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Abstract
The Problem 
Human resource development (HRD) research has sought to demarcate a human 
developmental problem by identifying learning interventions through which individuals 
can contribute towards group and organizational growth. However, there remains 
the fundamental problem, which is how to go beyond individualized employee 
development to a more collective resilience model building against workplace stress. 
Such lesser effectiveness has led to financial, emotional and psycho-social costs to 
individuals and collectives. Based on the theoretical analysis of human capital theory, 
HRD research and literature are lacking in how to more effectively operationalize 
collective resilience against workplace stress.
The Solution
A multi-faceted collective workforce resilience intervention conceptual model 
is proposed to enable both management and employees to overcome ineffective 
implementation of human development and thereby bounce back from workforce 
stress. Four aspects of the model’s practical operationalization are proposed as steps 
to help the HRD community of practitioners and scholars to engrain resilience as a 
workplace culture in resolving stress.

Implications on (1) the identification of workplace stress, (2) the effective design 
and operationalization of development capacities. (3) the resilience intervention 
initiatives, and (4) the management of collective workforce resilience are highlighted.
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The Stakeholders 
The proposed model is designed for the HRD community, including scholars, 
practitioners, employees and managers in related HRD contexts.

Keywords
resilience, HRD, workplace stress, collective, intervention

Although the field of HRD is multidisciplinary and has benefited from foundations in 
systems, psychological, and human capital theory this model building article recog-
nizes a critical theoretical problem in terms of how human development is imple-
mented within HRD. The problem arises from the interface between human resource 
management (HRM) and HRD. Both disciplines have identified the importance of 
human development in developing resilience capacity especially in situations causing 
resilience barriers (Rahman & Mendy, 2018) not only to individuals whose learning 
and resilience capacity have been challenged but to entire organizations (Dormann & 
Zapf, 2002; Kinman & Grant, 2010). This theoretical problem has been highlighted by 
the generally accepted definition of HRD by some founding scholars including 
Chalofsky (1992) who defines HRD as “the study and practice of increasing the learn-
ing capacity of individuals, groups, collectives, and organizations through the devel-
opment and application of learning-based interventions for the purpose of optimizing 
human and organizational growth and effectiveness” (p. 179).

While defining HRD as a field that develops and unleashes human potential to 
improve the individual, the team or group, and the organization terms of their perfor-
mance, Allen et al. (2008) and Swanson (2008), notable scholars in the discipline, 
contend that the field has a definitional or theoretical synthesis problem. HRM, on the 
other hand, encompasses a more overarching systems approach which includes poli-
cies, processes, and practices within which some of HRD’s practices, such as learning 
and talent development, are encrusted (Armstrong, 2020). Furthermore, there remains 
a lack of consensus of what other aspects should compose the seminal foundation of 
HRD and the role of the individual, group, and organization in fostering the human 
developmental capacity for performance (Kaufman, 2010).

In 2017, a study commissioned by the UK Prime Minister’s office found that a sixth 
of the UK workforce (circa 32 million) were suffering from ill health, mental difficul-
ties, and long-term absences caused by the lack of ability to bounce back from an 
adversity such as workplace stress (Mafabi et al., 2015). Moreover, in 2008, the 
Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD), the UK’s biggest and old-
est HRM and HRD professional association, founded in 1913 and with over 100,000 
international members, conducted a survey on why individual employees were absent 
from work. It was found that over thirteen million days were lost between 2007 and 
2008 highlighting that the ability of individuals to be resilient was an underlying prob-
lem which has been worsened by the frequency of change and the limited organiza-
tional resources to deal with the issue (Dello Rosso & Stoykova, 2015).
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The recent 2018 CIPD survey revealed additional, stress-associated problems 
including costs spiralling to twenty-nine billion pounds as a hundred and thirty days 
were lost per individual employee (CIPD Health and Wellbeing at Work, 2018). In the 
US, an exorbitant productivity loss of twenty-four billion dollars has been recorded 
(Forbes Report, 2013) partly as a result of individual resilience being adversely chal-
lenged thereby wreaking untold financial and productivity hardships onto companies. 
Other parts of the world reflect similar severity issues (Geurts & Gründemann, 2012). 
Therefore, based on the previous examples given in various contexts, conceptualizing 
and targeting individual states of well-being (i.e., depression, anxiety, mental health, 
personal wellbeing) as the predominant problem by which HRD and HRM practitio-
ners approach workplace stress and thereby engender resilience has failed. The ques-
tion is what do we do about it? An alternative to the traditional proposition of learning 
and talent development from HRD and HRM as the basis for individual, group, and 
organizational development is needed (Mendy, 2019).

