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A B S T R A C T   

Although the positive effects of resilience at work are well documented, the mechanisms that explain the 
translation of trait resilience into resilient behavior at work remain unclear. Drawing on person-environment fit 
theory in conjunction with trait-activation theory and utilizing two-wave data of Dutch employees, we inves-
tigated whether and which learning-supportive environment (i.e., a perception of learning climate) mediates the 
effects of trait resilience as a personal characteristic on behavioral resilience at work. Our results indicate that an 
appreciation learning climate as well as a facilitating learning climate mediate the relationship between trait 
resilience and resilient behavior at work. Taken together, this study suggests that managers should be cautious 
encouraging perceptions of error avoidance within their organizations.   

1. Introduction 

Employee resilience refers to the extent in which employees suc-
cessfully adapt to change and setbacks at work and bounce back after 
adversity to come back better than before (Caniëls & Hatak, 2019; 
Näswall et al., 2015). Various studies show that resilient employees 
excel in job performance and organizational commitment (Meneghel 
et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2017; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Similarly, 
resilience has been shown to drive individual innovativeness by 
providing the strength to deal with setbacks and adversity inherent to 
innovative work projects (Moenkemeyer et al., 2012). 

Employee resilience has been described as having two components: a 
trait component (a relatively stable personality characteristic; Caniëls & 
Baaten, 2019; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009; Luthans, 2002a) and a state 
component (a behavior that varies over time and across situations; 
Kuntz, Connell, & Näswall, 2017; Kuntz, Malinen, & Näswall, 2017; Britt 
et al., 2016). It reflects “not only the ability to recover from adversity but 
also the capacity to utilize and proactively develop personal and 
workplace resources” (Kuntz, Malinen, & Näswall, 2017, p. 225). 
Studies about resilience typically focus on either trait resilience (e.g., 
Connor & Davidson, 2003; Smith et al., 2008; Wagnild & Young, 1993) 

or behavioral resilience (e.g., Kuntz, Malinen, & Näswall, 2017). 
In this study, we establish the resilience trait-state relation by 

examining the mechanisms that translate trait resilience into resilient 
behavior at work. When studying resilience in a work setting, it is 
important to take into account the perceptions that employees have 
about the extent to which their work setting facilitates or hinders their 
personal development and growth, because these perceptions may 
determine the degree in which employees feel supported at work. 
Drawing on person-environment fit theory (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) 
in conjunction with the principle of trait activation (Tett & Burnett, 
2003), we argue that trait resilience fosters resilient behavior at work 
through the organizations’ learning climate. By learning climate we 
understand “employees’ perception of organizational policies and 
practices aimed at supporting employees’ learning behaviors” (Nikolova 
et al., 2014, p. 66). Specifically, trait resilience induces employees to 
perceive the organization’s policies and practices as learning- 
supportive, i.e., as appreciative, facilitating, and not oriented at error- 
avoidance. This subjective person-environment fit, in turn, induces 
employees to behave resiliently. 

In the current study, we seek to enrich the resilience literature by 
complementing the dominant focus on resilience as a personality 
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characteristic (e.g., Avey et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2008) with the 
behavioral side of its potential effect at the individual level. Specifically, 
this study empirically tests the mechanism underlying the relationship 
between trait resilience and resilience at work, underscoring the 
distinctiveness of the two constructs and showing that resilience as a 
trait is activated when confronted with specific situational cues at the 
organizational level ensuring person-environment fit that makes resil-
ient employees more likely to actually deal with change and setbacks at 
work. Second, this study contributes to the rising literature on learning 
climate (e.g., Crans et al., 2021; Van der Heijde et al., 2018) by elabo-
rating on the functioning of perceptions of organization’s practices and 
policies aimed at supporting employees’ learning behaviors. Exploring 
whether approach-oriented and avoidance learning climates have a 
direct or indirect effect on employees’ dealing with change and setbacks 
at work is important for further understanding the way in which 
learning climates can unfold their organizational benefits. Hence, we 
also raise importance for going beyond the general acknowledgement 
that approach-oriented learning climates are a remedy by themselves. 

Furthermore, this study offers implications for practice. An increased 
understanding of the relationship between resilience as a trait and 
resilient behavior at work can help managers to predict which em-
ployees will behave resiliently during adverse work situations and which 
employees may need personal support to ensure compatibility with the 
work environment. In this regard, building on our findings, managers 
are well advised to ensure that perceptions of error avoidance are 
refuted within the organization, while recognition of appreciation and 
facilitation are promoted. Furthermore, we stress among others the 
importance of interventions that construe social identity, as these could 
positively affect employees’ trait resilience. 

