

A total of 52 undergraduate students were recruited for this experiment. The .
independent variables of perceived job quality and perceived faimess were measured

respectively by using four validated questions asking participants to evaluate the intrinsic
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interest of the task and handling the staged experiment in either a fair or unfair manner.
The dependent variables of one’s perception of the study’s significance as well as their
overall reaction to haven taken part were measured respectively by a two measure index
created by the authors tapping the believed significance of the study as well as fisture
learings to be derived by this study and a one item measure tapping participants’
reactions to haven taken part in the study.

The results from this study supported the contention that perceived fairess is a
significant factor in the downsizing process. Individuals reacted significantly (p <.01)
more favorably when the staged layoff they witnessed was handled fairly as opposed to
unfairly. This was particularly the case when individuals were subjected to an
uninteresting verus interesting job task. Specifically participants tended to attribute
significantly greater impact to the purpose of the study in the interesting versus boring
task condition when subjected to a fair versus unfair condition. Participants also rated
their reactions to the study significantly more positively in the fair/interesting task
condition versus fair/boring task condition.

This study demonstrates that perceived faimess acts as 8 moderating variable in
the downsizing process. That is, it is not only the perceived fairness of the downsizing
process but also survivors® perceptions of the changes in working conditions that will
determine their overall reactions.

Closely related to the concept of Perceived Procedural Fairness is interactional
justice theory. In the context of a layoff, this posits that there is an interaction between
reasons offered for the layoff as well as actions taken by the organization to compensate
those who were terminated (Brockner et al., 1987).  This in tum, is likely to have an
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effect on worker’s attitudes and behaviors at work. If for example, workers feel that little
.hasbemdonetocompensatethoséwhowerctcrminatﬂmﬂmtﬂwrmsopsfm
termination were unfair, they are apt to question the organizations’ commitment to them.

Mellor (1992) examined whether or not an organization could influence union
survivors® reactions to a layoff by offering an explanation for the layoff decision. He
wanted to determine whether survivors’ judgements about the legitimacy of an
explanation for a layoff decision could influence their own reactions as well.

He posited the following hypothesis: There is likely to be a significant interaction
between layoff severity (percentage of laid off employees) and workers’ belief in the
truthfulness of the layoff decision and postlayoff union commitment. Specifically, he
expected survivors who had a higher belief in the truthfullness of the layoff decision
would be less committed to the organization than those who had more moderate levels
of belief under conditions of more severe layoffs.

He conducted a correlational study using surveys at 15 manufacturing union sites
which had undergone layoffs between 1980 and 1987. The number of participants totaled
335, and the majority were male (95%). At the time of the layoffs in each site, a written
communication was made to all employees citing the reason for the impending layoff. In
each case, it was stressed that the union’s refusal to make wage and benefit concessions
in the past was the reason for the layoff.

The predictor variable of layoff severity was assessed for each site utilizing the
criterium of 2% to 5% in reduction of workforce as being low severity and 25% to 70%
as being high severity. The predictor variable of workers® belief in the truthfulness of

the layoff decision (belief in the account), was measured by a single survey item asking
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survey respondents to rate the extent that the account was true at the time it was issued,
Job seniority was used as a control. The criterion variable of union commitment was
measured by the Union Commitment Scale (Friedman & Harvey, 1986; Gordon et al.
1980). In addition to yiclding an overall measure of union commitment, there are

four component measures to this measure: (a) loyalty to the union, (b) responsibility to
the union, (c) willingness to work for the union, and (d) belief in vnionism.

The results supported the original hypothesis: the interaction between layoff
severity and belief in the account was related to a willingness to work for the union, but
nof to union loyalty, union responsibility, or belief in unionism. Specifically, as layoff
severity increased, survivors with higher levels of belief in the account were less willing
to work for the union after the layoffs (p = <. .01). Similarly, as layoff severity
increased, survivors with lower levels of belief in the account were more willing to work
for the union after the layoffs (p = .01).

Thus, how survivors’ assess the legitimacy of an explanation for a layoff decision
can have a significant impact on how they in turn redress injustice. An awareness of this
is vital, as companies and their unions ought o negotiate an explanation for a layoff
which properly designates the responsible agent.

The variable of Procedural Fairness was later examined with the focus on
managers and the interplay of self-esteem. Wiesenfeld, Brockner, and Thibault (2000)
conducted two consecutive studies. Study 1 hypothesized that the relationship between
Procedural Faimness and lower self-esteem would be more pronounced among managers
than non-managers. Study 2 hypothesized that the relationship between Procedural

Faimess and managers’ behaviors was mediated by their self-esteem. In addition,
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subordinates of managers who exhibited less effective (managerial) behaviors in turn, had
more negative perceptions of their immediate work environments. In essence, both
studies wanted to determine how managers’ reactions to how layoffs are handled relate to
their effectiveness during times of organizational change.

Specifically, Study 1 predicted that managers would be more likely to experience
lower self-esteem in the face of layoffs that were perceived as being more procedurally
unfair. Additionally, Study 1 predicted that the tendency for managers to exhibit lower
self-estcem in association with greater Procedural Unfairness would be attributable to
their higher levels of organizational commitment.

Participants included 129 part-time business school students who had survived a
layoff within their organization within the past year. Forty-cight of these were managers
and 81 were non-managers. The two independent variables were: () Procedural Faimess
(as measured by three items drafted by the current authors) and (b) organizational
commitment (as measured by eighteen items from a related scale developed by Brockmer,
Wiesenfeld, Reed, Grover, and Martin (1993) and four additional related items drawn
from O’Reilly and Chatman’s (1986) Organizational Commitment scale. The dependent
variable of self-esteem was assessed by using six items from Heatherton and Polivy’s
(1991) State Self-Esteem scale.

The results were the following: (a) Lower Procedural Faimess was associated
with lower self-esteem among managers, but not among nonmanagers and (b) Managers
reported significantly greater organizational commitment than did nonmanagers. Along
with this finding, among respondents who were more committed to their organization,
there was a more pronounced tendency for procedural unfaimess to be associated with



lower self-esteem. Collectively, these two results suggest the following: It is not

managerial status per se, but the lével of organizational commitment associated with
one’s managerial status that is interacting with Procedural Unfairness to predict layoff
survivors® self-esteem. |

Study 2 predicted that the lower self-esteem that managers experience in relation
to more procedurally unfair layoffs renders them less likely to enact behaviors needed
from effective managers during times of major organizational change. Managers feeling
particularly threatened are likely to be overly rigid and risk adverse, for example (Staw,
Sandelands, & Dutton, 1981). As a result, they may be less likely to elicit innovative
ideas or enact effective strategic decisions for example. Study 2 also predicted that
behaviors exhibited by managers with lower self-esteem will in tumn elicit more negative
reactions from their subordinates.

Participants included 62 managers and 179 nonmanagers in a large public utility
company who had survived a major downsizing two months prior. The three precictor
variables were the following: (a) Procedural faimess (as measured by related items
drafted by Brockner, Wiesenfeld, and Martin (1995); (b) Managers’ self-esteem (as
measured by items taken from a related scale created by Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, and
Dunham (1989); and (c) Managerial behaviors (as measured by items taken from the
Managerial Practices scale by Burke (1990). The two criterion variables were the
following: (a) Subordinates’ perceptions of managerial behaviors, as measured by
rephrased items from the Managerial Practices scale (Burke, 1990) and (b) Immediate
work environment, as measured by a related scale developed by Burke (1990).

The results were the following: (a) The more managers perceived Procedural
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Unfairness, the more likely they were to report lower levels of self esteem (p <.001); (b)
The lower the level of seif-esteem reported by managers, the less likely they were to
report exhibiting behaviors needed from managers during times of organizational change
(¢ < .001); (c) Perceptions of Procedural Faimess were associated with less effective
managerial behaviors (p < .05); (d) Managers® perceptions of Procedural Fairness were
mediated by levels of self-esteem (p < .01); and (¢) Subordinates’ perceptions of their
immediate work environment were positively related to their perceptions of their
managers’ behaviors (p < .001), as well as their managers’ reported behaviors (p <.01).

In essence, these results support the contention that self-reported managerial
behaviors following a layoff are more negative when managers perceived that the
downsizing was handled more unfairly. As a consequence, it is equally likely that
subordinates of such managers will have negative perceptions of their work environments
under these circumstances. Thus, the ﬁ::ost significant implication from both studies is
that Perceived Procedural Faimess can have not only individual effects on a manager, but
systemic effects on other employees within the organization.

Until this point, researchers had focused more exclusively on the main effects of
procedural justice. To expand the current focus, Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996)
reviewed the results from 45 independent samples which collectively evaluated the
interactive effects of Procedural Faimess and outcome fairness on individuals® reactions
to a decision. This contrasted with previous work which focused on the main effects of

procedural and distributive factors.



Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) summarized the findings of these studies and

described explanations for the interaction effects observed. The most frequently
observed pattern of results was the following: (a) When outcomes are considered unfair,
procedural justice is more likely to have a direct effect on individuals® reactions; (b)
when procedural justice is relatively low, outcome favorability is more likely to be
positively correlated with individuals® reactions; {c) The combination of low Procedural
Fairness and low outcome favorability is more likely to bring about more negative
reactions.

In reviewing the results from the samples evaluated, Brockner and Wiesenfeld
(1996) summarized four theories and hypotheses offered to account for the interactive
effects of outcomes and procedures. These are: (a) Referent Cognitions Theory, (b)
Attributional Explanations, (¢) Self-Interest or Instrumental Hypothesis, and (d) Group
Value Theory.

Referent Cognitions Theory suggests that the paired presence of unfair procedures
(as defined by the conduct of those implementing the current decisions) and unfavorable
outcomes engenders greater resentment than any other combination of factors. In
contrast, if an individual were offered input into a decision or if a good explanation for
rendering a decision were offered to an individual (that is, they perceived the procedures
to be fair), their response to the resulting outcomes are likely to be more favorable,
regardless of the actual outcome.

Attributional theorists have offered a different accounting for the interaction
between procedural justice and outcome favorsbility. According to attributional theory,
the interaction between procedural justice and outcome favorability can be explained by
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individuals® causal attributions. There are two distinct, yet related occurrences which
people seek causality. These are outcome attributions and behavior attributions.

The former refers to causal attributions people make for the outcomes they
received. Attributions are likely to depend on the relationship between a person’s prior
expectations for their outcomes and their actual outcomes. For example, an individual
who experiences an unfair perception of upper management and later expetiences a
very unfavorable outcome (such as hearing an announcement of a future layoff) is likely
to believe that the unfairness of management influenced the negative outcome.

Behavior attributions on the other hand, result from individuals’ perceptions of
the of their behaviors. They may see their behavior as either internally or
externally motivated. Accordingly, if one sees their behavior as internally motivated,
they may be less dependent on the expectation of a favorable outcome to energize their
behavior. For example, if an employee makes an internal attribution for working long
hours, they are more likely to feel committed to their job or organization. On the other
hand, if this same employee makes an external attribution for working long hours, they
are less likely to infer that they are committed to their job or organization.

The Self-interest or Instrumental hypothesis offer a third explanation to account
for the interaction between procedural justice and outcorne favorability. This hypothesis
assumes that individuals are motivated to maximize the concrete or material outcomes
they receive from their exchange relationships.

Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) discuss in their analysis how individuals are
more apt to be concerned about the longer-term outcomes affecting them. They contend

that optimism regarding an individual’s longer-term outcome depends on two factors: (a)



57

the expecied level of favorability of the future outcomes and (b) the perceived certainty
of individual’s outcome expectations. .

They add that people use information about procedures surrounding them to make
inferences about their longer-term outcomes. Fair procedures differ from unfair
procedures in two critical respects: (a) Fair procedures are likely to engender a greater
degree of perceived favorability and (b) The perceived predictability (and hence
' certainty) of future outcomes is likely to be greater. According to Brockner and
Wiesenfeld (1996):

In other words, unfair procedures may lead people to infer that decisions are made

on an arbitrary or capricious basis, thereby making it more difficult for them to be

certain about the favorability of their future outcomes. The likely effect of
differences in the perceived favorability and predictability of long-term

outcomes as a function of procedural fairness is for people to feel more optimistic

about their longer-term outcomes in response to relatively high procedural

fairness. Feeling optimistic about their long-term outcomes, they may assign
lesser importance to, and therefore be less affected by, the favorability of their

current outcomes. (p. 8)

That is, if an employee were exposed to higher levels of procedural faimess in the
face of a current unfavorable outcome, this might still lead them to believe that their
organization could be trusted to bring forth more favorable outcomes to them in the
future. This in turn, could minimize the negativity of their current unfavorable outcome.
For example, an employee who was exposed to higher levels of procedural faimess in

the midst of a layoff (and was subsequently given significantly more work to do) might



not feel as resentful. On the other hand, if this same employee were exposed to lower

levels of procedural faimess, they might not tolerate the increase in workload as well,
fearing future distrust in their organization’s actions.

Lastly, Group Value Theory contends that people value their relationships with
other organizations, groups, and individuals and that these same relationships serve to
help mold one’s self-identity and self-esteem. Accordingly, if the actions of a group or
organization are in question, as is the case when procedures used are deemed unfair, this
in turn can force individual members to scrutinize their own values. Unfair procedures
can signal to group members a diminished regard for their dignity, and subsequently
erode the members’ self-esteem.

An underlying assumption for all of the above discussed explanations regarding
the interactive effects of outcomes and procedures is that individuals seck to understand
their environments in order to tailor their own behavior. Regulating their own behavior
is likely to be threatened when events in their environment are either unexpected,
negative, or both. Furthermore, Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) contend that unfair
procedures are unexpected in Western society. They are subsequently likely to prompt
individuals to seek further information to make sense of the unexpected. An increased
receptivity to outcome information is likely to follow. Thus, one can better see and
appreciate the entanglement of the two variables of procedural fairness and outcome
favorability.

Naumann and Bennett (2000) wanted to determine additional explanations to
account for individuals’ perceptions of procedural justice. They noted how previous
research had focused on an individually-based eitiology for explaining the phenomenon



of procedural justice. As such, they focused their attention on the social context in

which procedures arise and are conducted in. They referred to this as the procedural
justice climate, which can also be conceived of as a group-level cognition in how & work
group as a whole is treated.

In a correlational study involving survey distribution to 255 bank employees in
the United States, Naumann and Bennett (2000) sought to determine: (a) What contextual
factors contribute to the development of procedural justice climate and (b) How this
procedural justice climate is related to employee attitudes and behaviors.

They posited five hypotheses: (a) The greater the cohesion of a work group, the
greater the members® agreement regarding procedural justice climate; (b) The greater
the demographic similarity of a work group, the greater the members’ agreement
regarding procedural justice climate; (c) The greater a supervisor’s visibility in managing
the members’ of a work group, the greater the members’ agreement regarding procedural
justice climate; (d) Organizational commitment will be positively associated with
procedural justice climate; and (¢) Helping behaviors will be positively associated with
procedural justice climate.

Individual procedural justice was measured by an instrument derived from the
following: Nine items from Moorman's (1991) related scale, one item from Lethanthal’s
(1976) procedural rules and two related items constructed by Naumann and Bennett
(2000). Organizational commitment was measured using nine items form the
Organizational Commitment Scale (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979), Work group
cohesion was measured by eight items taken from Dobbins and Zaccaro’s (1986) related

scale. Visibility of supervisors in demonstrating procedural justice was measured by a
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four item scale created by Naumann and Bennett (2000). Procedural justice climate was
measured by nine items modified by Moorman’s (1991) related scale. |

The following hypotheses were significantly supported: (a) The greater the level
of a work group’s cohesion, the greater the members’ agreement regarding procedural
justice climate (p < .05); (b) The greater a supervisor’s visibility in managing the
members’ of a work group, the greater the members’ agreementtega:dmgprooeduml
justice climate (p < .05); (c) Procedural justice climate will be positively associated with
helping behaviors (p < .05).

The above findings suggest that the phenomenon of procedural justice needs to be
understood as a derivation of not only individual perceptions, but also those derived from
a group’s perspective. A sensitivity to the latter will likely bring an enriched
understanding of survivors in a post-layoff environment.

Skarlicki, Ellard, and Kellin (1998) investigated third party perceptions of a layoff
with regard to procedural, derogation, and retributive aspects of justice. Specifically,
they wanted to determine: (a) How observets assess the fairness of the procedures used in
the layoff of another person; (b) To what extent third-party observers derogate the layoff
victim and how victim derogation impacts faimess judgements; and (¢) What the nature
of observers’ retributive justice intentions is (that is, the responses of violations to
fairness rules) in the context of a layoff.

Eight hypotheses were formulated to address these issues.

1. Providing layoff victims with voice in the layoff process is positively
related to observers’ perceptions of the procedural fairness of the layoff.



2. Providing layoff victims with an adequate explanation for the layoff is

positively related to observers’ perceptions of the procedural fairness of the layoff.

3. Victim derogation is positively related to observers’ procedural justice of
the layoff. According to Lerner’s (1980) just world theory, when observers are unwilling
or unable to intervene to address an injustice witnessed, cognitions can be altered to
maintain the belief that people “get what they deserve or deserve what they get,”

4, Victim derogation moderates the relationship between the justice
manipulations and observers’ pemepﬁoq of procedural fairness of the layoff.

5. Providing the layoff victim with voice in the layoff procedures is
negatively related to observers’ retributive intentions. Retributive intentions can entail a
motivation on the part of an observer to somehow punish an organization deemed unfair
in its practices (this could take the form of avoiding business with such an organization in
the future).

6. Providing layoff victims with an adequate explanation for the layoff is
negatively related to observers’ retributive intentions.