Theoretical Perspectives on Resilience

This urgent stress crisis has led to calls for resilience, broadly defined in the literature 
as the capacity of people to rejuvenate from work adversity (Defraia, 2013). Various 
types of resilience have been proffered including childhood resilience (the ability of 
children to bounce back from traumatic and less ideal family conditions of violence, 
poverty and drugs (Zolkoski & Bullock, 2012) and personal resilience, especially in 
low and middle income countries (Bhana & Bachoo, 2011). More recent contributions 
include psychological resilience, a positive psychological adaptation to adversity 
(Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013); ecological resilience (the ability for ecological systems to 
adapt from natural hazards including hurricanes, floods and related climate change 
adversities (Gunderson et al., 2012); and urban resilience (the ability of urban systems 
to adapt to, resist or recover from major hazards (Meerow & Newell, 2019).

Both the HRD and HRM literatures have been vocal about the benefits of the inter-
linkages between human development and resilience. In this regard, there have been 
calls to highlight the relationship between HRM systems, policies, and procedures, 
and the implementation of human resilience capacity building (Bardoel et al, 2014). 
For example, in a study of over two thousand employees in the Chinese banking sec-
tor, Cooke et al., (2019) show how high-performance work systems (HPWS) can 
enhance employee engagement and ultimately develop the capacity for resilience. 
While conceptualizing resilience as “a set of skills and attributes that can be developed 
through the effective use of HPWS,” (p. 1254), Cooke et al opine that this perception 
can be beneficial to both the individual and their organization’s development. On one 
hand, having such skills and developmental capacity to positively influence organiza-
tional outcomes (e.g., performance) has been noted in the literature (Cooper et al., 
2013). On the other hand, the associated individual ability to develop resilience against 
barriers for greater effectiveness in performance has been sparingly examined within 
the context of work (Rahman & Mendy, 2018). Considering the findings from Violanti 
et al (2008), the extent of the effectiveness with which measures can competently deal 
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with underlying stress is questionable. In their five-year period of studying over forty 
policewomen and seventy policemen with depression symptoms, these researchers 
found that suicide prevalence became greater by 116% for increases in hours worked. 
Policemen who registered higher posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) symptoms 
revealed a suicide prevalence of 13% relating to the same level of work hour increase 
per shift. These rates are alarming despite the developmental support given to the 
officers.

Another emerging aspect of resilience is London’s (1983) notion of career resil-
ience, defined as “a person’s resistance to career disruption in a less than optimal (i.e., 
adverse) environment” and the idea that such an environment may trigger “less than 
optimal career conditions” and “psychological fragility” (p. 621). Such resistance has 
been recognized by De Vos et al. (2020) who brought together empirical literature 
from other constructs to show how their relationships could also impact employee 
retention and career progression, especially in the teaching and nursing professions 
(see Ngoasong & Groves, 2016).

Despite these advances in the resilience literature in HRD and HRM in general and 
career resilience in particular for developing such capacity (Caza & Milton, 2012), this 
development is part of a trajectory including person-environmental inter-relationships 
and interactional fit (i.e., a process) Notably, prior and current studies have not suffi-
ciently addressed a multiplicity of resilience building contexts which may lead to a 
more inclusive component definition of the term as highlighted by De Vos et al.  
(2020). This is partly due to the fact that the ability for humans to recover from differ-
ent types of adversity is not fixed. Moreover, the practical application of HRD inter-
ventions, including learning and training, to more effectively increase the resilience of 
human developmental careerists remains a relatively silent issue (Kao et al., 2014). 
Such resilience is increasingly needed to develop resiliency in individuals, whose 
human development has been traumatized by fundamental psycho-social drivers of 
work stress, another somewhat silent topic (Youssef & Luthans, 2007).

