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Abstract

Employee resilience (ER) is often needed to face
demands inherent in public sector work. Some types of
demands, however, may hinder its development, rather
than provide the type of challenging adversity from
which resilience can develop. Public sector job demands
have been a long-standing issue for public work-
places and employees but are also growing in salience
as organisations face an increasingly variable, uncer-
tain, complex, and ambiguous environment. Drawing
on the Job Demands-Resources model and the chal-
lenge/hindrance stress literature, this multi-level study
of Aotearoa New Zealand civil servants (n = 11,533) in 65
public sector organisations shows that ER is negatively
affected by demands such as job insecurity, unclear job
and organisational goals, and inter-agency collabora-
tion. However, organisational resource constraints are
positively associated with ER. This study identifies core
PA job and organisational demands that hinder ER and
offers practical implications and suggestions for further
research.
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Points for practitioners:

* Job role ambiguity, job insecurity, unclear organ-
isational goals, and inter-agency collaboration are
common job and organisational demands in public
sector workplaces.

* For employees, these demands are stressors that
employees do not feel they control, and may therefore
hinder employee resilience: the ability to learn, adapt,
and leverage networks in the face of challenges.

 Surprisingly, resource constraints, where employees
have to ‘do more with less’, might help employees
develop ER.

* While inter-agency collaboration has potentially
many benefits, it appears to have negative spillover
effects on employees unaware of it or not involved in
it.

» To encourage ER, agencies should clarify both organi-
sational and job goals, and assure job security, control,
competency development, and supervisor support.

KEYWORDS
employee resilience, goal clarity, inter-agency collaboration, job
insecurity, public administration, resource constraints

1 | INTRODUCTION

Public sector organisations and their employees often experience variable, uncertain, complex,
and ambiguous environment conditions (van der Wal, 2020). Events such as the COVID-19 pan-
demic, climate change, and other crises have accentuated these conditions and further exposed
flaws in how public sector organisations cope with demands (Fay & Ghadimi, 2020; Maher et al.,
2020; O’Flynn, 2021). Concurrently, a growing body of evidence shows that employee resilience
(ER) underpins recovery and adaptation in the face of adverse demands and is therefore essential
to address emerging public sector challenges (Kuntz et al., 2017; Nidswall et al., 2019).

Itis a behavioural capability characterised by learning, network-leveraging, and proactive work
behaviours. It results from organisational factors such as leadership support, learning culture,
and role clarity, along with individual factors, including psychological resilience and proactive
personality (Cooke et al., 2019; Kuntz, 2021; Zhu & Li, 2021). While psychological resilience is trait
based, ER is more ecological and stems more from workplace conditions (Nédswall et al., 2019).
Its development requires both adaptability and adversity, but little is known about what types of
workplace adversity, as job demands, facilitate it, and what types of demand might hinder it. This
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paper focuses on how common public sector job and organisational demands represent stressors
that hinder ER.

ER helps sustain well-being and performance through day-to-day job demands as well as dur-
ing, and in the aftermath of, significant crises (Nidswall et al., 2019). Growing interest in ER
research is consistent with a rising public sector emphasis on workplace well-being and on devel-
oping employee capabilities to cope with job demands and other psychosocial risks (Australian
Public Service Commission, 2018). Contemporary research suggests that supportive job resources
can contribute to ER in the absence of significant adverse demands, which increases the like-
lihood of positive adaptation when employees do face adversity. Recent studies show that ER
can be developed in organisations that foster positive social exchanges, provide adequate resourc-
ing (Kuntz et al., 2017; Malik & Garg, 2020), feature paradoxical and growth-oriented leadership
(Franken et al., 2020, 2021), have innovative climates and constructive leadership, have effective
knowledge management systems, and offer opportunities for development (Cooke et al., 2019;
Plimmer et al., 2022).

While past research has focussed on resources that help develop ER, research on the impact
of demands on ER, particularly in a public sector context, is lacking. This study relies on Job
Demands—Resources (JD-R) theory (e.g. Bakker & Demerouti, 2023) and the challenge/hindrance
stress literature (Van den Broeck et al., 2010) to explore the impact of work demands on
ER.

This study contributes to the literature on public sector working conditions and ER in sev-
eral ways. First, it examines whether demands that characterise public sector work undermine
ER. Despite evidence to suggest the detrimental impact of job demands, on distal employee out-
comes such as performance and burnout (Mauno et al., 2005; Peeters et al., 2021), the influence of
these demands on proximal work behaviours remains poorly understood. Hence, we extend the
literature by empirically testing the impact of public sector demands on ER.

Second, the study examines whether types of common public sector adversity, in the form of job
and organisational demands, hinder ER, rather than provide the challenges that might support
ER. Questions remain as to whether adverse demands necessarily undermine ER, or if they might
instead motivate ER. Resilience reflects positive adaptation following adversity (Hartmann et al.,
2020), and while many studies have connected demands with higher levels of stress, and lower
satisfaction and performance (Lee, 2018; Rizzo et al., 1970; Showail et al., 2013), some have found
that, for public servants, imprecise job and organisational goals, along with resource scarcity, can
lead to adaptation (e.g. Davis & Stazyk, 2015; Marginson & Ogden, 2005). Specifically, it is possible
that demands could prompt employees to adapt, and to ‘do more with less’. Following from the
first objective, this study contributes to the literature by verifying the nature of the relationships
between public sector demands and resilient behaviours.

Third, our study addresses a call for research to investigate resilience at multiple levels of anal-
ysis (Branicki et al., 2019; Jaaron & Backhouse, 2014; Jong & Ford, 2016) and examines how
ER is affected by both organisational and job demands (Liu et al., 2019). Here, we examine the
individual-level effects of job demands (i.e. role ambiguity, job insecurity) on ER, and the influ-
ence of unclear organisational goals, inter-agency collaboration, and resource constraints on ER
at the organisational level of analysis. We rely on perceptual data collected in a survey of 11,533
participants across 65 public sector employers to explore the research question: How do job and
organisational demands affect the ER of public servants?
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2 | LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 | Employee resilience

Earlier definitions of resilience emphasised the ability to cope or bounce back in the face of crises
(cf. Wagnild & Young, 1993). Recent research, however, has extended this definition to include
growth and development in the face of day-to-day challenges (Liu et al., 2019; Stokes et al., 2019).
In these definitions, ER involves more than just responding to crises; resilience also includes
performing well, and even realising opportunities for ‘flourishing’ and lifting organisational and
human capital capabilities (Kuntz et al., 2016; Tonkin et al., 2018).

This study defines ER as the behavioural capability ‘to utilise resources to continually adapt
and flourish at work, even when faced with challenging circumstances’ (Kuntz et al., 2016, p. 460),
and it includes developable behaviours that reflect the capacity to grow and adapt in the presence
of heightened demands (Donaldson et al., 2019; Kakkar, 2019). Specifically, ER comprises three
sets of behaviours: network leveraging, learning, and adaptability. These behaviours are interde-
pendent and mutually reinforcing (Kuntz et al., 2017). For instance, network leveraging requires
adaptability, and adapting to new situations often requires learning from networks. Network lever-
aging concerns the ability to develop networks, to collaborate and share information, and to seek
and provide support as needed. When employees engage in these deliberate efforts to develop a
diverse and extended pool of connections, the access to multiple perspectives enriches problem
solving and social support (Cross & Cummings, 2004; Kuntz et al., 2017).

Analogous to learning orientation (Latham & Pinder, 2005), the learning component of ER
includes behaviours such as seeking and responding effectively to feedback and continuously re-
evaluating performance (Nédswall et al., 2019). The capacity to solve problems, desire to master
new areas of knowledge, and tendency to challenge the status quo are inherent to successfully
tackling new demands and to innovate (Kuntz et al., 2017). The public sector literature highlights
the importance of learning behaviours in under-resourced, dynamic, high-demand, and com-
plex work environments, as these behaviours support continual development and accountability
(Greiling & Halachmi, 2013).

The third underlying dimension of ER, adaptability, encompasses behaviours that reflect the
ability to swiftly adjust to new or challenging demands such as high workloads and crises, and
to capitalise on change toward personal and professional development (Kuntz et al., 2017). These
behaviours correspond to well-known dimensions of adaptive performance, including handling
emergencies and stress, dealing with uncertainty and complexity, effective problem solving, and
interpersonal adaptability (Bauer et al., 2019).