7. Observers’ perceptions of fairness of the layoff are negatively related to
their retributive intentions.

8. Victim derogation is negatively related to observers’ retributive intentions.

Skarlicki and colleauges (1998) research was conducted in a laboratory setting
utilizing a correlational design. One hundred and twenty three participants were included
in the study. The stimulus consisted of a contrived newspaper announcement announcing

layoffs at a local bank. The factor of procedural faimess was manipulated by staging
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conditions where the employees were both given and not given the opportunity to express
ﬁwirmnoermmgardingﬂwhyoﬁ',aswcﬂashaﬁngmndiﬁomwhewmgemployees
were both given and not given adequate explanations for the layoff. Perceptions of
procedural faimess were measured by four items taken from Tyler and Lind’s (1992)
related scale. Victim derogation was measured through 12 items derived from Lemer and
Simmon’s (1966) previous research on derogation. Retributive intentions were assessed
by two questions developed by Skarlicki and colleagues (1998). These included
intentions to be both a future customer as well as employee of the bank cited in the
newspaper article.

The following hypotheses were significantly supported:

1. Providing layoff victims with voices in the layoff is positively related to
observers’ perceptions of the procedural fairness of the layoff (p < .001).

2. Providing layofY victims with an adequate explanation for the layoff is
positively related to observers’ perceptions of the procedural fairness of the layoff (@ <
.01).

3. Victim derogation is positively related to observers’ procedural justice of
the layoff (p <.05).

4, Victim derogation moderates the relationship between the justice
manipulations and observers’ perception of procedural fairness of the layoff (p <.05).
The following hypothesis was supported although they were not statistically significant:
Observers’ perceptions of fairness of the layoff are negatively related to their retributive
intentions. Lastly, the following hypothesis was partially supported: Victim derogation is

negatively related to observers’ retributive intentions.
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The variable of Perceived Procedural Fairness clearly has a profound impact on
surviving employees. Organizational commitment and attribution of purpgseﬁxlnws ofa
task, for example has been shown to diminish when perceived procedural faimess was
low. In addition, managers who perceived layoffs as being more procedurally unfair
seemed to possess lower self-esteem and to become overly rigid and risk adverse. In
sum, it seems apparent that there are far-reaching implications (both individual and
systemic) for all surviving employees when Perceived Procedural Faimess is taken into

account.

Stress Resiliency

This author contends that stress resiliency is a significant cognitive factor
affecting the coping processes of layoff survivors. Specifically, it is anticipated that
individuals possessing higher levels of Stress Resiliency will fare better in the aftermath
of a downsizing. Current theories on the eitiology of stress emphasize the role of
cognitive appraisal processes. According to Holroyd and Lazarus (1982) for example,
stress is more likely to occur when a person perceives that the resources they possess are
insufficient to meet the demands of a given task or event.

Tymon and colleagues (Thomas & Tymon, in press; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990)
contend that stress results from conclusions people draw about themselves in relation to
some task. Since these conclusions are based only in part on objective facts, they believe
that elements of interpretation must also be added to the mix.

Thus, Thomas and Velthouse (1990) and later Thomas and Tymon (1995)

identified three dimensions of interpretive styles which people rely upon when presented



with varying tasks: (a) Deficiency Focusing, {b) Low Skill Recognition, and (c)

Necessitating. )

Deficiency Focusing involves a tendency to focus on what is going wrong while
evaluating both the present and what could go wrong when envisioning the future.
Setbacks are often attributed to oneself. Low Skill Recognition involves the tendency to
not attribute successes to one’s own abilities and instead attribute successes to luck,
ease of task, or help from others. Necessitating involves a consistent belief in tasks
being imperative. As such, a person is likely to feel compelled to completing such a
task, perhaps at the expense of their own choice or need.

It is the belief of Thomas and Tymon (1992) that stress results when people
conclude that extraordinary demands are being placed on them. Accordingly, Deficiency
Focusing is apt to increase siress by decreasing one’s belief that they have the resources
necessary to deal with a particular task and are thus less capable of dealing with such a
task. Also likely is an exaggeration of negative task outcomes in the future.

In addition, Low Skill Recognition is apt to increase stress by similarly reducing
one’s perceived resources to deal with a particular task. As such, the notion of success is
experienced as something depending upon things outside oneself. This in tum, is hkely
to enhance one’s feelings of vulnerability.

Lastly, Necessitating is apt to increase stress by adding an imperative pressure to
perform a particular task. Thus, tasks are likely to be seen as inflexible demands needing
to be met.

Thomas and Tymon {1995) propose a cognitive model of stress which delineates a

causal path between interpretive styles and stress symptoms. They assert that:



...the interpretive styles are regarded as trait variables that provide baseline

tendencies in an indiviudal’s interpretations with respect to deficiency focusing,

etc. The individual’s (state) interpretive cognitions in a specific situation, in turn,

are assumed to be jointly influenced by his/her baseline interpretive styles and by

qualities of the environmental stressors being encountered. State cognitions, in turn,
are assumed to shape the level of stress perceived by individuals through their
primary appraisal process. As shown by the double-headed arrow in the figure, level
of perceived stress is assumed to feed back upon cognition during episodes of high
stress. (p. 247) |

In sum, these three interpretive style variables can be seen as characteristic patterns
of interpreting tasks or events in one’s environment. In their own unique ways they
contribuite to stress by making tasks encountered appear more threatening and
insurmountable.

The concept of Stress Resiliency is a relatively new one. To date, the broader
concept of Resiliency has been linked to the invulnerability at times seen among family
members facing a variety of socic-economic, mental illness, and substance abuse-related
siressors.

According to the Behavioral, Cognitive & Social Sciences Research Branch of
the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) (1996), the factor of Resiliency should be
considered when asking how some individuals appear untouched by catastrophic events
such as war or natural disasters. In order to comprehend how one might link the notion

of Resiliency present in a traumatic family situation with that of a layoff survivor, the



NIMH (1996) offers the following example: Young girls who are sexually abused

typically suffer from an impaired sense of control, competence, and self-esteem.
However, the same abused girl who can explain, compmhaend,andmtiona-lizewhat
happened to her can possibly offset the feelings of incompetence and might even be able
to take steps to end the abuse. Similarly, it can be postulated that a layoff survivor could
feel stripped of her control in the aftermath of a layoff and consequently experience
lowered self-esteem. She might be able to offset such feelings if she is able to
rationalize what has transpired and subsequently gain a sense of control to cope with her
situation. To better understand Stress Resilimcy, a discussion on hardiness, which is
closely linked is warranted.

In separate electronic mail communications from the two authors of the Stress
Resiliency Scale (Thomas & Tymon, 1995), their respective views on the relationship
between Stress Resiliency and hardiness were articulated. According to Thomas (2001):

...Originally, we used the word resiliency to be a rough synonym of hardiness —
that is, to mean the ability to handle stressors. But operationally, our resiliency
measure gets at the three interpretive habits that contribute to that kind of herdiness/
resiliency. It (hardiness) measured other factors (for example, social support) that
also contribute to hardiness/resiliency. So I suppose that they would have an
additive effect in predicting stress symptoms after controlling for levels of stressors.

According to Tymon (2001), “I would expect resiliency to contribute to
hardiness. In other words, resilience is either an antecedent or component of hardiness
depending on how hardiness is defined”.



According to data obtained from a correlational study (reviewed later in this

paper) conducted by Rhodewalt and Agustsdottir (1984), Stress Resiliem_y appears to
exist as a component of hardiness. Accordingly, one aspect of hardy individuals’ Stress
Resiliency is attributable to their tendency to interpret situations in less stressful ways.

The construct of hardiness was originally defined by Kobasa (1979). She defined
this as an aspect of one’s personality which buffers the effects of stress cn one’s health.
Furthermore, this personality trait composed of a constellation of attitudes, beliefs, and
behavioral tendencies. Accordingly, there are three related, yet distinct subconcepts
comprising this trait: challenge, commitment, and control.

Individuals strong in challenge believe that fulfillment is to be found through
what is Learned from new experiences as compared with what is already familiar and
routine. Change is both viewed as normal and as a stimulus to grow rather than as a
threat to security.

Individuals strong in commitment appear able to rely on themselves to tumn
whenever they are experiencing something important and interesting to them. This in
turn, tends to result in their getting more involved in life, as compared with feeling more
alienated.

Lastly, individuals strong in control tend to feel that they can exert an influence
over events, rather than feel they are somehow a passive victim of externalcircumstances.
Such individuals are less apt to feel helpless when facing adversity. Maddi and
colleauges (1998) contend that collectively these three subconcepts constitute both the
courage and resiliency needed in facing life’s tasks. Rhodewalt and Agustdottir (1984)
expanded the investigation of hardiness. They sought to determine the moderating
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effects both hardiness and Type A behavior had on a person’s perception of life events
and psychological distress. Participants for this correlational study included 600
undergraduate students (289 females and 311 males), Four groups of part.icipams were
subsequently delineated: low hardy Type A’s, low hardy Type B’s, hardy type A’s, and
hardy type B’s. Four separate questionnaires measured the following: (a) Type A
behavior was measured by form T of the Jenkins Activity Survey (Krantz, Glass, &
Synder, 1974); (b) hardiness was measured by the abridged Hardiness Scale developed
by Kobasa and Maddi (personal communication, June, 1982); (c) stressful life events
were measured using the College Schedule of Recent Life Events (as cited in Marx,
Garrity, & Bowers, 1975); and 4) psychological distress was measured by the Langner
Psychiatric Impairment Scale (Langner, 1962). The authors found that a person’s
perception of a life event was a better predictor of psychological distress than total life
change in itself. Different perceptual dimensions of a life event are more or less
important to the different personality types they studied. Specifically,

1. For Type A’s, events which are perceived as less than totally controllable
are associated with greater distress regardless of their level of hardiness. Events that
were labeled by low and high hardy Type A’s as positive but only moderately
controllable were significantly related to distress (low hardy Type A’s, p <. .01; high
hardy Type A’s, p <. .05).

2. In contrast, cvents that were perceived as negative correlated (albeit not
significantly) with Langner Impairment scores for individuals low in hardiness regardless

of their Type A-B classification.



3. Type A’s who were low in hardiness faired the most poorly. These

individuals had Langner Impairment scores which were significantly highfr than the
other high stress participants combined (p < .01). The authors postulate that because
Type A individuals possess both a stressful coping style and a sensitivity to reduced
control, this combined with their nonhardy tendency to evaluate events negatively may
make them most vulnerable to the effects of stress.

4. Type B individuals high in hardiness appear to be the most stress resistant.
None of the correlations between Langner scores and perceptions of events was
significant for hardy Type B's.

5. Hardy individuals were more likely than non-hardy individuals to perceive
events as positive and under their control. High hardy individuals as compared with
their low hardy counterparts, reported a higher percentage of life events as positive (p <
.01).

In addition, high hardy individuals were more likely than their low hardy
counterparts to perceive that they had complete control over a higher percentage of their
life events (p <.001).

The authors contend that as such, it appears that one characteristic of hardy
individuals is a tendency to perceive life events and situations as less stressful. For
events which hardy individuals perceived as less positive and less controllable, these
tended to be as disruptive for them as they would be for low hardy individuals.
Specifically, for hardy individuals, the correlations between events perceived as less
positive (undesirable), moderately controllable, or uncontrollable and Langner

Impairment scores were all significant (@ < .05).



Wiebe (1991) investigated the role hardiness plays as a stress moderator.

Specifically, she wanted to determine whether hardiness influences the appraisal of the
same stressor in individuals differing in levels of hardiness. In addition, she wanted to
know whether such appraisal differences influence physiological responses. Lastly, she
wanted to test the impact of participant gender on hardiness effects.

A between-groups experimental design was used, measuring hardiness (high vs.
low) and gender, and manipulating hardiness component (control vs. challenge vs.
commitment) and component level (high vs. low) variables. 240 undergraduate student
participants were used (60 were male, 60 were female). Participants were initially
grouped according to hardiness level (high vs. low) based on the hardiness scale
developed by Kobasa, Maddi, and Kahn (1982) and were then assigned to one of six
experimental conditions described above. All participants were exposed to the same
stressor, which involved listening to a four minute taped lecture. Participants were told
they needed to repeat this lecture afterwards and their performance would be videotaped
and further scrutinized by two professors. In order to both determine whether
participants diﬁ'eredinthcirapj)raisalofthe same stressor and whether the appraisal
manipulations were successful, participants were asked to evaluate six statements tapping
their perceptions of control, challenge, and commitment. In addition, affect was assessed
both before and after the experimental manipulation of the evaluative threat stressor. A
ten-item checklist assessed both positive and negative emotional responses.
Physiological responses were determined by both skin resistance and heart rate.

The results of the study were intriguing. While all participants experienced

increased heart rate levels to the experimental stressor, high hardy men experienced
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significantly lower heart rate elevations than did low hardy men (p <.001). Curiousty
though, hardiness did not influence heart rate among women.

There was another significant correlation between manipulation ot: task appraisal
in high hardy versus low hardy men. Men in the high hardiness appraisal condition
experienced lower heart rate levels than did men in the low hardiness appraisal condition
(p <.001). Similarly, men in the high hardiness appraisal condition displayed less
vasoconstriction than did men in the low hardiness appraisal condition (p < .01).

In contrast, women in the high hardiness appraisal condition experienced higher
heart rate levels than did women in the iow hardiness condition (p < .05). Component
levels did not influence scores among females.

' In terms of affect, men reported experiencing significantly less negative affect
than women only in the low challenge appraisal condition (p <.05). High hardy
participants of both genders reported experiencing more positive affect than did low
hardy participants (¢ < .05). Similarly, high hardy participants of both genders reported
experiencing less negative affect than did low hardy participants (p <.05).

Lastly, with regard to frustration tolerance and hardiness, there was a significant
main effect found (p < .05). In addition, high hardy participants experienced a
significantly increased frustration tolerance by making more attempts on unsolvable tasks
than did low hardy participants (p < .05 and p < .03).

The results appear to suggest that hardiness does moderate stress and that this
occurs through an adaptive stress appraisal process. If one were to speculate as to why

marked differences existed across gender lines, the answer may lie in the hardiness test



instrument itself, Insofar as the hardiness scale used (Kobasa et al., 1982), it was

developed using a sample of male executives, it may not be an appropriate measure of the
hardiness construct in women. .

Maddi (1999) later investigated the role hardiness plays in moment-to-moment
expetiencing, coping, and strain reactions. In the first study, an experiential sampling
technique was utilized to assess hardiness as measured by the Personal Views Survey
(Maddi, 1996).

Participants consisted of twenty male managers from & midwestern utilitics
company. Scores for hardiness were oﬁtained one month earlier for all participants and
were subsequently separated into groups bf high and low hardy individuals. For a period
of one week, participants were randomly asked 10 times a day to complete the same
hardiness measure in order to support the construct validity of hardiness.

As predicted, those individuals scoring high on the hardiness measure consistently
experienced their moment-to-moment activities with the sense of challenge, control, and
commitment (the three components of hardiness according to Maddi, 1996). The
experiencing items means differentiated individuals both high and low in hardiness
among the following activites: (a) Activity enjoyment (p <.006), (b) Activity interest
(@ <.02), (c) Openness of mood (p <.01), (d) Activity importance (p < .04); (¢) Feel
supportive of others (p < .03), and (f) Imposed activites (p <.001).

The second study wanted to determine which coping styles were more likely to be
elicted by differing levels of hardiness. Speciﬂeally, Maddi (1996) sought to show that
the higher the hardiness level, the more likely one would resort to transformational

(hardy) coping as compared with regressive (avoidance) coping.



Participants consisted of 146 male managers from a Midwestern utilities

company. Hardiness was again measured by the Personal Views Survey (Maddi, 1996).
Coping was measured by the Ways of Coping Checklist (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). In
this measure, participants were asked to describe the most stressful event they had
experienced within the previous six months as well as their attempts to cope with these
cvents.

Events were segmented into the categories of work, health, family, or other. The
results indicate that for persons high in hardiness, there is a greater tendency for stressful
work events to elicit transformational ct;ping (mean coping scores for participants high in
hardiness was 19.25 as compared with 16.27 for participants low in hardiness; two-way
interaction scores between hardiness and transformational coping were significant p <
02).

In addition, there is a general tendency for persons high in hardiness to engage
less in regressive coping (mean coping scores for participants high in hardiness was 4.90
as compared with 5.76 for participants low in hardiness; two-way interaction scores
between hardiness and avoidance coping were not however significant p < .63). Lastly,
there is a tendency for persons low in hardiness to engage in regressive coping in
nonwork stressful events.

The third study predicted that there is an inverse relationship between hardiness
and physiological strain. Hardiness was again measured by the Personal Views Survey
(Maddi, 1996). Stressful life events were measured in a manner introduced by Holmes
and Rahe (1967). Physiological strain was measured by two means. The Hopkins

Symptom Checklist (Derogatis, Lipman, Rickels, Uhlenhuth, & Covi, 1974) measures



74

both physical and psychological strain. The other means used to measure strain was
blood pressure readings obtained from company medical records from the past six
years. Participants consisted of 140 male managers from a Midwestern ut.ilities company.

The results indicated that hardiness correlated significantly (p < .01) with the
anxiety, depression, somatization, interpersonal sensitivity, and total scores on the
Hopkins Symptom Checklist. In addition, in 4 of the 6 years, being low in hardiness
corresponded to being high in blood pressure (a minimum of p <.01).

Maddi and Hightower (1999) expanded on the concept of individual hardiness to
onetha:encompasesanorganizxﬁonalfocus. The aim of developing a hardy
organization is to create a culture in which potential adversity (stemming from
environmental or social change) into opportunity, thereby creating success for the entire
organization. The three previously stated attitudes of individual hardiness (commitment,
control, and challenge) parallel the organizational values of cooperation, credibility, and
creativity. .

Individuals embracing the concept of commitment will be more likely to steer
others into valuing cooperation expressing group interests. On an organizational level,
this is likely to be manifest in employees committing to work activities, rather than
distancing from them. Individuals embracing the concept of control will similarly likely
influence others to take responsibility for their actions as they value credibility.
Oganizationally, this might be seen in employees seeking to control adverse events,
rather than feeling impotent.

Lastly, individuals embracing the concept of challenge will likely influence others

to value creativity, as they have learned from past experience. On an organizational
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level, this might be seen in employees reporting challenging experiences as a
developmental challenge, m&wrthanajhmatlao stability. The framework of a hardy
organization rests on two additional components comprising individual hardmcss -
transformational coping and activistic social support (Maddi, 1994). Transformational
coping involves attaining new perspectives about stressful life events and working
toward decisive problem solving action. This mode of coping is in contrast to that of
avoiding problems, catastrophizing, or denying problems. Activistic social support
involves a reciprocity of assistance and encouragement from others when managing
stressful events. This mode of mtemctlon is in confrast to that involving overprotection
or competition between others.