A range of proposals are examined in this current study, with the aim of providing 
an alternative, more effective approach to HRD’s current individualization of human 
development. This conceptualization concurs with Gvaramadze’s (2008) idea that 
HRD has developed “self-managed, autonomous, responsible, and flexible employ-
ees” (p. 474) who could potentially inadvertently heighten competition and alien-
ation especially at a time of increasing workplace stress. Gvaramadze notes that 
greater individualization through employees’ quest for more learning and develop-
ment opportunities may be beneficial for individual growth and organizational fit, 
but detrimental for commitment and knowledge sharing. This polarization of the 
human development/human capacity theory debate has partly led to personality and 
emotional wellbeing adversity for a wider collective adding to the growing uncer-
tainty of how it should be implemented in resilience building (Heyes et al., 2018). 
Consequently, this has led and added to less effective capacity development against 
stress (Chalofsky & Cavallaro, 2013; Conz et al., 2017) individually, collectively, 
and organizationally.
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The research question therefore is: How can we build a practical intervention model 
that will help employees and managers to develop individual as well as group/collec-
tive and organizational resilience capacity in order to deal with workplace stress as an 
existentially complex threat? First, this research seeks to empower stakeholders in 
workplace stress resolution (Auer & Cazes, 2000). Attempts to build such a model and 
show its operationalization are examined using resilience research propositions and 
examples (see next section). This research therefore contributes to resolving group and 
collective organizational neglect, by critiquing HRD’s individualized interventions 
(Morris & Madsen 2007) and developing a more holistic resilience capability approach 
(Kurian, 2018). Second, an intervention model is built to demonstrate this is compe-
tently accomplished (Kuchinke, 2010). Third, a new theory on Stakeholders Stress 
Resilience is developed as an alternative to HRD’s individualization (Lock & Janas, 
2002). Fourth, theoretical insights are extended by highlighting the socio-cultural ben-
efits that were previously overlooked (Luthans et al., 2008; Mendy, 2019).

Resilience in HRD Research

In order to build the model, a range of HRD research studies (e.g., Hezlett, 2007; 
Holton, 2005) that have predominantly and traditionally focused on individual prop-
erties such as learning skills and the development of the individual’s capacity to per-
form (Bullough et al., 2014) were examined. The review of the literature uncovered 
areas that HRD researchers have neglected especially in terms of a more encompass-
ing resilience building panacea (Giga et al., 2003). In particular, workplace stress is 
still problematic despite the recommendable financial and wellbeing benefits 
(Williams & Cooper, 2002). A critical appraisal of proposals follows. Extant studies 
have identified two categories namely challenges or risks (i.e., stressors) and actions 
needed for individuals’ workplace stress resolution. Stressors to human development 
and resilience range from organizationally/role related to job morale, work conditions 
(Dorman & Zapf, 2002), job demands, lack of job control (Meier et al., 2008) to lack 
of emotional and social support (Büssing & Glaser, 2000). Szatmari (2018) reported 
personal work-related stress issues that were overlooked in Cartwright and Cooper 
(1997) study that identified three stress intervention strategies: primary (minimizing 
stress), secondary (managing stress) and tertiary (providing support). Sharplin et al. 
(2011) proposed structuration, which allows work and non-work segmentation in 
order to reframe the individual’s developmental goals. However, the required cogni-
tive behavioral changes are not recognized in recommended stress resolution actions 
(Michel et al. 2014) thereby prompting a look into critical perspectives on five key 
models as follows.