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses 

2.1. Resilience as inherent trait and as adaptive behavior 

Extant studies in the field of organizational behavior have focussed 
on resilience as a personality trait, inherent to the individual (e.g., 
Luthans, 2002b; Luthans, Avey, et al., 2006; Luthans, Vogelgesang, & 
Lester, 2006) or a process through which individuals may adapt to 
adversity and thrive (Britt et al., 2016; Kossek & Perrigino, 2016; Luthar 
et al., 2000). Other studies have focused on how resilience can be 
developed as a behavioral capability (Kuntz, Malinen, & Näswall, 2017; 
Caniëls & Hatak, 2019; for an overview of recent resilience research see 
Hartmann et al., 2020). 

As a personality trait, resilience is conceptualised as “the ability to 
bounce back, resist illness, adapt to stress, or thrive in the face of 
adversity” (Smith et al., 2008, p. 195). Resilient individuals quickly 
recover from stressful events. Resilience helps individuals to live 
through hard times with little trouble, and swiftly get over set-backs 
(Smith et al., 2008). As such, resilience can be seen as a personal 
resource, an inherent trait that enables individuals to cope with obsta-
cles and adversity at work (Hystad et al., 2011; Salmela-Aro & Upa-
dyaya, 2018). In turn, there is a growing amount of studies posing that 
personal resources can grow and develop over time (Demerouti et al., 
2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Building on these studies resilience is 
conceptualised as a behavioral capability (Kuntz et al., 2016; Kuntz, 
Malinen, & Näswall, 2017), i.e., a skill that can be trained and supported 
by organizational practices (Demerouti et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2014) 
and that may be stimulated by an enabling organizational context 
(Näswall et al., 2019). This conceptualization of resilience focuses on the 
continuous development, ongoing adaptation and growth of employees 
at work (Kuntz et al., 2016; Näswall et al., 2019). Behaving resiliently at 
work encompasses the “ability to adapt to challenges and seek out op-
portunities for continuous improvement” (Näswall et al., 2019, p. 354). 

Various psychological studies have demonstrated that traits lead to 
behavior (Fleeson & Gallagher, 2009). For example, Wu and Clark 
(2003) show that people who are characterized by the trait of aggression 

often display physical aggressive behavior. Similarly, self-consciousness 
induces individuals to behave self-consciously, for instance by spending 
a large amount of time adjusting their appearance before they leave the 
house (Fenigstein et al., 1975). As traits are expected to translate in 
behavior, the question arises whether and how trait resilience is related 
to resilient behavior at work. 

2.2. Learning climate as the mechanism translating trait resilience into 
resilient behavior at work 

Organizational context matters for the emergence of organizational 
phenomena and climate represents a critical aspect of that context 
(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). Against the increasing levels of challenges 
and associated change within and outside organizations, a learning- 
supportive organizational climate becomes particularly salient (Niko-
lova et al., 2014, 2016). In this study we employ person-environment fit 
theory (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) in conjunction with the principle of 
trait activation (e.g., Tett & Burnett, 2003) to argue for the mediating 
role of the learning climate in the relationship between trait resilience 
and state resilience. Person-environment fit theory understands fit as the 
compatibility between an individual and the (perceived) work envi-
ronment that arises when their characteristics are well matched (Kristof- 
Brown et al., 2005). Such a match between person and environment lead 
to positive behaviors and outcomes at work (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). 
We thus expect that individuals with high trait resilience behave more 
resilient at work because of their perception of a learning-supportive 
work environment, and thereby because of a high subjective person-
–environment fit. 

Specifically, we argue that trait resilience motivates employees to 
perceive the work environment in terms of organizational practices and 
policies as increasingly learning supportive, i.e., as appreciative (i.e., the 
degree in which the organization rewards learning behavior) or facili-
tating (i.e., the degree in which the organization supports, provides, and 
facilitates learning opportunities), and less so as error avoiding (i.e., the 
degree in which an organization focuses on avoiding mistakes; Osagie 
et al., 2018). First, this is because resilience is directly associated with 
optimistic thinking (Kumpfer, 1999), positive emotions in challenging 
situations (Fredrickson et al., 2003) and positive cognition in terms of 
job satisfaction (Meneghel et al., 2016). Moreover, resilient employees 
derive meaning and value from their work (Coutu, 2002; Luthans et al., 
2007; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Thus, employees with a high level of 
trait resilience are likely to perceive more material and immaterial in-
centives for learning at work as indicative of an appreciation climate 
(Nikolova et al., 2014) than will employees with a low level of trait 
resilience. 

