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Abstract
This project explored how individuals and teams employ specific communication processes and
principles to cultivate, sustain, and strengthen resilience after organizational disruption. A
longitudinal study of working adults revealed high-reliability team organizing, as well as
communicative resilience, significantly predicted resilience, as measured by disruption
management outcomes. This study used two theoretical perspectives of resilience in
organizational communication—the communicative theory of resilience (CTR) and high-
reliability organizing theory (HRO)—as frameworks to investigate how the presence and
enactment of resilience processes influence three disruption management outcomes at both the
individual and team levels: stress, efficacy, and performance. Perceptions of individual and team
stress, efficacy, and performance were examined at two times in a field survey with hundreds of
working adults from various organizations across the United States. Results indicated (a) highly-
reliable organizing was significantly related to improved levels of most disruption management
outcomes at both data collection points, and for both individuals and teams, and (b)
communicative resilience was significantly related to more positive levels of all disruption
management outcomes at Time 1 for individuals and teams. Furthermore, comparative analyses
revealed that (c) high-reliability organizing practices were generally more predictive of positive
disruption management outcomes than communicative resilience, however, the two forms of
resilience are likely compatible and complementary. Implications for resilience theorizing in
organizational communication research conclude the dissertation.

Keywords: resilience; organizational disruption; stress; efficacy; performance
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Disruptions to routines can be highly unsettling and frustrating to those who experience
them, particularly when prolonged or extreme consequences occur because of disruptive events.
When drastic organizational changes or unforeseen events arise, developing new work strategies,
communication plans, and routines for organizational members and teams presents unique
challenges (Lewis, 1999). Furthermore, research related to organizational change and disruptions
IS an area to which organizational communication scholars have much to contribute (Weber et
al., 2015). A communication approach to the study of resilience (Buzzanell, 2010, 2018b)
suggests resilience can be developed over time by engaging in resilient discourse, as well as
called upon when disruptive events arise (Wieland, 2020). Elsewhere, scholars have long noted
the resilience of high-reliability organizations, which create cultures of safety—cultures that
serve as contexts that anticipate disruptions and plan for ways to contain them (Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2001).

The appraisal of disruption by individual organizational members and teams occurs
within pre-established organizational contexts of stronger or weaker resilience. Those pre-
established contexts are both individual and systemic. Therefore, it seems likely communicative
resilience and high-reliability organizational cultures influence appraisals of and experiences
with workplace disruption. A communication perspective of resilience directs scholarly attention
to the ways a particular disruptive event gets appraised through interpretive processes which, in
turn, influence perceptions of stress, efficacy, and performance. In other words, it seems likely
upstream communicative resilience influences downstream appraisals of and experiences with

workplace disruption.
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Resilience is “the process of reintegrating from disruptions in life” (Richardson, 2002, p.
309). Interest in resilience is growing in communication scholarship; this project sought to
uncover how communication processes and principles between individuals and teams in
organizations bolster or stifle the development and enactment of resilience processes after
organizational disruption. A communication approach to the study of resilience (Buzzanell,
2010, 2018Db) suggests resilience can be developed over time through engaging in resilient
discourse, as well as called upon when disruptive events arise, through the use of particular
communication strategies and processes (Wieland, 2020). Moreover, organizational scholarship
has investigated how reliability organizing principles can promote cultures of safety and
resilience by establishing communication patterns focused on anticipation and containment of
potential errors and disruptions.

This project explored how communication in teams and organizations bolsters or stifles
resilience during disruption. The presence or absence of communicative resilience in individuals
and teams likely influences their respective ability to keep action moving amidst uncertainty;
such effects may be evident in specific organizational constructs, such as stress, efficacy, and
performance. These three constructs are labeled here “disruption management outcomes,”
because they signal whether and how organizational members and teams enact resilience during
disruptions. This project analyzed how communicative resilience and reliability organizing are
related to these three key disruption management outcomes: stress, efficacy, and performance at
both the individual and team levels of analysis.

Key Contributions
Two dominant theoretical approaches were used to study resilience in group and

organizational contexts from a communication perspective. First, the communicative theory of
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resilience (CTR), as proposed by Buzzanell (2010, 2018b), is a foundation for studying
resilience in organizations following specific disruptive events. Second, high-reliability
organizing (HRO; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001, 2015) theory takes a systemic approach to the
concept of resilience and is appropriate for examining organizational resilience toward general
disruptions. In organizational communication literature, studies of resilience in organizations use
CTR to explore how interpersonal and group communication can cultivate resilience to “bounce
back” and craft “new normalcies” (Buzzanell, 2010, p. 9), whereas HRO theory presents
organizational resilience as a team or system’s capacity to absorb the strains of disruptions by
embedding redundancy, slack, and margin into the organization (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001, 2015).
These two conceptualizations of resilience in organizational settings can be used in tandem to
gain a fuller understanding of the nature of resilience in organizations (Roeder, Bisel, &
Morrissey, 2021).

The present study contributes to organizational and group communication literature in
three ways. First, this study compared the relative influence of communicative resilience
(Buzzanell, 2010, 2018) with the cultural influence of reliability organizing on disruption
management outcomes (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001, 2015). The study’s design included both CTR
and HRO frameworks and allowed for enhanced understanding of how both forms of resilience
complement one another. Second, this study is the first of its kind to explore both forms of
resilience processes and principles at the individual and team levels simultaneously and across
time. This design provided an empirical assessment of the relative influence of resilience
processes at different levels and across time, revealing intriguing findings regarding meaning
making oriented toward a particular disruptive event as compared to disruptions more broadly.

Finally, the study is among the first of its kind to test CTR quantitatively—an opportunity only
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recently made possible by the development and validation of a CTR measurement (Wilson et al.,
2021). The following sections first present literature focused on stress, efficacy, and
performance. Each is introduced broadly, before summarizing pertinent findings at both the
individual and team levels. These sections offer detailed connections for how each variable
relates to communication and resilience research. Then, the theoretical foundations and related
findings from CTR and HRO theories are reviewed prior to presenting hypotheses, methods,
results, and discussion.
Chapter 2: Literature Review

Stress

Stress is a widely studied concept across organizational science domains, including
psychology, management, and communication, in addition to academic fields, such as biology
and medicine. Stress is a negative emotional response to the perception of being unable to meet
relevant environmental demands (Boren, 2014; Cohen et al., 1983). Furthermore, when
developing a global measure of stress, Cohen et al. (1983) emphasized that individuals need only
to perceive the element as a threat for it to be stress-inducing, regardless of whether the threat is
genuinely impeding their goals. Organizational scholarship demonstrated stress is linked to
organizational outcomes, such as burnout, turnover, and performance, among others (Boren,
2014; Miller et al., 1990; Sullivan & Bhagat, 1992). Conceptualizations of stress in
organizational communication literature also consider the ever-changing relationship between an
individual and their complex and dynamic environment—a relationship that can induce stress,
rather than as an individual stimulus or a response to a stimulus (Fonner & Fetherston, 2017).

Organizational contexts, such as job expectations, supervisor and peer relationship

quality, situational demands, and available coping resources are examples of environmental
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considerations that influence stress (Fonner & Fetherston, 2017; Schuler, 1982). Important for
the current study was a careful consideration of the role of communication in shaping the
workplace environment, and, therefore, each individual member’s appraisal of potential
stressors. Moreover, Miller et al. (1990) stated that “attitudes and perceptions of the workplace
are largely a function of communication behavior” (p. 306) as individuals and teams engage in
communication prior to and throughout a disruption in order to attribute meaning to it. As such,
preceding interactions and expectations in the workplace environment shape members’
assessments of perceived threats, and, therefore, their appraisals of being able or unable to
manage that stress adequately. Thus, communication and stress are linked.

The depiction of environmental appraisals being rooted in communication aligns with a
social constructionist perspective, which posits that, “taken-for-granted realities are produced
from interactions between and among social agents” (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010, p. 174). Social
constructionism is also evident in how CTR and HRO theories are used to explain resilience as
they place communication processes at the center of their explanatory mechanisms, which is
further discussed in subsequent sections. An element which is not yet well-described in CTR and
HRO literature domains is the influence of communication in the ultimate appraisal of and
experience with disruptions. Appraisals are likely to affect disruption management outcomes,
such as stress, efficacy, and performance.

Scholarship about stress in organizations is a rich literature as there are numerous
theoretical contributions that link stress to the prevalence and outcomes of stress in the
workplace (for a review, see Fonner & Fetherston, 2017). The following sections offer further

information on stress at the individual and team levels, particularly with respect to how stress
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might be linked to the enactment of communicative resilience in organizations following
significant disruption.
Individual Stress

Stress, and associated emotions, such as burnout and anxiety, are commonplace in
modern organizations. A common source of work stress is role conflict or role ambiguity, often
due to uncertainty related to the environment or expectations (Miller et al., 1990; Rings et al.,
1979). Certainly, workload and working conditions can produce stress in organizational
members as well (Miller et al., 1990; Ray & Miller, 1991). The experience of stress in the
workplace may lead to adverse effects on related constructs of interest in organizational sciences,
such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and performance (Miller et al., 1990).
Furthermore, the enactment of specific coping strategies in organizations, such as social support
from peers or supervisors, participation in wellness programs, and rumination, to name a few,
may serve to ameliorate or prolong the perceived stress of the individual if selected strategies are
not sufficiently effective in activating coping (Ashford, 1988; Boren, 2014; Haggard et al., 2011,
Harrison & Stephens, 2019; Roeder et al., 2020).

Moments of organizational change or disruption can also induce increased levels of stress
among organizational members. For example, consider a recent workplace disruption
experienced by individuals and teams across the world: the unforeseen and sudden shift to
distributed work due to concerns of the COVID-19 pandemic (Stephens et al., 2020). During the
spring of 2020 when organizations required members to shift their in-person routines rapidly to
some form of work-from-home, telework, or remote work, this disruption created stress at the
individual level for a variety of reasons. For many, their work routines became blended with

non-work routines, or perhaps their remote location did not support their work in terms of
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technology, access, and equipment. The rapid, unforeseen shift to telework is but one example of
how organizational disruption can be related to individual stress. Though the experiences of
workplace disruptions considered in this study are certainly not limited to those related to the
COVID-19 pandemic, this unprecedented global event is acknowledged here as it has shaped
recent organizing and working routines around the world.

Coping resources are linked to the degree to which stress is felt and prolonged during and
following disruptive events; furthermore, many coping resources and strategies are
communicative in nature, such as feedback- and information-seeking, reframing the disruption,
and avoidance behaviors (Ashford, 1988). The enactment of communicative resilience following
organizational disruption, and the resultant effects on perceived stress at the individual and team
levels deserve more attention in group and organizational communication scholarship, as the
predilection or inability to enact communicative resilience following an organizational disruption
is likely related to individual perceived stress in the wake of disruption.

Team Stress

In addition to individual members, organizational teams in organizations can also
experience collective stress (Weaver et al., 2001). Similar to the individual level, where stress is
an individual’s perception that an element of the environment might interfere with a personal
goal, team stress is a processual construct relative to the shared environment of its members as
an evaluation of whether the team is “taxing or exceeding their resources and/or endangering
their well-being” (Weaver et al., 2001, p. 86). Moreover, Bartel and Saavedra (2000) theorized
that work groups achieve coordinated action through optimizing their “thoughts, feelings, and
behaviors” (p. 198) as they work toward a shared goal. Similarly, Bartel and Saavedra suggested

that collective work “moods” can also be achieved or prolonged as members align their goals,
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expectations, and efforts in “well-coordinated patterns of behavior” (p. 199). As such, collective
stress among team members is a likely outcome of a shared disruption, to the degree to which
resources, stressors, and communication surrounding the disruption are shared as well.

Returning to the disruption example of shifting to distributed work or telework, such an
experience would disrupt the shared environment, access to shared resources, and ability to
engage in process routines of an organizational team. Therefore, a disruption to a shared
environment that influences the degree to which members are “taxing or exceeding their
resources” (Weaver et al., 2001, p. 86) would affect team stress. Furthermore, collective stress is
also linked to collective coping strategies among work teams (Lansisalmi et al., 2000), but the
role of communication, and specifically the inclusion of communicative resilience and reliability
organizing, warrants further attention.
Efficacy

Individual and collective efficacy in organizational settings are important constructs for
inclusion in studies of resilience because efficacy is an “individual’s perceived expectancy of
obtaining valued outcomes through personal effort” (Fuller et al., 1982, p. 7) and is, therefore,
indicative of a member’s perception or belief in his or her own task and relational skills in the
workplace. Insofar as efficacy is related to studies of organizational disruption, it stands to
reason that, if an individual or team is sufficiently disrupted in terms of their access to
interpersonal, relational, or functional resources, their perceived efficacy might suffer in turn.
Individual Efficacy

Research on efficacy in organizational sciences has revealed strong links to additional
foundational constructs, such as performance, organizational commitment, turnover, and

citizenship behaviors (Fuller et al., 1982; Jones, 1986; Yang et al., 2016). Fuller et al. (1982)
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suggested individual efficacy might be sustained or even enhanced during an organizational
change or disruption, therefore influencing the effect of such a disruption on both short- and
longer-term organizational outcomes. Individual efficacy is related to resilience insofar as both
constructs hold important implications for how individuals react to and cope with disruption
(Schwarzer & Warner, 2013).

Research has shown strong ties between efficacy and resilience, particularly in relation to
additional positive organizational constructs, such as goal-attainment and workplace satisfaction.
Grant (2014) demonstrated that participation in an executive coaching program throughout an
organizational change served to bolster both individual efficacy and resilience for participants.
The coaching program emphasized reflexive mindfulness about leadership style and purposeful
communication practices, reinforcing the role of workplace communication practices in the
development and maintenance of both efficacy and resilience during disruption. Advancing the
provided example of how a remote work transition would disrupt work routines, individual
efficacy is related to disruption insofar as elements of the disruption itself may, in fact, impede or
hinder the relationship between effort and results. In such a case, where expected access to
interpersonal or functional resources is disrupted, individual efficacy would be influenced as
well. As such, further examination of individual efficacy in relation to communicative resilience
is warranted, particularly in the wake of organizational disruption.