In 1999, Atella conducted a case study involving the introduction of hardiness
ideology and skills to an organization that had undergone a significant downsizing.
Surviving employees were reportedly angry about the layoff disruption and how it was
conducted. In addition, they felt grief and sadness as well as a tremendous sense of
fear and anxiety that they too would be treated as poorly in the future. Morale dropped
and productivity declined. Surviving managers experienced a similar range of emotions.
Prevalent was a sense of guilt in having actively participated in the termination process.
In addition, they experienced profound depression which strongly impacted their ability
to adequately confront employees on performance issues.

The hardiness intervention was geared to managers and supervisors. An offsite
retreat was selected for the purpose. Its aim was two-fold: The experiential component
allowed participants the opportunity to reflect and share their feelings of loss regarding
the layoff. The remaining component was didactic in nature and contained workshops



on change management, loss and mourning issues and tenet and skills involved in the

hardiness model. This culminated in visioning and strategic planning efforts aimed at
moving toward making new decisions and enacting new actions. '

Following the retreat, managers returned to their company and modeied ways to
permit mourning among their surviving subordinates. Expression of other related
feelings was encouraged. Anecdotedly, the company reported an improvement in
commitment among employees and a renewed sense of vigor and morale.

The role of Stress Resiliency is anticipated to be significant as it relates to the
coping processes of layoff survivors. Sﬁess Resiliency is a relatively newly conceived
phenomenon, can be better understood as a subset of hardiness. Parallels can be drawn
between hardy individuals (who seem to weather life events and situations as less

stressful) and Stress Resilient layoff survivors.

Job Bumout

According to Farber (2000), the phenomenon of Burnout has been viewed more
typically as a psychosocial rather than psychophysiological disorder. He notes that there
has been a significant historical shift in how Bumout was first described in the 1960s
and early 1970s and then again in the 1990s. The earlier decades experienced significant
social upheaval and attracted many young human service individuals to working with
needy and troubled clients.

In the 1960s, teachers approached their work with an unparalled vigor brimming
with high expectations to make changes in their students’ lives. For some, these changes

were not viable, and those teachers who were unable to modify their expectations
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accordingly experienced Bumout. Similarly, in the 1970s, Freudenberger (1974) noted
how young professionals working with drug addicts in New York City were initially
sustained in their work by the belief that they were involved in social causes larger than
themselves. This belief created an invulnerability to their chronic work overload,
coupled with scant rewards for their work. Here again, for those workers who were
unable to modify their expectations for client change, there was the increased likelihood
for experiencing Burnout. |

Farber (2000) points out that many significant changes in the past 30 years have
likely contributed to how Burnout is noﬁr viewed. Among these are: (a) The increase in
downsizings oftentimes results in increased workloads with diminished resources for
those workers remaining in their company or organization; (b) The increased reliance on
electronic communications between coworkers has decreased face-to-face interactions
with other colieagues; and (c) There has been a shift in individual commitment to larger
social causes in favor of viewing one’s work as a vehicle for personal gain.

In sum, the Burnout of the 1960s and 1970s was attributed to the pursuit of lofty,
Ofiten times socially meaningful aims which later resulted in working harder and harder
to attain such goals. One could classify this type of Burnout as stemming from an
internal sense of disappointment in not achieving socially meaningfull goals that had
been previously set. |

In contrast, the Burnout of current day could be attributed to individuals feeling
that they are besieged by multiple obligations on the job, including a variety of external
pressures (among those less apportunities for personal advancement or financial

renumeration). One could classify this type of Bummout as stemming from an external
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sense of disappointment — feeling the demands to outperform others within their
organization, the pressure to meet increasing demands of others or the drive to enhance
oneself fiscially. ‘

Three models of Burnout have emerged from the afore-mentioned trends. The
earlier work of Freudenberger and North (1985) describe Burnout as a feeling state
resulting from an overload of stress and denial. They contend this results from excessive
demands made upon the self, or fron others. This ultimately depletes an individual’s
interal resources, coping ability and energy. According to Freudenberger and North
(1985), Burnout is a twelve-step prooess involving overinvolvement and time urgency,
achievement striving, distortion of perceptions and values, denial of personal nceds,
increased use of inadequate coping behaviors, withdrawal, depersonalization, and
depression. The end result is likely to be both emotional and physical exhaustion.

Whereas Freudenberger and North (1985) described Burnout as a feeling state,
Cherniss (1980) offered that Burnout is a response to an overload of work stress or
dissatisfaction involving the withdrawal of a professional previously committed to their
work, Strain is likely to manifest itself as fatigue, irritability, and tension. Detachment is
likely to be the culmination of burnout, as this achieves the purpose of conserving energy.
In distinguishing these two models, Chemiss places a greater emphasis on the perceived
role of work and organizational factors, whereas Frueudenberger and North (1985) place
a greater emphasis on personality characteristics and client contact.

Maslach (1982) derived the most widely used and accepted model of Burnout to

date. His original model was intended for use with the population of human service
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Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment. A later version was created (Maslach,
1996) intended for use with the general population. This version also hasthreed.lsunct
dimensions which parallel those in the Human Services version: Exhaustion, Cynicism,
and Professional Efficacy. This version is utilized in the present study.

In 1990, Lee and Ashforth wanted to determine whether the three dimensions
comprising Maslach’s (1982) three-factor model were related to similar areas such as
work adjustment and stress coping. A correlational study was conducted using 219
supervisors and managers from a large public welfare agency. The msjority of these
participants were women (70%). The following measures were used: () Burnout
was measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory — Human Services version (1982); (b)
Psychological and physiological aspects of strain were measured by 3 and 4 item scales
developed by Patchen (1970); (c) Control of an escape from stressful work situations
were measured by 17 and 11 item scales developed by Latack (1986); (d) Work-related
helplessness was measured by a 6-item scale developed by Ashforth (1989); and () Self-
appraisal of performance in various aspects of work was measured by a 6-item scale
developed by R. J. House (as cited in Smith, 1982).

The results were the following: (a) The dimension of Exhaustion was more
strongly co-related with psychological and physiological strain than was the dimension of
Depersonalization (r’s = .94 and .56, as compared with (r’s =.15 and .33); (b) Self-
appraisal of performance and control over stressful events was more strongly related to
Depersonalization than it was to Exhaustion (’s = .72 and .59) as compared with (7’s =

-45 and -.39); (c) Helplessness was more clasely related to Exhaustion than it was to



Depersonalization (r's = .53) as compared with ('s =.10) and (d) Personal

Accomplishment was more closely related to perceptions of performance and
use of control. .

In 1996, Lee and Ashforth conducted 2 meta-analysis investigating how demand
and resource correlates and behavioral and attitudinal correlates were related to each of
Maslach’s (1986) three dimensions on the Maslach Bumout Inventory — Human Services
version. These three dimensions were: Emotional Exhaustion, Personalization, and
Personal Accomplishment.

To understand how these four Wlw are related to Burnout, the above anthors
reference the conservation of resources theory of stress espoused by Hobfoll and Freedy
(Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll & Freedy, 1993). Accordingly, Burnout is likely to occur when
particular valued resources are lost or are insufficient to mect particular demands at work.
These work demands include role conflict and ambiguity, heavy workload, stressful
events, and pressure. Consequently, particular behavioral and attitudinal outcomes are
likely to result. These can include turnover intentions, specific behavioral coping
responses, and a lessening of organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and job
involvement.

Sixty-one studies dated from 1982 to 1994 were used in the meta-analysis. The
results were the following: (a) Thirteen of the twenty-six demand and resource
correlates had individually corrected weighted mean correlations greater than or equal

t0 .30 with Emotional Exhaustion; (b) Emotional Exhaustion was positively associated



with turnover intenions (r = .44) and negatively associated with organizational

commitment (r = -.43); (c) Depersonalization was negatively associated with
organizational commitment (~ = -42) and job satisfaction (- = -.44) and (d) Personal
Accomplishment was positively associated with control coping (r = .52).

The authors explain these findings in the context of viewing work demands as
being perceived as a loss, because in order to meet such demands, valued resources need
to be expended to meet such demands. Insofar as an individual perceives the
consequences of such losses to be weighty, they will be more likely to expend more
energy to protect themselves from further loss. It is this expenditure of enrgy and
feeling that one’s resources are depleted, which results in the state of Burnout.

In 1993, Glass and colleauges sought to determine the interrelationships between
Burnout, depression and perceptions of control in hospital-based nurses. A cotrelational
study was conducted using 162 nurses (predominantly female) from a Northeast general
hospital. The measures used were the following: (a) Burnout was assessed using the
Maslach Burnout Inventory — Human Services version (1986); (b) Depression was
assessed using the Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, 1967; Beck, Rush, Shaw, & Emery,
1979); (c) Perceived job control was assessed using a 13-item questionnaire developed
by McDermott (1984); and (d) Actual job control was assessed by assembling six job
categories utilizing severity of patient illness and type of nursing care required as criteria.

The results were the following:

1. All correlations between the Beck Depression Inventory and the Maslach
Burnout Inventory were significant (p < .01). This was particularly evident with the

Emotional Exhaustion subscale. Over 19% of the variance in Emotional Exhaustion is
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attributable to the unique contribution of the Beck Depression Inventory and another 6%
is attributable to perceived job control.

2. There appears to be strong evidence for the discriminant validity of the
Maslach Bumout Inventory and the Beck Depression Inventory. None of the Beck
Depression Inventory items loaded higher than .40 on a Maslach Burnout Inventory
factor, and only one Maslach Burnout Inventory item loaded on a Beck Depression
Inventory factor at this level.

3. Perceived job control is directly related to the Beck Depression Inventory
and to each of the Maslach Burnout Inventory subscale scores such that greater
depression and burnout are associated with lower perceived control. All of the
coefficients were significant at p < .01, with the exception of Depersonalization (p <
.05).

These results indicate that individuals with higher Bumout perceive less control
than those with lower bumout. Moreover, those with higher levels of Bumnout tended to
have higher levels of perceptual accuracy. In addition, according to Glass and colleauges
(1993), these findings support previous research (Alloy & Abrahamson, 1988; Taylor &
Brown,1988) which contend that mildly and severely depressed individuals (in contrast to
nondepressed individuals) tend to be more accurate in their estimates of personal control.
Based on their findings, they contend that perceived lack of job control indirectly induces
depression, insofar as it operates through differences in the degree of Bumout.

In 1995, McKnight and Glass conducted both a replication and extension of the
Glass and colleauges (1993) study. They sought to verify that perceptions of job oontfol

are antecedent to Burnout, which in turn precedes depressive affect. In addition, they
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higher Burnout scores display more accurate perceptions of job uncontrollability as
compared with their less bumed-out counterparts.

A correlational study was conducted two years later with 100 nurses from the
previous 1993 study (Glass et al., 1993). The measures used in the study were identical
to those used in the Glass et al. (1993) study.

The findings were as follows: (a) The Indicies of depressive symptomology and
burnout showed significant associations on the order of .3 to .5; (b) Greater Bumout was
associated with greater perceptual accuracy and less personal control (p <.05); (c)
Analysis of variance with low, medium and high levels of the Burnout subscale
Emotional Exhaustion and with levels of perceived control reached significant levels (p <
.001); (d) Analysis of variance with low, medium and highlevels of the Burnout subscale
Personal Accomplishment and with levels of perceived control reached significant levels
(p < .001); (e) Analysis of variance with low, medium and high levels of the subscale
Depersonalization and with levels of perceived control reached significant levels (p <
.05); and (f) Analysis of variance with high and low levels of the Beck Depression
Inventory and with levels of perceived control reached significant levels (p < .05) only
with the burnout subscales of Emotional Exhaustion and Personal Accomplishment.

Thus, these results suggest that the variance shared by depression and Bumout
may be attributed to their co-development and higher levels of Burnout were associated
with more accurate perceptions of job uncontrollability, irrespective of depression levels.
The authors suggest that a newer phenomenon - burnout realism, was present, as

compared with depressive realism. Job Bumout is anticipated to be a significant
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consequence experienced by layoff survivors in the present study. While various models
have accounted for the eitiology of this phenomenon, Maslach’s (1996) three dimensional
model has becn utilized in the present study. The toll exacted by Job Burnout on
surviving employees is likely to include that which is exacted by increased feelings of

depression and lessened control.

- Job Stress

Currently, there exist three prevailing theories on Job Stress (also known as work
stress or occupational stress). The first and most widely accepted is the Person-
Environment Fit (P-E Fit) theory derived by French, Caplan, and Harrison (French &
Caplan, 1972; French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982). Accordingly, stress and strain in a
work environment is attributed to a mismatch between a worker’s abilities and the
demands of the work environment or job. It is the incompatibility of this fit which
produces psychological strain and stress-related physical disorders. Key concepts within
this theoty are role ambiguity and role conflict.

The second theory on Job Stress is Karasek’s (1979) Demand-Control model.
This model focuses on the objective demands or pressures of the work environment and
the degree of decision making control a worker possesses. It has been postulated that
high job demand coupled with low worker control will lead to psychological distress and
stress-related physical complaints.

Both the Person-Environment Fit theory and Demand-Control model focus
primarily on the general demands of a job and the skills and abilities of the worker. Less

focus is given to how individual differences in personality and coping resources interact
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with specific job pressures to influence the emotional reactions of workers. Lazarus
(1991) addressed the later interaction in his conceptualization of work stress. In his
Transactional Process Theory, he contended that several variables interact in the
equation: (a) Stressful antecedent conditions (“stressors™) and (b) The individual’s
cognitive appraisal of the situation (whether or not it is perceived as a threat, harm or
challenge to their well-being.

He further delineates two types of appraisal. Primary appraisal concerns whether
or not the individual has any personal stake in the encounter and secondary appruisal
concerns the individual’s available coping options for dealing with threat, harm, or
challenge. These entail both cognitive and behavioral efforts on the person’s part to
manage demands which stretch or exceed their resources.

Lazarus further delineates two types of coping: Problem-focused and emotion-
focused. The former reflects efforts to change either one’s own behavior or to take
action on the environment. The latter reﬂects efforts to either modify one’s perceptions
of sources of distress or to find ways to avoid thoughts about sources of distress. Adverse
emotional reactions are likely to result when an individual perceives a stressor as
threatening and the person does not possess the necessary resources to cope with it. He
contends that stress implies a process and not a static arrangement because of our shifting
attempts to mollify that which is distressing or undesirable. This further implies that
stress changes over time and different scenarios.

There are several existing measures of Job Stress. They include: The Work
Environment Scale (Insel & Moos, 1974). This measure is based primarily on the
Person-Environment theory (French & Caplan, 1972; French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982).



This assesses the psychological states and emotional reactions of workers assigned to a

specific job. Items on the WES target general reactions of workers toward their
supervisors, fellow workers and different aspects of their work environm;nt.

There are three areas of work stress measured: (a) interpersonal relationships,

(b) orientation toward personal growth, and (c) organizational structure of the work
setting. Limitations of the scale according to Spiclberger and Vagg (1991) are that the
WES does not provide information on worker’s perceptions of specific work stressors as
well as to the frequency of these stressors.

The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Hackman &
Oldman, 1975). The JDS is based on tenets from both the P-E Fit theory and Demand-
Control model (Karasek, 1979). It assesses workers’ perceptions of job characteristics as
well as their satisfaction and internat motivation. There are five perceptions of job
characteristics focussing on: (a) skill variety, (b} task significance, (c) task identity, (d)
autonomy, and () feedback. Limitations of the scale, according to Spielberger and Vagg
(1991), are that it focuses more on workers® feelings about their jobs and doesn’t tap
either the perceived severity of the work stressor or its frequency.

The Occupational Stress Inventory (OSI) was developed by Osipow and Spokane
{1981). It is based on tenets from the P-E Fit theory and measures such variables as role
overload and role ambiguity as well as coping skills, physical strain and social support.
The three major areas assessed by the OSI are work role stress, personal strain, and
personal coping resources. While it provides information regarding sources of job stress,
according to Spielberger and Vagg (1991), it does not assess the perceived severity of

these stressors or their frequency.
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The Occupational Stress Indicator (Cooper, Sloan, & Williams, 1988) is based on
tenets from the P-E Fit theory, Demand-Control model and Lazarus’s Transactional
Process theory (1991). This measure taps specific work-related stressors, J:Ob satisfaction,
coping strategies, personality, as well as physical and mental health problems, Because
of its comprehensiveness, its limitation according to Spielberger and Vagg (1991) is its
lengthy administration time.

The Job Content Questionaire (Karasek, 1979) is directly based upen the
Demand-Control model. This measure assesses how workers experience specific events
acconding to five dimensions: decision lautude {how much control workers’ have in
making certain decisions), psychological and physical demands, expasure to physical
demands in the work environment, job security and satisfaction, and social support.
Limitations of the scale according to Spiclberger and Vagg (1991) are two-fold: (a) the
instrument does not assess the severity of work-related stressors and (b) there is little
published data on the psychometric properties of the scale,

The Generic Job Stress Questionaire was developed by Hurrell and McLaney
(1988) at the U.S. National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH). It
assesses role conflict and ambiguity, work load, job satisfaction, cognitive demands,
sacial support, and Type-A personality. A limitation of the scale according to
Spielberger and Vagg (1991) is that it has a very lengthy administration time.

The Stress Diagnostic Survey was developed by Ivancevich and Matteson (1976).
This is a self-report measure designed to tap perceived stress in work settings. According
to Speilberger and Vagg (1991), the measure in fact does not truly tap perceived stress,
but the frequency in which particular stressors are experienced. In addition, few studies



utilizing this measure can be found in recent literature.

The Work Stress Inventory was developed by Barone and collegues (Barone,
1694; Barone, Caddy, Katell, Roselione, & Hamilton, 1988). Job stress is'assessed ina
wide range of jobs. Both intensity and frequency of job stress occurrence is assessed.