Similar to psychological resilience, ER is the upshot of person-environment interactions over
time. Yet, the two constructs are conceptually and operationally distinct (Nidswall et al., 2019;
Tonkin et al., 2018). Psychological resilience results from a combination of genetic factors, per-
sonality traits, emotional regulation, and early life experiences. ER characterises adaptive work
behaviours that rely on a foundation of psychological resilience but also depend upon the avail-
ability of workplace resources and support (DeSimone et al., 2017; Hartmann et al., 2020; Kuntz,
2021). ER development requires that organisations create conditions for employees to capitalise
on resources to manage demands. In other words, ER is not an inherent ability that predicts effec-
tive coping in adverse circumstances, but a workplace capability that develops through resource
availability and use (Lin et al., 2020; Ndswall et al., 2019).

But what happens when individuals operate in high-demand and resource-depleted work envi-
ronments? To what extent do these environments limit employees’ ability to develop ER? These
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dynamics can be explained by the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2023;), which elucidates
how an imbalance between job resources and demands affect motivational and well-being out-
comes. Job demands are the psychological, physical, and social aspects of work that necessitate
sustained employee effort and skill. High demands can deplete employee resources, resulting in
strain, exhaustion, or even burnout. This causes employees to focus their attention on minimis-
ing risk and protecting their well-being, to the detriment of proactive and learning behaviours
that ensure adaptability and innovation (Bardoel et al., 2014; Hobfoll et al., 2018). While research
suggests that demands can have a motivational impact and contribute to positive organisational
outcomes when adequate resources are in place (Bakker & Demerouti, 2023), the variable, uncer-
tain, complex, and ambiguous context that characterises public sector organisations has resulted
in an imbalance of demands relative to resources (Jentsch & Schnock, 2020; Schuster et al., 2020;
van der Wal, 2020). Hence, it is crucial to investigate public sector employee responses to increas-
ing job demands in the face of limited resources, specifically, how these increasing demands affect
ER.

In sum, although the ER literature emphasises the positive impact of supportive organisa-
tional practices and systems on ER (Hartwig et al., 2020; Kuntz et al., 2017; Plimmer et al., 2022),
it remains unclear whether high-demand working conditions undermine employees’ capacity
to develop and exhibit ER. In what follows, we discuss the literature that helps elucidate the
relationship between job and organisational demands, and ER.

2.2 | Job and organisational demands as hindrance stressors and ER

Work demands can be viewed by employees as challenges or as hindrance stressors (Cavanaugh
et al., 2000). Challenge stressors are controllable and can foster growth and development (Haar
& Bardoel, 2008). For example, a high but manageable workload can create feelings of engage-
ment and satisfaction (Casper et al., 2017). In contrast, hindrance stressors are demands that are
often outside employee control and may undermine employees’ ability to perform and to adapt.
For instance, unclear role requirements and work goals increase employee stress and limit their
capacity to select effective strategies to meet organisational aims (Sager et al., 2014; Tummers et al.,
2015).

Here, we discuss how public sector job and organisational demands—role ambiguity, job inse-
curity, unclear organisational goals, inter-agency collaboration, and resource constraints—may
represent hindrance stressors that undermine employees’ ability to develop and enact ER. The
demands examined in our study were selected based on three criteria: (1) the demands reflect work
conditions that are variable, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous; (2) the demands potentially
represent hindrance stressors because they are outside employee control; and (3) the demands
span both job and organisational levels of analysis, answering calls in public administration to
examine organisational phenomena from a multi-level perspective (Branicki et al., 2019; Jaaron
& Backhouse, 2014; Jong & Ford, 2016; Plimmer et al., 2022). Past cross-sectional studies have
identified relationships between our independent variables, often focussed, for instance, on rela-
tionships between organisational and individual goal clarity amongst senior manager respondents
(Davis & Stazyk, 2016; Pandey & Wright, 2006). However, none have been studied as predic-
tors of ER amongst lower level employees, nor examined them as collective phenomena in
organisations.

85LB0 | SUOLIWIOD) BAIERID) 3|eot dde 8y} Aq peunob e 3ol O (88N JO S3|NJ 1oy AR 1T BUIIUO AB]1M UO (SUONIPUOD-PUE-SWLBYWO" A3 1M Af1q[BuUO//SHHL) SUONIPUOD PUe SWiB L 81 885 *[£202/90/80] UO ARIqIT8UIIUO 4811 ‘|10UNOD URIEsSSY [EIIPBIN PUY YIERH RUOIN AQ 2852T 00G8-29P T/TTTT OT/I0p/00" A8 |1mAzeiq1pul|uo//Sdiy Wwoij papeojumoq ‘0 ‘0058.9¢T



PLIMMER ET AL.

* L WILEY
2.2.1 Role ambiguity

Lack of clarity about job requirements has been classified as a job demand in the literature, and a
feature of many public sector jobs (Hassan, 2013; Lee, 2018; Plimmer et al., 2017). While role ambi-
guity may prompt some employees, such as senior managers, to exercise discretion and explore
new ways of working (Davis & Stazyk, 2015), many lower level employees will lack the control to
see this as a useful challenge. Instead, they will see it as a hindrance stressor: the interpersonal
conflict that often arises from unclear role boundaries (Hill et al., 2015) is emotionally exhausting
(Davis & Stazyk, 2022), and increases cognitive load. Employees may respond to lack of clarity
with ‘withdrawal and cognitive distancing’ (LePine et al., 2005, p. 771). It may thus discourage
ER by lessening social support, and resource exchange, and so weaken ER by restricting learn-
ing, adaptability, and use of networks. It may also decrease motivation to accept the risk element
involved in experimenting with new problem-solving approaches, and so may further deter the
proactive behaviours that characterise ER (Jong, 2016; Wang et al., 2011). Hence, we hypothesise
that role ambiguity hinders ER in public sector organisations.

H1: Role ambiguity is negatively related to ER.

2.2.2 Job insecurity

Job insecurity, described as fear of job loss, creates uncertainty about future job resources. It is
often a feature of changing, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous environments (Nicholson, 2013).
It represents a hindrance stressor that characterises many public service jobs (Hoge et al., 2015;
Hur & Perry, 2020; Wynen et al., 2019). Contemporary JD-R research shows that feeling unsure
of one’s position and continuity with the organisation is a significant job demand and represents
a hindrance stressor (Darvishmotevali & Ali, 2020). Job insecurity frustrates autonomy, choice,
volition, competence, and relationships and can deplete the cognitive and emotional resources
needed to perform even routine activities (Vander Elst et al., 2012). The depletion of cognitive and
emotional resources is expected to detrimentally affect ER by constraining social interactions,
leading to resource loss, and interfering with proactive learning processes. Job insecurity has also
been linked to psychological contract breach and distrust in management and the organisation
(Zhao et al., 2007). It may also potentially undermine ER, by inhibiting continuous performance
improvement (adaptability) and managerial support (network leveraging). We contend that the
stress experienced by employees who perceive job insecurity undermines their cognitive and emo-
tional functioning, and hence motivation and capacity to engage in ER (Sender et al., 2017; Hoge
et al., 2015). Employees may deliberately avert this capability in favour of lower risk, standard
approaches to work.

H2: Job insecurity is negatively related to ER.

2.2.3 Unclear organisational goals

Unclear organisational goals are long-standing concerns in public sector organisations (Chun
& Rainey, 2005). These organisations are often characterised by political uncertainty and multi-
level governance, and face uncertainty and ambiguity around strategic goals, legitimacy, and
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organisational capability (Christensen et al., 2016). We propose that unclear organisational-level
goals potentially have distinct processes, compared to role ambiguity. As hard-to-control hin-
drance stressors, they limit employees’ capacity to align around collective and mutually shared
understandings, purpose, and aims; to share knowledge; and to engage in the necessary collective
sense making needed for the effective adaptation and creative problem solving that characterises
ER (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014; Mousa et al., 2020; Nidswall et al., 2019; Wright & Pandey, 2011).
Unclear organisational goals carry risks of more red tape and centralisation, and so circumscribe
opportunity for ER (Chun & Rainey, 2006). They also carry risks of less job satisfaction and
reward expectation and so circumscribe motivation for ER. It may thus limit both opportunities
and motivation for the network-leveraging, learning, and adaptive behaviours consistent with
ER. We hypothesise that:

H3: Unclear organisational goals are negatively related with ER.