Second, employees with high trait resilience are likely to perceive 
more resources in their environment. Resilient employees develop 
deeper relationships with others and are able to pursue new ideas, 
combining new and existing knowledge and experiences (Luthans et al., 
2007). Consequently, employees with a high level of trait resilience are 
likely to perceive more organizational policies and practices aimed at 
providing access to learning resources as indicative of a facilitation 
climate (Nikolova et al., 2014), more so than employees with a low 
levels of trait resilience, who may feel threatened in their current tasks. 

Finally, resilient individuals are characterized by high levels of self- 
efficacy (Lee et al., 2013). Negative feedback, social criticism, and even 
repeated failure, which can be devastating for people with low self- 
efficacy, have little impact on highly efficacious individuals (Bandura 
& Locke, 2003: Niessen et al., 2016). Rather, resilient employees use 
failure as an opportunity to “bounce back”. Therefore, employees with 
high levels of resilience are less likely to perceive a lack of psychological 
safety when errors in the work process are made as indicative of an error 
avoidance (i.e., climate that sustains a working atmosphere dominated 
by fear or anxiety of making errors during work; Nikolova et al., 2014; 
Van Dyck et al., 2005) climate than employees with lower levels of trait 
resilience. 
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Hypothesis 1a. Resilience as a trait will be positively related to an 
appreciation climate. 

Hypothesis 2a. Resilience as a trait will be positively related to a 
facilitation climate. 

Hypothesis 3a. Resilience as a trait will be negatively related to an 
error avoidance climate. 

The learning climate in an organization has been linked to outcomes 
that can be beneficial or costly to the employee. In fact, research has 
suggested that learning climates relate to cognitive, emotional or 
behavioral outcomes including competence development, knowledge 
sharing and job performance (see e.g., Cortini et al., 2016; Gara Bach 
Ouerdian et al., 2019; Nikolova et al., 2014; Osagie et al., 2018). A 
learning supportive climate in particular offers the environmental con-
ditions necessary for fostering positive behavior at work (Caniëls & 
Baaten, 2019; Grohnert et al., 2019; Nikolova et al., 2014). We thus 
argue that perceiving the organizational climate as appreciative or 
facilitating increases resilient behavior at work. First, this is because 
perceiving more material and immaterial incentives for learning at 
work, as indicative of an appreciation climate, can increase organiza-
tional commitment that leads to an implicit obligation to reciprocate by 
way of dealing with change and setbacks at work (Caniëls & Hatak, 
2019). Moreover, employees that perceive the organizational practices 
and policies as more learning-appreciative are more likely to feel stim-
ulated to engage in learning opportunities (Osagie et al., 2018), trusted 
and empowered (Robbins, 2019; Spurk et al., 2021), increasing their 
willingness and means to behave resiliently at work (Kao et al., 2014). 

Perceiving the organizational practices and policies as facilitating is 
expected to benefit resilient behavior at work through the availability of 
learning opportunities and resources that improve professional skills. 
Because of the perceived support and provision of sufficient resources, 
employees are also more likely to be able to meet organizational ex-
pectations including dealing with change and setbacks at work (Caniëls 
& Hatak, 2019; Osagie et al., 2018; Putz et al., 2012; Spurk et al., 2021). 

In contrast, an error avoidance climate emphasizes the importance of 
preventing failure and mistakes. When employees perceive such a lack 
of psychological safety, they are less willing to engage in uncertain 
change activities and stick to known procedures and solutions to prob-
lems rather than experiencing and dealing with setbacks at work 
(Edmondson, 1999; Lee et al., 2004). An error avoidance climate does 
not offer much room for proactive experimentation and learning from 
trial and error as a prerequisite of resilience at work (Näswall et al., 
2019). We hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1b. An appreciation climate will be positively related to 
resilient behavior at work. 

Hypothesis 2b. A facilitation climate will be positively related to 
resilient behavior at work. 

Hypothesis 3b. An error avoidance climate will be negatively related 
to resilient behavior at work. 