Limitations of the scale according to Spielberger and Vagg (1991) are two-fold:
(a) while the scale assesses job pressures and lack of organizational support, it does not
make clear distinctions between these two concepts and (b) the scale focuses on aspects
of the work environment including hazardous physical conditions, safety, and exertion.

Lastly, the Job Stress Survey was developed by Speilberger and Vagg (1991).
This instrument is utilized in this paper’s current study. The comprehensiveness of the
measure is evidenced by its three scales and subscales. Indices for both severity and
frequency of Job Pressure and Lack of Organizational Support are obtained. The authors
contend that by capturing the frequency of a particularly stressful job occurrence, the
likelihood of overestimating the effects of a rarely occurring stressful job event are
minimized. Similarly, the effect of moderately stressful job events which occur
frequently can be captured by this measure.

lﬂ 1990, Tombaugh and White (1990) wanted to determine whether layoff
survivors perceived increased stress in the downsizing aftermath and whether or not the
effects of that stress impacted critical work-related attitudes such as dissatisfaction and
intent to leave the organization. A combination of structured interviews and
questionnaires developed based upon these interviews were utilized in the study.

In the initial phase, structured interviews were conducted with 22 employees who

had recently survived a layoff at their chemical plant whose workforce had been reduced
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by 20 percent. In the second phaﬁe, feedback from these interviews was used to compile
a survey tapping variables such as role gmbiguity, role conflict, role overioad and
receiving feedback. Items were adopted from Abdel-Halim (1978), Rmzc:, House &
Lirtzman (1970) and Herold & Parsons (1985).

In addition, Satisfaction with the Organization was measured by an item adopted
from Caplan et al. (1975) and Intent to Leave the Organization was measured by an
item adopted from Quinn & Shepherd (1974). Participants were to rate each role stress
and feedback item twice — once reflecting how this was experienced prior to the layoff
andﬂlenagainhowitwasexpeﬁencedéﬂerﬂ:e layoff.

The results from the interviews yielded the following information: (a) Employees
reported a decentralization in decision-making leading to unclear policies and procedures;
{b) Employees reported an increase in individual and group autonomy leading to an
increase in poor communication; (c) Employees reported an increase in spans of control
leading to a lack of performance standards; and (d) Employees reported an alteration in
reporting relationships leading to both ineffective problem-solving and low employee
morale.

The results from the survey data were as follows:

1. There was a significant {(p < .001) increase in survivors’ perceptions of
role conflict, role overload and role ambiguity.

2. There was a significant decrease in positive feedback reported (p <.001);

3. Survivors who reported the greatest job dissatisfaction also indicated the

greatest increases in post-layoff levels of role conflict, role overload, and role ambiguity.
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4 Survivors who experienced job dissatisfaction also reported a decline in
positive feedback.

5. vaivorswhorcpoﬂedgmatersumsexpmssedagreaterh;tenttoleave

6. There was a significant difference (p < .001) between survivors who
were satisfied and dissatisfied with respect to role conflict and role ambiguity and a
v <.05) significance with respect to positive feedback and

7. Among those survivors expressing an intent to leave the organization,
there was a significant increase in post-layoff levels of role ambiguity (p < .05).

In 1997, Reissman, Orris, Lacey, and Hartman (1999) sought to determine both
the prevalence of psychological distress in the workplace as well as the predominant job
characteristics that were found to be most stress inducing in an environment facing an
upcoming downsizing. Ninety-two white collar workers from a manufacturing company
were selected for this cross-sectional study. The average company tenure for these
employees was 22 years (the range was 2 — 35 years), Two questionnaires were given:

1.  The Symptom Checklist 90-Revised (Derogatis, 1994) was used to assess
problems of both a psychological and psychosomatic origin.

2. The Occupational Stress Inventory (Osipow, 1992) was used to assess
three dimensions of occupational adjustment. These include: occupational stress, adverse
consequences to this stress (i.¢., job strain) and coping resources.

There are six subscales within the OSI that specifically tap the stress promoting
aspects of a job. They are collectively known as the Occupational Role Questionaire
(ORQ). These are: role ambiguity, role boundary, role overload, role insufficiency
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perceived responsibility, and noxious environmental exposures. Role ambiguity refers ,
to the extent that the expectations, priorities, and evaluation criteria are clearly

known by the employee. Role boundary refers to the extent that an emplo-yee
experiences conflicting role demands and loyalties in a work environment. Role
overload refers to the extent that a job exacts demands which exceed the resources

that an employee has to fulfill such demands. The source of these resources can be
both from the workplace and/or from the individual himself/herself. This also includes
the extent that an employee is able to complete the expected overloads. Role
insufficiency refers to the extent that there is a proper match between an employee’s
education, skills, training, and experience and the requirements of their job. Noxious
environmental exposures refer to the extent that an employee is exposed to either extreme
physical conditions or to high levels of environmental toxins at the workplace.

The results were the following: The prevalence of experienced stress among the
participants was 40% of all those surveyed. That is, 40% of participants met the
maladaptive stress criteria measured by the Symptom Checklist 90-Revised (Derogatis,
1994).

In addition, the following stress-inducing characteristics of the job were reported
most frequently: (a) role insufficiency (44%), (b) role boundary (38%), and (c) role
ambiguity (34%).

Lastly, a multivariate regression was done between company tenure and the six
ORQ subscales and maladaptive stress. Three of these vaniables retained statistical
significance in this selection process: (8) Role boundary (p < .01), (b) Physical

environment (p < .05), and (c) Company tenure (p < .05).
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In a downsizing environment, it is critical to note that oftentimes layoff survivors
will experience the three stress-inducing job characteristics cited in this study — role
insufficiency, role boundary, and role ambiguity. Similartly, the results of "I‘ombaugh and
White’s (1990) study indicate that positive feedback is a critical factor to consider, when
evaluating such negative post-layoff consequences such a job dissatisfaction. As such, it
will be prudent to heighten the awareness of managers involved in a downsizing process
to the stressful implications of these variables.

In 1992, Cozens wanted to determine whether or not particular personality
characteristics, role perceptions and stress levels as students could predict job stress
and job attitudes as doctors. While this study did not employ a downsized population as
participants, its relevance lies in the fact that it allowed for an investigation of factors
which might underlie such dispositional concepts as hardiness and/or negative affectivity
and their connection with job stress.

One hundred seventy participants were utilized in this longitudinal study.
Participants were re-administered the identical survey instruments they completed two
years prior while student doctors. A total of eight test instruments were used: (a)
Perceived stress was measured by the General Health Questionaire (Goldberg, 1978); (b)
Role perceptions were measured by a brief measure assessing student role satisfaction,
authored by Cozens (1992); (c) Work attitudes were measured by Wart’s (1987)
Attitudes to Work Inventory; (d) Stressful aspects of work was assessed by the Stressful
Aspects of Work Questionaire (Firth & Cozens, 1987); () Objective work measures such

as type of hospital worked in (teaching vs. non-teaching), number of hours worked within



the past week and number of beds the subject is responsible for was collected; (f)
Personality variables such as empathy was measured by the Emotion and Empathy Scales

(Mechrabian & Epstein, 1972) and self-criticism and dependency were measured by two
scales taken from Blatt’s Depressive Experiences Questionaire (Blatt et al. 1982); and (g)
Family relationships were measured by the Family Attitudes Questionaire (Thomas &
Dusynski, 1974).

The findings in this study were intriguing. The main predictors of Job Stress were
self-criticism and father’s age and job attitudes were predicted by relationship to mother
and student role satisfaction. Participmﬁs who had suffered a parental loss or separation
when young were also likely to experience higher Job Stress.

In addition, Job Stress was predicted by one’s relationship with their father as
well as the type of hospital they worked in. Cozens (1992) interprets the latter finding in
a psychoanylitic light: She suggests that students working in teaching hospitals who
viewed their fathers as more intolerant, strict or unsupportive were more likely to develop
self-criticallness and subsequently experience higher job stress owing to a possible
negative transference to senior doctors. She offers that senior doctors in teaching
hospitals may in fact exhibit more critical and unsupportive behaviors, further fueling a
predisposition on such a student’s part to experience a negative transference.

The significance of this study is that it warrants attention to existing dispositional
factors which may significantly affect a person’s ability to weather job stress encountered
in lafter life. Stress resiliency is a dispositional factor being investigated in this current
study and its relationship to job stress will be determined.

The aim of ameliorating work stress through a group-centered therapeutic
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intervention was studied by Lehmer and Bentley (1997). A weekly, cognitive-behavioral
work stress-oriented psychotherapy group was offered to working individuals through
Kaiser Permanente’s outpatient psychiatry department. Sixty-two patients participated

in the group and were studied over a 2-year period. Three general problems were
presented in the group: (a) interpersonal problems with a boss or co-worker, (b) excessive
work load, and (¢) organizational change, The types of interventions utilized were: stress
management, practical problem solving, education, and group support.

A follow-up questionnaire was sent to all participants following cessation of their
involvement. Forty of the original 62 participants responded. The results were as
follows: (a) 75% reported feeling better about their work, (b) 75% still retained their
original job, and (c) Of the ten participants who had originally considered filing a
worker’s compensation stress claim, only five still considered doing so after attending the
group.

This study holds great promise for creating other work-stress reducing
interventions in the future. It would be particularly significant if other studies target
specifically layoff survivors to see which interventions are deemed most effective.

Three dominant theories outling the citiology of Job Stress have been presented.
In addition, several existing measures of Job Stress have been outlined, including the Job
Stress Survey (Speilberger & Vagg, 1991) which is utilized in the present study. In
addition, the relationship among role conflict, role overload, role ambiguity and job
dissatisfaction has been noted. It is anticipated that Job Stress will be a significant

factor involved with layoff survivors in the present study.



CHAPTER III

Method

Two hundred and four male and female employees were randomly sampled from
nine Fortune 100 and 500 companies located in the United States. Collectively, they
represented seven different work sectors. They were: (a) Manufacturing, (b) Energy,
{(c) Healthcare, (d) Financial Services, (e) Telecommunications, (f) Transportation, and
(g) Phammaceuticals. The following is a breakdown of participants according to work
sector: (a) Manufacturing: 40, (b) Healthcare: 8, (c) Energy: 30, (d) Financial Services:
40, (c) Telecommunications: 46, (f) Transportation: 20, and (g) Pharmaceuticals: 20.
Two different manufacturing companies represented that work sector. Similarly, two
different energy companies represented that work sector. These employees represented
the surviving workforce, spared from a series of downsizings their institution had
undergone in the past several years. Neither consultants nor temporary staff were
recruited for this study. All participants in this research were informed that they would
not receive remuneration and that their responses would be anonymous in order to insure
privacy. While the participants remained anonymous, identifying information was
collected, including age, sex, race, marital status, what percentage of the total family
income they contributed, job title, and how many years they had been employed at the
company. Brief scales assessing Job Bumnout, Job Stress, Perceived Procedural Fairness,

and Stress Resiliency will be discussed.



The partictpants represented varying job categories including: (a) Clerical -
Nonexempt, (b) Hourly, (c) Professional — Non-managerial; and (d) Professional —

Managerial.

Instruments
Maslach Burnout Inventory — General Survey version

The first version of the MBI that was developed (Maslach & Jackson, 1986) was
designed to measure Bumout among workers in the helping professions. An adaptation
of this original measure was created shortly afterwards designed for use with workers in
other occupations (Schaufeli et al., 1996). The MBI utilizes a six-point, fully anchored
response format designed to assess Job Burnout, It’s authors define Bumout as a crisis in
one’s relationship with work, and is a constellation of three factors, represented by three
distinct subscales. Burnout is described as a state of exhaustion in which one is cynical
about the value of one’s job and is doubtful of one’s capacity to perform. Furthermore,
Burnout is conceptualized as a continuous variable, ranging from low to moderate to high
degrees of experienced feeling. As such, Burnout is not viewed as being absent or
present. There are a total of sixteen questions comprised of three distinct subscales:
Exhaustion, Cynicism, and Professional Efficacy.

Exhaustion. This subscale assesses the extent that an individual feels exhansted
by one’s work. Two sample questions from the Exhaustion subscale are: / feel
emotionally drained from my work and 1 feel used up at the end of the work day. There
are five test items comprising this subscale. Participants rate the frequency each test item

is experienced on a six point scale; (O = Never; 1 = A few times a year or less, 2 = Once a
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month or less; 3 = A few times a month, 4 = Once a week; 5 = Every day. A low scoreis
indicated by a subscore =< .2.00; An average score is indicated by a subscore between
2.01-3.19; A high score is indicated by a subscore=> 3.20. ;

Cynicism. This subscale assesses the relative extent to which an employee feels
indifferent or distant towards work, as a way of coping with exhausting demands. Two
sample questions from the Cynicism subscale are: I just want to do my job and not be
bothered and I doubt the significance of my work. There are five test items comprising
this subscale. Participants rate the frequency each test item is experienced on a six point
scale: 0 = Never; 1 = A few times a year or less; 2 = Once a month or less; 3 = A few
times a month; 4 = Once a week; 5 = Every day. A low score is indicated by a subscore =
<.1.00; An average score is indicated by a subscore between 1.01-2.19; A high score is
indicated by a subscore = >2.20.

Professional Efficacy. This subscale assesses feelings of competence and
successful achievement in one’s work while explicitly measuring an individual’s
expectations of continued effectiveness at work. Two sample questions from the
Professional Efficacy subscale are: I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this
Job and At my work, I feel confident that I am effective at getting things done. There are
six test items comprising this subscale. Participants rate the frequency each test item is
experienced on a six point scale: 0 = Never; 1 = 4 few times a year or less; 2 = Once a
month or less; 3 = A few times a month; 4 = Once a week; § = Every day. A fow score
is indicated by a subscore = >4.00 and represents a low degree of burmout; An average
score is indicated by a subscore between 4.01-4.99 and represents an average degree
of burnout; A high score is indicated by a subscore = <.5.00 and represents a high
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degree of burnout. Thus, Bumout is conceptualized as a continuous, not dichotomous
variable.

Test Reliability. Internal consistency coefficients for the three subscales on the
MBI was obtained from three different populations (Schaufeli et al., 1996). In a sample
of Dutch employees, the following Cronbach alphas were obtained: Exhaustion = .87,
Cynicism = .73; Professional Efficacy =.77. In a sample of American employees, the
following Cronbach alphas were obtained: Exhaustion = .89; Cyncism = .80; Professional
Efficacy =.76. In a sample of Finnish employees, the following Cronbach alphas were
obtained: Exhaustion = .87; Cynicism - .84; Professional Efficacy = .84. The sample of
Dutch employees had the following stability coefficients after a one-year interval:
Exhanstion = .65; Cyncism = .60, and Professional Efficacy = .67.

Test Validity. Construct validity was demonstrated by Schaufeli, Leiter, and
Kalimo (1995). These researchers found that Exhaustion was associated with mental and
physical strain, woﬂc overload, and role conflict at work. In addition, they found that
Professional Efficacy is related to satisfaction, organizational commitment, job
involvement, and access to resources, Lastly, Cynicism is primarily related to the same
constructs as is Exhaustion, but with negative secondary loadings on the attitudinal
constructs that are associated with Professional Efficacy.

Leiter and Schaufeli (in press) examined relationships among the three MBI -
General Survey subscales. In an analysis of 853 hospital employees who completed the
survey and added their own written comments, the following observations were made:
Employees who were more apt to note problems in the quality of care in the hospital
tended to score higher on the Exhaustion and Cynicism subscales in contrast to those



who noted more positive aspects of the hospital. In addition, employees who were

more apt to criticize management or their immediate supervisor tended to score higher
on the Exhaustion and Cynicism subscales. Lastly, employees who commented about
harassment or stress at work tended to score higher on the Cynicism subscale.
Discriminant validity was noted among the three subscales of the MBI — General
Survey version (Schaufeli, Leiter, & Kalimo, 1995). The strongest correlations were
between Exhaustion and Cynicism (» = .44 to r = .61) and the weakest were between
Exhaustion and Professional Efficacy (r = -.04 to 7 = -.34). The correlations between
Cynicism and Professional Efficacy (r - =38 to r = -.57) were slightly weaker than those

between Exhaustion and Cynicism.

Job Stress Survey

The Job Stress Survey (JSS) is designed to identify sources of generic
occupational stress. It measures both the perceived severity of these sources, as well as
the frequency. Specifically, it measures thirty common stressor events at work, totally
sixty test items. The instrument was designed by Spielberger and Vagg (1991). It
consists of three scales and six subscales, measured by responses on a nine point variable
scale. The scoring section measuring the amount of stress perceived ranges from I =
low siress; 5 = moderate stress; 9 = high stress. The scoring section measuring the
number of days on which the event occurred during the past six months ranges from 0 to
9+. The three scales are: (a) Job Stress Index, (b) Job Stress Severity, and (c) Job Stress

Frequency. The subscales are: (a) Job Pressure Index, (b) Job Pressure Severity, (c) Job



Pressure Frequency, (d) Lack of Organizational Support Index, (¢) Lack of
Organizational Support Severity, and (f) Lack of Organizational Support Frequency.
Scale One: Job Stress Index. This provides an estimate of the overall level of

occupational stress experienced. It combines severity and frequency ratings of all 30 JSS
test items. _

Scale Two: Job Stress Severity. This indicates respondents’ average rating of
perceived severity for all 30 JSS stressor events.

Scale Three: Job Stress Frequency. This represents the average frequency of
occurrence of the SOJSStestsm&ents experienced within the past six months.

Subscale One: Job Pressure Index. This assesses the occupational stress
(combined severity and frequency) which can be attributed most directly to the pressures
of the individual’s work (i.e., working overtime, meeting deadlines and excessive
paperwork). These ten stressors reflect stressful aspects of the job’s structure, design or
duties.

Subscale Two: Job Pressure Severity. This assesses the average level of
perceived severity of the ten JSS stressor events most directly related to the pressure of a
job,

Subscale Three: Job Pressure Frequency. This assesses the average frequency
of occurrence of the ten JSS stressor events most directly related to the pressures of a job.