2.2.4 Inter-agency collaboration

Public sector organisations are often required to coordinate projects and resources across multi-
ple agencies (O’Flynn, 2009), often to address environmental uncertainty and change. The extant
research suggests that inter-agency collaboration is itself complex and requires significant lev-
els of organisational trust, reciprocity, and accountability (Head & Alford, 2015). In the absence
of these requirements, inter-agency collaboration can undercut the motivation to engage in ER.
We highlight a collaboration paradox: although cooperative work environments foster resilient
behaviours such as collaboration and support among peers (Kuntz et al., 2017), collaboration
between agencies often requires that employees work through conflicting and uncertain organ-
isational agendas and value systems. Although public sector workers identify the many benefits
inherent in inter-agency collaboration (Wegrich, 2019), for organisations these collaborations
present a double-edged sword, which potentially poses challenges for ER.

Inter-agency collaboration introduces complexity to work processes (Parker et al., 2023). It cre-
ates costs arising from power dynamics, time-intensive exchanges, resource management, conflict
management, and suboptimal outcomes (Mitchell et al., 2015). Potential negative experiences with
past and ongoing partnering organisations arising from trust and accountability issues also loom
(Ansell & Gash, 2008). Inter-agency collaboration can be rigid (Lindsay & McQuaid, 2008) and
thus limit employee agency and control, dissuading them from seizing opportunities to extend
their networks and work collaboratively (Bryson et al., 2015). In essence, the low control and
high-risk nature of inter-agency collaboration in the public sector might discourage the learning,
adaptive, and network-leveraging behaviours that signal ER. We therefore present the following
hypothesis:

Ha4: Inter-agency collaboration is negatively associated with ER.

2.2.5 Resource constraints

The resource constraints that characterise public sector organisations have been linked to poor
customer service, decreased legitimacy, and reduced innovation and flexibility (Holzer, 2022;
Hope & Fraser, 2003). Resource constraints are both correlates and impediments to effective
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responses to changing and complex public sector environments (van der Wal, 2020). Resource
constraints spanning staff shortages, limited equipment, and reductions associated with budget
cuts put pressure on employees to ‘do more with less’ (Hupe & Buffat, 2014). In some cases, this
can prompt employees to find structure and certainty (e.g. clear budget restrictions) (Marginson
& Ogden, 2005), and to devise new and more efficient ways of working (Masood & Nisar, 2022). In
most instances, however, resource constraints increase workloads and hinder staffing adequacy
and teamwork, resulting in stress and turnover (Farr-Wharton et al., 2021). Its effects are hard to
control, and it increases cognitive and affective demands. Employees may therefore narrow their
attention to the fulfilment of essential job requirements and the preservation of existing scarce
resources (Ménttiri-Van der Kuip, 2015). As a result, employees may limit their engagement with
the proactive adaptation that characterises ER. We posit that resource constraints in public sector
organisations hinder ER:

H5: Resource constraints are negatively associated with ER.

“See Figure 1 for hypothesised study relationships™.

3 | METHOD
3.1 | Data collection

Data were collected in the New Zealand public service. This is an appropriate study setting
for this topic, as financial and human resources are often constrained (Plimmer et al., 2017),
employment conditions are modelled on those in the private sector, and employees are fre-
quently called on to adapt to new challenges, crises, destabilising reforms, and ‘hyper-innovation’
(Yui & Gregory, 2018). An anonymous survey was distributed by email among all members of
New Zealand’s main public sector union, the Public Service Association. A total of 14,125 usable
responses were received (25% response rate). For this study, community and voluntary sector par-
ticipants are excluded and only participants who worked in central departments and agencies,
and regional authorities are included (n = 11,533). Table 1 shows that the majority of participants
are women (71.5%) and of European origin (68.9%). The median age of participants is 50 years
(mean = 48.9 years), 46.9% have a university degree, and 15% have supervisor or management
responsibilities.
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TABLE 1 Sample characteristics
Variables
Gender
Female
Male
Age
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+
Ethnicity
NZ European
Non-NZ European
Highest level of education achieved
No qualifications
Secondary/high school
Post-secondary
University degree
Post-graduate
Highest level of education achieved
No qualifications
Secondary/high school
Post-secondary
University degree
Post-graduate
Position
Non-managerial
Team leader/Middle level managers
Senior-level managers
Executive/Corporate managers
Salary grade (NZD)
$20,000 or less
$20,001-$30,000
$30,001-$40,000
$40,001-$50,000
$50,001-$60,000
$60,001-$70,000
$70,001-$80,000
$80,001-$90,000
$90,001-$100,000

Wi LEYJ—9

Percentage

71.5
28.5

15
13.1
19.3
29.8
29.4

7.0

68.9
311

3.4
19.4
28.1
24.6
24.5

3.4
19.4
28.1
24.6
24.5

87.0
12.1

9
2.9
7.3

19.1
22.3
18.7
12.6
7.0
4.7

(Continues)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
Variables Percentage
$100,001-$150,000 4.2
$150,001 or more 2
Length of current employment
10 years or less 60.9
11 years or more 39.1
Workplace size
99 employees or less 56.7
100 employees or more 43.3

3.2 | Measures

The outcome variable, ER, was measured with a nine-item scale from Niswall et al. (2019), with
the following items: ‘I effectively collaborate with others to handle unexpected challenges at work’,
‘I successfully manage a high and intense workload for long periods of time’, ‘I resolve crises com-
petently at work’, ‘I effectively respond to changing conditions at work’, ‘T approach managers
when I need their support’, ‘I learn from mistakes at work and improve the way I do my job’, ‘I
use change at work as an opportunity for growth’, ‘I seek assistance and resources when I need
them at work’, and ‘I adapt to change and come out stronger’. The latter, attitudinal item was
added from the Plimmer et al. (2022) study. A 7-point Likert scale ranging from never to always
is used for the measure of ER, with higher values indicating higher levels of resilience. Previ-
ous exploratory factor analysis (EFA) analysis of this variable has identified it as a single factor
(Nédswall et al., 2019; Plimmer et al., 2022).Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) shows appropriate
fit (¥ =1951.113, df = 22, p < .01, comparative fit index (CFI) = .950, Goodness of fit (GFI) = .964,
Normed fit index (NFI) = .950, Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) = .919, Root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) = .084, Standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) = .047) for the
one-factor solution in the current data, as per previous studies.

A 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree is used for the rest of the
measures, with higher values indicating greater agreement with the construct. Role ambiguity
was measured by three items from the Rizzo et al. (1970) role clarity scale (e.g. ‘T know exactly
what is expected of me’), which were reversed to indicate ambiguity. Job insecurity was measured
using a single item: ‘I might lose my job in the next 6 months’. This single item is increasingly also
used in health policy research, and studies find it having good predictive properties (Timming,
2010).

For the organisational-level variables, we first averaged all the relevant responses in that organi-
sation, and then correlated individuals’ ER score with this (grand mean) average of all participants
in the organisation. Resource constraints were calculated only using manager responses (see
below for technical details). This multi-level analysis meant organisational phenomena (Level
2) were measured at the level they occurred, separate from a participant’s unique perception of
the organisation. These organisational phenomena (at Level 2) could then be correlated against
individuals reported ER (at Level 1).

At the organisational level, inter-agency collaboration was measured with a summative single
item: ‘Our organisation collaborates with other agencies to accomplish work objectives’. Unclear
organisational goals were measured using three items from Rainey’s (1983) goal clarity measure
and a further one concerning the clarity and explicability of the organisations mission, vision, and
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goals. All items were reversed before analyses to indicate unclear organisational goals. An exam-
ple item is ‘This organisation has clearly defined goals’ (reversed). The fourth item was added to
capture the visionary aspect of organisational goals and their instrumental use: ‘Senior managers
have a clear strategic vision for their organisations’ (reversed). Organisational resource constraint
was measured with the item: ‘Our budget seems always very tight. Only management-level
employees (n = 1481) responded to the resource constraints item. Since there was still some varia-
tion within organisation, and the non-managers have no information on this variable, the resource
constraints data were aggregated by averaging the manager responses from an organisation and
using them for all the employees within that organisation. Summative (or unidimensional) mea-
sures are increasingly common in organisational research (e.g. Cantarelli et al., 2016; Reisel &
Banai, 2002).

3.2.1 Control variables

Gender, length in job (tenure), and managerial status were included as control variables, because
of their known relationships to job experiences (Carey & Dickinson, 2015) and significance in pre-
liminary analysis. Public service motivation (PSM) was also included because it links to positive
job attitudes and behaviours, including prosocial behaviour, performance, and ER (Plimmer et al.,
2022; Vandenabeele et al., 2014).