Building on our earlier explanation of the relationship between trait 
resilience and learning climate, on the one hand, and the association 
between learning climate and resilient behavior at work, on the other, 
we predict that individuals with high trait resilience will more strongly 
deal with change and setbacks at work (i.e., behave resiliently), because 
they perceive the work environment as more appreciative and facili-
tating (and less error avoiding). In other words, they behave resiliently 
because they perceive a high subjective person-environment fit. To 
target the situational specificity of trait–behavior linkages, we draw on 
trait activation theory (e.g., Tett & Burnett, 2003), which postulates that 
traits such as resilience need trait-like situations for their expression. In 
other words, traits are expressed as work behavior in reaction to trait- 
relevant situational cues (Tett et al., 2021). Accordingly, we assume 
that resilient employees with their pronounced characteristics of 

positive emotions in challenging situations are more strongly triggered 
to exhibit more resilient behavior at work, because they perceive their 
work environment in more positive or approaching ways, thus 
perceiving the learning climate as appreciative and facilitating. Simi-
larly, because of a work environment that instigates a sense of psycho-
logical safety (instead of fear of making mistakes) (Edmondson, 1999; 
Lee et al., 2004) experimentation, and thereby also dealing with change 
and setbacks at work, is more strongly activated for resilient employees. 
Accordingly, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1c. An appreciation climate mediates the relationship 
between resilience as a trait and resilient behavior at work. 

Hypothesis 2c. A facilitation climate mediates the relationship be-
tween resilience as a trait and resilient behavior at work. 

Hypothesis 3c. A low error avoidance climate mediate the relation-
ship between resilience as a trait and resilient behavior at work. 

3. Method 

3.1. Participants and procedure 

A two-wave study was conducted among employees from various 
Dutch organizations. The questionnaire was administered by a Dutch 
ISO (International Organization for Standardization) certified research 
company and targeted a broad sample of employees with paid work in 
The Netherlands. In total 450 employees received the questionnaire in 
the first wave. After one week a reminder was sent. In total 333 (74 %) 
questionnaires were returned. After removing incomplete and incon-
sistent forms we were left with 302 (67 %) usable responses. After 6 
months the respondents that participated in study 1 were asked to fill in 
the same questionnaire again. Prior studies that assess behavioral out-
comes employed a similar lag (e.g., Zhang et al., 2021) and have 
demonstrated that a six-month lag is suitable for capturing information 
on behavior (Shoda et al., 1994). A six-month lag is sufficiently long in 
that the responses given at the first data gathering are unlikely to be 
recollected at the moment of the second data gathering. Hence, these 
responses cannot confound responses in the second measurement 
(Dormann & Griffin, 2015). The second wave data collection generated 
199 usable responses (66 % of 333). From this final set of respondents, 
49 % identified as female; the average age was 47.2 (SD 12.5); the 
average number of years of work experience was 12.8 (SD 11.6); and 
59.3 % received vocational training, 27.1 % have an undergraduate 
degree and 13.1 % hold a graduate degree. 

Data were not nested, as participants were distributed over various 
organizations throughout the country. Participation was voluntary and 
data were pseudonimized before being transferred to the researching 
team. 

In line with other studies about resilience (e.g., Meneghel et al., 
2016) we gathered data using self-reports, which may present a risk 
associated with common method bias. However, these concerns are 
minimal when the outcome variable is oriented at behavior instead of 
performance (Conway & Lance, 2010; Heidemeier & Moser, 2009; Kim 
et al., 2013) as is the case in individual resilience studies. Moreover, data 
about resilient behavior (the outcome variable) was gathered at a later 
time point than trait resilience (the predictor) and learning climate (the 
mediator variable), thereby limiting possible effects of common method 
bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

3.2. Measures 

To measure each construct variable, we used multiple-item scales of 
which psychometric properties were validated in prior studies. 
Construct variables were measured on seven-point Likert scales ranging 
from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). 
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3.2.1. Trait resilience 
An employee’s capability to adapt positively to adverse conditions 

was measured using the six-item brief resilience scale developed by 
Smith et al. (2008). An example item is “I tend to bounce back quickly 
after hard times”. The reliability of the scale was α = 0.81. 

3.2.2. Resilient behavior 
Was measured by eight items from the resilience at work scale from 

Näswall et al. (2015) (α = 0.85). This scale is explicitly designed to 
measure resilient behavior in workplace settings (Näswall et al., 2015) 
as opposed to resilience as a character trait. An example item is “I 
resolve crises competently at work”. 