Team Efficacy

In addition to one’s own perceived efficacy in the workplace, perceptions of their team’s
efficacy are important to understanding communicative resilience during disruptions as well.
Collective efficacy is an increasingly studied topic in organizational science as researchers

consider the role of the team in investigating individual effectiveness, performance, and
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satisfaction. Collective efficacy is “perceptions of task-specific team capability” (Gully et al.,
2002, p. 819), and can be assessed at the individual or team perception level of analysis.

Furthermore, Watson et al. (2001) posited that researching and understanding collective
efficacy as a shared belief is paramount to gaining a nuanced understanding of teams in
organizations because efficacy “beliefs are shared...each member’s interpretations...are, in part,
based on how others perceive and interpret them” (pp. 1057-1058), particularly when aspects of
organizational life are routinely discussed between team members (Weick, 1995). Therefore, if a
team experiences a shared disruption, such as transitioning to remote work, perceptions of a
team’s capability to continue to accomplish work tasks during developing and adapting to new
work routines might be altered as well. Finally, as organizations increasingly rely on team- and
group-based structures, understanding individuals’ perceptions of their team’s efficacy likely has
important implications for garnering greater understanding of their own efficacy and
performance during disruption as well (Baker, 2001).
Performance

Performance, a widely studied topic of great concern to organizational leaders and
researchers alike, refers to “outcomes achieved and accomplishments made at work™ (Anitha,
2014, p. 309). Leaders and decision-makers in organizations return regularly to performance
outcomes to guide decisions regarding compensation, promotion, retention, and termination (Van
Scotter, 2000). Albeit perhaps less cited within organizational research than stress and efficacy,
performance is relevant in the context of this project as a disruption management outcome
because it offers insight into how well individuals or teams might be coping with the disruption,
as well as the degree to which they may be capable of enacting resilience. Individual or team

resilience during disruption may involve continuing or adapting work routines to be more
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suitable for their current environment or developing alternative ways of organizing to maintain
or perhaps improve performance.

Organizational communication scholars have a long history of espousing the importance
of avoiding managerialism (i.e., research in service of for-profit or greed-based goals) in their
scholarship (Conrad, 2011). Inclusion of performance as an outcome variable does not amount to
managerialism because the focus on performance here is not in service of profit maximization;
performance is, instead, included as an outcome of resilience and adaptability during
disruption—humanistic outcomes of interest that are increasingly relevant in light of the
COVID-19 global pandemic. Importantly, while performance may not be a widespread topic of
interest in organizational communication research, performance as a disruption management
outcome in this study offers insight into how communication resilience processes and reliability
organizing principles allow individuals and groups to continue to pursue desired goals and
outcomes during disruption.

Individual Performance

Assessments of performance are largely concerned with task completion and quality in
accordance with leadership and managerial expectations related to “achieving agreed business
outputs” (Rosete & Ciarrochi, 2005, p. 391). Individual performance is linked to a variety of
similar constructs, such as organizational culture, workplace incentives, leadership effectiveness,
and organizational commitment (Brown et al., 2011; Condly et al., 2008; Garnett et al., 2008;
Rosete & Ciarrochi, 2005). Individual performance, as one’s ability to achieve goals at work,
may also be impeded or interrupted during a work disruption, such as unexpected remote work.
Individual performance is an important construct to consider in relation to resilience in that the

adaptation and continuation of routines in the face of disruption, or perhaps the inability to do so,
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is an indication of the degree to which an individual can practice resilience within their
organizational setting, thus enabling continued performance in their role.
Team Performance

Similarly, team performance and the subsequent evaluation of how well a team can
continue to perform as a work unit during disruption ought to be considered a crucial outcome of
resilience as well. More specifically, team communication which adheres to resilient organizing
principles might reveal specific structures and strategies effective for keeping action moving
forward. As an organization or group seeks to absorb strains resulting from a disruptive event,
such organizing principles are paramount to success (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001, 2015). Facets of
team communication are already linked as contributory elements to team performance, such as
organizational trust between team members, relationship quality between members, leadership
strategy, and training effectiveness (Brown et al., 2015; Dionne et al., 2004; Myers &
Sadaghiani, 2010; Salas et al., 2008). If any of these team communication markers or similar
team performance indicators were to suffer because of a shared disruption among team members,
it stands to reason that team performance will be altered in kind.

For example, a team making sudden adjustments to routines to accommodate remote
work requirements would likely experience a change in communication quality between
members; perhaps leaders’ ability to delegate responsibilities and guide members toward
effectively sharing tasks would be hampered or diminished. As such, an investigation into how
resilient organizing principles embedded within team communication, such as those offered by
Baker et al. (2006), will contribute to greater understanding of how team communication during
disruptions is important for performance.

Exploring the Communication-Resilience Link in Organizations
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The preceding description of disruption management outcomes (i.e., stress, efficacy, and
performance) raises the question, “What communication processes could reduce stress and
bolster efficacy and performance for individuals and teams, despite an organizational
disruption?” The following sections answer this question by exploring two key concepts of
studying resilience in communication: communicative resilience processes and reliability
organizing principles, which serve as independent variables for this study.

Communicative Resilience in Organizations and the Communicative Theory of Resilience

The communicative theory of resilience (CTR; Buzzanell, 2010) posits resilience as the
ability to “bounce back or reintegrate after difficult life experiences” (p. 1). Furthermore,
resilience is a dynamic process which unfolds over time, triggered by a disruptive event or series
of events. Prior to CTR, Richardson (2002) posited resiliency theory, wherein an internal drive
or force motivates humans to persist through difficulty, and that the experience of stressful or
disruptive events can create enhanced resilient qualities in individuals. Buzzanell’s (2010)
depiction of resilience as a communicative process stands in contrast to previously held
definitions, which classified resilience as a trait or individual personality characteristic that can
be possessed in varying quantities. Rather, CTR suggests disruptions spark sensemaking, an
inherently communicative process, through which individuals begin (or fail to begin) the
adaptive-transformative process of “bouncing back” or “bouncing forward” (Buzzanell, 2010,
2018a).

Importantly, a close examination of the basic tenets of CTR reveals that certain forms of
meaning making tend to spark greater resilience. To be clear, CTR does not suggest all
communication processes are conducive to invoking resilience; in fact, according to the theory,

some communication patterns stifle or halt the development of communicative resilience.
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Furthermore, adopting a communication perspective of resilience acknowledges that the process
IS ongoing, being created and sustained through individual turns of talk in human interaction
(Buzzanell, 2018a). More specifically, in organizational and group contexts, resilience processes
may be induced when “individuals and organizations reintegrate and foster productive change
during and after...obstacles” (Buzzanell, 2018b, p. 14). According to CTR, the development and
enactment of resilience is supported in communication, through which individuals, groups,
families, and perhaps entire organizations and communities foster resilience through five
subprocesses: (a) crafting normalcy, (b) affirming identity anchors, (¢) maintaining and using
communication networks, (d) constructing alternative logics, and (e) foregrounding productive
action while backgrounding negative feelings (Buzzanell, 2010, 2018a).

First, crafting normalcy as a resilience process takes shape through the language,
storytelling, and communication interactions between individuals which actively construct and
reframe the aftermath of a triggering event as a new normal way of being. CTR suggests
resilience is then “activated” through this process as a “new normal” (Buzzanell, 2018b, p. 15)
and is communicatively constituted through interactions. Secondly, identity anchors as a
“relatively enduring cluster of identity discourses” (Buzzanell, 2010, p. 4) are affirmed and
reaffirmed through communication, specifically in contrast to uncertain and unstable identities
related to the disruptive event. For example, one might choose to focus on and affirm familial
and community identity anchors during moments of job loss or uncertainty. Third, and especially
salient in studies of workplace disruptions, resilience can be cultivated through the active
maintenance of communication networks and how workplace connections and interactions are
both used and maintained as a means of constituting resilience (Wieland, 2020). The fourth

subprocess of communicative resilience involves the development of alternative logics—
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meaning the cultivation of alternative ways of organizing and restructuring, which is
accomplished through communication with others (Buzzanell, 2010). In the midst of a workplace
disruption, using communication processes to construct and adapt organizing principles to fit
new normalcies and new routines also sparks resilience. Finally, resilience can be constructed by
purposefully using communication to both acknowledge negative feelings while prioritizing the
continuation of action and progress in the face of disruptive events.

CTR was originally proposed by an organizational communication scholar, Dr. Patrice
Buzzanell; yet, its applications thus far are primarily found in interpersonal communication
research, including individual, dyadic, and family communication scholarship (Afifi, 2018; Carr
& Koenig Kellas, 2018; Dorrance Hall, 2018; Lucas & Buzzanell, 2012; Venetis et al., 2020). A
lack of application of CTR to organizational and group settings is surprising. Moreover, the few
and recent applications of CTR to organizational contexts have tended to focus on broad, macro
communication patterns, such as those that can be seen in whole communities (Barbour et al.,
2020; Rice & Jahn, 2020), and not necessarily in workplaces. Additional scholarship applying
the tenets of CTR to organizational contexts is warranted. More specifically, research related to
how individuals, groups, and teams cope with a disruption to work routines, and the influence of
such experiences on organizational disruption management outcomes, would add value and
understanding to organizational communication research.

As a theoretical foundation for communication scholars, CTR generated a great deal of
research for individuals, partners, families, groups, and communities alike (e.g., Barbour et al.,
2020; Carr & Koenig Kellas, 2018; Ford & lvancic, 2020; Ishak & Williams, 2018; Lucas &
Buzzanell, 2012; Okamoto, 2020; Rice & Jahn, 2020; Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey, 2021). The

five subprocesses of CTR are of great theoretical interest and have proven to be a useful
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framework from which to classify and more deeply understand the vital role of communication
in fostering resilience in these various contexts. Specifically, for organizational and group
communication researchers, viewing organizational disruptions from the lens of CTR presents an
opportunity to gain a more nuanced understanding of how communication between individuals,
teams, volunteers, supervisor-subordinate relationships, and leaders do, in fact, influence those
individuals’ ability to respond to a disruption in a resilient manner.

Applying CTR to organizational contexts is an important research pursuit given previous
applications of the theory. To date, research integrating CTR as a theoretical framework in
organizational communication is largely reliant upon qualitative data, in terms of observations
and retrospective in-depth interviews. Moreover, studies are predominantly focused on
individual organizational members’ resilient experiences (Agarwal & Buzzanell, 2015; J. S.
Ford, 2018; Okamoto, 2020; Wieland, 2020) and the effects of workplace disruption on non-
work domains, such as how a workplace disruption can spillover into the family context (e.g., a
layoff or unexpected pay stoppage; Lucas & Buzzanell, 2002; Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey,
2021). CTR has yet to be extensively applied and tested quantitatively and in organizational
contexts; additionally, existing research is limited in investigations of whether and how
organizational teams use communication to foster resilience during disruption and to bounce
forward with enhanced resilience.

Resilience in Organizational Reliability and High-Reliability Organization Theory

In addition to CTR, high-reliability organizing (HRO) theory offers another theoretical
perspective for understanding how individuals and teams enact resilience during disruption.
High-reliability organizations (HROs) are a specific classification of organizations wherein life-

and-death situations are involved in the work of the organization (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001,
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2015). Thus, the organizing principles underlying how HROs function are different from non-
HROs. Previous research related to high-risk organizations did not focus as intently on the
organizing principles of HROs as more recent applications of the theory. Weick et al.’s (2005)
work on sensemaking and collective mindfulness in high-reliability contexts shifted the focus of
HRO theory toward the unique organizing commitments of HROs, which allowed them to
maintain reliability during high-stress and high-stakes environments.

Moreover, because the stakes in HROs involve threat to human life, these organizations
must maintain resilience in their performance without the benefit of low-stakes trial-and-error
feedback. Common examples of HROs are firefighting crews (Jahn, 2016; Jahn & Black, 2017;
Minei & Bisel, 2013), healthcare and hospital organizations (Baker et al., 2006; Carroll &
Rudolph, 2006), military operations (Roberts et al., 1994), and nuclear power plants (Barbour &
Gill, 2017; Bierly & Spender, 1995; Bierly et al., 2008). Rather than focusing on lean efficiency
and productivity, HROs are primarily concerned with reliable performance in the face of grave
consequences for unreliability.

Researchers proposed HROs tend to exhibit five reliability organizing principles, which
account for their reliability and error-suppression: (a) preoccupation with failure, (b) reluctance
to simplify, (c) sensitivity to operations, (d) commitment to resilience, and (e) deference to
expertise (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001, 2015). Preoccupation with failure is established through
regular communication between team members, which acknowledges where errors might arise
and explicitly states mistakes that should not be made. Reluctance to simplify is an essential
element of mindfulness among team members accomplished through embracing the inherent
nuances within organizations, rather than embracing simplified categories and labels often seen

in non-HROs. Maintaining a sensitivity to operations requires HROs to monitor trouble while it
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is small and resolvable, rather than developing solutions once issues have escalated. Sensitivity
to operations is accomplished by using communication to develop trusting and honest
relationships throughout the organizational structure so that pertinent information can flow
efficiently. Commitment to resilience, as a reliability principle, is focused on a team or
organization’s ability to absorb strains arising from unexpected circumstances and is
accomplished through strategies, such as developing contingency plans and creating slack and
margin within organizing. Lastly, deference to expertise allows for decision making power in
organizations to be deferred to members based on relevant knowledge of the situation at hand,
rather than based on power and hierarchical structures.

Communication scholars have contributed to HRO research by demonstrating the
essential role of communication in creating and sustaining the five cultural principles (Allen et
al., 2010; Barbour & Gill, 2017; J. L. Ford, 2018; Ishak & Williams, 2017; Jahn, 2016; Jahn &
Black, 2017; Minei & Bisel, 2013; Myers & McPhee, 2006; Roeder, Bisel, & Howe, 2021).
Barbour and Gill (2017) studied the powerful influence of how questions were asked and
answered within a nuclear power plant, revealing the essential role of effective questioning in an
HRO with respect to safety and error prevention. Jahn and Black (2017) studied the
communication methods firefighters used to navigate elements of power and hierarchy within
their teams, given that HRO principles in their original depictions from Weick and Sutcliffe
(2001, 2015) call for rather flat hierarchical structures in organizing.