3.3 | Multi-level analysis

As multiple regression analysis does not account for variation attributable to the organisa-
tion respondents belong to, multi-level modelling techniques (in MPlus 8.3) were used to take
between-organisation variation into account. Multi-level modelling also allowed for the proper
incorporation of variables that were more appropriate to analyse at the between-organisation
level. It allowed substantive multi-level theory to be directly incorporated into the model
(McNeish et al., 2017). Gender, length in job (tenure), managerial status, and PSM as control vari-
ables, along with role ambiguity and job insecurity, were modelled at Level 1 (within organisation).
Unclear organisational goals, interagency collaboration, and resource constraints were modelled
as between-organisational factors at Level 2. Level 1 variables were centred on the group mean
to avoid conflating Level 1 and Level 2 variability. Level 2 variables were grand-mean centred to
facilitate interpretation.

The between-organisation variables were aggregated at Level 2 for several reasons, including
it being used increasingly in current practice (Audenaert et al., 2019; Farr-Wharton et al., 2021;
Gomes et al., 2022; Hartner-Tiefenthaler et al., 2022; Jong & Ford, 2016). Primarily, aggregation
allows for exploration of how demands are experienced as collective phenomenon. The separation
between individual and collective experiences of the organisation provides unique perspectives on
the phenomena investigated. Furthermore, Level 2 aggregation better aligns with the referent in
our measures (the organisation), and the organisational-level constructs theorised. While Level
2 analysis is conducted at the expense of statistical power, it allows for the examination of how
the variation in the phenomena between organisations relates to ER (McNeish et al., 2017). For
example, it allows testing the assumption that employees in an organisation with more unclear
goals compared to other organisations will report lower ER than employees in an organisation
with clearer goals.
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Only organisations with more than 30 responses were included in the multi-level analysis. This
inclusion criterion is based on evidence from previous studies (see LeBreton & Senter [2008] for
an overview), suggesting that while stable estimates of inter-rater agreement and reliability at
Level 2 require sample sizes of 10 raters or more at Level 1, larger samples are desirable to ensure
adequate power at Level 1. In the current study, it was determined that using a cut-off of 30 or
more participants per organisation results in an adequate Level 2 sample size. Application of this
criteria resulted in 65 clusters (organisations) with an average of 178 participants per organisation.

To determine the level of agreement within the organisations and the degree to which the out-
come of ER varied between organisations, two measures of inter-rater agreement (r,, and AD)
and the combination of inter-rater agreement and reliability (ICC(;)) were calculated. The intra-
class correlation coefficient (ICC(;)) for ER is .03, indicating that some variation in ER can be
attributed to organisational membership. While small, it suggests that organisational membership
influences ratings of ER (LeBreton & Senter, 2008), suggesting a multi-level approach to analysis.

Second, the Fyg SCOTES for the different variables ranged between .45 and .89, with an average
of .65. The latter is within the range of values suggested to represent ‘moderate agreement’ by
LeBreton and Senter (2008, p. 836) (scores between .51 and .70; Lance et al., 2006). The three
variables modelled on the organisational level (Unclear Organisational Goals, Collaboration, and
Resource Constraints) all have ry,, values indicating moderate agreement (.54-.57).

The second metric for describing agreement within organisations is the Average Deviation
(AD,,) score, which measures the average deviation from the mean score in a group. Scores below
1.2 on 7-point scales (as in the present study) indicate relative agreement within a group (Burke
& Dunlap, 2002). The AD,, scores of the three organisational-level variables are all around 1.

Common method variance (CMV) was assessed, despite studies increasingly suggesting that
CMV threats may be exaggerated (George & Pandey, 2017; Lance et al., 2010). CMV is also less
of a threat when using data collected from different levels of organisational hierarchies (George
& Pandey, 2017), and is further reduced by using anonymity, empirically tested, and validated
scales to prevent item ambiguity, and physical separation of predictor and ER items (Podsakoff
et al., 2003), as this study does. Following current practice, we tested for CMV using a common
latent factor, indicating that the variance due to the common method is 6.1%, and no cause for
concern. Furthermore, as the research purpose was not known or obvious to the participants, and
the survey was anonymous, the risk of social desirability bias is reduced (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Constructs of a perceptual nature are most appropriately captured through self-reports (Chan,
2009), making self-report measures the most appropriate way of collecting data on the phenomena
in the present study.

4 | RESULTS

Table 2 depicts the descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliability coefficients from our study.
Participants commonly rated themselves as resilient (M = 5.74; SD = .66), generally agreeing with
the items in our ER measure. Our most resilient respondents were typically a female who was
motivated to serve the public, in a secure management position with a clearly defined role, that
she had been in less than 10 years. In general, our participants rated their jobs as secure, with
low role ambiguity. Participants generally rate their employing organisation as moderate in goal
clarity and inter-agency collaboration but experiencing resource constraints. Regarding bivariate
correlations, all work demands’ predictors are negatively and significantly related to ER. Scale
reliabilities were satisfactory, with Cronbach’s alpha ranging between .78 and .90.
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TABLE 3 Multi-level analysis results: Unstandardised coefficients
Estimate SE Est/SE p-value
Within level
Controls
Gender (0 = female, 1 = male) -.15 .013 —11.54 .00
Tenure (0 = less than 10 years, 1 = 11 -5 .012 —41.67 .00
years or more)
Manager (0 = non-manager, 14 .017 8.24 .00
1 = manager)
Public service motivation 25 .005 50.00 .00
Job factors
Role ambiguity -1 .004 —27.50 .00
Job insecurity —.04 .005 —8.00 .00
Residual variances
Employee resilience 34 .005 68.00 .00
R-squared .20 .001 21.00 .00
Between level
Unclear organisational goals —.19 .04 —4.75 .00
Inter-agency collaboration —.18 .047 —3.83 .00
Resource constraints .05 .019 2.63 .01
Residual variances
Employee resilience .007 .001 3.00 .00
R-squared 47 143 3.36 .001

The results of multi-level regression analysis are presented in Table 3. At Level 1, role ambigu-
ity and job insecurity are significantly and negatively related to ER, supporting H1 and H2. The
variance explained by the within-organisation factors is R?> = .20. At Level 2, unclear organisa-
tional goals (H3) and interagency collaboration (H4) are negatively and significantly related to
ER. However, contrary to the effect hypothesised (H5), resource constraints are significantly and
positively related to ER. The variance explained by the organisational-level (Level 2) variables is
R? = 47.

5 | DISCUSSION

Public servants face increasingly complex and ambiguous demands caused by pandemics, climate
change-induced civil emergencies, and other aspects of the environment. As Schuster et al. (2020,
p- 793) say, rising job demands and diminished resources lead to ‘dire’ predictions ‘through the lens
of job demands-resources theory’. We examine key public sector work demands that may detri-
mentally affect ER, and that manifest at both organisational and individual levels. As expected,
greater role ambiguity and job insecurity are associated with lower reported ER (H1 and H2). At
the organisational level, unclear organisational goals and inter-agency collaboration are also with
lower ER (H3 and H4), aligning with our expectations. However, contrary to the hypothesis, more
constrained resources are associated with higher ER (H5).
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This study addresses important questions about what types of adversity, as job demands, will
hinder ER in public services. Controllable challenge stressors, such as stretch goals, are examples
of challenges that might enhance ER. Conversely, stressors outside of employee control, such as
the ones examined in our study, negatively affect ER. These findings echo a core principle of the
JD-R model: positive employee outcomes require that organisations focus on both the provision of
resources that sustain employee performance and well-being, and the mitigation of work demands
that negatively impact employees (Bakker et al., 2023). Our findings point to the need to minimise
uncertainty role and organisational goal ambiguity, and to manage inter-agency collaborations so
that complexity is managed. Doing so will support the enactment of valued resilient behaviours,
including proactive learning, network leveraging, and continuous performance improvement and
adaptation to change. ER employee behaviours likely help organisations be resilient (Lengnick-
Hall & Beck, 2011). Provision of resources to foster ER no doubt helps and is well studied. This
study identifies that reducing demands is also important.