First, using a competency model, Garmezy (1993) was one of the founding scholars 
who attempted to address issues related to workplace stress by investigating the way 
individual children dealt with extreme poverty and violence, aspects that were ham-
pering their overall human development. Garmezy found that one set of individuals 
developed deficit behaviors while another set maintained a level of competence despite 
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being raised in comparably difficult environments. This early focus on an individual’s 
ability to be adaptive and to develop resilience capability (i.e., competence) when 
challenged was later developed in studies of positive behavior as a requisite predispo-
sition for resilience (Masten et al., 2003).

Similarly, a Stress Management Competency Indicator Tool has been developed 
by the Health and Safety Executive (UK) to help individual managers and others 
alter their behaviours and become competent (i.e., highly development and effec-
tive) in managing the maladaptive behaviors of other employees (Yousef & Luthans, 
2007). However, the capability of the individual to bounce back from a socio-eco-
nomically difficult environment (Garmezy, 1993), on the basis of their learning and 
educational capacity (Cicchetti, 2013) or as a result of positive competency (ter 
Maten-Speksnijder et al., 2012) remains debatable. This is partly because of mixed 
results (Meyer, 2015). While studying resilience in childhood (or human) develop-
ment, Masten (2001) additionally found that focusing on developing an individu-
al’s internal system to cope with external adversity and disadvantage is critical to 
development of the individual. According to Masten, because holistic (i.e., organi-
zational) resilience building provides the mundane stuff on which human adapta-
tion and development is based, a shift from individualization to collectivization is 
necessary.

Second, the resource model developed by Corazon et al. (2018) emphasizes tar-
geted and effective use of an organization’s resources and structures to help indi-
viduals to develop (e.g., via HR, occupational health, counseling and guidance 
therapy) and become more capable (i.e., competent) of managing stress. Although 
psycho-social resources are thought to be useful (Luthans et al., 2007) it is not clear 
how this can be used for individuals’ developmental benefit (Gunasekaran et al., 
2011; Seville 2018). The collective aspects of learning to cope with the actual as 
well as perceived disadvantages caused by the adversity to human development are 
overlooked (Mendy & Hack-Polay, 2018).Third, the knowledge model is built on 
employees’ relationality (Alacovska, 2018) which in turn facilitates resilience (Conz 
et al., 2017). This knowledge is based on employee talent (Krishnan & Scullion, 
2017). The model is claimed to help identify individuals’ learning preferences to 
cope with complex, difficult environments and develop self-efficacy skills for per-
sonal development (Bullough et al., 2014; Igwe et al., 2019) longer term (Auer & 
Cazes, 2000). The recommended skills include human capital development, produc-
tivity, and positive emotions (Lepak & Snell, 1999; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004). 
However, staying engaged individually has robbed the possibility of collective and 
organizational-level commitment and overall knowledge sharing (Gvaramadze, 
2008; Luthans et al., 2007). Specifically, recognized HRD structures and processes 
promoting the reduction of longitudinal risk to children’s growth and resilience 
behavior are similar to those proposed in the dynamic positioning control model. 
The dynamic positioning control model was applied to a study of over two thousand 
fixed, floating vessels using technology as a means to identify technology that elimi-
nated risky marine operations (Sørensen, 2011). Despite such advances, the revital-
ization of overall organizational interactional capacity, especially for individuals 
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who are left psychologically traumatized by their very organizational systems, is yet 
to be resolved (Luthans et al., 2008).

Fourth, the technology acceptance (or TAM) model was developed by Davis (1989) 
and subsequently by Davis et al. (1989) on the basis of information systems that help 
to ascertain the behavioral intentions and attitudes highlighting the degree to which 
users perceive new technologies as useful for their job performance. In so doing, the 
model was seen as further innovation worldwide to help tackle technological unfriend-
liness as a work-stressor. It is also ascertained that latest technology can help organiza-
tions and individuals be more competitive, productivity driven and anxiety-free 
(Colligan & Higgins, 2006). However, additional pressures from employees’ work-
loads and long, arduous work hours lead to person-job insecurity, a non-conducive and 
burnout induced work (Büssing & Glaser, 2000; Violanti et al., 2008) and a non-value 
adding work environment (Mendy, 2019).