Additionally, the five organizing principles of HRO theory were reanalyzed by J. L. Ford
(2018) considering how the principles might present obstacles to reliability and safety organizing

within HROs if mindfulness in communication is absent; Ford subsequently offered specific
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communication-based recommendations for how the organizing principles might be more
effectively integrated into HROs through purposeful communication strategies.

Resilience as a theoretical construct in HRO literature differs from how resilience is
defined in CTR. Enacting a commitment to resilience as an organizing principle of high-
reliability teams (HRTSs) and organizations alike requires a purposeful, ongoing commitment to
implementing redundancies and contingency planning in an effort to avoid and minimize
potential future errors and failures. Maintaining a commitment to resilience requires a team to be
highly familiar with each other’s particular, specialized skills, to be able to create new
alternatives to work activities if disruptions arise, and to dedicate energy to forecasting, and,
therefore, planning to avoid potential trouble spots that might disrupt regular functioning (Baker
et al., 2006; Eisenberg et al., 2005; Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007). As such, theorizing about
resilience in organizations from an HRO perspective, though certainly sharing aspects with CTR,
tends to shift the focus from individual members’ turns of talk and tends to focus more on the
group or system’s capacity to “absorb strain” (Weick, 2015).

For the purposes of the current study, HRO theory is a beneficial theoretical lens to study
responses to workplace disruptions, even among teams not within a high-reliability work setting,
because the underlying principles of HRO theory can be used to capture the degree to which a
team is able to organize and perform reliably in uncertain conditions. Moreover, the capacity for
a team to organize reliably and to subsequently maintain reliability during a disruption is
indicative of the team’s capacity to commit to resilient organizing practices. Including HRO as a
theoretical perspective in conjunction with CTR creates an opportunity to evaluate the relative
explanatory power of each theory, and even to explore whether the combination of both

theoretical perspectives is a useful design in studies of resilience in organizational contexts.
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Assessment of Resilience in Organizations

The communicative theory of resilience suggests resilience is a function of a member’s
ability to bounce back from a significant disruption; meanwhile, high-reliability organizing
theory views resilience as a systemic capacity to absorb strain from disruptions and keep action
moving forward. Therefore, both theoretical perspectives were employed in this study with the
promise of reaching a more holistic understanding of how individuals and teams alike
communicate in the wake of disruption. This project used longitudinal data collection to further
enhance understanding of the interconnected nature of the potential relationships between
communicative resilience processes and high-reliability organizing principles and their
respective influence on stress, efficacy, and performance of individuals and teams in
organizations across time. Communicative resilience processes and reliability organizing
principles are akin to disruption management strategies individuals and teams can deploy to
more effectively manage disruptive outcomes of stress, efficacy, and performance. Specifically,
this project investigated how communicative resilience aids in meaning making toward a specific
disruption, in conjunction with how reliability organizing allows for meaning making oriented
toward disruptions more broadly. The following sections offer more detailed information about
the nature of the relationships between these constructs, as well as how measurement across time
is a fitting design for such an investigation.
Communicative Resilience Processes

Stress. Insofar as an individual or team enacts communication behaviors aligned with
CTR during a disruption, such resilience process behaviors are disruption management
strategies, which might serve to reduce their perceived stress both related to the disruption itself

as well as in additional facets of personal and professional life (i.e., Hla and H1b; see Table 1).
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Communication shapes one’s perceptions of their environment and appraisal of potential
workplace stressors and can also build resilience in response to a disruption; therefore, engaging
in the mindful communication practices found in CTR should influence the negative appraisal of
stressors. For example, affirming stable facets of identity, maintaining communication networks,
and the ability to acknowledge stress while focusing on productive action should each increase
resilience while reducing stress.

These resilience processes may be accomplished by focusing on non-disrupted aspects of
identity, such as those within family and community settings, or maintaining encouraging and
productive communication routines with coworkers during a disruption, contributing both to
network maintenance as well as foregrounding productivity. Conversely, lower communicative
resilience, perhaps in frequency or quality, is hypothesized as being associated with an increased
amount of perceived stress for individuals and teams because their appraisal of stressors might be
more salient than their capacity for resilience in reflections on disruptive work experiences.

Moreover, communicative resilience at one point in time (i.e., Time 1) should serve as a
negative predictor of perceived stress at a second point in time several weeks later (i.e., T2) for
individuals and teams as well (i.e., H1c and H1d) because enactment of resilience and appraisal
of stressors are likely related to one another across time. Prior research has demonstrated
convergent validity and an inverse association between stress and resilience, albeit with an
assessment of trait-based resilience, rather than communicative resilience (Connor & Davidson,
2003; Smith et al., 2008). Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: Communicative resilience is negatively associated with participants' perceived stress

at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) team levels and is a negative predictor of participants'

perceived stress at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels.
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Efficacy. Next, communicative resilience should be positively associated with individual
and team efficacy at one point in time (i.e., T1) as resilience and efficacy share similar
assessments of one’s abilities related to task and relational skills (i.e., H2a and H2b). Both
resilience and efficacy are linked to belief in one’s abilities to accomplish tasks in the current
environment. If resilience during disruption is high, perceptions of individual and team efficacy
will also be high, perhaps through strategies, such as relying on others in one’s network or
developing alternative ways of organizing during disruption to accomplish tasks. If individuals
can use communication to reframe and restructure their appraisal of a work disruption toward
alternative methods of organizing or the development of new routines, their efficacy to continue
accomplishing work tasks will likely benefit in kind. Though previous research has demonstrated
a positive association between resilience and efficacy, these constructs have not yet been
associated with a specific focus on communicative resilience processes (Carr & Koenig Kellas,
2018). Additionally, communicative resilience should serve as a positive predictor of individual
and team efficacy several weeks later (i.e., T2) as greater communicative resilience contributes
to a heightened sense of efficacy across time (i.e., H2c and H2d). Taken together, the
relationships between communicative resilience and efficacy are hypothesized to be:

H2: Communicative resilience is positively associated with participants' perceived

efficacy at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) team levels and is a positive predictor of

participants' perceived efficacy at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels.

Performance. Similar to H2, resilience and performance should be positively associated
with one another. As individuals engage in more communicative resilience practices, perhaps
through reaffirming stable work identities or promoting productive action during disruption, their

performance in achieving work outcomes should also be higher, as well as their perception of
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team performance as well (i.e., H3a and H3b). Continued or improved performance during
disruption is indicative of the individual’s or team’s ability to cope with disruption, perhaps
through the use of humor about the situation or an increased willingness to ask for help during
disruption, both of which are manifestations of high levels of communicative resilience.
Communicative resilience should also serve as a positive predictor of participants’ perceptions of
individual and team performance at a second point in time (i.e., T2) because if the
communicative resilience processes are used strategically, performance will remain high across
time (i.e., H3c and H3d). As such, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: Communicative resilience is positively associated with participants' performance at

T1 at the (a) individual and (b) team levels and is a positive predictor of participants'

performance at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels.
High-Reliability Organizing Commitments

Hypotheses 4-6 mirror hypotheses 1-3 insofar as the proposed relationships between the
independent and dependent variables are aligned. However, this set of hypotheses now focuses
on the role of reliability organizing principles as the independent variable rather than
communicative resilience processes. High-reliability organizing principles are more concerned
with systemic, and therefore team-level, capacity for resilience rather than individual members’
communication practices (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001, 2015). A reliably-organized team or
organization maintains a communicatively-constructed cultural mindset, which allows these
teams and organizations to continually anticipate and contain disruptions. Their communication
practices routinely orient members toward planning for and minimizing future inevitable
disruptions. This mindset is different from, yet seemingly complementary to, processes of

communicative resilience which help individuals and teams in meaning making about a single
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disruption. As such, hypotheses 4-6 investigate the nature of team communication as enacted
through daily messages supporting reliability and safety culturing between team members. The
nature and direction of the predicted relationships for hypotheses 4-6 are consistent with
hypotheses 1-3.

Stress. The enactment and implementation of reliability organizing principles through
communication demonstrates a commitment to resilience and a team’s capacity for absorbing
strain. As such, an inverse relationship between individuals’ perceptions of their team’s
adherence to reliability organizing and individual and team stress at one point in time (i.e., Time
1) seems likely. Insofar as a team reinforces reliability organizing values in their communication,
such as open discussion of mistakes, creating methods for future error prevention, and actively
pooling collective expertise, teams and individuals should be less inclined to assign negative
appraisals to potential stressors in their work environment (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007; i.e., H4a
and H4b). For example, a team comprised of members particularly in touch with one another’s
strengths, and that regularly discusses alternative options for organizing their work routines,
should be better prepared to respond resiliently to disruptions, thus reducing the likelihood for
negative appraisals leading to stress (Ishak & Williams, 2018; Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey,
2021). According to HRO theory, the hypothesized inverse relationship should be consistent
across time (i.e., Time 2) if reliability organizing principles are embedded in the team’s
communication patterns (i.e., H4c and H4d). The relationships between reliability organizing and
stress are hypothesized as:

H4: Reliability organizing is negatively associated with participants' perceived stress at

T1 at the (a) individual and (b) team levels and is a negative predictor of participants'

perceived stress at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels.
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Table 1

Hypotheses

Hypothesis IV(s) DV(s) Analyses  Statistic(s)

H1: Communicative resilience is negatively associated with CTR T1 individual stress; Correlation; r;
participants' perceived stress at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) T1 team stress; Regression R
team levels and is a negative predictor of participants' perceived T2 individual stress;

stress at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels. T2 team stress

H2: Communicative resilience is positively associated with CTR T1 individual efficacy; Correlation; r;
participants' perceived efficacy at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) T1 team efficacy; Regression R
team levels and is a positive predictor of participants' perceived T2 individual efficacy;

efficacy at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels. T2 team efficacy

H3: Communicative resilience is positively associated with CTR  Tlindividual performance; Correlation; r;
participants' performance at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) team T1 team performance; Regression R
levels and is a positive predictor of participants' performance at T2 individual performance;

T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels. T2 team performance

H4: Reliability organizing is negatively associated with HRO T1 individual stress; Correlation; r;
participants' perceived stress at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) T1 team stress; Regression R
team levels and is a negative predictor of participants' perceived T2 individual stress;

stress at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels. T2 team stress

H5: Reliability organizing is positively associated with HRO T1 individual efficacy; Correlation; r;
participants' perceived efficacy at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) T1 team efficacy; Regression R
team levels and is a positive predictor of participants' perceived T2 individual efficacy;

efficacy at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels. T2 team efficacy

H6: Reliability organizing is positively associated with HRO  T1 individual performance; Correlation; r;
participants' performance at T1 at the (a) individual and (b) team T1 team performance; Regression R

levels and is a positive predictor of participants' performance at
T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels.

T2 individual performance;
T2 team performance
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Hypothesis

IV(s)

DV(s)

Analyses  Statistic(s)

H7: Communicative resilience is a stronger (a) negative predictor
of T2 perceived individual stress, (b) positive predictor of T2
individual efficacy, and (c) positive predictor of T2 individual
performance than reliability organizing.

H8: Reliability organizing is a stronger (a) negative predictor of
T2 perceived team stress, (b) positive predictor of T2 team
efficacy, and (c) positive predictor of T2 team performance than
communicative resilience.

CTR;
HRO

HRO;
CTR

T2 individual stress;
T2 individual efficacy;
T2 individual performance

T2 team stress;
T2 team efficacy;
T2 team performance

Multiple R
regression

Multiple R
regression
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Efficacy. A positive association between reliability organizing and individual and team
efficacy also seems likely. Creating and maintaining reliable organizing through communication
should contribute to an enhanced commitment to resilience among the team, allowing for greater
capacity to absorb strain and therefore continued efficacy to accomplish tasks (i.e., H5a and
H5b). Additionally, reliability organizing involves cultivating a sensitivity to operations, where
trouble is monitored while it is small and resolvable, as well as a willingness to defer to situated
expertise during disruptions (Bisel & Adame, 2019; Jahn & Black; 2017; Weick & Sutcliffe,
2015). Both reliability commitments can be accomplished through mindful team communication
strategies, such as identifying where errors cannot happen and which activities the team cannot
afford to do poorly (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007). Implementing such communication expectations
would relate to greater individual and team perceptions of task capability in efficacy initially
(i.e.,T1) and across time (i.e., T2; H5c and H5d) because the team would be more apt to absorb
strain and keep action moving. Thus, the following hypothesis proposed:

H5: Reliability organizing is positively associated with participants' perceived efficacy at

T1 at the (a) individual and (b) team levels and is a positive predictor of participants'

perceived efficacy at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels.

Performance. Like efficacy, positive associations should exist between reliability
organizing and perceptions of individual and team performance at one point in time (i.e.,T1). If a
team demonstrates firm commitments to reliable organizing principles through its
communication patterns, perceptions of performance as how well individuals and teams can
continue to work despite disruption will likely be bolstered in kind. Teams demonstrating
adherence to reliability organizing are preoccupied with failure in such a way that the team is

often highly prepared for unknown situations (Jahn & Black, 2017). Resilience and team
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performance could be linked via communication strategies, such as naming and actively planning
for potential future errors as well as discussing potential future issues to be aware of in their
work, often accomplished through practices such as after-action reviews (Allen et al., 2010). If
such communication is routinized, the team creates opportunities for sustained individual and
team performance when unexpected disruptions inevitably arise (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007; i.e.,
H6a and H6Db). Such strategies would hold across time (i.e., T2) if the team continues to use
reliability organizing principles in their regular work routines (i.e., H6¢ and H6d). Taken
together, the hypothesis testing reliability organizing and performance is as follows:

H6: Reliability organizing is positively associated with participants' performance at T1 at

the (a) individual and (b) team levels and is a positive predictor of participants'

performance at T2 at the (c) individual and (d) team levels.
Comparing Communicative Resilience and Reliability Organizing

Finally, hypotheses 7 and 8 investigate these relationships when considering
communicative resilience processes and reliable organizing principles in tandem with one
another, specifically evaluating which construct is more influential on disruption management
outcomes at Time 2. The following sections offer brief predictions about how communicative
resilience and reliability organizing work with one another with respect to the disruption
management outcomes across time intervals. Recall the comparative observation that CTR is
primarily concerned with how communication produces resilience in organization’s members,
while HRO theory is primarily concerned with how communication produces the resilience of
(reliable) organizational systems (Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey, 2021).