In this light, it is perhaps surprising that higher levels of resource constraints at the organi-
sational level are associated with higher ER, indicating that they can be considered a challenge,
rather than a hindrance stressor. At least one study notes that resource constraints in the form
of tight, narrow budgetary goals provide structure and certainty (Marginson & Ogden, 2005 ),
which may direct processes of network leveraging, learning, and adapting. Resource scarcity also
challenges employees and their organisations to modify their processes to fit with the constraints.
Responses to collectively experienced budget and other resource constraints may be driven by col-
lective values. In times of crises and resource constraint, street-level bureaucrats have been found
to reconfigure state services for citizens, motivated by compassion and kindness, in ways that
emulates the learning, adaptation, and use of networks that characterise ER (Masood & Nisar,
2022). The coping literature has also identified group-level differences in how street-level bureau-
crats cope with limited resources, from rigid rule following to more expansive and constructive
adaptive behaviours (Tummers et al., 2015). The small coefficient in this finding suggests that the
benefits of resource constraint are not strong or clear cut.

Our finding that job role ambiguity and job insecurity are negatively related to ER is con-
sistent with past research that such demands diminish cognitive and affective resources. This
diminishment in turn leads to interpersonal conflict, withdrawal, and distancing, rather than the
network-leveraging, adaptation, and learning behaviours that characterise ER (Davis & Stazyk,
2022; Hill et al., 2015; Hoge et al., 2015; LePine et al., 2005; Sender et al., 2017). In terms of
threat rigidity theory, variable and unpredictable changes in the environment make organisations
become more top-down, rigid, and non-participatory, and potentially restrict and discourage ER
(Olsen & Sexton, 2009; Staw et al., 1981; Wynen et al., 2019). To ensure employees adopt adaptive
behaviours in the face of change, these findings point to the importance of ensuring job secu-
rity and role and goal clarity. Our study shows that unclear organisational goals are negatively
associated with ER. Goal ambiguity is well-researched, especially with managers at individual
levels (e.g. Chun & Rainey, 2005; Davis & Stazyk, 2022), but its relationship to ER had yet to be
empirically tested.

In sum, our findings are consistent with the idea that variable, uncertain, complex, and ambigu-
ous work demands represent hindrance stressors that undermine ER. Under stress and anxiety,
employees fall back on established work patterns rather than the more expansive behaviours
that denote ER (Wynen et al., 2017). There is a risk that such established work patterns include
defensive coping, which leaves public organisations poorly equipped to deal with challenges that
require employee growth and development, such as large-scale change implementation and adap-
tive response to major crises and disasters. Importantly, developing employees to deal with such
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challenges requires an organisational capacity to learn (Malik & Garg, 2020), leadership support,
and other organisational resources to arrest defensive or risk averse behaviours from emerging
(Borst et al., 2017).

Although some past research posits inter-agency collaboration as increasing resources such
as staff, budget, authority, and know-how (Innes & Booher, 2010), our results show that, at the
organisational level, inter-agency collaboration is negatively associated with ER. We note the dif-
ference between our supplementary individual-level results, which report a positive relationship
between inter-agency collaboration and ER (Appendix A), and our organisational Level 2 analy-
sis (Table 3), which reports a negative relationship to ER. At Level 1, employees may have viewed
inter-agency collaboration as an opportunity to engage in ER behaviours such as network lever-
aging and provide opportunities to adapt and learn. However, inter-agency collaboration as a
group-level phenomenon may hinder the discretion and innovation likely to support ER, espe-
cially for those not engaging in inter-agency collaboration themselves (Plimmer et al., 2022). It
may add to complexity, for instance, but without the means to try and resolve it. In our multi-
level analysis, coefficients were highest for the Level 2 variables of unclear organisational goals
and interagency collaboration, highlighting the importance of these contextual organisational
experiences on ER.

5.1 | Limitations and directions for future research

Study limitations include the use of self-assessed, single-source data. While this risks common-
method variance inflating relationships, our multi-level design addresses this, and the common-
method factor test found little evidence of it. The cross-sectional design of the study limits
causal inferences, but attrition and other problems means longitudinal studies also do not
guarantee establishing causal direction (Stritch, 2017). For large-sample exploratory research, a
cross-sectional design provides a good starting point for future studies.

While these study findings are important, further progress must eventually come from studies
in other settings that triangulate and extend the findings from our large sample presented here.
Future studies could also examine the effect of other hindrance stressors on ER, perhaps using
objective data, such as frequent restructurings, budget data, and collaborations. Interactions with
resources could be examined. The modest size of our coefficients points to the role of other factors
not included in this study, such as within-person factors, and the content of the job. The fact that
inter-agency collaboration is positively related to ER at Level 1 (Appendix A) and negatively at
Level 2 (Table 3) highlights the importance of multi-level studies that analyse organisational-level
constructs at that level. Some data were lost because of our conservative threshold of requiring 30
participants in each organisation.

Based on these findings, we propose that managers can directly address uncertainty, complex-
ity, and ambiguity by clarifying job and organisational goals, or facilitate alternative resources
such as job control and supervisor support (Dawson et al., 2016), which buffer the strain of job
demands that are hindrance stressors (Dawson et al., 2016). Constructive leadership and environ-
ments for innovation might also help (Plimmer et al., 2022). A stronger focus on contextual and
interpersonal competencies may help address the challenges of collaboration (Zeier et al., 2021).
These potentially change both how stressors are experienced (as hindrance or challenge stressors)
and provide resources to deal with them (Hobfoll et al., 2018). To some extent, whether a stressor
is classified as a hindrance or challenge goal can depend on the individual’s cognitive appraisal
and coping styles (Taris, 2006), but our findings identify that certain job and organisational
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factors are commonly experienced as harmful to ER. Assuring job security would also help. To
better deal with turbulence, revised reform models could better build up ER through reforms
centred on employee capability, rather than organisational structure (Yui & Gregory, 2018).

6 | CONCLUSIONS

This study complements existing studies of resources that contribute to ER (Cooke et al., 2019;
Malik & Garg, 2020) by analysing the effect of public sector job and organisational demands on ER.
It conceptualises ER as behaviours through which employees remain adaptive and effective and
finds that uncertain, complex, and ambiguous work conditions hinder ER. Paradoxically, while
ER is assumed to help employees working under challenging conditions, variable, uncertain,
complex, and ambiguous conditions also deplete ER.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Open access publishing facilitated by Victoria University of Wellington, as part of the Wiley -
Victoria University of Wellington agreement via the Council of Australian University Librarians.

ORCID

Geoff Plimmer  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2985-3851
Joana Kuntz @ https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3399-8324
Esme Franken (© https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6869-3155

REFERENCES

Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 18(4), 543-571.

Audenaert, M., George, B., & Decramer, A. (2019). How a demanding employment relationship relates to affective
commitment in public organizations: A multilevel analysis. Public Administration, 97(1), 11-27.

Australian Public Service Commission. (2018). State of the Service Report 2017-18. https://apsc.govems.gov.au/sites/
default/files/18583_-_apsc_-_sosr_-_web.pdf?acsf_files_redirectiISBN978-0-6482154-6-2

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. (2023). The Job Demands-Resources Theory: Ten Years Later.
Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 10(1), 25-53. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933

Bardoel, E. A., Pettit, T. M., De Cieri, H., & McMillan, L. (2014). Employee resilience: An emerging challenge for
HRM. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 52(3), 279-297.

Borst, R. T., Kruyen, P. M., & Lako, C. J. (2017). Exploring the Job Demands-Resources Model of work engagement
in government: Bringing in a psychological perspective. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 39(3), 372-
397. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X17729870

Branicki, L., Steyer, V., & Sullivan-Taylor, B. (2019). Why resilience managers aren’t resilient, and what human
resource management can do about it. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 30(8), 1261-
1286. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1244104

Bauer, T. N., Perrot, S., Liden, R. C., & Erdogan, B. (2019). Understanding the consequences of newcomer proactive
behaviors: The moderating contextual role of servant leadership. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 112, 356-368.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.05.001

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Stone, M. M. (2015). Designing and implementing cross-sector collaborations: Needed
and challenging. Public Administration Review, 75(5), 647-663. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12432

Burke, M., & Dunlap, W. (2002). Estimating interrater agreement with the average deviation index: A user’s guide,
Organizational Research Methods, 5(2), 159-172.