3.2.3. Learning climate 
We used Nikolova et al.’s (2014) three-dimensional scale to assess 

the organization’s learning climate. The three dimensions are (1) 
appreciation, (2) facilitation, and (3) error avoidance, each consisting of 
three items. A sample item of appreciation climate is “Employees get 
quickly promoted here, if they engage in continuous professional 
development”. A sample item of facilitation climate is “My organization 
provides sufficient resources to develop my competence”. Finally, a 
sample item of error avoidance climate is “In my organization, one is 
afraid to admit mistakes. All dimensions yielded good internal reliability 
(respectively α = 0.81, α = 91, and α = 0.78). 

3.2.4. Controls 
To be consistent with prior studies about resilience and organiza-

tional climates (e.g., Cortini et al., 2016; Meneghel et al., 2016), we 
controlled for demographic variables, including age, tenure, gender and 
education level. Tenure was measured by years of experience in the 
current or similar function. Gender was measured as a dichotomous 
variable in which males were coded as 1, females were coded as 2. The 
coding of the education level followed the Dutch education system with 
the following categories: none (coded as 1), lower vocational education 
(coded as 2), high school (coded as 3), general vocational education 
(coded as 4), junior college (coded as 5), Bachelor of Arts Degree or 
Bachelor of Science (coded as 6), Master’s degree or Doctoral degree 
(coded as 7), no answer (coded as 8). 

3.3. Analytical strategy 

To examine the hypothesized mediation effects, we conducted 
structural equation modeling by using the R package Lavaan (Rosseel, 
2012), which facilitates bootstrapping. Measures were mean-centred to 
enhance the interpretability of data. To assess whether multicollinearity 
could be a problem in our dataset, we calculated the variance inflation 
factors (VIFs) of predictor variables. All the VIF values are below the 

conservative threshold of four (Fox, 1991), with the highest VIF being 
1.48. We have used Goodman and Blum’s (1996) recommendations to 
assess the effects of attrition. We compared respondents who prema-
turely dropped out of our study (droppers) to those who remained in the 
longitudinal sample (stayers). We could not detect a statistically sig-
nificant difference between stayers and the droppers, indicating that our 
dataset likely does not suffer from attrition bias. To confirm that each 
measure loads on the intended factor (discriminant validity), we per-
formed a confirmatory factor analysis on the measurement model, i.e., a 
model that specifies the relations between the observed and the latent 
construct variables (Byrne, 2013). As expected, all items loaded on the 
intended factor, which is attested by the fit statistics for the measure-
ment model (χ2 = 374.659; df = 220; RMSEA = 0.059; CFI = 0.92; TLI 
= 0.91; SRMR = 0.064). The alternative one-factor model presented a 
worse fit (χ2 = 1250.411; df = 230; RMSEA = 0.149; CFI = 0.46; TLI = . 
41; SRMR = 0.131). Table 1 reports the fit statistics of various possible 
alternative measurement models. The confirmatory factor analysis 
showed the five-factor structure to have a better fit than all other model 
specifications. As an additional test for establishing discriminant val-
idity, we used the heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT; 
Henseler et al., 2015). Results from these tests confirmed the presence of 
discriminant validity. 

Furthermore, to check the robustness of our model an alternative 
model specification was tested in which we specified relationships that 
are reversed to the hypothesized relations. We found no support for this 
alternative model specification. 

4. Results 

Table 2 summarizes means, standard deviations and correlations 
between the main variables in our study. The control variables do not 
structurally associate with any of the main variables, as all correlations 
are below 0.3. Hence, to increase the power of our tests, we left the 
control variables out of the regression analyses (cf. Becker, 2005). As 
expected, we find medium to strong correlations between different 
organizational climates. A three-factor confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) confirms the distinctiveness of the three-factor model (χ2 =
27.595; df = 24; CFI =0.997; TLI =0.996; RMSEA 0.022; SRMR =
0.030). The one-factor solution shows a worse fit (χ2 = 453.950; df =
27; CFI =0.696; TLI =0.595; RMSEA 0.229; SRMR = 0.144). 

Fig. 1 displays the results for the partial relationships in our hy-
pothesized model. We find that all partial relationships (a-paths as well 
as b-paths) are significant. The paths toward and from the error avoid-
ance climate have negative coefficients, which is in accordance with 
what one would expect. Consequently, our findings support Hypotheses 
1a-3a, and 1b-3b. 

Table 3 presents the results of our mediation model. It shows a 

Table 1 
Confirmatory factor analyses and fit indices.  