Finally, the psychological capital model (Luthans et al.,2007) reiterates the ear-
lier Yerkes-Dodson Law (1908), which shows that when employees are psychologi-
cally inspired (i.e., feel stress) they tend to be productive. While examples from 
previous studies point to a positive correlation between workload pressures and ill 
health and lower productivity (Spector et al., 1988) others highlight a heightened 
individual workload, burnout and absences (Corazon et al., 2018) and even teacher 
and nurse depression (Violanti et al., 2008). When the job and stressors become too 
complex employees’ mental stability suffers (Xie & Johns, 1995) especially during 
organizational change events that can create uncertainty (e.g., downsizing) and risk 
(Cooke et al., 2019). A crucial HRM and HRD activity such as fostering individual 
learning and personal development fails to help (Robertson et al., 2015). Identifying 
and investigating the HRD activities (i.e., interventions) that can help the collec-
tive’s ability to deal with a complicated and multi-layered problem are needed (Dutta 
& Sobel, 2016). 

Resilience Model and Conceptual Development 
Framework

The interdisciplinary nature of HRD is commonly acknowledged among the com-
munity of HRD scholars, practitioners, and educators. However, Chalofsky (2007) 
contends there is a lack of consensus on the composition of HRD’s seminal disci-
plinary base. Chalofsky instead proposed a seminal framework of people, organiza-
tions, and learning that embodies how individual performance is enhanced through 
learning. Kuchinke (2010) argues for a more philosophical foundation for HRD by 
highlighting the lack of research and scholarly discourse on the role of morals and 
values in the applied field. While a values framework may be beneficial to individ-
ual development, this perspective has been shown to be less effective in collective 
settings and stress induced environments (Gvaramadze, 2008; Hassell et al., 2011; 
McVicar et al., 2013).

These foundations have been useful in determining an individual’s limitations dur-
ing adversity as well as the knowledge they may gain in the process. Missing however 
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from HRD’s foundations are vital, holistic, theoretical models that explain the affec-
tive interactions between people, their learning, their organizations, and ultimately 
their developmental outcomes, especially in dealing with traumatic experiences like 
workplace stress (Robertson et al., 2015; Roelvink & Zolkos (2015).

Developing Resilience Interventions

On the basis of the afore-analysis, a collective workforce resilience intervention 
model is propositioned. The model develops four capacity areas on workplace stress 
namely (1) identifying workplace stressors, (2) initiating resilience development, (3) 
combining structural and non-structural resilience, and (4) embedding collective 
resilience intervention. The benefits of the model include: (1) highlighting the work-
related stress, (2) initiating stress coping, (3) resilience intervention, and (4) embed-
ding collective resilience intervention at work. Figure 1 illustrates the Collective 
Workforce Resilience Intervention model which consists of four areas that benefit 
stakeholders:

Development Aspects of the Collective Resilience 
Intervention Model

Resilience Intervention Development 1 is identifying the workplace stressors. This 
includes organizations having to encourage members to verbalize their socio-cultural 
preferences of what counts as stressors and therefore should be dealt with earlier (i.e., 
before the damage and losses to productivity creep in). Although the examples from 
the literature highlighted expectations (albeit with limited interventionist success) we 
were not significantly enlightened on how to operationalize resilience building. Part of 
the reasoning here is that it must be the individual employee’s fault if they were not 
stress resilient enough. Intervention one highlights that other aspects surpassing orga-
nizational structural and procedural adherence are crucial.

Figure 1. Collective resilience intervention model.
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Resilience Intervention Development 2 is initiating resilience development schemes 
for both management and staff development. Examples from the literature showed 
that resilience is built onto individuals needing support, mentoring, counseling and so 
on. Effacing the power interplay by signaling the inclusivity of all parties was over-
looked in the works of Chalofsky (2007) and Kuchinke (2010). Using structural mea-
sures (Cooper et al. 2013) that serve to alienate one group compounds the resilience 
and development crisis and erodes inter and intra-group cordiality and therefore resil-
ience building at the individual, group, and organizational levels (Gvaramadze, 2008). 
Intervention two helps in reducing absence levels and organizational costs by dealing 
with the problem of collective alienation.