B5UB0 17 SUOWIWOD dAIER.ID 3|ged!dde ay) Aq peuenoh ae sapie WO ‘8sn JO Sajni Joy AriqiauljuQ 43|\ UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLLBYW0D" A3 | 1M Aeuq 1BU 1 juo//:Sthiy) SUORIPUOD Pue SW | 8U) 89S *[£202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 3|1 *[10UN0D Yo1essay [eIIPSIAl PUY UieaH [euoieN Aq 2852T 0058-29T/TTTT OT/I0p/woo A3 1M AReiqiput|uo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘005897 T


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2985-3851
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2985-3851
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3399-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3399-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6869-3155
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6869-3155
https://apsc.govcms.gov.au/sites/default/files/18583_-_apsc_-_sosr_-_web.pdf?acsf_files_redirectISBN978-0-6482154-6-2
https://apsc.govcms.gov.au/sites/default/files/18583_-_apsc_-_sosr_-_web.pdf?acsf_files_redirectISBN978-0-6482154-6-2
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X17729870
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1244104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12432

PLIMMER ET AL.

®* | WILEY

Cantarelli, P., Belardinelli, P., & Belle, N. (2016). A meta-analysis of job satisfaction correlates in the public
administration literature. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 36(2), 115-144.

Chan, D. (2009). So why ask me? Are self-report data really that bad? In C. E. Lance & R. J. Vandenberg (Eds.),
Statistical and methodological myths and urban legends: Received doctrine, verity, and fable in the organizational
and social sciences: 311-338. New York: Routledge.

Carey, G., & Dickinson, H. (2015). Gender in public administration: Looking back and moving forward. Australian
Journal of Public Administration, 74(4), 509-515.

Casper, A., Sonnentag, S., & Tremmel, S. (2017). Mindset matters: The role of employees’ stress mindset for day-
specific reactions to workload anticipation, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 26(6),
798-810.

Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., & Boudreau, J. W. (2000). An empirical examination of self-
reported work stress among U.S. managers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(1), 65-74. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.85.1.65

Chun, Y., & Rainey, H. (2005). Goal ambiguity and organizational performance in US federal agencies. Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory, 15, 529-557.

Christensen, T., Legreid, P., & Rykkja, L. H. (2016). Organizing for crisis management: Building governance
capacity and legitimacy. Public Administration Review, 76(6), 887-897.

Cooke, F. L., Cooper, B., Bartram, T., Wang, J., & Mei, H. (2019). Mapping the relationships between high-
performance work systems, employee resilience and engagement: A study of the banking industry in China.
The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 30(8), 1239-1260. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.
2015.1137618

Chun, Y. H., & Rainey, H. G. (2006). Consequences of goal ambiguity in public organizations. In G. A. Boyne, K.
J. Meier, J. L. O’Toole Jr., & R. M. Walker (Eds.), Public service performance: Perspectives on measurement and
management (pp. 92-112). Cambridge University Press.

Cross, R., & Cummings, J. N. (2004). Tie and network correlates of individual performance in knowledge-intensive
work. Academy of Management Journal, 47(6), 928-937.

Darvishmotevali, M., & Ali, F. (2020). Job insecurity, subjective well-being and job performance: The moderating
role of psychological capital. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 87, 102462.

Donaldson, S. I, Lee, J. Y., & Donaldson, S. I. (2019). The Effectiveness of Positive Psychology Interventions in
the Workplace: A Theory-Driven Evaluation Approach. In: L. Van Zyl, S. Rothmann Sr. (eds), Theoretical
Approaches to Multi-Cultural Positive Psychological Interventions. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-20583-6_6

Davis, R. S., & Stazyk, E. C. (2015). Developing and testing a new goal taxonomy: Accounting for the complexity of
ambiguity and political support. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 25(3), 751-775.

DeSimone, J. A., Harms, P., Vanhove, A. J., & Herian, M. N. (2017). Development and validation of the five-by-five
resilience scale. Assessment, 24(6), 778-797.

Davis, R. S., & Stazyk, E. C. (2016). Examining the links between senior managers’ engagement in networked
environments and goal and role ambiguity. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 26(3), 433-447.

Davis, R. S., & Stazyk, E. C. (2022). Ambiguity, appraisal, and affect: Examining the connections between goal
perceptions, emotional labour, and exhaustion. Public Management Review, 24(10), 1499-1520.

Dawson, K. M., O’Brien, K. E., & Beehr, T. A. (2016). The role of hindrance stressors in the job demand-control-
support model of occupational stress: A proposed theory revision. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37(3),
397-415.

Peeters, T., Van De Voorde, K., & Paauwe, J. (2021). Exploring the nature and antecedents of employee energetic
well-being at work and job performance profiles. Sustainability, 13(13), 7424.

Farr-Wharton, B., Brunetto, Y., & Xerri, M. (2021). Austerity, staff inadequacy, and contracting-out social services:
How many government inquiries does it take to improve social policy outcomes in aged care? Australian Journal
of Public Administration, 80(4), 790-808.

Fay, D. L., & Ghadimi, A. (2020). Collective bargaining during times of crisis: Recommendations from the COVID-19
pandemic. Public Administration Review, 80(5), 815-819.

Franken, E., Bentley, T., Shafaei, A., Farr-Wharton, B., Onnis, L. A., & Omari, M. (2021). Forced flexibility and
remote working: Opportunities and challenges in the new normal. Journal of Management & Organization, 27(6),
1131-1149.

B5UB0 17 SUOWIWOD dAIER.ID 3|ged!dde ay) Aq peuenoh ae sapie WO ‘8sn JO Sajni Joy AriqiauljuQ 43|\ UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLLBYW0D" A3 | 1M Aeuq 1BU 1 juo//:Sthiy) SUORIPUOD Pue SW | 8U) 89S *[£202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 3|1 *[10UN0D Yo1essay [eIIPSIAl PUY UieaH [euoieN Aq 2852T 0058-29T/TTTT OT/I0p/woo A3 1M AReiqiput|uo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘005897 T


https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1137618
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1137618
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20583-6_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20583-6_6

PLIMMER ET AL.

WILEY -2

Franken, E., Plimmer, G., & Malinen, S. (2020). Paradoxical leadership in public sector organisations: Its role in
fostering employee resilience. Australian Journal of Public Administration, 79(1), 93-110.

Gomes, C. R., Osborne, S. P., & Lisboa, E. (2022). The myth of mayoral leadership in local government resource
allocation: A multilevel analysis with Brazilian municipalities. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 32(3), 561-575.

Greiling, D., & Halachmi, A. (2013). Accountability and organizational learning in the public sector. Public
Performance & Management Review, 36(3), 380-406.

George, B., & Pandey, S. K. (2017). We know the Yin.But where is the Yang? Toward a balanced approach on
common source bias in public administration scholarship. Review of public personnel administration, 37(2),
245-270.

Haar, J., & Bardoel, A. (2008). Work-family positive spillover predicting outcomes: A study of Australia employees.
Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 46(3), 275-289.

Hartmann, S., Weiss, M., Newman, A., & Hoegl, M. (2020). Resilience in the workplace: A multilevel review and
synthesis. Applied Psychology, 69(3), 913-959.

Hartner-Tiefenthaler, M., Nienaber, A. M., & Yanagida, T. (2022). Occupation matters! A multilevel analysis of
organizational trust in professional bureaucracies in the healthcare sector. Public Performance & Management
Review. https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2022.2128833

Hartwig, A., Clarke, S., Johnson, S., & Willis, S. (2020). Workplace team resilience: A systematic review and
conceptual development. Organizational Psychology Review, 10(3-4), 169-200.

Hassan, S. (2013). The importance of role clarification in workgroups: Effects on perceived role clarity, work
satisfaction, and turnover rates. Public Administration Review, 73(5), 716-725.

Head, B., & Alford, J. (2015). Wicked problems: Implications for public policy and management, Administration
and Society, 47(6), 711-739.

Hill, K., Chénevert, D., & Poitras, J. (2015). Changes in relationship conflict as a mediator of the longitudi-
nal relationship between changes in role ambiguity and turnover intentions, International Journal of Conflict
Management, 26(1), 44-67. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-11-2013-0091

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of resources in the organiza-
tional context: The reality of resources and their consequences. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology
and Organizational Behavior, 5,103-128.

Hoge, T., Sora, B., Weber, W., Peiro, J., & Caballe, A. (2015). Job insecurity, worries about the future, and somatic
complaints in two economic and cultural contexts: A study in Spain and Austria, International Journal of Stress
Management, 22, 223-242.