Model Factors χ2 df χ2/df CFI TLI GFI (AIC) RMSEA SRMR Δχ2 vs Model 1 

1 5-factor  374.659  220  1.70  0.92  0.91  14,115.26  0.06  0.06  
2 4-factor  485.484  224  2.17  0.86  0.84  14,218.08  0.08  0.07  110.82*** 
3 3-factor  645.699  227  2.84  0.78  0.75  14,372.30  0.10  0.09  160.22*** 
4 1-factor  1250.411  230  5.44  0.46  0.41  14,971.01  0.15  0.13  604.71*** 
5 3-factor Appreciation  253.03  116  2.18  0.89  0.87  10,220.7  0.08  0.07  
6 3-factor Facilitating  248.26  116  2.14  0.91  0.89  10,154.71  0.08  0.07  
7 3-factor Error avoidance  258.75  116  2.23  0.88  0.86  10,361.48  0.08  0.07  

Note. Error-terms were not allowed to correlate in any of the models, nor were any other changes made to the models. Model 1 is our measurement model in which 
items were loaded onto their respective factors (i.e., trait resilience, appreciation climate, facilitating climate, error avoidance climate, resilient behavior). Model 2 is a 
four-factor model in which both “positive” climates, i.e., appreciation climate and facilitating climate, were loaded onto one factor and all other measures were loaded 
onto their respective factors. Model 3 is a three-factor model in which the three climates were loaded onto one factor and all other measures were loaded onto their 
respective factors. Model 4 is a one-factor model in which all measure items were loaded onto one factor. Models 5, 6 and 7 are three-factor models in which only one 
climate is taken into account. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; GFI = goodness-of-fit index; AIC = Akaike information criterion; RMSEA = root- 
mean-square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual. 

*** p < .001. 
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significant direct effect of trait resilience on resilient behavior at work 
(b = 0.35, p < .001). In addition, the total indirect effect of the mediation 
model for an appreciation climate is significant (b = 0.04, p < .001). The 
95 % bias-corrected confidence interval (CI) for the total effect (derived 
from 1000 bootstrap samples) does not contain zero, 95 % CI = [0.011, 
0.086]. Furthermore, the analysis shows a positive significant indirect 
effect of a facilitating climate (b = 0.06, p = .014, CI = [0.017, 0.110]). 
This pattern of results is consistent with a mediating effect of an 
appreciation climate as well as a facilitating climate in the relationship 
between trait resilience and resilient behavior, thereby supporting Hy-
pothesis 1c and Hypothesis 2c. Furthermore, in contrast to Hypothesis 
3c, we did not find support for a mediation effect of an error avoidance 
climate. 

5. Discussion 

Increasingly, resilience is seen as an important resource reservoir 
that helps employees manage the ever-changing situations and setbacks 
experienced at work. Resilient people tend to proactively prepare for 
hardships. Yet to date, little attention has been given to the translation of 
trait resilience into resilient behavior at work, and learning climate as a 
critical mechanism in the course of this translation. Drawing on person- 
environment fit theory and the principle of trait activation, our study 
investigated the role of three particular perceptions of organizational 
policies and practices aimed at supporting employees’ learning behav-
iors: (1) appreciation climate, (2) facilitation climate, and (3) error 
avoidance climate. The basic assumption was that employees match 
their personal characteristics work perceptions including the learning 
climate of the organization they work for to fit their personal charac-
teristics (Bakker et al., 2016; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), and that 
there needs to be a fit between trait resilience and environment in the 
form of learning climate for traits to be expressed in the form of behavior 
(Tett & Burnett, 2003). 

Our results demonstrate that employees’ resilience is positively 
related to an appreciation and facilitation climate, and negatively 
associated with error avoidance climate. Moreover, appreciation and 
facilitation climate are positively associated with resilient behavior at 
work. An error avoidance climate is negatively related to dealing with 
change and setbacks at work. Furthermore, an appreciation and facili-
tating climate mediate the relationship between trait resilience and 
resilient behavior at work. No mediating effect was found for an error 
avoidance climate. 

This study makes several contributions. First, we advance the liter-
ature by theoretically highlighting and empirically testing the mecha-
nism underlying the relationship between trait resilience and resilience 
at work. This is important because previous studies have often implicitly 
assumed that trait resilience would directly manifest in resilient 
behavior at work (e.g., Avey et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2008). Person- 
environment fit theory in conjunction with the principle of trait acti-
vation highlights the importance of subjective person-environment fit 
for resilience research. Resilience as a trait is activated when confronted 
with perceptions of the organization‘s practices and policies in that they 
are framed in a learning-supportive way ensuring person-environment 
fit that makes resilient employees more likely to actually deal with 
change and setbacks at work. 