The following hypotheses forward a test of that literary observation. The general pattern

of this set of hypotheses (H7-H8) is that communicative resilience (measured using the CRPS)
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should be a stronger predictor of individual level disruption management outcomes of a
particular disruption at the at the second collection point (i.e., T2), while reliability organizing
commitments (measured using the SOS) will be a stronger predictor of team level disruption
management outcomes about disruptions more broadly at the second collection point (i.e., T2).
As this study is the first of its kind to evaluate the relative influence of communicative resilience
and reliability organizing on resilience in organizational contexts quantitatively, hypotheses 7
and 8 are important for accomplishing this goal.

Stress. First, communicative resilience should be a stronger predictor of individual stress
at the second interval of time (i.e., T2) than reliability organizing (i.e., H7a), and reliability
organizing should be a stronger predictor of team stress than communicative resilience (i.e.,
H8a). This prediction is based upon the nature of the theoretical and methodological bases of
these two measures (see Appendix A and Appendix B). The Communication Resilience
Processes Scale is more suitable for assessing individual-level perceptions, while the Safety
Organizing Scale can capture perceptions of team-level dynamics. Additionally, resilience
should hold a negative association with stress for both hypotheses according to the theoretical
bases of both measures.

Efficacy. In considering communicative resilience and reliability organizing in relation to
efficacy, communicative resilience at the first point in time (i.e., T1) should be a positive
predictor for individual efficacy several weeks later (i.e., T2; H7b); reliability organizing at the
first point (i.e., T1) should positively predict team efficacy at the second (i.e., T2; H8b). Similar
to H7a and H8a, communicative resilience at the initial point of collection (i.e., T1) should be a

stronger predictor of individual efficacy than reliability organizing (i.e., H7b), and reliability
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organizing should be a stronger predictor of team efficacy than communicative resilience (i.e.,
H8b).

Performance. The final consideration is communicative resilience and reliability
organizing in relation to performance; these hypotheses mirror the pattern established in H7b and
H8b. Communicative resilience should be a positive predictor for individual performance (i.e.,
H7c) and reliability organizing should positively predict team performance (i.e., H8c). Further,
communicative resilience ought to be a stronger predictor of performance at the individual level
when compared to reliability organizing (i.e., H7c), whereas reliability organizing should be a
stronger predictor of team performance than communicative resilience (i.e., H8c). Based on these
considerations, H7 and H8 propose:

H7: Communicative resilience is a stronger (a) negative predictor of T2 perceived

individual stress, (b) positive predictor of T2 perceived individual efficacy, and (c)

positive predictor of T2 individual performance than reliability organizing.

H8: Reliability organizing is a stronger (a) negative predictor of T2 perceived team stress,

(b) positive predictor of T2 perceived team efficacy, and (c) positive predictor of T2 team

performance than communicative resilience.

Chapter 3: Method
Participants and Inclusion Criteria

Participants (N =192 T1; N = 151 T2; see Table 2) were recruited through the author’s
personal and professional networks as well as via Prolific crowdsourcing research services. To
qualify, participants were required to meet the following criteria: (a) be 18 or older, (b) work at
least 35 hours per week, (c) work with a team of at least three individuals, and (d) have

experienced a disruption to their work routines within the past three months. As the study was
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concerned with disruption management outcomes at individual and team levels, the requirements
for participants to work within a team and to have experienced a work disruption were important
for this study. By meeting these qualifications, participants were able to provide their perception
of team-level variables, in addition to providing their assessment of these variables with respect
to a recent disruption to their work routines.

Recruitment and Incentives

The full participant set for Time 1 included 172 individuals recruited from Prolific and 20
from personal networking. 151 participants completed the Time 2 survey, of which 133 were
from Prolific and 18 were from personal networking. Prolific participants were paid based on
average time spent completing the survey. Time 1 Prolific participants were paid an average of
$3.20 for their time, corresponding to an average wage of $11.61 per hour. Time 2 Prolific
participants were paid an average of $1.89 for their time completing the second survey,
corresponding to an average wage of $18.36 per hour.

Prolific participants who met the qualifications listed previously were eligible to
participate. The Prolific system allows for researchers to create filters on who is eligible to
participate in a given study. For this project, the filters aligned with the criteria listed previously:
all Prolific users are 18 or older, and the researcher added additional filters of (a) full-time
employment status, and (b) working in a group of at least two additional individuals. These
filters yielded a pool of 7,565 matching participants who had been active within the past 90 days.
When the study was published within Prolific, those eligible participants received a notification
in their user profile describing the study. Opportunities to participate were limited due to
financial constraints of using the Prolific service; participation slots were awarded on a first-

come, first-serve basis for Prolific users who elected to participate.
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Personal networking participants were recruited via social media and word of mouth.
They were incentivized to participate by being entered to win a $50 gift card to one of five
retailers of their choice (Amazon, Target, Wal-Mart, Starbucks, or Home Depot) after
completing both surveys. Two of the 18 Time 2 personal network participants were randomly
selected to receive gift cards after survey collection ended.

Power Analysis

A priori power analysis using G*Power software (Erdfelder et al., 1996) was used to
determine an appropriate sample size for this study. To account for potential variations in effect
sizes, three power analyses for multiple linear regression using an alpha level of .05 and a power
level of .80 were conducted. Cohen (1992) suggested that effect sizes ranging from .10 to .25 are
acceptable in social scientific research for small to medium effects. Therefore, power analyses
used effect sizes of .10, .15, and .25 to determine a desired range for the number of participants
in the study, given this study’s design with two independent variables.

The power calculation with an effect size of .10 suggested a sample size of 100
participants, 68 participants for an effect size of .15, and 42 participants for an effect size of .25.
Furthermore, the longitudinal design of this study was also taken into consideration when
conducting the power analysis as the estimated goals for sample size ought to be increased to
account for participant attrition between the first and second iteration of data collection. The goal
sample size was 150 participants for initial collection and at least 100 final participants at the end
of the second collection. The study exceeded these goals with 192 participants at Time 1 and 151
at Time 2. The high retention rate within this project was likely due to Prolific participants
receiving money per participation window, the appeal of the gift card drawing for personal

contacts who completed both surveys, and repeated survey reminders sent to both groups.
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Descriptive and Demographic Statistics for Time 1 and Time 2 Participants
Time 1 Time 2
N Min  Max M SD N Min Max M SD
Age 192 20 60 34.16 8.59 151 20 60 34.70 8.95
Tenure (in years)
Paid work experience 192 0.83 41.58 13.44 8.49 151 1.00 4158 1394 8.74
Supervisory experience 192 0.00 31.50 4.18 5.19 151 0.00 3150 442 5.47
In current organization 192 0.00 30.67 5.92 5.62 151 0.00 30.67 6.07 5.94
With current team 192 0.08 2250 3.31 3.16 151 0.08 2250 342 3.42
Gender
Male 103 83
Female 88 68
Non-binary 1 0
Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaskan Native 1 1
Asian 27 23
Black or African American 13 9
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0
White 129 102
Hispanic or Latino 12
Combination of above ethnicities 9
Prefer not to answer 1
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Procedures and Design

Both CTR and HRO are processual in nature; thus, an adequate test of these theories
should investigate changes over time. This study employed a longitudinal design as a strategy to
test relationships between variables. Longitudinal designs offer an advantage in quantitative
research because collecting participant data across time creates an opportunity to examine how
disruption management outcomes may change across time, as well as the ability to assess
potential causal relationships between variables across collection points. Specifically, this study
measured the same individuals over time, thus fitting within the “panel design” described by
Segrin (2017). After obtaining university IRB approval for this study, participants completed two
surveys through Qualtrics, separated by four to six weeks (see Figures 1 and 2).

After providing consent, participants described an event or series of events that disrupted
their work routines within the last three months and indicated the month and year the event(s)
began. Participants then completed six items assessing the disruptiveness of the event on a scale
ranging from 0-100 (0 = not at all, 100 = completely). Items were borrowed from recent CTR
scholarship (Wilson et al., 2021; see Appendix C). Indeed, of the 192 participants, none
indicated that the chosen event was not disruptive at all, meaning no zero scores were observed
in the dataset. The researcher selected two of the six items most apt to assess overall
disruptiveness of participants’ chosen experiences, “How disruptive was the event to your work
routines?” and “To what extent did the disruptive event impact your work life?”. Analyses
revealed these items’ averages for chosen disruptive events were significantly higher than a
moderately disruptive event, as seen when compared to the scale’s midpoint of 50 (see Table 3).
Therefore, on average, participants selected events which were significantly disruptive to their

work experiences, thus necessitating resilience.
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Additionally, participants were asked to describe the disruptive experience in an open-
ended dialogue box, then indicated the timing of the event to confirm the necessity for resilience
and to assess the effects of the disruption on stress, efficacy, and performance. Due to the study’s
design, with resilience as a key construct of interest, the disruptive workplace event described by
each participant was used as a marker of selection and for corroborating whether participants
qualified for inclusion in the study. Participants who did not describe a disruptive workplace
event, or who indicated their chosen event was more than three months prior, were removed
from the dataset. Some of the most common issues described by participants were technological
dysfunction or resource unavailability, interpersonal conflicts with coworkers or leaders,
unexpected personnel change such as new team members or a change in management, and
distractions to work routines caused by personal life responsibilities.

Next, participants indicated the degree to which their work routines relied upon
teammates and teamwork, completed communicative resilience and high-reliability organizing
assessments, followed by measures of stress, efficacy, and performance at individual and team
levels (see Figure 1). Each measure is described in the following sections. The study also
included three attention verification questions interspersed throughout the measures. An example

of one such item was, “This is an attention verification question. Please select ‘Agree’”.

Table 3

Results of One-sample t-tests Assessing Degree of Disruptiveness

Item M SD t df p

Event’s disruptiveness to work routines 78.94 20.56 1948 191 <.001
Disruptive event’s impact on work life 75.32 22.50 15.60 191 <.001
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Measures
Resilience

Communicative Resilience. Resilience is described in the communication literature as a
process that “unfolds in response to a single or series of disruptive events...and is created
through interaction” (Wilson et al., 2021, pp. 478-479). As such, measuring resilience in
organizations as a communicative process necessitates a focus on the communication practices
and behaviors that individuals enact in the wake of a disruption. In this study, resilience in
organizations was measured using the Communication Resilience Processes Scale (CRPS;
Wilson et al.). Specifically, the CRPS reflects the five core processes of communicative
resilience as first proposed by Buzzanell (2010): (a) crafting normalcy, (b) affirming identity
anchors, (c) maintaining and using communication networks, (d) constructing alternative logics,
and (e) foregrounding productive action while backgrounding negative feelings. The CRPS
includes 32 items and was used to capture the degree to which each participant engaged in
communicative resilience practices during a disruption to their work routines (see Appendix A).
Items were measured on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree)
capturing the degree to which each statement reflected how the participant communicated about
and responded to the disruption. High scores on the CRPS indicate the participant engaged in the
communicative behavior described, hence greater resilience as proposed by the tenets of CTR.

Sample items for each of the five resilience processes include: “I made an effort to keep
up with my daily routines” and “I started to do new things that over time became ordinary”
(crafting normalcy); “I focused on my most important roles during this time” (affirming identity
anchors); “I turned to other people in my network for what I needed” and “I reconnected with

others during this difficult time” (maintaining and using communication networks); “I tried to
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see the difficult situation in a new light” and “I tried to find humor in the situation even though it
was difficult to do so” (constructing alternative logics); and “I chose to focus on action that
would help me move forward even though it was difficult” (foregrounding productive action
while backgrounding negative feelings).

As the CRPS is a newly developed scale, its reliability and validity assessments were
taken from the authors’ original work proposing the new measure. Wilson et al.’s (2021) work
revealed acceptable reliability for each of the proposed subfactors of the scale (o > .80).
Subsequent analyses confirmed the existence of the five-factor structure proposed by the five
communicative subprocesses, further supporting their claim that the 32 items do not load onto
one single factor. Rather, a confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated the five-factor structure
and that, when taken together, the five subprocesses loaded sufficiently onto “resilience” as a
second-order latent factor. Wilson et al. also demonstrated support for the validity of the CRPS
in their findings. The CRPS displayed convergent validity with coping strategies and predictive
validity with respect to post-traumatic growth and improved mental health following a disruptive
event.