Subscale Four: Lack of Organizational Support Index. This assesses the amount
of occupational stress (combined severity and frequency) that can be attributed to a lack
of organizational support (i.e., difficulty getting along with supervisors and lack of

opportunity for advancement poorly motivated coworkers). These ten stressors reflect
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events involving other people or organizational policies and procedures, rather than
specific aspects of the job itself. .

Subscale Five: Lack of Organizational Support Severity, This ass&sses the
average level of perceived severity of the ten JSS stressor events that most directly relate
to a lack of organizational support.

Subscale Six: Lack of Organizational Support Frequency. This assesses the
average frequency of occurrence for the ten JSS stressor events that most directly relate
to organizational support,

Test Reliability. Internal consiétency cocfficients were obtained by Spielberger
and Reheiser (1994). They determined that intemnal consistency coefficients were .89 or
higher for the Job Stress Index scale, the Job Stress Severity scale, and the Job Stress
Frequency Scale. They also determined that r = .80 or higher for the Job Pressure and
Lack of Organizational Support Severity subscale.

Test Validity. Construct validity was determined through a factor analysis of the
ratings of all thirty JSS Severity items in order to provide a basis for determining the
underlying factor structure of the JSS (Turnage & Spielberger, 1991). It was determined
that the Job Stress factors and the Job Pressure factors were essentially the same as the
factors identified in the analyses of 29 Severity items. Each item had a dominant salient
loading on either the Lack of Organizational Support factor or Job Pressure factor, with
no dual salient loadings. Convergent validity was determined through correlations of the

Job Stress Index scores and Job Pressure and the Lack of Organizational Support Severity
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and Frequency subscale scores with the Locus of Control (Rotter, 1966) scale (Tumage &
Spiclberger, 1991). Positive correlations of the LOC scale were found with three of the

five JSS scales (p < .01).

Perceived Procedural Fairness

This test instrument is designed for employees who have witnessed a downsizing
and have retained their jobs. The test measures the extent to which surviving
employees perceive how the actual downsizing conducted was fair or not. The twenty-
six test items were designed by Jim We#taby (2000) at Columbia University and were
based on extensive work by Brockner, DeWitt, Grover, and Reed (1990); Daly (1995),
and Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck (1991). Coefficient alphas for two test administrations of
subscale were: .79 (Brockner et al., 1993) and .85 (Brockner et al., 1995). Two pilot tests
of Westaby’s subscale were conducted with both a factory-based population (N = 42),
and a hospital-based population (N = 35). Chronbach alphas were .96 and .94,
respectively. Items are scored on a continuous Scale of 1 - 5, where in certain questions,
1 = Very Unsupportive and 5 = Very Supportive; 1 = Very Poorly Planned and 5 = Very
Well Planned; 1 = Very Unfair and 5 = Very Fair; 1 = Very Unhelpful and 5 = Very
Helpful; 1 = Very Ineffective and 5 = Very Effective. In other questions, I = Not Well
thought Out and 5 = Very Well Thought Out; 1 = Not Justified and § = Very Justified; 1
= Very Bad and 5 = Very Good: 1 = Very Unnecessary and 5 = Very Necessary. Two
sample questions are: Senior management’s explanation for the downsizing and layoff

have been: Communicated Little to Communicated a Lot and Did management consult



with employees or employee representatives on the decision to downsize and layoff

employees — Very False to Very True.

Stress Resiliency Profile

This test instrument is designed to measure the degree of an individual’s stress
resiliency. It was created by Thomas and Tymon (1994) and contains 18 items.
Responses are rated on a seven point scale, where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 =
Strongly Agree. There are three distinct subscales: (a) Deficiency Focusing, (b)
Necessitating, and () Low Skill Recognition.

Deficiency Focusing. This subscale taps into an individual’s tendency to focus
upon the negatives of a situation at the expense of positives. Individuals who score high
in this subscale tend to view shortcomings and dangers as the center of their attention,
usually at the expense of their strengths and other opportunities available to them. This
bias in their perspective creates an unbalanced, exaggerated sense of how much is wrong
and is likely to go wrong. Individuals scoring high on this subscale tend to experience an
unnecessary degree of distress or discouragement. This is similar to Beck's (1995)
automatic thought “Disqualifying or Discounting the Positive.”

Necessitating. This subscale taps into an individual’s tendency to resort to
imperatives — that is, a tendency to resort to “I need to do this” or “I have to do this” self-
imposed mandates. Individuals scoring high in this subscale tend to focus on
commitment at the expense of choice. It is a frequent belief among such individuals that
they have little choice in their overall decision making and that tasks need to be
performed as inflexible demands. There is an additional tendency for these individuals to
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place greater demands on themselves. This is similar to a pattern called “Necessitous”
(Brown & Beck, 1989; Eliis, 1987).

Low Skill Recognition. This subscale taps into an individual’s tendency to not
recognize the role of one’s own abilities in producing successes. Individual’s scoring
high on this subscale focus on external sources, including the help received from others,
and are likely to attribute success to either luck or the easiness of the task. Such
individuals underestimate their own competence and contend that success depends on
things outside of oneself. This tends to result in feelings of vylnerability when generally
facing tasks. Such tasks are likely to be experienced as an excessive demand and are
subsequently likely to become a frequent source of stress for such individuals. Seligman
(1990) identified Low Skill Recognition as a factor in “learned optimism” in contrast
with “learned helplessness.”

Religbility. Among the three subscales contained within the Stress Resiliency
Profile, two studies demonstrated an average internal consistency coefficient of .81
(Thomas & Tymon, 1994) and .79 (Thomas & Tymon, 1995) respectively.

Validity. Construct validity was determined through two studies conducted. In
the first (Thomas & Tymon, 1994) Deficiency Focusing, Skill Recognition, and a fourth
factor, Envisioning Success showed significant correlations with a measure of self-
reported stress symptoms. A later study by these same researchers (1995) determined
that Envisioning Success was not correlated with stress symptoms, but the interpretive
style variable of Necessitating was. This study confirmed the current significant
correlation of the variables of Deficiency Focusing, Skill Recogniton, and Envisioning

with a self-report measure of stress symptoms (average correlation = .31) and regressions
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showed that the three scales cumulatively explained 25% of the variance in stress
symptoms. Construct validity was further evidenced by Sutz (1991): Focusing and Skill
recognition were found to correlate with engineers’ intrinsic task motivation (i.c., how
intrinsically rewarding they found their work to be) {r = minus .24 and .46 respectively).
In a study by Thomas and Tyrone (1994), Deficiency Focusing, Skill Recognition, and
Necessitating were correlated with a trait measure of public speaking apprehension
among U.S. naval officers (average correlation = .25). Predictive validity was evidenced
in this same sample, insofar as the Stress Resiliency Profile predicted apprehension levels

2 weeks prior to briefings delivered by these officers (average correlation = .24).

Procedures

The various companies located within the United States were selected for this
study as they have undergone a number of recent downsizings, and will likely contain
both the type of employees needed to study, as well as post-layoff organizational
climate. Because the morale within the company is likely to be low, and employees are
likely to be wary about responding to an outside investigator, the sampling strategy witl
be important. This researcher will utilize intercompany mail, and a packet containing all
four test instruments will be enclosed.

The sample will be selected in the following manner: An employee in the
human resources department will supply a computer-generated printout of all company
employees. From this list, every third name will be highlighted, and test packets will be
mailed to each of these employees at their work address. The packet will include the
following: (a) A brief letter of introduction of the researcher and the study; (b) A letter of

informed consent; (¢) An instruction page on how to complete each of the four test



106

instruments; {d) One copy of the Maslach Bumout Inventory - General Survey version;
(¢) One copy of the Job Stress Survey; (f) One copy of the Attitude and Climate
at Work Survey — containing the questions specific to assessing Procedural Fairness; (g)
One copy of the Stress Resiliency Profile; (h) A list of demographic questions; (i) A
return, addressed envelope with no identification of the respondent.

Upon receipt of the packets, each completed instrument within the packet will be
coded with an identifying number for data entry purposes.

Sﬁxdy Design

The following study will be a correlational study.

Hypothesis One in this study will investigate the main effect of Perceived
Procedural Faimess on Job Bumnout. It is predicted that the higher the Perceived
Procedural Faimess score (i.e., the more positively perceived) the lower the degree of
Bumout.

Hypothesis Two in this study will investigate the main effect of Perceived
Procedural Faimess on Job Stress. It is predicted that the higher the Perceived Procedural
Fairness score (i.e., the more positively perceived) the lower the degree of Job Stress.

Hypothesis Three in this study will investigate the main cffoct of Stress
Resiliency on Job Burnout. It is predicted that the higher the level of Stress Resiliency,
the lower the degree of Job Burnout.

Hypothesis Four in this study will investigate the main effect of Stress Resiliency
on Job Stress. It is predicted that the higher the level of Stress Resiliency, the lower the

degree of Job Stress.
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Hypothesis Five in this study will investigate whether or not an interaction effect
exists between the two predictor variables — Perceived Procedural Fairness and Stress
Resiliency. It is predicted that Stress Resiliency will moderate the effect of Perceived

Procedural Faimness on both Job Burnout and Job Stress.

Statistical Analysis
Two separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses will be conducted on Job
Stress and Job Burnout. The first hierarchical regression will test the main effects of
Perceived Procedural Faimess and Stress Resiliency on the two outcome varisbles (Job
Stress and Job Burnout).
The second hierarchical multiple regression will test the interaction effect

between Stress Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Faimess.



Results

There were 121 participants in this study. The respondents were recruited from
seven different companies, representing six different work sectors. These work sectors
were: Financial Services, Pharmaceuticals, Telecommunications, Manufacturing and
Transportation (see Table 1). Sixty-four. perceat of the sample was female and thirty six
percent were male. The mean age of the respondents was 47 years (Md = 49; SD =9.7
years). With respect to race, 85% describe themselves as being white, 6% were African
American, 3% were Asian, 1% were Hispanic and 1% described themselves as Other.
Sixty-five percent indicated that they were currently married, 15% were Single, 7% were
Divorced, 5% were Widowed, 2% were Separated and 2% were Living with a Partner.
Sixty-five percent reported has having earned at least a bachelor’s degree. The majority
(69%) described themselves as being responsible for providing at least half of their
household’s total income. Forty-six percent of the sample described their job as being at
the management/supervisory level, 41% were Employees and 10% were Senior
Managers/Supervisors. Finally, the mean longevity of the respondents working at their

company was 14 years (Md = 12 years; SD = 10.3).



Creation of Composite Scores

TheMBIsubscalescomwemcwatedusingthcpmcedmesouﬂinPdinthe
Maslach Burnout Inventory Manual (Maslach et al., 1996). Similarly the Job Stress
Survey composite scores were derived using the procedures described in the Job Stress
Survey Professional Manual (Spiclberger & Vagg, 1999). The overall stress resiliency
score was determined by first calculating the three subscale scores (Deficiency-focusing,
Necessitating, and Skill Recognition; Thomas & Tymon, 1994). The scores for the first
two subscales (Deficiency Focusing and Necessitating) were then reversed coded so that
higher scores indicated less of these tendencies {and therefore more Resilient in these
areas). These two scores were then summed with the scores from the Skill Recognition
subscale so that higher scores indicated higher levels of overall Stress Resiliency.
Finally, the overall Perceived Procedural Faimess score was computed by first reverse
coding items 1b, 1d, 3, 5b, 5d, 6, 8b, 8d, 8f, 9b and e so that higher responses on all
items indicated greater agreement with the question. The overall Perceived Procedural

Fairness score was then computed by summing all of the responses.

Tesf Rellability

Internal consistency coefficients were calculated for the MBI subscales, the
Perceived Procedural Faimess measure, and Job Stress Survey. The following Cronbach
alphas were obtained for the three MBI subscales: Exhaustion = .91; Cynicism = .87; and
Professional Efficacy =.79. The Cronbach alpha for the Perceived Procedural Fairness

scale was .93.
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The Cronbach alphas for the Stress Resiliency Profile subscates were as follows:
Deficiency Focusing = .84, Necessitating = .69, and Low Skill Recognition = .80.
Finally, the following were the Cronbach alphas associated with the three'Job Stress
Survey scales used in this dissertation: Job Stress Severity = .95, Job Stress Frequency =

91, and Job Stress Index = .91.

Results

Impact of Stress Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Fairness on Job Burnout

Table 7 displays the zero-order ﬁorrelations between the two predictor variables
and the three measures of Job Burnout. Stress Resiliency was significantly negatively
correlated with the MBI Exhaustion and MBI Cynicism composite scores, Individuals
higher in Resiliency tended to report lower feelings of Exhaustion as well as Cynicism.
Because of the need to transform the MBI Professional Efficacy composite scores to
satisfy the statistical assumptions associated with multiple regression analysis, higher
scores on this scale indicate lower levels of reported Professional Efficacy.
Consequently, Stress Resiliency was negatively correlated with Professional Efficacy.
Higher stress resilient respondents reported higher levels of Professional Efficacy.

Perceived Procedural Fairness scores were also significantly negatively correlated
with the MBI Exhaustion and MBI Cynicism scores. The more Perceived Procedural
Faimess a person reported experiencing, the less work Exhaustion and work Cynicism
the person indicated having. The zero-order correlation between Perceived Procedural
Fairness and Professional Efficacy, while in the hypothesized direction, was not

significant. The two predictor variables were positively correlated with each other.



Respondents with higher Stress Resiliency reported experiencing higher levels of

Perceived Procedural Fairness.

A series of multiple hierarchical regression analyses were used to tcst the
hypoﬂws&emmemingmeeﬁ'wtofPemeivedeoedmﬂFﬁmessandSmeﬂiency
on Job Burnout. The first regression in this series examined the main effect that each of
these factors had on Job Bumnout. The second regression analysis examined whether or
not there was an interaction between the two predictors. Before these analyses were
conducted, however, the predictor and criterion variables were evaluated to determine
whether the assumptions associated with regression analyses had been met (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2001). The variable that did not satisfy the assumptions associated with
regression was the MBI Professional Efficacy subscale. Because these scores were
negatively skewed (z = -4.11, p < .0001), they were transformed using areflect and
square root procedure.

Stress Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Fairness scores were first regressed
on MBI Exhaustion subscale scores (see Table 12). R (the overall amount of variance
explained in the dependent variable using these two predictor variables) for this equation
was significantly different from zero, F (2, 88) = 5.62, p = .005. However, contrary o
the hypothesis, only Stress Resiliency was a significant predictor of MBI Exhaustion
scores, f=-29, 1=-2.63, p= 01, s¥* = .07. The higher one’s Stress Resiliency score
was, the less Exhaustion reported by the person. There was not a significant
improvement in R (the amount of variance explained) by including the interaction term,

F(l1,87)=.022, p=.881.



Hence, the hypothesis predicting that Stress Resiliency would be significantly
correlated with Job Burnout was supported. The hypothesis predicting that Perceived

Procedural Fairness would be significantly correlated with Job Burnout was not

supported, however.
Stress Resiliency scores, the Perceived Procedural Fairness scores, and the

interaction term were used in a hierarchical regression to predict MBI Cynicism scores
{see Table 13). The R for the first equation was significantly different from zero, F (2,
88) = 14.37, p < .0001. The only hypothesis supported was the main effect for Stress
Resiliency, p =-47, t=-4.67,p <.01, srz =.19. Respondents who were more Stress
Resilient reported experiencing less Cynicism or indifference to their job. The inclusion
of the interaction term did not result in significant improvement in R, F (1, 87) = .863,p
= .355.

Here again, the hypothesis predicting that Stress Resiliency would be significantly
correlated with Job Bumout was supported. The hypothesis predicting that Perceived
Procedural Fairess would be significantly correlated with Job Burnout was not
supported, however.

Finally, the third measure of burnout was the MBI Professional Efficacy subscale.
Because the transformed Professionat Efficacy variable was used as the criterion, the
lower the score, the higher one’s Professional Efficacy was. The R for the regression
using Stress Resiliency and the Perceived Procedural Fairness scores as the predictor
variables was significantly different from zero, F (2, 88) = 11.63, p < .0001 (see Table
14). Only the Stress Resiliency variable emerged as a significant predictor of

Professional Efficacy, § = -.44, t = -4.33, p < .001, s/ = .16. Respondents with high
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Stress Resiliency tended to have higher Professional Efficacy. This relationship was not
moderated by Perceived Procedural Fairess as adding the interaction term to the
regression did not result in a significant improvement in &%, F(1, 87) = 43, p = 51.

As with the two previous calculations, the hypothesis predicting that Stress
Restliency would be significantly correlated with Job Bumout was supported. The
hypothesis predicting that Perceived Procedural Faimess would be significantly
correlated with Job Burnout was not supported, however. The hypothesis predicting that
Stress Resiliency would moderate the effect of Perceived Procedural Faimess on Job
Burnout was not supported. |

In summary, only pae of the main hypotheses concerning Job Burnout was
supported. Consistently, Stress Resiliency emerged as a significant predictor of one’s
level of Job Burnout as measured in three ways by the MBIL. The more Stress Resilient a
person was, the less degree of Job Burnout the person was currently experiencing.
Perceived Procedural Fairness did not appear to be related to one’s level of Job Burnout,

nor did this perception moderate the relation between Stress Resiliency and Job Burnout.

Impact of Stress Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Fairness on Job Stress

Table 8 displays the zero-order correlations between the two predictor variables
and the three measures of Job Stress. Stress Resiliency was significantly positively
correlated with Job Stress Severity. Interestingly, because Job Stress severity scores had
been transformed to meet certain statistical assumptions, this correlation indicates that
respondents with higher Stress Resiliency tended to rate the perceived severity of the 30

rated stressor events as more stressful than those with lower Stress Resiliency. This same




relationship emerged with Perceived Procedural Fairness and Job Stress Severity. It

appears that individuals with higher Stress Resiliency as well as perceptions of
Procedural Fairness saw stressor events as more severe than individuals lo-wer on both
measures. However, the higher one’s Stress Resiliency was, the fewer stressful events
the person reported experiencing during the past 6 months. In addition, the negative
correlation between Stress Resiliency and overall Job Stress suggests that the more Stress
Resilient individuals were actually experiencing less Job Stress than their less Resilient
counterparts. Perceived Procedural Faimess was significantly correlated with the Job
Stress Index, but not the Job Stress Ffeciuency scores. The higher perceptions of
Procedural Fairness one held, the less overall Job Stress they reported experiencing.