Second, we contribute to the literature on organizational learning 
climates (e.g., Crans et al., 2021; Van der Heijde et al., 2018). Our study 
highlights the importance of differentiating between approach-oriented 
(e.g., facilitation and appreciation climate) and avoidance-oriented (e. 
g., error avoidance climate) perceptions of organization’s practices and 
policies aimed at supporting employees’ learning behaviors. Whereas 
both approach-oriented and (reduced) avoidance-oriented climates lead 
to higher levels of resilient behavior at work, the functioning of these 
relationships appears to work in different ways. Specifically, an avoid-
ance climate only has a direct effect on employees’ dealing with change 
and setbacks at work. Resilient people perceive the organizational Ta
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climate as less error avoiding. Apparently, their trait resilience is not 
activated by an error-avoidance climate, i.e., not resulting in resilient 
behavior. In other words, perceiving the organizational environment as 
error-avoiding does not necessitate trait-resilient individuals to behave 
in more or less resilient ways. This reasoning is in line with Trait Acti-
vation Theory, as resilient behavior is not triggered in trait-resilient 
individuals when they do not perceive the organizational climate as 
error-avoiding. In contrast, an approach-oriented climate is necessary 
for employees’ resilience to be translated into resilient behavior at work. 
What this suggests is that proactive positive traits like resilience need 
trait-like situations such as appreciative and facilitating climates for 
their expression. 

5.1. Limitations and future research 

The results of our study have to be seen in the light of several limi-
tations which give rise to avenues for further research. First, as we study 
resilience and resilient behavior of employees, we must be alert on the 
possibility of a healthy worker effect. People without a job, and who 
presumably may not be resilient, were not within our sample. Fortu-
nately, in our sample we see sufficient variation in responses regarding 
trait resilience, which abates this worry. Moreover, as our study revolves 
around the organization’s learning climates, it would not have been 
possible to include non-workers. However, future studies which tap into 
employee resilience, while less relying on perceptions of organizational 
policies and practices, may be interested to collect data from employees 
who are leaving an organization, for example by exit-interviews or 
surveys. In that way it may be possible to grasp experiences from a group 
of workers with potentially less resilience. 

Second, given that our dependent variable is behavioral in nature 
and can therefore be best assessed by individuals themselves, our study 
relies on self-report measures. Consequently, the results may have been 
influenced by common method variance. We have undertaken several 
procedures (following recommendations of Podsakoff et al., 2003) to 
minimize the possible effects of common method bias. Among others, we 
adopted a time-lagged design (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and gathered data 
about our dependent variable and the predictor variables at different 
points in time. Nevertheless, future studies may want to explore alter-
native research designs to further minimize the risk of bias. 

Third, even though we adopted a time-lagged design, which allows 
time-intervals between the predicator variables and the outcomes, we 
could not include autoregressive effects in our model. By using time lags 
our research design strengthens causal inference and is superior to un- 
lagged cross-sectional designs (Daniels & Harris, 2005; Xanthopoulou 
et al., 2009); yet, our conclusions should be interpreted with caution. 
More research is needed to verify causal inferences, for instance by 
employing experiments. Relatedly, we measured trait resilience (our 
independent) at the same time as the climates (the mediators), which is 
not preferred when analyzing a mediation model. However, traits are 
generally found to be quite stable over time (e.g., Kuntz, Connell, & 
Näswall, 2017; Kuntz, Malinen, & Näswall, 2017). It is therefore un-
likely that an organizational climate could influence character traits of 
individuals. In contrast, character traits (by being stable) could very well 
influence the way in which an organizational climate is perceived. 
Nevertheless, future studies are advised to measure independent vari-
ables at an earlier point in time than the mediator. 

Last, in this study we focused on resilience of individuals. However, 
resilient employees do not operate in a vacuum (Linnenluecke, 2017; 
Van der Vegt et al., 2015). Trait resilience may instigate them to flourish 
to some extent context-free, but given that their perceptions of a 
learning-supportive organizational environment are conducive of their 
resilient behavior, support from team members (including the team 
leader) is likely to be of key importance as well. Even if there is much 
dynamic freedom for fitting perceptions of organizational practices and 

b = .45***Trait 

resilience

Appreciation climate

Facilitating climate

Error avoidance climate

Resilient 

behavior

b = .32***

b = -.39***

b = .12***

b = -.08**

b = .13***

Fig. 1. Results for the hypothesized model.  