Reliability Organizing. Vogus and Sutcliffe’s (2007) nine-item safety organizing scale
(SOS) assessed adherence to high-reliability organizing commitments and, therefore,
organizational resilience. The original items in this measure reflect the nature of reliability
organizing amongst a team of nurses; therefore, the items were slightly adapted to reflect a
general work team (see Appendix B). Items were assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at
all, 7 =to a very great extent) and included statements such as, “We spend time identifying
activities we do not want to go wrong,” “When errors happen, we discuss how we could have

prevented them,” and “When giving report to a teammate, we usually discuss what to look out
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for next.” A benefit of the design of the SOS is that the items are inherently focused on
communication practices among team members, rather than strictly containing behavioral items.
The SOS is a unidimensional measure; moreover, construct validity for the SOS is bolstered
because the scale was developed by Sutcliffe, one of the original HRO theorists (Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2001). Cronbach’s alpha for the SOS in its initial development was .88; the scale also
demonstrated convergent, discriminant, and criterion validity (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007). Thus,
reliability organizing as an indication of adherence to HRO values, such as commitment to
resilience, was measured using the SOS.
Perceived Stress

Perceived stress, both at the individual and team levels, was assessed using the Global
Measure of Perceived Stress Scale (PSS), a widely used and highly effective assessment of
perceived stress (Cohen et al., 1983). The original assessment contained 14 items; more recent
iterations use a 10-item design, with four of the statements using reverse-coded wording (see
Appendix D). The scale also contains a time constraint for each individual item, asking
participants to consider how often they have felt or thought a certain way in the past month. The
PSS uses a 5-point Likert type measure (1 = never, 5 = very often). Items include “In the last
month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the important things in your
life?”” and “In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all the
things that you had to do?” An example of a reverse-coded statement is, “In the last month, how
often have you felt that you were on top of things?”. In three initial studies of the PSS,
Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .84 to .86 (Cohen et al., 1983). Additional research has
demonstrated adequate reliability for the scale, ranging from .70 to .87 (Robins et al., 2001;

Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991).
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The PSS has been adapted and used in many research contexts. For the purposes of this
project, items were adapted to assess individual perceptions of team stress in addition to
individual stress. Importantly, the directions specified that the participant was to consider his or
her own perception of their work team’s thoughts and feelings in the one-month timeframe (see
Appendix E). This design is a purposeful attempt to produce theoretical alignment with the
individual and collective efficacy beliefs scales, which are discussed in the following section, as
well as to achieve consistency as responses are only being gathered from individuals, rather than
an aggregation of perceptions from multiple team members. Adaptations of the sample items
from the individual level were as follows: “In the last month, how often has your team felt that it
was unable to control important things,” “In the last month, how often has your team found that
it could not cope with all the things that its members had to do,” and “In the last month, how
often has your team felt that it was on top of things?”

Efficacy Beliefs

Perceived efficacy beliefs at both the individual and team levels of analysis were
captured using assessments from Riggs and Knight’s (1994) work regarding individual and
collective efficacy and resultant relationships to performance. As previously mentioned, the
design of these two measures is aptly matched for this project because they are constructed to
capture an individual’s perception of both their own individual efficacy as well as beliefs about
their work team’s efficacy. The individual efficacy beliefs scale includes 10 statements on a 6-
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree), such as “l have confidence in my
ability to do my job” and “I am very proud of my job skills and abilities.” Six of the items are

reverse-coded and include statements, such as “I doubt my ability to do my job” and “I feel
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threatened when others watch me work” (see Appendix F). Riggs and Knight reported acceptable
reliability of .80 for the personal efficacy beliefs scale.

The collective efficacy beliefs scale contains seven items and is rated on the same 6-point
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). Five of the seven items are reverse coded, such
as “This team is poor compared to other teams doing similar work’ and “This team is not very
effective” as compared to “The members of this team have excellent job skills” (see Appendix
G). The only adaptation from the original design of the collective efficacy beliefs scale was an
edit changing “department” to “team” to create consistency throughout the assessment. The
collective efficacy beliefs scale also held acceptable reliability in previous studies at an alpha
level of .84.

Performance

Individual and group performance were also assessed using a scale from Riggs and
Knight (1994). Their success-failure scale presented an optimal assessment for this project as it
captures individual perceptions at multiple levels. Riggs and Knight stated the measure was apt
at capturing “group members’ perceptions of the demonstrated ability of the group and its
members to perform” (p. 756). The measure contains nine items rated on a 6-point Likert scale (1
= strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). An additional aspect of this measure which makes it an
appropriate fit for this project is its focus on the recent performance of the participant and their
team. Given the longitudinal design of this study, this is a small, yet meaningful, component of
capturing performance perceptions from respondents at both iterations of their participation.
Performance is assessed through items such as, “I have recently benefited because my work
performance was good” and “My recent work deserves an A+” whereas reverse-coded items

contain statements, such as, “I have recently had some costly failures at work™ and “The



COMMUNICATING FOR RESILIENCE 41

organization has recently suffered because of mistakes | made” (see Appendix H). Items were
adapted to capture recent team performance as well by adjusting the scope of each item to reflect
team performance rather than individual performance. “This team has recently benefited because
its performance was good” and “The recent work of this team deserves an A+” are examples of
the adapted items used to capture group performance (see Appendix I).
Demographic Items and Follow-Up Design

Finally, participants responded to demographic questions and items that captured their
experience with paid work, supervisory experience, tenure in their current organization, and
tenure with their current work team (see Appendix J). A final element in the first iteration of
participation collected contact information for completing the Time 2 survey from personal
network participants. Prolific research participants were contacted based on their unique Prolific
identification code. Participation in the second survey took take place four to six weeks
following initial survey completion. Only the dependent variables were measured in the second
survey, thus time to complete the study at Time 2 was significantly shorter, reducing potential
attrition rates (see Figure 2). Personal network participants who completed both surveys and
passed all attention verification checks were entered into a drawing for one of two gift cards
worth $50 in value each; winners had an opportunity to select from one of five retailers of their
choice ( Amazon, Target, Wal-Mart, Starbucks, or Home Depot).
Data Preparation

Prior to beginning any statistical analyses after data collection was finished, the data were
inspected, cleaned, and prepared for analyses. The initial sample consisted of 230 collected
surveys. First, 14 incomplete responses were removed from analyses. The researcher specified

incomplete status as any response where the participant exited the survey prior to completion.
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Next, the dataset was checked for duplicate submissions from identical Prolific user codes. One
individual completed two submissions; both were removed. In reviewing the three attention
verification questions, five responses were removed for failing one or more attention verification
checks. One response was removed because the participant indicated they did not regularly work
within a team setting. Next, each submission was reviewed to determine whether the participant
followed the stated guidelines of describing a disruptive event to their work routines within the
past three months. In total, 16 responses were removed from the dataset either for failure to
describe a disruptive event or selecting an event that occurred more than three months prior. The
final Time 1 sample yielded 192 participants.

The data were then imported into IBM’s SPSS v. 26 for further preparation and analyses.
First, listwise missing value analysis in SPSS was conducted to detect whether any items
presented issues with systematically missing data. Though the researcher had already removed
incomplete responses, there were rare instances where a participant did not answer single items
within a particular scale. One participant did not provide responses to the team stress scale at
Time 2. According to Little’s MCAR test, there was no pattern of systematically missing data as
the test indicated data were missing completely at random, ? (182) = 175.55, p = .621. This
process was followed by item recoding for reverse-coded items (see Appendices). Items were
recoded into new variables. After recoding the researcher used the expectation-maximization
(EM) function in SPSS to impute new values based on a missing value analysis, then saved a
new data file with these imputed scores.

The third phase of data preparation focused on conducting a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) on the CRPS using LISREL 10.3.1 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 2020). The CFA in this study

was based on Model A proposed by Wilson et al. (2021). Model fit was assessed based on
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suggested fit indices of RMSEA < 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), CFI > 0.90 (Bentler, 1990), and
SRMR <0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The model did not meet acceptable standards based on
initial fit assessments (see Table 4). After evaluating initial fit indices for the CRPS, the
researcher undertook the following sequential steps to improve fit: first, standardized path
coefficients of each item were reviewed to assess weak or problematic items according to Brown
(2015). Items with a standardized path coefficient less than .50 were noted first. Then suggested
error covariances between items were evaluated based on their potential to improve model fit and
theoretical justification.

One item was removed from the model based on a poor standardized path coefficient of
AT: “I turned to family and close friends for support” (see Appendix A). Though Wilson et al.’s
(2021) model included all 32 statements, the item’s weak loading in this project may be
explained by the discrepancy between the aims of the two studies. More specifically, Wilson et
al.’s design allowed participants to select and describe any disruptive event of their choosing,
whereas this project required participants to consider and describe a workplace disruption.
Therefore, participants may not have felt that family and close friends were a constructive outlet
of support for a workplace disruption, in contrast to a general life disruption.

The researcher then reviewed model fit indices again and re-examined individual item
standardized path coefficients. The indices had improved with the removal of the item discussed
above; no additional items were removed due to poor standardized path coefficients (see Table
4). The next step to improve model fit indices was an evaluation of suggested error covariances
between items based on theoretical justification of how each item relates to a communicative
resilience process. The researcher iteratively added five suggested error covariances between

pairs of individual items and one error covariance between a pair of factors (see Appendix K).
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Each error covariance allowed was between items from the same subscale, where the wording of
the items was quite similar to one another. The error covariance added between the Humor and
Reframing factors was justified as these are the two subfactors proposed by Wilson et al. (2021)
which make up the "constructing alternative logics” factor of CTR (see Appendix A). Because
these two factors are two elements describing the same communicative resilience process, this
added error covariance allowance is theoretically sound within the tenets of CTR.

Following the removal of the aforementioned item and allowance of these error
covariances, the model fit indices were acceptable. Upon further review, none of the remaining
suggested error covariances were theoretically sound. Thus, the researcher concluded
modifications at this juncture with the final fit indices displayed in Table 4, wherein acceptable
model fit was achieved based on previously stated standards (see Figure 3).

Table 4
Initial, Intermediate, and Final Goodness-of-Fit Indices for CRPS CFA

Iteration a df RMSEA CFI SRMR
Initial 871.10 457 0.07 0.89 0.09
Intermediate (after dropped item) 802.84 427 0.07 0.90 0.08
Final (after adding error covariances) 685.93 421 0.06 0.93 0.07

Chapter 4: Results
The following sections review the eight major hypotheses of this project and the
accompanying analyses and results for each. Additional implications for each hypothesis and its
findings are presented in the Discussion.
H1 proposed communicative resilience would be negatively associated with Time 1

perceived stress at the individual (H1a) and team (H1b) levels and would be a negative predictor
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of Time 2 perceived stress at the individual (H1c) and team (H1d) levels. Correlation analyses
showed full support for Hla and H1b, indicating an inverse association existed between
communicative resilience and perceived stress at Time 1 (see Table 5). Linear regression
analyses revealed non-significant results for H1c and H1d (see Table 6). Thus, communicative
resilience had a significant inverse association with both individual and team stress at Time 1 but
was not an effective predictor of individual or team stress at Time 2.

H2 proposed communicative resilience would be positively associated with Time 1
perceived efficacy at the individual (H2a) and team (H2b) levels and would be a negative
predictor of Time 2 perceived efficacy at the individual (H2c) and team (H2d) levels. Correlation
analyses showed full support for H2a and H2b (see Table 5). Linear regression analyses revealed
non-significant results for H2c but significant results for H2d (see Table 6). Therefore,
communicative resilience was positively associated with Time 1 perceived individual and team
efficacy and was a positive predictor of perceived team efficacy at Time 2. However,
communicative resilience was not a significant predictor of Time 2 perceived individual efficacy.

H3 proposed communicative resilience would be positively associated with Time 1
performance at the individual (H3a) and team (H3b) levels and would be a negative predictor of
Time 2 performance at the individual (H3c) and team (H3d) levels. Correlation analyses showed
full support for H3a and H3b (see Table 5). Linear regression analyses revealed significant
results for H3c and H3d (see Table 6). As such, H3 was fully supported. Communicative
resilience was positively associated with Time 1 individual and team performance and was also a
significant, positive predictor of individual and team performance at Time 2.

H4 proposed reliability organizing would be negatively associated with Time 1 perceived

stress at the individual (H4a) and team (H4b) levels and would be a negative predictor of Time 2
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perceived stress at the individual (H4c) and team (H4d) levels. Correlation analyses showed full
support for H4a and H4b, indicating an inverse association existed between reliability organizing
and perceived stress at Time 1 (see Table 5). Linear regression analyses revealed significant
results for H4c and non-significant results for H4d (see Table 6). Thus, reliability organizing had
a significant inverse association with both perceived individual and team stress at Time 1 and
was a significant predictor of Time 2 perceived stress at the individual level, but not at the team
level.

H5 proposed reliability organizing would be positively associated with Time 1 perceived
efficacy at the individual (H5a) and team (H5b) levels and would be a negative predictor of Time
2 perceived efficacy at the individual (H5c¢) and team (H5d) levels. Correlation analyses showed
full support for H5a and H5b (see Table 5). Linear regression analyses revealed significant
results for H5c and H5d (see Table 6). Therefore, H5 was fully supported. Reliability organizing
was positively associated with Time 1 perceived individual and team efficacy and was also a
positive predictor of perceived individual and team efficacy at Time 2.

H6 proposed reliability organizing would be positively associated with Time 1
performance at the individual (H6a) and team (H6b) levels and would be a negative predictor of
Time 2 performance at the individual (H6c) and team (H6d) levels. Correlation analyses showed
full support for H6a and H6b (see Table 5). Linear regression analyses revealed significant
results for H6c and H6d (see Table 6). Thus, H6 was also fully supported. Reliability organizing
was positively associated with Time 1 perceived individual and team efficacy and was also a
positive predictor of perceived individual and team efficacy at Time 2.

H7 and H8 examined the relative strength of communicative resilience and reliability

organizing as predictors of each set of disruption management outcomes at Time 2. The goal of
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these hypotheses was to better understand how each independent variable performed at their
respective theoretical levels when time was taken into consideration. More specifically, H7
proposed that communicative resilience would be a stronger predictor of the individual level
disruption management outcomes at Time 2, while H8 proposed that reliability organizing would
be a stronger predictor of the team level disruption management outcomes at Time 2. The
researcher used multiple linear regression to evaluate the relative strengths of the standardized
beta weights on each of the six disruption management outcomes.

H7 proposed communicative resilience would be a stronger negative predictor of Time 2
perceived individual stress (H7a) and a stronger positive predictor of Time 2 perceived
individual efficacy (H7b) and Time 2 individual performance (H7c) as compared to reliability
organizing. Multiple linear regression revealed non-significant results for Time 2 perceived
individual stress (H7a). Thus, neither communicative resilience nor reliability organizing was a
significant predictor of Time 2 individual stress (see Table 7). H7b and H7c both revealed
similar surprising results: With respect to both Time 2 perceived individual efficacy (H7b) and
Time 2 individual performance (H7c), reliability organizing was a significant positive predictor,
but communicative resilience was not (see Table 7). Therefore, H7 was partially supported as
reliability organizing was a significant predictor of perceived individual efficacy and individual
performance at Time 2, while communicative resilience was not a significant predictor of any
disruption management outcomes at Time 2 when examined in conjunction with reliability
organizing.