Resilience Intervention Development 3 recognizes how structural organizational 
procedures could still play in resilience building. However, material as well as non-
material resources (psycho-social and attitudinal) should be used within organiza-
tional, managerial, individual employee, and other stakeholder networks to combat 
stress. The examples from previous studies failed to spotlight on widening the concep-
tualization and use of HRD resources to include the non-financial, nuanced stress-
combatting issues (attitudes, preferences, socio-cultural perspectives, and so on).

Resilience Intervention Development 4 is embedding collective resilience interven-
tion into organizational structures, HRD processes and HRM systems as a way of life 
or an engrained responsive yet proactive approach to individualized and collectivized 
stressors at work. Previous studies on workplace stress have not attempted this type of 
approach and therefore it is claimed as novel. Intervention four specifies not only the 
importance of valuing stakeholder interactions but going beyond to recognize greater 
resilience capacity building by everyone. It no longer suffices for HRD to initiate 
development (Sanders et al., 2014) but to making development as part of company-
practice resilience embeddedness. Beyond Roelvink and Zolkos’s (2015) “affective 
ontologies” we should now be positively and proactively adopting resilience culture as 
practice.

Analyzing the Collective Resilience Intervention Model

The Collective Resilience Intervention Model fills a gap in previous studies on HRD 
and resilience and contributes to a wider collective of individuals (e.g., organizations’) 
capacity to deal with workplace stress. This collective of management, staff, and other 
stakeholders becomes a valuable peer support for longer-term resilience and organiza-
tional effectivity/productivity. Although Bhana and Bachoo (2011) earlier attempted 
to show the benefits of family-(or person-related) type resilience while Gvaramadze 
(2008) showed the counter-productive nature of such personal developmental induce-
ments and De Vos et al. (2020) highlighted potential personal resistance, the benefits 
of this to a family/collective of employees’ resilience has not been attempted previ-
ously. The model’s four aspects serve as intervention steps, as personal and collective 
resilience developmental trajectories against workplace stress. Individually, organiza-
tionally, and collectively staff and management can use the model to identify, reflect, 
act on and, over time, embed resilience building (see four steps). To further highlight 
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the conceptual development framework that contributes to new (i.e., novel) perspec-
tives for the advancement of theory in HRD regarding “Stakeholders” Stress Resilience’ 
(see Table 1 below):

Discussion and Implications for HRD

The Collective Resilience Intervention model provides a different (new) way of look-
ing into resilience, HRD interventions and workplace stress from HRD’s individual-
ized focus (see examples from previous studies (Dello Russo & Stoykova, 2015; 
Gvaramadze, 2008). The model is designed to demonstrate how to more effectively 
deal with workplace stress at various levels. The four aspects of the model can serve 
as intervention strategy steps to complement the previous, lesser effective HRD struc-
tural interventions on human development. The Stakeholders’ Stress Resilience was 
introduced as a conceptual development framework to explain the types of changes 
required at the three levels (i.e., the person, collective, and organization) to more effec-
tively resolve workplace, including associated anxiety, mental difficulties, productiv-
ity loss and chronic absences.

The model offers a developmental tool that allows all stakeholders the opportunity 
to adapt to stress by using action-oriented approaches such as (1) identifying the 
source of the stress (anxiety, depression, mental difficulty and so on), (2) initiating 
stress coping mechanisms and skills by working as a collective to overcome the stress-
ors, and (3) developing resilience adaptability through training, mentoring and social 
interactions that the individuals think will work, and (4) embedding resilience adapt-
ability as part of a new way of doing business. The latter can be periodically evaluated 
by the different stakeholders using Holton’s (2005) seminal Evaluation and Research 
Model as a framework that helps in comprehensively diagnosing and understanding 
the causes, influences, and outcomes of HRD interventions in order to ascertain how 
resilience can be maintained and sustained. Building staff capability in adversity-type 
environments (Puranam et al., 2014) should be complemented socio-culturally as a 
new way of doing business (Hofstede, 2001).