Holzer, M. (2022). The future of public administration. Public Integrity, 24(1), 102-104. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10999922.2022.2003153

Hope, J., & Fraser, R. (2003). Who needs budgets? Harvard Business Review, 81, 108-115.

Hupe, P., & Buffat, A. (2014). A public service gap: Capturing contexts in a comparative approach of street-level
bureaucracy. Public Management Review, 16(4), 548-569. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.854401

Hur, H., & Perry, J. L. (2020). Job security rule changes and employee organizational commitment. Review of Public
Personnel Administration, 40, 641-668.

Innes, J. E., & Booher, D. E. (2010). Planning with complexity: An introduction to collaborative rationality for public
policy. Routledge.

Jentsch, B., & Schnock, B. (2020). Child welfare in the midst of the coronavirus pandemic—Emerging evidence
from Germany. Child Abuse & Neglect, 110, 104716. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104716

Jaaron, A. A., & Backhouse, C. J. (2014). Service organisations resilience through the application of the vanguard
method of systems thinking: A case study approach. International Journal of Production Research, 52, 2026-2041.

Jong, J., & Ford, M. T. (2016). The lagged effects of job demands and resources on organizational commitment
in federal government agencies: A multi-level analysis. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory,
26(3), 475-492. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muv040

Kuntz, J. R. C., Malinen, S., & Niswall, K. (2017). Employee resilience: Directions for resilience development.
Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 69(3), 223-242.

Kuntz, J. R. C., Ndswall, K., & Malinen, S. (2016). Resilient employees in resilient organizations: Flourishing beyond
adversity. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 9(2), 456-462. https://doi.org/10.1017/i0p.2016.39

B5UB0 17 SUOWIWOD dAIER.ID 3|ged!dde ay) Aq peuenoh ae sapie WO ‘8sn JO Sajni Joy AriqiauljuQ 43|\ UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLLBYW0D" A3 | 1M Aeuq 1BU 1 juo//:Sthiy) SUORIPUOD Pue SW | 8U) 89S *[£202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 3|1 *[10UN0D Yo1essay [eIIPSIAl PUY UieaH [euoieN Aq 2852T 0058-29T/TTTT OT/I0p/woo A3 1M AReiqiput|uo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘005897 T


https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2022.2128833
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-11-2013-0091
https://doi.org/10.1080/10999922.2022.2003153
https://doi.org/10.1080/10999922.2022.2003153
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.854401
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104716
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muv040
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2016.39

PLIMMER ET AL.

2 | WILEY

Kakkar, S. (2019). “Leader-member exchange and employee resilience: the mediating role of regulatory focus”,
Management Research Review, 42(9), 1062-1075. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-03-2018-0116

Kuntz, J. C. (2021). Resilience in times of global pandemic: Steering recovery and thriving trajectories. Applied
Psychology = Psychologie Appliquee, 70(1), 188-215.

Lance, C. E., Dawson, B., Birkelbach, D., & Hoffman, B. J. (2010). Method effects, measurement error, and
substantive conclusions. Organizational Research Methods, 13(3), 435-455.

Lance, C., Butts, M., & Michels, L. (2006). The sources of four commonly reported cutoff criteria: What did they
really say? Organizational Research Methods, 9(2), 202-220.

Latham, G. P., & Pinder, C. C. (2005). Work motivation theory and research at the dawn of the twenty-first century.
Annual Review of Psychology, 56, 485-516.

LeBreton, J., & Senter, J. (2008). Answers to 20 questions about interrater reliability and interrater agreement,
Organizational Research Methods, 11, 815-852.

Lee, C., Huang, G.-H., & Ashford, S. J. (2018). Job insecurity and the changing workplace: Recent developments
and the future trends in job insecurity research. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational
Behavior, 5(1), 335-359. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104651

Lengnick-Hall, C., Beck, T., & Lengnick-Hall, M. (2011). Developing a capacity for organizational resilience through
strategic human resource management. Human Resource Management Review, 21(3), 243-255.

LePine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., & LePine, M. A. (2005). A meta-analytic test of the challenge stressor-hindrance
stressor framework: An explanation for inconsistent relationships among stressors and performance. Academy
of Management Journal, 48(5), 764-775.

Lin, T.-T., & Liao, Y. (2020). “Future temporal focus in resilience research: when leader resilience provides a role
model”, Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 41(7), 897-907. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2019-
0429

Lindsay, C., & McQuaid, R. W. (2008). Inter-agency co-operation in activation: Comparing experiences in three
vanguard ‘active’ welfare states. Social Policy and Society, 7(3), 353-365.

Liu, Y., Cooper, L. C., & Tarba, Y. S. (2019). Resilience, wellbeing and HRM: A multidisciplinary perspective. The
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 30(8), 1227-1238. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.
1565370

Mabher, C. S., Hoang, T., & Hindery, A. (2020). Fiscal responses to COVID-19: Evidence from local governments
and nonprofits. Public Administration Review, 80(4), 644-650.

Maitlis, S., & Christianson, M. (2014). Sensemaking in organizations: Taking stock and moving forward. Academy
of Management Annals, 8(1), 57-125.

Malik, P., & Garg, P. (2020). Learning organization and work engagement: The mediating role of employee
resilience. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 31(8), 1071-1094. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09585192.2017.1396549

Minttdri-Van der Kuip, M. (2015). Work-related well-being among Finnish frontline social workers in an age of
austerity (Ph.D. dissertation). University of Jyviskyli.

Marginson, D., & Ogden, S. (2005). Coping with ambiguity through the budget: The positive effects of budgetary
targets on managers’ budgeting behaviours. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 30(5), 435-456. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.205.2004.05.004

Masood, A., & Nisar, M. A. (2022). Repairing the state: Policy repair in the frontline bureaucracy. Public
Administration Review, 82(2), 256-268.

McNeish, D., Stapleton, L. M., & Silverman, R. D. (2017). On the unnecessary ubiquity of hierarchical linear
modeling. Psychological Methods, 22(1), 114-140. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000078

Mitchell, G. E., O’Leary, R., & Gerard, C. (2015). Collaboration and performance: Perspectives from public managers
and NGO leaders. Public Performance & Management Review, 38(4), 634-716.

Mousa, M., Abdelgaffar, H. A., Chaouali, W., & Aboramadan, M. (2020). Organizational learning, organizational
resilience and the mediating role of multi-stakeholder networks. Journal of Workplace Learning, 32(3), 161-181.

Mauno, S., Kinnunen, U., Mikikangas, A., & Nitti, J. (2005). Psychological consequences of fixed-term employment
and perceived job insecurity among health care staff. European Journal of work and organizational psychology,
14(3), 209-237.

Niswall, K., Malinen, S., Kuntz, J., & Hodliffe, M. (2019). Employee resilience: Development and validation of a
measure. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 34(5), 353-367. https://doi.org/10.1108/TMP-02-2018-0102

B5UB0 17 SUOWIWOD dAIER.ID 3|ged!dde ay) Aq peuenoh ae sapie WO ‘8sn JO Sajni Joy AriqiauljuQ 43|\ UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLLBYW0D" A3 | 1M Aeuq 1BU 1 juo//:Sthiy) SUORIPUOD Pue SW | 8U) 89S *[£202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 3|1 *[10UN0D Yo1essay [eIIPSIAl PUY UieaH [euoieN Aq 2852T 0058-29T/TTTT OT/I0p/woo A3 1M AReiqiput|uo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘005897 T


https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-03-2018-0116
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104651
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2019-0429
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2019-0429
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1565370
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1565370
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1396549
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1396549
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2004.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2004.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000078
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2018-0102

PLIMMER ET AL. Wl LEY Ji

Nicholson, P. J. (2013). Health risk from job insecurity needs to be mitigated in these “VUCA times”. BMJ, 347,
5504. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.f5504

O’Flynn, J. (2021). Confronting the big challenges of our time: Making a difference during and after COVID-19.
Public Management Review, 23(7), 961-980. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1820273

O’Flynn, J. (2009). The cult of collaboration in public policy. Australian Journal of Public Administration, 68(1),
112-116.

Olsen, B., & Sexton, D. (2009). Threat rigidity, school reform, and how teachers view their work inside current
education policy contexts. American Educational Research Journal, 46, 9-44.

Pandey, S. K., & Wright, B. E. (2006). Connecting the dots in public management: Political environment, organiza-
tional goal ambiguity, and the public manager’s role ambiguity. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 16(4), 511-532.