H8 proposed reliability organizing would be a stronger negative predictor of Time 2
perceived team stress (H8a) and a stronger positive predictor of Time 2 perceived team efficacy

(H8b) and Time 2 team performance compared to communicative resilience. Again, using
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multiple linear regression, the results were similar to those of H7. Neither variable was a
significant predictor of Time 2 perceived team stress (H8a). However, reliability organizing
again proved to be a significant predictor of both Time 2 perceived team efficacy (H8b) and
Time 2 team performance (H8c), while communicative resilience was not a significant predictor
of either (see Table 7). Therefore, H8 was also partially supported. To summarize the results of
H7 and H8, reliability organizing was a stronger predictor of Time 2 perceived efficacy and
Time 2 performance, both at the individual and team levels of analysis, while communicative
resilience was not a significant predictor of any Time 2 disruption management outcomes at
either level. Furthermore, neither variable proved to be a significant predictor of Time 2
perceived stress at either level of analysis.

Taken together, these patterns of results suggest that communicative resilience’s
influence on disruption management outcomes tends to be more apparent the closer it is to a
disruption event, while reliability organizing tends to exert its influence on disruption
management outcomes more evenly across time. In this way, both communicative resilience and
reliability organizing are complementary in their influence on disruption management.

Implications for these results are further explored in the Discussion.
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Table 5

Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations for Study Variables

M SD «a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

.Comm. Resil.l  4.41 0.69 .93 -

. Reliability Org.2 5.20 1.09 .93 .58***

. T1Ind. Stress®  2.66 0.76 .90 -.26%**- 25%** _

. T1 Ind. Eff. 4.58 0.88 .88 .30*** 32%**-hL4*** _

. T1 Ind. Perf. 4.72 0.72 .80 .39*** 38***-56*** G5*** —

. T1 Team Stress 2.50 0.67 .85-.19** -16* .63***-35***.37*** _

. T1 Team Eff.  4.80 0.98 .89 .27*** A]***.37*** A7*** Gl***_ AZ*** _

. T1 Team Perf. 4.88 0.74 .85 .37*** AQ***-47*** G7*** GQ***._ AQ*** 7Qx*x _

.T2Ind. Stress  2.52 0.72 .90-.13  -17* .66*** - 4Q***- 37*** G5R***x_ 3 x**_ 33*** _

10. T2 Ind. Eff. 4.55 0.89 .91 .16 L20%F - A7FFR JxHx GZxHk . JRHH* JeFHR J0FFK - [OFA*

11. T2 Ind. Perf. 477 0.74 .85 .26%* | 34*** - J4*** GA*** QGE*** . J7*** AQ*** AQ*** . Gyxkx 7Ixxx

12. T2 Team Stress 2.47 0.68 .87 -.11  -.15 - 41%***-25%* _20%** GO*** . 38***. 33*** QH*** - 45***_ go*** _

13. T2 Team Eff.  4.73 0.99 .91 .32%** A4]1***.30***- 35*** AG***.38*** 7TQ*** @3***_3Q*** Ah*** B7***_ Gh*xx*x
14. T2 Team Perf. 4.74 0.78 .87 .25**  31***-36*** 41*** BB***._ J4*** BH***x @GO***_ 4B*** LB*** ThHk*x_ [Rxkk 7@***

© 00 N oo o1 A W N B

Note. * =p<.05;** =p<.01; *** =p<.001

! Communicative resilience, as measured by the CRPS
2 Reliability organizing, as measured by the SOS
3 Variables 3-14 were assessed using each participants’ perceptions of each dependent variable at both the individual and team levels at Time 1 and Time 2
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Table 6

Regression Analyses for Time 2 Predictions

Time 2 95% CI for B
Variable H B SEB LL UL t F af P Re
Communicative Resilience!

Stress

Individual Hic -0.15  0.09 -0.32 0.03 -13 -1.66 2.74 149 .100 .02

Team H1d -0.11  0.08 -0.28 0.06 -11 -1.33 1.76 148 .187 .01
Efficacy

Individual H2c 0.21 0.11 0.00 0.43 .16 1.95 3.81 149 .053 .03

Team H2d 0.48 0.12 0.24 0.71 .32 406 16.48 149 <001 .10
Performance

Individual H3c 0.29 0.09 0.12 0.47 .26 3.33  11.09 149 .001 .07

Team H3d 0.29 0.09 0.11 0.48 .25 3.11 9.68 149 .002 .06

Reliability Organizing?

Stress

Individual H4c -0.11  0.05 -0.22 -0.01 -17 -2.10 4.75 149 .037 .03

Team H4d -0.09  0.05 -0.19 0.01 -15 -1.85 3.61 148 .066 .02
Efficacy

Individual H5c 0.21 0.06 0.09 0.34 .26 3.32 11.48 149 .001 .07

Team H5d 0.37 0.07 0.24 0.50 41 551  29.19 149 <001 .17
Performance

Individual H6c 0.23 0.05 0.12 0.33 .34 442  19.62 149 <001 .12

Team H6d 0.22 0.06 0.11 0.33 31 4,02 15.60 149 <001 .10

! Communicative resilience, as measured by the CRPS

2 Reliability organizing, as measured by the SOS

50
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Table 7

Multiple Linear Regression Analyses for Time 2 Predictions

51

Time 2

95% ClI for B

Model Summary

. H Predictor B SEB B t p
Variable LL UL E df R2 D
Individual

Comm.Res.! -0.06 0.11 -0.28 0.16 -05 -054 590

Stress H7a 2.34 148 .03 .099
Rel. Org.2  -0.09 0.07 -0.22 0.04 -14 -1.39 167
Comm.Res. 0.01 0.13 -0.25 0.27 .01 0.08 .936

Efficacy H7b 5.47 148 .07 .005
Rel. Org. 0.21 0.08 0.05 0.36 .26 2.64 .009
Comm.Res. 0.11 0.11 -0.10 0.32 .10 1.04 301

Performance H7c 10.29 148 12 <.001
Rel. Org. 0.19 0.06 0.06 0.31 .28 2.98 .003

Team

Comm. Res. -0.03 0.10 -0.24 0.17 -.03 -0.32 748

Stress H8a 1.76 147 .02 A77
Rel. Org. -0.08 0.06 -0.20 0.04 -13 -1.32 .189
Comm.Res. 0.17 0.14 -0.10 0.45 12 1.25 213

Efficacy H8b 16.02 148 18  <.001
Rel. Org. 0.31 0.08 0.15 0.47 .35 3.76 <.001
Comm.Res. 0.12 0.11 -0.11 0.34 .10 1.03 307

Performance H8c 8.60 148 .10 <.001
Rel. Org. 0.18 0.07 0.05 0.31 .26 2.67 .008

! Communicative resilience, as measured by the CRPS
2 Reliability organizing, as measured by the SOS
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Chapter 5: Discussion

The purpose of this study was to assess the relative roles of communicative resilience and
reliability organizing on individual and team level self-perceived stress, efficacy, and
performance in organizational settings across time. More specifically, the study had two
objectives: first, to explore how communicative resilience and reliability organizing related to
disruption management outcomes for individuals and teams in organizations in the wake of a
disruptive workplace event. Second, the study sought to investigate the role played by
communication in the development and maintenance of resilience across time for individuals and
teams in organizational contexts. Thus, this project contributes important longitudinal analyses
revealing the role of communication in appraisals of disruption and understanding of longer-term
resilience in organizations, as well as an in-depth investigation of how individual and team level
stress, efficacy, and performance are influenced by disruptive experiences. This study’s
contributions to group and organizational communication, communicative resilience, and high-
reliability organizing literature domains are detailed in the following paragraphs.
Developing and Sustaining Resilience in Organizations Across Time

The longitudinal design of this study offers new and exciting knowledge to organizational
and resilience communication literature domains. The longitudinal collection effort for this study
is of particular importance to the resilience literature. Scholars interested in resilience ought to
consider how communication patterns known to establish resilience can be integrated into the
appraisals and meaning making processes of individuals and teams such that the capacity to
bounce back and absorb strains becomes second nature. In this way, resilience would be
established and routinized such that it can be called upon as a readily available resource when the

next unforeseen disruption occurs. As such, discovering the role of communication in building
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sustained resilience is paramount. Indeed, Wilson et al. (2021) included a specific call for
longitudinal studies testing and validating the CRPS stating that, “longitudinal studies...are
needed to address issues of causality” and to “explore what disruptive events people are
experiencing, what resilience processes they enact, and their well-being over time” (p. 30). This
project answers that call and contributes new knowledge regarding causality and the
development and sustainability of resilience across time.

By way of summary, analyses revealed the influence of communicative resilience tended
to be associated with Time 1 results, while reliability organizing was significantly associated
with stress, efficacy, and performance at both Time 1 and Time 2. Though communicative
resilience was significantly associated with each of the Time 1 outcomes at both the individual
and team levels, it significantly predicted only three of the six disruption management outcomes
at Time 2: team efficacy, individual performance, and team performance. Meanwhile,
communicative resilience was neither a significant predictor of stress (individual, team-level),
nor individual efficacy at Time 2. By comparison, reliability organizing was significantly
associated with each outcome at Time 1 and was a significant predictor of each outcome at Time
2, except for team stress. Moreover, for the three Time 2 outcomes that were significantly
predicted by both communicative resilience and reliability organizing (team efficacy, individual
performance, and team performance), reliability organizing was a stronger predictor and
explained more variance for each outcome than communicative resilience.

The question is these patterns of results reveal about resilience in organizations. In
comparing the results of communicative resilience and reliability organizing at Time 1 and Time
2, several insights become apparent. First, communicative resilience is useful for understanding

the state of individuals’ and teams’ capacity for resilience close to a disruptive event. Notice,
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instructions for the CRPS asked participants to consider and reflect upon their experiences of a
particular event, thus appraising that event’s disruptiveness to work routines (see Appendix A).
Results here affirm that communicative resilience is a process of meaning making oriented
toward a specific disruption. As such, communicative resilience and the CRPS are important
considerations for scholarship investigating how the communication practices of individuals and
teams within the appraisal of a unique disruptive event will help cultivate or perhaps hinder
resilience in meaning making. Communicative resilience is a necessary framework for
understanding members’ well-being and tough mindset when reacting to a workplace disruption.

Similarly, reliability organizing was also significantly inversely associated with stress
and positively associated with efficacy and performance at the individual and team levels at
Time 1. However, reliability organizing is indicative of ongoing, reliable culturing practices,
reinforced in communication patterns. If individuals and teams within organizations adhere to
HRO principles, resilience will be more readily available and in greater stores due to the existing
social context in which its members operate. The organizing principles underlying such work
contexts will inherently and continually emphasize readiness for handling disruptions, often with
explicit expectations for planning ahead for disruptive punctuations to ordinary work. More
specifically, communication patterns between individuals and team members, which more
closely reflect highly-reliable organizing principles, will reinforce a mindset and culture of
resilience through ongoing experiences and reinforced communication expectations. Therefore,
if communicative resilience is meaning making oriented toward a disruption, reliability
organizing is meaning making oriented toward disruptions.

Results reinforce the complementarity of both communicative resilience processes and

reliability organizing principles, particularly when considering the two time longitudinal data
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collection. Though both variables were associated with each disruption management outcome at
Time 1, reliability organizing outperformed communicative resilience at Time 2 in terms of
capacity for predicting how well disruptions were managed by team members. More specifically,
reliability organizing was a significant predictor of each Time 2 outcome except for team stress,
whereas communicative resilience was a significant predictor of only three outcomes. Moreover,
a close examination of the three outcomes significantly predicted by both communicative
resilience and reliability organizing (individual performance, team efficacy, and team
performance), reliability organizing was a stronger predictor of all three.

These results further support the claim that individuals and teams functioning within a
highly-reliable culture are more capable of withstanding unforeseen disruptions long-term as
compared to those adhering to communicative resilience patterns. Again, certainly,
communicative resilience processes are of paramount importance for aiding organizational
members in adaptive sensemaking close to a particular disruptive event; however, considering
the social contexts surrounding these individuals and teams is equally vital to understanding how
established communication patterns equip individuals and teams for resilience both close to the
event and beyond, near and far. In sum, results suggest that communicative resilience processes
aid in meaning making oriented toward a disruption; reliability organizing principles shape
meaning making oriented toward disruptions. In this way, these processes and principles
represent complementary modes of understanding and practicing organizational resilience.
Communicative Theory of Resilience

Additionally, this project contributes a group communication application of the
communicative theory of resilience (Buzzanell, 2010, 2018a). To date, scholars have used CTR

to explore communicative processes of resilience in many contexts, including, but not limited to,
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family and marital communication (Beck, 2016; Carr & Koenig Kellas, 2018; Dorrance Hall,
2018; Lucas & Buzzanell, 2012), risk communication (Barbour et al., 2020), community
resilience (Rice & Jahn, 2020; Scharp et al., 2020), and organizational contexts (Agarwal &
Buzzanell, 2015; Ishak & Williams, 2018; Okamoto, 2020; Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey, 2021).
Similarly, to date, scholarship on communicative resilience has tended to be qualitative in nature
(Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey, 2021). Indeed, Wilson et al. (2021) stated that “no quantitative
measure [had] been developed to assess CTR processes...across a wide range of disruptive
events” prior to the development of the Communicative Resilience Processes Scale.

Published qualitative projects have contributed to scholars’ knowledge base of
communicative resilience, but resilience scholarship is strengthened by theory-testing and
deductive reasoning, as can be accomplished via quantitative investigations. The present study
used quantitative data collection and analysis strategies. Therefore, it bolsters the validity of the
communicative resilience theory and further extends its use into group and organizational
communication literature related to resilience. However, future research should continue to
explore projects with quantitative methods using the CRPS (Wilson et al., 2021), thus continuing
to advance application and understanding of how resilience is enacted, cultivated, and sustained
in individuals and groups alike.