The second set of hypotheses examined how well Stress Resiliency and Perceived
Procedural Fairness could predict the amount of Job Stress one was currently experienced
as measured by the subscales of the Job Stress Survey insttument, Again, the variables
involved were evaluated to determine whether they satisfied the assumptions associated
with regression analysis. In addition to the Perceived Procedural Fairness score, only the
Job Stress Severity composite score failed to meet these assumptions. Because they were
negatively skewed (z = -3.42, p <.001), the Job Stress Severity scores were transformed
using a reflect and square root procedure in order to meet the necessary statistical
assumptions (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Therefore, higher scores were associated with
more stress.

The first hierarchical regression analysis examined the predictive value of Stress
Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Faimess on one’s Job Stress Severity score. This

measure assesses how stressful the respondent considered 30 different stressor events 1o
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be. For the first analysis, the Stress Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Faimness scores
were regressed on the transformed Job Stress Severity composite scores. The R
'associa*ted with this regression was significantly different from zero, F (2,'86) = 10.69, p
<.001. Similar to the results from the analyses involving Job Burnout, Stress Resiliency
emerged as a significant predictor of Job Stress Severity, #= .23, =2.18, p < .032, 5" =
.04._ The more Resilient one was, the less stressful the person considered the stressor

events to be. However, unlike the previous set of analyses, the hypotheses involving the

role of Perceived Procedural Fairness was supported. The Perceived Procedural Faimness
variable was also a significant predictor- of Job Stress, # =30, =2.80, p <.001, s’ =
.12. The more Perceived Procedural Faimess a person reported experiencing at work, the
less stressful the event was perceived as being. This relationship was not moderated by
Perceived Procedural Fairness, as adding the interaction term to the regression did not
result in a significant improvement in R, F(1, 85) = 1.48, p = 23,

The second job stress composite score examined was Job Stress Frequency, a
measure of the average number of stressor events experienced during the prior 6 months.
For this measure of stress, however, was not able to be significantly predicted from one’s
Stress Resiliency score nor one’s Perceived Procedural Faiess score, R = .04, F (2, 80)
=2.02, p <.14. It appears that neither Stress Resiliency nor Perceived Procedural
Fairness were predictive of the number of stressor events that one has experienced during
the prior 6 months. This should not be surprising as the occurrence of stressor events is
something that is external to the worker, not cognitive appraisals of one’s situation as is

in the case of Stress Resiliency or Perceived Procedural Fairness.



The last measure of Job Stress used as a criterion variable was the Job Stress

Index, an estimate of one’s overall level of Job Stress. While the overall R using Stress
Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Faimess did significantly differ from zero, F (2, 78)
= 486, p = .01, individually neither independent variables emerged as significant
predictors of overall Job Stress using the conventional .05 level of significance. Not
surprisingly, the inclusion of the interaction term did not significantly improve the
predictive power of this regression equation, F (1, 77) = .66, p = 42.

Hence, the hypothesis predicting that Stress Resiliency would be significantly
correlated with Job Stress was only partially supported. Similarly, the hypothesis
predicting that Perceived Procedural Faimess would be significantly correlated with Job

Stress was also only partially supported. Lastly, the hypothesis predicting that Stress
Resiliency would moderate the effect of Perceived Procedural Fairness on Job Stress was
also only partially supported.

In summary, the major hypotheses with respect to Job Stress were only supported
when Job Stress was measured as perception of severity of various stressor events.
Additional results examining the relationship between Stress Resiliency, Somatic
Compliants, Job Burmout and Job Stress

To examine the relation between Stress Resiliency and one’s Somatic complaints,
a composite score was created by summing respondents’ answers to three yes/no
questions: recent experiences of aches/pains, of headaches, and of feeling tired or listless.
A score of three meant that the person had indicated he or she had responded yes to all
three questions. A score of zero meant that the person had not recently experienced any

of these three Somatic Complaints. This “health” variable was used as a predictor along
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with Stress Resiliency of Job Burnout and Job Stress. Again, a correlational analyses and
a hierarchical regression was used to evaluate whether the influence of one predictor on

the criterion varied as a function of the other predictor.

Job Burnout - MBI Exhaustion

Table 9 displays the zero-order correlations between Stress Resiliency, extent of
one’s Somatic Complaints and the three measurcs of Job Burnout. Because the zero-
order cotrelations between Stress Resiliency and Job Burnout were discussed earlier, only
the intercorrelations between Somatic Complamts and the Job Bumout measures will be
examined. The significant negative correlations between Somatic Complaints and the
MBI Exhaustion and Cynicism scores indicated that individuals with fewer reported
Somatic Complaints reported lower levels of job Exhaustion and Cynicism. The positive
correlation between Somatic Complaints and Professional Efficacy suggests that those
with fewer Somatic Complaints tended to have higher levels of Jobl Efficacy. Somatic
Complaints were also significantly negatively correlated with the other predictor variable,
Stress Resiliency. Stress Resilient individuals tended to report fewer Somatic
Complaints.

A muitiple hierarchical regression was used to predict MBI Exhaustion from
one’s Stress Resiliency and one’s degree of Somatic Complaints (see Table 17). These
two predictors resulted in significant R, F (2, 108) = 34.26, p <.001. The Somatic
Complaints variable contributed significantly to this prediction, 8= .56,¢=7.13,p <.
001, s7 = 29. The more areas in which people reported experi;ncing Somatic problems,

the higher their MBI exhaustion score was. Stress Resiliency approached significance as
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a predictor of Exhaustion, § = -.16, ¢ = -1.96, p = .053, s7” = .02. The relation between
Somatic Complaints and Exhaustion was not moderated by Stress Resiliency as the
inclusion of the interaction term in the regression did not result in a significant

improvement in &, F (1, 105)= 1.06,p < 31.

Job Burnout - MBI Cynicism

A similar analysis was performed using Stress Resiliency and Somatic
Compiaints to predict MBI Cynicism (see Table 9). The R for the regression involving
these two independent varisbles was significantly different from zero, F (2, 106) =
29.091, p <.0001. Somatic Complaints emerged as a significant predictor of MBI
Cynicism scores, =34, t = 4.14, p < 001, s7’ = .10, The more complaints a person
indicated, the higher the person’s Cynicism score. Similarly, Stress Resiliency was also a
significant predictor of Cynicism, 8 = -.40, 1= 4.94, p < 001, sr* = 10. The inclusion of

the interaction term did not significantly improve &, F (1, 105) = .02, p =.90.

Job Burnout - MBI Professional Efficacy

Somatic Complaints and Stress Resiliency were used as predictors of the last
measure of Job Burnout, the transformed Professional Efficacy score (see Table 9).
While this regression resulted in a significant R, F (2, 106) = 16.39, p <.001, only
Resiliency was a significant predictor of one’s transformed Professional Efficacy score, #
=-47, t=525,p <.001, /=20, The more Stress Resilient one was, the higher his or
her level of Professional Efficacy. Neither Somatic Complaints nor the interaction term

were significant predictors of one’s score.



Job Stress — JSS Job Stress Severity
Table 10 displays the zero-order correlations between Stress Resiliency, extent of

one’s Somatic Complaints and the three measures of Job Stress. Because the zero-order

correlations between Stress Resiliency and the measures of Job Stress were discussed
earlier, only the intercorrelations between Somatic Complaints and the Job Stress will be

examined. Respondents with more somatic complaints tended to rate as more stressful

specific stressor events compared to individuals with fewer Somatic Complaints.
Likewise, individuals who reported a higher frequency of experiencing the rated stressor
events during the past six months also reported more Somatic Complaints. Finally, those
reporting more Somatic Complaints also indicated higher overall levels of Job Stress.

A multiple hierarchical regression was performed to examine the predictive
ability of one’s degree of Somatic Complaints and one’s level of Stress Resiliency on the
one’s transformed job stress severity score, a measure of the perceived stress of 30
stressor events (see Table 21). The R resulting from using the two variables as
independent predictors was significant, F/(2, 101) = 11.12, p < .001. Increased Somatic
Complaints was predictive of increased perceptions of the stress associated with the rated
stressor events, f = -.22, ¢ =-2.3, p <.03, s” = .04. Stress Resilience was also a
significant predictor of evaluations of the stressor events, 8= 31, =3.32,p= 01, 5" =
.09. The more Stress Resilient a person was, the less stressful the event was considered
to be. The inclusion of the interaction term did not result in a significant change in B>, F

(1, 100) = 1.11, p <.30.
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Job Stress — JSS Frequency of Stressful Events Experienced

Somatic Complaints and Stress Resiliency were used to predict the frequency of
stressful events experienced during the past 6 months (see Table 22). Usil;g these two
variables as predictors yielded an R that was significantly different from zero, F' (2, 96) =
9.42, p <.001. However, only Somatic Complaints was predictive of the number of
experienced stressful events during the past 6 months, 8= 38, 1 =387, p < 001, s =
.13. Respondents with more Somatic Complaints tended to have had experienced more
stressor events in the recent past. Neither Stress Resiliency nor the interaction term was a

significant predictor of stressful events. |

Job Stress — JSS Job Stress Index

The final multiple hierarchical regression analyses examined the pﬂcﬁve ability
of Somatic Complaints and Stress Resiliency on one’s overall level of stress (see Table
23). The regression that included just the two independent variables yielded an
significant R, F (2, 94) = 13.88, p <.0001. Somatic complaints was a significant
predictor of overall Job Stress currently being experienced, #= 42, t = 4.44, p < .001, s°
=.16. Respondents reporting the most Somatic Complaints were also the ones currently
experiencing the most Job Stress overall. Stresisesi]iency was not a significant
predictor of overall Job Stress, 8 =-.14, t=-1.43, p=16, sr’ = .02. The inclusion of the
interaction term did not result in a significant improvement in R, F (1, 93)=.02,p <.

91.
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Review of Data Analysis

Hypothesis One: The Higher the Level of Perceived Procedural Famsls the Higher the
Level of Job Burnout '

This hypothesis predicted that the higher the Perceived Procedural Fairness score
(i.c., the more negatively the downsizing practices were perceived), the higher the degree
of Job Burnout. This hypothesis was not supported by significant findings in this study.
While this author still contends that the phenomenon of Perceived Procedural Fairness
plays a critical role in the coping processes of layoff survivors, this study was unable to
demonstrate such. It is speculated that flaws exist in the current scale used, insofar as the
Cronbach alpha for the Perceived Procedural Faimess scale used was only .23. The scale
only offered two items measuring distributive fairness (i.e., how layoff survivors
perceived how those employees being laid were treated). In addition, questions were not
specific enough to elicit a respondent’s true feelings. For example, no ene guestion
targeted the timeline of when a layoff announcement was made or how specifically it was
communicated. Lastly, the format of the scale may have been confusing to respondents,

as some left gaps in their responses on that scale.

Hypothesis Two: The Higher the Level of Perceived Procedural Fairness, the Higher the
Level of Job Stress

This hypothesis predicted that the higher the level of Perceived Procedural
Faimess (i.e., the more negatively downsizing practices were perceived), the higher the
level of Job Stress. This hypothesis was only partially supported in this study, insofar as

Perceived Procedural Faimess emerged as a significant predictor of Job Stress Severity




only. This author again speculates that the reason for this partial finding is that the
instrument used to measure Perceived Procedural Faimess in this study was inadequate in

certain respects.

Hypothesis Three: The Higher the Level of Siress Resiliency, the Lower Level of Job
Burnout

This hypothesis was supported by significant findings in this study. Stress
Resiliency appears to be strongly related to Job Bumout. Layoff survivors who

possessed higher levels of Stress Resiliency reported experiencing lower levels of Job
Burnout. Similarly, layoff survivors who experienced lower levels of Stress Resiliency
reported experiencing higher levels of Job Burnout. Stress Resiliency can be seen asa
critical coping mechanism employed by survivors to offset the experience of Job Burnout

in the aftermath of a layoff.

Hypothesis Four: The Higher the Level of Stress Resiliency, the Lower the Level of Job
Stress

Speilberger and Vagg (1991) have operationally defined job stress as a
combination of two measures — Job Stress Severity and Job Stress Frequency. Job Stress
Severity assesses how stressful a respondent considers thirty different stressors to be. It
does not assess whether the respondent has actually experienced these stressors, but
rather taps their perception of how stressful they would imagine any one of them to be.
Job Stress Frequency, on the other hand, does measure the actual frequency of how often



certain stressful events were experienced within the past six months. The Job Stress

Index is an estimate of one’s overall level of Job Stress.

As such, it can be stated that Hypothesis Four was only partially sﬁpported.
Stress Resiliency only emerged as a significant predictor of Job Stress Severity, but not
for Job Stress Frequency or for the Job Stress Index.

It is difficult to speculate why these findings emerged. It is possible that
respondents did not answer the questions regarding Job Stress Frequency accurately. Ina
post-layoff environment, many layoff survivors remain wary and skeptical, not quite
knowing when “the other shoe may drop.”. They may feel the need to minimize the
reality of their new environment (less supervision, more paperwork, etc.) so as not to
appear in a negative light to their supervisors, and perhaps be more vulnerable. It is also
conceivable that despite the fact that all participants were promised anonymity, perhaps
some or many still feared that honest answers to these questions might have deleterious

consequences if known by their superiors.

Hypothesis Four: The Higher the Level af Stress Resiliency, the Lower the Level of Job
Stress

Speilberger and Vagg (1991) have operationally defined job stress as a
combination of two measures — Job Stress Severity and Job Stress Frequency. Job Stress
Severity assesses how stressful a respondent considers thirty different stressors to be. It
does not assess whether the respondent has actually experienced these stressors, but
rather taps their perception of how stressful they would imagine any one of them to be.

Job Stress Frequency, on the other hand, docs measure the actual frequency of how often
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certain stressful events were experienced within the past six months. The Job Stress
Index is an estimate of one’s overall level of Job Stress.

As such, it can be stated that Hypothesis Four was only partially supported.
Stress Resiliency only emerged as a significant predictor of Job Stress Severity, but not
for Job Stress Frequency or for the Job Stress Index.

It is difficult to speculate why these findings emerged. It is possible that
respondents did not answer the questions regarding Job Stress Frequency accurately. Ina
post-layoff environment, many layoff survivors remain wary and skeptical, not quite
knowing when “the other shoe may drop.”. They may feel the need to minimize the
reality of their new environment (less supervision, more paperwork, ¢€tc.) so as not to
appear in a negative light to their supervisors, and perhaps be more vulnerable. It is also
conceivable that despite the fact that all participants were promised anonymity, pethaps
some or many still feared that honest answers to these questions might have deleterious

consequences if known by their supetiors.

Hypothesis Five: Siress Resiliency Will Moderate the Effect of Perceived Procedural
Fairness on Job Burnout

This hypothesis was not supported by significant findings in this study. It is
speculated that the reasons for this lie in some flaws inherent in the test instrument used
to measure Perceived Procedural Fairness. Thus, the predictor variable of Perceived

Procedural Faimess was not adequately captured and measured by this study.




Hypothesis Five — Stress Resiliency will Moderate the Effect of Perceived Procedural

Fairness on Job Stress
This hypothesis was not supported by significant findings in this sfudy.
Speculation about the inadequacy of the Perceived Procedural Faimess measure has

already been discussed as an explanation for this outcome.

Additional Results Examining the Relationship between Stress Resiliency, Somatic
Compiaints and Job Burnout

Of interest to this author for purposes of considering areas for future research,
three questions assessing the experience of Somatic Complaints were added to the
demographic questions section. The intent was to uncover any significant relationships
between Stress Resiliency, Somatic Complaints, and Job Burnout,

A significant relationship existed between Somatic Complaints and two of the
three Maslach Burnout Inventory — General survey version (1996) subscales: MBI
Exhaustion and MBI Cynicism. Stress Resiliency emerged as a significant predictor for
both the MBI subscales of Cynicism and Professional Efficacy.

Clearly, the uncovering of these significant relationships warrants further research
into the interplay of these variables among layoff survivors. In order to draw fair
conclusions, however, additional questions tapping Somatic Complaints would need to be

added in any future surveys distributed.

Additional Results Examining the Relationship Between Stress Resiliency, Somatic

Complaints, and Job Stress




A significant relationship existed between Stress Resiliency and Job Stress

Severity. This finding only partially supports the contention that Stress Resiliency
significantly affects actual Job Stress. However, a significant relationship did exist
between Somatic Complaints and Job Stress. This was manifest in a significant
relationship between Somatic Complaints and Job Stress Severity, Job Stress Frequency
and the Job Stress Index. Thisﬁndingisthemostproﬁounoedamongﬂmserepoﬁedas
additional results.

Somatic Complaints appear to be independeat of one’s Stress Resiliency and
more related to the amount of stress one is currently experiencing (according to the Job
Stress Frequency). Stress Resiliency may be a more global factor with respect to how
one responds to stress, whereas Somatic Complaints may be the result of a more locally

experienced stress.