Table 3 
Regression summary for the mediating role of learning climates in the rela-
tionship between resilience (trait) and resilient behavior (n = 199).   

Model 1. Mediation 
through appreciation 
climate [95 % bias- 
corrected CI] 

Model 2. 
Mediation 
through 
facilitation 
climate 

Model 3. 
Mediation 
through error 
avoidance 
climate 

Total effect 
Resilience (trait) 

➔ Resilience 
(behavior) 

0.35*** (0.058) 
[0.24, 0.47] 

0.35*** (0.058) 
[0.24, 0.47] 

0.35*** (0.058) 
[0.24, 0.47] 

Constant 3.40*** (0.269) 
[2.87, 3.93] 

3.40*** (0.269) 
[2.87, 3.93] 

3.40*** (0.269) 
[2.87, 3.93]  

Partial effect toward climate (a-path) 
Resilience (trait) 

➔ Climate 
0.32*** (0.097) 
[0.14; 0.52] 

0.45*** (0.11) 
[,23; 0.68] 

− 0.39*** 
(0.092) [− 0.56; 
− 0.20]  

Partial effects from climate to resilience (behavior) (b-path) 
Climate 

➔Resilience 
(behavior) 

0.12*** (0.044) 
[0.042; 0.21] 

0.14*** (0.041) 
[0.051; 0.22] 

− 0.079* (0.039) 
[− 0.16; − 0.008]  

Direct effects (c’-path) 
Resilience (trait) 

➔ Resilience 
(behavior) 

0.31*** (0.053) 
[0.21, 0.42] 

0.30*** (0.052) 
[0.20, 0.40] 

0.32*** (0.055) 
[0.20, 0.42]  

Indirect effects 
(a*b) 

0.04** (0.018) 
[0.011, 0.086] 

0.06** (0.023) 
[0.017, 0.110] 

0.031 (0.017) 
[0.003, 0.07] 

Notes. Unstandardized coefficients are reported, independent variables were 
centred, se between brackets. 

** p < .05. 
*** p < .01. 
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policies toward the individual personality, it would still be interesting to 
examine whether this could also be enhanced at the team level (Sto-
verink et al., 2018). Further research into predictors of resilient be-
haviors may want to take team interactions into account. 

5.2. Managerial implications 

Our research has practical value for employees, managers and their 
organizations, as it provides insights about when employees behave 
resiliently at work, which is in turn positively associated with job per-
formance and organizational commitment (Meneghel et al., 2016; Wang 
et al., 2017; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Given our results, to ensure that 
employees display resilient behavior it seems useful for organizations to 
start with hiring resilient individuals and make sure that resilient em-
ployees are provided with an appreciative and facilitating organiza-
tional climate. In other words, managers should be cautious encouraging 
perceptions of error avoidance within their organizations. 

First, regarding hiring resilient employees, we suggest organizations 
to use survey instruments (Smith et al., 2008) to measure candidates’ 
trait resilience during the hiring process. This is important because in-
dividuals who are highly resilient in character, are more likely to 
perceive an appreciation and facilitation climate, which is positively 
associated with resilient behavior at work. 

Second, with respect to an organization’s current workforce that may 
include less resilient employees, organizational interventions can help to 
construe social identities (Roberts et al., 2003). In particular, changes in 
social and work roles could not only change the image that individuals 
have of themselves (Roberts et al., 2003), but also interventions that 
construe social identities have been found to be useful to develop em-
ployees’ resilience (Lodi-Smith & Roberts, 2007; Roberts & Wood, 
2006). For example, organized sessions of constructive feedback from 
leaders can fortify a positive self-image of being resilient in challenging 
times. 

Third, managers can strive to enhance employees’ perception of a 
learning-supportive climate, as facilitation and appreciation climates 
positively relate to resilient behavior among employees. As managers 
and leaders have often been identified as having a chief role in creating 
the organizational climate (e.g., Dragoni, 2005), it may be important to 
create awareness among them about the impact they may have on the 
resilient behavior of their employees. Furthermore, we advise organi-
zations to frequently utilize employee surveys in which employees 
report how they experience the learning climate (Nikolova et al., 2014). 
This could guide organizations to craft interventions to alter organiza-
tional practices and policies aimed at learning, also on the individual 
employee-level. 
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