The present study of CTR in team contexts revealed that communicative resilience is
notably influential for team members’ perceptions of stress, efficacy, and performance in the
aftermath of a disruption; however, those influences seem to fade within a relatively short
timeframe—at least 4-6 weeks. That pattern suggests resilient communication is helpful for
bouncing back from a disruptive event quickly and effectively and reinforces the notion that

communicative resilience is effective for meaning making about a specific disruptive event.
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Furthermore, results suggest that individuals and teams within organizations who can
successfully draw upon their communication networks, use communication to construct new
normalcies following the event, and anchor themselves within stable identities are likely to
develop greater stores of resilience to draw upon during the next disruption. Therefore, this study
is a contribution of CTR scholarship to both group and organizational literatures. More
specifically, this project is one of few studies using CTR to explain the consequences of
individual and team communication behaviors for resilience in organizational settings (Malvani
Redden et al., 2019; Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey, 2021).

Furthermore, this study represents an early assessment of the psychometric reliability of
CTR—an opportunity only recently made possible by the development and validation of the
Communicative Resilience Processes Scale (Wilson et al., 2021). Confirmatory factor analyses
conducted for this project aligned well with the model presented by Wilson and colleagues. In
doing so, these analyses support the reliability of the scale and demonstrate is transferability to
specific communication contexts, such as organizational settings. Also, in the present study, the
CRPS demonstrated expected convergent validity with the Safety Organizing Scale. Conversely,
the CRPS demonstrated an expected inverse relationship with the Perceived Stress Scale. As
such, this study provides empirical support for the validity of the CRPS and should encourage
further scholarship employing the communicative resilience construct and measure.

Analyses revealed that communicative resilience was significantly associated with each
disruption management outcome at both the individual and team levels at Time 1 (H1a-b, H2a-b,
H3a-b). This finding has two key implications for communication research. First, it confirms the
CRPS explains how resilience is created through communication both for individuals and teams

alike, particularly with respect to appraisals of a specific disruption. Second, the significant
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associations between communicative resilience and each of the disruption management outcomes
at Time 1 highlight the necessity for additional research into individual and team level
organizational constructs of interest. Managers and practitioners are often concerned with aspects
of organizational life that serve to reduce stress and bolster efficacy and performance. This paper
underscores the need for future research related to resilience and additional organizational factors
to expand and deepen current understanding of how communication processes facilitate meaning
making in appraisals oriented toward a disruption, in order to create resilience in short-term
responses to disruptive workplace events. Therefore, the project also serves as a model of how
CTR is a useful and informative lens for explaining how communication can develop resilience
at the team level, and thus ought to encourage group and organizational communication scholars
alike to continue to locate relevant contexts in which to apply CTR as a theoretical framework.
High-Reliability Organizing

This project contributes to and extends high-reliability organizing theory in existing
organizational communication scholarship. HRO is a popular theory in organizational
communication (Barbour & Gill, 2017; J. L. Ford, 2018; Jahn & Black, 2017; Minei & Bisel,
2013; Roeder, Bisel, & Howe, 2021); yet, the theory has largely been underused as a theoretical
framework in studies related to resilience (for a notable exception, see Roeder, Bisel, &
Morrissey, 2021). This pattern is somewhat surprising, given that HRO was closely linked to
matters of resilience from its inception. For example, Weick and Sutcliffe (2001, 2015) theorized
groups and systems can maintain high reliability through implementing and adhering to five key
principles, one of which is a commitment to resilience. A commitment to resilience entails
pursuing and maintaining communication patterns that facilitate specialized organizing, aimed

toward creating redundant systems, often through material and procedural contingency plans.
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As such, using HRO as a theoretical framework in resilience scholarship is essential for
discovering the ways in which team communication patterns might facilitate or enhance resilient
practices during and following disruptive events. Results presented here indicate that reliability
organizing principles support resilience for both individual team members and whole teams close
to disruptions and beyond. This empirical observation is consistent with HRO theorizing, which
states that high reliability is a culturally constructed context of teams and organizations and not a
one-time event (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015). In other words, reliability organizing is ongoing by
nature and serves as a contextual backdrop against which disruptions are appraised and
experienced. Existing scholarship has repeatedly documented the essential role played by
communication in establishing and maintaining reliable organizing practices. For example,
purposeful questioning (Barbour & Gill, 2017), participatory decision making (Jahn & Black,
2017), and informal team communication norms (Roeder, Bisel, & Howe, 2021) have each been
documented as communication patterns that support the rise of reliable organizing practices.
However, further research investigating how communication facilitates the maintenance of HRO
principles alongside resilience is warranted.

Moreover, similar to communicative resilience, analyses showed full support for the
relationship between reliability organizing and each disruption management outcome at Time 1
(H4a-b, H5a-b, H6a-b). Support for these hypotheses offers additional evidence that
incorporating HRO principles into routinized communication practices will better equip
individuals and teams for effective meaning making about disruptions more broadly. Indeed,
reliability organizing explained more variance of all three team level outcomes at Time 2 than
communicative resilience (Table 6). These results suggest that insofar as organizational members

and teams can routinize reliability principles into everyday communication patterns with one
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another, the more likely it will be that these members will have heightened capacity and quality
of resilience when disruptive events arise. Beyond establishing resilience within individual
members, crafting organizational communication expectations that mimic those proposed in
HRO theory will serve to create more resilient, more durable individuals and teams, capable of
appraising and responding to disruptions in reliable ways both in the immediate aftermath and
across time. Thus, ample opportunities exist for communication scholars to continue to
investigate the nature of resilience using HRO theory, particularly for teams and groups facing
unforeseen obstacles, planned change processes, or perhaps repetitive disruptive events.
Moreover, this dissertation offers evidence that the safety organizing scale (SOS; Vogus
& Sutcliffe, 2007) offers rich insight into communication processes within work teams.
However, the scale has not been widely applied in quantitative organizational communication
scholarship. The excellent performance of the SOS in predicting disruption management
outcomes in this project speaks to its relevance and applicability for this type of research.
Therefore, assessment of reliability organizing, by way of the SOS, should be a mainstay in
quantitative organizational communication research related to resilience and reliability. Further,
the items in the scale are strongly rooted in communication behaviors; each statement has a
simple, concrete purpose, and the scale performed very well in terms of reliability and validity.
Additionally, the active nature of the wording of the items in the scale is paramount to
determining how teams regularly behave and communicate. Future scholarship ought to continue
to explore additional factors that might provide further insight into how individuals and teams
respond to disruptive workplace events over time. Stress, efficacy, and performance are
important markers for this research domain and for organizational practitioners, but certainly

many avenues for exploration still exist, such as the influence of resilience processes on
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workplace relationships and leader-member dynamics (Ford & Ivancic, 2020; Okamoto, 2020;
Wieland, 2020).

To date, HRO scholarship in organizational communication has been predominantly
qualitative (Barbour & Gill, 2017; Minei & Bisel, 2013; Roeder, Bisel, & Howe, 2021). The
SOS presents an opportunity for scholars to deductively test and assess the main implications of
HRO theory to further understand the role of reliability organizing within teams and
organizations alike. The following sections offer additional details on how communicative
resilience and reliability organizing are complementary components of understanding how
individuals and teams can establish and maintain resilience in their appraisals of specific
disruptions, or disruptive events more broadly.

Relative Influences of Communicative Resilience and Reliability Organizing

Finally, this study offers a nuanced understanding of how communicative resilience
compared to reliability organizing in terms of how each variable was associated with stress,
efficacy, and performance at Time 1 and predictive of each outcome at Time 2. To accomplish
this goal, analyses explored the relative influence of communicative resilience and reliability
organizing on disruption management outcomes to explore the possibility that communicative
resilience contributes more to individual level resilience while reliability organizing is better fit
to explain team resilience (Buzzanell, 2010; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). In general,
communicative resilience was significantly associated with more individual level outcomes,
while reliability organizing was significantly associated with more team level outcomes, though
not precisely in accordance with hypothesized patterns. Specific findings related to the relative
influence between communicative resilience processes and reliability organizing principles are

discussed in the following paragraphs.
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First, in comparing the associations between communicative resilience and disruption
management outcomes at Time 1, recall that significant associations emerged for each outcome
at both the individual and team levels. Close examination of these results revealed that
communicative resilience was more strongly correlated with each individual level outcome than
its team level counterpart at Time 1. However, in evaluating Time 2 outcomes, communicative
resilience was only significantly associated with individual and team levels for performance, but
not with stress or efficacy. The hypothesized prediction that communicative resilience would
hold a stronger association with individual performance than with team performance was true for
this pairing as well, albeit a rather small difference.

In general, the reliability organizing variable performed well overall at both levels of
analysis; yet, results are complex. Interestingly, reliability organizing held a stronger association
with Time 1 individual stress as compared to team stress, and communicative resilience was
more strongly associated with Time 1 stress at both levels as compared to reliability organizing.
In examining how reliability organizing was associated with efficacy and performance at Time 1,
analyses revealed stronger associations with team efficacy and team performance as compared to
individual efficacy and individual performance. Therefore, for both efficacy and performance,
reliability organizing was stronger at the team level than at the individual, and it was a stronger
predictor at both levels for each outcome at Time 1.

The relationships between reliability organizing and Time 2 outcomes also revealed
intriguing results. First, reliability organizing was significantly predictive of Time 2 individual
stress, but not team stress. More research is needed to further understand how team stress across
time is related to resilience behaviors, as neither communicative resilience nor reliability

organizing was a significant predictor of Time 2 team stress. In fact, Time 2 team stress is the
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single variable not significantly associated with reliability organizing, which raises the
possibility that perhaps the study did not have enough power to assess team stress across time, or
that participants’ perceptions of team stress are difficult to capture (Miller et al., 1990). In
examining Time 2 efficacy and performance, reliability organizing was a stronger significant
predictor of team efficacy as compared to individual efficacy, but a weaker predictor of team
performance as compared to individual performance. Importantly, reliability organizing held a
significant association or served as a significant predictor of each of the disruption management
outcomes at both Time 1 and Time 2, with the aforementioned exception of Time 2 team stress.

Reliability organizing predicted disruption management outcomes at Time 1 and Time 2
and did so at both the perceived individual and perceived team levels. Taken together, these
results indicate that, while communicative resilience is an appropriate measure to assess
individual and team outcomes at Time 1 by revealing the nature of meaning making in the
aftermath of a particular disruption, reliability organizing proved to be more influential overall at
both levels of analysis for both Time 1 and Time 2 (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007; Wilson et al.,
2021). This finding reinforces how meaning making strategies toward disruptions more broadly
are a useful organizing principle for both individuals and teams. These findings suggest that, in
organizations where safety culturing and high-reliability principles are normalized through
communication, individuals and teams are better prepared and equipped to manage disruption
(Baker et al., 2006; Roeder, Bisel, & Morrissey, 2021). Thus, a strong case exists for continued
and expanded investigation into how reliability organizing principles are related to and
encouraging of resilience in organizational settings. Moreover, these results suggest that building
and sustaining resilience for individuals and teams in organizations can be accomplished by

incorporating and reinforcing high-reliability organization strategies into routinized
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communication behaviors among team members (J. L. Ford, 2018). Implications and suggestions
for such practices are offered in the following sections.

Finally, Hypothesis 7 predicted that communicative resilience would be a stronger
predictor of Time 2 disruption management outcomes at the individual level as compared to
reliability organizing, whereas Hypothesis 8 predicted reliability organizing would be a stronger
predictor of Time 2 disruption management outcomes as the team level as compared to reliability
organizing. Interestingly, analyses proved that, in fact, reliability organizing was more predictive
of Time 2 outcomes at both the individual and team levels. Though this finding does not hold for
individual or team stress at Time 2 (H7a; H8a), multiple linear regression analyses revealed
significant findings for efficacy and performance at both levels. In each instance, reliability
organizing was a stronger predictor of the disruption management outcome at Time 2 than
communicative resilience.

This intriguing finding holds important implications for the future of resilience research
in communication because it further bolsters the case for continuing to integrate HRO theorizing
into resilience research, particularly in investigations regarding resilience across time.
Specifically, these results highlight the need for additional longitudinal research to gain further
understanding into precisely how resilience is cultivated and established through communication
and organizing principles, such as those found within high-reliability organizing. It may be the
case that similar organizing strategies and the communication patterns therein might also
contribute to building and sustaining resilience among individuals and teams as well.

Importantly, the results of this study further reinforce the compatibility of CTR and HRO
as complementary theoretical frameworks in group and organizational communication research.

Though it may appear as if these two literature domains conceptualize resilience in ways too
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distinct to compare, this project complements existing qualitative research (Barbour & Gill,
2017; Ishak & Williams, 2017) by providing an example of how resilience research can be
bolstered and enhanced by incorporating and integrating both literature domains (Roeder, Bisel,
& Morrissey, 2021). Moreover, the project presents quantitative, longitudinal evidence that
supports the idea resilience research can be strengthened by synthesizing and utilizing both
theoretical domains in future studies. Therefore, this dissertation and the results herein ought to
encourage scholars to continue to consider how synthesizing and drawing upon both CTR and
HRO literatures and conceptual frameworks offers an enhanced, nuanced understanding of the
role of communication in building lasting resilience in organizational settings.

Practical Implications

The results of this study offer relevant and practical implications for organizational
practitioners and team members. First, the study underscores the importance of developing
communication behaviors aligned with the five processes of communicative resilience outlined
in CTR (Buzzanell, 2010), particularly for individuals to be able to activate resilience
immediately following disruptive events. Leaders are encouraged to promote communicative
resilience practices into routinized norms for individuals and teams in their organizations. This
practice would certainly serve to strengthen efficacy and performance during and after disruptive
events, while reducing stress for individuals and teams in the immediate aftermath.