Implications for HRD Theory and Practice

The discussion in this study makes several implications. First, the Collective Resilience 
model highlights not only the HRM inclination towards systems but also HRD’s pro-
cess-specific perspective to human and organizational development. This implies that 
while the HRD discipline has emerged to attend to processual issues at the individual, 
group, and organizational levels, the findings indicate a need to recognize the overlap 
between HRD and HRM. Furthermore, HRD interventions such as learning and talent 
development, should be broadened as a strategic move, to more effectively capture 
and sustain resilience in each of the three levels. Thus individual learning, and the 
knowledge accrued thereof, is disseminated through groups and entire organizational 
systems in a way that mitigates against the adverse individualization as Gvaramadze 
(2008) highlighted.
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Second, an analysis of the theoretical and research foundations showed that resil-
ience should not only be tackled at the individual level given the shortcomings high-
lighted but at a more systems-based (i.e., group and collective) level. In this way, the 
model and its four developmental characteristics could be used to introduce each of 
the interventions in each of the levels to help HRD practitioners intervene in resolving 
workplace stress (Corazon et al., 2018; Gvaramadze, 2008).

Third, in order to fill this theoretical and practical gap and thereby answer the study’s 
research question, existing and previous models have been appraised and their lack of 
psycho-cultural practical application highlighted (Luthans et al., 2005). This implies 
that HRD needs to strengthen resilience interventions that are designed to deal with 
psycho-cultural constraints faced by individuals, groups, and collectives in their efforts 
to embed resilience building in organizational as well as HRM systems.

Fourth, HRD and resilience research could be complemented with studies that 
examine how an individual’s psycho-cultural wellbeing, chronic absences from work, 
and decreased productivity negatively impact their learning and talent development as 
highlighted by Cicchetti (2013). HRD and HRM scholars and practitioners have 
sought to resolve and improve these performance related issues over the decades 
(Armstrong, 2020).

Fifth, practically doing so means that HRD will continue to investigate and resolve 
new questions and foci on not only the individual but also for the collective benefit of 
the HRD and HRM community of scholars and practitioners. The examples provided 
earlier show how secondary data could be as valuable in identifying how a theory 
building model on workplace stress can produce new perspectives and insights into 
HRD (see Table 1).

Future Research

First, future research could investigate and problematize how HRD can embed a more 
systems-based approach to individual, group, and organizational workplace stress-
related problems, including the application and evaluation of learning and talent 
development. This will facilitate both individualized and collectivized resilience anal-
ysis and research development in different workplace stress settings. Second, the con-
ceptual development framework and Stakeholders Stress Resilience could be further 
investigated in a comparative analysis involving small and medium sized enterprises, 
multinational enterprises, and charitable companies.

Conclusion

Although resilience theory assumes that coping mechanisms are essential for stressed 
individuals (Seville, 2018) the predominant focus in HRD literature has been on the 
potential contribution of individualized learning in alleviating the adversity. The critical 
exploration of individualization revealed that this quality alone does not necessarily 
guarantee comeback (Seligman, 2011). Additionally, an exploration of individualization 
in terms of the HRD research methods used over the decades demonstrated that dealing 
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with the longer term health implications of stress-inducements needs an alternative (or 
more effective) method than an over-concentrated use of case studies, personal experi-
ences and focus groups as before (Corazon et al., 2018). This led to a collective interven-
tion model, which was used to produce a stakeholders’ stress resilience conceptual 
development framework to guide stakeholders to become more strategically resilient 
(Mendy, 2019). The model building and framework highlights an organization’s struc-
tural incapacities and management’s competency deficits to help the HRD community 
become more effective in their interventions (i.e. its currency/raison-d’etre) against the 
normalization of workplace stress (Heyes et al., 2018) and the individualization of 
human development (Gvaramadze, 2008; Mishra & McDonald, 2020).
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