Table 1

Means for Age, Educational Level, and Job Seniority

Mean | Standard Deviation N
Age 47.0 9.73 113
Education Level (in yeats) 15.5 _ 2.1 116

Job Seniority (in years) 14.0 10.3 115




Table 2

Marital Status of Sample (N = 121)

-

n Percentage of Sample
Single 18 15%
Married 79 65%
Living with Partner 2 2%
Separated 2 2%
Divorced 9 7%
Widowed 6 5%
Not Reported 5 4%

Table 3

Contribution to Total Household Income (N = 121)

n Percentage of Sample
No contribution 2 2%
1-25% 6 5%
26-50% 26 22%
51-75% 31 26%
76-100% 53 44%

Not Reported 5 3%




Table 4

Racial Composition of Sample (N = 121}

n Percentage of Sampl;:
European American 103 85%
African American 7 6%
Hispanic 1 1%
Asian American 4 3%
Other 1 1%
Not Reported 5 4%
Table 5
Job Classification of Sample (N = 121)

n Percentage of Sample

Employee 30 41%
Manager/Supervisor 56 46%
Senior Manager/Supervisor 12 10%

Not Reported 3

3%




Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations for Scales Used

Mean SD n
Resiliency 69.3 13.16 117
Procedural Faimess 71.4 15.76 94
MBI Exhaustion 2.8 1.63 119
MBI Cynicism 2.3 1.67 119
MBI Professional Efficacy 49 90 118
Job Stress Severity 50 142 13
Job Stress Frequency 4.0 1.70 108
Job Stress Index 22,6 11.92 105
Somatic Complaints 1.3 1.08 115




Table 7

Intercorrelations Between Stress Resiliency, Procedural Fairness, and MBI Subscales

Procedural MBI MBI MBI

Fairness Exhaustion Cynicism  Professional
Efficacy
(transformed)®
Stress Resiliency 364+ N ¥ -.52%% - 47%*
Procedural Fairness -22% -22¢ -.18
MBI Exhaustion ' 624+ 31+
MBI Cynicism Y b

Note. " Lower scores indicate higher levels of professional efficacy; * p < .05 (two-
tailed); ** p < .0k (two-tailed)

Table 8

Intercorrelations Between Stress Resiliency, Procedural Fairness, and Job Stress

Subscales
Procedural JobStress  Job Stress  Job Stress
Fairness Severity Frequenc Index
(transformed)' y

Stress Resiliency 6% ¥ b -.25¢% -31*
Procedural Fairness 40** -18 -31%
Job Stress Severity - 49%* -.68%*
(transformed)
Job Stress Frequency KL b

Note. " Higher scores indicate lower ratings of perceived stress severity; * p < .05 (two-
tailed); ** p < .01(two-tailed)
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Table 9
Intercorrelations Between Stress Resiliency, Somatic Complaints, and MBI Subscales

Somatic MBI MBI MBI

Complaints  Exhaustion Cynicism  Professional
Efficacy
(transformed)"
Stress Resiliency -30** =37 =52 4T
Somatic Complaints 61** A5 .19+
MBI Exhaustion ' 624 Y b
MBI Cynicism ST

Note. ' Lower scores indicate higher Tevels of professional efficacy; * p < .05 (two-
tailed); ** p < .01(two-tailed)

Table 10

Intercorrelations Between Stress Resiliency, Somatic Complaints, and Job Stress

Subscales
Somatic Job Stress  Job Stress  Job Stress
Complaints Severity Frequenc Index
(transformed)’ y

Stress Resiliency -30%* 37 -.25* -1+
Somatic Complsints 31 Ao AT**
Job Stress Severity -68%+
(transformed) - 49+ '
Job Stress Frequency 93*#

Note. | Lower scores indicate higher levels of professional efficacy; * p < .05 (two-
tailed); ** p < .01{two-tailed)




Table 11
Percentage of Respondents by Industry

Peroentage of Respondents

Company
Financial Services 223

Pharmaceuticals 3.3
Telecommunications
Manufacturing
Transportation
Utilities 9.9

Table 12 |
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting MBI Exhaustion

Scores
Variable B SE B I sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency -034 013 -28¢ | -27
Procedural Faimess -.009 001 -.10 -.09
Step 2
Stress Resiliency -04 05 35 -.08
Procedural Fairness -.02 03 -17 -03
Interaction Term  .0001 001 12 02

Note. R* = .11 for Step 1; AR* = 000 for Step 2 [F(1, 87) = .02, p = .88], * p< .01




Table 13

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting MBI Cynicism

Scores

Stress Resiliency ~ -.01 05 .11 02
Procedural Fairmess 04 05 36 07
Interaction Term  .0006 001 .66 ~09

Note. R* = .25 for Step 1; AR* = .01 for Step 2 [F(1, 87) = .86, p = .36); * p < .01




Table 14

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Transformed

MBI Professional Efficacy Scores
Variable B SEB B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency  -.009 002 -43¢ -39
Procedural Fairness 001 002 «05 -05
Step 2
Stress Resiliency  -.01 009 -.54 -12
Procedural Faimess -.003 009 -1.83 -.04
Interaction Term  .00004 000 205 03

Note. B = 20 for Step 1; AR® = .001 for Step 2 [F(1, 87) = .08, p = .78]; * p < .01



Table 15

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Job Stress

Severity (Transformed)
Variable B SEB B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency  .006 003 23+ 21
Procedural Faimess 007 002 30%* 27
Step 2
Stress Resiliency  -.007 011 -.26* -.06
Procedural Faimess  -,006 011 -28 -.06
Interaction Term  -.002 000 91 12

Note. R> = .20 for Step 1; AR" = .01 for Step 2 [F(1, 85)= 1.48, p= 23], * p<.05

“* p< 01



Table 16

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Job Stress

-

Frequency Scores
Variable B SEB B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency -02 01 -16 -14
Procedural Fairness -01 1| -10 -09
Step 2
Stress Resiliency .02 06 16 .04
Procedural Faimess 03 05 27 05
Interaction Term -.0005 .001 -.58 ~.08

Note. R* = .05 for Step 1; AR” = .01 for Step 2 [F(1, 79) = .48, p = .49]



Table 17

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Job Stress Index

Scores
Varisble B SEB B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency -.14 10 -16 -.15
Procedural Fairness -17 09 -23 -21
Step 2
Stress Resiliency 17 39 20 05
Procedural Fairness 14 38 19 04
Interaction Term -004 005 ~.67 -09

Note. R* =11 for Step I; AR* = 01 for Step 2 [F(1, 77) = .66, p = .42]



Table 18

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting MBI Exhaustion

Scores
Variable B SEB B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency -02 01 -.155* -15
Somatic Complaints 85 A2 S .54
Step 2
Stress Resiliency 005 02 -0 -2
Somatic Complaints 1.48 63 99¢s -07
Interaction Term 206 428 3.356 05

Note. R° = .39 for Step 1; AR* = .006 for Step 2 [F(1, 105) = 1.06, p = 311 * p <.055;

ttp < _02; .‘.p < .00.1



Table 19

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting MBI Cynicism

Scores
Variable B SE B B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency ~ -.05 01 -40 -39
Somatic Complaints 51 A2 34+ 32
Step 2
Stress Resiliency .05 .02 -.39* -216
Somatic Complaints 59 66 39 07
Interaction Term -.001 01 -05 -.01

Note. R* = 35 for Step 1; AR” = .00 for Step 2 [F(1, 105) = .02, p = .90]; * p < .01



Table 20

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting MBI Professional

Efficacy Scores
Variable B SEB B sr
Step |
Stress Resiliency -01 002 -47%* -45
Somatic Complaints 02 03 06 06
Step 2
Stress Resiliency 01 004 -33%* -18
Somatic Complaints 16 A3 56 .10
Interaction Term 002 002 -49 -.09

Note. Z = 24 for Step 1; AR® = .008 for Step 2 [A(1, 105) = 1.17, p= 28); * p < .05

**p <01



Table 21

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Job Stress

Severity (Transformed)
Varisble B SEB B s
Step 1
Stress Resiliency .01 003 31 30
Somatic Complaints 07 03 -22¢ .21
Step 2
Stress Resiliency .01 o1 A45%+ 25
Somatic Complaints .10 .16 30 05
Interaction Term -002 002 -.51 -10

Note. R =18 for Step 1; AR° = .01 for Step 2 [F(1, 100) = I.1L, p = .29]; * p <.05

*p<.0l



Table 22

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Job Stress

Frequency Scores
Variable B SE B B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency -01 01 -07 -07
Somatic Complaints 54 14 38 36
Step 2
Stress Resiliency .01 02 -05 -3
Somatic Complaints 62 74 43 08
Interaction Term -.01 01 -05 .01

Note. R = .16 for Step 1; AR” = .00 for Step 2 [F{1, 95)= .01, p=92]; * p < 01



Table 23

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Job Stress Index

Scores
Variable B SEB B sr
Step 1
Stress Resiliency ~ -.12 08 .14 -13
Somatic Complaints  4.39 99 42 40
Step 2
Stress Resiliency  -.13 14 15 -.08
Somatic Complaints  3.78 5.15 36 07
Interaction Term .01 07 06 01

Note. R* = 23 for Step 1; AR* = .00 for Step 2 [F(1, 93) = .02, p=.90]; * p <.001



CHAPTER V

Conclusions and Recommendations

The prevalence of layoffs within the past decade in the United States is widely
known. Multiple work sectors have been affected and virtually none has been spared.
Less known however, has been how the remaining work force in a company or
organization fares in the aftermath of a layoff. How is this growing population of layoff
survivors affected and what interventions can offset the ill effects engendered by a
reduction in work force?

To date, no study has critically examined the role which two important factors,
Stress Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Fairness, play in the coping processes of
layoff survivors. This study has operationally defined coping processes by measuring
the separate factors of Job Burnout and Job Stress. It was anticipated that Stress
Resiliency and Perceived Procedural Faimness would independently affect Job Burnout
and Job Stress. In addition, it was thought that an interaction effect would exist between
the two predictor vatiables as well. This theoretical understanding laid the foundation for
this study’s subsequent research questions and hypotheses.

Several findings in this study were fully anticipated and realized. Other findings
were both surprising and perplexing. As to the former scenario, Stress Resiliency was
significantly related to levels of Job Bumout. Specifically, the higher the level of Stress

Resiliency, the lower the leve] of Job Bumout.
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Another anticipated finding involved combining the predictors of Stress
Resiliency and Somatic Complaints with regard to Job Bumout. It appeared that Stress
Resiliency was a significant predictor for two subscales of the Maslach Bumout
Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1996): Cynicism and Professional Efficacy.

The last solid finding involved combining the predictors of Stress Resiliency and
Somatic Complaints with regard to Job Stress. A significant relationship existed between
Somatic Complaints and overall Job Stress.

There were several findings that were both surprising and perplexing as well.
Most perplexing was the fact that Perceived Procedural Faimess did not play a significant
role with regards to job burnout or overall Job Stress. This finding contradicted this
researcher’s expectations and can possibly be accounted for by some inadequacies in
the test instrument for Perceived Procedural Fairness (see Limitations of the study).

Also surprising was the fact that Stress Resiliency played only a partial, yet
insignificant role with regard to overall Job Stress. This researcher has already
speculated that honest responses to the Job Stress Survey may have been precluded by

the wariness and skepticism of some participants to disclose such vulnerable responses.

Integration of the Findings
The Relarionship Between Stress Resiliency and Job Burnout

In this current study, Stress Resiliency was found to be significantly correlated
with all three measures of Job Burnout. Support for this finding can be drawn from some
of the literature on the etiology of stress and cognitive appraisal processes, as well as

from literature on Job Bumout.
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Holroyd and Lazarus (1982) contend that stress is more likely to occur when a
person perceives that the resources they possess are insufficient to meet the demands of a
given task or event. Similarly, Tﬁomas' and Tymon (1992) note that stress results when
people believe that extraordinary demands are being placed upon them. Two of the
subscales of their Stress Resiliency Scale (1995) in particular, address this phenomenon.
According to the tenets underlying both Deficiency Focusing and Low Skill Recognition,
individuals are apt to experience stress by decreasing one’s belief that they have the
resources necessary to deal with a particular task and are thus less capable of dealing
with such a task at all. Thomas and Tymon (1995) believe that there is an interplay
between an individual’s interpretive style (such as tendency toward Deficiency Focusing,
for example) and the qualities of the stressors they are subjected to. Insofar as layoff
survivors are encountering an environment ripe with diminished resources, one can see
the connection between this and one’s cognitive appraisal.

With regard to the current eitiology of Job Burnout, Farber (2000) notes that the
recent increase in downsizings ofien times results in increased workloads as well as
diminished resources for remaining employees. It is also often the case that in the
aflermath of a layoff, employees are suddenly faced with multiple obligations on the job,
coupled with less support. It follows that these ingredients combined could account for
the strong connection between a layoff survivor’s cognitive appraisal of their own
resources and that of a changed work environment now depleted of resources.

Further bolstering the notion that Job Burnout results from an attempt to meet
excessive work demands is a meta-analysis conducted by Lee and Ashforth (1996).

These researchers investigated how demand and resource correlates and behavioral and
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attitudinal correlates were related to each of Maslach’s (1986) three dimensions on the

Maslach Burnout Inventory — Human Services version. According to these researchers,

workdqnandsmpemeivedasaioss,becausemordermmeetsushdemmds,msoums
need to be expended to meet such demends. If an individual’s perception of such a loss is
great, there is the increased likelihood that even more energy will be expended in order to
avert any future loss. Here again, one should note the integral role that the perception of
work demands plays in relation to the notion of Stress Resiliency and how one perceives

the sturdiness of their own coping mechanisms.

The Relationship Between Perceived Procedural Fairness and Job Burnout

In this current study, Perceived Procedural Faimess did not significantly correlate
with the variable of Job Burnout. This author still maintains that a correlation likely
exists in a population of layoff survivors, yet certain flaws inherent in the instrument used
to measure Perceived Procedural Fairness were what may have accounted for the lack of

a statistically significant relationship.

The Relationship Between Stress Resiliency and Job Stress

In this current study, Stress Resiliency significantly correlate only with the Job
Stress Severity score, one of three major scores obtained in the Job Stress Survey
(Spiclberger & Vagg, 1991). The Job Stress Severity score is more of a hypothetical
measure, assessing how stressful a respondent considered thirty different stressor
events to be. According to its authors, job stress is measured by a combination of Job

Stress Severity and Job Stress Frequency.



Support for this finding can be found in Lazarus® (1991) work on the

conceptualization of work stress. He contends that stressful antecedent conditions

(i.e., stressors) interact with an individual’s cognitive appraisal of a given situation
(whether or not it is perceived as a threat, harm, or challenge). Whether or not a person
has any personal stake in a given encounter or what their available coping options are
for dealing with threat, harm, or challenge will affect this interaction. If an individual
feels they have inadequate resources for dealing with a stressor perceived as threatening,
they are likely to experience stress. The relationship between an individual’s level of

Stress Resiliency and perceptions of work stressors becomes clearer with such a

The Relationship Between Perceived Procedural Fairness and Job Stress

In this current study, Perceived Procedural Faimess and Job Stress significantly
correlated only with the Job Stress Severity score, as had Stress Resiliency mentioned
above. This author was perplexed to find such a significant finding given this study’s
inability to obtain a significant relationship between Perceived Procedural Faimess and
Job Burnout. While numerous studies were outlined in the Chapter II highlighting the
importance of Perceived Procedural Fairess with regard to layoff survivors, none to
date examined its relationship with Job Stress.

The Relationship Between Job Burnout, Stress Resiliency, and Somatic Complaints
In this current study, the predictor of Stress Resiliency was significantly

correlated with Cynicism and Professional Efficacy, two subscales on the Maslach
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Burnout Inventory — General survey version (1996). In addition, the predictor of Somatic
Complaints was significantly confelated with Exhaustion and Cynicism as well.

Support for these findings can be found in the literature on layoffs effects on
heaith. Greenglass and Burke (2000) found that nurses perceived that restructuring had
negatively affected their level of somatization. Specifically, when nurses had a clearer
sense of what their hospital’s future was, they were less likely to experience
psychosomatic reactions. The authors explain this by the fact that having information
bolsters an individual’s sense of control or predictability.

In addition, Zeitlin’s (1995) work on the effects of organizational downsizing and
stress-related illnesses warrant mentioning as well. His study of the U.S. maritime
shipping industry indicated that in times of downsizing, seamen higher in rank
experienced a significantly higher discase rate than seamen lower in rank. He
speculated that higher stress resulted from declining job opportunities contributed to the
increase in stress-related illnesses.

Further support for the connection between hardiness (of which Stress Resiliency
is a subset of) and Somatic Complaints can be found in the work of Wiebe (1991). She
investigated the role that hardiness plays as a stress moderator with regard to the
experience of certain negative physiological responses. Specifically, she wanted to
determine whether hardiness influences the appraisal of the same stressor in individuals
differing in levels of hardiness. In addition, she wanted to know whether such appraisal
differences influence physiological reactions. In fact, she found that high hardy men
experienced significantly lower heart rate elevations than did low hardy men. In

addition, she found that men in the high hardiness appraisal condition displayed less
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vasoconstriction than did men in the low hardiness appraisal condition.

Lastly, Maddi (1999) mvwhgamd the role hardiness plays in moment-to-moment
experiencing, coping, and strain reactions. With regard to Somatic Complaints, he found
that hardiness correlated significantly with total scores on the Hopkins Symptom
Checklist (Derogatis et al. 1974). This checklist measures both physical and
physiological strain. Moreover, over a period of 4 years, being low in hardiness
significantly corresponded to being high in blood pressure.

The Relationship Between Job Stress, Stress Resiliency, and Somatic Complaints

In this current study, Stress Resiliency and Somatic Complaints were significantly
correlated with Job Stress Severity (which assesses how respondents perceive 30
different stressor events to be in the Job Stress Survey (Spielberger & Vagg, 1991). In
addition, only Somatic Complaints were significantly correlated with Job Frequency (as
measured on the Job Stress Survey (Spielberger & Vagg, 1991). Lastly, only Somatic
Complaints were significantly correlated with the Job Stress Index (as measured on the
Job Stress Survey (Spielberger & Vagg, 1991). This index is a composite index of the
two previously mentioned scales.

Support for these findings has been previously described in the previous section
titled: The Relationship Between Job Burnout, Stress Restliency, and Somatic

Complaints.
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Implications of the Study

It seems apparent from this current study that Stress Resiliency plays an integral
role in the coping processes of layoff survivors. In particular, the findings indicate that
Stress Resiliency is particularly relevant with regard to the experience of Job Burnout.
The higher a layoff survivor’s Stress Resiliency level was, the lower their level of Job
Burnout.