Second, the results strongly support incorporating reliable organizing principles into
regular team communication patterns and behaviors (Baker et al., 2006; Jahn, 2016; Roeder,
Bisel, & Howe, 2021). Though participants in this study were not screened or selected for
membership in high-reliability organizations, results demonstrated that individuals in teams

where such communication practices were routinized were more resilient in the wake of
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disruption. These practices include behaviors, such as openly discussing mistakes and how to
learn from them, discussing alternate work practices to routinized processes, knowing and
utilizing unique skill sets of each team member, and developing collective expertise to face and
quickly resolve crises when they emerge (Ishak & Williams, 2018). Establishing communication
patterns within work teams, which are known to enhance the reliability of organizing, is
important for developing and establishing resilience in both the short and long term, reducing
stress, and enhancing efficacy and performance. Therefore, organizational practitioners ought to
be encouraged to incorporate similar patterns into their work teams so that individual members
and entire teams will be capable of resilient responses to future disruptions, thus continuing to
bolster and strengthen capacity for resilience across time.
Limitations

A primary limitation of this study is the attrition of participants between collection
intervals, which is common in longitudinal research. Ideally, each participant would have
participated at both collection points, thus bolstering the reliability and validity of Time 2
findings. Financial strain created by needing to incentivize participants twice meant that fewer
participant responses could be collected, and statistical power was, therefore, constrained.
However, the benefits of longitudinal data offered by the study design and the results herein
remain a significant contribution beyond these limiting factors. Furthermore, the study is limited
in its access to team-level aggregation data. The team level variables are reliant upon each
participant’s perception of their own work team. Future research could build on the findings in
this project by studying specific teams within organizations and aggregating impressions of team
communication and disruption management outcomes from multiple team members. Finally,

because the study recruited from a diverse participant pool, and each individual selected and
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described his or her own disruptive event, degree of disruptiveness to work routines varied
across the sample. Similarly, future researchers might consider exploring resilience within work
groups that experienced a shared disruptive event, then comparing how each individual and the
team as a whole unit embodied and enacted resilience (or failed to do so) in their
communication.

Conclusion

This project sought to investigate the role of communication in developing and sustaining
resilience in response to workplace disruption. By examining the influence of communicative
resilience and reliability organizing on stress, efficacy, and performance for individuals and
teams, this study uncovered new knowledge about the essential role of communication for
establishing both short- and longer-term resilience processes in organizations. The study offers
relevant and timely results to communicative resilience and reliability organizing literature
domains. High-quality quantitative research is needed in both these research areas; thus, the
longitudinal results of this paper created new knowledge about how resilience is developed
across time through communication practices between individuals in organizations and amongst
team members, answering a call from Wilson et al. (2021) for such projects.

Specifically, results of this paper underscore the vital role communication plays in
developing resilience for individuals and teams. Resilience is often incorrectly assumed to be a
trait held by certain individuals and lacking in others; in contrast, this study contributes evidence
that suggests specific interpersonal and team communication practices bolster the capacity to
respond resiliently to an unforeseen disruptive workplace event. Resilience is a dynamic and
expanding topic of interest within organizational communication research, and this project offers

an additional avenue of understanding to how resilience is crafted through communication.
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Figure 1

Survey Flow (Time 1)
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Figure 2

Survey Flow (Time 2)
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Figure 3

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for CRPS (Unstandardized Solution)
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Appendix A
Communication Resilience Processes Scale (CRPS) (Wilson et al., 2020)
DIRECTIONS: Think about the disruptive experience to your work you described above. Please
indicate how much you agree with the following statements.
[Scale points: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree somewhat, 4 = agree somewhat,
5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree]
Crafting Normalcy

Maintaining Routines

=

| tried to keep life as normal as possible.

N

| continued to do the things | normally would.

3. I made an effort to keep up with my daily routines.

&

| tried to keep busy doing what I normally do.
Adapting and Creating New Routines
5. | started to build new routines.
6. | started to do new things that over time became ordinary.
7. | adjusted my daily habits to the new circumstances.
8. I adjusted my routines in light of what happened.
Affirming Identity Anchors
9. I maintained key aspects of my identity amidst everything that was going on.
10. I kept in mind who | wanted to be throughout the situation.
11. I held onto the most important parts of myself despite everything that went on.
12. 1 dug deep into what I value the most as the situation unfolded.

13. I tried to act like the person I ideally wanted to be.
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14. | focused on my most important roles during this time.
Maintaining and Using Communication Networks
15. I turned to family and close friends for support.
16. I turned to other people in my network for what I needed.
17. 1 sought guidance from people I know.
18. | reached out to other people for help.
19. I relied on my connections with others during the situation.
Constructing Alternative Logics
Reframing
20. | found a different way to make sense of the difficult situation.
21. | tried to see the difficult situation in a new light.
22. | found ways of thinking outside of the box in the situation.
23. | found a way to reimagine what was happening in the difficult situation.
24. | thought about the situation in ways that | had not considered before.
Humor
25. | tried to find humor in the situation even though it was difficult to do so.
26. | relied on humor to get through the challenging times.
27. Despite the seriousness of the situation, | found myself using humor to lighten things up.
28. Even though I didn’t expect to, I found myself laughing at something funny that happened in
the situation.
Foregrounding Productive Action While Backgrounding Negative Feelings
29. | chose to focus on actions that would help me move forward even though it was difficult.
30. Despite how I was feeling, | chose to focus on things that were productive.

31. | focused on what would help me carry on even though it was challenging.
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32. Despite how | was feeling, | tried to focus on taking constructive actions.

87
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Appendix B
Safety Organizing Scale (SOS) (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007)
DIRECTIONS: The following questions ask you to assess the degree to which you and your
teammates with whom you currently and primarily work engage in certain behaviors and
practices. By teammates, we mean the coworkers you interact with to get work done (these could
be people in your department or unit).
[Scale points: 1 = not at all, 2 = to a very limited extent, 3 = to a limited extent, 4 = to a moderate
extent, 5 = to a considerable extent, 6 = to a great extent, 7 = to a very great extent]
STEM: “To what extent do the following statements characterize your current work team?”
1. We have a good “map” of each others’ talents and skills
2. We talk about mistakes and ways to learn from them
3. We discuss our unique skills with each other so we know who on the team has relevant
specialized skills and knowledge
4. We discuss alternatives as to how to go about our normal work activities
5. When giving a report to a teammate, we usually discuss what to look out for next
6. When attempting to resolve a problem, we take advantage of the unique skills of our
colleagues
7. We spend time identifying activities we do not want to go wrong
8. When errors happen, we discuss how we could have prevented them

9. When a crisis occurs, we rapidly pool our collective expertise to attempt to resolve it
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Appendix C

Assessment of Disruptiveness (adapted from Wilson et al., 2020)
Think about a difficult or troubling event or series of events that disrupted your work routines in
the last 3 months.
Please tell the full story about the work experience you have in mind. Everyone’s experience is
different and there is no right or wrong way to tell a story.
Consider: When/where did this difficult experience start? How did it start? What happened at the
beginning, middle, and end? Who was involved? How did you feel at the time? How do you feel

about it now? Provide as much detail as you can.

DIRECTIONS: Consider the event(s) you just described. Use the sliding scales to answer the
following questions.
[Scale points: 0 = not at all, 100 = completely]
1. How unexpected was the disruption to your work?
2. How disruptive was the event to your work routines?
3. How disruptive is the event for you currently?
4. To what extent do you feel in control over circumstances related to the disruptive event?
5. To what extent did the disruptive event impact your work life?
6. To what extent do you feel that any initial issues surrounding the disruptive event have

been resolved?
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Appendix D
Individual Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) (Cohen et al., 1983)
DIRECTIONS: The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the
last month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate by selecting how often you felt or thought
a certain way.
[Scale points: 0 = never, 1 = almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, 4 = very often]
1. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that happened
unexpectedly?
2. Inthe last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the important
things in your life?
3. Inthe last month, how often have you felt nervous and “stressed”?
4. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to handle your
personal problems? [R]
5. In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your way? [R]
6. In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all the things
that you had to do?
7. In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your life? [R]
8. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things? [R]
9. Inthe last month, how often have you been angered because of things that were outside
of your control?
10. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you

could not overcome them?
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Appendix E
Team Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) (adapted from Cohen et al., 1983)
DIRECTIONS: The questions in this scale ask you about your perception of your work team’s
feelings and thoughts during the last month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate by
selecting how often you believe your team felt or thought a certain way.
[Scale points: 0 = never, 1 = almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, 4 = very often]
1. In the last month, how often has your team been upset because of something that
happened unexpectedly?
2. In the last month, how often has your team felt that it was unable to control important
things?
3. Inthe last month, how often has your team felt nervous and “stressed”?
4. In the last month, how often has your team felt confident about its ability to handle
members’ personal problems? [R]
5. In the last month, how often has your team felt that things were going its way? [R]
6. In the last month, how often has your team found that it could not cope with all the things
that its members had to do?
7. In the last month, how often has your team been able to control irritations in your team’s
work? [R]
8. In the last month, how often has your team felt that it was on top of things? [R]
9. Inthe last month, how often has your team been angered because of things that were
outside of members’ control?
10. In the last month, how often has your team felt difficulties were piling up so high that you

could not overcome them together?
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Appendix F
Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs & Knight, 1994)

DIRECTIONS: Think about your ability to do the tasks required by your job. When answering
the following questions, answer in reference to your own personal work skills and ability to
perform your job.
[Scale points: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree somewhat, 4 = agree somewhat,
5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree]

1. I have confidence in my ability to do my job.

2. There are some tasks required by my job that I cannot do well. [R]

3. When my performance is poor, it is due to my lack of ability. [R]

4. 1 doubt my ability to do my job. [R]

5. I have all the skills needed to perform my job very well.

6. Most people in my line of work can do this job better than | can. [R]

7. 1 am an expert at my job.

8. My future in this job is limited because of my lack of skills. [R]

9. I am very proud of my job skills and abilities.

10. | feel threatened when others watch me work. [R]
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Appendix G
Collective Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs & Knight, 1994)

DIRECTIONS: Think about the team you work with. This may be an office group, a
maintenance crew, an academic department, etc. When responding to the following items,
answer in reference to this group’s work-related ability.
[Scale points: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree somewhat, 4 = agree somewhat,
5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree]

1. The team | work with has above average ability.

2. This team is poor compared to other departments doing similar work. [R]

3. This team is not able to perform as well as it should. [R]

4. The members of this team have excellent job skills.

5. Some members of this team should be fired due to lack of ability. [R]

6. This team is not very effective. [R]

7. Some members in this team cannot do their jobs well. [R]
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Appendix H

Individual Success-Failure Scale (adapted from Riggs & Knight, 1994)

DIRECTIONS: Think about your recent ability to do your work and to accomplish your goals.

When responding to the following items, answer in reference to your work-related ability.

[Scale points: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree somewhat, 4 = agree somewhat,

5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree]

1.

2.

3.

My recent work deserves an A+.

| have been doing poor work. [R]

I have recently benefited because my work performance was good.

| have been meeting my work goals.

| have recently had some costly failures at work. [R]

My past performance has had little impact on the success of the larger organization as
awhole. [R]

Recently, good things have happened because of my work.

The organization has recently suffered because of mistakes | made. [R]

I recently accomplished some of my work goals.
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Appendix |

Team Success-Failure Scale (Riggs & Knight, 1994)

DIRECTIONS: Think about the department in which you work. Think about this department’s

recent ability to do its work and to accomplish its goals. This department may be an office group,

a maintenance crew, an academic department, etc. When responding to the following items,

answer in reference to this group’s work-related ability.

[Scale points: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree somewhat, 4 = agree somewhat,

5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree]

1.

2.

The recent work of this team deserves an A+.

This team has been doing poor work. [R]

This team has recently benefited because its performance was good.

As a group, this team has been meeting its goals.

As a group, this team has recently had some costly failures. [R]

The past performance of this team has had little impact on the success of the larger
organization as a whole. [R]

Recently, good things have happened because of the work done by this team.

The organization has recently suffered because of mistakes made by this team. [R]

This team has recently accomplished some goals.
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Appendix J
Demographic Questions

1. What is your age?
2. lidentify my ethnicity as (select all that apply):
3. What is your gender?
4. How many years and months of paid work experience do you have?
5. How many years and months of supervisory experience do you have?
6. How many years and months have you worked at your current organization?
7. How many years and months have you worked with your current work team? (The team

you were thinking about as you answered the previous sets of questions.)
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Appendix K
Final LISREL Syntax for CRPS CFA

CRPS_CFA

Raw Data from file

Latent Variables AffAnc Ntwrk PrdAct MntnRt NewRt Rfrm Humor Resil
Relationships

CRP_IA1 = 1*AffAnc

CRP_IA2 CRP_IA3 CRP_IA5 CRP_IA6 CRP_IAT7 = AffAnc
CRP_NWS3 = 1*Ntwrk

CRP_NW4 CRP_NWS5 CRP_NWS6 = Ntwrk

CRP_FG1 = 1*PrdAct

CRP_FG2 CRP_FG3 CRP_FG4 = PrdAct

CRP_CN1 = 1*MntnRt

CRP_CN2 CRP_CN3 CRP_CN4 = MntnRt

CRP_CN6 = 1*NewRt

CRP_CN7 CRP_CN8 CRP_CN9 = NewRt

CRP_AL1 = 1*Rfrm

CRP_AL2 CRP_AL3 CRP_AL5 CRP_AL6 = Rfrm

CRP_AL7 = 1*Humor

CRP_AL8 CRP_AL9 CRP_AL10 = Humor

AffAnc Ntwrk PrdAct MntnRt NewRt Rfrm Humor = Resil

LET THE ERRORS OF CRP_CN4 AND CRP_CN2 CORRELATE
LET THE ERRORS OF Rfrm AND Humor CORRELATE

LET THE ERRORS OF CRP_FG4 AND CRP_FG2 CORRELATE
LET THE ERRORS OF CRP_IA7 AND CRP_IA1 CORRELATE
LET THE ERRORS OF CRP_CN6 AND CRP_CN7 CORRELATE
LET THE ERRORS OF CRP_IA7 AND CRP_IA2 CORRELATE
Path Diagram

End of Problem