Parker, S., Hartley, J., Beashel, J., & Vo, Q. (2023). Leading for public value in multi-agency collaboration. Public
Policy and Administration, 38(1), 83-106.

Plimmer, G., Berman, E. M., Malinen, S., Franken, E., Naswall, K., Kuntz, J., & Lofgren, K. (2022). Resilience in
public sector managers. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 42(2), 338-367.

Plimmer, G., Bryson, J., Donnelly, N., Wilson, J., Ryan, B., & Blumenfeld, S. (2017). The legacy of New Public Man-
agement (NPM) on workers, management capabilities, and organisations. New Zealand Journal of Employment
Relations, 42(1), 19-34.

Podsakoff, P., MacKenzie, S., Lee, K., & Podsakoff, N. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A
critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879.

Rainey, H. (1983). Public agencies and private firms incentive structures, goals, and individual roles, Administration
and Society, 15, 207-242.

Reisel, W., & Banai, M. (2002). Comparison of a multidimensional and a global measure of job insecurity: Predicting
job attitudes and work behaviors, Psychological Reports, 90(3), Pt. 1, 913-922.

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role conflict and ambiguity in complex organizations.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 15(2), 150-163.

Sager, F., Thomann, E., Zollinger, C., van der Heiden, N., & Mavrot, C. (2014). Street-level bureaucrats and new
modes of governance: How conflicting roles affect the implementation of the Swiss ordinance on veterinary
medicinal products. Public Management Review, 16(4), 1-22.

Schuster, C., Weitzman, L., Sass Mikkelsen, K., Meyer-Sahling, J., Bersch, K., Fukuyama, F., Paskov, P., Rogger, D.,
Mistree, D., & Kay, K. (2020). Responding to COVID-19 through surveys of public servants. Public Administration
Review, 80(5), 792-796. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13246

Sender, A., Arnold, A., & Staffelbach, B. (2017). Job security as a threatened resource: Reactions to job insecurity
in culturally distinct regions. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(17), 2403-2429.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1137615

Showail, S. J., McLean Parks, J., & Smith, F. L. (2013). Foreign workers in Saudi Arabia: A field study of role ambi-
guity, identification, information-seeking, organizational support and performance. The International Journal
of Human Resource Management, 24(21), 3957-3979. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.781521

Staw, B. M., Sandelands, L. E., & Dutton, J. E. (1981). Threat rigidity effects in organizational behavior: A multilevel
analysis. Administrative Science Quarterly, 26(4), 501-524.

Stokes, P., Smith, S., Wall, T., Moore, N., Rowland, C., Ward, T., & Cronshaw, S. (2019). Resilience and the (micro-
)dynamics of organizational ambidexterity: Implications for strategic HRM. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 30(8), 1287-1322. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2018.1474939

Stritch, J. M. (2017). Minding the time: A critical look at longitudinal design and data analysis in quantitative
public management research. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 37(2), 219-244. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0734371X17697117

Taris, T. W. (2006). Bricks without clay: On urban myths in occupational health psychology. Work & Stress, 20,
99-104.

Timming, A. R. (2010). Cross-national variation in the determinants of job satisfaction: how far do our results
“travel”? International Journal of Organization Theory & Behavior, 13(4), 525-545.

Tonkin, K., Malinen, S., Ndswall, K., & Kuntz, J. C. (2018). Building employee resilience through wellbeing in
organizations. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 29(2), 107-124.

B5UB0 17 SUOWIWOD dAIER.ID 3|ged!dde ay) Aq peuenoh ae sapie WO ‘8sn JO Sajni Joy AriqiauljuQ 43|\ UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLLBYW0D" A3 | 1M Aeuq 1BU 1 juo//:Sthiy) SUORIPUOD Pue SW | 8U) 89S *[£202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 3|1 *[10UN0D Yo1essay [eIIPSIAl PUY UieaH [euoieN Aq 2852T 0058-29T/TTTT OT/I0p/woo A3 1M AReiqiput|uo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘005897 T


https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.f5504
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1820273
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13246
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1137615
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.781521
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2018.1474939
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X17697117
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X17697117

PLIMMER ET AL.

2 | WILEY

Tummers, L. L. G., Bekkers, V., Vink, E., & Musheno, M. (2015). Coping during public service delivery: A concep-
tualization and systematic review of the literature. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 25(4),
1099-1126. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muu056

Van den Broeck, A., De Cuyper, N., De Witte, H., & Vansteenkiste, M. (2010). Not all job demands are equal: Differ-
entiating job hindrances and job challenges in the Job Demands-Resources model. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 19(6), 735-759.

Vandenabeele, W., Brewer, G., & Ritz, A. (2014). Past, present, and future of public service motivation research.
Public Administration, 92, 779-789.

van der Wal, Z. (2020). Trends and drivers of public administration in the twenty-first century. In A. Graycar (Ed.),
Handbook on corruption, ethics and integrity in public administration (pp. 10-28). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Vander Elst, T., Van den Broeck, A., De Witte, H., & De Cuyper, N. (2012). The mediating role of frustration of
psychological needs in the relationship between job insecurity and work-related well-being. Work & Stress, 26(3),
252-271.

Wagnild, G., & Young, H. (1993). Development and psychometric. Journal Nursing Measurement, 1,165-178.

Wang, S., Zhang, X., & Martocchio, J. (2011). Thinking outside of the box when the box is missing: Role ambiguity
and its linkage to creativity. Creativity Research Journal, 23(3), 211-221.

Wegrich, K. (2019). The blind spots of collaborative innovation. Public Management Review, 21(1), 12-20. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2018.1433311

Wright, B., & Pandey, S. (2011). Public organizations and mission valence: When does mission matter?
Administration and Society, 43, 22-44.

Wynen, J., Verhoest, K., & Kleizen, B. (2017). More reforms, less innovation? The impact of structural reform
histories on innovation-oriented cultures in public organizations. Public Management Review, 19(8), 1142-1164.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2016.1266021

Wynen, J., Verhoest, K., & Kleizen, B. (2019). Are public organizations suffering from repetitive change injury? A
panel study of the damaging effect of intense reform sequences. Governance, 32, 695-713. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gove.12404

Yui, M., & Gregory, R. (2018). Quakes and aftershocks: Organisational restructuring in the New Zealand state sector,
1960-2017. Policy Quarterly, 14(3), 25-32.

Zeier, K., Plimmer, G., & Franken, E. (2021). Developing shared leadership in a public organisation: Processes,
paradoxes and consequences. Journal of Management & Organization, 27(3), 564-581.

Zhao, H. A. O., Wayne, S. J., Glibkowski, B. C., & Bravo, J. (2007). The impact of psychological contract breach on
work-related outcomes: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 60(3), 647-680.

Zhu, Y., & Li, W. (2021). Proactive personality triggers employee resilience: A dual-pathway model. Social Behavior
and Personality, 49(2), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.9632

How to cite this article: Plimmer, G., Kuntz, J., Berman, E., Malinen, S., Niaswall, K., &
Franken, E. (2023). The negative relationships between employee resilience and
ambiguity, complexity, and inter-agency collaboration. Australian Journal of Public
Administration, 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12587

APPENDIX A: SINGLE-LEVEL REGRESSION: UNSTANDARDISED COEFFICIENTS

B5UB0 17 SUOWIWOD dAIER.ID 3|ged!dde ay) Aq peuenoh ae sapie WO ‘8sn JO Sajni Joy AriqiauljuQ 43|\ UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLLBYW0D" A3 | 1M Aeuq 1BU 1 juo//:Sthiy) SUORIPUOD Pue SW | 8U) 89S *[£202/90/80] U0 ARiqiauliuQ 3|1 *[10UN0D Yo1essay [eIIPSIAl PUY UieaH [euoieN Aq 2852T 0058-29T/TTTT OT/I0p/woo A3 1M AReiqiput|uo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘005897 T


https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muu056
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2018.1433311
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2018.1433311
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2016.1266021
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12404
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12404
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.9632
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12587

PLIMMER ET AL.
Estimate SE

Within level
Controls
Gender -157 .013
Tenure -.035 .012
Manager -.129 .017
Public service motivation (PSM) 252 .006
Main effects
Role ambiguity (RA) -.094 .005
Job insecurity (JIS) -.040 .005
Unclear organisational goals (UOG) -.021 .005
Inter-agency collaboration (IAC) .020 .005
Resource constraints (RC) .048 .010
R-squared main effects 219 .586

WILEY -2

p-value

.000
.002
.009
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
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