There are several implications to this finding. Tombaugh and White (1990)
determined that layoff survivors who reported greater stress expressed a greater intent to
leave the organization. In addition, this study indicated that there was a strong
correlation between the experience of Somatic Complaints and with two of the three
subscales on the Maslach Burnout Inventory - General survey version (1996). This
ought to be a wake up call for those in the higher eschalons of business. Layoff survivors
who cope less well may experience greater medical problems (and cost the company in
terms of benefit expenditures). Even worse, these same companies may be at risk for
losing valuable personnel who opt to leave a downsized organization.

It seems clear that Stress Resiliency needs to be bolstered in empl;tyyees who are
recent layoff survivors. The importance of augmenting ones sense of control, through
the modification of cognitive appraisals about oneself and one’s present situation has
received various support. In 1996, the NIMH discussed the notion of Resiliency and
control with regard to young girls who were sexually abused. They pointe out that
healing can be fostered in such girls if they are allowed to explain, comprehend, and
rationalize their traumatic experiences. In essence, they are encouraged through an

intellectual channel to regain some sense of control over an event that was in fact, out
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of their control. Glass and colleagues (1993) further contend that individuals with higher
levels of Bumout perceive less copiml than those with lower Burnout. They add that
those with higher levels of Bumout tended to have higher levels of percepﬁml accuracy.
Implementing Stress Resiliency training is not an entirely new concept. Lehmer
and Bentley (1997) evaluated the efficacy of a weekly, cognitve-bchavioral work-stress
oriented psychotherapy group offered by Kaiser Permanente’s outpatient psychiatry
department. What would be more novel, would be the implementation of Stress
Resiliency training at companies and organizations where there was an anticipated
layoff. Employees lower in Stress Resiliency might then have an opportunity to modify
faulty perceptions about themselves and their ability to cope during an organizational
upheaval. It is likely that both employee and organization will profit irnmensely from

such an implementation.

Limitations of the Study

To date, no studies employed the joint predictor variables of Stress Resiliency and
Perceived Procedural Faimess with a population of actual layoff survivors. Moreover, no
studies employed the joint criterion variables of Job Bunout and Job Stress with this
same population. As such, this study truly entered unchartered experimental waters, with
little guidance from the existing literature.

This study utilized 121 layoff survivors as participants. This researcher had in
fact, attempted to obtain a far bigger pool of participants. However, she encountered
unanticipated resistance from the corporate/organizational end in many of the companies

she pursued, as they were hesitant to devote the time and resources necessary to



participate in this study. The irony was, that this very hesitancy to be proactive and

provide extra manpower (in order to uncover arcas of employee dissatisfaction and
provide subsequent amelioration) has been at the heart of this study’s thesis (i.e., many
companies are unfortunately less willing to risk the possibility of incurring unfavorable
exposure, even if the end result could benefit the layoff survivors. One has to wonder if
this pervasive avoidance can be likened to an organizational defense mechanism: In
order to ward off negative feelings and thoughts espoused by survivors, companies might
sooner avoid or deny the possibility that such even exists.

This study distributed survey packets to employees in nine companies/
organizations, representing eight different work sectors. Unfortunately, surveys were
received back from only seven work sectors, and too few were received from any given
work sector to make an individual analysis meaningful. Thus, the generalizability to other
companies and industries is diminished. It was hoped that a broader spectrum of work
sectors could have been represented including areas such as healthcare, education,
government, and the airlines.

With regard to participants, there were several other factors which were not
assessed in the present study. For example, there was no differentiation between
participants who were union members vs. non-union members. Whether or not union
membership could offset some of the negative affects of layoffs can only be speculated at
this point.

In addition, while all participants received surveys within a year of the enacted

layofY at their company, the precise time interval which participants completed the
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surveys varied from company to company. How a longer or shorter time interval might
impact a participant’s set of post-layoff reactions is unclear.

Participants were not questioned about how many other layoffs they may have
survived. It would be fascinating to se¢ if having endured more layoffs actually
“seasons” employees to future layoffs, or if just the opposite happens — that in some way
their threshold is lowered and they are more prone to experiencing ill effects in the
aftermath of a layoff.

In addition, participants were not asked about those workers being laid off {(what
percentage of the total work force did these employees comprise). It is possible that
larger scale layoffs may have different effects on survivors than smaller scale layoffs.

Another consideration to take into account is that there was very little ethnic and
race diversity among the participants. The homogeneity of this current pool of
participants does not atlow for discerning cultural differences which might exist.

‘While a breakdown of gender among participants was noted, no individual
analyses were conducted to determine if any significant differences existed. This data
could be useful in formulating future interventions.

The measurement of somatic manifestations might have been more expansive.
For example, one might have queried participants (following the recent layoff they -
witnessed) about any increases in prescription medication usage, increased visits to their
primary care doctor or increases in benefit utilization, or number of workers
compensation medical claims filed. Such questions might have better tapped an increase
in health problems associated with layoffs.

Related to health concemns, there were no questions regarding whether layoff



survivors reported an increase in drug or alcohol usage after the layoffs. This would

certainly be important to determine to ascertain whether or not survivors were secking
some form of self-medicating, in order .to better cope in the wake of a layc.nft‘.

The questions comprising the Perceived Procedural Faimess scale may need to be
reexamined and made more concrete. Specifically, three issues might be considered for
incluston:

L. According to Masse (2002), how employees are deselected in a
downsizing is of critical importance, particularly to those surviving the downsizing. Was
the selection criteria made known to all in the company? Was it based on individual
performance appraisals or was it based on an individual’s department’s financial
performance or viability? Was there the appearance of arbitrariness? According to
Longenecker (1989), the latter can have a corrosive effect on an employee’s level of
trust, motivation, and development.

2. Were those in upper/senior management given significant raises or
bonuses just prior to or in the midst of the layoff?

3. Did layoff survivors have the opportunity to say goodbye to departing
employees and have the chance to have closure or were those employees being laid off
abruptly told so and summarily escorted out the company door by security personnel?

The Likert scale format should be reevaluated, as participants responded
inconsistently to test items, or simply left entire sections of questions blank.

Lastly, neither the cause for the layoff or the type of layoff conducted (voluntary
vs. involuntary) at each of the various companies used were not delineated. For example,

was the layoff conducted due to low profitability and the need to cut costs? Was it
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conducted becanse of a merger and acquisition of another company? Of those employees
being laid off, were some of these due to a voluntary nature such as the offering of a early
retirement incentive? It could well be that perceptions of these separate scenarios could

alter layoff survivors’ feelings and reactions.

Future Research

This researcher strongly believes that a pre- and post-experimental study be
conducted with a sample of layoff survivors to determine the efficacy of an individual or
organizational intervention. Specifically, it could prove quite valuable to initially
determine a layoff survivor’s baseline measures on Stress Resiliency, Perceived
Procedural Fairness, Job Bumnout, and Job Stress. Foliowing this, participants could
either receive an individual intervention of Stress Resiliency training and/or the exposure
to a modification of their companies’ existing procedural practices regarding the conduct
of layoffs. Brockner (1992) has proposed that modifications to the process be planned
well in advance of a layoff and divided into three stages: before, during, and after the
layoff. An example of what to do before a layoff would be notifying affected individuals
well in advance. An example of what to do during a layoff would be making senior
managers more accessible. Lastly, an example of what to do after a layoff is to make
sure that survivors recognize new opportunities within the company. Measures of the
initial four variables would be obtained again for comparison. This would indicate the
efficacy of such interventions and provide the rationale for permanent implementation at
companies eager to help their remaining workforce. Similarly, this same type of
research could be conducted through the implementation of layoff survivor debriefing
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groups. Such groups are modeled after debriefing groups held following a disaster or
traumatic event, and are aimed at allowing layoff survivors to cathart in a controlled
seiting (Schonberg, 1995). |

It would be quite interesting to conduct a subsequent study utilizing larger sample
sizes of different work sectors to determine if there exist differences in different

industries. While it could be that certain industries attract people unique to that industry,
it could also be that certain industries foster different work cultures and practices. How
this would all translate to the coping of the layoff survivor would be of interest.

Given the limitation of sparse cultural diversity among participants in this study,
it would be interesting not only to increase the diversity in a subsequent study, but
determine if there any differences in Perceived Procedural Fairness among employees
and supervisors with differing ethnicity or race.

Other limitations of the present study previously mentioned could warrant future
investigation. For example, there would be merit in comparing layoff survivors who
have experienced multiple layoffs versus those who have only experienced one layoff.
Might the former population have become more calloused and/or immune to the negative
effects of a layoff? Or, might the contrary be the case — that a population who has
experienced multiple layoffs might have a lowered threshold to such negative effects
engendered by a layoff? In addition, there would be merit in comparing layoff survivors
who have experienced layoffs for differing reasons and of differing types. That is, might
a layoff survivor fare better in a climate where layoffs were volutary vervus non-

voluntary? Or might a layoff survivor fare more poorly in a company who conducted a
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layoff for cost cutting purposes versus for the reasons of initiating a merger and
acquisition? Lastly, there would be merit in comparing layoff survivors who were alerted
to the upcoming layoff with varying amotnts of advance notice. Might those survivors
given adequate advance notice have a better opportunity to assimilate such information
and process it emotionally as compared with those survivors given virtually no advance
notice?

Catherall (1995) has written on the topic of secondary trauma which afflicts
personnel directly involved in aiding trauma victims. Examples of such personnel would
be firefighters, policemen and women, and mental health professionals assisting victims
of accidents or related tragedies. Similarly, there is likely merit in exploring the impact
on those individuals routinely working with layoff survivors (Employee Assistance
Professionals, Human Resource Personnel, and other mental health professionals) to
determine if they too, experience any secondary trauma as a result of consistently
working with that population.

Noer (1993), who first described the concept of “survivor syndrome,” likened the
experiences to those individuals surviving a layoff to those who had survived
catastrophes and disasters such as natural disasters, plane, and automobile crashes. It
would be fascinating to actually compare individuals from both populations and
determine what areas of overlap actually exist.

Some researchers (Noer, 1993) contend that layoff survivors experience varying
degrees of anger in the aftermath of a layoff. As such, there might be merit in studying
the correlation between the incidence of workplace violence in companies who have

undergone a recent layoff.
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Coutu (2002) contends that organizations, not unlike individuals, can be resilient.
She supports this contention by the fact that resilient companices seem to embrace a
core value system which seems tc; bolster employees during rocky times. Johnson and
Johnson calls their value system the “Credo,” while United Parcel Service refers to theirs
as its “Noble Purpose.” It would be fascinating to determine what other factors seem to
distinguish a resilient organization from a non-resilient organization.

Lastly, there would be merit in doing some longitudinal studies with layoff
survivors. At what precise point in time following a layoff do most survivors cope most
poorly? At what point in time do these symptoms seem to abate, or do they in fact,
worsen over time? Clearly an answer to this would be coupled with targeted

interventions that could prove efficacious for this population.

Additional Considerations and Recommendations

Stemming from both this study and related work of other researchers are several
additional considerations and recommendations relevant to aiding the coping of layoff
Survivors.

Following a layofT, oftentimes there is a shifting of jobs and related
responsibilities within an organizaﬁon.' Survivors may not know what will become of
them — will they be transferred to another department entirely, for example. This can
lead to a disruption of familiar roles within the company. Cooper and Cartwright (1994)
contend that role ambiguity, role conflict, and the degree of responsibility for others are
significant sources of occupational stress. As such, it would be prudent to ensure that

new roles adopted by survivors are fully clarified in the post-layoff environment. Caplan



and Teese (1997) add that organizations ought to designate a change manager to

exclusively oversee a layoff from beginning to end. Such a change manager would
conceivably cnsure that evolving roles are transitioned into as smoothly as possible and
any conflicts which arose could be dealt with immediately.

Caplan and Teese (1997) further add that there are three critical aspects to an
organizations® well-being. These are: competence, connection, and commitment. They
describe competence as know-how, expertise and a sense of security and control
coming with mastery. Connection is described as a sense of belonging and attachment
with bosses, colleagues, and the organization. Commitment is described as an individual
employee’s and organization’s dedication and loyalty to the work and to each other.
Following a layoff, there is a disruption in these three critical aspects, which must be
regained in order to move forward. Accordingly, regaining competence might take the
form of providing adequate training or re-training to those survivors given new
responsibilities or shifted into new positions entirely. Regaining connection might need
to involve the scheduling of frequent departmental get-togethers in order to help
employees adjust to new colleagues or work teams. Regaining commitment could be
attained by managers sincerely reassuring subordinates that they are valued by them
and the organization at large.

Consideration should be given to offering layoff survivor workshops soon after a
layoff is enacted. These will provide a forum for survivors to express their feelings and
begin the much needed grieving process in order to move forward. The mere offering
of such workshops can send a vital message from upper management to remaining

employees that their thoughts and feelings are valued and valid.
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Lastly, might some companies reevaluate the validity of conducting a layoff in the
first place and consider altemative approaches to cost containment. According to Rigby
(2002), investors are actually apt to interpret layoffs in a negative light (i.¢., they are
likely to sec that as a symptom of the company’s mismanagement ot diminishing
demand) and shun the stock. In fact, according to recent research conducted by Bain and
Company (year) analyzing S&P 500 companies during the early stages of the present
economic downturn, businesses which laid off 3% or less of their employees fared as
well (profitably) as those companies who had no layoffs at all. In contrast, companies
who laid off between 3 and 10% of their employees had flattened share prices.

Might some companies consider such alternatives to layoffs such as job sharing,
or working reduced work weeks? It is clear that present day companies need to take a
hard look at their most powerful, yet overlooked resource — their surviving employees.
Enacting much needed changes both individually and organizationally will in the

corporate nomenclature, be a “win-win” situation for all.
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orgenizational Improvements. This s baing done s part of my dissertation work st Seton Hall
University. A wotal of SO0 employecs wil be randomly selactad for participation In this study.
Racommendtions for organizationsl improvermants will be made based upon the thoughts and
feslings of these employess.

Participation I this study s strictly voluntary and perticpents miy opt not 1o participsle at any
tme. I you agree %0 participeie in this ressanch study, you will be ssied o complete four brief

which shotid tallos ks thiwt twenty Thinubas. The four quastionnaines are: 1)
Masiach Bumout Inventory {which messures levals of job bumout); 2) Job Stress Scale {which
messurss levels of job stress); 3) Strass Resllency Scals (which messures levels of strens
hardiness); 4) Prooschral Palmas Scale (which measures how fairly employess perosived the
recant leyolfs were conducted). Each quastionnaire contalns miny questions — soms which may
seam similar o othars. ' In order for proper scoring to oo, & 3 vital that you answer
m;tm This way, I will be able to ensure thet scourste feadback ke given back to
your she,

Pasticipation n this sturly s strictly snomymeus and confidentiality will be siricily maintalnecd.
As such, plesse do NOT, put your name on these questionneins. A pre-addressed, stamped
swelops will be provided & you to mall the guestionnsings back to this investigsior. You are
fres tn drop out of this stady at any time, If any of the questions make you uncorfortable.
Neither slecting not &0 panticipse in this study or slecing to drop out of this study will result in
any paaity or los of benafits % you, which you would otherwise be antitied to. There is no
compensation svaillable for participating In this study, You mwy contact this investigebor divectly,
I you heve sny quasstions regarding this resesrch. Plesss contact Sue Schonberng at:

{908) 598-2400 X3 t© obtain any Auther information,

The completion and retumn of thess questionnaine: indicates an understanding of this study’s
purpose, and a wilingnest 1o participate.

This project has bean neviewed and approved by the Seton Hall University Institutional Review
Board for Human Subjects Resssrch. Tha IRB believes that the resesrch procedures adequately
safeguard the subject’s peivacy, welfere, cvil lherties, and rights. The Chaleparson of the IRB
may be reached through the Office of Grants sad Ressinch Services. The blephone number of
the Ofice Is: (973) 2752974,

Upon receipt of your survay pedost, plesse retum your completed questionnaines to me
within 2 wesks. Thank you In advance for your Inberest.

Yours iruly,

2, Sehrp—

Sue Schonberg, M.S., LP.C.
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SURVEY: ATTITUDES AMD CLIMATE AT WORK

mwdwmbmwmmmmmtnt
work. Information from this survey will be used to sse how to Improve your
work environment. Do pot put your name on this survey. Your participation Is
entirely vokuntary and anonymous. You have the right to refuse to participate.
Mammwwmmmmmm
how you feel. Some have several parts to them ~ please answer ail of

the questions. Thank you.

1 mmummmmtﬂwm

a)NotWell ThoughtOut 1 2 3 .4 5 Very Well Thought Out
b) Very Jusiffied 1 2 3 4 5 Ilutlsﬂl'led

<) Very Unfair 1 2 3 4 5 VeyFar

d) Very Good 1 2 .3 4 5 VeyBd

) Vary Unnecessary 1 2 3 4 5 VeryNeoesswy

2. Suppose you were to be laid off. IF 50, how well & you think the assistance that
sctually offered the laid off paople would provide for your needs?

2) Not At Al Well 1 2 3 4 5 VeyWsl
3. Management has adaquately taken care of employees wha bost theic jobs through
downsizings and iyolts.
a) Very True 1 2 3 4 5 VeyFese

4, The severance pay and services that the organization affered to the laid-olf people
Was a generous amount.
a) Very False 1 2 3 4 5 VeyTas

" 5, How have the efforts baen in this arganization at actually implementing and carrying

AVeryUnsupporive 1 2 3 4 5 VarySuppoctive
b)VeyWellPlaned 1 2 3 4 5 VeryPoorly Planned
<) Very Unfalr 1 2 3 4 S Veyfar
d) Vary Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 VeryUnhelplul
¢) Very Ineffactive 1 2 3 4 5 VYeryEfedive
6. consulted with employees or employee representatives gn the decision
to downstze and layoff employees.
8) Very True 1 2 3 4 S VeryFalse

7. mmmmammuw
a) Very Faise 4 5 VeryTrue



8. Senior management’s sxplanation for the

NNNpNND

downstzing and layoft have besn:

5 Communicatad a Lot

Very Unclesr
Sincere

Very
Very Inadequate
Very
Very

W G gy

e de oy

Wi,
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Bad

9. In general, other management's decisions to downsize and layolf employees st other
organizations s
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Very Well Thought Out
Very Bad

Very Justified

Very Feir

Very Unnhecessary
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